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CHICAGO SKYWAY

TUESDAY, JULY 23, 1963

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ROADS,
Washington, D .0 .

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m. in the com-
mittee room, 1304 Longworth House Office Building, Hon. George
H. Fallon (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.
Mr. FALLON. The committee will be in order..
Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Public Works, Subcom-

mittee on Roads, is meeting this morning for the consideration of
H.R. 6289, a bill to provide that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet toll
bridge) shall be operated as a freeway.
Without objection, H.R. 6289 will be made a part of the record at

this point in the proceedings.
Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.
(The bill follows:)

[Hit. 6289, 88th Cong., let sees.]

A BILL To provide that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet Skyway toll bridge) shall be operated
as a freeway

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in. Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Commerce is
authorized to pay to the city of Chicago, Illinois, not to exceed $87,000,000, on
condition that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet Skyway toll bridge), a portion
of Interstate Route Numbered 94, shall be operated free to the public, on and
after the date such payment is made.

Mr. FALLON. Our distinguished colleague on the committee is
going to make the first statement this morning and present some dis-
tinguished guests that we have from Illinois.
Mr. Kluczynski.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
it is a privilege to appear as a witness this morning before my own
committee in support of H.R. 6289, a bill which provides that the
Chicago Skyway shall be operated as a freeway.
Might I say at the outset that I believe this legislation which you

are considering today is worthwhile and necessary legislation. It
will correct an inequitable situation which has come into being as a
result of certain circumstances which I would like to describe to the
committee.

1



2 CHICAGO SKYWAY

The Calumet Skyway, which we are considering today, is a toll

bridge located in the city of Chicago extending for some 7.5 miles. It

links up the Indiana toll road. After long study this bridge was
authorized by a city ordinance of the city of Chicago adopted Decem-

ber 4, 1954. The bridge was opened for operation a little over 3 years

later on April 16, 1958.
It suffers today in its operation from the fact that the anticipated

volume of traffic which had been assumed would use the Calumet
Skyway has not come into being.
The Calumet Skyway is being bypassed by a series of freeways

which have been built within the city of Chicago and the State of
Indiana and which will eventually link up directly with the
Indiana toll road.
At the time that the skyway was being considered and at a later

date toward the end of the construction period in 1957, the city of
Chicago and the builders of the skyway were under the distinct
impression that this route would be the main route running through
Chicago into the Indiana toll road for the use of the motorgoing
public. Circumstances beyond the control of the city of Chicago
have prevented this situation from developing.
I, therefore, appear before you today to urge the passage of this

legislation. It is needed by the city of Chicago. It will correct an
inequitable situation which was not the creation or the making of
those who built this route. Other witnesses who will follow me will
explain in detail what I have covered in a very general fashion. I
am certain that these experts will be able to clearly and fully answer
any and all questions.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I thank you.

• At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the dean of the Illinois delegation, Thomas J.
O'Brien, be made a part of the record.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Thank you.
(The statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE HON. THOMAS J. O'BRIEN OF ILLINOIS

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Roads, I appreciate

the opportunity of testifying before you this morning in support of legislation

in which I have a deep and abiding interest and which I know will be beneficial

not only to the city of Chicago as such, but to the entire motor-going public of

the United States.
I appear here in support of H.R. 6289, to provide that the Chicago Skyway

(Calumet Skyway toll bridge) shall be operated as a freeway. Under the

terms of this bill the skyway which has been in operation since April of 1958

will become a freeway. As a result of the freeing of the skyway, the Secretary

of Commerce will be authorized to pay to the city of Chicago the sum of not to

exceed $87 million.
The details of this legislation will be explained to you by others with more

technical knowledge of its background than I have. I appear here simply to

urge its passage by this committee as soon as possible to alleviate an emergency

situation in the city of Chicago, and, in my opion, an inequitable one.

Mr. K.LITCZYNSKI. Now it is my pleasure to introduce to you the
mayor of the city of Chicago, Richard J. Daley.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Mayor, on behalf of the committee, I would like

to welcome you here this morning. We will be very pleased to hear
your statement on the bill introduced by our colleague, Mr.
Kluczynski.
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STATEMENT OF MAYOR RICHARD J. DALEY, CITY OF CHICAGO, ILL.

Mayor DALEY. Thank you very much, Congressman John.
I wish to express my appreciation to the chairman and the mem-

bers of this committee for this opportunity to be here on behalf of
H.R. 6289.
Present with me today are public officials and engineers from the

State and city who are experts and will testify in detail and will be
happy to answer any questions that you may have.
The Calumet Skyway toll bridge—a 73/4-mile expressway with two

3-lane roadways, each 36 feet in width separated by a raised median
strip—is located in the southeast part of Chicago in one of the most
highly concentrated industrial areas in the Nation. The skyway
was conceived in 1954 to overcome an impossible traffic situation
which was developing at this southeasterly gateway into Chicago.
The restriction to freely moving traffic in this area was due to the

narrow corridor at the southern extremity of Lake Michigan. In this
narrow strip—which extends in a crescent shape from south Chicago
through the northern part of Indiana, including the cities of Ham-
mond, East Chicago, Indiana Harbor and Gary—are located one of
the Nation's busiest steel production centers, one of the country's
largest refinery centers and a tremendous industrial complex.
Most of the eastern railroads serving Chicago must of necessity

pass through the same area, as do the principal highways from the
east.

Unfortunately, all east and west traffic through this area had to
cross the Calumet River over one of four movable bridges. Each of
these bridges is opened some 6,000 times during the navigation season,
a figure that was destined to increase sharply with the opening of the
St. Lawrence Seaway.
Furthermore, once the river was crossed, vehicles still had an obsta-

cle race in the form of crowded streets and traffic lights and the heavy
congestion caused by a great volume of trailer and truck traffic.
In early 1953, the State of Indiana announced that the Indiana

toll road would terminate in the heart of this congested area at 106th
and Indianapolis Boulevard. This toll road was scheduled for open-
ing in 1956 which meant that all Chicago-bound traffic from the east
traveling over the New Jersey Turnpike, the Ohio Turnpike, and the
Indiana Toll Road would be channeled into this location. Consulting
engineers for the Indiana Toll Road Commission estimated that over
4 million vehicles would pass through the western terminal toll gate
each year and proceed on into Chicago at an average of over 11,000 a
day.
All of our officials—the State—the county and the city—became

deeply concerned as surveys had shown that this particular intersec-
tion was already one of the four worst bottlenecks on the south side.
They met frequently with the Indiana Toll Road Commission in an
effort to change the terminus, but were unsuccessful.
With this prospect of thousands of automobiles pouring into an

already highly congested area, it became a matter of great urgency
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that a traffic facility be constructed. The new facility also would
provide the last link in a magnificent modern interstate highway con-
necting New York and Chicago. It would permit motorists traveling
east, who start their journey in Chicago, to travel to New York City
without encountering a single stream of cross traffic, traffic signal, or
pedestrain, at speeds of 60 miles per hour and upward, stoppmg
only to pay the toll on each separate facility.
Although the necessity for the skyway had been clearly established,

no funds were available for its construction. At this time the high-
ways funds of the State, the county, and the city were totally inade-
quate for this purpose. All of its available funds had already been
committed for a 68-mile comprehensive expressway system which
had been planned and agreed upon in 1939.
However, the State Municipal Toll Bridge Act of 1953 provided

for the issuance and sale of revenue bonds for the construction of a
toll bridge and its approaches. This developed to be a practicable
method of financing.
It must be emphasized that the Federal Interstate Highway Act,

from which the 90-10 percent interstate highway funds are available,
was not passed by Congress until June 29,1956.
In 1954 the city council authorized an investment banking firm to

provide a feasible survey for financing the project. The consulting
engineers reported that the skyway was eminently feasible and that
the projected revenue would be sufficient to support the revenue bond
issue.
Based on this anticipated revenue and on engineer's projections of

traffic for the skyway, plus the urgent need, a revenue bond issue for
$101 million was sold for the construction of the toll bridge.
It was anticipated that Chicago's three expressways, Congress,

northwest, and south, would feed traffic into the Calumet Skyway.
However, the construction and improvement of parallel expressways
with the use of Federal funds diverted the traffic from the toll road..
Further, projections of traffic volume which were based on experi-

ences which had occurred elsewhere did not prevail on the skyway. As
a consequence, the actual revenue from the skyway is substantially
lower than the estimated or projected revenue.

Despite all efforts of promotion, increase in tolls and reduction
of operating expenses, the revenues of the toll bridge have fallen far
short of what is necessary. The skyway is now in default. The fact
is that the public prefers to use freeways to paying a toll, even if it
takes slightly longer.
If the road were to go into receivership the governmental agencies

would be unable to provide for policing, safety, and maintenance with
the result that there would be a rapid deterioration of this modern
7%-mile expressway.
As a freeway the State, county, and city can provide for additional

ramps to serve more people; from the new interstate roads, and from
the totally congested area.
However, the fact that revenues from the skyway are far short of

meeting the financial requirements does not in any way reduce the
tremendous service it gives to the public.
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It is proposed in H.R. 6289 that the Federal Government provide a
grant not to exceed $87 million to purchase the $101 million skyway.
It is obvious that the bondholders will suffer a substantial loss if the
road becomes a freeway.

It is also obvious that the Federal Government would be providing to
the public through its Federal aid program a facility which meets the
purpose of the Federal Aid Road Act.
In the section entitled "Federal Aid Systems" of the act, it is stated:
It shall be so located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the princi-

pal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense
and, to the greatest extent possible, to connect at suitable border points with
routes of continental importance in he Dominion of Canada and the Republic of
Mexico.

Further, in the report of the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, it is set forth:
* * * the language is intended to promote maximum integration of the system

by including both free and toll portions of the system.

Certainly the skyway fully meets this objective. It is estimated by
competent engineering sources that if the skyway, which is an integral
part of Federal Interstate Highway 94, was made a free facility, it
would double its use and serve the needs of interstate traffic, defense
programs, and the metropolitan area.
This proposal to make the skyway a freeway has been endorsed by

the Chicago Association of Commerce & Industry and other civic
organizations.
Once again, I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to

speak on behalf of this proposal to make the skyway a freeway.
The witnesses to follow will present in detail all of the facts con-

cerning the history of this project and the desirability of continuing
it as a freeway for all of the people.
Thank you again, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Mayor, I thank you very much for your statement

this morning.
Are there any questions on my right?
Mr. BUCKLEY. No questions.
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask you a question? If this proj-

ect is authorized, will the payment come out of the trust fund of the
road program?
Mr. FALLON. I assume that it would, since it would be in the Inter-

state System.
Mr. CRAMER. Will the chairman yield at that point?
Mr. FALLON. Yes.
Mr. CRAMER. The bill as introduced, as I understand it, does not

provide for the money to come out of the trust fund, and I assume,
therefore, it would come out of general revenues.
Mr. BUCKLEY. General revenues.
Mr. FALLON. I assume, having been made a part of the Interstate

System, it would therefore come out of the trust fund.
Mr. CRAMER. Perhaps we could suggest the Bureau of Public Roads

or Commerce may come before us for clarification. I think it would
come out of the general revenues as the bill is presently drafted.
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Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions on my right?
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mayor Daley, is the faith of the city of Chicago

pledged in support of this obligation for the toll road?
Mayor DALEY. No; a revenue bond is not a pledge of faith and

credit, but we are told that this will directly affect the credit of the
city. But on default on revenue bonds, there is an inclination by the
financial people of the country to reduce the credit standing of the
municipality, or the State, or any government.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Has the toll road management agreed to the set-

tlement figure of $87 million with the city of Chicago?
Mayor DALEY. We have not made any agreement with anyone or

had any discussion. We thought that, after all, this would be within
the province of this committee and the Congress and we would work
with them. There has been no discussion of what the settlement would
be. We are hoping it will be all right if the city makes it.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The $87 million represents what part of the total

amount of cost?
Mayor DALEY. On the figure as to what part of the amount could

be paid out of this, $101 million actually was the cost of acquisition,
construction, and all of the other costs. The figure of $87 million,
I am told, is a figure that was arrived at by the engineer experts and
lawyers as the one we could conceivably present to the Congress based
on the facts and figures of what they would pay if this were being
done under 90-10.
Mr. EDMONDSON. May I ask a further question about your toll

authority, your turnpike authority that constructed this road? Is
this the only road they have constructed, or have they constructed
others that are a part of an operating system? Does this stand on
its own feet?
Mayor DALEY. This is the only one we have constructed. As a

matter of fact, one was proposed 3 or 4 years ago. I would like to
point out this was constructed prior to my administration, and I have
opposed toll roads. I have stated that. They tried to put one on the
Northwest Expressway, and we were able to make it a freeway. Other-
wise, on the Northwest Expressway in Chicago, we would have had
a toll road. I was of the opinion that the city of Chicago should not
have toll roads, but we should be like many other people and have
freeways that we could use.
We hope to turn this into a freeway because the vast area in South

Chicago, and southeast of Chicago cannot get onto this to go north
because, you see, it is a bridge, and they have to go to 106th either
way to get on, and then 87th in the north. We hope to run ramps up,
with the help of the State and commerce, and let all of those people
in South Chicago's industrial area use that great freeway system.
Mr.EDmoNDsoN. I have used your splendid system of freeways in

Chicago, but I have never used this particular skyway. You feel it
is not getting the use it should get at this time because of the toll
aspects of it, and it is out of place in the road system of the city
of Chicago today?
Mayor DALEY. What has happened—the engineers will explain

this in more detail—we thought the construction of the Southwest
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Expressway would implement the skyway, but instead traffic is going
out to Route 294 and going to the east. We have freeways all the way.
We feel this will be accentuated. As traffic users develop habits,

there will be more and more people leave the skyway and ride the free-
ways. This has been happening all over the country—where there is
a freeway running parallel to a toll road, the people will always use
the freeway.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Thank you very much.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Jones.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Mayor

'
what is your authority for the construction

and operation of this toll bridge?
Mayor DALEY. It is set up under the State Toll Bridge Act; it is

operated by the city department, and we have here the manager who
operates it.
Mr. JONES. So you are operating under the statutory authority of

the State of Illinois?
Mayor DALEY. We are operating under the statutory authority of

the State, yes.
Mr. JONES. And therefore under the corporate authority of general

obligation 
Mayor DALEY. Revenue bonds.
Mr. JONES. Revenue bonds, yes. That is the position. What is the

deficit at the present time?
Mayor DALEY. We have paid nothing on the principal, we have paid

the interest up until July 1, 1962.
Mr. JONES. When does the principal become liable?
Mayor DALEY. Next year.
Mr. JONES. Do you anticipate you will be able to pay anything on

the principal from the present revenue?
Mayor DALEY. From the present revenue, it is indicative we would

not have the interest which was due on the first of July until the
last 
Mr. JONES. Do you have the authority to defer the payment of prin-

cipal under the obligation bonds?
Mayor DALEY. No. Corporation counsel is here and will explain

the legal end of it, but I am told we are in default.
Mr. JONES. Under the corporate authority there is no further author-

ity of the city of Chicago to divert its general revenues to the payment
of this obligation; is that right?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. Therefore, the authority by which this toll bridge was

constructed either has to come into revenue or the defaulting authori-
ties will take over the bridge and become the 'operators?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So the bond people do not want that.
Mayor DALEY. A serious question comes upon the operation of the

'bridge—how they could operate it. We have been operating and pay-
ing the operating expenses and the interest and the repairs and
maintenance.
Mr. JONES. I am talking about the authority that you have. You

have got the general authority of the city of iChicacrti ?
Mayor DALEY. Right.

bno, -4
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Mr. JONES. And you have the corporate authority under which the
bonds were issued that are dependent upon the income the bridge
would acquire?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So you are in the unfortunate situation that the general

revenues cannot come to the rescue of the corporate authority?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Do you have any questions at this time, Mr. Ryan?
Mr. RYAN. On the sum of $87 million which is the price requested,

or asked for that stretch of highway—how long is the stretch?
Mayor DALEY. Seven and one-half miles.
Mr. RYAN. On the 90-10 proportion, is the 10 percent already

deducted?
Mayor DALEY. I believe it has been.
Mr. RYAN. In other words, the $87 million would be reduced by

another 10 percent?
Mayor DALEY. If you use that formula.
Mr. RYAN. And that would be approximately $80 million.
Mayor DALEY. Right.
Mr. RYAN. Then the highway would be completed all the way

through the heart of the town as an expressway?
Mayor DALEY. It meets with the Dan Ryan Expressway now.
Mr. RYAN. That is a free expressway, a freeway?
Mayor DALEY. That is correct, connects at 64th and goes north. We

had anticipated when the south expressway was constructed much of
the traffic would come on it from the Calumet expressway. But, as a
matter of fact, it is the opposite—traffic has been reduced.
Mr. RYAN. I am rather interested becasue I am from Detroit and

wondered if it is connected with the heart of Chicago.
Mayor DALEY. This is a direct route, Mr. Ryan.
Mr. RYAN. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. Mayor Daley, I have a couple of quetsions I would

like to have your answers to.
One is, I think, the basic question involved. There are on the Inter-

state System now 2,368 miles of toll roads, bridges, and tunnels. If
the Federal Government saw fit to reimburse for toll facilities that
have been incorporated into the Interstate System it would amount to
approximately $41/2 billion. Of course, I do not think the Congress
or this committee can consider this problem in a vacuum, so to speak,
solely the Chicago problem, and not relate it to other problems that
exist throughout the country. I am sure you are aware of the problem
that we have.
Mayor DALEY. Yes.
Mr. CRAMER. In viewing this request for reimbursement based upon,

as I gather it, primarily the fact that the Chicago Skyway is going
broke, how do you justify in your own mind, or how would you justify
to this committee reimbursement of the city of Chicago to the extent
of $87 million, knowing, if we did so, we may be setting a precedent
for reimbursement of some $41/2 billion on other toll facilities injected
into the Interstate System?
Mayor DALEY. I think, Congressman, it will be inevitable the time

will come to face this question if we continue to build freeways paral-
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leling the toll roads. I do not think there is any doubt about it. Even
though Chicago may be the first, our request is further complicated
because we were virtually forced into this position with the action that
took place with respect to the terminus of the Indiana toll road back
in 1954 before we had the present Federal highway system. But
where freeways are continuing to be built, whether in New York,
Illinois, or any other State, paralleling the toll roads, we know from
experience no one will use the toll roads, they will use the freeways.
The toll road is a great medium of use for the Interstate System, but
any place in the country I do not think a man or woman will use the
toll road if the freeways are there.
Our problem, we point out again, is aggravated by the fact that the

freeway does run parallel to the skyway. This came later when the
Federal Government passed this law to provide 90-10, and the State
and the city and the county have participated in these freeways.
Mr. CRAMER. Exactly. I am not oriented in this area and perhaps

some of the other members of the committee are not either. Could 
you indicate on the map just what highways there are that you con-
sider parallel and competitive to the Chicago Skyway and whether
they are 90-10 or primary or local or what?
Mr. PIKARSKY. This is the Dan Ryan South Expressway.
Mr. CRAMER. That is a freeway?
Mayor DALEY. All of these are.
Mr. CRAMER. Are they primary or interstate?
Mr. PIKARSKY. Interstate. They have their designation "94."
This is the entrance to the skyway. Incidentally, one of the next

members will go into detail on this from the State of Illinois. This
is the skyway route going to the Indiana toll road. The parallel free
system is the South Dan Ryan Expressway going to the Calumet Ex-
pressway, going into Kingery Expressway, to 90, and going to Detroit.
Mr. CRAMER. The orange color is free is that correct?
Mr. PIKARSKY. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. But the connecting link is toll?
Mr. PIKARSKY. This is toll.
Mr. CRAMER. Also Interstate 94 is toll?
Mr. PIKARSKY. Yes. This is the Indiana toll road right in here,

and this is the Chicago Skyway.
Mr. CRAMER. Going south of the Chicago Skyway entrance, that is

free, the orange?
Mr. PIKARSKY. Correct.
Mr. CRAMER. Then over to the right and down, what highway?
Mr. PIKARSKY. 57. This is free.
Mr. CRAMER. Then going to the east, to the right?
Mr. PIKARSKY. This is free. It is Interstate 94 and 
Mr. CRAMER. Right where you just were. That is toll, is it not?
Mr. PIKARSKY. No, this is free.
Mr. CRAMER. Up and down, north and south, is that toll or free?
Mr. PIKARSKY. This is the Kingery Expressway, free.
Mr. CRAMER. All right.
Mr. PIKARSKY. This is the Indiana toll road.
Mr. CRAMER. Let me finish with the mayor on this question.
How do you distinguish the Chicago problem from the problems

in the rest of the country that would justify this committee in giving
Chicago priority treatment as is suggested in this legislation?
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Mayor DALEY. We would never suggest, Congressman, prori
ty.

We do think we have the facts and the evidence and we present 
a case

that has justification.
Mr. CRAMER. What, in your mind, justifies the Government paying

$87 million to Chicago on this toll road?
Mayor DALEY. First I think the people of Chicago would get grea

t

use out of a freeway instead of a toll road.
Secondly, many of our visitors are from all of the different States.

We have a situation that you have freeways in the State of Michigan

and freeways in the State of Indiana. Surely the people in the Chicago

area are entitled to freeways, at least within the city, and our con-

tention is that the people of Chicago should have the use of freeways

when we know they are all over the country.
Mr. CRAMER. Of course, that same argument applies to any toll road

injected into the Interstate System. What is unique about the Chicago

situation that you think justifies this legislation?
Mayor DALEY. I thought I said, Congressman, first, we got into this

problem before the Interstate System of contribution was adopted

by the Congress. Had we waited 2 or 3 years, this would have been

constructed onthe 90-10 basis because it was part of the Interstate

System. Certainly we were virtually forced, as a city, into it, because

of the action of a neighboring State in ending its toll road at 106th

and Indianapolis Boulevard in the center of the most congested area

in the South Side of our city. This was the only thing we could do in

order to relieve the congestion which was already there due to the

fact that the toll road in Indiana was ending at 106th in the most

congested area of Chicago at the present time.
The engineers told us—we tried to get the toll road to go over

Kingery where you see it here, but it was impossible, and then the

recommendation of the engineers was that we construct this skyway.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. Yes.
Mr. JONES. Mayor, you authorized the construction of this project

in 1954, 2 years in advance of the authorization of the Interstate Sys-
tem or the implementation of the Interstate System?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. You were forced at that time to take positive action to

accommodate the great amount of vehicular traffic?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. That the Federal Government had talked about for

years and had not done anything about. Therefore, you had ample
justification at the time, with the expectation that this bridge would
be used during the course of its life on a revenue producing basis, to
give the city of Chicago ample room for feeling that it would be used?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So it comes in a different category than those projects

that have been constructed after the Interstate System had been im-
plemented by an act of Congress in 1956?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So you were not capable at that time, in 1954, to antici-

pate what the Congress might do?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. The next question I would like to ask—further justifica-

tion of what you are stating here today is based upon the traffic pat-
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tern, or the use of vehicular traffic in its relationship to the downtown
areas of the city of Chicago?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So they are not using the pattern that you originally

anticipuated. Therefore, with the construction of the freeways, that
disconcerted all of the plans that you had formulated in 1954 which
gave rise to the construction of this bridge?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. In order to get the exact figures on the record, Mr.

Chairman, I would like to submit them at this time.
The exact mileage of both toll and free roads that were injected into

the Interstate System without reimbursement is 11,125.3, at a total
construction cost of $6,290 million. The net reimbursable amount,
after depreciation, which is the amount the Federal Government would
pay, if it adopted a policy of reimbursement for toll roads and free
roads would be on a nationwide basis, $4,369 million.
So I think the Congress has to be aware of the fact that, if this is

acted upon favorably, a precedent is set, not for spending $87 million
in Chicago alone, but for a total of $4,369 million, possibly, in the
future.
When these competing free highways, about which you are con-

cerned and which apparently make the Chicago Skyway traffic insuffi-
cient to pay off the bonds and interest were built, after the 1956 act
was passed, did not the city of Chicago and did not the State of Illinois
suggest or make recommendations to the Bureau of the Public Roads,
even knowing that the Chicago Skyway was then in existence it was
then constructed, was it not, after 1956?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. And knowing, obviously having projections as to what

the effect of building free roads where they are now in competition
-with the toll roads, would be, why did the city of Chicago agree to
the building of those free roads parallel to, as you state, and in com-
petition with, the toll road which was already in existence? That is
not the Federal Government's responsibility now is it? You people
decided where you wanted them.
Mayor DALEY. I do not think that is exactly true. The Bureau of

Roads as well as the State 
Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. In just a moment.
Mayor DALEY (continuing). Agreed upon the determined route.

Our situation was that in 1939 the engineers laid out the system of
freeways there we now have in Chicago. In 1939, Congressman, long
before 1954. But, as we pointed out in the statement, we had no
money with which to complete them. We constructed Congress Street
Expressway first, as you remember, and then Northwest as the traf-
fic congestion demanded the attention of the engineers—there are
men here who will explain it—and then South. But again it could
have been. No one if infallible. Engineers make mistakes, we all
make mistakes. The engineers and many people estimated that when
the south route was constructed, connecting Congress Street and
Northwest, this would aid tremendously the traffic on the Skyway,
because it would then permit you to come from the extreme north,
from O'Hare Airfield, down and then south and into the Skyway,
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going to Indiana. It would permit you to come over Congress Street
and down.
But, in the meantime, certain things hid happened. The Illinois

toll road was constructed, which is another competition. This was
not in being at the time. People get off now, many of them, at the
last point, the end of Indiana. But we surely would not have with-
held the completion under 90-10 of the south route for the Skyway
because this would not have been an intelligent thing to do for the
People living in the neighboring States or any other place. The
people in this State are entitled to freeways, and evidently when
Indiana completes the system joining Michigan and Illinois you will
have a complete freeway system all the way along.
Frankly, I do not think it, would be, surely, within the province of

the city, after the engineers had said since 1939 this is the highway
system of freeways we must have in Chicago.
Mr. CRAMER. Did not the city of Chicago have in the bond issue

the same clauses contained in practically all of them, that the city
would not build, or permit to be built, free roads in competition that
would jeopardize the financing of the toll road?
Mayor DALEY. I do not know of any put in. I want to make it per-

fectly clear I was not the mayor of Chicago then.
Mr. CRAMER. I am not suggesting you were.
Mayor DALEY. I am not blaming anyone that was there. As a,

matter of fact, if we put our minds back to 1954 when it was construct-
ed there was nothing else the then mayor and the city council could
do but exactly what they did, hoping they were doing something not
only for the people of Chicago, but for the people using this toll road
coming from the east, instead of being thrown on the streets of Chi-
cago at 106th and then fighting their way into the central area of
the city.
I frankly, looking back as we do on many questions and unfolding

what was originally put together, naturally, probably if we had the
knowledge then we have now, we would not have constructed the Sky-
way.
Mr. CRAMER. You were mayor, were you not, when the free roads

were built in competition with the toll road?
Mayor DALEY. I have said very plainly I am opposed to toll roads,

and had I been mayor I would not have permitted the toll road in
Chicago. I see no justification having one State with all freeways
and another State with toll roads. Then 90-10 Federal funds should
not come into the problem. We are building roads today on a 90-10
obligation.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentlemen yield?
Mr. CRAMER. I hope to get this point clarified on the record, and

then I will be delighted to yield.
You were mayor, were you not—or whether you were or not does

not make much difference as far as the basic question is concerned.
But the city agreed, and the State, to the program, and under the
law they have the power and authority to recommend locations, and
do so, and the Bureau of Public Roads comes in secondarily to
review. They do not tell them where to put them under the law. So
that the city of Chicago and State of Illinois had the power, and
exercised it, to build the free roads in competition with the toll road
to create the very situation which now exists. Is that not correct?
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Mayor DALEY. That is right, but the breakdown of facts and
circumstances is not that easy.
What decision would the city make in 1959 or 1960 when they

know the requirement of a great expressway on the south side of our
city, not only for the people in Chicago, but for the people all over
the area known as, I suppose, Indiana, or possibly the suburbs of
Chicago, coming from Michigan? Would we say because we have
a 71/2-mile skyway we should not build a freeway? Is there any
equity in that position? I do not care what State it is. Surely if
the Congress is *dealing with all of the people, then the people should
be dealt with equitably whether the people got the skyway 10 years
ago, or are getting a 90-10 freeway today.
This is our position. All we are saying to the Congress is what

you are doing today we would like to have a part in for what in
retrospect we were forced to do to take care of the needs of the
people, not only of our city, but of people of many States coming
into our city.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield to me?
Mr. CRAMER. I now yield to the gentleman.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding, because I

think the mayor is contending for a principle many of us on the
committee have contended for from the first. As a matter of fact,
the entire Congress has expressly stated that it accepts the principle
of reimbursement for toll road mileage, and the Congress of the
United States believes there should be compensation to the States
for toll road mileage.
The only qualification that exists in that declaration of purpose

by the Congress is a qualification that at the time we made it we did
not have the money to reimburse for it.
So, Mayor, you are fighting for a principle that I am satisfied

most of the members of this committee agree upon. The only ques-
tion we are confronted with is, do we have the funds available now
to take care of it and still carry on our building program. That is
the principal problem that we are concerned with.
Down in the State of Oklahoma we have some turnpike mileage

I certainly would like to see converted over to freeway mileage as
soon as it is possible to do it. I think under this program that we
have we are going to have to get around to doing it one of these
days, too.
Of course, the problem that you have here in Chicago may very

well be unique right now in the fact you have a skyway that is in
default and may not be able to operate. And in that event we could
really have a problem along the Interstate System if this skyway is
allowed to deteriorate and is not maintained up to interstate
standards. I think that would be a problem of definite Federal
cognizance if it came into existence.
Mr. CRAMER. On that point, I understand you said the city has

authority to maintain, in fact is maintaining that facility.
Mayor DALEY. Except if it were placed in receivership we could

not operate it.
Mr. CRAMER. What?
Mayor DALEY. In receivership we could not operate it. It is a

serious legal question and corporation counsel is here.
22-188-63-2
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• Mr. CRAMER. We will ask him when he gets on the stand.
Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. In just a second. Let me clarify one point first.
The gentleman from Oklahoma has stated that Congress has stated

its intention with regard to reimbursement. I take issue with him,
and I think properly so, and I will read part of section 114 of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 which states what Congress in-
tention is:

It is hereby declared to be the intent and policy of the Congress to determine
whether or not—

It does not say should determine—
to determine whether or not the Federal Government should equitably reim-
burse any State for a portion of the highways which is on the Interstate
System, whether toll or free, the construction of which has been completed
subsequent to August 2, 1947, or which is either in actual use or under con-
struction by contract, for completion, awarded not later than June 30, 1957.

Mr. ROBISON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman from New York has a bill in for the

purpose of specifically stating that reimbursement should be made,
and I will yield to him.
But again I say, -and in answer to the gentleman from Oklahoma,

this decision has not been made by Congress. Congress has said it
should be considered and determined whether or not such reimburse-
ment should be made.
The gentleman from New York has a bill to provide for such reim-

bursement, but again I say you are talking about $4.3 billion-plus in
Federal cost.
Now I yield to the gentleman from New York.
Mr. &BISON. I am sure the gentleman from Oklahoma, if he will

bear with me, had good intentions, but he was slightly in error in
saying that Congress had agreed upon the principle of reimburse-
ment, because my understanding of the situation was that it was the
House-passed bill in 1956, which bill did pass the House first, which
declared that reimbursement was the intent and the policy of Con-
gress. But when that bill reached the other body they changed it
to merely say that the policy of Congress would be merely to de-
termine whether or not reimbursement should be made and they di-
rected a study. • So, half of the Congress has, at 'least once, gone on
record as favoring the principle of reimbursement.
The gentleman from Florida is correct that I do have a bill in and

have had a bill in, as the chairman and the subcommittee chairman well
know, which would reestablish that principle of reimbursement.
Mayor, my information is that the State of Illinois ranks next to

New York as having the greatest stake in, not piecemeal reimburse-
ment, but in overall reimbursement which would cost over $4 billion,
as the gentleman from Florida has said, the Illinois claim being, I
think, $422 million, and the New York State claim being $799 million.
I would hope that these hearings, which have been brought on by

the diligence of our friend and colleague from Illinois, could be
opened up so as to cover the full and broader and continuing problem
of reimbursement.
Mr. EDMONDSON. If the gentleman will yield, I have the exact

language.
Mr. CRAMER. I just read the language into the record.
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Mr. EDMONDSON. You read part of it; you did not read all of it.
I think in the interest of a complete record the whole language has
to be read.
Mr. CRAMER. I certainly did not intend to restrict the language.

I will be glad to yield.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I certainly agree with the gentleman that I over-

stated the case with regard to what Congress did enact at that time,
and it was overstated unintentionally. But the full language that was
present in section 114 of the act that was passed, Public Law 627, did
not only declare it to be the intent and policy of the Congress to de-
termine whether or not the Federal Government should equitably
reimburse any State for a portion of a highway which is on the Inter-
state System, whether toll or free—and there was a controversy as to
whether it should be reimbursed for free mileage, which was more
acute than the question of reimbursement on toll mileage—the con-
struction of which is either in actual use or under construction by
contract, for completion, awarded not later than June 30, 1957; but—

Provided, That such highway meets the standards required by this title

for the Interstate System. The time, method, and amounts of such reimburse-

ment, if any, shall be determined by the Congress following a study which the

Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized and directed to conduct, in co-

operation with the State highway departments, and other agencies as may be

required, to determine which highways in the Interstate System measure up to

the standards required by this title, including all related factors of cost, de-

preciation, participation of Federal funds, and any other items relevant thereto.

So I would say, inferentially at least, there certainly was a strong
suggestion that many of us voting for this program had in mind, when
we supported it, that Congress was not only intending to provide
some reimbursement in the future, but it was going immediately into
the question of what it should be and what roads were entitled to
reimbursement.
I will grant you that I did overstate the case, and I apologize to the

committee for having done it a few minutes ago. But I certainly did
not overstate the understanding that all of us who have had States
with substantial turnpike mileage had with regard to what was going
to be taking place in the future. We did go into a pretty extensive
study thereafter, and data thereafter were compiled, and a report
sent back to the Congress by the Secretary of Commerce as provided
by this particular section.
Mr. CRAMER. I am in agreement with the gentleman. The report

was January 7, 1958, as to what the costs would be, and all of these
questions were raised. I think it was generally understood, however,
that the primary responsibility of the Congress in the program is to
complete the Interstate System by 1972 and take no action whatever
that would hamper it.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I SO agree.
Mr. CRAMER. Therefore, the consideration has been, I think,

i
 if reim-

bursement is to be made, it should be determined whether t should
be made before 1972, and 'certainly it should not be made if there are
not adequate trust funds to take care of both toll and free road reim-
bursements and free road construction completion by 1972. And
that is the reason why no toll road reimbursements to date have beer)
considered by this committee.
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In order to get this in focus, I call to the attention of the committee
also the further question of what free road construction should take
place 
Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. I introduced House Joint Resolution 464 to make a

study of the 1972-82 construction program, including the question of
toll roads or free roads reimbursement, a general study of the total
question. Obviously, this Chicago situation could and should be a
part of that general study as to whether reimbursement should take
place.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. Yes, and then I will yield to Mr. Jones.
Mr. ED3IONDSON. I appreciate the gentleman yielding again. I

want to make it very clear that I think most of us who have supported
the idea of reimbursement have been in accord with the statement just
made that the trust fund should not be violated and should not be
injured by reimbursement. I think most of us have held up pushing
reimbursement legislation for that reason. But it should be noted
this bill is not seeking trust fund money, it is seeking an authorization
for appropriation out of the general funds. So this bill does not vio-
late that principle of keeping inviolate the trust fund which, I would
agree with the gentleman upon the generally accepted principle this
committee has supported.
Mr. 'CRAMER. It does not bother that concept, but it bothers the

concept of the highway construction on the Interstate System being
paid out of the trust fund, which is road money. So paying this out
of the general funds violates that concept.
I yield to Mr. Jones.
Mr. JONES. Mayor Daley, are you familiar with the enactment of

the Defense Highway Act passed in 1946 and the implementation by
the act of 1956? If you recall, there was a selection of routes made
with the State highway departments of various States, and the Depart-
ment of Defense, and the Bureau of Public Roads, in which it made
general designations and allocation of mileage to the States.
Now under that authority there were no definitive rules, either in

the 1946 or the 1956 act. Therefore, the selections were made in gen-
eral vicinities in general areas, as to where the road would be located.
Now in 1956 you passed authorization for the construction of the

toll bridge, not knowing at that time when Congress would imple-
ment the act of 1946.
Now the State of Illinois and the city of Chicago concurred in this

interstate freeway within the municipal limits of the city of Chicago.
You gave approval as well as the State of Illinois?
Mayor DALEY. Yes.
Mr. JONES. IS it not equally true that the Bureau of Public Roads,

in approving that project, took into account there would not be a diver-
sion of traffic and consequently the total system would not be hurt as
the result of the consruction of this interstate route?
Mayor DALEY. I would think so.
Mr. JONES. I would think so too. Let me give you an example.
The city of Reno had a route going into the city, and the State high-

way department originally asked for $7 or $8 million. The Bureau
of Public Roads took issue with those findings as to the location of the
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road and said that, as a result of the study of traffic patterns, the route,
should be moved into the downtown area which would cost approxi-
mately $25 million. So they rejected the amount asked for by the
State highway department in order to secure a more available system
of highways entering to discharge the vehicles in the city of Reno.
Now that was a justifiable rationale to be employed in the use of the

construction of highways
' 

because, if you do not build a highway that
is going to accommodate the traveling public, you might as well not
build it.
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. JONES. So here is a situation where not only did the city of

Chicago make a mistake, and the State of Illinois, but the Bureau of
Public Roads is equally at fault if there was a miscalculation as to
this traffic.
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. I just have a couple of more questions, Mayor. I do

not agree with the gentlemen. Obviously, the Bureau has to review,
but the initial recommendation, of necessity, comes from the State.
Mr. JONES, I can cite example after example where the Bureau of

Public Roads has turned down routings.
Mr. CRAMER. That is right.
Mr. JONES. For the simple reason it is too expensive or has failed to

satisfy the traffic pattern. .
Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman is correct, but I do not think that is the

case here.
Mr. JONES. I would say that the fault would not lie with the city of

Chicago or the State of Illinois for this miscalculation because the
Bureau of Public Roads had an inventory and index as to all the traffic
in that general area, and they should never have permitted this in the
first instance if it was going to jeopardize the amount of $87 million
which Chicago provided.
Mr. CRAMER. I might say to the gentleman I am glad to see him

become exercized, and properly so, that State, local, or Federal, all
three responsibilities, constructed a free road, in effect, parallel to, or
in the same traffic corridor, as a toll road.
Mr. JONES. I think this is to be distinguished from the discussion

that you have had with the gentleman from Oklahoma. I do not
think this comes in the general category of those questions which
have been considered before this committee, because approval of this
Interstate System would destroy the usefulness and potentiality of
a bridge that had been constructed on the anticipation of revenues
derived from the traffic.
Mr. CRAMER. I said I appreciated the gentleman's position because

I was exercised when we had the Florida hearings, and it was the
same issue but in reverse. You had in existence a free highway and
the State was considering extending the Sunshine State Turnpike
parallel to, or in the same traffic corridor, as the then existing inter-
state highway, and I raised numerous questions about it. I raised
a question with the Bureau of Public Roads about it, and the Bureau
of Public Roads turned it down and said we have no jurisdiction to
control where the State builds a toll road. So the same principle and
the same reluctance of the Bureau of Public Roads to become involved
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in whatever the State wishes to do relating to toll roads exists here,

obviously, as it existed in the State of Florida.
I am glad the gentleman expresses a concern about it because I

have for some time.
As I understand, you answered the gentleman from Alabama that

with respect to the money needed to pay the interest you expect to be

in default.
Mayor DALEY. We are in default as of July 1.
Mr. CRAMER. According to the Wall Street Journal about $3Y2

million. Is that correct ?
Mayor DALEY. I think the figure on the interest alone is about 2

million.
Mr. CRAMER. You say the city does not have authority to make

payments out of other funds of that amount. Is that true?
Mayor DALEY. We have no funds out of which we could make the

payment.
Mr. CRAMER. Have you sought legislative authority to' do so through

the State legislature?
Mayor DALEY. No, because we think this is a Federal responsibility.
Mr. CRAMER. Then there has been no effort made by the city through

the State legislature to get authority to provide funds to take care of
this delinquent interest now or in the future?
Mayor DALEY. No. But we have the director of public works of

the State of Illinois here, and both the director and the Governor
have supported this program in trying to devise ways and means of
keeping the skyway in operation.
Mr. CRAMER. That would seem 
Mayor DALEY. The county board also. Also, very frankly, we think

this matter should have the attention of the Federal Government when
the same system is being used today throughout the country where
expressways are constructed. We feel we have made a case. Maybe
we have not. The person stating a case always feels he has the facts
and justification on his side. Maybe we have not.
Mr. CRAMER. I just wanted to establish it in the record that there

is an alternative which has not been exhausted and is available to
the city.
As I gather, the principal justification in comparing this situation

in Chicago with other situations throughout the country, where
those areas too would like to get Federal reimbursement for toll
roads presently. injected into the Interstate System, is that in Chicago
the toll road is going broke. That is the principal justification.
And let me point this out.
Mayor DALEY. I think it is your right. If the toll road were

paying, we would not be here.
MR. CRAMER. I understand that and appreciate your frankness

about it.
But the same is true, I might say, according to the -Wall Street

Journal of June 27, 1963, of two other major toll highways which
are failing to meet bond interest requirements. They are the West
Virginia Turnpike, which earned only 66 percent of its interest
needs, and the 1952 extension of the Pennsylvania Turnpike, which
is not meeting its interest needs.

iSo, if that s the justification in taking over the Chicago toll road,
I think Congress then would have a similar responsiblity, if that
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precedent is set, to take over the West Virginia Turnpike and
possibly part of the Pennsylvania Turnpike, if, in fact, they continue
not to earn the interest.
As a matter of fact, the Bureau of Public Roads has almost turned

handstands to accommodate the West Virginia Turnpike by chan-
neling all interstate traffic to the turnpike,. changing routes com-
pletely throughout the State of West Virginia, forcing the traffic
onto the West Virginia Turnpike, requiring the Federal Govern-
ment to make available almost 200 miles more on the Interstate
System to the State of West Virginia in order to try to bail out that
turnpike.
But the Congress would be setting a precedent in this Chicago

situation if it considers the bill favorably, and if that is the justifica-
tion, that it is going broke, it seems Congress would have to consider
similarly West Virginia an Pennsylvania.
Mayor DALEY. I do not think it is as simple as that. I do not

wish to be misunderstood. We are not here saying that Congress,
just because we are in default, should do this if we have not presented
justification for our request of the Congress.
Our justification is based on the fact that we are in this position—it

is in our statement as well as having been repeated and reiterated
time and time again—that this was something that was forced on the
city of Chicago to accommodate the Interstate System coming from
the east, and it was forced on us at that time because there had to be
some decision made on what was going to be done with the traffic,
whether we were going to let it come from 106th through the main
central part of the city over the streets with all the congestion and
traffic, with safety of human life involved, and the decision was
made years before the Congress had decided on the 90-10 application
of the construction of roadways.
This decision has also aggravated our case. We are not here just

because of the default, we are here because while the freeway that
has been constructed was intended, supposedly, to aid the skyway in
meeting the financial obligation, as a matter of fact, the freeway
has done just the reverse and has taken from the skyway any
possibility of meeting its financial obligation. These are our reasons.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand.
Mayor DALEY. Furthermore, if one section of the city and one

section of the country is entitled to freeways, which they are, we
think this vast scene of manufacturing and the people who live in
the south of Chicago should have a freeway out of this skyway.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand that.
Mayor DALEY. These are the reasons we like to advance as reasons

for our request.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand that, and that is why I asked the ques-

tion as to whether the city and the State recommended these com-
peting freeways be constructed, and your answer was yes.
That is all I have.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mayor Daley, you mentioned that the need for the

skyway was forced by the Interstate System, and specifically the
Indiana toll road. If I understand the order of events that occurred,
the Indiana toll road was determined upon by the State of Indiana
through its appropriate commission, and was authorized for con-
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struction and was well underway, if not completed, before it was
ever actually incorporated into the Federal-State Highway System.
It is my recollection that at the time it was authorized to be con-
structed by the State of Indiana, it was designed to tie-in with the
Ohio Turnpike and the Pennsylvania Turnpike, and at that time
it was not on the Interstate System. The decision to incorporate it
on the Interstate System came at some later date when the applica-
tion was made by the State of Indiana and approved by the Bureau
to bring it into the Interstate System so there would not be a com-
peting freeway.
The only reason I go into that historical background is that this

is my recollection of the order of events, and if that is accurate then
the Interstate System did not force this condition

' 
the decision of the

State of Indiana to build this toll road forced it. That original
decision at that time was not an Interstate decision, it was later
incorporated into the Interstate System.
Mayor DALEY. I would not know the facts, but I think some of the

engineers would.
Mr. BALDWIN. Could I ask a question about the date the Chicago

Skyway was incorporated into the Interstate System? Do you have
knowledge of that date?
Mayor DALEY. Do you have that, Roger?
Mr. NUSBAUM. No, sir, I do not have that information available.
Mr. BALDWIN. I think somewhere in these hearings we should find

out the date.
Mayor DALEY. We will get it for you.
Mr. BALDWIN. Could I ask this question? I notice the Chicago

Skyway is a tollway, and the Tri-State Tollway is a tollway also.
I presume that some traffic going from east to west, going in over
the Indiana Toll Road, for example, or perhaps the Tri-State Toll-
way, would have the choice of going north through the skyway and
then taking off west, maybe, on the Congress Street Expressway, or
going on the lower route across the Tri-State Tollway. If the
Chicago Skyway is made free, will the effect of that decrease the
revenues on the Tri-State Tollway and therefore jeopardize the
financial solvency of that route?
Mayor DALEY. I would not be prepared to give you the answer to

that because it is again conjecture, the kind of conjecture we made
when the south route was completed, that the south route would
actually implement the skyway and there would be more people use
the skyway than would use it under ordinary circumstances coming
out of Indiana. Now you see the reverse of this is true.
Mr. BALDWIN. The reason I ask—
Mayor DALEY. But we find that now—the State director is here

to answer—since the freeway south there has been a decline on the
toll road in Illinois. We are now at the point that anytime you have
a freeway, the people will use the freeway instead of the toll road.
Mr. BALDWIN. I think that is true, and this is my point.
You have mentioned the fact that a freeway near the Chicago Sky-

way has been the main cause for so seriously jeopardizing the solvency
of the skyway, and this then raises the question—would the traffic
going from east to west through Chicago if they then have a complete
free routing going north by the Chicago Skyway and then taking off
west on the Congress Street Expressway—would not that divert a
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considerable amount of traffic to that route that might today be using
the Tri-State Tollway, and therefore jeopardize the financial security
of the Tri-State Tollway
Mayor DALEY. I do not contend the 71/2 miles would not be a mate-

rial factor in that question. I think the fact is you would have to have
a study of origin and destination and find out how many come out
of Indiana on the Indiana toll road and use the toll system. I think
maybe some of the engineers have it, but I would not be able to an-
swer it, Congressman.
Mr. BALDWIN. There is one other question I have with regard to

the financial figures. It is my understanding that $101 million of
bonds have been issued. Is that right?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. BALDWIN. And that this bill provides for the sum of $87 mil-

lion of Federal funds to be authorized. If the purpose of this $87
million is to purchase back the $101 million of bonds that have been
sold, where would the additional $14 million come from to make that
possible?
Mayor DALEY. We hope to be able to convince the State, county,

and city to participate, as we have in the great expressway program,
in paying a portion of the additional money from each governmen-
tal agency. We do not know, to be honest. I am sure we will do it
through the governmental agencies, State, county and city, working it
out some way where we would have the additional $14 million.
Mr. BALDWIN. Following this up a step further, I understood from

an earlier comment that the $87 million was perhaps the actual con-
struction cost. There was a question raised earlier as to whether the
$87 million was figured on the 90-10 basis, and I think some gentle-
man of your group said-
Mayor DALEY. Said "No."
Mr. BALDWIN. That is right. This was actually a hundred per-

cent of the actual construction costs?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. BALDWIN. So the additional $14 million in bonds would have

been for the payment of interest the first 2 or 3 years, and things of
that kind, financing and so on?
Mayor DALEY. That is right.
Mr. BALDWIN. If the $87 million is 100 percent of the actual con-

struction cost, where is the 10 percent going to come from besides the
other $14 million?
Mayor DALEY. This is another hypothetical question as to whether

we are asking it under the Federal road system or out of the general
fund. If the Congress decides it is to be paid under the general
fund, then of course it would remain $87 million. If it were to be
paid out of the system used in the Federal grant, it would be 10
percent of the $87 million.
Mr. BALDWIN. Do I understand, then, it is the proposal of the city

of Chicago that the Federal Government pay a hundred percent for
this particular road?
Mayor DALEY. Not the total cost. There is still $14 million in the

construction of the road.
Mr. BALDWIN. If I understand it correctly, the $14 million was not

actual highway construction costs, it was the payment of interest for
the first 2 or 3 years.
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Mayor DALEY. The payment for the cost of construction of the
highway, which you pay in anyway. I think we have a sheet, Con-
gressman, that Mr. Loser will probably explain to the committee. I
think it is broken down in detail.
Mr. 13ALDwirr. The cost of constructing and financing the toll road

is not the same as the cost of constructing a free highway because
the cost of financing the bond issue, that is, paying some firm to
actually handle the financing of it, and the cost of paying the interest
or amortization for either 2 or 3 or 4 years between the time the bonds
are floated and the completion of the highway when the revenues are
due are different and beyond the cost of constructing a free road.
Mayor DALEY. Do you have a copy of this sheet? This is from

the city comptroller. I think this will explain and answer your
question.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. We will have the deputy comptroller here, who

has all the figures, he will explain everything, and will be open for
questioning.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Kluczynski. I want to say, Mr.

Mayor, Congressman Kluczynski is a very responsible and respected
member of this committee, and he has rendered great service to his
country on this committee.
I am just anxious to get the facts on this financing. If I under-

stand it 
then, 

the $87 million that is proposed in this bill would pro-
vide for a 100-percent reimbursement of the actual cost of construction
of the road.
Mayor DALEY. Mr. Loser, can you answer that
This is our deputy comptroller.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Loser will testify later.
Mr. LOSER. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of this committee,

ladies and gentlemen, I will attempt to answer this question.
We have a financial report covering the operation of the skyway

since its inception. That report will show that the total cost to the
city of Chicago, including interest paid during the construction period
and amortization of part of our discount was $100,700,000.

Interest and amortization of bond discount was $14 million, leav-
ing a balance of $86,700,000. And that was the basis on which the
$87 million was estimated.
We deduct the cost of toll equipment and other equipment—

$1,400,000, giving a balance of $85,300,000.
On the 90 percent basis, the city share of the cost would be 10 per-

cent, or $8,530,000, leaving a balance which would represent the Fed-
eral share on a 90-10 basis, of $76,770,000.
These are the actual costs as incurred during the construction period

1955-1956-1957. The toll equipment was erected in 1958 and the
bridge opened to traffic April 16, 1958.
Mr. BALDWIN. My question is: Is the city of Chicago advocating

a bill to authorize a 90 percent Federal payment as you say, $76,770,-
000, or is the city of Chicago advocating a 100 percent Federal pay-
ment, which is the bill before us, $87 million?
Mr. LOSER. $76,770,000.
Mr. BALDWIN. So you would want the bill amended to the lower

sum?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
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Mr. FALLON. Mr. Robinson.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mayor, I certainly want to welcome you here this

morning, because your considerable influence, plus Mr. Kluczynski's
persistent knocking on the door, has at least accomplished something
which I have wanted this committee to do for a long time, and that
is to open the door a little bit and focus our attention on the vexing
and persistent problem of highway reimbursement, brought about
as the result of the construction of the Interstate System.
I want to say to you, sir, that I am wholly sympathetic to your

problem, but I do not know if I can support what seems to me now
to amount to only partial reimbursement, treating some people differ-
ently from all others who have a stake in the same overall problem.
Now I want to suggest this to you, as I may not have a chance to

see you again, and probably will not: If this bill should fail of enact-
ment—I have no way of knowing whether it will or not, but if it
should—I would hope, sir, you would lend your considerable influence
to taking the leadership in your State to see if you cannot, in coopera-
tion with the other States who have the biggest stake in this overall
problem, come to Congress, come to this committee, with a suggestion
for the method and manner of overall reimbursement, including your
own skyway.

This, it seems to me, has been one of the things which this committee
has never really had from anybody, the Bureau of Public Roads or
the States; that is, any specific plan as to how reimbursement should
be provided. I think, eventually, it will be provided along the lines of
freeing all of the toll roads or toll turnpikes that are now a part of
the Interstate System, as you propose to do here

' 
so that the Interstate

System would eventually go back to its original concept as a free sys-
tem across the Nation.
I hope if this bill does not pass, Mr. Mayor, you would take the

leadership in your State and work with the other States that have a
-7ery large and proper interest in broad legislation of this sort.
Mayor DALEY. I would hope, Congressman, you would support this

bill and maybe that would open the door to the problem that you are
talking about. If we once get our foot in the door 
MrROBISON. If I support your bill, will you support my bill?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am just wondering if we can

meet this afternoon.
Mr. FALLON. I am just going to help you out. Do the members

-want to sit?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I would like to get permission for the committee

to sit this afternoon because I would like to complete the testimony of
the proponents.
Mr. FALLON. I know all of your people are from out of town, so we

will meet this afternoon if it can be arranged.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I hope one of the members will ask permission to

sit during debate.
Mr. FALLON. John, will you delegate one of the members?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I will ask Ken Gray.
Mr. GRAY. I will do it.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman we have some very important wit-

nesses who have the facts on the skyway. The Chicago Skyway, as
you know, is a unique situaticn. It is a hardship case. And we here,
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as members of the Public Works Committee of the House, have dis-
cussed reimbursement and have ever since we voted for the Interstate
System. Certainly there is going to be some reimbursement to the
States someday.
Mr. Robison, I know your situation, and the chairman of the full

committee talks about reimbursement for New York. This may be a
precedent, but, gentlemen, we are entitled to this. This is a hardship
case, and we have the men who will present the facts. Ask all the
questions you will, and I think we can explain it to you, and you will
understand it.
We were forced to build the Chicago Skyway. We needed this and

we had to get the traffic from Indiana and Michigan taken care of.
They terminated the Indiana toll road right at 106th and Indianapolis
Boulevard, one of the busiest intersections on the South Side of Chi-
cago. We had to do something to alleviate all of that congestion.
Before calling the next witness, Mr. Chairman, we have a neighbor-

ing Congressman here, Ray Madden, who has not a prepared statement,
but he has heard of the meeting this morning, and will just take a few
minutes.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to make one statement before

the mayor leaves to give him a little encouragement from out in the
country.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Olsen of Montana.
Mr. OLSEN. A State like Montana could not have gotten out of the

mud if it was not for the Federal aid system. From my vantage point,
I see the great cities of America today even pay the lion's share of
taxes and do not get their share of the benefits.
I think these tollways, all of them, ought to be reimbursed, ought to

be made freeways in the same Federal aid system we have had the
benefit of out in the country, in Montana, and I hope your bill passes,
and I hope Mr. Robison brings a bill in and I hope his bill passes too.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Robison, I will vote for this legislation as

well.
Mr. ROBISON. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. I want, on behalf of the subcommittee, to thank Mayor

Daley for coming here this morning.
Mayor DALEY. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Madden.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAY J. MADDEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, an hour ago I did not know this meet-
ing was on. I am not representing anybody outside of myself and the
First Congressional District of Indiana.
It just scares me to think that something would happen to that 71/2

miles there, because it is located in the center of the most intense criti-
cal traffic situation in the United States.
I have made this statement before: Up until about 15 years ago—I

do not know whether this has changed or not—traffic running through
my district, through the Calumet region of Indiana into Chicago
and going east and west, is the second most critical traffic situation
in the United States. I think the first is the Boston Post Road from
New York to Boston.
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Let me say this: When my good friend Congressman Cramer was
mentioning about West Virginia and so on and so forth, there is no
question about this little strip there being compared with any other
area that I know of as far as toll roads are concerned.
In my district I have seen three and four times a day a change of

shifts. There are three major steel mills in my district, and every oil
company in the United States has a refinery in my district. Some
of them stretch into South Chicago. We have over 200 major indus-
tries in my district. I have seen workmen coming out of these mills
and refineries at change of shifts and just bumper to bumper for 4 and
5 miles, and sometimes it takes them 2 hours to get home. I have seen
that condition in my district.
So when you compare that little strip of land with some toll road

down in West Virginia or Colorado or someplace else, there is no com-
parison at all. That little strip there is a link, and if something were
to happen to it, as Mayor Daley stated, if that would deteriorate and
go down it is a national problem, the traffic in this particular area,
in the Chicago area.
There as 6 million and more people in that area. When I came to

Congress in 1942, January 1943, we had 340,000 people in my district,
and today we have 600,000. And people in my district work in Chi-
cago and people in Chicago work out in the mills in my district. It
is the procession of traffic back and forth.
I say this is a national problem. It is not a local problem, that little

strip there, for this reason: The people from New York and Penn-
sylvania and West Virginia and Florida and the people from the
West travel into Chicago, and they travel down to go east, and they
have to come through my district, and they have the skyway and the
toll roads. In another 10 years we will need more highways through
that district.
I am going to submit a statement here

' 
Mr. Chairman. As I say,

I did not intend to say anything on this, but it would be an absolute
catastrophe in my area if something would happen to that skyway.
And our traffic is a national problem. It is not a local problem.

There is no congestion in New York City or Boston or Florida or
anywhere in the country that compares with that particular spot right
in there, because all of the traffic from the north, from the west, comes
down through my district, and all of the traffic west goes through
there.
So it is a national problem, Mr. Chairman, and I do hope that you

give this situation consideration and do not try to compare it with
what is going to happen in the future on other toll roads. This is not
comparable in any degree whatsoever with what may happen to some
other toll road that goes awry financially. This here is a link, and
if something happened to it it would cause inestimable additional
traffic hazards going in and out of Chicago, and it would hit my district
particularly.
Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much.
Mr. KLITCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, the next witness will be Mr.

Nusbaum, the deputy chief highway engineer of the Illinois Division
of Highways. -
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STATEMENT OF ROGER F. NUSBAUM, DEPUTY CHIEF HIGHWAY

ENGINEER, ILLINOIS DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS, CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. NUSBAUM. Chairman Fallon and distinguished members of the
committee, with your permission, I will briefly report what I have
prepared on behalf of the Illinois Division of Highways, which
represents the views of the division of highways on this matter, and
further request this report be made a part of the record of this hearing.
The report covers the facts concerning the Chicago Skyway relative

to its purchase with Federal assistance.
It is broken down into parts, the first part dealing with the rela-

tionship of the Chicago Skyway to the Interstate and Defense High-
way System.

1. Relationship of Chicago Skyway to the Interstate and Defense
highway system: The Chicago Skyway is an important integral part
of Interstate Route 94 which starts at Billings, Mont., and ends at
Port Huron, Mich. It is the most northerly east-west transcontinental
route in the Interstate and Defense Highway System. In addition,
the skyway provides the only direct interstate highway link between
the concentrated industrial area of northwestern Indiana (Gary, Ham-
mond, East Chicago, and Whiting) and Metropolitan Chicago.
The next section of the report deals with the chronology of events

leading to the decision to construct the skyway".
In December of 1954, when the city of Chicago committed itself

to construct the skyway with bond financing, no other means of
financing was available.
At that time, the Nation's top highway planners had recognized

the pressing need for the Interstate Highway System. However,
the enabling Federal legislation was not enacted until mid-1956. In
December of 1954 Chicago was confronted with the fact that an
access-controlled highway was under construction from the Eastern
States to the Chicago corporate limits at the Indiana State line.
It was considered imperative to start immediate construction on

the skyway so as to avoid intolerable traffic congestion in the south-
east section of the city. It would not have been in the public inter-
est to delay construction in speculation of the passage of legislation
to provide the necessary financing.
Next is the chronology of events related to the financing and con-

struction of the skyway.
The skyway was conceived, planned, and committed by the sale of

bonds 18 months prior to the enactment of the 1956 Federal-Aid
Highway Act which provided for the construction of the Interstate
and Defense Highway System.
Apri11954—City council authorized feasibility. study.
December 1954—City council authorized sale of bonds.
December 22, 1954—Contract executed with bankers for purchase

of bonds.
May 1955—Engineering contracts awarded.
April 1956—First actual coAstruction started.
April 16, 1958—Skyway opened to traffic.
Next is the summary of cost of constructing skyway.
This was touched upon by Mr. Loser previously. We will go into

these figures in detail later in the hearing.
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Basically, the summary shows the amount of the bond issue is $101
million.
The estimated interest to be earned during the period of construc-

tion and how these moneys would be expended is shown. It also
includes a tabulation of the actual expenditures that were made.
The next section of this report covers "Impact of Completion of

'Free' Interstate Routes in the Chicago Area on Skyway Traffic
and Revenues." Mr. Pikarsky will point out some of these routes
as I refer to them on the report.
The Congress Expressway (Federal Aid Interstate Route 90) was

opened to traffic in its entirety on October 12, 1960. The Northwest
Expressway (Federal Aid Interstate Route 94) was opened to traffic
in its entirety on November 5, 1960. The Dan Ryan Expressway
(Federal Aid Interstate Routes 90 and 94) was opened to traffic in
its entirety on December 15, 1962. The impact of the completion of
these three "free" expressways on the skyway, the Illinois Tollwa,y,
and the Indiana Toll Road is demonstrated in the captions on the
attached map on page 6.
It may be noted from captions on the map that approximately

one out of every five vehicles using the Tristate Tollway in southern
Cook County was diverted by the opening of the free interstate
expressways.
The Indiana tollway suffered a loss of approximately 25 percent

of the traffic which formerly used the tollway for trips between the
141st Street exit in Hammond, Ind., and the Illinois State line. It
was expected that the opening of the Dan Ryan Expressway, with
its direct connection to the skyway at 67th Street, would result in a
material increase in the usage and revenue of the skyway. Instead,
the Chicago Skyway, which could least afford a loss, also suffered a
substantial reduction in traffic and revenue.

G. A traffic analysis made by the Chicago area transportation
study staff indicates that if the skyway were to be made toll free with
additional ramps, the present average daily usage would increase
from 138,000 vehicle-miles per day to 250,000 vehicle-miles per day,
an increase of 81 percent. The analysis indicates that in 1968 the
average daily usage would approximate 423,000 vehicle-miles per
day, an increase of 206 percent over present usage as a toll facility.
The final section of the report lists seven basic reasons why Federal

Government should assist in the purchase of skyway:
(1) It is a short but important link in Route 94 of the Interstate

and Defense Highway System.
(2) If the commitment to construct the skyway had been delayed

18 months, the Federal Government would have reimbursed the
State for 90 percent of the cost under the terms of the 1956 Federal-
Aid Highway Act and the route would have been toll free.
(3) The commitment to construct the skyway could not be delayed.
(4) The city of Chicago proceeded with the construction of the

skyway in good faith in realization that it was an urgently needed
highway link for interstate traffic.
(5) The completion of competing free interstate routes, financed

by the Federal Government, have made it impossible for the skyway
to earn sufficient revenue to retire its debt.



28 CHICAGO SKYWAY

(6) If the skyway were not in existence today, the Federal Govern-
ment would require its construction and finance 90 percent of the
cost.
(7) The skyway was constructed under provisions of the State

statutes permitting the construction of toll bridges. The skyway
is classified as a "toll bridge" over the Calumet River. These statutes
restrict the entrance and exit facilities to force all traffic to cross the
Calumet River. In effect, this limits the skyway to the use of inter-
state traffic desiring to travel to and from Indiana. As a free route,
additional expressway service could be made available to thousands
of residents of the South Chicago industrial district.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Mr. Nusbaum. Are there any

questions on my right?
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Nusbaum, you are a member of the Illinois

Division of Highways, and I assume that you would have the answer
to the question of what was the date that this Chicago 'Skyway was
actually incorporated in the Interstate System?
Mr. NusBA-car. I do not have that date with me. However, if we

convene this afternoon, I will call our office and have that information
available.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
A second question: You mentioned if the Chicago Skyway were

made toll free, your estimate shows, the daily usage would increase
from 138,000 vehicle-miles a day to 250,000 vehicle-miles per day, an
increase of 81 percent. Do your studies show what percentage of that
increase will come from the Tr -state Tollway ?
Mr. NUSBAUM. No, sir. However, it is my opinion that a very

small amount would come from the Tristate tollway. Because, with
the opening of the Dan Ryan Expressway, the Illinois tollway suf-
fered a loss in its southern section of approximately one out of five
vehicles; we beileve that the effect has already been felt from the
construction of the Dan Ryan, and that the difference in choice would
be between people who are now using the free Route 90 or the Calumet
Expressway to be diverted over onto the skyway.
Mr. BALDWIN. I am a little curious. Your estimates are quite

specific that you feel the increase would be 81 percent if this were made
free. But I got the impression you do not have exact estimates as to
where this 81 percent increase will come from. It has got to come
from some other route.
Mr. NUSBAUM. I might explain how we arrived at these calculations.

In Chicago we have had a Chicago area transportation study which
uses electronic computer methods of determining traffic flow based on
origin and destination and are fed into the computer. Through the
programing method of this computer we are able to ask the computer
quetsions as to, under a certain set of conditions, how would the traffic
flow, how much of it would go here, how much of it would go here.
These results were supplied to us by the computer that is used in the
Chicago area transportation study. It would be very difficult to tell
exactly what routes each of these cars was previously using.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Robison.
Mr. ROBISON. Just a couple of questions.



CHICAGO SKYWAY 29

On page 4 of your statement you set forth a number of basic reasons,as you call them, why the Federal Government should assist in freeingyour skyway.
The second one of those says:
* * * If the commitment to construct the Skyway had been delayed 18 months,the Federal Government would have reimbursed the State for 90 percent of thecost under the terms of the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act and the route wouldhave been toll free.

This is a hundred percent true, and I think it also applies, in thesame fashion, to almost all of the other portions of the Interstate Sys-tem which were constructed prior to the date of authorization of theInterstate Highway System, including our New York State mileage.I do not know if you know, but Illinois has probably been penalizedfor this progressive action on your part, as New York State has beenpenalized, by virtue of the fact that the allocation of the rest of ourinterstate moneys is given to us, as it is to all other States, on the basisof a formula which takes into consideration the amount of interstatemileage already completed within the State. In New York, for in-stance by virtue of the fact that our thruway is incorporated in theInterstate System, our allocation is reduced approximately by one-half. I assume it is also so in Illinois, and in general, because youhave a good many miles incorporated in the Interstate System, and Iassume your allocation has been reduced by virtue of that fact. Isthat correct?
Mr. NUSBAITM. That is correct.
Mr. ROBISON. I am also interested in No. 4, the last reason on page4, in which you refer to competing free interstate routes. If I under-stand you, the Dan Ryan Expressway was not really expected to be acompeting route; it was supposed to help. Is that right?
Mr. NUSBAtTM. That is so. The routes which were referred to ascompeting routes, we had not, the city had not, nor had the Bureauof Public Roads, anticipated they would be competing routes. It de-veloped they were competing routes after they were built and inexistence.
Mr. ROBISON. Did they make a study to try to determine in advancethat these would not "compete," but would assist the skyway? Doyou know?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I do not.
Mr. ROBISON. I assume they must have.
Mr. NUSBAUM. I am certain that was included in the study of trafficthat would use the skyway prior to construction on the skyway.
Mr. BALDWIN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. ROBISON. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Nusbaum, when was the skyway opened totraffic?
Mr. NUSBAUM. April 16, 1958.
Mr. BALDWIN. Your statement mentioned that the three freewayswhich have caused all of these difficulties were opened—the CongressStreet Expressway was opened to traffic on October 12, 1960, theNorthwest Expressway was opened on November 5, 1960, and theDan Ryan Expressway on December 15, 1962. Tliat means, there-",22-138-63-3
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fore, that the Chicago Skyway was open almost 2 years before any of
these three freeways which you have mentioned as causing the diffi-
culty.
How did the Chicago Skyway do in those 2 years prior to the time.

it had these three competing expressways?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I am not able to answer that quetsion. However,.

the manager of the skyway will testify following me, Mr. McDonough.
Mr. BALDWIN. Is it not true that the Chicago Skyway, as I under-

stood it from the mayor's testimony by implication, since its opening
has never actually received revenues commensurate to the bond amor-
tization requirements?
Mr. NUSBAUM. This is my understanding. I should like to point

out that in the design and construction of the skyway, it was known
and anticipated it would connect with the Dan Ryan Expressway„
which was to become the major point of egress to the skyway from the
Chicago downtown area or the metropolitan area itself. During the
early years of operation, in fact prior to December 15, 1962, the Dan
Ryan Expressway was not in existence. It was hoped that when the
Dan Ryan Expressway was completed and connected to this that the
skyway revenues would be greatly increased and we were in error on
this matter. We were all in error. And this did not develop to be
the ease.
Mr. BALDWIN. The only thing I wanted to bring out is that part of

the testimony which has been given so far has been that the Federal
Government has apparently contributed, or been a major factor in
making the Chicago Skyway financially not solvent by its participa-
tion financially in the construction of these three freeways. But since
the facts apparently show the Chicago Skyway was not financially
solvent in the 2 years before any one of these three freeways was built,
then it. seems to me it is not exactly in order to say that the Federal
•Government's efforts in assisting financially these three freeways has
caused this financial problem. It must be something deeper than that
if the financial problem existed even before any of these three free-
ways was actaully opened to traffic.
Mr. NUSBAtTM. I am not certain that I sorted your question out of

what you said, Congressman, but I think what you have said, if I
understood correctly, is that all of the woes of the skyway are not
due to the Dan Ryan Freeway.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is right.
Mr. NUSBAUM. I think you are definitely right in that statement.

But it was the last one of them, the straw that broke the camel's back.
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I have one or two questions of Mr.

Nu sbaum.
In your statement, on page 4, you state that if this were a toll-free

facility, meaning the Chicago Skyway, the present, average daily
usage would increase from 138,000 vehicle-miles per day to 250,000
vehicle-miles per day, an increase of 81 percent,. And further:
The analysis indicated that in 1980 the average daily usage would approxi-

mate 423,000 vehicle-miles per day, an increase of 206 percent over present
usage as a toll facility.

I think the gentleman from California has brought into this dis-
cussion and these hearings a very important question, how the freeing
of this parallel route making it a freeway, would affect the existing
Tri-State Tollway. 

route,
you have a breakdown of these figures as to
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how many of those vehicle-miles are expected to be taken off of the
Tri-State Tollway and attracted to the Chicago Skyway if it is a
freeway? What portion of that comes off this other toll road? By
freeing one toll road are we creating an equally serious problem relating
to another toll road? If so, you may be in asking for the freeing of
that toll road because it cannot finance itself.
Mr. NUSBAUM. Congressman, I do not have the breakdown of the

percent of traffic that would be diverted from the Tri-State Tollway.
However, it is my opinion that the diversion would be very minimal.
The overall effect. on the revenues of the Illinois Tollway system of
the opening of the Dan Ryan Expressway, I am advised by the chief
engineer of the Illinois Tollway Commission, is approximately 1
percent.
Mr. CRAMER. How much?
Mr. NUSBAUM. Four percent. This is comparing June of 1962 with

June of 1963. It is my opinion that the effect of the Dan Ryan open-
ing has a major effect on the Tri-State Tollway, and that the freeino-
of the Chicago Skyway would merely rebalance traffic between thal
now using the free Route 90, Calumet Expressway, into Chicago, and
divert that traffic around to the skyway.
Mr. CRAMER. What is the toll on the Tri-State Tollway as com-

pared to the Chicago Skyway?
Mr. NUSBAUM. The toll on the Tri-State Tollway is 30 cents at

each barrier. They have barriers at various distances all along the
route. I am not able to say what it is per mile, but I understand it is
somewhere in the neighborhood of 2 or 21/2 cents per mile. On the
Chicago Skyway the toll is also 30 cents, and it is 30 cents for the
7s/4-mile trip.
Mr. CRAMER. There are other toll routes on the Interstate System

presently in existence in Illinois, are there not, other than the Chicago
Skyway?
Mr. NUSBAUM. On the Interstate System?
Mr. CRAMER. Right.
Mr. NUSBAUM. Yes, sir. The Tri-State Tollway is known as Inter-

state Route 294, and a portion of Route 90 also follows the Illinois
Tollway system to Rockford.
Mr. CRAMER. How many miles of toll roads are on the Interstate

System in Illinois?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I cannot say exactly, Congressman. I would esti-

mate around 170.
Mr. CRAMER. How do you differentiate between the Chicago Skyway

reimbursement and reimbursement, for the balance of the mileage on
the toll roads on the Interstate System? Why is this a unique
situation?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I certainly would feel that each problem of thisnature should be considered on its own merit. We do feel that this.

is unique in that Chicago is confronted with the situation of having
these toll roads extended from the east right to its doorstep. It was
certainly in the public interest that something be done, and in goodfaith the city proceeded with the construction of this skyway. It has
now reached the point where it is obvious it will not pay off, and it is
strictly a hardship case.
I know in buying rights-of-way for highways we try to buy in

progressional order down the page, but sometimes we have hardship
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cases where we have to step in and buy the property out of order so
the people can make other financial arrangements.
Mr. CRAMER. That leads me to this question: Is it your opinion,

and is that the presentation you are making to the committee, that
the test as to whether reimbursement should be made, at least at this
time, let's say, should be the toll road facility is having financial
trouble, not only in Chicago but in West Virginia and other places?
Mr. NUSBAUM. As Mayor Daley said before I sat down here, if the

tollway were not in financial trouble we would not be here.
Mr. CRAMER. I know, but the Congress has to make a basic policy

decision, which is one that you see has been kicking around for some
time and probably will be for years to come until the time the decision
is made, as to in what instances, and if at all, toll roads should be
reimbursed. I am asking you, as a policy, question, what is your
opinion? You are a highway authority. What is your opinion as to
when and under what circumstances, if any, the Federal Government
should reimburse for toll road facilities on the Interstate System?
Mr. NussAux. My opinion would be that where a clear showing can

be made that the effect of the construction of the Interstate System has
imperiled the ability of the toll way to remain financially sound that
consideration should be given to the Federal Government stepping in
and providing some nature of aid.
Mr. CRAMER. You could argue that the building of the Dan Ryan

Expressway, which was 90 percent Federal money, helped finance the
Chicago Skyway. The Federal Government has already contributed
quite substantially to the adequate financing of the skyway, would
you not say, by providing 90 percent funds for the Dan Ryan and
Congress Street Expressways?
Mr. NUSBATJM. I do not believe that those can be considered in their

direct relation to the Calumet Skyway, Chicago Skyway. They are
a part of our Interstate System in Chicago, which our people are
certainly entitled to. We are entitled to an interstate highway net-
work in the Chicago area the same as any other city.
Mr. CRAMER. IS it your position, as a well-qualified highway admin-

istrator, that the State of Illinois is going to be satisfied with respect
to reimbursement, if the Federal Government reimburses only the sky-
way? Or are you going to be seeking reimbursement for the total 170
miles on the Interstate System that is toll road?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I cannot express an opinion on that, Congressman.

Possibly the director of our department might when he testifies later.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand that some consideration is being given

to the injection of an additional toll road into the Interstate System,
Interstate 80, by the State of Illinois. Do you have any information
on that? It is south of Chicago.
Mr. NusBA-D-34. No. sir; I have no knowledge that would be helpful

here.
Mr. CRAMER. Who is going to be a witness that would have that

information?
Mr. NUSBAUM. The director of the department of public works and

buildings.
Mr. CRAMER. I have one other question. You are, in effect, present-

ing to this Congress the position that, No. 1, this toll road is in finan-
cial trouble and should be bailed out.
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No. 2, the reason it is in trouble is because the Federal Government
participated in projects that are competing with it and, therefore,
the Federal Government should have the responsibility to pay part
of its cost. Whose responsibility was it that put those three roads
where they are now in competition with the toll roads? It is not the
Federal Government's responsibility; it is the State and local com-
munity, is it not? You made the decision.
Mr. NUSBAUM. Congressman, I do not think any of the three agen-

cies can point a finger at the other. We are all in this together. The
local government, the State government, and the Federal Government
all concurred that this was a sound plan, and it developed that is was
not. But I think the Federal Government is a partner in this and
that they made the same mistake we did right along with us. We hope
they are 90-percent partners in this case.
Mr. CRAMER. That is very interesting, because the States have up

to this date, and the Bureau has concurred, taken the position that what
the State does on a toll road is the State's business. Until the last
few months, anyway, that has been the case. That is what they told
me in Florida—what the State of Florida does on a toll road is Flori-
da's business, and the Bureau of Public Roads does not have any power
to review what the State does when it selects toll roads. Until very
recent months, that has been the position.
We had a similar argument, as I am sure my good friend Mr.

Kluczynski, in the Buffalo area, where a couple of 1- or 2-mile section's
of toll road were placed on the Interstate System. Should the State
have permitted it, and if it did and was wrong, should the Bureau
say anything about it? Did the Bureau have the power to stop it?
The Bureau said no, that it is a State responsibility.
But now you are asking the Congress to take a position in reverse,

and that is, if the State built a toll road and then subsequently agreed
to and recommended the location of free roads, which under the law is
the State and the local community's prerogative, the Federal Govern-
ment should come in and correct the mistake first made, perhaps, by
the State exclusively in building the toll road where it did, and then
constructing a competing parallel free road. Does that make sense?
MR. NUSBAUM. Congressman, the original act that established the

Interstate System—I am not talking about the enabling act, this is
back before those days. You gentlemen could tell me when it may have
been. That established the location of routes where it defined it be-
tween certain cities. Actually, for these routes that terminate in
Chicago, they are going to have to come into the hub of Chicago. So
when we talk about whether a facility should be located parallel with
one street for a quarter of a mile, it was just inherent in this thing
that there would be competition, which is something that certainly
was not anticipated by the highway planners at either the local, State,
or Federal level.
MR. CRAMER. How could your agency anticipate that a competing

free system, or free highway, to be built in the same traffic corridor,
would have no affect on toll road revenues? How can you possibly
avoid a contrary conclusion?
MR. NUSBAUM. We believed certainly that the completion of the Dan

Ryan would introduce traffic on the Chicago Skyway that was not
there previously. In this regard it is a positive or good effect. But
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at the same time, the completion of the portion to the south, which
permitted bypassing the skyway, was a detriment or a negative effect.
It was our failure to measure the magnitude of the two that resulted

in this problem.
MR. CRAMER. That was the State failure?
MR. NUSBAUM. It was the joint failure of the Federal Government,

State government, and the local government.
MR. CRAMER. That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.
MR. FALLON. Are there any more questions by the committee?
MR. CRAMER. I have just one more question, if I may, Mr. Chairman,

as to the cost of construction of the Chicago Skyway, which you are
asking the Federal Government to reimburse. I understand it was
built under the Bridge Act, under which the local communities only
have power to build toll bridges; is that right?
MR. NUSBAUM. This is my understanding—that this was built under

the State statute that permits the construction of a bridge, a toll
bridge.
MR. CRAMER. That is a mighty long bridge; it is 71/2 miles. It may

be the longest bridge in the world. Is it one of the longest bridges?
MR. KLUCZYNSKL I imagine the bridge is about a mile long.
Mr. CRAMER. And the bridge built under the Bridge Act is 71/2 miles.
Mr. NUSBAUM. These are approaches to the bridge. The bridge is

not 7 y2 miles, but the total length of the approaches on either side
makes the total length 73/4 miles.
Mr. CRAMER.. The city only had authority to build bridges, under

the toll authority given to the communities by the State; is that right?
Mr. NUSBAUM. This is my understanding. The corporation counsel

of the city is going to testify following me, and, as this is a legal point,
I believe he is better qualified to answer than I am.
Mr. CRAMER. The point I am getting at is obvious, and perhaps he

can help clarify it. But it is obvious, if the city intentionally pro-
vided for more bridge structure than was needed to satisfy the need
of the area and thus substantially increased the cost unnecessarily in
order just to conform to the limited authority they had for building
bridges, that is something the Congress and the Bureau of Public
Roads would have to take into consideration if it were inclined to
reimbursement. In other words, if you had more of a bridge structure
than needed, is it your opinion that all the bridge structure in exist-
ence, the length of it, 4.6 miles, is needed?
Mr. NUSBAUM. Very definitely. I mean this traffic in the east end

was tied into the Indiana toll road, which was a part of the Interstate
System. The hourly traffic volumes were 11,00 vehicles per hour
projected to terminate at this point, and we certainly could not build
a bridge and empty 11,000 vehicles per hour during the rush periods
into local residential streets that were incapable of handling this
volume. For that reason it was necessary to go a little further on the
west side to tie into some major artery capable of accommodating the
volume.
Mr. CRAMER. As an elevated highway?
Mr. NUSBAUM. Whether elevated or grade made no difference. The

point was it had to terminate at some point capable of absorbing
tremendous volumes of traffic.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand that. My only question is Did it need

to be that long a bridge compared to a ground-level structure.
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Mr. NUSBAUM. Sir, the bridge is not that long. Portions of this
bridge are built on embankments.
Mr. CRAMER. I understand 4.6 miles is the bridge and total length

of the bridge and highway comprising the skyway is 7.5. Is not that
correct?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I could not say.
Mr. CRAMER. I have one other question. In your statement on page

3, under construction and equipment, which is the basis for the Federal
reimbursement, you have the figure $67,644,000. Does that include any
of the toll facilities or the toll plazas or the increased width to accom-
modate the toll plaza and so forth?
Mr. NUSBAUM. May I consult Mr. Loser who is the Deputy Comp-

troller. He supplied these figures for me.
Mr. CRAMER. IS he going to testify?
Mr. KLU CZYNSKI. Right.
Mr. CRAMER. That is all right. I will ask him.
Mr. FALLON. Are there more questions?
Thank you very much. The committee will recess until 2 o'clock.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Before you recess, Mr. Chairman, I would like to

ask unanimous consent that Congressman William T. Murphy of
Illinois be allowed to place his statement in the record.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(The statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM T. MURPHY OF ILLINOIS

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to testify before the Sub-
committee on Roads of the House Committee on Public Works, relative to H.R.
6289, which provides that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet Skyway toll bridge)
shall be operated as a freeway.
Under this legislation, the skyway will be operated as a freeway and the

Secretary of Commerce will be authorized to pay to the city of Chicago the
sum and not to exceed $87 million.
I was a member of the Chicago City Council in 1958 when the Calumet Skyway

went into operation. This highway was an extension of the toll roads of Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, and Indiana and is the major entry into the city of Chicago.
It is probably one of the most important highway facilities in the United States
having a direct link with the Chicago Loop. The skyway has a feeder originat-
ing in the Third Congressional District which I represent at its connection
with the Dan Ryan Highway at 66th Street and State Street.
I appeared today as a former engineering attorney of Cook County with

experience relative to the layout of highway systems. With this knowledge,
I understand the extreme importance of this facility in the circulation of traffic
in the Chicago area affecting continental United States.

Mr. FALLON. The committee will recess until 2 o'clock this after-
noon.
(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., Hon. George H. Fallon

presiding.)
Mr. FALLON. The Subcommittee on Public Roads of the Committee

on Public Works met this morning for consideration of H.R. 6289,
a bill to provide that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet Skyway toll
bridge) shall be operated as a freeway.
When the committee recessed at 12: 20 today, we had finished hear-

ing Mayor Richard Daley, Mayor of the city of Chicago, Congressman
Ray J. Madden of Indiana, and Mr. Roger F. Nusbaum.
The Chair recognizes Mr. John Kluczynski.
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Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We have about four more witnesses to be heard this afternoon.

Most of them would like to go home, if possible, but they will stay
over until tomorrow if we do not finish today.
As the first witness this afternoon, I would like to call Mr. James

McDonough, the manager of the Chicago Skyway.

STATEMENT OF JAMES J. McDONOUGH, MANAGER, CHICAGO
SKYWAY, CHICAGO, ILL

Mr. FALLON. Mr. McDonough, on behalf of the committee, we would
like to welcome you here this afternoon.
Do you have an oral statement or a prepared statement?

• Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members, I have
a prepared statement which I would like to read from concerning
the operation of the skyway.
The 7%-mile Chicago Skyway toll bridge, (formerly the Calumet

Skyway) was opened to traffic on April 16, 1958, and extended from
a connection with the Indiana toll road at the State line tb 66th and
State Streets in Chicago. The following facts are listed to show what
factors have affected skyway traffic and what has been done to increase
traffic and revenue on this toll facility:

1. On January 20, 1959, only 9 months after the skyway opened,
it was announced by the Indiana Toll Road Commission that pas-
senger car rates would be increased from 60 percent to 66.7 percent
on the western end of their road between Gary-East and Westpoing.
While only 16.7 miles, this section carrier nearly 50 percent of their
entire traffic volume. Figures show that the skyway was seriously
affected by this increase in tools on the Indiana toll road from which
the skyway derives between 65 and 70 percent of its total volume.

2. In early 1959, the Illinois toll road was completed in its entirety
and offered motorists an attractive new expressway around Chicago.

3. In December 1959 a 30-mile section of Interstate 94 was officially
opened to traffic. This route was extended in December 1960 from
Detroit to a point southwest of Benton Harbor, Mich. On November
22, 1961, this was further extended to Bridgmen, Mich. and finally,
in July 1962, it was extended to its present terminus at New Buffalo,
Mich. The opening of this free expressway decreased Indiana toll
road traffic over 9 percent in 1961 and further in 1962 (reference, city
comptroller figures) .

4. A second increase in Indiana toll road rates took place on April
1, 1962. This resulted in an increase from $2 to $2.80 for the entire
156 miles.

5. On December 15, 1962, the Dan Ryan (south) Expressway was
opened to traffic to complete the link between the skyway and the
Chicago Expressway system. It was felt this would be the vital con-
nection to increase our volume of traffic. However, the opposite has
been true and is reflected in our first 6 months of operation this year.
(See city comptroller figures.) Despite the shorter distance of the
skyway the motorist was attracted by the toll-free Dan Ryan con-
nection to the Calumet and Kingery Expressways.
In an effort to increase our net earnings, 

i 
which were below expec-

tations, the following steps were taken to increase traffic and reduce
operating expenses on the skyway.
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1. In 1958, the city of Chicago assumed the entire payroll cost of
policing the bridge, estimated at $137,000 on an annual basis.
2. On July 1, 1959, a charge account system was introduced and in.

1960 a volume discount rate was added for skyway commercial traf-
fic to promote usage. There were 84 active accounts in December,
1960 and this has increased to 127 currently. Nearly 35 percent of
our total truck volume is now charges.

3. Signing improvements in the State of Indiana and the city of
Chicago have been continuous to the present date. Trail blazer signs
are now located on nearly every highway and street in Indiana and
Chicago. Large directional signs were also erected along main arter-
ies such as the Dan Ryan Expressway, the Outer Drive, Michigan
Avenue, Stony Island, and State Street. This has been supplemented
by outdoor billboards along the Dan Ryan, Indiana toll road, and
U.S. Routes 12,20, and 41.
4. When the skyway opened toll collection equipment was leased

on a 3-year contract at an annual rental of $100,000. In 1960, sky-
way personnel designed and built entirely new toll equipment which
was installed at a total cost of $81,000. This equipment is still in
operation at a saving of $100,000 per year to the skyway.

5. Advertising and promotion were increased. We expanded our
efforts in recent years to radio, newspaper, and magazine advertising
in addition to distribution of colored skyway maps, participation in
travel and vacation shows, radio and TV interviews, and special;
event publicity. The skyway has also employed the services of a,
public relations firm in an effort to explore every means of acquaint-
ing the public with our facility. 'Motor clubs and travel agencies
throughout the country were contacted through letters and personal
solicitation to request routing of their members over the skyway.
6. On January 15, 1962, the Chicago Skyway increased passenger

car rates from 25 cents to 30 cents. This resulted in a revenue increase
of $274,083.18 (11.6 percent) despite a decrease in traffic of 291,762
vehicles (3.8 percent). There was no change in truck rates.
This report has attempted to show the events which have affected

the skyway operation since its opening in 1958. It is unreasonable
to assume that conditions will improve the future outlook of the sky-
way as a toll facility. A vital connection between the Indiana and
Illinois toll roads via the Kingery Expressway is to be completed by
November 1964. This will become part of Interstate 80 and 90 and
will offer motorists a toll-free connection to the Dan Ryan Express-
way or the Illinois toll road. The effects of this freeway competition
have already been illustrated by the opening of Interstate 94 and the
Dan Ryan Expressway.
Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. McDonough, on behalf of the committee, I want

to thank you for coming here and testifying before this committee
in behalf of the legislation before us.
Mr. Jones.
Mr. JONES. Mr. McDonough, do you not consider the city of Chi-

cago a little bit different than most cities in the country in that you
are one of the capital cities of the Midwest? Its people, by virtue of
its trade and commerce, seek ingress and egress of the metropolitan
area. They have to use automobiles so that they can come to the city
of Chicago and there they can trade and they can traffic, with their
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mobility to leave the city. Do you not think probably the city of
Chicago is one of the most important cities of the country?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. I am not sure I understand the question in itself.

I do understand your statement.
Mr. JONES. Do you not think that makes it unique within itself?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. I imagine it would contribute in part. I don't

feel that that is a very important aspect of it. But I do imagine it is,
true. Perhaps I don't quite understand your question.
Mr. JONES. I thought the city of Chicago was a great metropolitan

area, with great trade and commerce. People will want to come from
all over the country to 

''
(Yet into your city, to buy, to sell, and to do all

the things that a great trading center would have.
Mr. MCDONOUGH. We do carry a substantial volume of traffic. It

isn't that people don't come into the city. I think we are also tryini
to promote, and one of the problems we have had on the skyway,
that the local person hasn't had the opportunity to use it. We have
always had transcommunity movement. In the summer months, our
traffic is two times as great.
Mr. JONES. If you do not understand what I am talking about,

do you not think Chicago is one of the largest cities of the country,
that people have to go to trade?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. Do you not think they ought to have roads to get in

and out to trade with your people?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. What is so objectionable about that? Do you not.

understand what I am talking about?
Mr. McDoNouox. I do, sir, but I do not perhaps understand what

you want from me by way of an answer. I agree with your statements.
Mr. JONES. I am not trying to put the answer in your mouth. I am

just talking to you about the people from Alabama that want to come
up and trade. If you have a market center in your city, they would
like to come on freeways to get in there and trade with your people in
Chicago. You do not have any objection to that, do you.?
Mr. McDoNouon. No, sir I would be glad to have them.
Mr. JONES. Now, do you understand what I am talking about?
Mr. MoDorrouGH. I understand, yes, sir. I believe I get your pur-

pose of bringing up the question. I wasn't sure I was giving the
right answer or the proper answer.
Mr. JONES. I am not trying to produce your answer. I am just

talking about the rest of the people who want to come to Chicago to
trade to have conventions, to have everything that your great city has
to offer. You do not have any objection to the Federal Government
assisting you to pay all those roads up there, do you?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. None whatsoever.
Mr. JONES. You sent a fellow up here to Congress from Illinois,

back in 1946. He was elected and came up here and said because of
the great importance of Chicago it was necessary for him to make a
speech on the floor of the House of Representatives to provide the navi-
gation of the Mississippi River for people to come to Chicago to trade.
You are not opposed to that, are you?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. No, sir. I am not opposed to anything that

brings people to Chicago.
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Mr. JONES. That is all I am asking you. Do you not think this is
unique in the fact that you are such a metropolitan area that people
will have to come there and visit in your community, buy your goods,
from throughout the Midwest, and that that makes it a rather unique
city as compared to what it might be in my hometown of Scottsboro,
Ala.?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. I definitely think there is a difference.
Mr. JONES. Well, you are hard to get by.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. McDonough, I want you to know that Bob

Jones is one of our great men from the South, from Huntsville, Ala.,
the headquarters of NASA and one of our greatest supporters of the
city of Chicago. We have had him out there several times and he is
very much interested in the city of Chicago. I have served with him
on this committee for a number of years.
Mr. JONES. I think you have a different city here than the city of

New York or Los Angeles. The great and large metropolitan areas
are going to have to have all the facilities they can accumulate to ac-
commodate the traffic. I sense the city of Chicago within its system
and its relationship to the entire country. The city of Chicago is of
great value to the 

trade, 
commerce, and well-being of our entire coun-

try. For that reason, I am not willing to sit up here and think about
it being so circumscribed; it will not be a total value to the national
interest to exclude it from extraordinary consideration.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I want to thank Bob Jones. He is chairman

of the Public Buildings and Grounds Committee. Bob Jones loves
Chicago and that is what he was trying to tell this witness.
Mr. McDonough, we are very happy to have you here before this

august body this morning. Your dad has been a very good friend of
mine for a long time, and I am very happy to have you here as the
manager of the skyway. You are doing a marvelous job.
Mr. MCDONOUGH. Thank you.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. You came up with a wonderful statement. All

Bob Jones wanted you to say was 'You are right, Mr. Jones," and, of
course, you didn't want to stick your neck out. We are happy to have
you here. Keep up the good job. Your statement will be of great help
to this committee.
Mr. RosisoN. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLorr. Mr. Robison.
Mr. ROBISON. The gentleman from Alabama does not want to leavd

the impression I hope, that he does not love the city of New York, too.
Mr. JONES. Not at all.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. McDonough, I would like to get some facts at

least for the record with regard to the bond issue. As I understand, 
$101 million of bonds were issued and were all sold; is that correct?
Mr. McDoisrouGH. I can answer the question. I would prefer that

I refer this to the city comptroller. In answer to your question, no,
the bonds were sold in two separate issues. There was an $88 million
issue and a $13 million issue was sold later.
Mr. BALDWIN. But both iSSUBS were fully sold?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. Can you tell me the price at which these bonds sold,

the initial price?
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Mr. McDoNo-cruiT. No, I would refer that to the city comptroller.
He will follow me directly.
Mr. BALDWIN. He will be able to answer questions about the price

of the bonds and things of that kind?
Mr. MCDONOITGH. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. I have some questions also about the current price

of the bonds. Would you be able to answer that?
Mr. MCDONOITGH. Once again, I can answer it. I haven't checked

the figures as of today. But I would prefer again to leave this to
the city comptroller, if I may.
Mr. BALDWIN. I also have some questions about the construction

costs. I know that the testimony that was given by Mr. Nusbaum
included in his statement a breakdown for construction costs showing
$67,644,588 construction and equipment. Would you know whether a
portion of those construction costs would include toll plaza facilities?
The reason I ask this question is under the Federal Interstate High-
way Act, where we do reimburse States for the construction of Federal
interstate highways, the items reimbursable have to meet the stand-
ards set by the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, and toll plazas, for
example, would not be within those requirements. What I am
asking is: Is a portion of this $67,644,588 for construction and equip-
ment—including construction, for example, of toll plazas?
Mr. McDowouGH. I hate to refer all of these questions to Mr. Loser,

but I do know he has a breakdown on which he has decreased or taken
off the toll cost of the construction of the toll plaza and has arrived at
a total amount that would show the deduction.
Mr. BALDWIN. So he would have all this information on the break-

down of construction costs?
Mr. MCDONOUGH. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. JONES. IS the purpose of the gentleman to show the depreciated

value of the properties plus the creditable items that would go into
the Interstate System?
Mr. BALDWIN. The purpose of the last question was to find the

items that would meet the definition of the Federal Interstate High-
way Act, the reimbursable items for the 90-10 percent Federal reim-
bursement for interstate highways.
Mr. JONES. I know the gentleman's questions are pertinent and

should be answered.
Mr. KLITCZYNSKI. The next witness has the financial statement and

all the information that the gentleman is requesting. He is the city
comptroller.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions of Mr. McDonough?
If not, thank you very much, Mr. McDonough.
Mr. McDoNouGH. Thank you very much.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Kluczynski.
Mr. KLITCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, we now have as our next witness

the first deputy comptroller of the city of Chicago, Mr. Otto Loser.
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STATEMENT OF OTT'0 LOSER, FIRST DEPUTY COMPTROLLER OF THE
CITY OF CHICAGO

Mr. FALLOW. I would like to welcome you here this afternoon on
behalf of the committee, Mr. Loser. You can proceed with your
testimony in any manner in which you desire.
Mr. LOSER. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, gentlemen.
Mr. JONES. Before the gentleman starts, Mr. Chairman, I have to

leave and I would like to inquire before I take my leave on ilue point.
-What is the cost of the debt service to this project?
Mr. LOSER. The total annual debt service?
Mr. JONES. I mean the debt service, negotiation and sale of bonds,

and the service of the debt after construction.
Mr. LOSER. The total cost expended by the city of Chicago was

$100,700,000, including interest paid bondholders during the construc-
tion period. The interest and amortization of bond discount was $14
million, leaving a balance of $86,700,000. Less the cost of toll equip-
ment and vehicles, included in the balance, $1,400,000, leaving $85,-
300,000 as the cost of the facility.
Mr. .JONES. In other words, the difference between that and the

bill takes into account the debt service, the sale of bonds, the ap-
portionment of costs of sale of the bonds, and all the other activities
that are in the principle cost of the project?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct. On a 90-percent basis, the city's share

of the cost would be 10 percent, or $8,530,000, leaving a balance of
$76,770,000. These costs are as incurred during the construction
period from 1955, 1956, and 1957. The toll bridge opened in April
1958.
The city of Chicago (Calumet Skyway toll bridge) revenue bonds

in the face amount of $88 million were authorized by ordinance
adopted by the City Council of Chicago on December 9, 1954. These
bonds bear interest at 3% percent per annum and are due January
1, 1995. A supplemental revenue bond ordinance adopted March
14, 1957, authorized the sale of an additional $13 million of bonds,
bearing 43/s percent interest and maturing January 1, 1995, making
a total of $101 million. These were not general obligation bonds.
They are revenue bonds and are supported by the revenue of the
facility.
The sales of these bonds were authorized to provide funds for the

construction of the Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge.
The question arose as to the price received by the city for these

bonds. The city sold these bonds at a discount of approximately
$21/9 million. However, the underwriters resold these bonds to the
public at 100 cents on the dollar, and to the best of our knowledge
approximately 70 percent of the bonds are still held by the original
purchasers.
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The bridge was constructed at a cost of $100,725,119

Land and right of way $12,611,818

Appraisals, title searches and recording 246,349

Total excluding legal services 12,858,167

Construction 67,644,588

Engineering 4,925,338

Legal 914,596

Other 413,514

Interest and amortized bond discount 17,547,902

Unamortized bond discount, June 30, 1963 1,890,791

Total discount  19,438,693

Total 106,195,396

Less-Interest earned on investment of bond proceeds 5,470,277

Total 100,725,119

Reconciliation with exhibit B:
Toll bridge property 
Bond discount in process of amortization 

98,
1,

834,
890,

328
791

As above 100,725,119

No reserve for depreciation has been provided as a sinking fund
was expected to retire the bonds before the expiration of the useful
life of the bridge. During the period from March 1955 through
June 1963 construction cost indices for Chicago increased from 736
to approximately 955 as shown in the Engineering News-Record, an
official publication used by the engineering and construction indus-
tries, an increase of 29.75 percent. Depreciation from April 16, 1958,
to June 30, 1963, estimating an average life of 50 years with a normal
maintenance policy, would aggregate 10 percent.
Mr. ROBISON. Why do you use the June 1963 data with respect

to the increases in construction cost indices?
Mr. LOSER. The reason I use this is in connection with our balance

sheet. We have to substantiate to our outside auditors the fact that
the appreciation reasonably offsets depreciation.
The following is a summary of cost indices for Chicago as taken

from the Engineering News-Record:

March June September December

1955 736 741 752 762
1956 769 788 792 790
1957 789 831 838 836
1958 835 838 857 859
1959 866 875 923 918
1960 919 919 917 911
1961 905 948 947 946
1962 952 953 954 950
1963 952 955  

These ratios are based on 1913 construction costs, representing 100.
Prior to the authorization for the construction of the toll bridge,

in 1954, a city ordinance was passed authorizing the investment bankers
to have prepared a feasibility study. This study was made by Cover-
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dale & Colpitts, engineers, and showed the following prospective traffic
and toll revenues:

Calendar year
Engineers'
vehicles

Estimated
toll revenues

Actual Percent actual to engineers'
estimates

Vehicles Toll revenues Vehicles Revenue

1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1987 

1 12, 948, 000
15, 345, 000
15, 959, 000
16, 597, 000
17, 261,000
17, 779, 000
18, 312, 000
27, 000, 000

1 $4, 176, 000
4, 935, 000
5, 132,000
5, 338, 000
5, 551, 000
5, 718,000
5, 889, 000  
8, 683, 000  

2 5, 572, 551
6,727, 199
7, 265, 199
7, 658, 080
7, 366, 324

2 3, 173, 352

2 $1, 631,861  
2, 031, 324
2,208, 448
2, 349, 962
2, 624, 877
2 814, 662  

43.8
45. 5
46. 1
42.7

41.2
43. 0
44. 0
47.3

'10 months from Mar. 1, 1958.
2 giA months from Apr. 16, 1958. The toll bridge was opened to traffic on Apr. 16, 1958.
6 months ended June 30, 1963.

Mr. ROBISON. If these figures are accurate, and I assume they are,
for the year 1959, which is prior to the completion of the so-called
competing freeways, the engineers' estimates both for vehicles and
revenues for the skyway were off for 1959 by as much as 60 percent,
or approximately 60 percent.
Mr. LOSER, That is correct.
From the foregoing tabulation, it is evident that the traffic and tolls

have not approached the engineers' estimates in spite of the city'kt
promotional efforts.

Projecting the Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge vehicular
traffic from an 81/2- to a 12-month basis, the 1958 traffic volume was at
the rate of 7,055,995 per annum. In the following summary, a com-
parison is made of traffic for 1959 through 1962 on the skyway toll
bridge with the 1958 projected annual volume and with vehicle regis-
trations on a national basis as well as State of Illinois and State of
Indiana registrations.
We use 1958 as a base year because the skyway was opened in that

year.
Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge

Year
Number of
vehicles

Percent of
increase (+)
or decrease
(-) over
year 1958

Increase in vehicle registrations over year
1958

National Illinois Indiana

1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 

7, 055, 995  
6,727, 199
7,265, 189
7, 658, 086
7, 366, 324

-4.66
+2,96
+8.53
+4.40

4.66
7.37
9 .88
14.21

3.04
5.49
7 .48
9.92

3.51
6.39
8.37
13.97

The increase in vehicles using the highways has outstripped the
increase in traffic using the Calumet Skyway toll bridge.
It is reasonable to believe that traffic increases on the Indiana toll

road and Chicago Calumet Skyway should increase at least as rapidly
as auto registrations; in fact, it should increase at a higher rate as the
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public becomes aware of the safety and other advantages of traveling
via toll facilities.
The effect of competing federally financed express freeways on toll

roads can be illustrated by the Indiana toll road which has been com-
peting with freeway 1-94 in Michigan. The following figures have
been compiled from monthly reports issued by the Indiana Toll Road
Authority and show the number of vehicles exiting from "West
Point" of that road.
I have taken this in 6-month periods because of the considerable

variation in traffic between the first 6 months and the last 6 months
of the year.

6 months ended June 30 6 months ended Dec. 31

Vehicles

Percent of
increase (+)

Or
decrease (—)
over 1958

Vehicles

Percent of
increase (+)

Or
decrease (—)
over 1958

1958 1,426,733  2,100,509  
1959 1 1,433,568 +0.48 1,902,932 —9.41
1960 1,406,812 —1.40 1,947,923 —7.26
1961 1,339,671 —6.10 1,829,032 —12.92
1962 1,315,993 —7.76 1,761,182 —16.15
1963 1,319,489 —7.52  

1 1st section of 1-94-30 miles out of Detroit opened December 1959.

The section Detroit to Benton Harbor, Mich., was opened to traffic
in fall 1960, Benton Harbor to Bridgman (15 miles), November 22,
1961, and Bridgman to New Buffalo (12 miles) early in 1962.
I quote these dates to show the varying effects on the traffic as 1-94

expanded.
The decreases in traffic shown above present quite a contrast to the

substantial increases in motor vehicle registrations and can only be
explained by traffic diverting to the freeway 1-94.
Mr. ROBISON. You evidently have done a good job on your pres-

entation, sir. You are pretty nearly an expert witness on this prob-
lem. But, do you have an opinion as to why the Skyway traffic was
actually so far below the engineers' estimates for 1959, and perhaps
1960, prior to the full impact of the freeway?
Mr. LOSER. Well, it takes about 2 years before the public really

becomes accustomed to a toll road of any kind, and the people of
Chicago, for some unknown reason, and also the people in that
vicinity of Indiana, prefer to save the amount of the toll even though
it takes slightly longer to arrive at their work.
Mr. ROBISON. Would it also be a partial answer that this Chicago

Skyway, prior to opening the Dan Ryan Expressway, anyhow, just
ended in the congested area of the city?
Mr. LOSER. That is partially true, you are right, particularly

coming eastbound and westbound, eastbound from State Street and
Westbound into Indiana Avenue. It is a highly congested neigh-
borhood and the traffic is very heavy.

Tests made by the city of Chicago Traffic Division and by the toll
bridge management indicate that between 65 percent and 70 percent
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of the northwest bound traffic on the toll bridge is generated by the
Indiana toll road hence any decrease in the traffic on the Indiana
toll road is reflected in toll bridge revenues. The remainder of the
northwest bound traffic over the skyway toll bridge comes off of

i106th Street and Indianapolis Boulevard n Indiana, which includes
U.S. Highways 12, 20, and 41. (Traffic over the Indiana East-West
Toll Bridge destined for points west may exit at 106th and Indian-
apolis Boulevard or continue over the Chicago Calumet toll bridge
to reach Chicago).
The following summary shows the combined traffic coming west-

ward through West Point to Indiana toll road and the westbound
traffic entering the Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge at the State
line (northwest bound).
I would like to inject this thought. In Indiana

' 
the West Point is

the furthest west end of the Indiana toll road, but just about three-
quarters to a mile beyond West Point they have opened up an entrance
ramp and exit ramp to accommodate people living in Hammond, Ind.
So the figures shown in the following table include those two points.
Again I have broken this down according to six months.

Westbound on Indiana
toll road

Northwest bound on Chicago
Calumet Skyway toll bridge

6 months to
June 30

6 months to
Dec. 31

6 months to
June 30

6 months to
Dec. 31

1958 1,426,733 2,100, 509 2,036,640
1959 1,433,568 1,992,476 1,498,208 1, 890,725
1960 1,537,442 2,104,606 1,585,103 2,021,386
1961 1,490,768 2,000, 117 1,650,850 2,027,153
1962 1,438,039  1,607,869  

1 The Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge opened Apr. 16, 1958.

I might say that the differential is due to a substantial number
of vehicles coming off of Indiana Boulevard which do not use the
Indiana Toll Road.
The opening of the Dan Ryan Expressway through Chicago, with

a direct connection to the toll bridge, was expected to increase traffic
utilizing the bridge. During 61/2 months of operation, it appears to
have had the opposite effect.
The following exhibits are attached:
Exhibit A. Tentative balance sheet at June 30, 1963.
Exhibit B. Statement of revenues and expenses for the period from

inception of operations April 16, 1958, to June 30, 1963.
Exhibit C. Schedule showing traffic and toll revenues by months

for the calendar years 1961, 1962, and 6 months ended June 30, 1963.
Exhibit D. Statement of project net revenue for 6 months ended

December 31, 1963, and year ended December 31, 1963.
The toll bridge has never earned its debt service requirements. A

summary of net revenue before debt service charges by years and com-
parison with interest requirements on outstanding bonds is set out
below. Details appear on exhibit B.

22-138-63-4
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Toll bridge

Period Net revenue Interest on
bonds

1958 (Apr. 16 to Dec. 31) $1, 050, 546 $2, 506, 909
1959 1, 373, 669 3, 538, 750
1960 1, 511, 263 3,538, 750
1961 1, 659, 561 3,538, 750
1962 1,973, 155 3, 538, 750
1963 (6 months) 814,662 1, 768, 870

Total 8, 382, 856 18, 430, 779

Interest on outstanding bonds from April 16, 1958, opening of the
toll bridge for operation, to December 31, 1962, was paid from the
following sources:

Interest payments for period ended Dec. 31, 1962

From construction fund (proceeds from the sale of Chicago Calumet
toll bridge bonds and interest income from the investment of
such money) 

Advance from city share of State motor fuel tax collections
$7,105,045

(borrowed) 2,000,000
Other funds 63,366
Revenue from operation of the bridge 7,493,498

16,661,909
Unpaid interest for the 6 months ended June 30, 1963 1,768,870

Total 18,430,779

Minimum payments to the bond sinking fund are required, if avail-
able from net revenues, each year, beginning in 1961, in amounts rang-
ing from $78,000 for 1961, $225,000 for 1962, $352,000 for 1963, to
$5,340,000 for 1993 and $15,090,000 for 1994.
There is a slight difference in the interest in the first half of the year

due to a 1/2-cent drop in the coupon rates.
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(The attachments referred to follow:)

CITY OF CHICAGO CALUMET SKYWAY TOLL BRIDGE (CHICAGO SKYWAY)

Tentative balance sheet, June 30, 1963

ASSETS
Toll bridge property (notes 2 and 3):

Land and right-of-way, at cost 
Construction and equipment, at cost  
Engineering, legal, and miscellaneous costs 
Bond interest and amortized discount (note 3)  $17, 547, 901. 91
Less interest earned on investment of bond proceeds_ 5, 470, 276. 68

$12,611,817.71
67, 644, 588. 48
6, 500, 296. 91

12,077, 625.23
$98, 834, 328. 33

.Construction fund: Held by depositary for account of city treasurer, cash 4, 000. 00
Revenue fund:

Held by depositary for account of city treasurer, cash 873, 311. 04
Working funds 25, 200. 00
Accounts receivable, less reserve for doubtful accounts 23, 805. 84
Prepaid insurance 28, 500. 66

950, 817. 54
Bond discount in process of amortization  1, 890, 791. 00

Total 101, 679, 936. 87

LIABILITIES

Toll bridge revenue bonds, due Jan. 1, 1995 (note 4):
Authorized, issued and outstanding:

30 percent bonds $88, 000, 000. 00
40 percent bonds  13, 000, 000. 00

$101, 000, 000.00
Payables, revenue fund:

Voucher warrants 24,709. 09
Accrued expenses 36, 740. 96

61, 459. 05
Bond interest payable: Accrued interest payable July 1, 1963 1, 768, 870. 00
Special advance (note 3) 2,000, 000. 00
Accumulated net revenue (deficit) :

Revenue account:
Balance at beginning of period 74, 696. 54
Add, net decrease for the 6 months ended June 30, 1963 (per

accompanying statement) (954, 208. 05)

Balance at end of period (879, 511.51)
Amortized bond discount applicable to accumulated net revenue _ (270, 880. 67)
Bond interest paid from special fund (note 3) (2, 000, 000. 00)

(3, 150, 392. 18)

Total 101, 679, 936. 87

NOTE.—The accompanying notes are an integral part of this balance sheet.
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EXHIBIT 0

Schedule showing traffic and toll revenues by months for the calendar years 1961,
1962, and 6 months ended June 30, 1963

Number of vehicles Toll revenue

Passenger
cars

Trucks
and buses

Total Passenger
cars 1

Trucks
and buses

Total

1961-January 401, 502 66,251 467, 753 $100,375 $47, 628 $148, 003
February 365, 110 63, 264 428,374 91, 278 44, 897 136, 175
March 442,231 73, 502 515, 733 110, 558 53,395 163,953
April 477,272 71,354 548, 626 119,318 50, 778 170,096
May 569,908 77, 728 647, 636 142, 477 54, 863 197,340
June  635,824 83,598 719,422 158,956 59,354 218,310
July 816,416 75,490 891,906 204, 104 52, 827 256, 931
August 804,815 86, 739 891, 554 201, 204 61,287 262,491
September  645, 281 84,404 729, 685 161,320 60, 198 221, 518
October 592, 455 89, 528 681, 983 148, 113 63, 999 212, 112
November 519, 055 86, 241 605, 296 129, 764 61,655 191, 419
December 448, 116 82, 002 530, 118 112, 029 59, 585 171, 614

Subtotal 6, 717,985 940, 101 7, 658, 086 1, 679, 496 670,466 2,349, 962

1962-January_341,735 86,527 428,262 94,212 63,905 158, 117
February 334,721 81,430 416, 151 100,344 58,693 159,037
March 431,513 92,057 523,570 129,351 66,904 196,255
April 497,707 82,034 579, 741 149, 163 57,700 206,863
May 528, 602 88, 171 616,773 158,394 62,828 221,222
June 625,696 86,383 712,079 187,370 61,088 248,458
July 758,882 79, 973 838,855 227,227 55,832 283,059
August 782, 725 91, 146 873,871 234,374 64, 147 298,521
September 603,854 85,676 689,530 180,852 60, 785 241,637
October 522,591 90,964 613,555 156,595 64,962 221,557
November 479, 524 84,012 563, 536 143, 742 60,353 204,095
December 431,520 78,881 510,401 129,352 56,704 186,056

Subtotal_ 6, 339, 070 1, 027, 254 7, 366, 324 1, 890, 976 733, 901 2, 624, 877

1963-January 323,488 77, 158 400,646 96,971 56, 754 153, 725
February 322,370 75,334 397, 704 96,626 54,687 151,313
March 466,509 80,304 486,813 121,844 58,906 180,750
April 487,892 79,060 566,952 146, 180 56, 785 202, 965
May 512, 146 82,847 594,993 153, 401 60,977 214,378
June 644,392 81, 852 726, 244 192,810 60,006 252,816

Total 2,696, 797 476,555 3, 173,352 807,832 348, 115 1, 155, 947

I Passenger vehicle toll rates were increased from $0.25 to $0.30 effective Jan. 15, 1962.
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EXHIBIT D

51

Statement of projected revenues available for debt service for the calendar year
1963, and comparison with 1962 actual

Re

Ope

Net

Inte

June 30,
1963,
actual

6 months ended Dec. 31 Year ended Dec. 31

Actual,
1962

Estimated,
1963

1962 actual 1963 esti-
mated

enue:
Tolls $1,155,948 $1,434, 925 $1,435, 052 $2, 624, 877 $2, 591,000
Other 5,939 11,994 8,061 18,522 14,000

Total 

rating and maintenance expense:

1,161, 887 1,446, 919 1,443, 113 2, 643, 399 2, 605, 000

Payroll:
Administration 26,927 26,598 24,482 52,755 51,409
Operation 116,245 121,721 116,375 235,537 232,620
Maintenance 71,961 72, 182 67,839 145, 110 139,800

Professional and consulting services 11, 552 7,786 7,248 20,293 18, 800
Advertising 24,707 24,602 10,293 38,938 35,000
Heat, light, and power 18,018 16,520 21,982 34,388 40,000
Telephone 1,046 1,131 1,254 2,293 2,300
Maintenance of automobiles and
gasoline 3,014 5,906 6,686 10,825 9,700

Travel 1, 817 824 973 1,792 2,790
Collection expense 3,885 4,640 4,115 8,069 8,000
Stationery and office supplies 10, 100 4,463 400 7,409 10,500
Maintenance and repair materials and
services 21, 187 12,764 16, 563 35, 635 37,750

Painting of bridge 100,000  100,000
Insurance 30, 889 30,822 32, 111 62,365 63,000
Membership and meetings 625 313 75 1,738 700
Trustee fees 3, 793 3,826 5,307 7,767 9, 100
Machinery and equipment 374  374
Vehicles 
Uncollectible accounts 1,080 5,277 3,920 5,277 5,000
Miscellaneous 5 12 4,995 53 5,000

Total 347,225 339,467 424,618 670,244 771,843

revenue before debt service 814, 662 1,107,452 1,018, 495 1,973, 155 1, 833, 157

Test on bonds (see note) 3, 538, 750 3, 538, 750

NOTE.-This excludes interest at 5 percent per annum from July 1, 1963, to date of payment. This is
at the rate of $88,444 for a 6-month period. We are not attempting here to predict a specific date on which
we anticipate the interest will be paid as this payment depends entirely upon earnings.
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NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AS OF JUNE 30, 1963

1. Authorization
The Calumet Skyway toll bridge was authorized by ordinance adopted De-

cember 9, 1954. The bridge was opened for operation on April 16, 1958, and was
declared complete as of January 2, 1963, by the consulting engineers.

2. Depreciation
No provision for depreciation of the toll bridge property is required by the

ordinance since, to the extent of available net revenues, the sinking fund was
expected to provide for retirement of the bonds before expiration of the useful
life of the bridge. Costs of replacements are charged to operation and main-
tenance expense or to the reserve maintenance account (if provided from net
revenues on the basis of amounts recommended by the consulting engineer) in
accordance with the provisions of the ordinance.
The consulting engineer has advised that the creation of a reserve maintenance

fund is not contemplated prior to 1963. No reserve has been provided in the
statements as at June 30, 1963.

3. Bond interest and special advance
Amounts sufficient to pay bond interest to April 15, 1959 (being 1 year after

the date the toll bridge was opened for operation) were deposited in the interest
fund from bond proceeds in prior years. Additional amounts have since been
transferred from the construction fund to meet bond interest payments as they
became due. From April 15, 1959 (1 year after beginning of operations), to
December 31, 1962, transfers aggregating $3,571,996 were made from the con-
struction fund to the interest fund to provide additional amounts necessary for
payments of bond interest. These amounts have been charged to the toll bridge
property account, as were other payments of interest from bond proceeds in
prior periods, pursuant to provisions of the ordinance.
In December 1961, a special ordinance enacted by the city council authorized

an advance of $2 million to the skyway from motor fuel tax funds, allotted by
the State of Illinois to the city of Chicago, to meet interest and sinking fund
requirements on the skyway revenue bonds. The special ordinance stipulates
that whenever the city council determines that there are funds available, not
otherwise appropriated, it may, from time to time, provide, by ordinance, for
reimbursement of such sum to the city's motor fuel tax account. In the opinion
of the city corporation counsel, the city had the authority to authorize such
advance and to use such funds to pay interest and sinking fund requirements
on the skyway bonds.
Pursuant to the special ordinance, a withdrawal of $590,000 from the authorized

advance of $2 million, mentioned above, was requested and received in December
1961, and $1,410,000 was received in 1962 from the State of Illinois for the ex-
pressed purpose of meeting current requirements for bond interest on the skyway
revenue bonds. The entire $2 million has been applied to interest payments
January 1, 1962, July 1, 1962, and January 1, 1963.

4. Sinking fund and bond redemption
Minimum payments to the bond sinking fund are required, if available from

accumulated net revenues, under provisions of the ordinance, each year begin-
ning in 1961, in amounts ranging from $78,000 for 1961, $225,000 for 1962, and
$352,000 for 1963, to $5,340,000 for 1993 and in the final amount of $15,090,000
for 1994. The total of the required sinking fund payments is equivalent to the
total amount of bonds issued. No payments to the sinking fund have been made
to and including June 30, 1963.
Money in the sinking fund account is to be applied to the purchase of bonds,

either after invitation for tenders or in the open market. Bonds so purchased
are to be purchased at the lowest prices reasonably obtainable, not exceeding
their principal amount and any premium at which the same are next redeemable,
plus accrued interest to the date of purchase.
On each interest date when there is $50,000 or more in the sinking fund, bonds

are to be called and redeemed so as to exhaust, as nearly as possible, all money
in the sinking fund.
The bonds are redeemable at the option of the city, either (a) as a whole on

January 1, 1965, or on any date thereafter on 30 days' notice, or ( b) in part by lot
from, time to time, through use of money in the sinking fund, on any interest
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payment date on 30 days' notice, at the percentages of principal set forth below,
together with interest accrued at date of redemption:

Period (both years inclusive) As a whole In part

1963 to 1964 
1965 to 1968 
1969 to 1972 
1973 to 1976 
1977 to 1980 
1981 to 1984 
1985 to 1988 
1989 to 1994 

Percent Percent
103M

104 103
103M 102M
103 102
102M 101M
102 101
101M 100M
101 100M

5. Charges from other city departments
Costs incurred by other city departments, as appropriated by the city council,

are chargeable to operation and maintenance of the toll bridge, under the provi-
sions of the ordinance. In the opinion of the city corporation counsel, omission
of charges for such costs incurred by other city departments in any one year does
not preclude the city's right to appropriate like charges to the toll bridge in the
future.

6. Contingent liabilities
Suits for approximately $500,000 are pending against the city of Chicago aris-

ing out of alleged damage to the value of property abutting the ramps leading
to and from the skyway. Based upon experience in settling similar suits in the
past, in the opinion of the city corporation counsel these suits can be disposed
of through court action for less than $50,000. Any settlements of these suits will
be charged against operating revenues of the skyway.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Loser, I noticed on page 5 just before the bal-
ance sheet, it is signed by Alvin H. Weber, the city comptroller, and
originated by first the deputy comptroller, Otto H. Loser, is that cor-
rect?
Mr. LOSER. Yes.
Mr.KLuczyNsKi. Are you a certified public accountant?
Mr. LOSER. A certified public accountant with a reciprocal certificate

in Illinois.
Mr. KLIJCZYNSKI. There is no doubt, then, that these figures are

correct?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. KLIJCZYNSKI. I want to congratulate you on one of the finest

statements that this committee has ever heard.
Mr. LOSER. Thank you.
Mr. lauczyNsm. My congratulations go to you and to the mayor.
Mr. LOSER. I am indebted very much to his honor, Mayor Daley and

to Alvin Weber.
Gentlemen, there is a statement of cost attached which details the

cost of the facilities, and a summary of cost after eliminating the
toll collection and other equipment. The ultimate evaluation will be
determined by the Department of Commerce.
Thank you very much.
Mr. OLSEN (presiding). Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Loser, there has been testimony that the bonds

were sold by whatever the brokerage house was that had responsibility
for them at 100 cents on the dollar. If I understanded one of your
enclosures relative to the procedure that would be used if these bonds
were to be called, that is if this road was to be made a free road, I notice
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on page 2 of your notes to the financial statements that it lists a schedule

showing the bond redemption prices. If I understand this correctly,

in the year 1963-64 under the contract with the buyers of the bonds

there can be redemption in part by lot at 1031/2 percent, that the earli-

est date under the contract there can be redemption of the bonds in full
is 1965, and the redemption rate would be 104 percent, higher than par.
This is what the bond contract provides as I understand it.
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. BALDWIN. Then that means if these funds that you desire to

raise, obtaining a portion from the Federal Government at the rate of
90 percent of construction costs, and obtaining the rest from whatever
source in your city might be available, then you would have to pay this,
you might say, premium under the contract for the right to redeem
these bonds, is that correct?
Mr. LOSER. I think, though, that on the basis of the present market

value and after talking to some of the principal owners, we are quite
satisfied that they would be willing to settle for less than par.
Mr. BALDWIN. I realize the bonds are at a discount at the present

time, but as far as today is concerned, any bondholder, if he is ap-
proached and you said, 'We want to buy your bonds back," the only
contractual agreement that you could force upon him is this contrac-
tual agreement saying that he must receive a premium that amounts
to 104 percent of par for him to sell those bonds back to you, is not
that correct?
Mr. LOSER. That is the contract, that is correct.
Mr. BALDWIN. Could I ask what the bonds are now selling for on

the market?
Mr. LOSER. Approximately 56. It is pretty hard to say the exact

figure, but it is between 56 and 58, about a 56 bid and 58 asked. The
4% percent are selling approximately at 10 points higher.
Mr. BALDWIN. There has been testimony about 70 percent of the

bonds being held by the original purchasers.
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. BALDWIN. What about the case of bonds that may have been

sold recently at this discount in the market, at 56 or 58? This means,
in effect, that through the Federal Government entering the picture,
those people who happened to have bought these bonds at their pres-
ent discounted rate are actually going to get almost double their
investment, if they are going to go from 56 percent to 104, if the
Federal Government comes into this picture. We are going to enable
some people who have bought some of these bonds at the discounted
rate to make quite a windfall, are we not?
Mr. LOSER. We are satisfied that if the Federal Government comes

into this picture, we will be able to effect a settlement, an equitable
settlement, with all bondholders within the purview of the amount
that the Federal Government is willing to pay plus the amount that
the city, State, and county will make up, but it will not be at a pre-
mium.
Mr. BALDWIN. When you say an equitable settlement, suppose you

negotiate an agreement by which you are to reimburse all bondholders
at 85 percent of par, just picking a figure out of the air. That might
be equitable to those who bought originally in view of the fact that
the same bonds they are still holding are selling in the market for
56. But what about the man who happens to have bought a bond
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in the market at 56 and this agreement is that they will all be reim-
bursed at 85 percent? That would still be quite a windfall for him,
would it not?
Mr. LOSER. That is right. But there is no indication as to the vol-

ume. The only basis on which we have to estimate the volume is the
bluebook of securities issued by the principal security dealers, and
they have have at no time indicated a substantial volume of these
bonds on the shelf were for sale.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. On that point, you talk about a windfall. On

May 15 the Chicago Daily News printed an article stating that no one
would make a killing on skyway bonds. I would like to present this as
part, of the record, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. OLSEN. At this point, without objection, that may be done.
(The material referred to follows:)

[From the Chicago Daily News, May 15, 1963],

DALEY VOWS NOBODY WILL MAKE A KILLING ON SKYWAY BONDS—WILL PREVENT
UNDUE PROFIT IF UNITED STATES TAKES PART IN PURCHASE

(By Jay McMullen)

Mayor Richard J. Daley pledged Wednesday that nobody will make a financial
killing through bond speculation in the event the Federal Government takes
part in the purchase of the Chicago Skyway.
Although details have not been worked out, the mayor said, steps will be

taken to prevent undue profit to any bondholders.
Under a bill introduced in Congress by Representative John C. Kluczynski

(Democrat, of Chicago), the Federal Government would be authorized to spend
$87 million toward bringing the skyway into the Federal Highway System as a
toll-free highway.
This means the city would have to come up with $14 million in additional

funds to retire all of the $101 million in skyway revenue bonds.
Kluczynski introduced the bill at the request of Daley who conceded Tuesday

that the skyway as a toll road is a flop. However, he insisted that as a highway
it is a valuable asset to Chicago.

Mr. BALDWIN. If these bonds are available for public sale today
at 56 percent, and I assume there are bonds being sold periodically
at this value, there are going to be people who are going to make a
very substantial profit if the Federal Government comes into this
picture and provides the funds by which reimbursement is going to
be made en masse on these bonds at any figure substantially above
that; is that not true?
Mr. LOSER. You may have a few people who have bought them at

low prices who are holding them for an ultimate profit. However, you
also have to take this into consideration, that somebody bought those
bonds at 100 and they sold them and took a substantial loss.
Mr. BALDWIN. And they are out of the picture if they sold them.

Their loss will not be reimbursed?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct. But you have the same thing, too, of

any corporate security that you may sell. It is an open market. The
price is determined by supply and demand. The same thing is true
of any municipal bond that may be sold. So you are going to have
somebody making a profit on the bond at most any time that you call
a bond. However, the ultimate amount that can be distributed equit-
ably to all is the amount that the Federal Government will pay us,
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plus the amount that the city, the State, and the county are able to
contribute to this overall pot.
Mr. BALDWIN. If these bonds in the market now are being priced at

56 percent, would not the Federal Government make a better deal if
we made a standing offer in the market to buy at 60 percent?
Mr. LOSER. Possibly so to the extent of a few bonds, but the question

is how many would you be able to obtain at that figure. Just as soon
as you go into the market and create a demand, just that quickly you
are going to force the price up.
Mr. BALDWIN. I Will yield.
Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Kluczynski's bill is silent regarding this portion

of our problem. It merely authorizes the Secretary of 'Commerce to
pay the city of Chicago not to exceed $87 million for the skyway. I
suppose what we are doing here is creating some legislative history
for background. I just wonder if we have not already discovered
that there is some question concerning the accuracy, if that is the
proper word, of the $87 million.
Mr. LOSER. The $87 million was the figure determined braking the

$101 million and deducting from that the $14 million interest and
amortization. I think you gentlemen have a copy of this mimeo-
graphed sheet showing that we start out with a cost of $100,700,000
and end up on 'a'90-percent basis with a balance of $76,707,000. Assum-
ing that the Federal Government pays the $76 million, we are not able
to pay par with that amount of money.
Mr. ROBISON. Well, whatever it is, the more accurate figure, if we

were going to consider any figure, would be closer to $76 million.
Mr. LOSER. I think this was just a figure for discussion purposes.
Mr. ROBISON. If we should pass a bill authorizing the Secretary to

pay as much as $76 million, would not we encourage thereby specula-
tion in these bonds?
Mr. LOSER. No, 'because about 70 percent of these 'bonds are held by

insurance companies, the original owners, an unknown percentage is
held by the trust companies, the large banks, in trust for their inves-
tors and trusts.

Personally, I have received correspondence showing varying
amounts held by people who are on pension, because they are asking
what is going to happen to these bonds, that they bought them when
the first issue came out and since they are on a pension they have
depended upon the income from these bonds to sustain them.
Mr. ROBISON. One more question and I will yield back to the gentle-

man from California.
Mr. Kluczynski's bill was introduced on May 14, 1963, and I assume

with some publicity surrounding it. Has there been some flurry of
activity in the transaction in these bonds since May 14?
Mr. LOSER. Not too much because of the fact that we sent out notices

we would not pay the June 30 interest.
Mr. ROBISON. Thank you.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Loser, one other question. I notice in your

mimeographed schedule that arrived at this $76,770,000 as the 90-per-
cent figure which you feel would be the proper Federal share of the
construction costs, that in arriving at that figure you have listed toll
equipment, vehicles at cost, $1,400,000 and have deducted that from a
larger figure to arrive at the net cost, presumably, of construction,
rights-of-way and engineering for the actual roadway.
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I notice in your statement you have as one of your enclosures a
statement headed "Analysis of Property Account," and you have
itemized and listed a number of things that apply to the toll plaza,
like mechanical work, toll plaza, $456,094, electrical work, telephone
system, toll booths, toll collection equipment, air conditioning, and
various other items. Are all these items that pertain in any way to the
toll plaza included in this $1,400,000.
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. BALDWIN. So the figure remaining, $85,300,000, would that be

the figure that actually would be the construction cost of the actual
roadway, including the acquisition of the right-of-way and the en-
gineering for it, which would, under the Federal Interstate Highway
Act, be properly considered for 90 percent reimbursement?
Mr. LOSER. That is right. To the best of my knowledge, that is

correct.
Mr. ROBISON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. RosisoN. These are revenue bonds issued by whom?
Mr. LOSER. Revenue bonds issued by the city of Chicago. But they

do not bear the full faith and credit and are not subject to property
taxes.
Mr. RosisoN. Have you tried to look ahead to see what your

situation is going to be as an alternative to this legislation? What
is the alternative?
Mr. LOSER. The alternative that we are faced with is simply one

of meeting first the maintenance costs out of the revenue of the bridge,
because maintenance will, of necessity, be first. However, there are
certain expenses that the city of Chicago has assumed that we would
not be able to continue to assume. For example, at the inception of
the bridge, it was thought that the full cost of operating the bridge
should be borne by the facility. However, after a few months of op-
eration, when the toll did not come up to the engineers' statements, we
assumed as part of the city expenses the cost of policing the bridge.
The cost is estimated at $137,000 a year, to the best of our ability to
determine it. This is $137,000 assumed by the city of Chicago on the
theory that policing property within the city limits is an obligation
of the city. Consequently, we assumed that.
In addition, we have, at various and sundry times, assumed some

bills covering maintenance when the maintenance was done with our
own equipment.
Mr. ROBISON. The city did advance at one time $2 million out of

the State motor fuel tax fund?
Mr. LOSER. That is a loan.
Mr. ROBISON. You cannot do that again?
Mr. LOSER. We can't do it again because we could never get it

through the State or through the city council.
Mr. ROBISON. Does that require State enabling legislation?
Mr. LOSER. It is State approval. Every expenditure out of the

State motor fuel tax fund requires State approval.
Mr. ROBISON. Then you would stop maintenance? That would be

first?
Mr. LOSER. That would be the first. That, of course, would leave a

lesser amount for the payment of interest. In the meantime, we have
not been able to put anything into the sinking fund so we are in default
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so far as all sinking fund payments are concerned. We are in default
to the extent of our July 1 interest default.
Mr. ROBISON. As a result of that default, could the bondholders

throw the bridge of skyway into receivership ?
Mr. LOSER. Not as yet.
Mr. ROBISON. But they could?
Mr. LOSER. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Loser, you mentioned this morning when a ques-

tion was asked about the difference between the $87 million which
appears in the bill as introduced by the gentleman from Chicago, Mr..
Kluczynski, and the $100 million sale cost of the bond, that the dif-
ference between those, $14 million, would have to be raised from other
sources, State, county, and city.
Mr. LOSER. That is correct. We hope to raise them.
Mr. BALDWIN. In addition to that, if I understand your testimony

that you recognize the Federal Government having an interstate reim-
bursement ratio of 90 percent to 10, in any case it would not be proper
for the city to ask the Federal Government for more than 90 percent of
this $85,300,000 that you have listed in your schedule. Then that
leaves the sum of $8,530,000 as the 10 percent of the construction cost
and right-of-way and engineering cost that would also have to be
put up from some other source. What source would that be, where
that $8,530,000 would come from?
Mr. LOSER. That, of course, would have to be determined between

the State and the city and the county, and by agreement with the
principal bondholders as to what the ultimate price would be that we
would redeem these bonds at.
Mr. BALDWIN. But as of the present time, if I understand the gist

of your testimony, there is no firm commitment from any other source
as to where that sum would come from, or if there would be a source?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct, because it depends largely upon whether

the Federal Government comes to our aid. This is a hardship case
and we are hopeful that the Federal Government, will come to our
aid. But until they do, until the Department of Commerce determines
the figure, we cannot get together with the State and the county in any
effort to make good the deficit.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. ROBISON. Is there an organization of bondholders at the

present time?
Mr. LOSER. There is an organization of bondholders from the in-

surance companies, the holders of approximately 70 percent of the
bonds. The committee actually holds 60 percent, but we know of
three other insurance companies that own approximately $10 million
who are not members of this committee, but who earlier had expressed
a willingness to be part of the committee.
Mr. ROBISON. What do you mean by "the committee"?
Mr. LOSER. The bondholders' committee.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Loser, what the city of Chicago is asking, then,

is only what Federal participation has had in other interstate high-
ways .
Mr. LOSER. That is is correct.
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Mr. OLSEN. And that is 90 percent of construction costs ?
Mr. LOSER. That is right.
Mr. OLSEN. And that is the figure, of course, that your testimony

supports, and on which you would settle with the Secretary of Com-
merce ?
Mr. LOSER. That is correct.
Mr. OLSEN. If this bridge should go into receivership, we might

find ourselves someday in the position of having to buy it back from
the bondholders?
Mr. LOSER. Gentlemen, there is a terrific potential in Chicago.

There is a terrific potential in the southern end of Indiana adjacent
to Chicago, or I should say the west end of Indiana. There are two
new steel mills going up. Bethelehem Steel has purchased property
with the idea of building a large plant, and the National Steel Co. has
a plant already under construction. The plans for Chicago in the
future are very, very great, and there is no question that Chicago is
going to be one of the greatest cities in this country.
Mr. OLSEN. We certainly appreciate your testimony, Mr. Loser. It

has been very enlightening, very detailed, and we thank you very
much.
Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I have one question, which perhaps

should go to Mr. Kluczynski.
Are we going to hear, if the chairman knows, from the committee

of bondholders? There has been some spectulation that they would
be willing at least to consider a negotiated settlement of some sort.
I think it would be pertinent to these hearings, particularly with
reference to the amount in the bill, whether or not this is true, and
whether or not the bondholders would be receptive to a negotiated
settlement.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I have not heard, Mr. Robison. If they want

to be heard, of course, we can always find a day for them. But we
want to complete the hearings tomorrow .because we have the report
from the Commerce Department tomorrow and also the American
Automobile Association. We wanted to complete this part of the
hearings this afternoon because most of these people from Chicago
want to get back and take care of their business back home.
Mr. OLSEN. If there are no more questions, you may be excused.
Mr. LOSER. Thank you.
Mr. KLIJCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to place

in the record the breakdown analysis of the property account.
Mr. OLSEN. Without objection, this will be made part of the record

at this point.
(The information referred to follows:)

City of Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge, analysis of property account,
June 30, 1963

[Cents omitted]
Land and right-of-way, at cost:

Land and right-of-way $12,611,818
Appraisals  
Title searches and recording fees 

177,
68,

966
353

Total, excluding legal 12,858,167
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City of Chicago Calumet Skyway toll bridge, analysis of property account,
June SO, 1963-Continued

[Cents omitted],

Construction and equipment, at cost:
Paving 
Fabrication and erection of structural steel 
Embankment 
Drainage 
Steel 
Erection of steel 

 $13, 895, 613
23, 839,428
7, 125,649
3, 117, 087
4, 574, 399
1, 667, 710

Guard rails 643,926
Fencing 101, 570
Structural and roadway excavation 655, 798
Piling 3,356, 070
Reinforcing steel 3, 194,039
Replacement and relocation of sidewalks along local streets due

to construction of the bridge, approaches and exits 196, 838
Landscaping  113,271
Signs and markers 149,306
Alterations to street lights, sewers and water system 731, 848
Roadway lighting and electrical work 1, 632,411
Service building, principally maintenance headquarters for stor-
ing maintenance vehicles and storage of salt, etc. A small
space serves as bridge office 833, 324

Canopies and tunnels 234, 781
Mechanical work, toll plaza 456, 094
Electrical work, toll plaza 173, 877
Telephone system, toll plaza 4, 200
Toll booths 82, 690
Toll collection equipment 420, 823
Communications system 27, 279
Air conditioning-toll plaza 10,000
Furniture and fixtures 31, 052
Vehicles  16, 764
Demolition during construction 73, 445
Erection, moving and demolition of barricades during con-

struction  698
Field office 3, 500
Wrecking of houses and other buildings 373,354
Proceeds from sale of scrap 25, 929
Reimbursement from State of Indiana 66,327

Total  67,644, 588

Engineering, legal, etc. costs:
Engineering  4,925, 838
Legal, including settlement of suits 914, 596
Miscellaneous not otherwise classified 88,680
Property protection during construction period_ 78, 674
Insurance during construction period 163, 569
Expenses re sale of bonds 27,409
Surety bonds and trustee fees 11,634
Accounting expenses (maintaining records during the construc-

tion period, processing of contractors' bills and settlement
vouchers, preparation and mailing of checks, and purchasing
department expenses covering taking of bids, issuance of pur-
chase contracts and purchase orders) 40,000

Auditing-fees paid public accountants for auditing the records
and cash accounts during the construction period 13,650

Rentals received during construction period 10, 102

Total  6,253, 948
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City of Chicago Calumet Skyway Toll Bridge analysis of property account,
June 30, 1963—Continued

[Cents omitted]
Financial:

Interest and amortization of bond discount $17,547,902
Unamortized bond discount 1,890,791

Total  19,438,693
Less interest earned on investment of bond proceeds 5,470,277

Net  13,968,416

Total  100,725,119

Reconciliation with balance sheet at June 30, 1963 98,834,328
Toll bridge property account  1,890,791

Total, as above 100,725,119

1 Unamortized bond discount.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I also have a letter from the Association of Com-
merce and Industry and a resolution passed by the Association of
Commerce and Industry.
I ask unanimous consent to make that a part of the record.
Mr. OLSEN. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(The information referred to follows:)

CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY,
Chicago, Ill., July 12, 1963.

Mr. ALVIN L. WEBER,
City Comptroller, Department of Finance,
City Hall, Chicago, Ill.
DEAR Mn. WEBER: Some time ago Mayor Daley asked Mr. Edward Logelin, our

president, if the association would consider supporting H.R. 6289, 88th Congress,
by Congressman Kluczynski, to provide for the operation of the Chicago Skyway
as a freeway and make payment therefor to the city of Chicago.
There is enclosed a copy of a resolution that was adopted by our board of

directors today.
You may be assured of our desire to cooperate with you and the mayor's

office in every way possible in securing enactment of this legislation.
With kindest personal regards.

Sincerely yours.
PRESTON PEDEN.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF
COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY, JULY 12, 1963

Resolved, that the Chicago Association of Commerce and Industry endorse and
support H.R. 6289„ 88th Congress, to provide that the Chicago Skyway be
operated as a freeway, and authorize the Secretary of Commerce to pay to the
city of Chicago an amount not to exceed $87 million on condition that the
Skyway, a portion of Interstate No. 94, shall be operated free to the public after
such payment is made

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am happy to present Mr. John
C. Melaniphy, the corporation counsel for the city of Chicago, Ill.

22-138-63-5
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STATEMENT OF JOHN C. MELANIPHY, CORPORATION COUNSEL,
CITY OF CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Melaniphy, we are glad to have you with us.
Mr. MELANIPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the

committee. I have a short statement to make.
The revenue bonds issued to acquire the right-of-way and construct

the Calumet Skyway in the sum of $101 million are in default as of
July 1, 1963, for failure (1) to meet the interest requirements and
(2) to meet the sinking fund requirements.
It may be suggested that there are over $60 million in bonds held

by original purchasers from the banks and bond houses which had
the contract to purchase the bonds from the city, of Chicago. These
original purchasers have continued to hold the bonds so purchased.
There are other bonds purchased on the open market at a lesser figure
than that paid by original purchasers.
It is perfectly evident that there will never be sufficient revenue

in the operation of the skyway to meet the principal and interest
requirements.
Upon default, proceedings may possibly be instituted for the ap-

pointment of a receiver to take possession of, operate, and maintain
the bridge, charge and collect tolls, and segregate and apply the
money received in accordance with the ordinance relating thereto.
The appointment of a receiver to be in possession not only during
the balance of the terms of the bonds (1995) or for a longer period
of time would not bring about sufficient funds to properly maintain
the skyway and amortize the bond issue. This could result in sub-
stantial deterioration of the highway to a point where ultimately it
could not serve its purpose as part of the interstate highways system.
Under a receivership the local contributions of policing, advertis-

ing, and other attributes of a good operation will not be available.
In the event of an appointment of a receiver, part of this interstate
highway would be under the jurisdiction of a court of equity. Cer-
tainly if such proceedings can be avoided it would appear to be to
the best interests of the public on a national as well as local scale.
Under section 9.02 of the bond ordinance of December 9, 1954, of

the city of Chicago the city council may at any time call a meeting
of the holder of bonds.
However, knowing their plight the bondholders should be amenable

to the acceptance of reasonable offers by the city should H.R. 6289
be enacted. By it—
The Secretary of Commerce is authorized—

And I emphasize the word "authorized," since it is not mandatory—
to pay to the city of Chicago, Ill., not to exceed $87 million, on condition that
the Chicago Skyway, a portion of Interstate Route No. 94, shall be operated free
to the public, on and after the date such payment is made.

It will be up to the city, in connection with any rules of procedure
and suggestions issued by the Secretary of Commerce, to offer a plan
of payment to the holders of bonds called into session by the city
council.
In view of the fact that the funds to be made available under the

proposed legislation are not funds derived as revenues from the sky-
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way, the future of which is so uncertain in a status of default, the bond-
holders in the first instance are not in a dictating position.
This committee has heard testimony conclusively establishing that

revenue from the skyway operation will never be sufficient to pay the
interest on the bonds let alone amortize the principal of the bonds.
The equities to the opening up the skyway as a freeway justifies a

grant that offers some equity to the holders of the bonds in order to
(Yet the bonds canceled. We are confident that if this grant is made
available to the city, that the city can through negotiations obtain
the necessary consents to the cancellation of all of the bonds. Under
the statutes of the State of Illinois (ch. 24, art. 27A-2(6) Ill. Rev.
Stat. 1955) the city has the power to "accept grants from the United
•States and to enter into contracts with the United States in connection
therewith."
I had originally intended to bring before the committee the matter

of how we go about to settle this question of bonds and the prices
which were paid on the market. Having in mind that this is not
revenue money, we certainly in the city of Chicago, with the cooper-
ation of the Secretary of Commerce, would be in a position to dictate
a plan, and it would seem to me that there should be two classes of
bondholders, those who are the original holders and still are the hold-
ers and represent investment trusts and investment and insurance
companies, and those who have bought on the market since that time.
The market has fluctuated since that time. But it would seem to me
that with the cooperation of the Secretary of Commerce, if the money
was made available, there would be two classes, those who are still
the original holders and those who have purchased on the open market,
and that some equitable arrangement would be made insofar as these
two classes are concerned, so that no speculator would make any
money in connection with this transaction.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. On that particular point, let us take a specific case

of somebody that might have gone into the market today and bought
some bonds at 56 percent of par. You have mentioned the possibility
of handling the redemption of these bonds in two classes, one being
the original holders who presumably would be reimbursed on a per-
centage basis of their original investment, and, two, those who have
bought the bonds on the open market at varying prices.
Suppose the man who bought the bond today at 56 percent was

offered maybe 100 percent of his purchase price, which would be 56
percent of par, and he said, "I am not even interested in that. I bought
this bond for speculation, hoping that the price would eventually go
back up." If I understand the bond contract, you do not have any
right under the bond contract to call in that bond except at the price
specified in the bond contract, which says if you call in the bonds in
part beginning with 1963, you will have to pay, as I recall, 103.5 per-
cent. So if you have just one holder who says "I don't care what you
offer me in the way of discount, I am not interested," how can you
foreclose his bond except under the contract terms?
Mr. MELANIPHY. You can't, Congressman. But when you are talk-

ing about the redemption, you are talking about redemption princi-

a
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pally through revenue, and that is the only way under our law that
they can be paid off, insofar as the contract provisions are concerned.
But here the bonds are in default and the money which would be
available is not revenue money. So it puts the city of Chicago, in
cooperation with the Secretary of Commerce, who would also be inter-
ested, in a position to dicker with these people and buy their bonds
by consent. I agree that you have to get their consent to get their
bond. But it is the experience that we will have in the future, and
they knowing that they are never going to get their $56 or $70 or
whatever it is, plus their interest, out of this bond issue because it is
an impossibility under the present situation.
Mr. BALDWIN. I can understand the ones that originally invested

in these bonds at par would be very interested in getting out in some
way that would be anywhere near par. But the man who bought in
at 56 percent, the revenue even today is very near that figure. It is not
much below 56 percent, maybe it is around 50 percent. Even though
95 percent of your bondholders may jump at the chance to make a
negotiated 
'Mr. MELANIPHY. I am sure they will.
Mr. BALDWIN (continuing). How can you force 5 or 2 or 1 percent

or just two people?
Mr. MELANIPHY. You can't force them.
Mr. BALDWIN. If you cannot force them, just knowing human

nature, you are. going to have a few people who will say, "Look, I
bought this for speculation. I am not going to go for anything except
the contract redemption rate which is 103.5 percent."
Mr. MELANIPHY. Those are the bridges we will have to cross if the

money is made available.
It seems to me in a situation like this you do get reasonable

settlements.
Mr. BALDWIN. You will from most people, but not all.
Mr. MELANIPHY. We haven't had anything like this, of course, but

we have been pretty successful in our negotiations with people in
connection with the taking of their properties and in connection with
5,500 acres at O'Hare Field which we acquired. We only had two
cases in court.
Mr. BALDWIN. But you have the power of condemnation on that.
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is correct, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. But you only have the contract here that guarantees

this right to them.
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is right, but we did not have to use the power

of condemnation.
Mr. BALDWIN. But you had it behind your backs as a club?
Mr. MELANIPHY. But they have nothing behind their backs except

looking to a court of equity to operate a highway for the next 45
years and never getting out of it. Your cost of maintenance is still
there and if your highway is not maintained then it is no use to the
interstate way. It has to be maintained.
Mr. BALDWIN. I understand all of your arguments there logically.
Mr. MELANIPHY. I have confidence, Congressman, in our ability

to negotiate the situation out in cooperation with the Secretary of
Commerce.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Robinson.
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Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Counsel, you know that the Federal Govern-
ment does not have $87 million. We do not even have $76 million, or
even $10 million in the Treasury, at least not without recourse to defi-
cit financing. We will have to borrow, too. If under the bill we
should authorize the Secretary to pay up to, let us say, $76 million,
you have had enough experience in settling lawsuits, I think, to know
that this would create a problem for you in dickering, as you say,
in negotiating a lower settlement.
Mr. MELANIPHY. We would have to have some time.
Mr. ROBINSON. It seems to me that, in consideration of our respon-

sibility to all the taxpayers in the country, it might be better to put
in this bill, if it is to pass at all, an amount that would be closer to the
maximum that you think you would need to negotiate a settlement.
That is, rather than the maximum amount to pay 100 cents on the
dollar.
Mr. MELANIPHY. I don't anticipate that that would happen. I have

in mind that each class would take a loss, so we might be able to save
more than what we anticipate. But the principal thing, it seems to
me, so far as the Federal Government is concerned, is the necessity
of keeping this highway open and maintained because it does occupy
a crucial position insofar as our Indiana and Illinois roads, and roads
east, are concerned.
Mr. ROBINSON. I agree that it does.
Mr. OLSEN. In any event, what you are asking from the Federal

Government is 90 percent of construction costs. It is not going to
cost us any more than 90 percent of construction costs?
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is correct.
One of the Congressmen this morning asked some question about

the length of this toll bridge. The height of the toll bridge is deter-
mined by the U.S. Government. This is a fixed bridge over a navi-
gable stream, and the height of the bridge was determined by the
Corps of Engineers. It is high. I think it is 210 feet above the water
level. To the east you have the approach, of course, to the Indiana
tollway, and to the west you have the approach east to the Dan Ryan
Skyway and exits also on Michigan Avenue and Indiana Avenue.
The question of the validity of this situation met the test of the

court, so the question of whether or not there should be 4 or 7 miles
is not in point any more, because it has already been established by
the court in our condemnation proceedings that the city of Chicago
had the authority and that the limits of the approaches were reason-
able. I just wanted to clear that point. Of course, the matter did
come up in discussion in your committee meeting.
Mr. OLSEN. That was an engineering fact determined by engineers.
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is correct, sir.
Mr. OLSEN. Are there any more questions?
Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. You mentioned that you felt the city would be able

to negotiate an agreement with the bondholders at some kind of a dis-
count from their original investment. Suppose Congress were to pass
this bill authorizing the Federal Government to make a 90-percent
contribution of construction costs, and suppose you then went to the
bond holders and negotiated an agreement whereby they would be paid
at 90 percent of their investment, on the basis that otherwise they will

A
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get 56 percent or less on the open market and eventually the bonds
would be in default completely. If the Federal Government put up
90 percent of construction costs and then you went and knocked down
the so-called redemption price to the bondholders, the Federal Govern-
ment might end up putting up all the money necessary to redeem the
bonds, without the local government putting up anything.
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is what I anticipated.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is very interesting.
Mr. MELANIPHY. I think one of the witnesses made an error this

morning or this afternoon, when he stated that the city, county, and
State were going to come up with $14 million. I do not understand it
that way. What the State, county, and city would do, if this is made
a freeway, will be to construct additional exists and entrances so that

the local people can use this freeway for some 5, or 6 or 7 miles which

would be a great advantage to that locality.
Mr. BALDWIN. When you mentioned this is what you anticipated, do

I understand correctly, then, that if the Federal Government passes

the bill authorizing the Federal contribution of $76,770,000, you antici-

pate and hope that you will be able to negotiate the agreement to buy

up all the bonds at that price or less?
Mr. MELANIPHY. Within that limit. Make less. That would be

in cooperation with the Secretary of Commerce. He would have some

ideas, too, which would be helpful to us.
Mr. BALDWIN. SO, then, the State of Illinois and the city of Chicago

are coming off free, not putting up a dime, and the Federal Govern-

ment puts up the whole works?
Mr. MELANIPHY. That is right. They would put up what they

would put up if construction was going to start today.
Mr. OLSEN. You have already put up your 10 percent in the 90-10

ratio?
Mr. MELANIPHY. Well, we have the project there.
Mr. OLSEN. That is the way I keep seeing this, that users and tax-

payers in the vicinity of Chicago have put up more than 10 percent,

as a matter of fact, and here they are asking for 90 percent which is
what all the rest of our States and communities get when they con-

struct interstate today.
Mr. BALDWIN. What 10 percent has the city of Chicago put up for

this skyway as of today, the city of Chicago? The bondholders put it
up.
Mr. MELANIPHY. Mr. Loser testified to the policing of some $100,000.

One of the gentlemen testified to advertising, we have advertised con-
siderably in connnection with television and radio, and puting up signs,
which have been an expense, I believe, to the city of Chicago. I am
only a lawyer. I could not give you an itemized account of what
expenditures were made by an engineering department.
Mr. BALDWIN. But those are all incidental expenses. So far as

construction costs, though, the city of Chicago did not put up any
of the construction costs?
Mr. MELANIPHY. I did not say they did. I said the project is there.

I don't know. I couldn't tell you that.
Mr. OLSEN. It was my statement, and I don't mean the city of

Chicago. But what I had in mind was that the users and taxpayers
that are in this locality substantially put up the 10 percent by being
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the users of the facility and now these people can be represented only
by the city of Chicago to come up here and ask the Federal Govern-
ment to put up its 90 percent. That was my point. I did not mean to
say that the city of Chicago as a municipal corporation put up the
money, but I think the people there did, and now they want the Fed-
eral share to be put up.
Mr. laTICZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, to complete the hearings this

afternoon, we have one more witness.
Mr. OLSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Melaniphy, for your state-

ment.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Our last witness will be the director of public

works and buildings of the State of Illinois, Mr. Francis S. Lorenz.
Mr. GRAY. We not only have the great director of the public works

and buildings with us today, and the mayor, but we have a gentleman
not scheduled to testify that I would like to introduce to the commit-
tee, the chief highway engineer of the State of Illinois, Mr. Dirden
Staff. He is with us today and he is vitally interested in this program
in addition to the witness now in the chair.

STATEMENT OF FRANCIS S. LORENZ, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND BUILDINGS, STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. OLSEN. Thank you very much.
Mr. LORENZ. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kluczynski, members of this

committee, the State highway department has among its duties the
responsibility of providing highway facilities to serve concentration
of population and industry.
The Calumet or South Chicago area of Chicago is a highly con-

gested and highly industrialized part of Metropolitan Chicagoland.
Were the skyway facility not constructed, the State of Illinois

would have had to construct a like facility for the dispersal of traffic.
Because traffic conditions along the old corridor of U.S. Route 41 had
reached the stage of being intolerable, the prospect of an additional
flow of traffic that would be brought by the completion of the Indiana
Toll Road system and would be dumped onto the only available
artery namely, Indianapolis Boulevard, required the construction
of a facility that would offer immediate relief.
The traffic potential in the South Chicago area instead of diminish-

ing, will increase as more of the connecting Interstate routes become
completed from major city to major city.
The importance of making the skyway a toll-free part of a free

expressway system cannot be overemphasized if the presently desig-
nated interstate highways are to serve at their maximum capacities
in the Chicago land area. By making the skyway toll free, it be-
comes publicly owned and therefore susceptible to further improve-
ment with public funds. Off-on ramps with the same spacing as are
now permitted on the Chicagoland expressway systems, to-wit, every
one-half mile in the more populated and congested areas, would rank,
in my opinion as the No. 1 priority treatment necessary to take care
of the traffic potential in the area served by the skyway.
As long as the skyway remains a private facility, its use as a part

of a traffic dispersal system is kept far below itg potential, and the
State of Illinois cannot assist in a program to ditperse traffic in this

sE?
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area utilizing this facility, but instead must be thinking of other
solutions including the possibility of a duplicating type of facility.
The traffic is there, it will only be attractive if the facility is free.
The State of Illinois Highway Department stands ready to co-

operate with the county of Cook and the city of Chicago in formulat-
ing a program which would improve the skyway's use as a part of
a free expressway system and would be in a position to use public
funds for this purpose without criticism.
Thank you.
Mr. OLSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Lorenz.
Have you any questions, Mr. Kluczynski ?
Mr. KLITCZYNSKI. Not at this moment, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. I asked a question this morning and it was my

understanding that the witness said they would hope to get an answer
by this afternoon.
That question was at what date did this Chicago Skyway get in-

corporated into the Federal Interstate Highway System.
Mr. LORENZ. The same date it came into being, 1956, 1957, and 1958,

at the same time the Interstate System came into being and the routes
were designated. The skyway was immediately incorporated as part
of that system.
Mr. BALDWIN. That was by applicatioin, then, of the State of

Illinois to the Bureau of Public Roads that this be incorporated into
the Federal Interstate Highways System?
Mr. LORENZ. I assume the procedure necessary to be used was used.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Baldwin, if I may intercede, there is a gentleman

standing here who seems to have an idea.
Would you identify yourself for the record?
Mr. NUSBAUM. I am Roger Nusbaum.
The Federal Government approved the portion between the In-

diana State line and the Stony Island Avenue
' 
which is approximately,

halfway, on April 27, 1956. They approved the addition of the por-
tion between Stony Island Avenue and the Dan Ryan Expressway
on October 21, 1957.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Now, Mr. Lorenz, I wanted to ask you a question with regard to

the Tri-State Tollway. Has the State of Illinois made any traffic
estimates in the event the Chicago Skyway is made a freeway, as
to what effect that might have on the traffic revenues for the Tri-
State Tollway ?
Mr. LORENZ. So far as we are able to determine, the State tollway

system will not be affected in any material way by this transition from
a toll bridge to a free facility. The traffic patterns are different than
one would imagine by the question that you have posed.
Part of the problem that we have in this area stems from the fact

that Indianapolis Boulevard for many, many years, was the only
corridor from the east coast through the Chicagoland area. The
problem was complicated by the fact that in this area there are three
movable bridges traversing the Calumet River which impeded traffic
whenever a bridge opening was required.
The reason the skyway was built was because we had the coming

of the St. Lawrence Seaway and the traffic that we hoped would be
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generated by the use of the Calumet River into Lake Calumet which
would require a tremendously increased number of bridge openings,
coupled with the fact that the streets in the South Chicago area were
narrow and had bridges that were of an antiquated design and that
the Indiana Toll Road would dump this new amount of traffic on
Indiana Bouelvard, at which point it would have no place to go, be-
cause every time the bridge opens, it causes a backup of 1 or 2 miles
in either direction.
There is the obvious reluctance of many motorists to want to be

delayed in a cross-continent trip. It meant that we had to find a way
to be able to disperse this traffic as expeditiously as possible.
I have to correct a figure that was given or might have the wrong

impression on the height. The bridge is actually 125 feet above the
level of the river. This bridge is 2,300 feet long and the approaches
thereto are 71/2 miles in length. This bridge was designed and ap-
proved by the Army Engineers in order to provide a facility that
would not be required to be opened any time an oceangoing vessel
would come through the Calumet River.
As a result, we have this bridge of this height which crosses over

railroad bridges, it crosses over the Calumet River, and its gradual
slope was designed in order to make it as safe as possible for the
motorist using it.
The traffic that comes in from Indiana is going to have a choice

when 1-80 is completed of using 1-80 to go to the western part of Illi-
nois, because the terminus of 1-80 in Illinois is at the Rock Island-Mo-
line, and those people, in my opinion, who are going to Rock Island-
Moline would not be using the Illinois toll way system irrespective of
whether the Calumet Skyway remains as a toll bridge or becomes a free
facility. But the traveler who is going to come into Chicago, into the
heart of the city, will stay on and cross over the Calumet Skyway to
enter onto the balance of the free expressway system that we have, the
Dan Ryan, which will bring him into the Loop of Chicago. So I don't
think that anybody can project with any degree of certainty that there
is going to be a great loss in traffic for the Illinois toll way system.
Mr. BALDWIN. Is the Illinois toll way system operated by the State

department of public works/
Mr. LORENZ. No, sir; it is an independent commission.
Mr. BALDWIN. Has that toll road commission been consulted as to

whether they would have any traffic estimates as to whether or not
this would cause a reduction in their revenues?
Mr. LORENZ. So far as I know, they have not in a formal manner.

I am an ex officio member of the commission by virtue of my post as
director of public works. But the problem is not a problem that
affects the Illinois tollway system. There is a companion problem
that will come up on 1-80, but it has no bearing on the question ofwhether or not the Calumet Skyway should become a freeway.
Mr. BALDWIN. When you say a companion problem, do you mean

a portion that might have to be made free?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. What portion will that be?
Mr. LORENZ. If you will permit me to go to the map, I would like

to point it out to you.
22-138-63-6
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1-80 at the present time is coming up through the city of Joliet and
will come across the southern part of Cook County to a point in a
suburb called East Hazelcrest. At that point it will join the present
north-south portion of the Illinois tollway system, and it will con-
tinue on to the Indiana State line as a part of the Kingery Express-
way. The question that may come up at some point in the future is
the question of whether or not the Illinois tollway system would have
a right to lease to the State of Illinois Highway Department or sell
if this portion of the highway that is now used as a part of the toll
system.
Mr. BALDWIN. In other words, if they come to that point on the

map where the yellow runs into the green, from that point on they
have to pay toll, is that correct, at the present time?
Mr. LORENZ. That is true. There is no toll station there for the

present moment. The first toll station is at a point a little further
north of the projected line of 1-80.
Mr. BALDWIN. Do you mean they go onto the portion of the toll

road but do not pay any toll?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes, sir. That problem is a complete and separate

problem from this one. You may have read in some of the press that
we were concerned about that problem today and that we would try to
urge the adoption of some legislation which would permit the State
highway department to purchase from the toll road commission this
stretch of road which approximates 6.7 miles. Understand, the prob-
lem that is involved here is that in any event we will have to complete
1-80 at some point. We can go 4 miles further south at a cost of
approximately $45 million, and the Federal Government will
contribute 90 percent of that cost.
Mr. BALDWIN. Only if they approve of that other route.
Mr. LORENZ. Yes. The Bureau of Roads has indicated to us they

do not care one way or the other. They want to get 1-80 finished.
We want to get it finished within the limitations given to us by the
Federal laws. If we were to purchase this section, we can purchase
it for much less money. The exact amount of money at this time I
am not prepared to state, but we would be in a position to purchase
this for less money and the same people would wind up paying the
bill. But we would save the taxpayers some money. In addition to
that, we would keep in circulation more property that would remain
on the tax rolls and be useful to the communities. If we go ahead
and construct 1-80 at a point approximately 5 miles south of the
proposed location, then we will disrupt all the communities that are
along that proposed right-of-way.
Mr. BALDWIN. If you proposed that the Federal Government buy

the existing 1-80, would your proposal be that the Federal Govern-
ment likewise reimburse 90 percent of the purchase cost?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is all.
Mr. OLSEN. I would like to know for the record what the distance

is of that toll way that may some day have to be purchased.
Mr. LORENZ. This point I referred to is approximately 6.7 miles.
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Robison.
Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Lorenz, is the State highway department under

your jurisdiction?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes, sir.
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Mr. ROBISON. As director of public works and buildings for the
State of Illinois, including your responsibility: for the State highway
department, you have, I assume, an interest in the broader question
of reimbursement, do you not?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes, sir.
Mr. RORISON. I am referring to specifically the $422 million, or

whatever the figure is, representing the stake that Illinois has in that.
Mr. LORENZ. Yes, sir.
Mr. ROBISON. Would you agree with me that this hearing points

up the confusing maze to which we are leading with our Interstate
System, picking up pieces of toll roads here and there, mostly around
our metropolitan centers, which is becoming almost an intolerable
and certainly a difficult situation to resolve, short of full reimburse-
ment which might quite properly include the freeing of all the existing
toll roads that are a part of the Interstate System. Do you have any
feeling along those lines, or any opinion?
Mr. LORENZ. Yes, I think that babies have to learn how to crawl

before they can walk and they have to learn how to walk before they
can run. I think the problem we have before us now is the problem
that must be solved first. Thq ultimate achievement may be that it
may be in the public interest to purchase all of the toll road systems
in the country. But I think that you are asking me to look into a
crystal ball so far in the future that anything I would say in reply to
that would only be a wild guess and speculation.
I think that this problem that you have before you today is probably

the most unique in the country in that we know the traffic potential
is here. We know that if this road goes into the hands of receivers
that the amount of cost of maintenance will be prohibitive for a receive!
to properly keep this road in a safe and usable condition. The dilemma
that the State highway department would have is that it knows what
some of the solutions would be, but it would have to think in terms
of building a duplicate facility in this area, and the duplicate facility
would almost take the same identical image that the 'Skyway has
taken.
Mr. ROBISON. It is comparable, is it not, to your dilemma with

respect to Interstate 80?
Mr. LORENZ. No it isn't because the question of the financial stress

or distress of the Illinois Tollway system is not to be considered in the
same light as the 'Chicago Skyway.
Mr. ROBISON. It may get in the same light.
Mr. LORENZ. Some day it may get into it, but not because of any

diversion of traffic onto the skyway. They are just not heading in the
same direction.
Mr. ROBISON. I am seeking to get an agreement from you, with

me, along the lines that Congress certainly faces, I think, a policy
decision which has been delayed all too long with respect to this
broader problem that lies at the base of all of these problems.
Mr. LORENZ. I would agree with you to this extent, that in my opin-

ion, the future of toll road operation is in the coming years certainly
something that everybody is going to have to look at before they are
going to make any further extensions of tollway systems or any invest-
ments in that kind of an investment. I think that the American public
are reluctant to pay a toll if they can drive free. It becomes that
simple.
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Mr. ROBISON. You end your prepared statement by saying:

If the skyway were made a free system, then the State would be in a position

to use public funds on It without criticism.

What do you mean by that?
Mr. LORENZ. Because the skyway is a private facility and we

couldn't use public funds on it without being severely criticized. We
cannot be on it to maintain it, even bare maintenance, so far as the
State is concerned.
Mr. ROBISON. And the public funds that you would use, if it were

free, would be along the lines of adding these additional off-on ramps
and so forth.
Mr. LORENZ. Yes. We think it would cost anywhere from $2 to $3

million, depending upon how many off-on ramps would be required.
We have a pretty good idea. I think the great value of this skyway
would be taking away the toll barrier and allowing us to put off-on
ramps on so that people in the local area would have more of an oppor-
tunity to get on and get off in saving time. This is the only reason
you have the toll facilities, to save time.
Mr. ROBISON. Finally, then, with respect to those additional off-on

ramps, would you anticipate that the Federal Government would pay
90 percent of that additional work?
Mr. LORENZ. It would if it is a part of the Interstate System; yes,

sir.
Mr. ROBISON. That is all.
Mr. OLSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Lorenz, for your testimony.
Mr. LORENZ. Thank you for your time.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, that completes the hearing of the

proponents.
I want to thank all those present for appearing here before this

committee and presenting this information to the committee.
I understand that tomorrow we will have a report from the Com-

merce Department and the opponents of this legislation, H.R. 6289.
Mr. Chairman, at this time I move that we adjourn until 10 o'clock

tomorrow morning.
Mr. OLSEN. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(Whereupon, at 4:07 p.m. the subcommittee recessed to reconvene

at 10 a.m., Wednesday, July 24, 1963.)
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 24, 1963

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ROADS,

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,
TVash,ington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a.m. in room
1302, Longworth Building, Hon. George H. Fallon (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.
Mr. FALLON. The Subcommittee on Roads will continue hearings on

H.R. 6289.
The Subcommittee on Roads is meeting again this morning to con-

tinue the hearing on H.R. 6289, to provide that the Chicago Skyway,
Calumet Skyway toll bridge, shall be operated as a freeway.
Our first witness this morning is the director of the Bureau of Public

Roads, Mr. Whitton.
Mr. WHITTON. Mr. Chairman, may I bring Mr. Turner with me,

please?
Mr. FALLON. You certainly may. On behalf of the committee,

may I welcome you and Mr. Turner here this morning.
Mr. WHITTON. And Mr. Booth.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Whitton, we have called you this morning to ask

for a report from the Department on H.R. 6289.

STATEMENT OF REX M. WHITTON, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINIS-
TRATOR, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COM-
MERCE; ACCOMPANIED BY SHERWOOD X. BOOTH, DEPUTY
GENERAL COUNSEL; AND FRANCIS C. TURNER, ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR AND CHIEF ENGINEER, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS

Mr. WHITToN. Mr. Chairman, we are always glad to come to your
committee meetings, so we are glad to be here with you this morning
and to give you a report on the views of the Department of Commerce
and the Bureau of Public Roads concerning H.R. 6289.
The bill would authorize not to exceed $87 million to reimburse the

city of Chicago for the Chicago Skyway, also known as the Calumet
Skyway Toll Bridge. The bill provides that this bridge, which is on
Interstate Route 94, shall be operated free of tolls after such payment
is made.

Section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 declared the
intent of Congress "to determine whether or not the Federal Govern-
ment should equitably reimburse any State for a portion of a highway
which is on the Interstate System, whether toll or free, the construc-
tion of which has been completed subsequent to August 2, 1947, or

73



74 CHICAGO SKYWAY

which is either in actual use or under construction by contract, for
completion, awarded not later than June 30,1957."
The Calumet Skway is one of the toll facilities included as presently

designated.
The bill does not specify whether its proposed authorization of

funds for the Chicago Skyway would be appropriated from the high-
way trust fund or from the general funds of the Treasury. But
as I have noted, the highway trust fund could not carry this extra
burden and still fully complete the Interstate System under present
revenue provisions.
For the foregoing reasons the Department of Commerce recom-

mends against enactment of f-I.R. 6289.
Since the Chicago Skyway is officially designated under State law

as a toll bridge, I feel it appropriate to add a few comments from
the standpoint of certain existing provisions of the Federal-aid high-
way legislation.

Section 129(a) of title 23, United States Code, permits Federal par-
ticipation in the construction of toll bridges, which authority has
existed since 1927. While the Federal law for a period of time also
permitted Federal participation in the acquisition of toll bridges in
order to make them toll free, such authority no longer exists.
I mention this in the event the committee may wish to give con-

sideration to an amendment of section 129, to be uniformly applicable
to all the States, to permit Federal participation in the acquisition
of toll bridges to aid the States in making them toll free.

Section 122 of title 23 permits Federal participation in the re-
tirement of the principal of bonds issued for the construction of
Federal-aid projects, but such section would likewise require an
amendment in order to be applicable for the retitement of bonds
in the acquisition of toll bridges.
Under either of these possible amendments, it would appear ad-

visable for assurances that the basis of Federal participation be
limited and, perhaps, not exceed the present market value of the
bonds outstanding.
I am merely mentioning these two possible approaches, without

making any endorsement of either. These proposals would neces-
sarily require further study before any recommendation could be
made in behalf of the Department of Commerce and the Bureau
of Public Roads.
Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to add something. I feel

this reimbursement for toll roads and free roads is something that
requires more study. We have made reports on it to Congress, as
I mentioned in this statement, but I think it needs more study. I
think the Bureau should give that more study and come back to you
with recommendations at some future date.
I think the study should be in connection with what we are go-

ing to do about possible extensions to the Interstate System at some
future date. That I would like to add to the testimony I have given.

Sir, that completes my formal presentation. Again, it is always
a pleasure to appear before this committee.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitton. As always,

we are very happy to have you. We always receive great benefit
from the information you bring to the committee.
Mr. WHITTON. Thank you.



CHICAGO SKYWAY 75

Mr. FALLON. On page 3 you stated that the bill does not specify
whether the proposed authorization of funds for the Chicago Sky-
way would be appropriated from the highway trust fund or from
the general funds of the Treasury.
That question was asked yesterday, whether these funds would

come out of the trust fund to reimburse the city of Chicago on a
90-10 basis. From the fact that they used the formula I was a little
bit hesitant about saying whether they did or not. I see here this morn-
ing that you are not quite clear from the interpretation of the bill
whether it comes out of the general funds or the highway trust fund.
Mr. WiurroN. That is right.
Mr. FALLON. You are not clear?
Mr. WHITTON. No, sir. We don't know because the bill doesn't say.

The Congress can say.
Mr. FALLON. Is there any possibility that it might be interpreted,

the way the bill is written now, that it would come out of the high-
way trust fund? Mr. Booth?
Mr. BOOTH. The bill would authorize the Secretary of Commerce

to make the payment to the city of Chicago, and there could be an
inference that it was contemplated that that would be from the trust
fund. But the bill itself does not state.
I would presume that the better view would be that it may not be

intended to come from the trust fund. On the other hand, there could
be a good basis for an argument to the contrary.
Mr. FALLON. In that case, don't you think it would be better to

amend the bill and specify where the funds should come from?
Mr. BOOTH. Indeed so.
Mr. FALLON. Have you any questions?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I, too, am happy to see Mr. Rex Whitton before the committee

again, although he has made an unfavorable report to the bill that I
have introduced, and also our good friend Mr. Turner, whom we
have seen for many, many years.
Mr. Whitton, are you acquainted with H.R. 2630, introduced by

Mr. Robison, of New York? The bill's purpose is as follows:
It is hereby declared to be the intent and policy of Congress to equitably reim-

burse each State for the Federal share of the depreciated cost of every portion
of any toll or free highway, bridge, or tunnel within such State which is a part
of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways.

Mr. Robison, I know, has worked hard with the chairman of the
full committee on the New York reimbursement. His bill is H.R. 2630,
introduced on January 24, 1963. I am sure you are acquainted with
it.
My question to you, Mr. Whitton, is this: In your opinion, do

you believe that eventually some form of reimbursement will be given
to these States whose highways, either toll or free, have been incor-
porated into the Interstate System?
Mr. WurrroN. You are asking for a personal opinion?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Right.
Mr. WHITTON. It seems to me that eventually the portions of the

Interstate System that now coincide with a toll road should be made
free. It is my humble opinion that eventually our people are going to
want the whole Interstate System free of tolls that are collected at
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toll booths. We all pay the gasoline tax. When that should be done,
I think, is something the Congress will have to decide.
I personally don't think it ought to interfere with the completion

of the Interstate System as now designated. I think we ought to
complete the Interstate System as now designated at the time the
Congress specified, which is 1972. We are striving, and we are going
to get that job done.
But following that, if the roads and the bridges have not become

free by the collection of the revenues now made on the toll roads, then
I personally would think that some arrangement ought to be made to
work out a program, an equitable program, of reimbursement for
both toll roads and free roads.
Now, there are some free roads that are part of the Interstate Sys-

tem and have been constructed on a 50-50 basis. Some may be even
100 percent State money. I don't know for sure. But I do feel that
eventually we ought to have a 41,000-mile system of interstate high-
ways as now designated free of tolls.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Whitton, do you believe that the Calumet

Skyway, or the Chicago Skyway, will qualify for such reimbursement
when the time comes?
Mr. WHITTON. Mr. Congressman, as I am personally familiar with

it, and not familiar with it in too much detail, it is my understand-
ing that the Calumet Skyway was part of the report that we made
to Congress on reimbursement for toll roads and free roads. My per-
sonal assumption is that it would become and is a part of the Inter-
state System and was so designated, I believe, sometime in 1960.
Mr. KIAJCZYNSKI. When?
Mr. WHITTON. 1960.
Mr. KLTICZYNSKI. Don't you think that there are exceptional cir-

cumstances in connection with the Calumet Skyway that might
require immediate action on this particular section at this time?
Mr. WHirrort. Mr. Congressman, I don't believe I agree with that

statement; no, sir. I feel, as I have said here, that we ought to con-
sider all of them alike, and give all States and toll charges equal treat-
ment. Any reimbursement at this time would delay the completion
of the Interstate System, which I think is the most important thing
we have before us.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. You were not here yesterday, and I don't think

there was anybody from your department or agency, to listen to the
proposal of the Calumet Skyway manager and the corporation coun-
sel. We had all the people who knew about the skyway. I wonder
if you are acquainted with it.
If we had waited about 16 or 18 more months

' 
we would have come

under the 90-10 Federal share for the Interstate System. But we saw
'the Indiana Tollway stop right at 106th, at our busiest section. We in
Chicago had to do something to bring that traffic from Indiana and
Michigan into Chicago. That was the purpose of the city council
passing an ordinance to sell revenue bonds. They first sold $88 million
worth, and then of course, we had to issue $13 million more in bonds,
which made it $101 million. We thought the revenue from the sky-
way bridge would pay off the bonds, but until today it is unable to
even pay the interest.
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So, Mr. Whitton, this is a hardship case. This is a unique case.
If there is going to be any reimbursement for any roads or bridges
to any State, I think we should start right now with the Chicago Sky-
way. I know there are other States that are waiting and looking for
reimbursement. If we have to wait until we complete the Interstate
Highway System, sometime in 1972, I don't know what we are going
to do with the skyway in Chicago.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Yes sir.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Would the Administrator of the Federal system

agree that if this skyway passes into receivership that it is impossible
under State law and local law out there for the city or the State to
take care of the maintenance problem on the skyway, which we were
told was the situation? It would become a matter of grave Federal
concern that a portion of the Interstate System was not being main-
tained properly.
Mr. WHirroN. Mr. Edmondson, I don't know that I can answer

your question, but there is a section in the law, in the Federal law,
that if a State doesn't properly maintain any part of the Federal-aid
system, that we can stop Federal aid to that State until they do. But
that would be with respect to projects constructed with Federal aid.
I don't know what our action would be in this case.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I wasn't asking you what your action would be-

1 was asking you if it wouldn't be a matter of grave Federal concern
if a portion of the Interstate System was unable to be maintained
because of the peculiar nature of the section and of the fact of receiver-
ship, and the fact that the State and municipal laws did not permit
the maintenance work that the turnpike authority itself has been un-
able to continue.

Isn't that the fact, that the turnpike authority itself was broke, and
they don't have the funds to maintain it properly?
Mr. WHITTON. I would say yes to your question; that it would be of

grave concern.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Thank you.
Mr. ROBISON. Will the gentleman from Oklahoma yield?
Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman from Illinois has the floor.
Mr. KLIJCZYNSKI. I will yield.
Mr. ROBISON. Pursuing your question further, and I am not sure

that you were here late yesterday afternoon the director of public
works for the State of Illinois, who has the highway department under
his jurisdiction, and Mr. Lorenz, testified, I think, that in his opinion
this skyway was not really a public facility. It was sort of a quasi-
private facility. He, himself, had considerable question whether or
not it was legal for the city, for instance, to maintain this portion.
Particularly, it seems to me that this problem might arise if the bond-
holders committee did throw the highway into receivership of some
sort. Then you have a real question of whether or not it is a public
facility that the State could spend money on, even if it wanted to, or
even if it was directed to do so by Mr. Whitton or the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads.
I am not trying to throw out any further problems, but that is one

facet of the question asked.
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Mr. EDMONDSON. If the gentleman will yield to me, that backs up
the statement of the mayor, that his lawyers had informed him if
receivership takes place that there isn't going to be any authority at
all for maintenance by the city.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. We have the corporation counsel here. Would

it be all right for him to answer these questions?
Mr. FALLON. How about after we get through with Mr. Whitton?
Mr. KLuozYNsiu. All right.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer?
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Whitton, I was very interested in your state-

ment, particularly two or three aspects of it. As I gather your posi-
tion, it is, I would say, about the same that Congress has taken on the
reimbursement of toll and free highways as evidenced by the report
made by your department in 1958. As you state on page 2, it would
exceed $4.3 billion. By that I assume and, as a matter of fact, you
actually state, that if we did something with regard to the Chicago
Skyway, it would be preferential treatment for the Chicago Skyway
toll facility, as compared to all others in the country, and you didn't
see any justification for that?
Mr. WHIrrox. That is the statement I made.
Mr. CRAMER. Actually, Congress has expressed its intent time and

again that its primary objective should be and is the comple-
tion of the 41,000-mile Interstate System, and there are only adequate
trust funds available to accomplish that and to maintain the ABC
program at an appropriate construction level; and that nothing should
be done to impede the completion of the free system or the total 41,000-
mile system which has integrated in its some free and toll facilities
existing prior to 1956. Is that correct?
Mr. WHirroN. In my opinion, unless the Congress makes some

other decision.
Mr. CRAMER. I was interested in your discussion on page 3 of the

existing and prior legislation dealing with toll bridges. I think it is
interesting to note that the city of Chicago built this toll facility, the
Calumet Skyway, under the bridge authority, and it is about 71/2 miles
long. That is a pretty long bridge. You indicate that under section
129(a) of title 23 that Federal participation in construction has existed
since 1927, and Federal participation in acquisition of toll bridges no
longer exists. Is that correct?
Mr. WHITTON. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. It would be, in your opinion, as I gather by your

statement, unfair to provide relief in one particular area without
considering the general question of toll facility acquisitions as a
national problem relating to all States.
Mr. WHITTON. That is my statement; yes sir.
Mr. CRAMER. Do you have any idea as to what the cost of acquisi-

tion by the Federal Government of toll bridges in this country
would be?
Mr. WmrroN. Of all toll bridges
Mr. CRAMER. Yes.
Mr. WHITTON. NO, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. That was included in the $4.3 billion figure, was it

not, in your study previously made?
Mr. WHITTON. Yes.



CHICAGO SKYWAY 79

Mr. CRAMER. You also indicate on page 4, and I think this is inter-
esting as it relates to the question of the amount of reimbursement, if
such were approved, that should be given consideration, that section
122 of title 23 permits Federal participation in retirement of the princi-
pal of bonds issued for the construction of Federal-aid projects, but
nothing beyond principal.
I also note that on page 4 you say the amount paid by the Federal

Government in any event should not exceed the present market value
of the bonds outstanding ;is that correct?
Mr. WHirroN. That is just my opinion; yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. And the bonds presently, as I understand it, at this

particular Chicago Skyway, are selling at about $56 now. I gather
that the amount that is being requested, $87 million, would pay off
the bonds at approximately 87 percent. That is a pretty good 31-
percent windfall, is it not, to the bondholders?
Well, it is your opinion, in any event, that such a windfall should

not result from Federal reimbursement or Federal purchase of a
bridge. Isn't that the thrust of your statement?
Mr. WHITTON. Well, it is our opinion that any structure of this na-

ture that is bought, when there are outstanding bonds, we ought to
get them at the market price.
Mr. CRAMER. There wouldn't be any justification for the Federal

Government paying 87 percent when they are selling at 56, leaving
a 31-percent windfall to the bondholders?
Mr. WHirrox. That is what I meant by this statement.
Mr. CRAMER. I think that is a point very well taken. I certainly

wouldn't be a party, and I don't think the Federal Government should
be a party, or the Federal taxpayers a party, to providing for a 31-
percent windfall to the bondholders as the result of the Federal
Government taking over the project. I think that is a point very well
taken.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentlemen yield at that point?
Mr. CRAMER. I will be delighted to yield.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would agree thoroughly with the gentleman as

a general statement of principle that we shouldn't be responsible for
any windfalls to any bondholders. But if the force of the mayor's
argument is entitled to any weight, it is Federal action which has
depreciated the bonds, reduced the traffic on the expressway, and led
to the decline in the productivity of this expressway.
As a matter of plain equity, I think that is an argument that is

entitled to some consideration in determining what is paid. If the
Federal Government had not supported on a 90-10 basis the construc-
tion of the competing expressway, you wouldn't have these bonds sell-
ing at $56 or $57.
I think there is a further point to be kept in mind: If we are acquir-

ing the real estate on these roads as a Federal asset on the Interstate
System, and a free asset, some weight should be given also to the value
of that road, and that the value of the actual road itself, a six-lane
highway, should be a factor in determining what is going to be paid as
well as what the going price on the securities is.
I personally think that there will probably have to be some reconcili-

ation between the two, and not a flat position taken in either direction
as to where the equity would be. To the extent that the Federal Gov-

A
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ernment's own program and its own actions have created actual dete-
rioration in value of these securities, I think there is equity in the posi-
tion that something beyond the mere market value of the securities
should be paid on a reimbursible program.
Mr. CRAMER. To reply to the gentleman, the gentleman, of course,

has one opinion with regard to it. I frankly think the mayor's posi-
tion that the Federal Government is responsible for construction of
competing freeways which subsequently occurred after the construc-
tion of the Chicago Skyway is entitled to about as  much weight as a
truckload of feathers. I hope to obtain from Mr. Whitton, before I
get through, what the Federal policy is with respect to approval of
these highways.
I don't think there is much weight in it whatsoever. The States

and communities are the ones responsible for the location primarily,
in the first instance, for any free facility, and that includes the com-
Peting facilities of the Chicago Skyway.

Isn't that correct, Mr. Whitton? Under the basic concept of the
law, the State and local communities have the duty of settling where
the highways will be located, and what the priority of their construc-
tion should be
Mr. Wiiirrox. With Federal approval on each step.
Mr. CRAMER. And the State initiates the action?
Mr. WHITTON. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. You can see on the map what the situation is. The

Chicago Skyway is in the red. The position of the mayor and others
is that the completion of the Dan Ryan Expressway south to connect
up with the Kingery Expressway resulted in a free road competition
with the Chicago Skyway toll facility and, therefore, it lost revenue.
Whose responsibility is it that that free road was located there?
Mr. WHirroN. I think it is a mutual responsibility, Mr. Cramer.

I think the State and the city certainly initiated it and obtained our
approval. So in obtaining the Bureau of Public Roads' approval we
share in the responsibility.
Mr. CRAMER. Let's examine that. That is an interesting situation.

I understand you and others in the Bureau of Public Roads have
consistently taken the position that where a State builds a toll road,
or if it builds a toll road, it is none of the Federal Government's busi-
ness; that the Federal Government has no right to say anything
about it.
Mr. WiiirroN. You asked about the Dan Ryan Expressway.
Mr. CRAMER. As it relates to the effect on the toll road. If you

are going to object to it, you would object to it on the basis that it
would affect the toll road revenue. You didn't object on that basis.
Mr. WHITTON. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. The reason is obvious: that you take the position there,

or your predecessor took the position there
' 

which has been taken by
the Bureau consistently, that the Federal Government has no busi-
ness injecting itself into the question of toll facilities. I disagree with
you on it, as you know, but that has been your position; has it not?
Mr. Wiiirmi.r. Our position, if I may state it in regard to a com-

peting facility, is that we endeavor not to approve a facility, a free
facility, that will compete and jeopardize the bonds of the toll facility.
I think that is our policy.
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If that is what you are talking about, Mr. Cramer, we do try to not
participate in a competing facility.
Mr. CRAMER. I quote your testimony before this committee on May

16, with regard to the toll facility bill that I introduced, which I
am sure you are familiar with, in which I asked that the Federal
Government should have some say-so with regard to the injection
of toll roads into the free highway system, and likewise, it should
have some say-so about competing toll roads with the free system,
which, of course, you testified against. In that, you stated on page 13:
No Federal law prohibits a State from constructing a toll road, bridge, or

tunnel at any location it may select, with or without the approval of the Secre-
tary of Commerce, unless the State chooses to apply for and use Federal-aid
funds to pay part of the cost of such construction, or unless the location co-
incides with a highway facility previously constructed with Federal-aid funds.

That is still your position is it not?
Mr. WHirroN. Yes • that is right.
Mr. CRAMER. Then I presume it is consistent with that policy that

the Bureau did not object to the State's decisions in that it is the
State and local toll road involved, and if the State didn't think the
free road would compete with the toll road sufficiently to affect its
financial soundness, the Bureau had no right or reason, under this
policy, to object to the construction of this free road, even though
it might be in competition with the toll road. Isn't that correct?
Mr. WHrrroN. We did not object,
Mr. CRAMER. For the obvious reason you didn't think it competed?
Mr. WurrroN. I have to make that assumption. I wasn't here

then, but I assume that that was the assumption.
Mr. CRAMER. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman from Alabama.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Whitton, I was rather surprised to hear you an-

swer Mr. Cramer to the effect that you thought the value of that
property, if the Federal Government would make the repayment to
the State of Illinois, the city of Chicago, should be based on the
value of the bonds. Did I understand you correctly?
Mr. WHirrox. Mr. Jones, I am sorry; I didn't get the first part

of your question.
Mr. JONES. As I understood from the inquiry made by Mr. Cramer

to you, you thought that the value wouldn't be $87 million, but would
be the value at the price of the going rates of the bonds.
Mr. WHrrrox. That is my statement;t  yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. How do you reconcile the fact that if this committee

is to give consideration for reimbursement or for repayment to the
State of Illinois, that it should not be based upon the value of the
property rather than the sale of the bonds?
Mr. WHirrow. Personally, I think this committee could make its

own decision on how to make the reimbursement, and will.
Mr. JONES. Let's just go back now. Examine the record. You had

a situation in Mobile where you had a tunnel. That tunnel was capi-
talized at the cost of about $3 million originally. That tunnel would
pay off at the rate of $17 or $18 million. You weren't agreeable, nor
was the Bureau of Public Roads your predecessor agreeable, to paying
the value of its earnings in Mobile, because you said the property
values did not justify you making that payment to the State of
Alabama.
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If you are just going to take the going rates of bonds or the sale of
bonds, how are you going to divorce yourself from property values?
Mr. WurrroN. Mr. Jones, I certainly wouldn't favor paying more

than the actual value of the facility, but I would be willing to buy it
for less than the actual value.
Mr. JONES. You don't want to do that, if it has a value. The Federal

Government wouldn't want to go in there and cheat the States. If it
is worth $1 million, you wouldn't want to acquire it for a half million.
You know that, Mr. Whitton. That is just poor public policy on its
face.
If you are going to go out and engage in the acquisition of rights-of-

way based on these corporate profits and all that sort of thing, how
would you have a right-of-way program?
Mr. WHITTON. Our right-of-way program is based on the market

value of the property.
Mr. JONES. You know the value of highways, if it will be accepted

by the Bureau of Public Roads. You certainly take into account the
value of the property at the time it is acquired. You are not going
over here and look at the bond market to determine the value of a piece
of property, are you; that is, when you know it is in distress?
Mr. WHITTON. I have not made a definite recommendation, Mr.

Jones. I was suggesting something that this committee might give
consideration to. We wouldn't make a definite recommendation on the
acquisition of this bridge, or any other toll 
Mr. JONES. Suppose you wanted to acquire the Pennsylvania Turn-

pike right now. It is dripping with money. You wouldn't want to
pay the value of the earnings of the Pennsylvania Turnpike; would
you?
Mr. WHITTON: We would make a study of any turnpike and deter-

mine its condition.
Mr. JONES. You know the policy that we have always had in the

Federal Government is to pay a reasonable price for the property at
the time it is acquired.
Mr. WHITTON. Based on its condition.
Mr. JONES. And you don't base it on the prices in the New York

stock market.
Mr. WHITTON. Not necessarily; no.
Mr. JONES. So why would you suggest to this committee that we go

in and pay a price on a defunct operation, but which has values in the
public interest, and then say that that would be the controlling factor
in the value that you would suggest that this committee consider?
Mr. WnirroN. I just suggested it, Mr. Jones, and asked that you

make the determination of what you want to do.
Mr, JONES. There is not but one question to be resolved here, or two

questions. First, do you want it; and the second is the value of the
property. You are asking this committee of Congress to pass on the
value of the property. You are the fellow that determines the value,
not us. We are not appraisers. We can't evaluate it.
Mr. WHrrrox. If the committee asked us to, we would make that

determination.
Mr. JONES. Of course. But why assume some assumptions that

never are normally applied to the acquisition of property? That is as
foreign and as distasteful as anything I can think of.
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Mr. CRAMER. Before this thing gets out of focus
' 
I think that the

Administrator has a point that has to be considered. This facility is
not owned by the State. It is owned by the bondholders. The bond-
holders are not entitled to a windfall, in my opinion. The city of
Chicago is not entitled to a windfall, either.
Mr. JONES. I am not suggesting that.
Mr. CRAMER. Let me finish, and I will show you what is going to

result if you take solely the approach of the value of the present
depreciated value of the facility.
As I understand it, maybe you could provide the figure. I think

a study was made of this in 1958. What was the depreciated value
of the facility?
Mr. WHrrroN. We will furnish that for the record, Mr. Cramer.
(The information follows:)
Ninety percent of depreciated valuation $63,838,000.

Mr. CRAMER. As I understand, it was something like $76 million.
But I wish you would provide it for the record.
The city stated yesterday they intended to negotiate with the bond-

holders. They don't intend to pay them 100 percent of the bond value.
The present value is 56. If, in fact, the bondholders are willing to
sell their bonds for, say, 60 or 65 or 70, and the Federal Government
pays 86, which is what is proposed, or 87, then the city would get a
windfall between the 70 and the 87.
Is that justified, to take the Federal taxpayers' money and appar-

ently, in my opinion, this bill says it should come out of general
revenue, and we have to borrow money to pay it at 4 percent interest,
with the deficit we now have—is it right for the city of Chicago to get
a windfall, if that municipality can negotiate with the bondholders for
something less? Is that what is disturbing you, Mr. Whitton?
Mr. WHirroN. That is my feeling.
Mr. CRAMER. I agree with you wholeheartedly. The Federal Gov-

ernment can't permit anybody to get a windfall out of it. Even if the
fair market value might be greater than what the bondholders are
entitled to be paid, why should the Federal Government foot the bill
and why should the city get the windfall, or, in the alternative, the
bondholders?
So I think the value of the bonds and what they could be negotiated

for for settlement has to be considered by the Federal Government as
a part of the package. This is a bondholder facility and not a State-
owned facility.
Mr. JONES. I will say to the gentleman that I agree with you, if

the purpose is to take the actual value, the appraised value of the
property, and reimburse, But I don't think these extraneous things
should be considered in the evaluation because it never has been the
policy of the Federal Government to take into account those sorts of
things, either high nor low, in appraising a piece of property for
acquisition or reacquisition.
Mr. EDMUNDSON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gentleman that, sure, I am familiar

with acquisition by the Federal Government. But when it is a
bondholder situation, it is a different situation, • • ndholders
are the ones who have to be dealt with. If 4 re 111 to sell
it for less than its market value, if the pric
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market value, and if the Government can negotiate for less, I think
they should.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I agree that the market value of the bonds has

to be a factor considered in this situation. I think equally the pol-
icies of the Government that may have contributed to the state of
those bonds has to be considered.
Let me state this to the gentleman: Suppose the Federal Govern-

ment were to decide we were going to acquire these bonds, and to get
the bonds down a little lower we will just withdraw that interstate
designation, take them off the Interstate Highway map for a while.
We can run them down to about 30 if we do that. We have
already hit them between the eyes by running a parallel route there
at 90-10. Now let's take them off the interstate route and let them
run for a year or two without any designation on the maps as an in-
terstate route. Maybe we can get it for 25 cents on the dollar.
Would the gentleman think that would be equitable?
Mr. CRAMER. I am not answering the questions; Mr. Whitton is.

iMr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman s pleading a case. I want him
to consider what is possible under his approach.
Mr. CRAMER. There has been no suggestion of Federal manipulation

of the bond values here. There is no reason to bring that question
into the point here. I obviously don't approve of Federal manipula-
tion of bond values. But there is a bond value exclusive of Federal
action.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Not exclusive of Federal action.
Mr. CRAMER. If the bonds are lower, it is because the State made

a wrong decision in putting this free facility in competition with it.
They themselves said at the time they did it they didn't realize there
would be that much effect on it. That is their testimony. They are
the ones who made the traffic study.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Who testified to that.? The mayor wasn't even

in office when this took place. The mayor said he had nothing to
do with the decision about building this skyway.
Mr. CRAMER. Look at the record and you will see one of the wit-

nesses indicated that they made a study of the effect of the freeway
on the toll road before they approved the toll road and their deter-
mination on a traffic count basis was that there would be a very
slight decrease in the usage. Now, they made that determination and
they submitted it to the Bureau: and the Bureau based upon that
determination, went along with it. I think that is primarily State
and local responsibility.
Mr. WHIT-ix-11v. Mr. Chairman, may I say at that point that we

thought then and we think now that both roads are needed.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. I will yield.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I am glad to have Mr. Whitton before us again.

I am sorry that we are causing so much trouble here, however.
Fnr the purpose of clearing the air, I will make this observation

first: This conversation is a result of an observation made originally,
and I point out also that you said before we did anything in the way
of repayment, in the case of situations like this or freeways, that we
should give this whole matter a lot of study. After that you gave a
curbstone opinion which is causing this argument. You still hold
that if we did this, and you are not arguing that we should do it, we
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need to do it after we have given a lot of study to all these factors that
have been revealed and consider probably a lot of other problems and
situations thatIvill come to light. Is that correct?
Mr. WurrroN. That is right.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. So you are not really arguing with anybody here.

You are just kind of arguing a temporary position, but you agree
that you might change that position if you are ordered to do a study
and if you do a study and find other factors that justify your
changing positions.
Mr. WHirroisT. I don't think anybody ought to ever say he won't

change his position from additional facts that might be added. But
I do think that a study should be made to determine if and at what
time and in what way reimbursement for toll roads and free roads
should be authorized by the Congress. We would make a study and
give it to you and you would decide what to do.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. And at that time we can consider the problem of

the Chicago Skyway and a lot of other problems and come to some
definite conclusions on how we do this.
Mr. WHITTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.
Mr. MCLOSKEY. I thank the gentleman for yielding. I am not a

member of the subcommittee but I am a member of the full committee.
I want to get two things Clear in my mind, Mr. Whitton. First, as

I understood your original testimony, you are not sure in your own
mind if this bill is passed where this $87 million will come from,
whether it will come from the trust fund or the general revenue
fund; is that correct?
Mr. WurrroN. That is right.
Mr. MCLOSKEY. My second question is this: In the event, that it

should come from the trust fund, would this have an adverse or
deterrent effect on our present interstate program in the State of
Illinois? In other words, if we take $8 million to take over the.
Chicago Skyway, will this slow up our other interstate work?
Mr. WHITTON. In Illinois?
Mr. MCLOSKEY. Yes, sir.
Mr. WHrrroN. Yes, sir.
Mr. MCLOSKEY. Thank you.
Mr. CRAMER. I just have a couple more questions and then I will

yield the floor.
Mr. WiirrroN. Mr. McLoskey, do you mean if we paid it now, out

of our present money that comes to Illinois?
Mr. MCLOSKEY. You have allocated so much, I understand, to the

State.
Mr. WHITTON . That is right.
Mr. ICLuczyNsiu. Do I understand the gentleman from Iowa cor-

rectly that he wants a further study on the Chicago Skyway?
Mr. SCHWENGEL. No • I said that at the time we consider these other

points, it should come from a further study, and I thought Mr. Whit-
ton suggested that in his remarks.
Mr. KruczYNsiu. We are serious now. We are trying to get reim-

bursement for the Chicago Skyway. As the gentleman knows, in
order to kill a bill, over the past. many years, someone would make a
motion to send it to a subcommittee and the chairman of the subcom-

22-138-- 63-7
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mittee would appoint six pallbearers; isn't that right? I don't want
to have appointed any pallbearers on this case.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I was trying to clarify what Mr. Wititton said.
Mr. KLITCZYNSKI. This will clarify it.
Mr. CRAMER. I think Mr. Whitton 's point is that if there is going to

be reimbursement, reimbursement for all toll facilities should be con-
sidered, and a determination made as to that before any specific relief
is given to any specific project unless there are, I assume, extenuating
circumstances of a grave nature. The only extenuating circumstance
here is that the thing is about to go broke, which, of course, if you take
that position, then you would have to bail out the West Virginia Turn-
pike, too wouldn't you, Mr. Whitton? It is going broke, too.
Mr. WHITTON. I am not too familiar with the finances of any toll

road, Mr. Cramer, but I have heard that West Virginia is not making
money.
Mr. CRAMER. They have put approximately an additional 200 miles

in the State of West Virginia and dovetailed most of that mileage into
the toll road on the basis that the toll road is going broke.
I assumed the gentleman would be an expert witness on the question

of the West Virginia Turnpike. I will not go further into that.
There are two basic questions raised by all of this discussion. The

first is legislation which I have introduced before, which we have held
hearings on, which has been modified to meet your objections, and it
has been introduced again this year. It would require the Bureau of
Public Roads to give consideration not only to injection of toll facili-
ties into the Interstate Highway System, and also competing toll fa-
cilities, and if, in fact, the Bureau decided to approve or disapprove
either the injectioon of a toll road, the buildng of a new toll road, or
a competing toll road, that such a report would be made to Congress
for review. All of your administrative functions would be preserved.
I can't understand, in view of this controversy, in view of the con-

troversy in Florida in view of the controversy in New York, in view
of the toll road problems that are cropping up all over this country,
why the administration and your Bureau would not approve giving
yourself the authority to have something to say about toll facilities in
the future.
Don't you think it might be time to reconsider your position with

regard to that basic legislation?
Mr. WurrroN. It might be.
Mr. CRAMER. I would like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we ask

the administrator, whose ability and judgment I have a great deal
of confidence in, to review general legislation regarding toll roads so
that maybe this whole toll picture throughout the country can finally
be put into a little bit of focus.

This is one of the clearest pictures with the State claiming the
Bureau is responsible for the financial difficulties of the Chicago Sky-
way because of the existence of a free highway system which the Bu-
reau acceded to the construction of on the request of the State and
local community.
You say you think there is joint responsibility. If that is the case,

then certainly if there is joint responsibility then the Bureau ought
to have something to say about it. That is the objective of my legis-
lation.

•



CHICAGO SKYWAY 87

Let me say secondly I have also introduced House Joint Resolution
464, which calls for a study as to what the 10-year program after 1972
should be. Are you familiar with that?
Mr. WHITTON. Yes; I know you have introduced it; yes.
Mr. CRAMER. And very serious thought was given to it. It arose

largely out of our hearings on the basic amendments to the Highway
Act that are on the floor today for consideration. And at which
time it was clearly stated by the American Roadbuilders Association
and others that it was essential to start planning now if we are to get
properly tooled up for 1972, construction in 1972 and 1973, that the
Bureau should start a study now in conjunction with the States on
what should be done.
Included in that proposal is a section relating to toll roads, on page

4, line 23, paragraph 5, examination of toll road problems. The tra-
ditional policy that highways constructed with Federal funds should
be toll free should be considered. The extent to which toll facilities
have been or may be established on existing Federal-aid highway sys-
tems should be considered, and whether or not toll facilities should
be established on present or future Federal-aid highway systems
should be considered.
Do you generally agree that those are areas that should be

considered at least by 1972?
MT. WHITTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. Then could I ask whether or not you support this

legislation and whether you think it is important that it be enacted
now?
Mr. WHITTON. The resolution?
Mr. CRAMER. Yes; House Joint Resolution 464.
Mr. WHITI'ON. Asking for the study?
MT. CRAMER. Correct.
Mr. WHITTON. Yes; I think it ought to be enacted. I think it

should, and I think we ought to get started on it.
Mr. CRAMER. Perhaps we have a vehicle to accomplish what the

gentleman from Illinois is interested in.
I just asked Mr. Whitton whether he supported House Joint Reso-

lution 464, which I introduced, and I understand a number of other
Members have likewise introduced it, including the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma, a similar resolution on the Senate side,
proposing a study commencing in the near future by the Bureau and
by the States on the questions of what additional free highway links
should be added by 1972, or beginning in 1972; what should be done
concerning toll roads as of 1972; that a study should be gotten under-
way immediately, in the contemplation of a 10-year program—and
there was no magic to the 10 as it could be any number of years—
subsequent to the 1972 termination of the present program.
Mr. Whitton stated he favors such legislation. He thinks such

studies are needed now. Included in that study would be this Chi-
cago Skyway.
I would like to suggest to the gentleman, if he would support and

vote out my resolution, it might be a solution to this whole prob-
lemn and get us on the right track relating to all these questions, in-
cluding the one the gentleman from New York is vitally interested
in in reimbursement of toll roads, and many other members of this
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committee. I would like to ask that that be given consideration at
this time.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. It would be a good idea, to make a study of re-

imbursements of all these projects or toll roads, if you will exclude
the Chicago Skyway and let us try to work on that now.
(H.R. 3494 and H.J. Res. 464 follows:)

[H.R. 3494, 88th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend section 129(b) of title 23, United States Code, relating to toll roads,
bridges, and tunnels on the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (b) of section 129, United
States Code, is amended by adding the following material after the last sentence
of the subsection: "After July 1, 1963, all agreements between the Secretary and
a State highway department for the construction of projects on the Interstate
System shall contain a clause providing that no toll road, bridge, or tunnel will
be constructed on the interstate highway route involved without the official
concurrence of the Secretary. The Secretary shall not concur in any such con-
struction unless he shall affirmatively find that, under the particular circum-
stances existing, the construction of such road, bridge, or tunnel as a toll
facility rather than a toll-free facility is in the public interest. The Secretary
shall promptly report, in writing, to the Committees on Public Works of the
Senate and the House of Representatives any action taken by a State or other
agency after July 1, 1963, and without the prior concurrence of the Secretary,
to construct a toll road, bridge, or tunnel on any route designated as a part of
the Interstate System. All such reports of the Secretary shall set forth his
recommendations as to whether approval of further projects on the affected
interstate route within the State should be withheld, whether Federal funds
previously paid to the State on account of projects on such route should be
recovered, in whole or in part, by the United States, and such other action as
the Secretary deems appropriate. The Secretary may proceed to carry out
such recommendations after the expiration of the first period of sixty calendar
days of continuous session of the Congress following the date on which the re-
port is transmitted to it, but only if, during such sixty-day period, there has not
been passed by either the Senate or the House of Representatives, a resolution
stating in substance that the recommendations of the Secretary are not favored.
For the purposes of this subsection continuity of session shall be considered as
broken only by an adjournment of the Congress sine die, but in the computa-
tion of the sixty-day period there shall be excluded the days on which either
House is not in session because of an adjournment of more than three days to
a day certain.

[H.J. Res. 464, 88th Cong., 1st sess.]

JOINT RESOLUTION To provide for a study 0 needed Federal-aid highway programs for
;ten years following the termination of the present interstate andi defense highway
program by requiring the Secretary of Commerce to make a comprehensive investigation
and study of highway traffic and needs based upon twenty-year projections, and the
changes determined necessary in the Federal-aid highway systems as a result thereof,
and to report the results of such study and his recommendations for a ten-year highway
program commencing June 30, 1972, to Congress

Whereas, by the provisions of section 101(b) of title 23, United States Code,
it is declared to be in the national interest to accelerate the construction of the
Federal-aid highway systems, including the National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways, hereinafter called the "Interstate System," and the Congress
expressed its intent that the Interstate System be completed as nearly as prac-
ticable over the period of availability of the appropriations authorized for its
construction, reconstruction, or improvement, and that the Interstate System
in all States be brought to simultaneous completion; and
Whereas appropriations have been authorized through the fiscal year ending

June 30, 1971, for the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of the Inter-
state System; and
Whereas, to carry out the intent of Congress, final contracts for construction of

the Interstate System should be awarded during the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and final design work and right-of-way acquisition should be underway no
later than the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969; and
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Whereas, for the necessary and orderly continuation of needed improvement of
the Federal-aid highway systems after the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, con-
struction planning, traffic surveys, and new route location studies should be com-
menced not later than the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968; and
Whereas the undertaking of such construction planning, surveys, and studies

is dependent upon prior determination by the Congress of the nature and extent
of a program for continuing the improvement of the Federal-aid highway systems
and the authorization of appropriations therefor; and
Whereas to avoid the adverse impact upon the Nation's economy which would

result from an abrupt substantial reduction in the amounts expended annually
for the improvement of Federal-aid highways; to avoid • the slow and costly
replacement of staffs and equipment inventories again to accelerate the Federal-
aid highway program at a later time; and to continue the effort commenced by
enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to meet the growing trans-
portation requirements of the Nation, it is essential that a study be made of the
needs for further improvement of the Federal-aid highway systems after comple-
tion of the current program to enable the Congress to make timely provision for
continuation to the extent and as determined necessary of the Federal-aid high-
way program after the fiscal year ending on June 30, 1971: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a) the Secretary of Commerce, acting
in cooperation with all other interested Federal departments, agencies, and
instrumentalities and with the States (acting through their highway depart-
ments) shall make a comprehensive investigation and study of—

( 1 ) types and volumes of estimated highway traffic as projected for
twenty years;
(2) any changes ( including the construction, reconstruction, and improve-

ment of highways) which may be necessary in the Federal-aid highway
systems needed to accommodate such traffic;
(3) the cost of such changes;
(4) the extent of Federal participation in the cost of such changes;
( 5) methods for financing such Federal costs; and
(6) methods of apportioning Federal-aid highway funds among the States.

(b) The investigation and study authorized by this section shall include, but
not be limited to, the following:

(1) the estimated traffic and the required changes in each existing Federal-
aid highway system on a State-by-State basis, as well as on a national basis;
(2) an examination of the present system of highway classification for

the purpose of determining whether such highway classification should or
should be placed on a functional basis;
(3) an examination of the possible creation of a new Federal-aid highway

system or systems;
(4) an examination of the possible extension of the Interstate System

with particular reference to—
( i ) additional mileage.
(ii) the use of such additional mileage to include in the System those

highway links which should be supplied to more fully complete the
System, and
( iii) revision of methods and standards for allocation of mileage

and funds for such System; and
(5) an examination of toll road problems, the traditional policy that

highways constructed with Federal funds should be toll free, the extent to
which toll facilities have been or may be established on existing Federal-aid
highway systems, and whether or not other toll facilities should be estab-
lished on existing or future Federal-aid highway systems.

SEC. 2. The Secretary of Commerce shall submit to Congress within ten days
after January 2, 1966, the results of the investigation and study authorized by
this joint resolution. This report shall include his findings and recommendations
on each specific item referred to in the first section of this joint resolution and
shall contain a recommended Federal-aid highway program for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, and for each of the nine succeeding fiscal years, including
recommendations with respect to the financing of such program.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I certainly want to join with the gentleman from
Illinois in expressing my support of the idea of the study. I think
there are a lot of us with turnpikes facing a similar situation who
would join in supporting it.. I think a lot of us with free roads would
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support it. However, on this issue of standards that .are going to be
established on reimbursement, I may have been talking against my
State's interest, and against the interest of some other States, with
my contention about the market value of the bonds not being a
standard.
I see from today's New York Times that the Oklahoma Turnpike

Authority bonds are selling at 1091A, and the Jacksonville Expressway
bonds are selling at 1083%. The Florida State Turnpike bonds are
selling at 110%. The Kentucky Turnpike bonds are selling at 112,
the Kentucky Turnpike Toll Road at 1121/2.
I would like to know if the Administrator believes that we are going

to have a double standard on this thing under his recommendation, or
if in these instances where the toll roads are worth more than the
physical structure and the cost of construction that we ought to make
an allowance when we consider reimbursement for this earning power
of the roads.
Mr. WHIrroN. No I don't think so, Mr. Edmondson. I don't think

we should ever pay more than the physical worth and depreciated
value of the property.
Mr. EDMONDSON. But you think we should pay less than the actual

worth and depreciated value when it suits the Federal Government's
convenience?
Mr. WHITTON. That is what I said.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Do you believe that is fair?
Mr. WHITTON. Well, it seems to me that if the bonds are worth

whatever they are worth less than the physical value of the property,
it doesn't seem to me it would be unfair to buy those bonds at that
price and make it free.
Mr. EDMONDSON. It wouldn't be unfair to the Federal Government.

I will concede that. It would be a good deal for the Federal Gov-
ernment.
Mr. WHIrroN. I don't think it would be an unfair deal, Mr.

Edmondson. The bonds are worth 56 and the Federal Government
has the power to go on the market and buy them at 56 and then make
the road free. I don't think that would be unfair. That is what they
are selling for today. But at the same time, I wouldn't favor buying
the Oklahoma Turnpike bonds at 110 and making it free. You are
asking me for an off-the-cuff opinion, and that is what you are getting,
and I reserve the right to change my mind.
I don't think it would be fair to pay Oklahoma or Kentucky or any

other State a premium for their bonds when the value of the physical
property of the turnpike is only worth so much. A road depreciates
in value as it grows older, and I don't think we ought to pay more than
depreciated value for the property.
What I suggested may be completely, financially impossible, but if I

had $87 million, or if I had the money today, I could buy the bonds
of the Chicago Skyway at 56 or 57 or 58 and make it free, if I were
that kind of a philanthropist. That is just my personal opinion. I
have been wrong a lot of times.
Mr. EDMONDSON. We are all shooting from the hip on this thing.

I am not suggesting that my thinking on it represents any final
judgment, either.
If you didn't have the factor of the responsibility of others, in-

cluding the Federal Government—and I don't say it is exclusively
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Federal by any manner or means, but we have a joint responsibility
for it—if you didn't have the factor of the responsibility of others
for developments that have depreciated these bonds, then I certainly
would agree wholeheartedly with you that there shouldn't be any
consideration of paying more than the market value of the bonds
by the Federal Government. It seems to me this has been a very
constructive point to be considered in connection with this bill.
I think the gentleman from Florida has made a contribution, by

bringing into the question the market value of the bonds and the
obligation of the Federal Government with regard to that. I don't
want to see a windfall for any bondholders. On the other hand,
I don't think bondholders ought to be victimized or mistreated, any
more than any other property owner. I think we have frequently
given consideration when we legislate on these questions to equitable
considerations that are not strictly legal obligations of the Federal
Government.
This seems to me to be a case where some middle ground certainly

would be tenable. As to how much of the obligation is ours, how
much of it is the obligation of the State of Illinois, how much of
it is the obligation of the city of Chicago—I think these are areas
we haven't thoroughly explored yet. I just don't think it is a fair
position to say that under no circumstances should we pay more
than the market value of the bonds, because I. don't think that in-
dicates a Federal approach that we could defend on the grounds
of equity if a case is made for some Federal responsibility in de-
preciation of value.
Mr. Chairman I thank you.
Mr. FALLON. 

Chairman,
 Baldwin.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Whitton, there was some testimony yesterday
that the reason that this Chicago Skyway originated was because
of the construction of the Indiana toll road and the termination of
the Indiana toll road at a point where there was very heavy traffic
concentration.
Is my understanding correct that the decision for the construction

of the Indiana toll road and the decision as to the route to be followed
by the Indiana toll road was a decision made by the State of Indiana
and not the Federal Government?
Mr. WHIrroN. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. Isn't it accurate that the Indiana toll road did not

get incorporated into the Federal Interstate Highway System until
sometime after it actually had been designed and partly constructed?
Mr. WHITToN. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. So that the Federal Government had no part in the

decision as to the designing of the route or the determination to
build that Indiana toll road. It was a State decision; is that accurate?
Mr. WHIrroN. The State and Toll Road Commission decision;

yes sir.yes,
BALDWIN. The Toll Road Commission of the State of Indiana?

Mr. WHITTON. Yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. SO if there is any responsibility for dumping all that

traffic at one point, it was the decision of the State of Indiana.
Mr. WHITTON. That is right.
Mr. BALDWIN. The other question that I have deals with cost

figures. We had a little information given to us yesterday when the
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witnesses that were here yesterday stated they would propose not that
we authorize $87 million as provided in the bill, but that we provide
authorization for a sum of $76,770,000. The total cost, including
interest paid bondholders during the construction period was
$100,700,000, and from that you had to deduct interest and
amortization of bond discount of $14 million, leaving $87,700,000.
From that there was a deduction of toll equipment and vehicles at

cost, amounting to $1,400,000, which left a balance of $85,300,000.
The witnesses who were here yesterday said that balance of

$85,300,000 was the actual construction cost, including right-of-way
acquisition and engineering. Then applying the 90-percent provision
that would apply in Federal Interstate Highway reimbursement,
they came up with a figure of $76,770,000.
The Bureau of Public Roads has its own formula as to what is

reimbursable and what is not. The toll road, of course, would involve
certain elements that would not be reimbursable, including toll plazas,
possible addition of lanes because of the need for bringing people in
through toll plazas.
I realize that the State witnesses had endeavored to make a compu-

tation to drop from this sum $1,400,000 for toll facilities, but this
might or might not be actually the way the Bureau of Public Roads
would compute it. My question is: Have you, the Bureau of Public
Roads, computed what in your opinion would be reimbursable if the
construction of this route was going to be reimbursed on a 90-percent
basis in accordance with your usual formula?
Mr. WHirroN. We made that computation, yes, 2 or 3 years ago.
Mr. BALDWIN. What figure did you determine?
Mr. WurrroN. $69,581,000, as of June 30, 1957. That would not

hold good today.
Mr. BALDWIN. $69,581,000?
Mr. WurrroN. Yes, sir, as of June 30, 1957.
Mr. BALDWIN. Was this the 100-percent figure, to which the 90

percent would apply as the Federal share if this were to be made
eligible for Federal reimbursement?
Mr. WHITTON. This is the 90-percent figure.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is the 90-percent figure?
Mr. WHirroN. Yes.
Mr. CRAMER. That substantiates the $76 million figure I quoted on

a 100-percent basis?
Mr. WHITTON. Approximately, yes.
Mr. ROBISON. Would you yield for a question?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. ROBINSON. Why do you say it wouldn't hold good today?
Mr. WHirroic. Well, it is 6 years older.
Mr. QUILLEN. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. I yield.
Mr. QUILLEN. I was delighted, Mr. Whitton, to hear you say that

your reserved the right to change your mind.
Incidentally, let us face the coldblooded fact. 'What is going to

happen to this skyway in the event something isn't done? Testimony
yesterday was that there was no money available to pay the interest on
the bonds and it is a pretty critical situation. What happens if it
goes broke?
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Mr. WHIrroN. I am not able to answer that question, Mr. Quillen.
Mr. QUILLEN. You said, however, a moment ago that the road was

needed and that it would fit into your Interstate System.
Mr. WHITToN. That is right. We think both roads are needed, and

they will be necessary to handle the traffic at least to a heavy capacity
by 1972. They are needed now.
Mr. QUILLEN. Is it your opinion that the reason that the road is in

difficulty is because of the parallel roadway was constructed, or is it
because of the fee that is being charged to go over the road?
Mr. Willi-1'0N. I don't believe I am qualified to answer that ques-

tion. I don't think that the parallel construction, in my opinion, has
had much to do with the situation. I don't know. They had traffic
counts before the Dan Ryan was opened and no doubt afterward.
They would be able to furnish that very definitely, I would think.
Mr. QUILLEN. Their reasoning was that it was because of the parallel

road. I wanted to get in my mina the true picture.
Here is another question. Obviously the traffic is lagging or the road

would be paying out. Do you think that the road would be serviceableand usable to the maximum extent in the event that it was added as afree road in the Interstate System?
Mr. WHIrroN. Well, it is part of the Interstate System now.
Mr. QUILLEN. As a free road?
Mr. WurrroN. If it were part of a free road, I think traffic would

pick up on it, in my personal opinion.
Mr. QUILLEN. And it would serve a useful purpose?
Mr. WHITroN. Without a doubt.
Mr. QUILLEN. Thank you, Mr. Whitton.
Mr. BALDWIN. I have one further question dealing with costs and

reimbursements. You mentioned you computed a figure of $69 millionas of 1957?
Mr. WHITTON. 

 
Yes, sir.

Mr. BALDWIN. Have you or anyone in the Bureau endeavored to
make a computation as of a fairly current date?
Mr. WHITrox. No sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is, with whatever depreciation formula you

feel would be appropriate?
Mr. WHITToN. No, sir we have not.
Mr. BALDWIN. How long a time would be required to do that? Do

you have some kind of depreciation formula you can apply and give us
an up-to-date estimate?
Mr. WHITTON. It would take a week or 10 days to find out, I would

say.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Whitton has said that it would

take a week to 10 days to endeavor to bring their 1957 computation
of $69 million up to date, applying their formula for depreciation.
I would like to ask, with the approval of the chairman, that this in-
formation be submitted to the committee as soon as the Bureau can
do that.
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection.
Mr. KLUrCZYNSKI. How long would it take?
Mr. WHITTON. I said a week or 10 days.
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Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I am going to object to it, Mr. Chairman. That
is a long time.
Mr. BALDWIN. If it is objected to, would you submit it to me indi-

vidually at my request?
Mr. WiirrroN. Yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. How in the world could we vote a bill out with a

dollar figure in it if we don't know what the dollar value is?
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. They have been working on this for a long time.
Mr. CRAMER. The last estimate they have is from 1957, 6 years old,

and there has been 6 years' depreciation since then. It would be sub-
stantially below the $69 million figure.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Is it based on depreciation?
Mr. WmrroN. It is based on depreciation and also whether or not

anything has been added to the facility since 1957 that would increase
the value of it.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. In other words, it may be worth more than $69

million?
Mr. WHITTON. It could be, if there was something added to it that

would be incorporated into the system.
Mr. BALDWIN. As I say, if there is objection then I would like to

request that this be submitted to me individually as a member of this
Roads Subcommittee.
Mr. FALLON. I don't think there is any objection to that request.
Mr. WHITTON. Let me say we will get it to you as soon as we can,

Mr. Baldwin. It may take more time than I said. I am just guessing.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. You couldn't get it to us this afternoon, could

you?
Mr. WHITTON. I don't know. We will get it to you as soon as we

can.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Tomorrow will be all right. No hurry.
Mr. CRAMER. I would like to ask that the text of H.R. 3494 and

House Joint Resolution 464 appear following my interrogation of
Mr. Whitton in the record.
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. ROBISON. I have been waiting here patiently because this

matter, of course, is of great importance to me, and I was hoping
there would be time enough for me to get in a few licks. I want to
say that I am grateful to Mr. Kluczynski and all the other members
of the subcommittee for their interest in this particular problem
which inevitably has led to at least some consideration of the broader
problem of reimbursement.
Mr. Whitton

' 
I am also grateful to you for what I think is a most

fair and frank statement of your personal opinion, as you gave it
earlier this morning, that eventually the public, the American trav-
eling public., the motorist, will demand that the toll road portion of
the Interstate System be somehow made free.
It strikes me, and correct me if I am wrong, that if we do so, this

would bring us back to the original concept of an Interstate System
that would be free across the Nation. Isn't that correct?
Mr. WHITTON. I am saying what I think the intent of Congress

was. You are better qualified to say that than I am. But, I think it
was the intent of Congress that we have a 41,000-mile Interstate
System of free roads.
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But, we shouldn't have built the road parallel to the New York
Freeway, so we accepted it into the system. I certainly think in doing
that, and Congress thought in our doing that, that some day that
would become a free portion of the Interstate System.
Mr. RomsoN. I think you have stated correctly what the intent of

Congress undoubtedly was. I think also down through the years
we have made the only practical decision we could make with respect
to existing toll or free mileage, which the States have built on their
own prior to the 1956 act getting underway, and which fitted into
the overall plan for the interstate network.
Obviously, if the Federal Government had built a parallel road

alongside the New York State Thruway, it would have jeopardized
if not ruined the financial stability of the thruway authority.
It does seem to me, though, that while I have been pursuing this

matter of reimbursement as a principal of equity, that we are also
getting into a real can of worms with respect to the portions and pieces
of toll roads that are somehow or other inserted in the Interstate
System.
As the gentleman from Florida mentioned and as you are well

aware, we have an intolerable and inequitable situation, it seems to
me, in the area of Buffalo, N.Y. with respect to several toll road
pieces that are a portion of the Interstate System.
In this particular instance here, I am wondering if you have made

any studies, or if you have not if you should not make some studies,
with respect to what the effect of freeing the Chicago Skyway, for
instance, might be as an additional free route from the northwest
of Chicago down to the southwest in competition then with the
so-called tristate toll way, which is a toll highway.
I am wondering if, by freeing just a part of this toll problem, we

don't as you said, undoubtedly bring about a greater use of the
skyway. But that mileage has to come from somewhere. Maybe
we will find it is going to come from the tristate toll way, jeopardiz-
ing it, as a result of which they will eventually ask us to take over
a special hardship.
Have you made any study like that yet?
Mr. WHIrroN. No, sir.
Mr. ROBISON. Also, we heard testimony yesterday about Inter-

state Route 80 and the eventual necessity that someone make a deci-
sion as to where to connect it. Apparently it is under construction.
If a piece of that is built south of the existing leg, the east-west

leg, of the tristate toll way, what happens to that? If it jeopardizes
that, would we be requested to buy that in some fashion?

Getting back to my own State, and I think this is extremely impor-
tant for you and us to consider, we have the throughway, which is a
toll road, as you know. We also have under construction the so-called
Penn-Can, which is a north-south interstate highway, which is sup-
posed to pick up from the Pennsylvania line and run to the Canadian
border.
We have had expressions in New York from the Bureau of Public

Roads, or through the State department of public works, that con-
struction of that Penn-Can north-south highway might have to be
delayed or maybe even deferred if its completion would jeopardize the
basis of the bonds on our throughway, by giving a competing free
highway.
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I just really think that beyond the question of equity in reimburse-
ment, as we approach the 1972 date, the target date, for completion
of the Interstate System, if we have not resolved this question of toll
highways that are a part of the system we will have before that target
date, we are going to be in one heck of a mess, to put it mildly. Do you
have any feeling along those lines?
Mr. WHITTON. Certainly I would hope the Congress with our help

and the States help would decide some years before 1972 what its
policy would be following 1972.
I would hope that the Bureau of Public Roads and the States would

have something to recommend to the Congress in 1967 that would
help the Congress in deciding what its policy should be in the exten-
tion of the Interstate System, and maybe the whole highway area, in-
cluding reimbursements for toll roads and free roads.
That is a personal opinion, of the top of my head, and does not rep-

resent anybody except me.
Mr. ROBISON. I appreciate that. I am also glad to hear you say

that you would generally tend to favor Mr. Cramer's Joint Resolu-
tion 464, which he described, and which would authorize you to under-
take an actual study of where we go after 1972 with the interstate pro-
gram, if we go anywhere.
I am introducing a companion measure to that resolution today,

which is practically the same, except that I am adding to it—taking
the liberty if Mr. Cramer does not object—adding to it as an addi-
tional specific item for study a study into the feasible items, methods,
amounts and financing of reimbursement problems. Do you think
that would be useful to you, too?
Mr. WHITTON. Yes, sir. I think it ought to be done and I think

Congress ought to decide if and how it is going to handle the reim-
bursement problem. That includes free roads as well as toll roads.
MT. ROBISON. Yes, it should.
Mr. CRAMER. Would the gentleman yield? I will say I would be

delighted to accept such a modification because I intended in para-
graph 5 to include that in any event. It is certainly one of the ele-
ments that would have to be considered, as Mr. Whitton indicates.
Mr. ROBISON. Yes.
I understood you to say or indicate earlier that you are conducting

or beginning to conduct on your own a sort of a study along these
lines.
Mr. WHITTON. We have been talking for some months now, and

frankly, I don't know our legal position in view of the fact that the
resolution has been introduced and has not been passed. We have been
getting prepared to make a study of the program, covering needs after
1972.
Mr. ROBISON. I certainly commend you for that. I think it shows

responsible foresight on the part of the Bureau. But you would be
in a better position, it seems to me, if some such resolution as this were
passed, if it did become law, you would be in a better position, I would
hope, to get adequate financin om Congress to expedite this study
in the most efficient fashion' 044
Mr. WHITTON. Yes,_ sir.
Mr. FALLON. The Chair will ne a ittle observation here that our

committee has a bill on the floor toda4 t is the first order of business
before the House today.

<4,
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If we can conclude in a few minutes it would be helpful.
Mr. ROBISON. You know, Mr. Chairman, this is near and dear to

my heart, and it is an opportunity that I have been waiting for for
years.
Mr. FALLON. I believe you have had the opportunity several times.
Mr. ROBISON. But I never had the support I am getting now.
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a comment

on a statement by Mr. Robison. I am sure that Mr. Whitton knows
we are going to have reimbursements and will have it shortly. We will
not wait until 1972 when the Interstate Highway System is complete.
Mr. Whitton and the highway department will do whatever Congress

wants. I think that a good start would be to pass this legislation.
Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It is close to my heart. One

couldn't come closer than H.R. 6289.
Mr. ROBISON. I can wind up in a moment, if I am permitted.
I broke in on Mr. Baldwin to ask you why the skyway figure went

down from what you had in 1957, and you said it had been further
depreciated during the past 6 years.
Mr. WurrroN. I also said that there might be some additions to the

skyway in this past 6 years that would increase the value of it that we
know nothing about.
Mr. ROBISON. If we do eventually consider reimbursement as an

equitable principle, I would merely want to point out that this prob-
lem of depreciation is working on us all the time. It is particularly
apparent to us in New York.
The 1957 figures you gave for the New York Thruway are probably

considerably less today. It is unfortunate, I think, that a delay of
Congress to make a decision could eventually result in us reserving a
good deal less than what we were originally entitled to.
Mr. FALLON. The committee will stand adjourned, subject to the call

of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 11 :50 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub-

ject to the call of the Chair.)
(The following was furnished for insertion:)

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., July 26, 1968.

Hon. GEORGE H. FALLON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Public Works Committee, House of Repre-

sentatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. FALLON: As you know, this association requested an opportunity toappear before your subcommittee to comment on H.R. 6289 and related bills whichwould authorize the Secretary of Commerce to pay some $87 million to the cityof Chicago for the purpose of freeing the Calumet Skyway toll bridge by refund-ing to private investors in skyway revenue bonds payments of principal andinterest already in default and, of course, clean up any outstanding bondobligations.
We were requested to file a statement rather than appear in order that thehearings on this legislation be brought to a prompt close.
We were very glad to agree to this request and appreciate the opportunity toplace our comments in the record.
Transmitted herewith are copies of our statement on H.R. 6289 and relatedbills. We request that this statement be made a part of the official record of thehearings.
We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely yours,
K. B. RYKKEN,

Director, Highway and Legal Department.
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STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION ON H.R. 6289 AND
RELATED BILLS

The American Automobile Association appreciates the opportunity to comment
on H.R. 6289, which authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to pay $87 million to

the city of Chicago upon the condition that the Chicago Skyway (Calumet Skyway

toll bridge) will be operated as a toll-free highway on and after the date such

payment is made.
The AAA opposes the proposal contained in H.R. 6289.
It is not clear from reading this bill whether the funds for this reimbursement

are to come from the highway trust fund or from the general fund. Regardless

of the source of the funds to be used for reimbursement, we seriously question

the wisdom of authorizing this reimbursement as a matter of public policy.
Is it good public policy for the Federal Government to pay off private investors

who have purchased revenue bonds?
Does not this proposal establish a very important precedent under which any

toll road or toll bridge facing default on its financial obligation would be bailed

out by the Federal Government?
Assuming the indebtedness of the Calumet Skyway bond indentures by the

Federal Government will serve as an invitation for the entrenchment and the

extension of financially unfeasible toll ventures by affording financial protection

to toll interests and to those who profit from the business of toll financing.
We fully support the congressional intent that no Federal-aid highway funds

should be expended for the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of toll

roads, bridges, or tunnels as a part of the Interstate System (sec. 129, title 23,

United States Code).
The intent of Congress that Federal-aid highways should be built as toll-free

facilities extends as far back as the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1921, where

under section 9, Congress stated "all highways constructed or reconstructed under

the provisions of this act shall be free of tolls of all kinds."
The House passed versions of the 1956 Federal-aid highway bill declared that

it was to be the intent and policy of Congress to equitably reimburse those States
for any portion of the highway system already constructed on the Interstate
System, whether it be toll or free.

Subsequently, the Senate Public Works Committee reported out its version

without provision for either reimbursement or incorporation of toll roads into

the Interstate System.
The record of the debate in the Senate Chamber indicates that an attempt to

include reimbursements for existing toll roads was made in the form of an amend-

ment. The amendment was defeated.
In conference, the House and Senate conferees agreed upon a compromise which

was subsequently agreed upon by the Senate and House, the provisions of which

are now incorporated in section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956.
This section declares that it is the intent and policy of the Congress to determine

whether or not the Federal Government should reimburse any State for toll or

toll-free mileage completed or under contract for completion no later than June

30, 1957. Section 114 also provided for a study to determine such factors as cost,
depreciation, participation of Federal funds, etc. This study has been made and
has been reported to Congress. It showed the reimbursable amount to be in excess
of $4.3 billion.
In further support of our opposition to this proposal, we should like to cite

AAA policies on toll roads, toll financing of highway facilities, and Federal reim-

bursment for toll roads or free roads on the Interstate System.

"A-1. STREET AND HIGHWAY PROGRAMS

"(a) AAA emphasis on modern street and highway program

"A modern toll-free highway system, properly designed to serve existing and

prospective future highway traffic needs, is of the utmost importance to our

expanding economy and to national and civil defense."

"A-10. TOLL FINANCING OF HIGHWAY FACILITIES

"(a) Toll Financing of Highway Facilities

"The American Automobile Association urges that all highway facilities be
toll free.
"The AAA opposes States buying out the Federal interest in toll-free highway

facilities in order to impose tolls on such facilities.
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"AAA urges Congress and the Bureau of Public Roads to take appropriate

action to prevent the construction of toll traps which are normally short segments
of Federal-aid highways leading directly into toll roads or which are an integral
part of such toll roads.
"Toll facilities now in operation should be made toll free as soon as existing

indebtedness incurred for construction of such a facility is retired. Where
retirement of outstanding obligations before maturity is not feasible and where
surpluses develop in the accounts of turnpike authorities, periodic reevaluation
of toll rates should be made to the end that rates charged toll facility users are
consistent with the cost of operation and debt service requirements.
"AAA opposes the use of tolls from existing toll facilities as security for exten-

sion of bonded debts or creation of new indebtedness for additional facilities.
"( b ) Toll facilities and parallel toll-free facilities
"The AAA urges the Congress to amend that section of the Federal-Aid High-

way Act of 1956 dealing with toll facilities so as to permit construction of high-
type highway facilities whenever engineering traffic studies indicate the need for
such facilities, even though they may parallel an existing toll facility.
"Any toll-free facility paralleling a toll facility should be adequately con-

structed and maintained in accordance with traffic needs, notwithstanding that
such facilities may offer economic competition to such toll facility.
"Such an amendment should contain a provision which would prohibit the relo-

cation of presently designed portions of the National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways so as to permit direct connections with proposed toll facilities."

"A-4. THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE AND DEFENSE HIGHWAYS

"(e) Opposition to reimbursement
"AAA opposes reimbursement from the highway trust fund to any state for

public roads or toll roads which become a part of the Interstate System."

SEP -
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