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STATUS OF THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM, AND FUTURE HIGHWAY PLANS 

I feel privileged to be here at the first meeting of your Regional Highway-

Policy Committee 9 and I welcome the opportunity to discuss with you the 

status of the Interstate Highway System, and what the future may bring. 

The year 1966 holds special significance for those associated with the 

highway program because it marks the anniversaries of two momentous steps 

in the development of the nation 8s highway transportation system. 

It was 50 years ago that Congress enacted the Federal-Aid Highway Act 

of 1916 which established the current pattern of Federal financial aid to 

States to help them build highways, and also launched the Federal-State 

partnership which has proved enormously successful. 

This year also marks the tenth anniversary of the historic Federal-Aid 

Highway Act of 1956 that accelerated the construction of the Interstate High­

way System; extended at an increasing rate the traditional Federal aid for 

primary, secondary and urban highway improvements; and set up the 

Federal Highway Trust-Fund to assure adequate financing for the Federal 

share of the highway program. 

In the half-century since the Federal-aid program began, the highway 

program has paid a multitude of economic and social benefits to the 

American people, and has played an important role in our country's well-being. 

However, I am thoroughly convinced this would not have been possible 

without the cooperative Federal-State partnership which recognizes that each 
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level of government has a vital stake in providing our country with the highway 

transportation it must have* 

Not only has this partnerhip endured through the years but it has grown 

stronger because it is based on mutual respect and trust. It is a classic 

illustration of how States arid, the Federal Government can work together 

harmoniously without one encroaching on the prerogatives of the other. 

The partnership, which has helped the United States develop the world's 

finest highway system, has been successful largely because it acknowledges 

the paramount rights of the States to choose the system of routes for develop, 

ment, select and plan projects, acquire the necessary right-of-way, and 

award and supervise construction contracts, all subject to review of the Bureau 

of Public Roads acting for the Federal Government. 

We at the Bureau of Public Roads are proud of the working relationship 

we have with the States, and i£ there are any doubts as to its efficacy, one 

has only to look at the record. 

Construction of the 41, 000-mile Interstate System is forging ahead steadil 

and improvement of trie Federal-aid primary and secondary systems and then 

urban extensions is proceeding well. 

As of March 31, 1966, 21,452 miles of the Interstate were in use. Work 

was underway on 17, 106 miles , including 5, 903 miles under construction 

contract, and 11, 203 miles on which engineering or right-of-way acquisition 

was underway. Thus some form o£ work has been completed or was underway 

on 38, 558 miles , or 94 percent of the system. 

Interstate projects totaling $16 billion have been completed since 

July 1, 1956, while projects underway or authorized on April 30, 1966s totals 
$9»6 billion. Project authorizations for completion of the system have pas-; 
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the h a l f - w a y m a r k . P r e l i m i n a r y e n g i n e e r i n g h a s b e e n a u t h o r i z e d f o r 81 p e r c e n t 

of the t o t a l p r o g r a m , r i g h t - o f - w a y a c q u i s i t i o n f o r a b o u t 6 9 p e r c e n t , a n d 

con t rac t s h a v e b e e n a w a r d e d o n 5 3 p e r c e n t o f the c o n s t r u c t i o n w o r k . In t o t a l , 

the w o r k a u t h o r i z e d t o d a t e r e p r e s e n t s 57 p e r c e n t o f t he e s t i m a t e d c o s t o f 

comp le t i ng the s y s t e m a s d e v e l o p e d i n t he 1965 C o s t E s t i m a t e , 

F o r the p r i m a r y and s e c o n d a r y s y s t e m s a n d t h e i r u r b a n e x t e n s i o n s w h i c h 

we c a l l t he A B C p r o g r a m , p r o j e c t s c o s t i n g a t o t a l o f $16 . 4 b i l l i o n h a v e b e e n 

c o m p l e t e d s i n c e J u l y 1, 1 9 5 6 . T h e y i n c l u d e n e a r l y 198, 0 0 0 m i l e s o f c o n s t r u c ­

tion c o n t r a c t s . A B C p r o j e c t s c o s t i n g an e s t i m a t e d $ 3 . 8 b i l l i o n w e r e u n d e r w a y 

or a u t h o r i z e d o n A p r i l 30 f o r n e a r l y 2 0 , 0 0 0 m i l e s o f c o n s t r u c t i o n w o r k . 

I h a v e a t t a c h e d t o t h e p r i n t e d t e x t o f m y s p e e c h a s t a tus r e p o r t a s o f 

March 31, 1966 o n p r o g r e s s m a d e b y the S t a t e s t o w a r d c o m p l e t i o n o f t h e 

Interstate S y s t e m , 

T h e p a s t d e c a d e u n q u e s t i o n a b l y h a s b e e n o n e o f s a t i s f a c t o r y a c h i e v e m e n t 

in the F e d e r a l - a i d h i g h w a y - p r o g r a m . I n t e r s t a t e m i l e a g e i n u s e i s s a v i n g 

l ives and p a y i n g b e n e f i t s t o u s e r s and n o n - u s e r s . 

B e c a u s e o f i t s b u i l t - i n s a f e t y f e a t u r e s , the I n t e r s t a t e i s t w o t o t w o and 

one-ha l f t i m e s s a f e r t han c o n v e n t i o n a l h i g h w a y s . T h e m i l e a g e i n u s e l a s t 

year s a v e d t h e l i v e s o f 3, 800 p e r s o n s w h o w o u l d h a v e d i e d o n o l d e r r o a d s , 

and th i s y e a r i s e x p e c t e d t o s a v e o v e r 4 , 000 l i v e s W h e n i t i s c o m p l e t e d , 

the s y s t e m w i l l b e r e s p o n s i b l e f o r s a v i n g 8, 0 0 0 l i v e s a y e a r . F o r e v e r y f i v e 

mi les o f I n t e r s t a t e o p e n e d t o t r a f f i c , a l i f e i s s a v e d . 

D i r e c t e c o n o m i c b e n e f i t s t o h i g h w a y u s e r s a r e e x p e c t e d t o t o t a l $11 b i l l i o n 

a yea r a f t e r t h e I n t e r s t a t e i s c o m p l e t e d i n l o w e r o p e r a t i o n , t i m e , a c c i d e n t , 

and s t r a i n - o f r d r i v i n g c o s t s . L a s t y e a r a l o n e , t he b e n e f i t s w e r e a b o u t $ 3 0 5 

b i l l ion . O n a l l F e d e r a l - a i d s y s t e m s , t h e e c o n o m i c b e n e f i t s a r e e x p e c t e d t o 

reach $21 b i l l i o n i n 1 9 7 3 . 
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But in addition to the d irec t economic benefi ts , there a r e m a n y other 

dividends the Interstate is returning and will return in g r e a t e r bounty when 

comple ted B M u c h - n e e d e d highway capacity i s being provided to m e e t the-

constantly growing demand. Di s tances a r e being shrunk, thereby expanding 

employment and recreat ional opportunities for the A m e r i c a n people . Land 

use i s being i m p r o v e d , and new industry and c o m m e r c i a l bus ines s are being 

at tracted to the Interstate a r e a s . 

Obvious ly , the complet ion of the s y s t e m as swiftly as pos s ib l e is not 

on ly d e s i r a b l e but i m p e r a t i v e . However , a cloud is d i scern ib le o v e r the 

h o r i z o n , and it now appears that our original target date for complet ion of 

the s y s t e m in 1972 m a y not be m e t . I know this wil l b e a disappointment to 

the m a n y people in the highway field who a r e proud of the highway network 

that i s unfolding, and to the public which i s looking forward to the day when 

c o a s t - t o - c o a s t and b o r d e r - t o - b o r d e r driving without encountering a traffic 

l ight wil l b e a rea l i ty . 

The r e a s o n f o r the de lay i s ent ire ly f inancial . The m o s t recent Cost 

E s t i m a t e submitted to C o n g r e s s indicated that $ 5 . 8 b i l l ion would b e needed 

above the p r e v i o u s l y e s t imated $41 b i l l ion . The i n c r e a s e d cos t i s accounted 

for b y the genera l r i s e in p r i c e s exper ienced throughout the entire economy 

(s ince no such factor was permi t t ed to be included in the or ig inal estimates) 

and to the upgrading of the des ign standards to which the s y s t e m is being 

constructed - changes dictated b y exper ience with f inished port ions or by 

demands of the travel ing public - such for example as in the following 

i l lustrat ions: 

S y s t e m additions and adjustments m a d e during the per iod between 

the two e s t i m a t e s . 

— Change in the applicable des ign y e a r f r o m 1975 to standards adequate 

to handle the traff ic f o r e c a s t for 20 y e a r s f r o m the date of p r o j e c t approval. 
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A d d i t i o n a l i n t e r c h a n g e s a n d g r a d e s e p a r a t i o n s t r u c t u r e s to p r o v i d e 

i m p r o v e d s e r v i c e t o h i g h w a y u s e r s , l a r g e l y b e c a u s e o£ i n c r e a s e d t r a f f i c 

demands a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t he a v a i l a b i l i t y o f l a r g e p o r t i o n s o f t he s y s t e m . 

- - A d d e d t r a f f i c l a n e s r e q u i r e d t o m e e t the d e m a n d s o f i n c r e a s e d 

traffic v o l u m e s , o t h e r .than l a n e s a d d e d a s r e s u l t o f t h e c h a n g e i n the d e s i g n 

year, 

"Wider s h o u l d e r s o n b r i d g e s i n the i n t e r e s t o f s a f e t y o p e r a t i o n s . 

- - H e a v i e r d e s i g n o f h i g h w a y p a v e m e n t t o l e n g t h e n the s e r v i c e a b l e l i f e 

of the p a v e m e n t s 

— C h a n g e s and a d d i t i o n s i n a v a r i e t y o f h i g h w a y e l e m e n t s b a s e d o n 

in format ion and k n o w l e d g e d e v e l o p e d s i n c e the p r e v i o u s e s t i m a t e i n 1961. 

These i n c l u d e c h a n g e s i n e x c a v a t i o n , e m b a n k m e n t , d r a i n a g e s t r u c t u r e s , u t i l i t y 

adjus tments , r o a d s i d e i m p r o v e m e n t s a n d s i g n s . 

I l l u s t r a t i v e o f h o w c h a n g e s i n d e s i g n c a n a f f e c t c o s t s i s t h e r e c e n t 

in t roduct ion i n C o n g r e s s o f l e g i s l a t i o n t o e s t a b l i s h a m i n i m u m o f o u r l a n e s 

for a l l I n t e r s t a t e m i l e a g e . If t h i s l e g i s l a t i o n i s e n a c t e d s 1, 4 2 6 m i l e s o f 

two-lane I n t e r s t a t e h i g h w a y s w i l l b e i m p r o v e d t o f o u r l a n e s at a n a d d i t i o n a l 

cost of $ 2 6 4 . 8 m i l l i o n . 

N e a r l y $ 2 b i l l i o n o f t he o v e r a l l i n c r e a s e i s d u e t o h i g h e r r i g h t - o f - w a y , 

p r e l i m i n a r y e n g i n e e r i n g a n d c o n s t r u c t i o n c o s t s d u e t o c h a n g e i n un i t p r i c e s 

since the l a s t e s t i m a t e . 

The i n c r e a s e i n c o s t m e a n s tha t the F e d e r a l - s h a r e w i l l r i s e f r o m $ 3 7 

billion t o $ 4 2 b i U i o n , A ^ _ ^ ^ ^ a u t h o r i z a t i o n s o f $ 5 . 0 b i l l i o n m o r e f r o m 

the H i g h w a y T r u s t F u n d . 
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Legislation is under construction in Congress at the present time to 

solve the problem,, Among other things it provides for the increased 

authorizations and for the increase of revenues to the Trust Fund. It 

provides for extending to February 28, 1973, the life of the Highway Trust 

Fund and the taxes assigned to it to provide an additional $2 billion. 

Trust Fund revenues would be augmented by raising the tax on diesel 

fuel used in highway vehicles from 4 to 6 cents a gallon, and a graduated 

tax for buses and tractor-trailer trucks would be set up to bring their con­

tributions c loser to their share of highway costs . This would provide an 

additional $1, 6 billion* In addition, 1 percent of the excise tax on automobile!-

would be transferred from the General fund of the U. S. Treasury to the 

Highway Trust Fund to finance the Highway Beautification Act passed last 

year, and the Highway Safety Bill now before Congress, supplemented by 

such additional General Find revenues as are needed to finance these two 

purposes. 

But what happens after the Interstate is completed ? Demand for new 

and improved highways is not going to disappear but will be on the increase, 

As long as our country continues its dynamic growth, there will be a need 

for better and more efficient roads. 

The 90 million motor vehicles now traveling 880 billion vehicle miles 

annually will climb to 120 million by 1975 when it is estimated they will travel 

c lose to I. 2 trillion vehicle mi les . This anticipated increase in vehicles 

surely is a clear indication that the mobility the American people want shows! 

no signs of abating, and that more highway facilities will be needed to 

accommodate the rise in vehicles . 



7 

To determine what the future highway requirements will be, the Bureau 

of Public Roads in cooperation with State highway departments is making 

a study of continuing highway needs which will be reported to Congress in 

January 1968a 

President Johnson has indicated that Federal aid to States probably 

would be continued. In a letter to Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor, 

The President wrote: 

"It seems probable that substantial Federal aid to the States for highway 

construction after 1972 will be desirable and that reasonable continuity and 

stability in the Federal-aid program should be assured. " 

He also said, "But I want it to be absolutely clear that proposals for 

a post-1972 program must be carefully evaluated in the light of overall 

national transportation needs and objectives, balancing national benefits against 

costs. 

"Consistent with my fixed determination to require a searching r e -

ovaluation of all continuing programs, I intend that the Federal-aid highway 

urogram be reviewed in depth. It will not be enough to estimate how many 

miles of additional highway can or should be built or how much Ft • cral money 

will be required to provide this mileage. 

"Every element of the existing program should be reviewed in terms of 

finding the most appropriate ways of meeting current and emerging conditions. 

Most important is a full and fair appraisal of the urban transportation problem 

and of the relative capability of various Federal programs such as the highway 

program and the urban mass transit assistance program to meet various urban 

transport requirements. The effectiveness of executive branch arrangements 

to solve such complex problems should also be evaluated, and recommendations 

for any needed improvement should be made to me, " 
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F o r the purpose of the continuing highway needs study, State highway 

departments have a l ready supplied the Bureau of Publ ic Roads with informa­

tion on present and anticipated future use of a l l roads and s tree t s , and 

the ir e s t imates of the cost of correct ing the present inadequacies and 

providing for future traff ic growth. 

T h e s e e s t i m a t e s wi l l b e careful ly rev iewed, and cons iderat ion given 

to the effect on them of the potential impact of i m p r o v e m e n t in other modes 

of t ranspor t technology. A n es sent ia l next step in the Bureau ' s study is a 

careful r e v i e w of the functional use , that i s , ar ter ia l , co l l e c tor or land 

s e r v i c e , of a l l roads and s tree t s to s e r v e as a b a s i s of appra i sa l of how well 

the presen t F e d e r a l - a i d s y s t e m s - Interstate , p r i m a r y and secondary - conforni 

to the functions they should p e r f o r m . 

P e r m i t m e to e laborate somewhat on the study which wi l l be the most 

e laborate ever m a d e of transportat ion and public po l i cy on transportation, and 

f r o m which wi l l evo lve plans and p r o g r a m s . The final p r o g r a m s , both as to 

po l i cy and finance, wi l l be written b y l eg i s la tors - F e d e r a l , State and local. 

But it i s the respons ib i l i ty of a d m i n i s t r a t o r s , eng ineers , e c o n o m i s t s and 

p lanners in government at a l l l eve l s to define the p r o b l e m s , analyze the 

re levant co l lected data and r e c o m m e n d p r o p o s e d solut ions. This means they 

m u s t work c l o s e l y together . 

T h e b a s i c p r o b l e m , of c o u r s e , i s to projec t growth of transportation; 

and to do this we m u s t f irs t projec t growth and shifts of the population and the 

e c o n o m y - - nationally, regional ly , and loca l ly . 

W e m u s t cons ider pos s ib l e changes in the m o t o r veh ic le itself, and in 

its use — tr ip distribution, purpose , frequency, and length. W e m u s t 

c o n s i d e r the poss ib le future divis ion of t r a v e l among automobi les , buses , 

r a i l trans i t , and p o s s i b l y new f o r m s of transportat ion . 
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Once we have forecast future highway travel, we must measure the 

needs against the capabilities of existing roads and streets. And in planning 

to overcome deficiencies, we must seek the best possible balance among 

the three choices of new construction, upgrading of existing facilities, and 

traffic engineering improvements. 

In all of these considerations, it must be remembered that all roads 

and streets form a single, integrated network certainly insofar as the 

flow of traffic is concerned. Yet there must be a division into systems^ 

for purposes of administrative, operational, and financial responsibility. 

So a comprehensive study must include a thorough examination of road and 

street systems, with functional classification as the key feature. 

An important aspect of system study is the question of sharing of 

responsibility among the Federal, State, and local governments. The Federal 

Government has assumed 90 percent of the cost of the Interstate System, 

because it is the concentrated core of our highway network. Should the 

system's 41, 000-mile limit be increased after 1972? And how much? "What 

additional proportion of our total mileage, or what class of routes, are' 

of such vital national interest as to warrant 90 percent Federal cost participa­

tion? 

In our broad study, presumably we will want to examine the systems to 

which Federal aid is extended on a 50-50 matching basis, under our current 

ABC program. 

The Federal-aid primary system now totals 227, 000 miles , of which 

9 percent are in urban areas. Among its routes is a tremendous range of 

service, from the Interstate level down to barely above the secondary* 
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Perhaps we need to assign part of the primary mileage to a new Federal-

aid category, lying next to the Interstate in importance. To some people the 

gap has seemed large, between the 90-percent Federal share of the Interstate 

System costs and the 50-percent sharing for pr imary system projects . But 

in the minds of many people the concepts of Interstate System, full controlled 

access , and 90-10 sharing ratio are inseparable — that you can't have one 

without the others. 

The concept of an intermediate Federal-aid category raises the companion 

idea of an intermediate Federal cost-sharing ratio, of perhaps two-thirds or 

three-fourths. One of the incidental virtues of such an arrangement would be 

to lessen the pressures for wholesale expansion of the Interstate System, 

In considering the existing Federal-aid system, we will also probably 

want to review the relatively large and steadily growing secondary system. 

A study and perhaps a restatement of the purposes of this system may be 

warranted, especially since, under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962, . 

the secondary system may now be located in both rural and urban areas. 

As our population continues to shift toward larger urban proportions, any 

comprehensive study must give appropriate attention to urban highway needs 

and the role of Federal aid in taking care of them. 

The question of relative emphasis, in the Federal-aid programs, should 

also be given study for the years beyond 1972. Since 1944, the ABC funds 

have been divided three ways: 45 percent for the primary system; 30 percent 

for the Secondary system; and 25 percent for urban portions of these two 

systems. Each State may deviate as much as 20 percent from this by shifting 

its allotments. In addition, the 45-percent primary money can be spent in 

urban areas; and under the 1962 Act so can the 30-percent secondary money. 
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Whether the 4 5 - 3 0 - 2 5 p e r c e n t d iv i s ion , and the 2 0 - p e r c e n t devia t ion 

al lowance, a r e appropr ia ted for the future, i s a quest ion dese rv ing o f c l o s e 

study. 

Methods of appor t ionment o f F e d e r a l aid among the States a re f o r m a l l y 

p r e s c r i b e d in the law, but any b r o a d study of h ighways and F e d e r a l aid 

should r e v i e w this aspec t , t o o . 

F inal ly , there a re the actual d o l l a r s and cents quest ions: What should 

be the p r o p o r t i o n of F e d e r a l r e spons ib i l i t y for h ighways in the future? 

In other w o r d s , h o w m u c h total F e d e r a l a id? Should the F e d e r a l au thor i za ­

tion be l o n g - r a n g e and h o w l o n g ? How shal l the F e d e r a l funds b e r a i s e d 

and m a n a g e d ? 

None of these ques t ions about F e d e r a l - a i d p r o g r a m s and s y s t e m s can 

be c o n s i d e r e d independent ly o f s i m i l a r ques t ions about State and l o c a l 

p rograms and s y s t e m s and v i c e v e r s a . As a c o n s e q u e n c e , F e d e r a l - S t a t e -

local c o o p e r a t i o n in seeking the answer s i s e s sen t i a l . 

Th i s , then, i s the next grea t r e spons ib i l i t y of h ighway admin i s t r a to r s 

and planners planning f o r the y e a r s and d e c a d e s beyond 1972. 

And what i s this to y o u ? It i s your Nation, your State, y o u r c o m m u n i t i e s 

whose wealth and w e l f a r e , p r o s p e r i t y and p l ea su re , depend so much on 

transportation. The planning that can g rea t l y affect your p e r s o n a l and b u s i n e s s 

affairs in the future — and those of your ch i ld ren i s now underway. It 

behooves you to have a c l o s e and keen in t e re s t in i t . 

- 0 -



U. 3 . DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Bureau of Public Fonda 

PROGRAM PROGRESS FACTORS - tNTKRITATE SYSTEM 

As of March 3 1 , 1 9 5 6 

COST FACTORS 

Total program 

Region Division Estimated 
Total State and Federal 

funds obligated l / 
Fiscal year apportioned funds obligated 2/ 

Region Division 
total coot, 

1 9 6 5 estimate 
(Million dollars) 

Amount Percent of total coot, 
1 9 6 5 estimate 

(Million dollars) 
(Million 

' dollars) 
estimated 
total cost 

1951* 
(Percent) 

1 9 6 5 
(Percent) 

1 9 6 6 
(Percent) 

1 9 6 7 
(Percent) 

1 Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Hew Jersey 
Hew Tork 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

* 7 5 5 
2 3 3 

1 , 0 6 1 
2 3 2 

1 , 2 2 1 
2,1*62 

2 3 1 
3 3 * 

$ 5 0 3 
1U7 
5 9 9 
1 3 0 
6 3 1 

1 , 5 0 6 
1 6 9 
1 8 4 

6 7 
6 3 
5 6 
5 6 
52 
6 1 
7 3 
5 5 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

8 8 
5 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 

81* 

5 2 

1*3 
2 1 

k9 k6 

Total 6,529 3 , 8 6 9 5 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 21 

2 Delaware 
Maryland 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
west Virginia 
Diet, of Col. 

11*6 
7 9 2 

2 , 6 1 7 
2 , 1 6 0 
1,1*23 

8 3 6 
551* 

1 0 3 
3 3 6 

1 , 6 7 2 
1 , 1 7 3 

8 2 9 
361 
2 0 0 

7 1 
1*2 
59 
5k 
5 8 
1.3 
3 6 

ICO 
8 2 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

2 2 

1*8 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

3 6 
2 1 

* 9 
3 1 

Total 8 , 7 2 8 51* 1 0 0 1 0 0 9 * -
3 Alabama 

Florida 
Georgia 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

95I. 
9 9 3 
8 6 0 
51*1* 
i*86 
3 7 3 

1,111* 

1*90 
576 
5 6 5 
331 
2 9 7 
2 5 2 
6 6 3 

51 
5 8 • 
6 6 
61 
6 1 
6 8 
6 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

8 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

5 8 

7 7 

h6 
3 7 
5 9 
1*1 

Total 5 , 3 2 9 3,171* 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 37 

i* I l l inois 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 

2 , 5 7 2 
1 , 0 9 7 

9 3 5 
1,581* 

1*91* 

1,1*03 
5 9 7 
1*87 

1 , 0 2 9 
3k& 

5 5 
51* 
5 3 
65 
7 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
hi 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 

3 7 

1 1 
5 6 
81* 

Total 6 , 6 7 2 3,861* 5 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 

5 Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

5 8 8 
1,32 

1 , 0 7 0 
1 , 1 9 7 

3 1 5 
2l*3 
3 6 0 

3 5 9 
2 7 3 
5 9 6 
7 0 7 
2 0 8 
1 5 5 
1 9 1 

6 1 
6 3 
5 6 
5 9 
6 6 
61* 
5 3 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

5 7 
1*6 
37 
61* 
51* 
5 5 
5 7 

Total 1*,205 2 ,1*89 5 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 51 

6 Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

1*1*1* 
1 , 1 8 2 

5 3 3 
2 , 2 5 1 

281* 
662 
3X3 

1 , 3 0 0 

61* 
5 6 
5 9 
5 8 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 

9 3 
1 0 0 

1 1 
1*0 

6 5 

Total l*,l*10 2 , 5 5 9 5S 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1*1* 

7 Arizona 
California 
Nevada 
Bauaii 

6 2 0 
1*,229 

273 
2 8 t 

3 3 3 
2 , 3 6 3 

1 5 9 
71 

51* 
5 6 
5 8 
25 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

5 2 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

. 3 8 
3 1 
1*8 

Total 5,1*06 2 , 9 2 6 5 * 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 

6 Idaho 
Montana 
Oregon 
Washington 

2 8 1 
1*80 
7 7 0 
S 7 9 

1 6 4 
2 6 1 
1*1*3 
571 

5 8 
5 4 
5 8 
5 8 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
6 3 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 1 

2 9 

Total 2,510 1,1*39 5 7 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 . 2 1 

9 Colorado 
Hew Mexico 
Utah 
Wyoming 

5 3 9 
5 0 6 
5 7 9 
1*36 

2 6 7 
2 8 9 
2 9 9 
21*6 

5 3 
5 7 
52 
5 6 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 

8 9 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
100 

61* 

26 
Total 2 , 0 6 0 1,121 • 51* ' 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 

Undistributed 9 5 1 191 2 0 - - - -
GRAND TOTAL 1*6,800 2 6 , 3 0 2 5 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2k 

1/ Includes a l l authorised advance construction Interstate (ACl) projects and Interstate bond projects, although 
Federal funds wi l l not be obligated for such work until the State requests conversion of these projects to 
regular funded status, and estimated Interstate KlghVEy Planning and Research (HER) funds obligated. 

2 / Regional and U. S. totals are averages which Include later f i scal year fund obligations. 

MOTE: Columns may not add to totals due to rounding. 

1 



u. s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Bureau of Public Roods 

PROCRAM PROGRESS FACTORS - INTERSTATE SYSTEM 

Ao of March 31, 1966 

MILEAGE FACTORS 

Miles open to t r a f f i c 

Region Divis ion Completed 
Improved to 

standards 
Work in progress 

Preliminary 
Region Divis ion 

T o l l 
f a c i l ­

to f u l l or 
acceptable 

adequate 
for present 

Total open 
to t r a f f i c 

Wider 
construction 

Engineering 
or ROW 

Total 
underway 

status or 
not yet in 

Total 
system 

i t i e s standards t r a f f i c Miles rercent Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent progress mileage 

1 Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Hew Jersey 
New York 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

].4 
59 

134 
22 
46 

493 

192 
126 
151 
105 

56 
365 
23 

109 

47 
4 

27 
9 

49 
70 
9 

253 
169 
312 
136 
151 
928 

3? 
109 

85 
60 
69 
63 
4o 
76 
45 
34 

9 
71 
56 
17 
44 

157 
11 
37 

3 
23 
13 

8 
12 
13 
15 
12 

30 
.51 
78 
20 

108 
106 
29 

175 

10 
16 
17 
9 

29 
8 

40 
54 

39 
122 
134 

37 
152 
263 

40 
212 

13 
39 
30 
17 
41 
21 
55 
66 

4 
2 
4 

41 
70 
34 

296 
^3 
451 
215 
.373 

1,225 
71 

3a 
Total 768 1,127 215 2,110 65 402 13 597 18 999 31 155 3,264 

2 Delaware 
Maryland 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Dint , of C o l . 

12 
53 

206 
360 
44 
es 

2 
105 
688 
562 
402 
100 

7 

l 
94 
50 
2 

60 

3 

15 
252 
94k. 
924 
506 
186 

10 

37 
71 
62 
58 
48 
36 
33 

15 
28 

219 
258 
163 
68 
1 

36 
8 

14 
16 
15 
13 
3 

11 
55 

343 
356 
369 
82 

5 

27 
15 
23 
23 
35 
16 
17 

26 
S3 

562 
614 
532 
150 

6 

63 
23 
37 
39 
50 
29 
20 

19 
21 
42 
23 

181 
14 

41 

1,528 
l,58o 
1,059 

518 
30 

Total 761 1,866 210 2,837 5o 752 15 1,221 24 1,973 39 300 5,110 

3 Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Miss i ss ippi 
[forth Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

"V 
262 
429 
413 
278 
356 
333 
298 

91 

9 
32 
36 
13 

127 

353 
476 
422 
310 
392 
346 
425 

4o 
4 l 
38 
46 
51 
51 
40 

2 4 i 
206 
262 
229 
101 
176 
247 

27 
18 
24 
34 
13 
26 
23 

225 
200 
419 
139 
259 
159 
364 

26 
17 
38 
20 
34 
23 
35 

466 
4o6 
681 
368 
360 
335 
611 

53 
35 
62 
54 
47 
49 
58 

62 
270 

3 

19 

15 

860 
1,151 
1,106 

' 678 
770 
681 

1,051 
Total 47 2,369 308 2,724 43 1,462 23 1,765 23 3,227 51 369 6,317 

li I l l i n o i s 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 

156 
157 

39 
5 

581 
359 
261 
738 
281 

146 
4 i 
11 
46 
24 

883 
557 
311 
789 
305 

54 
50 
42 
73 
66 

no 
177 
130 
78 
52 

7 
16 
18 

7 
11 

584 
38l 
287 
202 
100 

36 
34 
39 
19 
22 

694 
558 
417 
280 
152 

43 
50 
57 
26 
33 

52 

5 
12 
1 

1,629 
.1,115 

733 
1,082 

459 

Total 357 2,220 268 2,645 57 547 11 1,554 31 2,101 42 70 5,018 

5 Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
Korth Dakota 
South Dakota 

1 
167 

363 
372 
221 
541 
228 
305 
276 

5 
9 

48 
168 
13 
21 
59 

374 
568 
269 
709 
2 4 l 
326 
335 

53 
71 
30 
63 
50 
57 
49 

77 
70 

195 
33 
58 
68 
97 

11 
9 

21 
7 

12 
12 
14 

177 
162 
440 
314 
179 
97 

248 

25 
20 
49 
28 
38 
17 
37 

254 
232 
635 
397 
237 
165 
345 

36 
29 
70 
35 
50 
29 
51 

82 
1 

13 

79 

. 709 
799 
904 

1,139 
4?S 
571 
679 

Total 188 2,311 323 2,822 54 • 648 12 1,617 31 2,265 43 175 5,259 
6 Arkansas 

Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

217 
212 
340 

1,360 

3 
6 

54 
287 

220 
218 
568 

1,647 

42 
32 
71 
54 

177 
168 

24 
415 

34 
25 
3 

14 

110 
262 
206 
751 

21 
39 
26 
25 

287 
430 
230 

1,166 

55 
64 
29 
39 

14 
21 

210 

520 
671 
798 

3,024 

Total 174 2,129 350 2,653 53 784 16 1,329 26 2,113 42 245 5,013 

7 Arizona 
Cal i fornia 
Hevada 
Hawaii 

10 
362 
647 
258 

4 

316 
355 

5 
2 

678 
1,012 

263 
6 

58 
47 
49 
11 

184 
342 

94 
6 

16 
16 
18 

n 

269 
811 
178 

28 

23 
37 
33 
54 

453 
1,153 

272 
34 

39 
53 
51 
65 

37 

11 

1,166 
2,165 

535 
52 

Total 10 1,271 678 1,959 50 626 16 1,266 33 1,912 49 48 3,913 
8 Idaho 

Montana 
Oregon 
Washington 

- 273 
373 
445 
196 

' 54 
36 

186 
205 

. 327 
409 
631 
4o i 

54 
35 
86 
55 

66 
128 

2 
71 

11 
11 
1 

10 

186 
516 

48 
173 

30 
43 

6 
24 

252 
644 

50 
244 

4l 
54 
7 

34 

29 
132 
49 
81 

608 
1,185 

731 
726 

Total - 1,287 481 1,768 54 267 8 923 29 1,190 37 291 3,250 

9 Colorado 
New Mexico 
Utah 
Wyoming 

-
361 
435 
150 
469 

156 
88 
43 
36 

517 
523 
193 
505 

55 
52 
£1 
55 

102 
64 

158 
92 

n 
6 

17 
10 

165 
322 
342 
61 

17 
32 
36 
9 

267 
386 
500 
173 

28 
38 
53 
19 

162 
93 

241 
234 

946 
1,003 

935 
912 

Total - 1,415 323 1,73S 46 416 n 910 24 1,326 35 730 3,795 
Undistributed - - - - - - - - - - 59 59 

GRAM) TOTAL 2,305 15,995 3,152 2 1 , 4 5 2 53 5,903 14 11,203 27 17,106 41 ' 2,442 4i,ooo 

DOTE; Columns may not add to t o t a l s due to rounding. 


