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- HIGHWAY PROGRESS?
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A short while ago, as this is being written, the
new U.5, Department of Transportation issued what
we call our quarterly progress report on the Feder-
al-aid highway program. Actually the report is com-
piled by the Burean of Public Roads on the basis of
information supplied to us by the State highway
departments, our partners in the program.

In any case, this latest scorecard, reflecting physi-
cal progress as of June 30, 1967, showed that more
than 24.000 miles of the National System of Inter-
state and Defense Highways were open to traffic. In
other words, 59 percent of the 41,000-mile System
was in daily use by passenger and commercial traf-
fic. Moreover, 5,852 miles were under construction,
and engineering or right of way acquisition was in
progress on another 9,676 miles. Thus, some form
of work was under way or completed on 39.590
miles, or about 97 percent of the total projected
System. ‘

That leaves about three percent of the mileage
which has not advanced beyond the preliminary
stage. FRemember that three percent; I'll come back
to it.

The less glamorous but equally important ABC
Program does not lend itself to such precise measure-
ments. But the report showed that since July 1, 19556,
when the expanded and accelerated Federal-aid pro-
gram got under way. construction contracts involv-
ing 212,564 miles of primary and secondary high-
ways and their urban extensions had been completed;
and contracts involving another 16.832 miles were
in progress as of June 30.

That, in a nutshell, was our progress report as of

‘the end of fiscal 1967. But when I began thinking

over some ideas that might be of interest to such
a highly specialized and knowledgeable group as
the American Right of Way Association, it suddenly
occurred to me that we aren’t actually reporting
highway progress at all. This is no criticism of the
public announcement of the status of the Federal-
aid highway progtam. We report in terms of the
hard facts of physical accomplishment, in terms of
mileages and dollars, because these are the measure-
ments that are visible or tangible and lend them-
selves to comparison.

~ On the other hand, they are a throwback in a




seuse 1o the early yvears of the accelerated program
when physical accomplishment appeared to be the
aitly thing that mattered. Those of you who have
foliowed the Interstate program closely — and that
inciudes most of you — will recall that the Bureau
and the States were almost constantly on the de-
fensive in the late fifties to demonstrate that physi-
cal progress was being made.

It seems to me in retrospect that we were devoting
most of our time to producing maps and charts for
some Individual or group to show what was actually
being accomplished in terms of lane miles or some
other physical measurement. And as a corollary, the
same individuals and groups were strenuously ob-
jecting to “frills” and the “diversion” of Highway
Trust Fund dollars to any purposes other than pro-
viding minimal, utilitarian pavement and structures
ot the Interstate System.

I recall that capsule of history because it seems
incredible today. In recent years the official, as well
as the public attitude toward the highway program
has changed considerably, in some cases executing
a complele about-face. Today the highway official is
less likely to be criticized for lack of speed as for
moving too fast to make the highway fulfill its
complete potential as an Instrumeni of social prog-
ress. Too often the highway engineer is pictured as &
nerveless, heartless automaton, attached to but not
necessarily in control of a juggernaut aimed at cut-
ting the widest and most destructive possible swath
across America.

Speed has been subordinated, and quite properly
50, to the preservation of the many social and human
values which are so intimately wrapped up with the
highway construction program. Safety, esthetics, con-
servation. preservation of natural scenery, of neigh-
borhoods — these and many other similar considera-
tions are in the forefromt of official and public
consciousness, rather than laying pavement and
building bridges.

I might say in passing that the great majority
of highway engineers and officials have always been
concerned about these values. In the field of esthet-
ics, for example, as early as 1932 a joint committee
of the Highway Research Board and the American
Association of State Highway Officials officially stated
that “Roadside development must conserve, enhance
and effectively display the natural beauty of the
landscape through which the highway passes . . . "
Unfrrtunately the concern of the highway official
about the fringe values of highways has too often
been blunted by lack of funds or by an official ad-
monition that he stick to his roadbuilding.

But we are well into a changed era of the high-
way program, with new or intensified goals, in

which progress cannot be measured in miles and
dollars, nor in terms of cement. bitumens. agpgre-
gates, steel, lumber. tile and all the other materials
of road comstruction. It happens that some of the
most important advances in these intangible areas
of progress have been made in fields related to the
acquisition of right of way, especially in the urban
areas.

Some of the humanizing actions taken either by
law or by administrative action of the Bureau of
Public Roads to ease the plight of those displaced
by highway construction were described in some de-
tail by Lowell K. Bridwell, the Federal Highway
Administrator, in the June-July issue of Right of
Way. 1 won't cover the same ground except to the
extent necessary to the understanding of important
new developments that have occurred since, in this
difficult and sensitive area.

The Bureau submitted to Congress this year two
reports bearing upon the problem of highway loca-
tion impact. One is known as the Advance Acquisi-
tion Study, the other as the Highway Relocation
Assistance Study .

The Advance Acquisition Study went into the
whole question of providing adequate time for the
disposal of improvements located on rights of way for
Federal-aid highways, the relocation of affected per-
sons and businesses, methods of financing advance
acquisition, and related matters. Among other recom-
mendations, the report proposed that a Federal-aid
revolving fund be established in the amount of $300
million, to be set up in $100 million increments over
a three-vear period. The Highway Trust Fund was
suggested as the source of these monies.

The benefits of acquiring rights of way well in
advance of need are many and diverse. Not the
least of these are cost savings. In the Birmingham.
Alabama area, for example. a large undeveloped
shopping center site. purchased by the State high-
way department in 1959, will not be needed for
highway purposes until sometime this year. The site
was purchased for $275.000, and this represents a
saving of several million dollars in land and improve-
ment costs which would have been incurred had the
shopping center been built.

The Highway Relocation Assistance Study was di-
rected specifically at further humanization of the
relocation procedure, going into such basic questions
as the adequacy of relocation payments and assist-
ance rendered to displaced groups and individuals;
the need for additional payments or other financial
assistance; the feasibility of constructing facilities
within the right of way or upon adjacent real prop-
erty to aid relocatees; the financing of such reloca-
tion accommodations; and related matters.

The report contained a number of recommenda-




tions. It suggested that the level of relocation pay-
mants be substantially increased for eligible persons,
businicsses, farmers and others to be displaced. The
rature of relocation assistance would be improved
substautially, and made mandatory for both resi-
dential and business relocation activities. A project
reiocation plan would be required. New relocation
housing would be encouraged. Every reasonable ef-
fort wwould be made to improve lead-time for State
highway department right of way acquisition ac-
iivities.

The costs of administering the relocation program
would be eligible for Federal-aid reimbursement in
the same manner as other Federal-aid project costs.
Assistance to small business would be improved. And
the report stressed the value of the joint use or joint
development concept, particularly in the urban areas.
This concept. which the Bureau is fostering, offers
ome of the most effective solutions possible for the
relocation of persons and even businesses. Because
of the advantages of joint development, these can
all be provided in less total space and at a lower
total cost.

The economics of joint development provides a
solid base upon which to proceed. The urban free-
way. on the average, requires approximately 40
percent of a blockwide corridor of land, and this
area may cost about 80 percent of the total cost of
the entire block when damages to the remainder of
the property are considered. Accordingly, the cost
imputed to the remaining 60 percent of the block-
wide physical area would only be the remaining 20
percent of the cost. Upon this relatively simple ec-
onomic base can be built urban facilities of great
potential to the urban dweller.

Typical slum housing could be replaced, under
the joint development program, with an equal num-
ber of comparable-cost housing units on about one-
third of the land area, with modern high-rise build-
ings. This would mean that the equivalent of only
one block in three would be needed for replacement
housing. The equivalent, then, of two blocks, would
be available for other developments, such as addi-
tional housing, schools, public buildings, outdoor
recreation facilities, public parking, private build-
ings. stores, or open space.

I have devoted considerable space to this joint de-
velopment concept because we think it holds tre-
mendous potential for the future in savings of both
money and space in the crowded urban areas. You
will recall my mentioning early in this article that
about three percent of the mileage of the Interstate
System lacked final location approval. This mileage
is spread among 27 States and a number of segments
are in urban areas which would lend themselves to
the joint development concept. Aside from these pres-
ently authorized urban segments of the Interstate
System, there are thousands of miles of other urban

freeways that will be built under the regular ABC
program or possibly under some new type of pro-
gram which Congress may authorize. The potential
of the joint use or joint development idea, therefore,
is almost limitless and the fulfillment of this poten-
tial represents the kind of highway progress which
I believe is more important than that indicated by
the cold statistics in our quarterly report.

Of the total fiscal year 1967 Federal-aid highway
construction dollar, 16 cents was spent for right of
way. By adding just a little to this, in many cases,
we can make a solid contribution to the rebuilding
of our cities while providing the necessary arteries
for the movement of people and goods.

At this writing Congress has taken no action on
the recommendations of the Advance Acquisition
Study and the Highway Relocation Study. Regard-
less of the outcome, however, the Bureau intends to
continue encouraging the joint development concept,
with the assistance of the States and the cities.

I'm sure that everyone familiar with the Inter-
state program is aware by now that the 41,000-mile
System cannot be completed in 1972 as originally
scheduled with available financing. The Bureau will
be submitting to Congress in January a revised and
more realistic estimate of the cost of completing the
System. This will take into account not only in-
creased costs, but changed conditions and revised
concepts as to its functions and aims. It will then
be a decision by Congress whether to provide addi-
tional financing to complete the System on time, to
stretch out the program as long as is necessary to
complete the 41,000 miles, to build as much as pos-
sible with available financing, or to adopt some com-
bination of these alternatives.

I won’t be rash enough to predict what Congress
may do in this instance. Too many factors are in-
volved in the decision. But I do know this: we must
design, locate and build the remainder of the System
with even greater attention to safety, esthetics, the
preservation of environments and of other social and
human aspects, as well as utility and efficiency. If a
choice had to be made, I believe it would be better
to sacrifice some small amount of Interstate mileage
than to build any remaining sections without the
fullest consideration to these human values.

This is not a recommendation, certainly. My hope
is that we can complete the System almost on sched-
ule. But it’s another way of saying that in the final
analysis the true assessment of highway progress
must be made in terms of what the program con-
tributes to a better way of life for all of our people.
And while our quarterly progress reports will appear
as usual, using the statistical measurements that we
have, the real story of highway progress will contin-
ue to lie in the immeasurables, the imponderables
and the intangibles of human progress which the
program makes possible.




