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Inter-American Freight Conference 

• The Department's involvement in the Inter-American Freight Conference 

• problem stemmed from its effort to devise some method of resolving a conflict 

between Brazilian policy and United States law with respect to allocation of 

freight shipments to individual companies. Involved in the issue were the 

Department of Transportation, the Department of State and the Federal Maritime 

Commission. The process of deciding the action of the Department is a good 

illustration of the methods and techniques the Department employs in inter­

vening to protect the public interest. 

Th~ugh ~h~ Dep~rtment- of State wished to arrive at an agreement that 

would satisfy both third-flag carriers and Brazilian maritime ambitions, the 

Department of Transportation took the position that regardless of the precise 

allocation of freight carriage among the shipping lines, the United States 

should object to the Inter-American Conference agreement because it involved 

monopoly, waiver of right to object, and acquiescence in the dominant power 

of Brazil. 1 

The matter was discussed at several inter-departmental meetings in 

Washington without success in defining a clear position for the United 

States. The General Counsel, Mr. Robson, summarized the facts for the 

Secretary on December 21, 1967 since the Department's brief would have to 

be filed with the Federal Maritime Commission by December 27 if it chose to 

intervene in the case. He stated that the Department's original position 

had been based upon the fact that the Brazilian decrees would establish a 

situation not in accord with the u. s. Shipping Act of 1917. The essence 

of the problem was that the shipping conference established under the 
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Brazilian rules would allow for no competition from outside the conference, 

and that the cargo pooling arrangements established by the Brazilians were 

based on "national flag allocations having no relationship to historical 

carriage.'' After considerable delay following the protest, the parties had 

concluded a new conference agreement that included allocations for S~andinavian 

lines. The conference was approved by the Maritime Commission's examiner over 

the objection of both DOT and Federal Maritime Administration counsel. Mr. Robson 

listed the options that the Department had, including; 1) an appeal of the 

Examiner's decision to the Maritime Commission, 2) a policy of doing nothing, 

and 3) a policy of doing nothing about the conference agreement, but waiting until 

the new pooling arrangements were made; thereafter an appeal could be taken. With­

in the Secretary's office there was considerable difference of opinion as to the 

appropriate procedure for the Department, ranging from the Assistant Secretary 

for Public Affairs' view that no objection should be raised if the shipping 

lines involved were satisfied, to the Assistant Secretary for International 

Affairs' and the Ass~stant Secretary for Policy Development's position that 

the Department should appeal the Examiner's ruling and seek Commission disapproval 
2 

of the agreement. The Secretary approved the latter p·osition. 

Some weeks later the Department of State decided that it would attempt 

to dissuade the Secretary from asking the Department of Justice for permission 

to appeal the Maritime Commission order approving the shipping conference 

agreement. The Department of State favored some sort of agreement that would 

divide cargoes in a manner agreeable to both Brazil and the United States flag 

carriers. It was influenced by the putative conviction of Senator Russell B. 

Long who, it was thought, would oppose the Senate's approval of the new 
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Coffee Agreement unless Delta Steamship Lines was satisfied that it was 

getting a fair allocation of cargoes. According to Mr. Craig of the General 

Counsel's office, the Department of State thought the Delta Lines w~uld be 

appeased if the u. S. were to accede to Brazil's desire to bar non-conference 

lines in the trade, to make all of the commercial cargoes subject to pooling, 

and to discriminate against third-flag lines in the cargo allocation. To 

accomplish all this, Brazil would have to renounce its agreement with third-

flag lines, and negotiate a new pooling agreement; the Maritime Commission would 

then have to approve the pooling agreements without a hearing in order to pre­

vent the expression of opposition to the arrangements. 3 

Since the Maritime Commission upheld the Inter-American Freight Conference 

without a hearing, the Department was again confronted with the problem whether 

it should seek to intervene in the case; again Mr. Robson argued that the 

Department should ask the Department of Justice to appeal the decision; the 

Assistant Secretary for International Affairs and the Assistant Secretary for 

4
Public Affairs favored dropping the issue, as did the Department of State. • 

The General Counsel's view was strongly challenged by Donald G. Agger, 

the Assistant Secretary for International Affairs and Special Problems. He 

argued that DO'r's relations with the regulatory agencies should be friendly 

and mutually respectful. Interventions should be rare and employed only in 

most important cases. As to the actual operations of the conference, the 

pooling arrangements would be fair to practically all possible lines. The 

State Department also opposed the intervention on the grounds that; l) chaos 

in the shipping industry would result during the course of the rather lengthy 

legal process, 2) the Brazilians would be unwilling to negotiate on issues 
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while the court had the case under review; 3) Brazilian intransigeance would 

irritate the Delta Lines which would then seek assistance from Senator Long 

and endanger the Coffee Agreement. Since it considered the latter agreement 

so important, the Department of State was willing to appeal to the White House 

to prevent an appeal by the 5nor. 

The Secretary indicated the next day that he was unwilling to battle the 

State Department at the White House, since he thought he might lose the fight, 

but was willing to continue the discussion at the Assistant Secretary level. 

Mr. Craig undertook to determine the actual views of the Delta Lines; he was 

informed that the steamship company not only did not oppose any appeal by the 

nor, b~t thought it might be helpful to the.Lines. The Company agreed with the 

Department;that there should be a hearing before the Maritime Commission 

6
approved the conference agreement. 

On March 15 protagonists of both sides of the argument sent memoranda 

to the Secretary. Mr. Agger argued again that the Department should not file 

an appeal in this case and should confine its interventions to cases of over­

riding importance. Mr. Robson again argued for intervening, basing his argument 

in part upon a decision of the Supreme Court on March 6 in the Svenska-Amerika 

Linien Case. The Secretary refused permission for the appeal to be filed. 

The operational consequence of this lengthy discussion in the Department 

was a recommendation signed by Deputy Under Secretary Sitton that Assistant 

Secretary Agger prepare an issue paper for internal discussion to define a 

suitable course of action to be taken in similar cases in the future. He based 

the recommendation on the Secretary's view that the Department should intervene 

in a proceeding before a regulatory body only if it can offer a constructive 

7 
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alternative to the situation objected to. He reasoned that the Department's 

best hope would be a situation of balance between U. S. domestic precepts 

of competition and the cartel proclivities of internation shipping. "Depart­

mental leadership", he said, "in a cooperative effort involving State, the 

Federal Maritime Commission and Commerce to develop such a balance is clearly 

needed to protect the public interest.•• He explicitly recognized that uni­

lateral regulation could not determine rate structures in international 

shipping, but that the executive function of international negotiation rather 

than the quasi-judicial function characteristic of normal regulation will 

determine the level of charges. The Department of Transportation is the 

executive agency properly charged with such international negotiation as is 
' 

required f~r rate regulation. 8 



1. Elroy H. Wolf, memorandum to file, September 29, 1967. 

2. John Robson to Alan Boyd, memorandum, December 21, 1967. 

J. Peter S. Craig to John Robson, memorandum, February 28, 1968. 

4. John Robson to Al.an Boyd, memorandum, February 29, 1968. 

5. Donald G. Agger to Alan Boyd, memorandum, March 4, 1968. • 

6. Peter S. Craig, memorandum to file, March 5, 1968. 

7. John Robson to Alan Boyd, memorandum, March 15, 1968. 

8. '3aul Sitton to Donald G. Agger, memorandum, April J, 1968. 



,.·.,. ...... _.., 

:~••~•:;•~.:•I~' 
,' ... ··.·.• •:·· 

,•.., .' 
},: -~ 

._._. 

...,r ... t.': •. 

-~~~Q . 

·'.-:· 

',,,. 

-'.'..='(.-., cli~"ha~e.. Bec~use· ofJhe .::om;')le:dties o: thq ·ocean-ll·eight :.-ate: st1'-uc'tu1·~ 
;·.· \ •. ~ ' •.. ,; ..:· ···~·•..-..• ~--·~·-::·--; .·...... -... -~--. .•• •••. ~--. ,. .,. . . . • ,' . .. 

,.-•>'?.. ~ and 1tD c.1.0::;e tl.e--:1n:.w1th 111.t~rnatio~~o.l :ooht1c.~l itt:i:a~i-s, a f1nat ~csolut:..on 
... ,. ~ .• ~, • • • • .' • •• ;• • • ., ; •. •·, • - • ·:~. • • •.• .. . i- • • . ,· .. . . • . 

~,:..;_;;t·-:o! this ,p .. ·oblcm niay··not· be pcs~iblc~' :cu. tl1e·ctbcr .hand, the'intc:-;1·ity 
//}:>!·of clo~'leztic·.'econ6rr1Jc.:p~in.ciplcs ,'r;~.i:::'!he p:·ctectctl frol1'l i:flO·e'rodv~. 
(J::;:};pre; sui:'c6: of_~nt~::n~ti~naf~~C:O~--~cd_;.ii.;ns." ::··:sitee the ~it.:atio:u' will 
·:;. .-\::. :·never b'c·.stitic,·· -c:.uf_.bezt..-'hor,~-; is._:.'. cori<lit'io:.i -o.fbalance between cu1·; 
.\\:·- ~ p·:rcc~pts o{_corr~p~titi<?~·a~4 ?:·~clivitics,. o:r'internatio~al zhipping.th~· _c~~·~.-~ci 
:_::!";·:·.•.·:~,.·.'~:·.·· . :· .. -'~-·· ~:-·:·::~.:~.:::-.~~·-, -. ·- ', • •• :,; •, •• ~- '·, • ·, 

~ .. :·~·:_,i~ , .. •t.· ·.- : - t~- :·: ' : ,•."••:··:· .. -: .. ~ ..... ,'. ..•• ·' -·• , ·, . : • •.-,";, • ' . ·-· . • . . . . •. . ,'... "· 

, ._·.';Pcpait:-:.-:i.c11;alle~dci:ship in'_~ .. c_ocici:;ati~.rc effort invblving State,. l.'l 1i:C 
4~~t,;_'.~.·and COIT.i.n1.e:i... ·such 'a'baiai-ic3 dcal"ly •c"e to'cievcloi> is nccdccl°'to p.·otcct

. • :·?:2._·, the uublic intci·eiL :--:· • :;, ..... _.....•• .. =. • • ,' - <: • ·,_\_ ' ••••• :·/, ,. •• ·-·:· 
; :,;:·: ...;·:. ~- .Ir,; • • : -~... • i. :,'' ;_: •~,:· :·.. ·- ... '·-·. 

: . : ' -~ ~ . 
. i'· :• 

- \.:. 
-..... , . .--·:· •. 

Th~ ~ecd for rczui_itt~.S: ~n_t~:ds. .;i~lcl al·izc~ !roln the e::..:fo·::c~cc ?£ znip?in~ 
confc:-e:i~cs -·,- oiga':-~iZatiOn~_,_·ofc~=-~m·~:.1_c;ai·1·_ier~·~_cztiblizhcd p::i~-:!~~ily 

.to ~uo-lr O"".:..; "'t·e.'... ·n.,. :,.:,..;·-~-~ .:. ..... ,,,,. o· r.c""' -'·cl,.; t·,_;. •&re·o_;.o~t,;, ....... ..... ,l;;~" ..... .,., ..,.., ... c... ·Q.t.>· .......... .,. ~ .... C"'.&.l....;,...,~,.i,. ....... i.Jl ... :6"""tolllio. 4. ~•&..· _..,,, •• w 

• ,. ' •__:.\;?~'),/}?;\i•i·•. \. ,.· • ..ri:i/'.t···.. 
<:)o_ ';:" ,... 1r;~-~;_(··::_.->.'._(,,.. - ., ·, ~. :· .• , •.: ·.,; _:;:·_: . .. · :.: 

I•~ • •• • ... • .. ~•• ,••~'- • ,:•H'• • :•• .:.•• ,••, 0, • :. •• ~•• • ~t•-•• ·• 

. · ..-

..~~: I~1]1;.;: ·., + • :, 

., 

·::~f ::t~.D. ' ·) 

https://c_ocici:;ati~.rc


__ 

,•·:: . ...... . ,; ~ . 
:.·t, ·:. ·, .· ,. 

,.-:·-'• 

.; -'.: 
\-: 

:• 

.. ,, 

-~:? \.' ~-onclusicn t1{a{ -~hipping ·coni'o:cc~~c~s • h~s·b~~n-_::r·e·a~i~c1 '(i'~lu;fr.:~ti~~-) 
/·( ;_-/ ;.r·e ·.;;.·'nc<:Cf)Z~ry'_.evi_l-l:::idthat·fo1· \~i~._it:cf·~ bctfol":·.,.uci- ..'lativc· they_ 

..;t)\•·µ:.:-ovi<lc·'thc o·uly i'~":1i1e\~~·01·i{i,,a.il.:..-b!c: z-~t-~-~{ t1·.ii.::/thnc{ v:ith-b-,vhi'ch 
;s;·•'":.:---• :n:· _-.,1_-;_... ,.,.. ·c•,.; . .., be •11-c-t.,.;'L.;1;, • .-c··, •.,,.· ..-i1--c' c·,..:.:"'o·~~-~---.,~~-,]' ·· co·..;,,~.-~1- ~b-uc-c cl·o·-.~·1 y·-~o·· 

.:" , . ..:, ~J.G..,-•.1,,~ ._,.,_. • ._, (♦ l.J,r..•.at. '•'•. ••4 :.J(:" .,.;.1,1,.!..,1..J.""./ .L .._. •~...,,.,.""4..r.4wC:.-, ._,~ .....,..,,J. · 

·:·:_:·;·.. :::e~:bts (z.s_ t.:i-~ny '¢i~:.tc'1(~i1~f lt.is i·;~~~~~hlc that t11c ·ccvc~~:~~i~ -• :..c,1t: • • 
A • ••. ' ~ • • ,.. •• . • • • • • • • ' • • 

·?:,:·;:/· ccnti1~~ally-z-~.::.rd aafii-:~t:such?ot~::tial ·~oUC<::-:. J} ..t ·thccr..-ictiD:;.c. _lt . ·. 
. • •• -,\-'• i& clc;:i:.:- tn~!: u-6.ilat"e:-al .actit.:ii cab:ot be; <t:!fcctivcly ~l'l<l !:i.:.CCC~o{t:ny '. .• 

·=;\·.-:):;c~:o::ci~:cd i.::r h~~:b~c:;i '1i1tlic~tcd h1 t1).::. • ••by.'a'';:ii13i~---Go~-~r:1rX011,:'· 
'.,}:·-::·{·· .F:;.•~faht Cun~~-Jmy li1tc:::-·n-~tioi.:.:l.l ir.Lvolvcs ·c.tIntci·-An;~ilcrin voyaic· 
)f JA,;-Iez.st t\vo_Govc:::-ii11cnts, •.'ind.-ii·~'s_uo1T~iy'm.~r·c/'t1-ius any·1~·cg\.tlitor;
:t?I:-:~c'tion by_ in ·O:>?OGi:ng~~1 :o;ar pa1:t'_~~~:co_v!~us~y-bc:co:i-:1tCi·cd· i~.:-3Ulito:ry­
~'.rt;t/actfo~o! an.ether' G6v~'i•rui1.6nt"~~ k:i.<linz 'to stdcr.i.ato o~ cho.o::; .. _··_ •.• ' · 
.t:J\}},~.,,r._ --< i:_:·. . .... -~< .. "•· ·'. •. _ __ ... _ "'._ _-~ ::/\:}//i ::::-;.\ _.:··.: •;> ..... ·,,•·: .. • 
• . '"))( ..At. this .point; it fa u~·crul· to· ¢'m-it1·a!Jt ti.fr. occ.1r, c'hippbg an<l i.vfotfon 
. ), ·- ··l .• .. . . ... ~.' . • - . . . • '· . • • . .. 

:f ·'.·'.,'.i-cr;ul;-.to:y situations: thit foc_·o"the U~ S. Govci·~m1cnt .. · • While thc::.·c ,l"e 
J:;;;/d,'./fr,.'"'nyclf'~~-l~~ies behv~cn_thc -C-~'\.B ::c'C?C.1:~i'bilitie'i.-in r~l~ti,o.i:Jhip •1 s 
~/ W,.. "• • ." • • • • • , ., ·,. • • • , , , • • , •' • • ' •• 

r,.:\/: ·.:to·L<\?A c!..ld. the Fl~1C's .control ovc1· -chip?il1g ccn!ci·c1:ccc, there ·u:..-6· 
'. -\: ~>;-~~bst~-ri~ial diffcl"enccs .th~t per::.-iit :zr~~tc:..· C.1\B lcverazc than in the-·· 

J~itJt;:ft'e~~ttL:iJ<:·•·· \'. ;-,:···•·· •·· • • • • •. ~,,::·.:J 
:.~:~-:;'),,,, U)l/The: CAB~ ~i'.affii-mativc ''Gppi·cval ·fa rcq.iil·c4 be.fo:i:c: ariy .., 

,::'?·.)t:·>. ·, .•• >-f:;necfri:C: Ii-. TA r~tc' ~~r-~cril~:;:~tbccm:. ... ~cs'e:ffccti..:.,c .• fu. ..'•, 

:~ ~-}::.-.:..,.-:.-:.' :,.·: -::;· .... . ..... ' .. ·. ... . .. • ,o _:- ..... ' . •. 

/;::,<;;:;·.:.• ::··-:··;th.~:·case of.F!v!C •. o::.1ce·the u:1tle:rlybg conicl'cnc·cs fi-ar.1.c..; 
I' 1,. -~:.-: .-.,·, •. -.~• .... •:~. •" i- • •• ~ •• ~" . •' • • • ' . • ' • ', • • 

_\. '/( :•:. ,_:··\ytol·k h~s. _bc~:ri. -~~iprcv~d •. Ul~ivicual :i.·~te 't.jl"eemer.ts ~he l"C-
-., ... ,, ..... ,._ .• , .. J".• .... , ·-,:~ ~· .,. t· •·. ·dt• . .,...._..rCt'h ·h -~-~.:~:.::y_._ -.~ • a.J.ter _..,_ate ~·.c.....rcc, au.~01:"la 1~.a.:.1y, .a:n ·nc- ~ J.·ll. • •• c~ · as_ .:neft}.:~=.~·•. ... 
-~~<~f:.-·'>' ,::: , ··<:~ore' di:ffictiit ta'sk-o!dfai::);)l'OVing ·1~i..tc::.b~octl en the record 
',/;-~ ·k,,. ;:~ .,~ .: :·:· ~ ~ f. . 1·· ·.h_f.'\ -~---· · • • '.. • -: ·-. •• . • • . -:J · 

;\;;:.:.-.::•·, .,. -~-_o ..... 01:"m.~_-.......::a... hi.g. ·-.. --..'\ ,- . . ...·· ,:•.·,_·. 
~·· ••~ .. ~· .~:-~'. ••• -:-.~·-{.;':/~·.-i:~.~ ->··::> . 

:_:_i;_~,;'_:__..:.t_~_.;_/_·_:·_·;···:.",._-(z>_''.;;~·-Wt1trc~_-:_· :-;:c;1::r:zr.f in_ b:l'it~1:ulla~,.~~i'nc_n: ~_l..,l::'-: ~,··,, _ __.... _ affi.c:ir~g'lnt_~ ':cl:rc _'cd· .. .~-~n-~-cs 
" :- , ....1 , .. c:-:prcsc y p1·ov.1. a 1.cr suci)en.:10:"l o::c_. •·'"" ~ 1s v ' 
', .' •,. . . ;:•,in the CVi.?Ilt_of rate· 'di:::6gfcca1e:-:';~ •In ·coi1t1"act, shipl)fo.g 

:_~_-·_::,;·:_._~_,_S_,:··'._~_-:_,-:··-~-·-'.:·..(:-izhts J1av~ foi·_·c;c~turicz b6~:i:1 fo~:id;d cu the 
11

frecclor.n. _ 
- . . ~ of 'tba s·c~:s·,_,· 11£:·iezidship, rec•c0:::iccpt~ , .T:rc~.._iks o! co:r..i-.r.:~ 

.,.·r-:• ~~and nav3.gatiOi1.;_,,~i·dlati~i to. c11.i~:l:,ing~·r ... {c.1ccno n1~cvisic:-i 
\:·\/· ·: :for ,~ithholding traffit rig1it:: bc,c•:-.uc(;;_of rr..t~· di;az~cer.-..cnt~ 
. -~. ·- .:--•.·... ,.-._, /:'·• . ·:.__; • ·:. ,_. : . ; '.·. : •. ,• ,. 

(3}. The '·aii-lin,/inuust~~- h~.z dcvblbi10d_ \Vithi~~tl-1cll"0.!;;1.CV.;o::k 
:• . ~f rcguiatio_:'l~ ..~l'ld is ::,,,cc-u.rito1:...~cd com~-,li:mcc~ In con::t•i::;t,to
•.";>:i:.. ·.~.,... 
:;::··..'/.. ·: _. \ -' economic··rcg-.ii'aticn fo vi::;•t-..:.illy n6;;e:dstcnt :~·.• i:l o_c0a:. co:-.-...--iJ.~1·ce, 

• •• •,• • I • .• ~ .:. ...... ;.:·1·st- ... ..... _,,_,~,-..,~.:..C"' #•o1•~.o; o-r.r.0.,..,...1.·rv-.d t~ ....... c~~,.!c- , .... th~ pa--<-., • ....,.._ '-•V• ~ • ~ ...... ..., ~'-"4 _. ._,...., • ..,, ._'""_ - \II - ,..1. '-- ,I,. \t - ... - w .;..,•4.:-(~_-:.~;·· 
,_-~-Ciovcrnmc.rits, · ·as·wci1 ·~sth6 ~1~c\1z!.,·y:itsd£.:-· . • · · ·:. • • ·• 

·.•. .-...... ,, ·:!: :-.. : :; .:.~·. :~.--1':.· ~:~ :-
• •. •'.:•: •\,··.,._ ..... _;·.:·-,,,:.· ·:~~-.:· ;,• ..... • 

. ·:-, "•1·· •• :.- - . :·: ·-: , . 

. . . \::.>, __• :: .. '•!•. ,:-;:·.·' 
•,' -·· 

. -'•· •..: • :.. -:·..- . - .. . ••',•J. ... ' •·:, ·, ••i 
, ..... ,. -. i. :. ::j' ,· •.:. 

: •:':. .: •• _.::·-•.. ~ ~-....- ·?:·:·:·•·.'•~· ,~· . ·. ·, ........ . 
• . • _o;. ••. i ~ -...... . .~ ' ·. ;:.: \. •.· . ' . ·.• .· ',"';· •.' ,,· ··,•·,. : •. ; ·::,· ;°;'.\.~.. i-(:: •• ·.·:.>.·1-' .... 

-~- -· . . .. •. .. . ' .. : 
' .......... 

https://bc,c�:-.uc
https://1~.a.:.1y
https://t.jl"eemer.ts
https://JA,;-Iez.st
https://ccnti1~~ally-z-~.::.rd
https://l.J,r..�.at
https://i'~":1i1e\~~�01�i{i,,a.il


/.
/ ~-~ • 

. ., 
J 

.• f. 

(4) Tbc pri.'"lcb~l l"i:.tC iccues i;i ai;( CC::''licc h~vcthus f~l· 
. . . . . ~. . '. . ' 
:_1·cl".~cd·t~.?assen:r;c!' .fa1·cn. 1n·co~1ti_a:St.-\viththe Cc'!".~-

·'.·\..:·-''... ··.:.plc:dty of oc~;iri'1!'.c°igh~·rat;~,_:::.;r1;n·:::s0l1'zcr··farcz ~~e 
.... ,. ,, . . _\com.pai·atively :Gimplc !o .:.ndyzcl. dl=c~zs __and ,ncgotfatc •. 

•; ;" • ;: • : I;. , . . •. •. ••:, \· •, •• :, •;;_ ... • •, .• , . •, ,. • • '• • • . 

.../ ;: ... ;i~•~ho ~::i~s;-i;;e··b:::cn 'do:::1in<J.1'it .(5} ;,U. S,: fii;·-~"1.1~::..-l~/~ hi, 
-"'.i-=·; ~ • . .. . • ' . . 

,,,,:;·~:-• ·.. . . ',/ ---r:~viation, put· h~v~_-bcie~'.1\::n1bci~di:.;~i.~o· Teiish:, ::;hippil1g. . .... ' . . . . \, . . . .... '• . . - . . .. . . ,. ·-. . : . . . . 

-~: ... -,~::" tl.1~~~~qe :fi~j 
~ 

OUl· Govcl·.nriicut' S·~_{>_-~.. .,:•:,)_>·_:-:-~-n1.c;.n~." .. ~-·-P~.-__ s:?vl,co:.~~~~=~--!o_l·: 
!,, :::~:; ·_:,_·;_• • •··,.:,noi:;iticri c.i~i'bc far l'r..°Ol~C cffccth~e iri 'airline ccn.fore:.1ccs 
t·{t.; ·::: .: :_.:;th~n in ~hippL""lg co~e~C;"!Ce5 .-.~ 'thi.c-tloes n~t iraply thnt • 
,:-.· ,,.-.:·,... ;.:·.I'hey.ai-~. ·:.. __ .. ·:· -~:·... ,_:·_.· · ..•.-.:.. _.· .. · · _..:. ·. ·,·· 

~ ·~!~.':~;:·.,~; ~ 
:J"'',,:, ... ::; •··· .... ,: • -:~';•.' ••.. ,. :- ·_,.~•.. -~-· • 

• . • •: :~ .. . -~ . ,_:-;. • r. .: \ ~-. _,·•.. :·· ..:··. • .. · ... ,·;= ~- .. • .~-. •• •.. •. \: ·• 

·' :· -,.-; :.....•• ·: • (6) • •,J ... e.~TA _actri ··oply. by un~min'10U.3 ~gi•cc:r£1ci1.t; ·zr.a:iy anipping 
;.~:.:~~~. • •• on -of ·r~~jb?ity)/: ,_::5cci.lici·enc~o·,:i.ct the bade oi~: two--thh-<ls 

:-·.·' ?;~!~;J;\t:;:::~:::ni ;_~:Jit_r.:.. ;;;;\:~~t,~:~~;:~:::~~,.. 
• /to U. ·$;:_G°ovc:rnmcntal policy~' :·In· shipplr:g,' on the· o_tho·.,,; 

~_-:,·__ '/h"1l,d,< the .U •. 5."· fi«i:i° -c~:1 frc:'-1.;cti;;ly b,/outvotcd.· • • • '._,~_'.·°[_it_'._~_·:·_;; li•"'_·_ci 
· ... ~ ••• _· -_.-,_. :_.,·.: ·.·.:~·:L·:<·~·. ·:.·· ... t•· •.......... • .. ·.-...:,::~_:..:-- ..: rt • ·:. •.• - . 

·.•,:.:~}::\t:~ this. 
0 

60.s'ition,:th¢ CAB ·al::-;o h~s Cl'lCOU1:ic1~od'.tfospit~ ad~anfug6c~s·
~;a •·f~.,-:':,i:•; • . : .' • • • •• , .J'• •• ' : ",· •. _., •• ·~ •·' •· ' , • •' ·,• ••• • •• • . ' . 

·;._-;;; 'pi'~ctk~l' limitation·s. on._ifa, abili~/ to corifrof inte::-n~tior.al ~rates. 
~ ...:•',}\·; ·_ •. _J·_ ... ·?· .. / / .. ·:~;'(: \' ' ,.·. :.- ·--··.·_.·f. ,; • " • • .:•,.,;''?'·:·/':::·,_;\ .. ',,'.'. . '•··.·. 

; ~: .• \·'.'"·Thu~.' .(0:~·1t.vc.no1~rt1c:1.lly ·~he_ C.CSC?tial'.poin'i:. is -fo~t l:"C!':'.':.ilr..<;ic:1. th.ir.lc of 
.:t=.Jf);it) is n~(!ully poo·~~}:ll~ in __an fotertio.ti¢,n~1 •fl·,an'lcWo::.~k-whc1·c' r.a."lO:'C than. 
_: :::~1 .. ·o~e Cove!:!1..1.-hcrit '·ca."1.-potcntfrilly asse1·.t l'6g.!1"-fo·l_1. ju~i:..diction. •Vic 
~ ;.:·~ ;.• . ,. . . . . . . . . . ' ·. . . .. . .• . .. " . . ~ .--. • . . 

,.._:;;•:/r·:(cz:r.:.not)>c suro9! _endmg__u,. 'I.Vlth::. given 1·~te. lcval ·::.ierely bec_ausc a. 
~11)t---··ire1;~lato1·y' prd~ccdi.rig'lci_c:fo'upto ·a qua6i-j1:1d~_ci~i cletc;;·:.::-iinaHon that· 
r.-/{{~such:rate.is_pr9pcr~ __ . .... ..•.. •• ••.. • • ••• 

....... .,': -.>·~_rr ...':! .• :<~::·:: •·•: ..>·;•-=:, -_, :·:..--.-:-· 
:,;,;{,_:;;:· ·ot i:-~tc~~ut.io~al' ncsot~aticn. 'In thc·:fin;).l allD-~y#s,i-'tl1e ;:,;:~c~-tiv~··z-:.1;~.i:ici:l .. 
~z··:t~'-:· ~~ • 1 ·, •• ., : • ! ~ • , L. I'. • • ' ·, • ,••'.;__.- ra"nc~ •tn::n t~e cruas1- 1UCit.Cl"'-l .• U:!.CCion01 nor1~~1 rcgula,1on, may_ well. 
··>//::.dctcr~:<1inc what t:1e oU:tcor:.-ic oi zuch b:ro·.;,.d 1s::u·cs·:::-~1.ight bri . .-It it:: in this 
\.t~~{.':·_.'~'::ccutivoroie th~t:the Dopartrne1it-~i '.I':.·~.r:spo:::ta~ioncan· ex<=;:rtits·· . -· 
;·.~\:_··< !cadcrzhici:mici osr··~cc::o·r.."tlc '-ciolicic:. in t11e p::ote·c~ic:1. ;''Dositivc 'pr05ccutc 
, :~1-.; •••. ~ ·' . . • ' ...- • . . . .' . . . • • •:·· •. •: .•• ;.• _;. , .•• , .• : '·• . ... . 

.-f-.:~ • of the_ public. interest. • , .. :- • • ,( • 
{::.~.\:·~·::••• _· ~" ·:.. ••..•• •• ,;::':// >·:'· :i·--'.",." . -;.· •.. •...,_... ,. . . ·.... 
. :;_:,J.-:.Thc:;e co~m-ients .are not m.c-1~.t to. ::r::.zacst' tn.o.t t~e Govc:.".l"i:r..'?,cnt is h,;:lplcss 
-~:/,// .:'\o. zunic! _the public ·_..a.giL~$t 9~- ~isc1·imina;;o1~y uri1~e.?.s_~::1~1?l~ :;.·6.~co. Af.tci·· 
t:~/: :au,:i! it. comc_s. down to intel':n·.:..tio4al negotiation~:. this: Ccvcr:n..~~.:i.t i.:;;_tot . 
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....., 
• .,.-, -. ~ • ... ,, .·•, .... i . C. ,:.:,:;,_ • ~' ',•, "'.~•{:._; ,'~ 

. ....: .):_ :: :::\})t::j{/};/i>::;,:::f-'):_\.:"r . .. .;,.• ..,.• ::,::, 
. -::-.·-~ ..,_··..:: . •..:.,. . . . . .. ... ,:.. ... . . . ,·,. ·,'.:4·· ·,. 

' .' .r < -<> •:~?~!;, : .·. - t; :/~}J?:ah,:./3.:, •}'>. • \ :. • 

·.,• .·.·/. ~-:._:-,~.,ft_:~~~;-· lc~~r:lh~ .A~;d·ba;.i~~-i~E~g·t1;~c·~~~-c~.?~~~:,~~-.-_{11 !-I9wcvc~·~· .w~··6upt._. 
·-./;<_~:·/:_.tcicv~lo~j ~:1 c.ffirr.~~th·e··a::.1dc9ncfr~ictiyob~.:;is:~or protecting· our ~~l~9ics· •. 

-:~.---~_{,:::_:_~_:_.-_:_-~-.·'.-·i__,._·~'.t_·:.:·.·.~.:-_·l.;i.~~-; -~_CCO_l1"l.."'n;~cl~tion~·\i~t. :a :cec'rsi9n;_ if i.t io -~ polif~(?,al • . •.. .. e:-::p.cdic.~t.~•.i_:i_.oa_·ng~-~.~~--. _·c·~ 
_ "" 1:n~dc·-~~n!fcfo1.1:sly_in:t.h:~t·.fr~\n~c~.-i~;·k~?,nd . .-, n9t: b·;/dcfa~it·.·. 

•__\f?;\~·:t. ., •r . ,. :: \':. )f > · -,::; ,·. c •.•<< • '.·~-·· • .··~. ·_,; •. ·:,:-<: ·'·at:,:;~,.:'.:' • ·•· 
.:·., -:-~/:-<;~:·• ...J.h~··clar_UJ.Cci:10~ O!'.t.:lC?~ ;sG~es l:3 ul.,.::.r~~a~ci.y o.£ b~oa<i _a-~.L"l_cl~:.._e~. ·. · ... 
. -~}:-···/:·<t>··.po!icy/ .rc'quirfog-'t!1<:f attcntio~ :or l~oi ocly-'.DOT ,-.. .s~·ate··an~!-°F:MC~. bu( .. ,-:. • •• f •• • •• ~ 

,'~ /(:;~:(:\}//:}.~~ t~1~. p::c~ide~t,' J:b.e Co~~~.csi·.·anct•• •, .. :.: ·'.::..-·:~·.··-~~h~~ .:~=~~cuth,·~··azcicics~ the· · 
•• '.·• • -t ·:\' '; • • ,.,. 1.' ~ .. •, , 'A. .r. • .. • . • . .,·· ... •. • .. ,· .:. :·, 
::-.••.··t:/ ·:=~;~·:·::var1ouc ..:.l1cc_;ec. sqgn1.cn~s Oi ll'lClU;Zt;oy. •. :·· .· .• . . .. ·.<· \ ..: ... . .. 

-~'.~~t,1~:t'.ros.si~l~.·~~:~:;;~acit~+~#~-~e:.:1at~;v~~~~~:1:·~~T~i$ Pfo~cl;· .•!:: .. ·•.·.' •• ·.·• .• ·.:•: .. 

'.,:·:\•;·;'··~.'·~';·.,One.~?P· u~c~ 1$ .to ..... ecogniue t~~-tt}:~---~:s~.l~·l9\;_i··;o·~.6;i· r"~gttli~to.l"v ~"~to 
·.·::.• ··_-,:-:~::•.,\.:•,\··.-•~co->~r·ol· b ~-.- m'"''·•-~r ·or 1.;·s-• -c.-oxt~ho·,id r'clie·crup·6n·:l;>: a:.0 .. • • 'li•"'.1.:tcd ~vhc--~c 

' El tJ1:po;; ;l::~. c; • a:~ u:~e·don1/ •iblc~~o ~ssu:,iC)z.i;ci~a:c.it· a."'!d d im;o;t:n~ 
·, .'. ,:.:·.'._.:<;::.·a!ter-othe ..... lcss·-forr.Lial:" c 1foi-to, ·hive· bc~i1. ·imci.iccossful~ ... 

•:-:'/i'}l:;~'\f\•:;: ·. •.· ... ••.,. ·< ·•:;~~ .. :-.' ·:.~··:<·: ·--~.>?/:~\\:-':.:'_.':·~;·'.'i: __ ,\·d. ~-:,: • :: .. •' _..; ·•,. ..... . . . .. ,•·; •• <~::-/t:·. ://. .. /_<{:··.'.:.. _:·:, .'i. · 

~ :·~.;:-/,i/-?(;,_The.fo~.n~ai regul;:;.t'ory. :·appi·op~ch • s lioul_d be. ~ri??le1.nc1~tcd by ·incl"e,i:; c<:l 
., [. \?::\::'.)f ... ·em-:,hz.o'is in other 'ar'ciao·. \Vhicl:1:ca:i. helr> to .l4CAlr.d·:oufthe' n1·vicction. ' • 
•/):\]..:!/~i~i~~;o{~hcj,~,~~ic.i/::... ??O~c:~:d~~;~:i,tc,~c~_n,::}:l·~: ;,c_e~cd for . : i~t-~-~~c~ F..frdt~_-._· 
••:} ·:•; • \::,\\: infor:..~'lhig tho. public ~cg~rdin!i:· • (~)· coi~!9:;.·,:mcc.u>·c-.ndthciz pz-~cticc:t>•:·:· 

·:\, ...... /·tt- and (b) :~,1~.c_osts·:_an~·p::ofit~_.bility o~ th~ ..Fhipp.iriz co_::.~~p~n-ics.P~1·t of. • •• 
•• . .. "~.· .....: li;_._...... , ,..\ h. . . . . . . .., . ,~ , ~-: .. n·· . ~ . . . . . .... . ./lllt • • .. •• ·, ,• 

::·-./:/:\;:::{ -~ '?_.ous:,1ci?.:l._t~1~~ .~tt_q.c_._esJo. ?i~1pp1~~·.C?.'..:)::~c::_.c~~cs ,s_tems_--'•·o:rn .. tc~c . 
, \··.'·._;._'.: ·,v_hic.h_su~rc·~~~s '"i.. • • It ·iFi • net· m1r~_~so~~J?.lc.to· l4equire:{,_:·:ff:·refatiyc': .. ccc~ccy •tl~~r .. 
. . .t •. •~:~': \ .> • • . • • . > • • •• ' • • • • • • • . • •• • • • • ,' ••• .:. • ,, . ' • : • • • • • • • • ' • ,. • ·: •• • •• ' • • 

•...~.·<-·-:-·-:::~(::':·mo:-·c-con"l..,lcte'r.rublic-disclo:n:.rc· iii' c:,::cb.an,.,.cfo-r ·the Govern.ncnt 1 s 
.•... -J1,·i·!•!·~-":.':1.· . . . ~ •.•• •.• . : .... ·-: .. ·.... :_... •:- • ... .- . o_ . _.:... , .. ,, . : .. • : .. ~ • 

:,/_-}~-t/_.;:;.t-.-~lilli?gnez:;;to, g:;:a~~-e:::en1.,~ioilp._fro~~ .~pplication ,of _the an~i.-:trU:S_t~.__ l~o':.·:.-_nc.; 
: •. :::iJ··:·:-:· j- t·';~-la~vs. r.rhc FlviC. has. \VO:r.•:"ed·i~ :.thio clh~~ctio~. a:.-id-as' a. result has ho.d.'. . 

•• <~·;:~:}\:/)(;:'it~·-~r-ight··.to h~yc: th~o;'ini'?'r1n~tlO~l a££ir~1~c·c1·p7:.a·: Sup~c~c ~~~i~t -e'~cisi9~-. 
;.··=·.}:t(}iYf• ·: / ... ~, ...:.\_·•.. . . :• .. •:,. ;:- ·<:-.·•.:> • • , .. • · · • •• • • • ,.· .. ·-:··.\:·> -.::·· ·:-",·. :. >f .... .• ... 
:_,\\f::;_t\\)?u~lic·_kr..ow~c43~alo1,:c,· if' ,vclf cil·cul~t(?d,·_. c~uld g~ a lonfJ v-~aytowird 

--~-~·.::<i"-'(\{·,S_~£c~iu~l~ding_agalriz~ ~~lo. ~bi~cico-~~-~ich·1•ogul~tion'.is.;no:::-~a~ly' dc:;iJn~q. 
:~.-~•.;f:./)•to·pr:evcnt~ .·For.:c::ainplc_;.·c~~ of~°!,!;~ traditio11~ ·econo#.d~ concc~i:r.s .... 
• ;. ;t?~ ·;. '.~t:.i,~be·.,..~ ...-..; r-""' "'"·f·cl1·;.. f-~.,~~1·~.-,vPl 'l"'r..~ -~ '• ('.! l~;-'""l"' . ..,...,01 i ;.-!·ic p-o\_-,t-:'--~s~-o fo-:•c·-· ~,tr.\s 
• .. "'-'- ...... ~.~ I.a,\, C.6.AJ ,...Q4 w ._, 11t••~V ,.. ·• -.-1-.. _.___, ••V••-1- .• -..,... te -• • t. • .._. • •"-:.. ·(. ~ ...: ..... .. .· .· "' : . ; . -... . . . .=. • •• ·... • •.. • .·• .. • • • •• • .. • • • '. : :-:r··_.: ~ 

:·. u:;1·~a~oz:~c.ly. b1gn ;eve\£:, .-~nth._rezui.tinz c~ho:..bitar:.;; p1·0:frts. • L"'l tt:ta- •.-~.:;.~_.,;:.:?to .. 
•~·•• :·\.'\''.\}case o! ai~lir~c l·2.tc con!erc:l·ces·, thlc· cfo:-.. 1.cnt' 0£°~oz~ihle sus·.~icio:1. is'-:... 
• ~ • ~: .•• ~.~:~ "h•,:, ~•,:•; •1 • •• ... • .;,. '. • ♦• ' I ·. ,:•1· ; • •,: • • ~ ,, .:-· I • • a. •. • • ,.~ • • ,I • •, , • :• 

~ ••• ,:··_:·.\ __ cy the fact .~n~t U.S.·: ilar! .11:di..--:cc· .!ilo.. ·_:,·:r~duccd -~"j.·1.u~t _cl9-~~1lcdnnar~c.1.:ll 
: , ·.':\?:_:_-:>·rcr)ortswieh the .CAB, ...·:i:.-~dthi~ _in:ol·n.-~:r=-ticn·i_e.fr~cly a.vai~~blo, to the 
. . ·. .,. ..· • --: .. 1 • • ""h . t:' h. . . ,. • '""'• ·1 . ' ,. ~ 1 ••. ::.:.\:··:->·::puu 1c. •. m '" e c~se· .0.1._ ·s. ip,~ng conic~~nc9c, a.ue ~c-"._oi cp:np~r~o. c ... 
• •. ~~:_'.::{' the -'ac_tivity ~~dcr: suspicio~ -tha~ ::lO~;-.i.ally .·\;,'infoi-:m;1.tion • lcav~z. a· 'cloud. ~i .. 
~-··•/~: ·:.':"g -~ :~- '•h.-..t' ~-i·1 ~ ~ l u..... ;, .. _. :•,,: .. ·~~ :-,·.· . .-·.- ·..... •• ·.~< :,. .. •.·.·. , .... oe.r v,"'-.n... "" er ..... c-r1;c • .. ·. . ...... , ... ;· ... :••, · ..:-::/::·... :•. . .,:-:· ..,··.-•: 

- .. , - .! .•• :.:• .. 
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~ . . . ' ..

'. . . ~ ·.• ... •.•.·: .......~:.. 
... ,; 5. 

.:.:.• '. 
; • <I ~, ~ • ::• I' 

._,_. .';,._•' 

... ·.·~.. ·r·-'-··1··.,.· 1·,:n.:...0- 4 .~··t.::t:,~;·~··n·o·7 1--~cp :;;._.~1~,1·,y·:·i•-.-.,:o·------·-:~1 c,,, ·p·o,.<>,·hl•·. -~ 't~-.,.,.
• 'I• ~ .;.J •• 'J J. \.•••4 •• ~.. - ~.... '---> '-- J. ,1...,.., ~ ""~•'-""- f.i4.W .._,,tJ ♦ ._, 1rt,,.- V.&. ~.1-

, .,~ ·:\'·:~ ·.b;.:;ic ~i;:~ o·i corifo·~·e·n~~· .p1·2.~!:ic ·.:.n<l o1 the C lli?.l)lr.il~act·c l~ icti'c t_'· cs,. 

?>{pf;',.l~~l!Ct:~r.l~~·~ ,:·f :~:~~~1i~~?/t~u a~~lytlcalc~?f ~t:_r~:~,~:t:.~i: G tuci.icz •~r~,~~.;s.~~c.~al 

../~ .. : .:_) ~cco~~i'l,, ·inci·c~scs· ?mpllis_fo is.'=:~c~~·d ·;on_ ~:!fo excc1-iti~,e;; :un<!tfon o{ 
.".'\..:-,,~·.. r~sc,lvirtg.ratc adju'ri~mcnt problcri'ia, as':a supplcm~nt to the· more 
'.\ :•:: .~~t :procc~s,. o! attcn~pting ·to ·;cgulai.6'. ':•••:•J9rm~l thc:ai .•.• 
i~}:)\_·:~... : • :. <. •. ;, .!::'.,(i :>~· ··; .· ;·. : .. ·> .• ,:, ,·:·: :· ••. ·,. ' ·.,: . ·. . . . ,,.. 
'· ~;.~•\l-;, pl"'c~cnt, t;~i) ..t::Z:~.1.C t,.::!.k:;:;.info:..-~no.l step~. W.Ltn the confo:..·cricc~ • • . /At freg_ucptly.. . -•~.,·-·.....·.. ..... . . . . . .. . .. ., . : . : . . . . .' . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . ~~:-rr·. a.tt_criticn .n?.c.c~.fic .shipjo:r co,:npkints, ,cl:C~ as1dng foz-· /.:·--·.b~iniing to their 
~~;~{i~\/:;'"/.co:ucrcmccrev -icw 'and' zuit~ bl~ icti..on~ . : H6wcve:1· ~ .· theic· in•. ·a. li~1it ·to • :.•. 
1 -•(•.""' i .f. :••: ,· ' >. •, ,. ,• ~ •• ,, , :•• : ;,' •, ',• .,: • •, • ••.'' ;l : •• • • , , , , • • t • , •, f , ' • • • , , •• , , I • 

;.':??:::/.. :--::how fo~~eiul~Y. ~}4Q.,can 'Ul4~C~ po.rtic'9kl4 ·1-itcf·adjtistrncnt .in tb.cse. 
,:(.:~~'ti}:~:}~ -~i~~1 .... i-~sl!cc -~~iB1:rt sub~_e·auc~tlY C-oril,c ·b~.fo_rC~iriJO:> :c1rc\!~~1-ai;~n°cCp_>Tt1e:· 

P''••: .. '\'. •• • • • • ••. ·.-. ., .•. •. ... . .. ' .• -· • • ~- • . 

(?,\ :'...;(.j·.:the_l~:vr.c.1s~ ': for.inc~· p~;o~_ceding, 1•c~u~1~i:~g)1 iu.11 .~c~i·h1.g .. • To t1-:r.~ 
'!~•:~·;·,;:;::-.: itself,:'· i:d'o1·:c.:;ic.lst,igcs·, .i... e:~fei::.t th:i.t th<f FMC in the ·h..1.d exc~cizcd 
!ft-'-:.L1st.rmi~fa<lvocitr_ 'c(i• p~:rticul·~; ·:-ate '.i?-}u.ctl~~cnt,'•••it 'would not..retain, itz 
.. :~r'..~: :\-: • :;tandi~g to subscoii~ntly heir ··the ca;:; c i:::rr()c..i·ticlly. ori its merits a~ P-- . :

t~ffri:~'.1·\•\:.~:~t1:~,t1t;:t(L\~:'·;,:•·\,':>::::r·• \ '.'.. , •. •.·..... '._' ., · ... ,., ... • 

·);· .';· Thli ·.lcids to· the. conclusion tlint z.n E:;:cicutivc~ D~::a1·tment. {such a::; DOT) 
..... t., .. ,,·. . .. ;., • .• .• • .•• ,• .•.. •. . .. : .•• :. ; .- ..• :. . .. ·.. ·,.. . . J '·. •. 

;·,:•:.\(J:: · ,·sr...c>uld.:be.·chargc4 vr~t~ th~. roif.oi fC.VCC~.ti'nz: :rate ·adjuatr ..1..c·nt;i whic n •.. -
. ::?t:~<ft< ..ap?ctq.-, dc~i:-abl~~. ·leaving the Fl-..:!C·free:~? ?,ci .i.mpirti~lly ·as a CJ,Uasi- • 

\}.:\(-jiiclkiaf body ~ithe_:··1cl?l"T..:..il·c1~5.cu~~io1.'lc.a~c fruiti'css~. ~ncl ii' the r~atter 
·i:t /\ ,::_:be-coi.1.ec.o.nc • rcciriir'ing toi-n-ial ?l"Cic~c<lb:izs~·.. It \'l:J. s '~ndci ~fl(s: p:;;-i:.1.ciple 
(::,\~i-,;Yf/ the:.Intcr-} i.6.6:rlc~n.'FJ:'.eieht.'Case. • •'.'.that· Dbr-°"interven~cfin .. • • 
;.,:~//t:-\. ,·· ' .• •••. ~··:.>-'/:·.\~ - ' ....../·. '' . • ; ', '·:. ;., ;, , :\ ;,< • .: .•• _. .:.:.-:-: 
:·;.\;.::,;\:·:·one thing see1ns cteai to n1.e ~~ VlC ,:.;hc,~lcl.~void :~ny.trend ·to\~/:l~ic::;bi-
~,N1 ~ • • • i. ' . • • .. ,- • • " . • . . . . • • . . • . ' • ., ..

::';.f-.t' /fo.tei·slisrn· inherent .i.ntb.e _9-i.:-cctio:1·.fa.kc!1.' by>Br2.zil· i:1 the Intci<A;;· . .-ie :.:.·ica:n 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENf u£PARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Memo·randum 

SUBJECT, .... Inter-American Freight 
FMC Dockets 67-47 and 

Conference 
67-48 

DATE: 

In reply 
refer to: 

September 29, 1967 

V 

Elroy H. Wolff 

TO · File 

Following is a summary of a meeting held Monday, September is, 
1967 attended by Messrs. Robson, Craig, Wolff, Barber, Vigderman, 
Lister and Schwartz of OOT and Loy and Miller of Department of State . 

. 
The purpose of the meeting was for the Department of Transporta-

tion to explore the possibility of recommending to the Department of 
'\., State a method of solving the apparent conflict between Brazilian 

maritime policy and United States law in the context of the present 
controversy over the so-called coffee pool. Department of Transporta­
tion representatives pointed out to the State Department that the draft 
brie~ for Ambassador Tuthill contained nothing objectionable to OOT 
but·that paragraphs 2(a) and 2(b) of part E of that memorandum were 
susceptible to a variety of interpretations. In particular, the State 
Department's representatives were told that a different, a~d perhaps 
more equitable, division of traffic among the carriers in the Brazil­
United States trade would not satisfy the legal objections which OOT 
has with respect to the Inter-American Conference Agreement since it 
would leave unchanged the monopoly, waiver of right to object, and 
dominant power of Brazil features of the Inter-American Conference 
Agreement. 

State's representatives stated that they had been told by 
Moore-McCormack and Delta that Lloyd Brasileiro has been carrying 
the bulk of the coffee traffic in recent weeks and that Mooremac and 
Delta had received very little.of the trade. It was alleged that 
Lloyd's dominant position was achieved through rebating, either 
directly or through the use of a dual coffee pricing system. 

The representatives of .the Department of State indicated that 
it was their preference to arrive at some arrangement which would 
satisfy the third-flag carriers and Brazilian maritime ambitions,·' 
thus avoiding a direct clash between American law and Brazilian policy. 
DOT representatives stated that they would endeavor to develop a 
satisfactory solution but doubted the ability to make a recommendation 
that would comply with U.S. law and be consonant with present Brazilian\ 
policy. 

,,,..... 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE.OF THE SECRETARY 

SUBJECT, 

FROM 

TO 

Inter-:-American 

General Counsel, 

The Secretc3:ry 

Freight 

TGC-1 

Conference 

21, 1967 

V 

We must decide whether to continue DOT objection to the Inter-American 
Freight Conference Agreement. Our brief and exceptions must ·be ·filed 
by December 27, 1967, so we hav 

1 
e t~ make up our minds immediately.
I . , 

DOT 1s original protest attacked the conference agreement and related 
pooling arrangements as violating the Shipping Act of 1916. 

Brazilian decrees designated this conference as the sole 
instrument for carriage of the principal commodities in the 
Brazil- United States trade. The heart of the situation is 
that there is no opportunity for competition fro!l1 outside the 
conference and no opportunity for competition inside,. the 
conference which will allocate 100 percent of the trade. 
(Our argument being that the legality of the conference 
agreement must be tested in the light of those Government 
decrees.) 

The pooling arrangements were based on national flag allocations 
having no relationship to historical carriage. ,

\ 

After much waffling around, the parties have entered a new conference 
agreement which includes the third flag Scandinavian lines who were out 
in the cold under the prior deal.· The prior agreement_ and pooling arrange­
ments have been withdrawn. Moore-McCormack has agreed to new North 
Atlantic trade pooling arrangements which were filed December 11 but 

, Delta has rejected Brazil's proposals for the Gulf trade. 

\ 

The new conference has· been approved by the FMC Examiner, objection 
being made only by DOT and ~MC hearing counsel. The shippers and 
carriers in the trade do not oppose the co:rrference. 
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In our-judgment the same legal objections initially raised by DOT are 
present with respect to the new confere·nce agreement. 

We have the following options: 

1. Appeal the Examiner's decision to the FMC. 

2 . . Do nothing further with resp.ect to the new conference agreement 
but protest the new pooling arrangements (probably in January) and attempt 
in that proceeding to raise issues related to the conference agreement.as 
well as issues related to the pooling arrangements. • 

0 

3. Take no further action at all. (Encourage State to work through . 
diplomatic channels to conform the arrangements to U.S. law, an unlikely 
possibility.) 

,. 
, .. The ·v"iews of the OST offices concerned, other Departments and the 

car:riers are as follows: 

1. State They oppose taking further action in the conference agree-
ment case and will probably do likewise if the carriers and shippers are - all on board on the pooling arrangements. Probably this reflects their 
desire not to ruffle the Brazilians or the U.S. flag carriers any further,.,
and a feelin g that the U.S. doesn't have entirely clean hands in the cargo 
preference area. 

2. Moore-McCormack Will probably object to our opposing the 
conference agreement. MooreMac believes _that a conference is badly 
needed in the trade and is satisfied with the pooling arrangements it has 
entered into. 

Delta - - Has not been able to work out a satisfactory deal with the 
• ·Brazilians and has said informally that it plans to do nothing in support of 

the conference agreement but will take a neutral position.· Delta has indi­
cated that, at this time, it will not be distressed if DOT files exceptions • 
to the Examiner's approval of the, 

I 

conference (for purely selfish reasons). 
, This, however, is Delta's private position and we cannot be sure that it 

will not publicly be critical of DOT' s oppos~tion to the conference agreement.. \ 

3. Justice _.:, Heretofore Justice has been_ sympathetic to DOT' s 
opposition but has not been following developments of recent months closely 
enough to have any definite recommendation. 

https://agreement.as
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4. Commerce and Marad --According to Joe Bartlett, General 
Counsel, Commerce privately is in sympathy with DOT pressing its 
objections but officially has no comment and stands indifferent. Within 
Commerce, Marad (reflecting U.S. lines' views) always has favored 
FMC .approval, although Mc Quade, Assistant Secretary for Domestic and 
International Business, supported DOT's protest against interim approval. 

5. OST --
I • 

a. TIA -~ Agrees that DOT should reiterate position it expressed 
before Examiner. that FMC may approve agreement only on condition that 
_Brazil does not im.plement the restrictive decrees or otherwise act to 
preclude or restrict the carrying of cargo by non-conference lines .. 

b. TPD -- States that it "Join.s in the position of TGC and also 
emphasizes the serious long-term consequences to the free trade position 
of the U.S. 1f we acquiesce in the Brazilian Inter-American Freight 
Conference, we will establish a precedent that is likely to be pursued by 
many other countries, particularly those in the lesser deve.loped-category. 
In many respects this is a case of first impression; if it is allowed to stand 
it will work at cro_ss-purposes with our declared Kennedy Round objectives -
of encouraging competition. 11 

A 

c. TPA -- Opposes pr.es sing objections if the lines involved are 
satisfied. 

d. TGC -- The General Counsel recommends that the Department 
appeal the Examiner's decision and seek Commission disapproval of the 
agreement, so long as the Brazilian decrees remain as they are. 

' 

-
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OF TRANSPORTATION UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

.ft.fen1orandum 

Intl'r-Amcrican Freight Conference 

DATE:February 

In reply 
refer to: 

28, 1968 

FROM ,, Assistant General 
Litigation 

Counsel, 

TO , • • General Counsel 

Supplementing my prior memorandu~ of the same date, Donald Macleay 
called this afternoon to state emphatically that Delta is not ·a bit 
happy with the conference agreement as approved.by the FMC and would 
welcome anything DOT might do to qve~turn it or block its effective­
ness. He adds that Delta would welco~e either the Department of 
Transportation or the Department of Justice or both going to court to' 
test the agreement's lawfulness . 

. ' 
_.. ---· 

cc: Paul-~ton 
M. Cecil Mackey. 

- ----· ----------- •• Donald G. Agger 
Alfred G. Vigderman 
Richard J. Barber 
David M. Schwartz 
Ray W. Bronez 
Robert_J. Blackwell.·. 

' 
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February 29. l 

ACTION - lnter-Amo:dcan Freizht Con.foi-cnco 

General Counsel 

The Secretary 

The ltMC, without a hearing, upheld tho Inter-American Freight 
Conference. We now ·must decide whether to ui·~e Justice to auoeal- .... 
the FMC decision to the Court o! Appeals. 

1. In my judgment, this case prcsel1ts the f'ollo..,.,ing questions: 

~- 'Whether there is a per se violation of U. S. shipping--· laws by a conference which, because of the interaction with_ 
Brazilian decrees, excludoG any com.petition with ·conference 
roernbers by O\.ttf;idera a."l.dis also competitively inflexible 
within the conference. (We think the answer is yea.) 

. ,. . 
. ~- Whether the FM.C may, without a hearing, approve· a 

- -conference having the anti-competitive aspects which this one 
does. (We think they ca."l't.) 

z. DOT ha.s the !ollowfa~ options: 

(a) Ask Justice to seek judicial review (this would be accom­
panied by a pctitiox1 to FMC to stay the effo~tivcness of it$ approv,~..DATE 

COKCURREltCU 

TO. ll'fMDOL 

; 68 
-,N'iT1ALs/s10. 

----OAT!. 

RTG. SYMBOL-

INITIAUl7s,o. 

DATE 

RTO. SYMBOL 

iNlii;:uJi.io. 

DATIi 

RTG. SYMBOL 

INITIAL•7s10. 

---DATE 

RTG. SYMBOL 

INITIALs7s10. 

DATIi 

RTG. SYMBOL 

1N1iii.wsio 

.,.,_ 

of the Conference). I:£DOT docs not appeal it is unlikely th:,.t anydn.e 
else will. Justice, of course, has the final say-so on whethor an RTG.sYMao, 

appeal is taken. 
mrr""iiu7s1ii 

•
(b) File a petition for reconsideration with FM.C. We have 

nothing new to add to our prcviouG arguments and see little chance 
o~ getting FMC to change its view. -,.T-o-.s-.,-M-eo-, 

(c) Do nothing with rer:pcct to the F~1C decision on the con­
ference azreement. We _would plan: however, to challcnze the 

DATE 

pooling a.grecment:l which have been set down for hcarhig. It is 
our judgment that attack of the poolfag agreements alone does not 
m.eet some· of the significant issues present in tho case. 

Form DOT f 1320.65(4•67) OFFICIAL fiLE COPY 
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The Line- Up: 

TPD and TGC recommend aaldng Justice to appeal ~he decision. 

TIA and TPA favor dropping the rrlµ.tter • 

.. - TIA wishes to express fully its reasons for opposition 
to appeal in a separate nlemo. • 

. ' 

-- TPA believes that we should bow out now because of 
industry relationship and political considerations. 

State "'ri~partment apparently favors dropping the case. Although 
there is internal difference of opinion at State, the latest official word 
is that an appeal may jeopardize Senate passage of the International 
Coffee Agreement. Howev.er, State also sD.ys that Delta is pressuring 
Senator Long to f~ght to Coffee Agreernent until the Brazil-U. S. shipping 
problem is wo1·ked out. State suggests •. that Delta will be satisfied with a 
bigger;piece of tho pie. However, Delta's additional piece of pie would 
have to come from Brazil or the Scandinavians, neither of which seem 
disposed at this time to relinquish what they now have. In fact, a 
successful appeal of the case may be the only devic_e which the parties 
and Brazil could use in order to change the present agreem~nt without 
losing face. We were orally in!onned that Tony Solomon plans to call 
on you personally. 

Industry. Mooremac is· happy with the deal and would be much against 
an appeal. Delta is unhappy with the FMC decision, plans to file a petition 
{or reconsideration, and advises us that a DOT appeal would be welcoine. 

We would appreciate an indication of your decisi~n, and I urge that it be 
given as soon as possible. 

mG~TElJ: 
.roa~.'E, ?.OBSO::: 

John E. Robson 

___ Drop the appeal but participate in the pooling hearings. 

___ Ask Justice to appeal the decision_(advising State before the request 
is ma.de in order that they have a 11last clear chance" to register 
theJ!'_dissent). -:--- • 

See me. 

cc: TIA 
TPD 
'IPA 
.5-,6'" 
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DRAFT 

SUBJECT: Inter-American Freight Conference 

FROM: General Counsel 

TO: The Secretary 

The Flv1C, without a hearing, upheld the Inter-American Freight 

Conference.which we have-be-en-challenging ..~as.-illegal~unde..J:-the-Shi-ppin-g 

Act 0£ l--91-6. We now must decide whether to urge Justice to appeal the : 

• . -.-~l-:r/\M"( jvJcr.w-!- -f,llu...u.11~ 
FMC <l;ecision to the Court of Appeals?"f.this case presents theYquestion~: 

-~ . r ~ l.,S c...--psr-5.c.. ", Jo+iCl~ oC u.t . st.1··/•Aq Lv..t 1 
ltl.--Whethe~a ~onference which because of the inter- d' 

. )~,
action with Brazilian decrees excludesiicompetition with conferencs· 

. 

' ,.
o vh, Jc:rs tt.l~" 

m_embers by inffi':'P•m<le,x-~and is~competitively inflexible within the 

• (W-c.. -\"~, .. ~ H,tc.. ~'5,we..r ·is 1..1e.$) .. 
conference. vielatee U. S.' law,;>e-r-s.e d 

0-

V!l--Whethe r the FMC may, without°'hearing, approve a conference 

having the anti-competitive aspects which ~re-N;•:tl:e3o" one does. (w12.. f-L,,;"this 
' ' -t-~'I c..~-

DOT has the following options: 

(a} Ask Justice to s~ekjudicial review (this would be acc9mpanied 

by a petition~ FMC t9 stay the effectiveness of its approval .of the 

Conference). If DOT does not appeal it is unlikely that anyone else 

will. Justice, of course, 
• 

has the final say-so 
on 
e£ whether an appeal is 

taken. 
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(F>~File a petition for reconsideration with' FMC. We have 

nothing new to add to our previous arguments and see little chance 

of getting FMC to change its view. 

( B.~ Do_ nothing with respect to the FMC decision on the 

. wo._/J , 
conference agreement. We "plan, however, to challenge the pooling 

agreements which have been set down for hearing. It is o~r judgment 

that attack of the pooling-agreements' alone does not meet some of the 

significant issues present in the case. 

The Line-Up: 

TPD and TGC-reco~~nd asking Just.ice to appeal the decision. 

TIA and TPA favor dropping the.matter . 

... ----- • Ao!- ~-==r.w:±~~ 
, ,., J:-W ~ha-tr-ou-r--ent r-y-in-the-eas.e-is.fu11,t;etaoed·t a;;;a;a,:. · 

I . 

_/ 1 ......"'-'o-- ........... ~ • 

( ~ / TTA-'T ove.ra.l.l"l)attern-of·intervention.and ..thaLour-presence 
I / 

{ 
\ '\. in-the-ca,6"--!ias--mad e--our--re lati on.-hi p"Witlnhe--,i;la rithne 

l •~ ~r~i.ffic-ul-t. 

TPA believes -} '-1.ut- uJ.c.. s;k.,. tJ bc,,.,v c-.)·I A,;,...v be c~ u s.t: ~(:. 

r .e-f-'4..-h,..._-~L,f .uv-d r,I ,-{1 (" .. ,.~ tqA~ 1 d,2_r;,t_i?a~!. 

afl,4~ ➔ · 
State Departrnen~favors dropping the 

may jeopardize Senate passage of the International Coffee Agreement. 

.,.. 
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However, State also says that Delta is pressuring Senator Long to fight 
'-

the Coffee Agreement until the Brazil-U. S. shipping problem 
• . 

is worked . 
out. State suggests th.at Delta wili be satisfied with a bigger piece of the 

pie. However, this seex:ns a-nli-kely-in...tbe present drcmnst.an.ces.,since 

Delta's additional piece of pie would have to come from Brazil or the: 

Scandinavians, neither of which seem disposed at this time to relinqu~sh 

suc1.n,th.f oJ\I~ 
what they now have. In fact, ari\ appeal of the case may be the'device 

• ""~~r,n,._~,f 
which the parties"could use in order to change thet:d present agreement 

.with out 1OS ing .~~J:~:.ru,:~:a-z:en.tty::fe~e-rs.-::"st~f:O'frgry:::a:no~face. We . . 

were orally informed that Tony Solomon plans to call on you personally. 

Industry. Mooremac is happy with the deal and would be much against 

an appeal. Delt~ is unhappy with the FMC decision, plans to file a 

petition for reconsideration and advises us that a DOT appeal would be 
·. . J 

welcome. 

________ Drop the appeal but participate in the pooling hearings 

•Ask Justice to appeal the decision (advising State before 
--------the request is made in order that they have a'1ast clear· 

chance•to ·register their dissent~. 

See me. 
... 
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Furthermore, Justice will not seek review if they are not 

convinced that we are legally correct. 

TPD - Strongly supports the recommendation that Justice be 

asked to file an appeal for the reasons stated above. 

TIA 

TPA -

State Department - State has orally advised that it is opposed 

to DOT asking Justice to appeal on ground that it might jeopardize the 

recently negotiated international coffee agreement with Brazil. But 

State has also said that Delta, which is cut out at present, will fight 
.9~v,a'hr- ~~<" • 

the coffee agreement, via i.-ts,--,pauerfuJ s~~~, if the 
~--\7-J/-t./,.S, • 

I\ coffee trade stands as it is now. State. also suggests that an appeal 
.~i• //J-1 A,.r, • ·~""4.JI 

might upset chances for a "solut"'ion" to the controversy but offers no 

blueprint for such a solution·except to suggest that Delta get a bigger 
I 

,,tt,N 

share; of course, Delta's share would have to come from Brazil or~ 
,1• A 

~-1,lh 

_ScandinavianA, neither of which will give up without a fight.'' • 

Industry - Mooremac is pleased with the deal it made and would 

be distressed if it were overturned on appeal. 

Delta is very unhappy with the FMC's decision and is going 

to file a petition for reopening urging the FMC to set the conference 

down for hearing and include an independent action clause. Delta's 

counsel informed us that it welcomes and encourages an appeal by DOT. 

,,.... 
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the objectives sought. I do not knot11i1Qth3r, if such guidelines were 
brought to more concret•~ definition, they iO:OL•.lc! suVi;ort the origin-c.l DOT 
int~r':~ntion in thi.z case, To take the further ste?, ho~·l<)Vet", of appealing, 
a·de6ision reached by FllC within its aroa of st&tutory responsibility seems: 
to me to require en even more compellinz case on.the merits. 

n. Tl~•) pl·v:>l~~l d,~,ns 1101:boll :.:oi•:a to :1 5!<1 1:1i'flc~~,t f_t:r.1.,~, si::.~-;..·p,;.:­.. 
Gr..-,.\..1:1, ba:t:..;~n l)(r! :t:1,1 ~?~:c.(~c11·~r~i1 C1.i12,1:;.1.l b-.::1.t-~vas- t.1!:it t:i'.~J 
C --1r~---~nr.~ A,., .. :"'·"' __...,,,-.,- (•lt•·,.-•t"-'' ,;· .... it•,· ~~r•:"'t, --:rt· ,··JJ·l"\ .......:c,, ... h"',,' l.•, .a.• ....... ""''"·-- It.~,. -"'·~••1-••~ "" tt ....•~-~L'- '"-'•• ... ..- • ._.-..1,,; i •• J • J -CL .. l"""•• .r. -J 
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o,~r~:~ un~ar 11cnc[-cc~,~~lt!~~ 1 poolin~ ar~~n~chl:ntu r~flccttn3 
n-:.:~.::i l i..:u1 1.:~,. 'l'h,:: r.:.:car~~:!·~:.~t:l1t!.1: a co·.1i:cri..~nc ,'!'~ tr.- ~.:~o:-1•::di•~ tl.1.a 
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(Ti.1cy nrc bcfr,i:c L;c nc~:). Iu c!::2-.?ct, W::! s-::r;u to b·' ~r.Guin;; 
ov,~:r th~ ioi:1~1 in W(tich r;:c d,o~c: to handl::! thti C'.n;e.y of 
i!;~u~s before Lt. 1'(1n.t ~t~tl:-:!~ t:a ~s a rr~1;l1c1..· n~:. .. rc,-:-, p!Ji.nt 
oa ,,hicli to t<1k~! th,.:: r::~cinto co,!rt . 

.. ------. 
,,~ t-n~ ...~ ..---~ ......,.,-..J.'0" o·-= t! ..~ C )r.l,!~••.-,,• .. ,.,, .. l n~'" 0"',Y r--,,, .... t ~, ... Ab , l-~-·•- o., ... :.~... ., j. ..... l .,_._.,_.__ ..... _._ ..... ., ... _.'"• '-"-
pro:.;p:c'C t ;_v~ p:,ol c h:":! snbni t t.:!cl for .upp;.·ova 1, but the F:•!C 
l1as p1·0.,idcc1 a: fttrtl1?r_cl~r-:~!-:·a~~~inst &1buso. · Th.e app~Q\ 1 .:1.l 

ol: th~ Cci!1Z<'.!·f,:mcc;\s.:-ee 1:mt j_s l initc<l to 13 r;;c.,nthn. ~ t 
i-,hich titi:<:: co11.::tnt•.o.tio:.1 r,.,!~i: b~ l'e,;mwi.:~d by t~iC pa;:i:.ics, 
aud during ,;hich tfr.K! th~ par::i.c:J c.:in d~:,,o:.1strute th~t th~ 
ni·ranger.1cat"will orcrnt:e to the b~nefit of the shipptng public." 

c. As to the pr<1ctic;tl cf[:cct c,f th(;'! r~-.:-oiipcctiva poolz, o!>viously 
they ce.t1not e:-:.i.ci:ly r.Jflcct l,isi:odcal cc1r1:~!Ln3s, b:::cansc the 
ul10lc problc;:1 o.!."L:}in11te:::;t:ith BrcrnJ.l' s dci;c:cr·.iination to pur.: 
n:ore c,, her c;~?oi·t:s into he ..• n~ tioi.12.l fl~~ ship~, :;md thiz 
ca.:-:;o 1,11..'.:H: Ho,;::>ivc:c, C}:cupi: for D·'.!lt;icc,;,:c f:co:;1 so,.:cu!1:2.-c. 
(uhich li.:t?.,ts n bi:_:3~: uhnrc, not f1.·c~ cor'.:~~;:ition) all p:::.rtics 
.ire in o.~rce:;-i~·li.t on the p::,ol~;. 'l'h~ pr.;.ctical effects upot1 
11outsiJe cm~1;:>2ti.cio11" alco .:-,pp-::r,r to ba r.ilnimal; I imdor:stnnd 
th::i.t the Confct·cnc~ m-~-s.,h~r:, includn c.ll the lin~:3 ,1t1ich hcv~ 

' been Cil,l•l~cd in th-? trao.:l in an}' signific~nt de::::;rce s'l.ncc 
Uorld \far I. 

3. Fo~ .. c5.~~\ 1.·.??1n~ion~: 
on two· [;Cn:?r;.il r;::-ound.s: 

II 

(a) f.s th3y sec it, the cru:~ of this prcb lei~: is re.nlly. i,1 the r-cc-:mt: 
c,.n•zo parf~rcacc nrr.m;:;:."!r,':;nts or nrazili ..m law, end c.dj 1.1stn,':!nts 
should be snu3ht th.1:c;u3h diplo:::11:ic; ch.r.,:n:?ls, not thr.c,u~)i U. S. 
courts. If ,:z 30 to court .it: thts point, w~ bccom~ c;;:r,~3c<l to 

"ju<licl:il ,chcisio:is W:? cnnnoi: fully coni:1•01. Tlv.!~~ could r,,:i.!;.a 
diplomatic l:ettlcr:::i:2nt rc::!..:h r..o~,3 dlf[j.cuJ.t. State I s t:tronz 
pre·:,.!r~nce is to press llrc::.?.11 hard in dip!.or~,a!:ic rcprc.s~nt~ tlo,1s 
to ,no1-:a SOi,!!l adj1J.strr.,~11:: fa 1101 .. ir,.~ Dnlta (t\t tl1c -c:..:£)Crt:3~ or: Loid,:: 
Br~:r.il taro). nnd to c;_·e~tc co •. 1~ s tntcttt:--al c!cvice .for ir,clud Cn:; 
new· lines, should they cv~r npp~a,;:-, in the poolc . 

. (b) St.:;.t,~ is p,1.rticul.?.rl:; co~1ce1.·1ud that ov~ri:uctilng the B'..C <l{!c is ion, 
or e.v.:::n lca'lt:13 it U\l•.1er .1 cloud, ·ui.11 leave!- th~ tr~lla ln ·d:~l.o;:; 
for ll r.ubstnntial pci.· to~1 ~nc.! d~s troy th~ ch,-:i:nces of n(i3ot:l.c t:i.n::; 

, . a settla1~.s?:1.t on tha fore.:,oj_nz bar.iG, sincu the nrs.zilian$ C.'!a ba 
"':1 _ R,.··cx::>;?Ctcd·to :-c.1fusa to n-.?go.:tat:c while tl1e ai:titmlc o.f tl:c Unttcd 

•' '!,·: St&tcs rn::.~ins· obccu:co, 'l'hic in State' ti view wculJ (given Scnntnr 
!.on:;• c p~si.tio:t) j~o,:,C\rdfac l:,1vorublc -Scn.:tl:e ccl:lon oi1 tha. 
Intcrna I:.ton~11 C,-,f fo.c A;:rrccn~;\ t. 

.• 
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V 
Larz~ly on th~ b~si~ of thz lott~r point, Tony tolocoa hnc ~~d~ clc~~ to 
x.1~ that StatQ ,,ill co to th,! Ehltt.l llou:;c in nn ef[urt to r,top a DOT ~l'J:(.!,'ll. 

I rccc-r~:::,~n<l tll:!.i:. \·.~;,,!not .:'.~)p8r1l th~ 1:;~cc.1r;cision oppt·ov'l.7\~ tho. Itltcr-f\.r.!Oricar~ 
l"rei.J~1t Ccnfcrci:.1.c(! .i\3rc::!s:!11,.t. 
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S-10 Reading File (3) 
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Nr. Sweeney 

r-' 

II 

. ' 



I 
I 

Form DOT F 1320.1 (1~7) I 
'i

I DEPARTMENTUNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
, 

OF TRANSPORTATION. 
OFFICE OF. THE SECRET ARY 

1'ie;,,1orandum 

DATE: March s, 1968 
In reply 

Inter-American Freight Conference refer to, 

FROM I Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 

TO File 

At the request of John Robson, I called Don Macleay on March 4 
.to inquire whether Delta had given State Department officials 
its opinion that the FMC order should be appealed. 

Mr. Macleay advised me as follows: 

Last week, after my initial inquiry on Delta's position, Mr. Macleay 
. had spoken to J. Clark who told Macleay h~ would call Tony Solomon 
•·personal 1,y to report Del ta' s support of an appeal. Macleay assumes 

-· this was :done but will check to make sure. 

Mr. Macleay added that if DOT appeals, Delta would consider inter­
_vening in support of DOT on the issue of the necessity of a prior 
hearing. A 

I 
I 

cc: John E. Robson 

.... 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF ,TRANSPORTATION 

.ft1en1orandun1 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DATE: March 5, 1968 
In reply 

SUBJECT: Inter-American Freight Conference refer to: 

FROM Assistant General eounsel, 
Litigation I 

TO ,, File l 
I 

·At a meeting with the Secretary, attended by Sitton, Bond, Agger, 
Sweeney, Barber (for Mackey), Robson, Craig and Wolff, the· Secretary 
indicated reluctance to seek an appeal from the FMC order in the face 
of any opposition by State of a degree that would take the issue to 
the White House, where he thought State would win. 

Principal opposition to seeking an appeal was by Agger who had sent 
a separate memo to the Secretary (not seen by anyone else with possible 
exception of Sweeney), supported by Sweeney. 

No conclusive decision was reached. At suggestion of R·obson, Secretary 
asked Sweeney to determine what Senator Long's views are and, on the- basis of this, that a meeting be held with Tony Solomon to see if the 
present differences could be ironed out. ~ 

' Late in the evening, I sounded out Donald Macleay on the views, if any, \ 
of Senator Long. Macleay cited Long's February letter to the FMC and 
further reported that Jay Clark would be speaking to Long's AA (Hunter) 
early Wednesday morning to brief him on Delta's views, as follows: 

1. Delta does~ have the slightest objection to DOT 
appealing FMC approval of conference agreement;

I 
I 

2. such an appeal would result in no inJury to Delta 
and would probably help Delta. 

3. On the merits of such an appeal, while Delta may 
not be in full agreement with DOT on all issues, 
it is in full agreement with DOT on (a) necessity 
for a prior hearing before approval, and (b) 
necessity for an independent action clause in the.. 

. 4. circumstances of this trade.· 
~ :=-t·~ 

.. 
Macleay further reported that Bob Best,· ·an international economist 
on the staff of the Senate Finance Committee with office in the sub-. 
basement of Old Senate Office Building, has been the primary staff man 
on the Coffee Agreement and has shown some interest in the Brazil -
shipping question. It is known that.Jacobs (or Jacobson) of State 
has been conferring with Best on the Coff~greement.

~/(} t .
j. U r {~ ~-,;,'~ -1i 

• . Pit.er S; Craig 7 



for!"'DOT F 1320.l (1~7) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 

J.1e1norandum 
OFFICE Of THE SECRETARY 

March 15, 1968 

SUBJECT: \ 

FROM • General Counsel 

ro The Secretary 

This will recommend filing a petition for r~consi<leratio~ in the Inter­
American Freight case. It must be filed by Monday, March 18. 

I see these as reasons for filing: 

1 .. We have a basis for filing as a result of the Supreme Court's 
decision of March 6 in the Svenska Arrierika Linien case (i.e., we won't. 

•. just be ~epeating what we already said). • 
: 

2.. It defers the necessity of a. White House confrontation with 
State . 

... Ii we file for reconsideration, the questfon of an app~al to the 
··courts need not be resolved until after FMC has acted on the 

0 

reconsidera.tion request. 

-- State wil1 have time to see if they can make a diplomatic deal 
that will satisfy our objections to the conference agreement. 

If we do get to a crunch with State, DOT looks much better if the. 
matter is terminated by a denial by FMC of the reconsideration 
request rather than by a. dismissal of an appeal to the courts. 

3. It preserves to the maximum· our options after we see what 
diplomatic negoations accomplish. 

I think we· should advise Tony Solomon that we are going to file and give 
'him the specifics of what feature of the agreement we _would like amended 
in diplomatic negotiations. • 



----------
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Sitton and Mackey agree to this essentially time-buying steps. 
John Sweeney thinks we ought to quit now. Don Agger does not 
agree with this approach and will communicate his reasons in a 
separate memorandum. '-

Approved: _______ _ 

_·1_i.J__ 
1 

•__ c/4!·1/Y-J_• 3-+,_//'Disapproved: ·/ " / ..1 -
See me: 

' 
/ ., 
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UNITE~ STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRA:,SPORTATION 
OFFICE Of THE SECRETARY

J.Vienzo;--andurn 1./"'" 
~,- y \\ 

l•i·f! , I - ·,,uo,..8
;Jv··lJ~---· -~- ~- OATE: t1.PR3 

.- -~ 
111 reply 

Inter-American Freight Conferenc0 refer to, 

FROM , Deputy Under Secretary 

10 Donald G. Agger 
Assistant Secretary for International Affairs 

and Special Programs 

The Secretary has decided against filing a petition before the Federal 
Maritime Commission (FMC) for reconsideration of the Inter-Ame_rican 
Freight Case. As I understand his action, it is not an abandonment of 
the position taken by DOT in its initial intervention in this c~se. Instead, 
it reflects the Secretary's attitude that our involvement inproblems of 
this nature can only be constructive and successful if we are prepared 
to offer reasonable alternatives. 

Viewed in this light, the Department should develop a framework in 
which our domestic economic system of free competition, O?erating 
under the constraints of a national anti-trust policy e>..-pressed through 
the regulatory process can remain viable in a hostile international 
climate. Because of the complexities of the ocean freight rate structure . 
and its close tie-in with international political affairs, a final resolution 
of this problem may not be possible. On the other hand, the integrity 
of domestic economic principles must be protected from the erosive 
pressures of international accom...--nodations. Since the situation will 
never be static, our best hope is a condition of balance between our 
precepts of competition and the cartel proclivities of international shipping. 

Departmental leadership in a cooperative ~ffort involving State, FMC 
and Commerce to develop such a balance is clearly needed to protect 
the public interest. 

Background of Our Problems in International Regulation 

The need for regulation in this field aris-=;s from the existence of shipping 
conCerences - - organizations of common carriers established primarily 
to work out rate agreements. Despite our distrust of cartels, the 
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conclusion has been reached (reluctantly) that shipping conferences 
•are a necessary evil and that for want of a better alternative lhcy 
provide the only framework available at this time within which rate­
n-iaking can be "stabilized. 11 The opportunity for constant abuse clearly 
exists (as in any cartel) and it .is reasonable that the Government 
continually guard against such potential abuse. At thesa.me time, it 
is clear that unilateral actions cannot be effectively and succes s~ully 
cxo1·cised by a single Govcrnn~cnt. As has been indicat~d in the 
Inter-American Freight Case, 'any international voyage involves at 
least two Governments, and frequently more, thus any regulatory· 
action on our part can obviously be countered by an opposing regulatory 
action of another Government - - leading to stalemate or chaos. 

At this point. it is useful to contrast the ocean shipping and aviation 
regulatory situations that face the U.S. Government. While there are 
many analogies between the CAB's responsibilities in relationship 
to IATA and the FMC's control over shipping conferences, there ar·e 
substantial differences that permit greater CAB leverage than in the 
case of the FMC. 

(1) The CAB' s affirmative approval is required before any 
specific IATA rate agreement becomes effective. 4 In 
the case of FMC, once the underlying conferences frame­

\
work has been approved, individual rate agreements there­
after take effect automatically, and the FMC then has the 
more difficult task of disapproving rates based on the record 
of a formal hearing. 

(2) Air traffic rights are exch.anged in bilateral agreements 
which expressly provide for suspension of landing rights 
in the event of rate disagreement. In contrast, shipping 
rights have for centuries b~en founded on the "freedom 
of the seas" concept. Treaties of "friendship, commerce 
and navigation, 11 relating to shipping, make no provision 
for withholding traffic rights because of rate disagreement. 

(3) The airline industry has developed within the framework 
\ 

of regulation, and is accustomed to compliance. In contrast, . 
econon'lic regulation is virtuc'.l.1ly no.n-cxistent in ocean commerce, 
and there is traditional resistance to it on the part of foreign 
Governments, as well as the industry itself. r 

https://thesa.me
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(4) The prmcipal rate issues in air service have thus far 
\ 

related to passenger fares. In contrast with the com­
plexity of ocean freight rates, air passenger fares are 
comparatively simple to analyze, discuss and negotiate. 

(5) U.S. 11ag carriers in the past have been dominant in 
aviation, but have been subordinate in shipping. This 
means that the U.S. flag spokesmen for our Government's 
position can be far more effective in airline conferences 
than in shipping conferences - - this does not imply that 
they are. 

(6) IAT A acts only by unanimous agrcen:ient; many shipping 
conferences act on the basis of n'lajority or two-thirds 
vote. This means t~at any single U.S. flag airline can 
prevent IATA agreement if that is necessary to conform 
to U.S. Governmental policy.. In shipping, on the other 

:, . 

hand, the U.S. flag lines can frequently be outvoted. 

Despite this advantageous position, the CAB also has encountered 
practical limitations on its ability to control international raJ:cs. 

Thus, the essential point is that regulation (as we normally think of 
it) is not fully possible in an international framework where more than: 
one Government can potentially assert regulatory jurisdiction. We 
cannot be sureof ending up with a given rate level merely because a: 
regulatory proceeding leads up to a quasi-judicial determination. that 
such rate is proper. 

In ·the final a~lysis, the executive function of international negotiation, 
~·rather· th~~'-'t~ quasi-judicial function of normal regulation, may well 
determine what the outcome of such broad issues might be. It is in this 
executive role that the Department of Transportation can exert its 
positive leadership and prosecute our economic policies in the protection 
of the public interest, 

The·se comments are~ meant to suggest that the Government is helpless 
to guard the public against unreasonable ?r discriminatory rates. After 
all, if it comes down to international negotiation,· this Government is riot 
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without leverage and bargaining power in this area. However, we must 
dcvcloo an affirmative and constructive basis for pi•otecting our policies 

, . against expedient accommodations so that a decision, if it is a political 
one, is made consciously in that framework and not by default. 

The clarification of these issues is ultimately a matter of broad 
policy,_ requiring the attention of not o~ly DOT, State and FMC, but 
of the President, other executive agencies, the Congress and the 
various affected segments of industry. 

Possible Approach Toward Regulatory Control in This Field 

One approach is to recognize that the power of formal regulatory rate 
control should be relied upon as a matter of last resort -- limited where 
possible to issues of a clearcut and broad importance, and used_ only 
after other, less formal efforts, have been unsuccessful. • ~ 

The formal regulatory approach should be supplemented by increased 
emphasis in other areas which can help to round out the protection 
of the public interest. First, more adequate means are needed for 
informing the public regarding: (a) conferences and their practices,

•and (b) the costs and profitability of the shipping companies. Part of 
the suspicion that attaches to shipping conferences stems from the 
relative secrecy which surrounds them. It is not unreasonable to requi.re 
more complete public disclosure in exchange for the Government's 
willingness to grant exemptions from normal application of the anti-tru.st 
laws. The FMC has worked in this direction and as a result has had 
its right to have this information affirmed by a Supreme Court decision. 

Public knowledge alone, if well circulated, could go a lon·g way toward 
safe-guarding against the abuses which regulation is normally designed 
to prevent. For example, one of the traditional economic concerns 
about any cartel is that it will use its monopolistic powers to force rates • 

. to unreasonably high levels, with resulting exhorbitant profits. In the 
case of a~_rJine-rate conferences, this element of possible suspicion is 
reduced by the fact that U.S. flag airlines must file detailed financia,1 
reports with the CAB,· and this information is freely available to the 
public. In the case of shipping conferences, the lack of comparable 
·information leaves the activity under a cloud 0£ suspicion that normally 
goes. with the term "cartel. 11 

• ' • 

https://anti-tru.st
https://requi.re
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It is in,porta11t that DOT keep as fully informed as 
basic characteristics of conference practices, and 
industry's costs and profits. This requires spe~ial 

possible of the 
of the _shipping 

analy~ical studies. 

\ 

Secondly, increased emphasis is needed 
resolving rate adjustment problems, as 
formal process of attempting to regulate 

on the executive 
a supplement to 
them. 

function 
the more 

of 

At present, the FMC frequently takes informal steps with the conferences, 
bringing to their attenJ:ion specific shipper complaints, and asking for 
con~erence rev iew and suitable action. However, there is a limit to 
how forcefully FMC can urge a particular rate adjustment in these 
informal circumstances: The issues might subsequently come before 
the FMC in a formal proceeding, requiring a full hearing. To the 
extent that the FMC itself, in the informal stages, had exercised a 
strong advocacy of a particular rate adjustment, it would not retain its 
standing to subsequently hear the case impartially on its merits as a 
quasi-judicial body. • 

This leads to the conclusion that an Executive Department (such as DOT) 
sh?uld be charged with the role of advocating rate adjustment,s which 
appear desirable, leaving the FMC free to act impartially as a quasi­
judicial body if the informal dfscussions are fruitless, and if the matter 
becomes one requiring formal proceedings. It was under this principle 
that DOT intervened in the Inter-American Freight Case. 

One thing seems clear to me -- we should avoid any trend towards bi­
lateralism inherent in the direction taken by Brazil in the Inter-American 

• Freight Case. Other countries will undoubtedly lQok to this precedent 
as a desirable means of underwriting the promotion and expansion of 
their national flag fleets without regard for the economic principles of 
comparative advantage the basic precept of our intern_ational trade 
philosophy. 

Conclusion 
' ' 

My own view is that no issue in the field of international transportation 
is more important. Thus, any resources which you can devote to the 
development of guidelines for directing iurtlier Departmental efforts to 
promote the more efficient and economic movement of our foreign 
commerce would be well directed. 
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Without such an effort, your· promotional goals in such areas as facili­
tation can be thwarted. After giving som.e thought to this subject, 
you may wish to prepare an issue paper for internal Depar.tmental 
discussion and Secretarial concurrence in a course of action to develop 
a Dcpa1·tmental program which m~ets the problems and issues raised 
by the frustration of our efforts in the Inter-American Freight Case. 

We should not await the development of a new crisis and be forceC: back 
to a position of inaction, as in the current instance, because we have 
no desirable alternative·for handling the problem. 

r 

\ 

Paul'· L. Sitton 
<.-· .. - •• 

__, } .._ ·-··-·--·--
' 

cc: flllr. Mackey 
Mr. Sweeney
Mr. Robson 

·I 
l 
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I 
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The Washington and Old Dominion Railroad 

Typical of the Department's intervention in cases before regulatory 

commissions to protect the public interest is the issue whether the Washington 

and Old Dominion Railroad of Northern Virginia should be permitted to abandon 

its operations and sell i~s real estate holdings for alternate purposes. On 

July 31, 1967, Mr. Bridwell raised the issue with the Secretary because the 

completion of two interstate highways, I-66 and I-95 depended _upon the resolu­

tion of the problem·of the ·abandonment of the railroad and the availability 

1of parts of the real estate for highway construction. 

The Department had taken a position supporting that of the Washington 

Metropolitan Transit Authority (WMATA)which was opposing the abandonment 

\ll'ltil the Transit Authority had firm agreements with Virginia Electric Power 

, Company, which had contracted to purchase part of the right-of-way in the 

railroad corridor for a rapid transit line, either' in the median of a divided 

highway, or at one side of it. It had been engaged in considering the problems 

' relating to the abandonment of the railroad for some months. On June 20, 1967 

the Secretary appointed a task force to re-examine the issues. That group 

agreed: 1) that the railroad corporation should be.allowed to abandon its 

operations, but not the righf-of-wa.y of the railroad; 2) efforts should be 

.made to_ obtain an agreement betl.Jeen the Virginia Department of Highways and 

the Washington Metropolitan Transit A:uthority to resolve· their disagreement·s 

in·order that the railroad could be abandoned. Since its conditions were met 

the Department filed a pleading with the ICC that supported the Transit Authority's 

request for an extension to November 1, 1967 to "WOrkout its plans. 
2 
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On October 9, 1967 a meetinj at the Bureau of Public Roads discussed 

the feasibility of the rapid transit line being built in the ~aID.e corridor 

with the highway (I-66) either in a median strip or beside the highway. Francis 

C. Turner of the Bureau of Public Roads stated his opposition to a rapid tran­

sit rail system in the median strip, while the Rapid Transit representatives 

discouraged the idea of running the highway and the rail transit in parallel,· 

because in that case the railroad w.)Uld have to be built on elevated structures 

in order to allow access.to the high~ay. 3 • 

Mr. Turner's negative attitude on that occasion persuaded officers of 

the Rapid Transit authority that the Department did not favor any agreement, 

until Mr. Crai/assured Mr. Cody Pfahnstiehl of the Transit Authority that 

Mr. Turner did not speak from the Department in this matter.4 

A further meeting was held on October 20 by the Transit Authority, at 

-which the plan for the Washington Rapid Transit System was adopted. The 

adopted plan included provision for rapid transit facilities in the median 

strip of· the interstate highway. This plan would involve t-wo grade separation 
5 

structures to permit access t~ and egress from the rapid transit facilities. 

Since Mr. Bridwell opposed the use of $3 million in Highway Trust Funds 

to assist in re-Jocating the railway roadbed to the median strip of 1-66, 

Mr. Robson, then General Counsel, put the problem to Mr. Boyd for his decision • 
. 

Both Mr. Mackey and Mr. Robson recommended that the Department assent to allo-

cation of Highway Trust· Funds,. indicating that in·. the absence of such support, 

development of a rapid transit system 
,' 

in the Washington area would become a more. .,, . 

remote possibilitr. The course recommended to the Secretary would, its pro­

ponents claimed, represent opportunity for savings for both rapid transit and 

* Peter S. Craig, Assistant General Counsel for Litigation 

------------------,---'U~ ·-
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the Federal interstate highway, the latter because. another grade separation 

at Shirlington would become unn~cessary. 6 

On the same day Mr. Brid-well advised the General Counsel that he had 

no further objection to the plan for the use of the median strip in I-66 

for rapid transit. Re did not, however, assent to use of Highway Funds for 

the grade separation structures. At a meeting held on the same day of all 

interested parties in the Department, the Secretary sided with Mr. Bridwell, 

deciding that Highway Funds should not be used for constructing the grade 

7
separation structures. 

The Department continued its interest in the case, however, particularly 

because the ICC·had not issued an order allowing the Washington and Old 

Do~inion to abandon its operations and thus free the roadbed for other trans­

portation uses. On January 24, 1968; the order was issued by the ICC. 

Mr. Schwartz so advised Assistant Secretary Sweeney, adding that the oor 

could ••point with pride" to its efforts in the _proceeding since it had 

actively worked with the Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority, the 

Virginia Highway Department, and other interested parties to help bring about 

a favorable resolution of the· issue. "It is our belief,n he said, "that the 

Department's efforts in furthering the concept of multi~use development (which 

also includes the activities of the Virginia Electric Power Company) in trans­

portation corridors has been in the p.ublic interest ... a 

Even though it appeared that the issue had been settled with the interests 

of all parties protected, the Department had not actually accomplished its 

purpose, because other interests soon intervened to cause a s·tay of execution 

to be issued against the Interstate Commerce Commission's judgment. In 
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.. 
turn, the stay caused the execution of the order to be delayed so long 

that the agreement of the Virginia Highway Department to purchase the 

W& OD right-of-way was nullified by a limiting clause in the contract 

of sale. The intervening interests were the W& OD Users Association and 

the Northern. Virginia Transportation Commission who maintained that public 

convenience and necessity would require the rail line to remain in operation. 

One of the judges i~ the hearing appeared to believe that the ICC ruling was 

unjustified~according to a Department observer, and indeed that the Depart­

ment of Highways, Virginia Electric and Power Company, and the Metropolitan 

Transit Authority had entered into secret, collusive arrangements to get 

the rail line abandoned at the expense of the plaintiffs. 

The Court's decision has not been rendered at the time of this study, 

with the result that neither plans for the Interstate Route 66 nor plans 

9for the Virginia line of the rapid transit system can go forward. • 

..,. 

. ., 

,, 
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Footnotes , . 

1. Lowell Bridwell to Alan Boyd, memorandum, July 31, 1967. "Old Dominion 
Railroad." 

2. Peter Craig to files, memorandum, September 26, 1967. Subject: "Washington 
and Old Dominion Railroad Abandonment." 

3. Peter Craig to files, memorandum, October 9, 1967. "Washington and Old 
Dominion Abandonment Case." 

4. Peter Craig to file, memorandum, October 12, 1967, "Washington and Old 
Dominion Abandonment Case." 

S. Craig to file, memorandum., October 24, 1967. "Washington and Old 
·Dominion Abandonment Case." 

6. Robson to Boyd, memorandum, October 27, 1967. "Washington and Old 
Dominion I-66" with attached memorandum, "Cost Sharing of Grade Separation ... " 

7. Craig to file, memorandum, October 30, 1967~ "Washington and Old Dominion 
Abandonment Case." 

8. Schwartz to Sweeney, memorandum, .j anuary25, 1968. Subject: "Washington 
·and Old Dominion Railroad. Abandonment of Entire_ Line in Virginia." 

9. James Lawrence Smith to files, memorandum~ May 14, 19680 

... 



UNITED ST/\TES GOVERNMENT U.S. OEPAflTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. 
• FEDERALHIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

IUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS Jvf_crnora11dun1 
I DATE, •JUL 2 'l 1967 

In replf 11ler lo, 49-01· I lO Hr. Lowell K. Bridwell 
Federal Highway Administrator 

• FlOM , r,·. c. Tl~1/)td . 
Di.rectoy\C;~ublic Roads 

SUBJECT,Virginia Interstate Routes 66 and 95 

The Virginia Depart.mcnt of lli.gh\·Jays is rapidly moving ahead with the 
rccon:;truction of the section of Interr,tat.c 95 that iG bc3t lmown as 
tho Shirley Highway. Construction has reached Arlington County and 
is ~proaching the Shirlington Circle from the south. Unless a 
deciaion is soon reached as to the future use of the Washington and 
Old fuminion Railroad right-of-way, construction -will have to come 
to a halt through this area. While the State has prepared preliminary 
studiea in great detail for alternate designs for the removal or reten­
tion of _the railroad they still need to prepare contract plans for this 
work . . • \. . 
1'hc sit.uat.ion is equally critical with Interst~te Route 66. The State 
.has acquired the rieht-of-wey for the continuation of Interstate 66 
ear.t,l-,ard from the Cnpitol Beltwcy but has not been abl~ to proceed 
with this -work until determination is made as to the future of the 
Wa::;hingtol].• an9-Ole! _I)?minion Railroad through Arlington and Fairfax 
Connties. The Virginia Department of Highways is ready to proceed 
wit,h the construction of this section of Interstate Highway 66 as 
soon as they are advised regarding the proposed abandonment of the 
railroad. 

The Virginia Department of Highways and the National Capital Trans­
portation Agency have worked very closely together in the design of 
both Int,erstate Route 66 and the rapid transit facilities. 

The presently approved rapid tranr.it, sy::;t.cm docs not include provisions • 
for an extension of the system throuch .Arlington and Fairfax Cmmties • 
along t.he area occupied by the i·WD Railroad. The National Capital 
Trnnsport.ation Agency which will soon become the Wanhington-Metropolitan 
Area 'l'ransit Authority is currently ritudying the extension of the system 
inLo Arlington, Falls Church and F'airfax areas. Their studies are com­
plete and will be considered by tho authority a~ _mootinas this weckenc1. 

You were .furnished a copy of Jirnmie Shotwell 1 s monorandum of June 23 
reporting his meet_ing -with Mr. SchwD.rtz and others. As pointed out in 

DUY U.S. SAVJ:-~GS DONDS R~GUL/\nLY ON ,i-:c PAYnOLL SAVINGS PLAN 

https://sy::;t.cm
https://tranr.it
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his rnrnT\orandum we believe that there would be a savincs of a little. 
over :t'6 ndllion in public fw1d:; if the railroad can be abandoned. 

"··::;.... 
-,-. It is urgent that an early dctennination be made on the abandonment 

. of the- railroad to pennit the Virginia. Department of Highways to proceed 
···with the construction of these two :iJnportant Interstate routes.· 

. ' 

.. 

,. 

'. 

, 



~--' . - -· 

li~ITEp STATES GOVT ,~n:i': r U.S. OEr' ~TMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FE, AL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

1111e,nor a 72(Ll.t7n 

TO : Secretary Boyd j, 

Department of Transportation 
/,' /' In reply refer t?:/.l,' JI 

FROM =·Lowell /. J-~ridwell 
Federal Highway Administrator· 

SUBJECT: Old Dominion Railroad 

• I am attach1ng a copy of a status report on the construction 
of Interstate Routes 66 and 95 in Virginia as they are nffected 
by the delay in the decision' on the abandonment of the Washington 
and Old Dominion Railroad. • ;It was produced at my. request. ' 

I· 
The status report is self-explanatory. In view of the fact 
that Assistant.Secretary Mackey has been assigned the responsi- ... 
bility for dealing wi'th· this problem, I urgently request th~t 
it be brought to a conclusion as rapidly as pos.sible. The 
p!anning and design of the two highways has proceeded on the 

,- assumption that the Railroad would be abandoned. I believe 
this was a proper assumption based _upon the stated policies 

.of all affected parties during the entire planning,.and design 
period. 

It now·appears that there is some reluctance to.press for • 
abandonment on the theory that the old Railroad right-of-way 
might, at some future time, be used for some kind of railroad 
transit facility. Fine. If someone can come up with a work-
able ·plan, we will make whatever adjustment is necessary. \ 
NCTA, which has the responsibility for- rapid transit planning 
until it is taken over by the Washington Metropolitan Transit 
Authority specifically looked at the possibilities of utilizing 
the W&OD right-of-way and rejected it. 

I recomi~end action to bring this problem to a conclusion as soon 
as possible one way or the other. 

.. 
Attacqment 

,,,,... cc: Assistant Secretary Ma'ckey 

BUY U.S. SAVINGS BONDS !1EGULAr-.LY ON ·rHE PAYROLL SAVINGS PLAN 

_........•_•---============--====~=====::::..:.:•-,==•=-==-:..::••=•·-=••:.-=-·___ __:•~•:_:_••------- - ••••••• - -a-_-_·--_-__ •__:,_• _,._,_.:.:•-=._::"::_•• ••• -• 
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Form DOT f 1320.1 (1-67) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRET ARY 

J.ien1orci_ndum 

DATE,September 26, 1967 
• 0 In reply 

SUBJECT, Washington & Old Dominion Railroad reler lo, 

Abandonment 

FROM , Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 

TO File ·-

At John Robson's request, Messrs. David Schwartz and Peter Craig 
met with Lowell ~ridwell on Saturday morning, September 23, 1967, 
for the purpose of suggesting orally what had been proposed as a 
memorandum from the Secretary. The draft memorandum (not signed: 
or sent) is attached . 

.. 
Also attending the meeting were Ray Abernathy and Howard Heffron 
of the Federal Highway Administration staff and Frank Turner and. 
Ed Swick of BPR. ~ 

The proposal was that the Federal Highway Administration make a 
commitment that if the Virginia Department of Highways, in consider­
ation for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority with­
drawing objections to the railroad's abandonment, agreed to preserve 
a continuous right-of-way for railroad (rapid transit) use, "either 
on the W&ODright-of-way or in a relocated right-of-way in the median 
strip of I-66, that up to three million dollars would be reimbursed 
from the Federal Aid Highway Trust Fund for necessary grade separa­
tions if, within five years, the Authority exercised its option to 
use this right-Qf-way. 

At the conclusion of the meeting, Lo-well Bridwell stated that the 
FHWA would look into the two questions presented: first, the legal 

• question as to whether 23 U.S.C. 130 permitted su'ch a commitment 
(our view is that such a commitment is proper) and second, whether, 
as a matter of policy, it was engineeringly feasible to accommodate 
rapid transit to the plans for I-66 which would utilize key portions 
of the W&ODright-of-way. The first problem was assigned to Howard 
Heffron, Chief.Counsel. The second to Frank Turner. On ~he question 
of engineering feasibility, it should be noted that the Virginia 
Department of Highways' current plans would provide for a 54 foot 
nedian for I-66, that· this wide.median initially was acquired for the 
purpose of future rapid transit use, and that·such plans previously 
had been-found feasible and safe by both .highway and transit engineers • 

. - . -- - ---·-·· --- ---
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It was the impression of both Schwartz and Craig, on leaving the 
meeting, that Turner and Swick (and possibly Bridwell} were not 
particularly disposed to an accommodation for rapid transit; that 
they took the view that the W&ODbelonged to highways, although 
presently by law committed to railroad use; that they would find 
any joint use of the right-of-way for both I-66 and rapid transit 
"too costly" and "impracticable"; that for policy reasons, if not 
legal reasons, the Federal Aid Highway Trust Fund should not share 
in the joint grade separation costs for 1-66 and rapid transit; and 
that, in view of these consider at ions, the Virgin{a Department of· 
Highways might be contacted and perhaps encouraged to avoid reaching 
any agreement with the Transit Authority for joint use of the W&OD 
right-of-way. 

If these impressions are correct, the painstaking efforts of the last 
two months to implement the recommendations of the task force set up 
by the Secretary under Mr. Mackey's supervision will have come to 
naught. The Transit Authority and the Virginia Department of Highways 
are now in active negotiation for an agreement that would accommodate 
their mutual interests and permit the ICC to authorize the ~inal aban­
donr(lent of the W&OD. The extremes of complete retention of,.the line 
for'railroad commuter uses and of complete abandonment thus far have 
been avoided, and the interested parties are close to an agreement, wh~ch 
depends primarily on the availability of federal ·aid to r~imburse the 
Virginia Department of Highways for its contingent financial obligation. 
If negotiations break off, we shall be back to the polar extremes exist­
ing several months ago, to the detriment of both the interest of highways 
(I-66 and I-95) and rapid transit. Highway considerations would be 
obstructed by reason of the fact that the Virginia Department of Highw~ys' 
option to buy the W&ODexpires on February 1, 1968, if there is no "final 
order" permitting abandonment by that time and the Transit Authority is' 
committed to opposing any such abandonment that might unnecessarily 
increase the costs of construction of a rapid transit line in the W&OD­
Dulles Airport corridor. The probability is th.at if present negotiations 
break down, the ICC will either deny abandonment, or if abandonment is 
permitted, it will be tied up in court far beyond the February 1, 1968, 
expiration date on the Virginia Department of Highways' option. In 

. either event, the Railroad has already served notice that its price for 
sale.of the right-of-way will go up substantially. 

Aside from what might be described as the philosophical objections to 
rapid transit manifested by this meeting, the objection was raised, par­
ticularly by Mr. Bridwell, of the ''lack of coordination" by the Office 
of the Secretary with the Federal Highway Administration on the Depart­
ment's handling of the W&ODabandonment. 

...-
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It is believed that these objections are without foundation. First, 
contrary to the expressed assumptions of Messrs. Bridwell, Turner 
and Swick, the abandonment of the W&ODis not exclusively a highway 
matter. The railroad is presently in railroad use and legally must continue 
in this use until the ICC permits otherwise. Second, numerous proposals 
have been advanced, of which WMATA's is only one, for the continued use 
of parts or all of this facility for rail use. For example, one group, 
w~th the support of Lehman Brothers, has proposed the refurbishment of 
the rail road as a freight line with its ex tens ion to Point of Rocks, Md. 

On June 20, the Secretary directed Cecil Mackey to convene a task force 
that included representatives of each of the three modal administrations 
for the purpose of reexamining the issues surrounding the proposed aban­
donment of the W&OD. Mr. Bridwell assigned James Shotwell to this task 
force. The group met on June 23 and by memo approved June 27 agreed to 
a course of action which involved: (1) the decision that the W&ODshould 
be allowed to abandon operations but not the line of railroad; (2) the 
decision that every effort should be made to obtain an agreement between 
the Virginia Department of Highways and the Washington Metropolitan Transit 
Authority for the mutual accommodation of their respective plans for I-66 
and rapid transit, thereby permitting the final abandonment of the railroad. 
A copy of the memorandum is attached, together with the comments of 
Messrs. Shotwell and Saunders which do not change its basic approach._ 

Further efforts were then undertaken. Mr. Shotwell was re~uested on July 10th 
to secure copies of all relative agreements affecting the W&ODright-of-way. 

• These included the agreements between the W&ODand the Virginia Department 
of Highways and an agreement between the Virginia Department of Highways 
and VEPCO. Mr. Shotwell obtained the former but not the latter since there 
appears to be a condition that the agreement will not be released until it 
is consummated. Consideration was also given to a proposal advanced by 
Fred Koumanoff of General Schriever' s Transportation Workshop regarding the 
use of the W&ODright-of-way as a test bed for a system to break the air­
port ground congestion problem. Frank Turner and numerous other DOT. per­
sonnel attended this presentation. 

On July 31, 1967, Mr. Bridwell forwarded a memo to Mr. Mackey urging the 
latter to bring the W&ODproblem to a conclusion as rapidly as possible, 
pledging that if a workable plan was evolved to use the W&ODright-of-way 
for a rail-rcrad ___rapid transit facility "we will make whatever adjustment 
is necessary" to ac~ommodate plans for I-66 and I-95. 

Thereafter, when the Transit Authority divided on the question of whether 
the entire W&ODright-of-way or only the Bluemont Junction-Herndon section 
sll.ould be preserved for rapid transit use, a letter was drafted and cleared 
by telephone by Mr. Mackey with Mr. Bridwell urging the Authority to re-
turn to its previous consensus that only the more limited Bluemont Jtinction­
Herndon section was required and that if this were agreed upon the Depart­
ment would support the Authority in its representa-tions before the ICC. 
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This letter, sent September 7, 1967, obtained its objective, and on 
September 19, 1967, the Department filed with the ICC a pleading that 
supported the Transit Authority's request for an extension to 
November l, 1967, to work out its plans, proposing in the alternative 
that if there was no such extension, any abandonment order should not 
include the Bluemont Junction-Herndon segment of interest to the Transit 
Authority. It was this pleading that prompted Mr. Bridwell 's complaint 
of lack of coordination, despite the fact that it was entirely con­
sistent with the report of the task force, on which he was represented, 
with Mr. Bridwell's memo of July 31, and with the September 7th letter 
which had been personally cleared with him by Mr. Mackey before trans­
mission. 

.. 
•.. 
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Form DOT f 1320.I (1-67) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

.ft1en1orandun1 

DATE: September 26, 1967 
(Dictated Oct. 10, 1967)

In reply . 
SUBJECT: W&ODAbandonment Case refer lo: '· 

FROM Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 

TO File 

I _called Jack Kennedy, General Counsel of WMATA, this morning to 
inquire about the progress of WMATAand VDH's contract.negotiations. 
I was surprised to be informed that WMATAhad had a session with 
Mr. Owen on September 18th, but had not progressed any further. 
Kennedy ~-d--that the--VDH was agreeabl~ in providing ingress and 
egress to and from the median strip of I-66 provided it cost Virginia 
nothing. _____ 

...... 

The WMATAstaff definitely favors use of the median strip probably 
from Wilson Boulevard all the way to Gallows Road, but a question 
arises as to whether a refund would be necessary on the 90 percent 
federal aid apportionable to the median area occupied by rapid transit. 

Subsequently, in conversation with Mr. Alper, he indicated that 
,f

General Graham was somewhat skittish about proceeding with negotiations 
with VDR. Alper prevailed upon him, however, to interpret Board action 

_ as authorizing at least preparation of a contract to be presented to the 
Authority at the October 21 meeting. 

Peter Se Craig 

.,./r) /;}✓
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 

Memorandum 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DATE: October 9, 1967 
(Dictated Oct. 10, 1967)

In reply 
SUBJECT, W&ODAbandonment Case refer to: 

FIOM Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 
/ 

TO 

~~~ -----

On returning to the office after lunch, I found the following message: 

"Mr. Craig 2 :05 

Mr. Quenstedt called and left this 
message: Washington Metro Area Transit 
Authority meeting today at Bureau of 
Public Roads, room 800 at 2:30 concern­
ing the W&ODand transit in the median 
of 66. Frank Turner, Jimmy Shotwell and 
Virginia Highway authorities will be there. 

Mr. Q. said he intended to call you this 
morning." 

There had been no prior word whatsoever from the Federal Highway 
Administration about this meeting, despite Bridwell's complaint of 
"DOT lack of coordination." 

I immediately took a taxi to the Matomic Building and attended the 
meeting in question, which lasted two hours. 

Attending the meeting were Frank Turner and Jim Shotwell of BPR, 
General Graham, Jack Kennedy, Howard Lyon, Bill Herman, Jerome Alper 
and one other person from WMATAand Doug Fugate and two others (not 
including Mr. Owen) from the Virginia Department of Highways. 

Mr. Shotwell took extensive notes on what was said, but Mr. Turner 
did most of the talking. 

Mr. Turner chaired the meeting and immediately pointed out that 
changes in horizontal clearance regulations by the BPR could well 
preclude or at least present problems for rapid transit on the same 
right-of-way as I-66. He alluded to changes in the shoulders on ~he 

r 
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left side of the highway as another factor. He asserted that I-66 
as presently designed cannot accommodate all future traffic; neither 
cw ld 
kinds 

rap_id ..trans it;· 
of transportation. 

he was trying to reconcile the needs for both 

Mr. Fugate reviewed the 
to reserve a median for 

·intersection of Fairfax 
the VDH had held up the 

fact that 
transit for 
Drive with 
right-of-way 

VPH had work~d 
the entire 

I-66 to the 
acquisition 

with NCTA in 1963 
distance from the 
Capital Beltway, ~h~t 

pending NCTA appropri­
ations but when there was no such appropriation, had come up with an 
alternate plan that contemplated two additional highway lanes for this 
entire distance that would displace rapid transit with reserved lanes 
for bus transit if rapid transit did not in fact develop. In these 
previous plans, he said design standards of BPR were somewhat lower 
and perhaps there was not now the space that was considered desirable 
under present BPR regulations. 

Mr. Turner recalled that he personally had gone to the Bureau of the 
Budget (Paul Sitton) suggesting that NCTA appropriations be used to 
buy the residual of the W&ODand that ·the NCTA bargain "for all of us" 
in securing this right-of-way. Turner recalled that Mr. Quenstedt had 
said 1that the W&ODdid not fit into NCTA's engineering plans. Turner 
further recalled that part of the NCTA's unused appropriations were 
turned back and the remainder were used for administrative· expenses. ,. 
Mr. Quenstedt corrected Mr. Turner to point out that there had been no 

.• NCTA decision not to use the W&JD or the median of I-66, but rather it'. 
was Congressman Kirwan who had insisted that the NCTA not spend appropri­
ated funds absent prior congressional authorization of a basic subway 
system. (It was at this time that Congress recommitted the subway bill 
to the House Committee.) 

Mr. Turner asserted flatly that the 1963 highway-transit plans were now 
obsolete and asserted that the use of the median of I-66 for rapid 
transit was, so far as he was concerned, a solut'ion of last resort. 
He then asked what WMATA's current plans were. 

General Graham briefly outlined the .foor alternate plans being studied 
and then Mr. Fugate's assistant reviewed the history of I-66 planning. 
He pointed out that "originally" I-_66 had contemplated six lanes . 
between the Beltway and the Dulles access road, eight lanes for the 
section between the access road and the turnoff for Three Sisters Bridge 
and six lanes through Rosslyn to Theodore Roosevelt Bridge. Subsequent 
to the congressional setback of rapid transit in 1963, VDH revised its 
plans to add two lanes between the Beltway and Glebe Road so as to make 
the totals eight lanes from the Beltway to the Dulles access road and 
ten lanes from that point to Glebe Road. Current plans involve initial 
construction of eight lanes from the Beltway to Dulles access road,. 
eight lanes from Dulles access road to the Three Sisters Bridge turnoff 
and six lanes through Rosslyn. Thus, part of the contemplated 54 ft. 

r. 
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median for rapid transit between the Beltway and Dulles access road ~-. 
would be pre-empted by highways. Construction of the ninth and tenth 
lanes between Dulles access road and Glebe Road would be· deferred fo.r 
a later date. 

Mr. Fugate's assistant showed cross sections of the 1963 plans which 
provided for the entire distance between the Beltway and approximately 
Fairfax Drive, a 54 ft. median that included two eight foot shoulders, 
.two foot-91~-b-s for.chain link fences, eight and a half foot clearance 

&, • to the center line of the rapid transit track and another eight feet 
•.... from that point to the cent~r_ piers which were approximately three feet 

wide. Mr. Lyon had identical cross sections with him.
·ii, • .. .~~ 

Turner pointed out that the former requirement of eight foot sh~ulders 
·h~ now been expanded to ten foot~shoulders for disabled vehicles on 
·t~e left side of the freeway lane •. 
• 

Fu gate's assistant pointed out that if they were to return to a median 
s~rip plan of 54 foot median, VDH would have to return to six lanes in 
the section of I-66 between Dulles access road and the Beltway. 

Mr. Turner inquired as to whether 54 feet, even under the 1963 plans, 
was sufficient for station platforms. He was advised by Mr. Lyon's • 
assistant that previous plans had contemplated transit stations at 
both Patrick Henry Drive and Lee Highway (East Falls Churc~) and that 
76.foot medians would be required in this section. 

Mr. Fu gate's assistant said that if there were such an additional median· 
width requirement in this section, another one or two rows. of houses • 
(approximately 70 houses) would have to be condemned. Furthermore, such 
a 76 foot width to accommodate these two stations would add costs for the 
highway structures. 

Mr. Turner asserted that the entire 54 feet previously deemed adequate 
for the median strip use of rapid transit would now be needed for the 
freeway because of the new horizontal clearance requirements. He said 
we are going to need all of this 54 feet to. accommodate the'highway 
designed, recognizing that east of Fairfax Drive and Glebe Road the 
highway was being planned by undesirable standards right now. Mr. T~rner 
asked whether rapid transit might better go alongside I-66 rather than 
in the median. He said "We now feel, on the basis of national exper'ience, 
that railroads in the medians of highways are not desirable." 

Both the WMATAarrl VDH representatives ~hrew cold water on rapid.transit 
gQ.ing alongside I-66 rather than in the median. Mr. Lyon said it would 
cost substantially more to construct such a rapid transit line since. 
practically all of it would have to be ~u!lt on structures! Mr. Fugate 
said that this presented complications of access and egress for highway 
users. 



4 

Mr. Fugate said that if the W&ODwere to remain as is, highway con­
struction costs would go up to $5 to $6 million. There was some dis­
cussion of the feasibility or lack of feasibility of rapid transit 
in the Dulles access road .. Both Mr. Turner and Mr. Quenstedt questioned. 
whether there would ever be sufficient demand for'rapid transit to 
Dulles to justi~y extension to that point. Mr. Quenstedt f~rther offered 

.: ,the view that such limited travel as existed between Dulles and National 
::;_,would best be handled by bus . 

. • i. ~ • 

. :·:t,Mr. Fugate inquired what BPR's present position was as to the desirable 
width of the median to accommodate rapid transit. Mr. Shotwell replied 
70 feet, including 40 feet between fences and 15 feet on either side to 

.· allow for ten foot shoulders. Mr. Lyon pointed out that this compared 
with the 1963 plan calling for 36 feet between fences with 9 feet on 
either side for shoulders. 

Mr. Turner showed considerable interest about the lesser vertical clear­
ance requirements for rapid transit. Mr. Lyon pointed out that 12 foot 

...• vertical clearance from top of rail was all that was required compared 
~ .f'° ~-~- with 22 feet for conventional railroads. 

Mr. Turner-pres~;d both sides to agree with his assertion that there was 
no problem in WMATAand VDH jointly using the W&ODand therefore it could 
be promptly abandoned. Mr. Lyon replied that there would not be unde_r the 
1963 plan, if agreed upon. Mr. Fugate cited potential pro~lems of the cost 
of additional right-of-way and structures in station areas. In this con­
nection, Mr. Lyon pointed out that the 1963 plan had also contemplated a 
station at the intersection of Route 7 (Leesburg Pike), but that the 
highway flared in the area of the Dulles access road interchange so that 
sufficient space existed for a station facility. Mr. Turner asserted that 
there appeared to be only problems of detail in engineering design to be 
worked out. • 

Mr. Kennedy said that the question had arisen as to whether the BPR would 
require reimbursement of its 90 percent share in the right-of-way costs 
for the wider median. Virginia law required reimbursement of Virginia's 
department of highways for its 10 percent. Mr. Turner stated "We are in 
the same box as Virginia" and that he did not want to go to Levenworth 
for violating federal highway laws. Mr. Turner clearly indicated his 
personal legal opinion that BPR would require such reimbursement. 
Mr. Kennedy pointed out that the median would be used for highways if no 
rapid transit system were built. Mr. Turner reiterated that if there 
were rapid transit "we would be getting an inferior highway." He said, 
however, we might have to compromise highway design to get something 
satisfactory for both highways and rapid transit. 



---

5 

Mr. Turner then inquired as to whether there was any other section 
of the W&ODof interest to WMATA. General Graham stated that present 
plans did contemplate a Tooneville trolley type of operation for ten 
miles between Gallows Road.and Herndon. He also said that while some 
of the plans contemplated• use of the W&ODbetween Lee Highway and the 
Beltway, the staff-preferred plan was to use the median strip of ·I-66. 

Mr. Turner raised the question as to how much time woul~ be required 
before WMATAput up the money required for its share of construction 
costs. General Graham said two years would be required. 

Mr. Fugate's assistant said that VDH is now ready to.proceed to con­
_struction between the Beltway and Lee Highway (except for-the crossing 
of W&OD). In this section, VDH has all right-of-way acquisition com~ 
pleted. VDH is not far along, however, on the section ~rom Lee Highway 
to Glebe Road where only a few parcels have been acquired. 

Mr. Turner stated flatly that he was unwilling to free the use of any 
highway trust fund monies for contribution to rapid tran_sit under any 
subterfuge. He said he could not appropriately sink money into projects 
that ar~~n_fact a·necessity for the highway alone. 

Mr. Fugate stated that there should be a time limit in any agreement 
between WMATAand VDH, for if a decision is made to go into the median 
with stations at Patrick Henry Drive and Lee Highway, VDH 1nust hold 
up final plans for this s_ection and must also know what its share will 
be in the cost. 

It was asserted that a two-year option would be desired by VDH.. 

Mr. Turner wanted reassurance that WMATAwas the only agency with respons­
ibility in the planning and construction of a rapid transit system. He 
was assured by Mr. Alper that this was the case with the caveat that WMATA'·s 
two directors from Virginia are also on the NVTC and that concurrence of at 
least one of them was required for the adoption of any plan. 

Mr. Turner, in conclusion, inquired of Mr. Craig if the DOT had· anything 
to add. Mr. Craig stated that the Department'·s principal concern was to' 
get a satisfactory agreement between WMATAand VDH as soon as possible, 
and hoped that the draft agreement would be ready by the time of the 
October 20 meeting at the Statler for approval at that time by the WMATA 
directors. 

Mr. Turner said that Mr. Shotwell would work with Mr. Owen and General 
Graham in working out an agreement. 
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Subsequent to the meeting, Mr. Alper and Mr. Quenstedt expressed grave 
concern over Turner's attitudes.that were not only negative to use 
of the median for rapid transit, but also totally negative to the _idea 
that the hignway trust fund bear any costs of grade separation or rail 
right-of-way relocation. It was Turner's apparent attitude that the 
highway trust fund was entitled to pocket all savings that might·arise 
from the abandonment of the railroad without paying any of the cost of 
relocating or grade ·separating that railroad to accommodate rapid 
transit. 

After the meeting, Mr. Kennedy gave me two copies of a draft agreement 
that WMATAhad prepared but, in light of the course Qf the meeting this 
afternoon had not been distributed. 

Also after the meeting, Mr. Quenstedt confided that he had alerted me 
about the meeting this afternoon expecting (as was true) that neither 
BPR nor the Federal Highway Administration had informed the Department 
_of this meeting. 

(l /J
l)".C I 

s. Craig 

... 

cc: John E. Robson 
:-, J ·f: 

6 /,fl hlarlJ.. 
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October 12, 1967 

wt.OD Abandonment case 

Assistant General-Counsel, 
Litigat~on 

Fila 

I conferred at lunch today with Mr. Cody Pfanstiehl, Public Relations 
Director of WMA'tA, and diacU3sed various r.llnificat1ons of the curr0nt 
impasse in reaching agreement with th• Virginia Department of llighwaya 
cnused, at one extreme, by the role of irank Turn~r and, at the other 
~xtr~ae, by the role of Fred Babson. 

Efforts to secure an ngraement, which were wll undcrw~y one month ago, 
ar~ presently derailed DY renson of the cold water thrown on the 
oµe ration by Frank 'l'urner. Whether or not Mr. Turner i~ fact desires • 
to forecloae an agreement, his act iona are being intarprated by at 
least the Transit Authority representatives 4s being entirely negative 
to reaching any solution. I explained to Mr. Pfanstiehl that I had 
sought to persuade the Transit Authority negotiators tlat.Mr. Turner 
did not spea~ for the Department of Transportation and was not. in a 
position to be asserting many of the things ho has, particularly with 
respect to the unavailability of federal aid reimburaeCl8nt for joint 
project costs. 

The situation with Fred Dnbaon ia entirely a political one. As a 
candl~ata for reelaction this November, Mr. Babson feels wlnerQble' 
to attacKs by hia opponent, who charges that Bnbson's actions supporting 
the Airlie II plan deprived Fairfax County residents o! an immediate 
chance for improved transit service involving commuter railroad oparationa 
on the W&OD. Babson had been misled in previous years by-the NVTC staff, 
had made promises that thare could ba rail commuter service within a few 
months, and wile he probably now realizes such an operation is impractical, 
he feels he cannot consent - or appear to consent -- to tne loss of any 
part of tha W&OD. \ 

Tbe extremos personified by Mr. Babson on the one hand and Mr. Tumer•a 
image on the otner, tend .to impede advanceMent of both rapid transit 
plans &Ddhighway plans. to tha ulti~at• banetit only ot th• W&OD. 
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It was Mr. Pfanstiehl's feeling that every effort should ba made at 
the forthcoming October 20-21 WMATAmeeting to sell the Airlie 11 
plan as a sole hope for saving that ?art of the W&ODu3eful for rapid 
transit. He felt that if this could be st~tod affirmatively, 
Mr. Babson might go along. Re did not discount the problem presented 
by too fact that tha ICC has deferred its deciaion only to November l 
and the election will not~ held until November 7. 

Mr. Pfanstiehl supplied ma with a copy of the variova rapid tran8it 
plans that will be. reviewd at tba October 20-21 meeting. Thia map 
is attached to this memorandum. 

Peter s. Craig 

Attllchment. 

cc: David M. Schwartz 

PSCraig:he:TGC-30:10/12/67:28761 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT OEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Memorandum 

DATE: October 24, 1967 
In reply 

SUBJECT: W&ODAbandonment Case refer to, 

FROM Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 

TO File 

At the request of Peter Craig, a meeting was held today from noon 
to 2:30 P.M. on legal questions relating to the proposed WMATAuse 
of the W&ODand I-66 median strip for rapid transit. 

Attending the meeting were Jack Kennedy (General Counsel of WMATA), 
Jerome Alper (Special Counsel, WMATA), Vernon Garrett (Engineer,· 
WMATA), Fletcher Krause (Chief, Land Use Division, Chief Counsel's 
Office, FHWA) and Messrs. Wolff and Craig.of DOT •. 

The plan approved by the WMATAdirectors last Friday contemplates 
use of the I-66 median strip with portals near Fairfax Drive to the, 
east and at the intersection of W&ODto the west. This section would 
be covered by an agreement with the VDH as a relocation of the W&OD 
right-of-way. It is hoped that WMATAcan have free use of a 54 ft. 
median by an easement terminable if and \vb.en the mass transit line 
is abandoned. WMATAwould require a 76 ft. median in a section.in­
volving stations at Patrick Henry Drive and east Falls Church and is 
agreeable to paying 100% of the additional cost for such right-of•way. 
WMATAis also agreeable to paying 100% of the costs of all fencing and 
rapid transit facilities, as well as any additional structural costs 
in the area having a 76 ft. median. 

WMATAhopes that at least part of the costs for the two grade separa­
tion structures necessary to reach and leave the median will be paid 
by VDH and BPR. 

Mr. Kennedy had no difficulty in agreeing that no reimbursement to 
the federal government was required for the use of the 54 ft. median 
strip. However, he expressed uncertainty about the degree to which 
the federal-aid trust fund could be used to help defray cost o'f the 
two grade separation structures • ., 
WMATA's counsel are of the opinion that what is proposed is a railroad 
relocation and that Section 130(a) is applicable, so that the federal 
government can reimburse up to the amount it would pay for grade separa­
tion structures in the event there were no railroad relocation. 

------ ' 

https://section.in
https://Craig.of
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It is the desire of WMATAto have a five-year option for this proposal. 

It is recognized by WMATAthat a separate agreement will be necessary 
with Vepco covering the W&ODright-of-way between Gallows Road and 
Herndon. 

While hope has not ooen abandoned of having these two agreements made 
by November 1, Mr. Alper pointed out that there was some doubt as to 
whether WMATAwould even have a quorum at its only remaining meeting 
at that date. Mr. Alper points out that the present District members 
will be out of office on the date when six of the new council member's 
are approved by the Senate.· Presently it is expected that such con­
firmation will occur on October 26th. 

The draft agreement previously supplied to Mr. Heffron and our office 
was also mailed to Mr. Owen of the VDH. Thus far, WMATAhas received 
no response. 

Mr. Craig pointed out to WMATA's counsel that insofar as this draft 
agreement implied the possibility of federal aid reimbursement for con­
struction costs of two reversible bus lanes that are not to be built, 
there was no legal basis for federal contribution. Mr. Craig stressed 
that only the railroad relocation provisions of Section 130(a) could be 
invoked and that pending final legal opinion on this issue, \.]MATAand 
VDH should negotiate on such assumptions as they desire. 

\ 
Mr. Alper stressed the difficulty of proceeding to an agreement without 
a firm legal opinion on the Section 130(a) issue. Messrs. Craig and 
Krause assured Mr. Alper that they would make every effort to have an 
opinion ready by the end of the next day, October 25th. 

Mr. Alper inquired about the prospect of receiving another 15 days from 
the ICC, pointing out that Mr. Hanifin had already assured Jack Kennedy 
that the W&ODwould have no objections. 

* * * 
Subsequent to the meeting, I received a telephone call from Bob Calhoun 
of Chairman Tucker's Office at the ICC inquiring of the status of our 
negotiations. Noting that Senator Spong was considerably interested in 
the preservation of a.rapid transit right-of-way, he asked that he or 
the Chairman receive a copy of any request for more time. 
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He further stated that Commissioner Tuggle, Chairman of Division 3, 
had considerable personal interest in doing what might be helpfu~ 
arrl woo ld be ruling on any request for more time. He suggested ,that 
Mr. Alper address a letter to Commissioner Tuggle or the Secretary 
of the ICC (who would forward the letter to Tuggle for action), with 
copies to all parties of record. He further anticipated that Com­
missioner Tuggle would agree to such a limited extension provided 
that it was clearly understood that it was the last. 

.. 

\ 
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COST SHARING OF GRADE SEPARATION 
STRUCTURES NECESSARY FOR JOINT RAPID 

TRANSrr AND HIGHWAY USE OF W&OD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

------·. 
We face 

·-

the 
. 
question whether the Highway Trust Fund ~hould, as a 

matter of policy, pay for part of two g·rade separation structures 
necessary to relocate the '\'l&OD right-of-way to the median strip 
of I-66 for rapid ~ransit use. 

It is our legal opinion, in which the Federal Highway Administration 
concurs, that 23 U.S. C. §130(a) authorizes the use of Federal-aid 
Highway money for the pr_oposed relocation up to the amount that would 
have been spent for grade separation structures, etc., had the railroad 
right-of-way remained in place. In this instance, this ceiling is approx- . 
imately $3 million. 

Consistent with prior commitments made by the Department to support 
plans of the Washington Transit Autho:rity to preserve those portions of 
the W,&.OD that are useful for rapid transit, Cecil Mackey and I believe· 

-~ the Department should approve reimbursement of the costs of relocation 
of the rail right-of-way authorized by 23 U.S. C. §130(a). 

The Transit Authority has opposed abandonment of the W&.<JD in order 
to preserve the presently existing rail right-of-way from the vicinity 
-of Parkington (Arlington County} to Herndon (Fairfax County). The 
Transit Authority opposition has been supported by DOT, which has urged 
the ICC to refrain from aJlowing abandonment until the Transit Authority 
has firm agreenients with Vepco and the Virginia Department of Highways 
"providing for preservation of a right-of-way for rapid rail transit with • 
sufficient provision for grade separation for subsequent highway con­
struction to ensure the continuous railroad right.-of-way to accommodate 
the extension of a Washington metropolitan area rapid transit systeh1 in 
or adjacent to the W&:OD right-of-way. 11 

The Transit AL1thority is willing to withdraw its protest to the abandon­
ment of the W&OD if it can secure agreements with both Vepco and the 
Virginia Department of Highways reserving a suitable rapid transit . 
right-of-way. The Transit Authority and VDH are both ag'reeable t~ the· 
relocation of the rail right-of-way inside the Capital Beltway to the median. 
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strip of I-66, but the key to their completing an agreement is the willing­
ness 6! DOT to pick up the tab of the two necessary grade· separation 
structures to the extent authorized by 23 U.S. C. §l 30(a). All remain­
ing costs of such grade separations plus the cost of the transit facilities 
and stations in the median would be paid for 100 per cent by the Transit 
Authority. __,, 

Furthermore, the agreement would be in the form of an option extending 
no further than five years so that if, for any reason, the Transit :Authority 
does not carry through its plans and obtain necessary fina•ncing by that ' 
time, the Federal-aid conunitment would expire. 

FHW A's apparent concern is that if the W&OD is abandoned, ·it would be 
possible to save-the Federal-aid Highway Trust Fund this $3 million. 
This overlooks the fact that the very reason the Transit Authority has 
opposed abandonment (with our support) is that abandonment would. fore-. 
close any cost sharing_ and give I-66 a free ride at the expense of rapid 
transit. 

The course we suggest permits savings for both. Abandonment of the 
W&OD with the kind of agreement sought by the Transit Authority would 
save about $2 million worth of highway construction costs AOtherwise 
necessary !or grade separation on I-95 at Shirlington, plus approximately 
$1 million in other grade separation structures not on the Interstate ' 
System. In return, the Virginia Department of Highways would "pass on" 
the savings otherwise realizable for I-66 in order to help pay for the. 
relocation of the rail right-of-way to the mutual advantage of both 
highways and rapid transit. 1 

. ! 
I 

• 0 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Memorandum 

SUBJECT, 

FROM I 

TO 

DATE: October 30, 1967 

In reply 
referW&ODAbandonment Case to: 

Assistant General Counsel, 
Litigation 

File 

On Friday morning, October 27, 1967, Lowell Bridwell advised Mr. Robson 
that the Federal Highway Administration had no objections to the geo­
metrics of rapid transit use of the median of I-66, and that the Transit 
Authority was free to plan for use of the median without reimbursement 
to the Highway Trust Fund. 

At the same time, however, Bridwell advised that he opposed, on policy 
grounds, any contribution of the Highway Trust Fund toward the cost of the 
two grade separation structures necessary for rapid transit to reach and 
leave the I-66 median as part of the proposed relocation of the existing 
(W&OD) right-of-way, which would be broken and partially pre-empted by the 
freeway. Bridwell acknowledged that 23 u.s.c. 130(a) authorized contribu­
tion of up to $3 million for such grade separation structures, but felt 
that the entire cost should be borne by the Transit Authority. 

Availability of Highway Trust funds to help pay for the proposed relocation 
has been a major key to accomplishing the OOT's objectives of an agreement 
between the Transit Authority and the Virginia Department of Highways; such 
an agreement has been the key to the Transit Authority's willingness to with• 
draw its objections to abandonment; and the OOT has been on record, with 
Bridwell's consent, for several months in its support of the Transit Authority•·: 
desire to preserve those portions of the W&OD(or its substitute) useful for 
rapid transit as a continuous right-of-way. 

Because of this difference between Bridwell and the Department (TPD and TGC), 
John Robson asked for a meeting with the Secretary Friday afternoon. 

At this meeting, attended by Bridwell, Heffron, Robson, Craig, Mackey, 
Schwartz and Sweeney, the Secretary agreed with Mr. Bridwell. It therefore 
was agreea-t]1at the Transit Authority would be advised that although use of 
the I-66 roodian was agreeable with the Department, there lolOUld be no cost 
sharing by the Highway Trust Fund on the two grade separation structures 
nece•••r1 to n.ach and l••v• th• madian. 
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Subsequent to the meeting, I inquired with both Robson and Sweeney. 
as to whether this decision should be attributed to the Secretary 
or to Bridwell in my future contacts with the Transit Authority. 
Both agreed that the decision should be attributed to the Federal 
Highway Administrator. 

,. 
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V '- • _____;__ -- . January 25, 1968 

W~ & Old Dominion Railroad 
A~o~went of Entire Line J.a.-Virginia 

Director, Office of Policy Review 

A&oistant Secretary for Public Affairs 

As you know, the ICC has at lon3 last permitted the W&ODto abandon 
its entire line of railroad in Arlin3ton, Fairfax, and Loudoun Counties, 
Virginia. The decision.was unanimous. 

I 
I , ... I think the 
' proceeding. 

subject to 
transportation 
Area Transit 
preservation 
their rapid 
with these 
they found 

Department can point with some pride to its efforts in this 
DOT successfully urced the Con:mission to permit abandon.::cnt 

prior arrnnzements havins been made with the responsible local 
authorities (in this instance, the Weshin3ton Hetropailitan 

Authority end the Virginia Department of Highways) for the 
of those portions of the ri&ht-of-way of potential use for 

transit and highway plans. The Department also actively wor~ed 
azenciea ond with the WS;ODhelpin3 them develop agreements which 
satisfactory and have siened. 

In supporting the ~fforts of WHATAand the Vir3inio Departcent of llighways, 
the Departr.icnt oleo carefully lln.:ily,·cd m:iny other proposa1s regZlrdin3 
future unc of the W&ODright-of-·wr.y, includin3 the possibility of hiBh• 
i:pecd ground· transportation betw~cn National and Dulles l,irports. The 
Dcpartr:1ent found no ju·suf1cat1on for questioning the judgment of tlH.1~-TA 
and thD.t azcocy's en3inecrs that such a facility lJould not flt into the 
region's rapid transit plans. nowever. because the entire rizht-of-way 
will ha preserved against private development, in any event, the door will 
ba left open for such a project in the future should this ever becotne 
feasible. • 

It is our belief that ·the Department's efforts in furtherin3 the concept of 
multi-use development (which also includes the activities of the Virginia 
Electric Power Company) in transportation corridors has been in the public 
interest. 

David M. Schwartz 

DNSchwart:..:myh 1/2~/ 68 

cc: Mr. Radler 
Mr. Schwar✓•t?. 
Mr. Barber -
Mr. Craig 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT . /OF TRANSP_ORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARYMemorandum 

r 

DATE: May 14, 1968 

In reply 
SUBJECT, Washington & Old Dominion refer lo: 

Abandonment, F.D. 23492 

FROM James Lawrence Smith 

TO File 

Argument in the subject proceeding was held today in the U.S. District 
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia (Judges Lewis, Butzner, 
and Merhige presiding). C. A. Prich rd and Gerald J. O'Rourke, Jr., 
appeared for the plaintiffs -- W&ODUsers Association and the Northern 
Virginia Transportation Commission. Nahum Litt appeared for the I.c.c., 
Milton Farley for VEPCO, Edward D. Gasson for VDH, and John w. Hanifin 
for the W&ODRailroad. At an earlier stage of this proceeding, the 
plaintiffs were sue· • ·111 in securing an injunction against the enforce­
ment of the ICC oroe.1. .. uthorizing abandonment and now seek to have the 
order set aside, principally on the ground that the record is devoid 
of evidence on the question of "feeder value" of the W&ODor the revenue 
divisions between the W&ODon one hand and the C&O and B&O on the other, 
and that the question of profitability cannot be validly determined 
without consideration of such evidence. Additionally, it is contended 
by the NVTC that the Commission erred in failing to establi~h a salvage 
value for the W&ODand providing for its acquisition by any interested 
party on that basis. • 

At today's argument the parties reiterated substantially the same 
arguments as contained in their pleadings, with the court manifesting 
its greatest interest in the questions of whether the PC&N required 
authorization of the abandonment without reference to any public bene­
fits which might accrue from the proposed future use of the right-of-
way and whether a salvage value should have been determined by the r.c.c. 

Judge Lewis made a number of statements and propounded questions which 
tended to reflect a feeling on his part that the Virginia Department of 
Highways, VEPCO, and WMATAhad entered into "secret" collusive arrange­
ments which were detrimental to the interests of the present plaintiffs. 

There was also considerable discussion between Judge Lewis and Litt as 
to the applicability of the Purcell Doctrine to the present case. 
In this connection, Judge Lewis stated that had the I.C.C. found that 
because of non-use the W&ODshould be permitted to abandon its operations 
the present hearing would not have been necessary but, because the I.c.c.'\ 
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included in its findings the benefits expected to accrue from the 
proposed future uses, it was not clear whether the abandonment finding 
was based on pure PC&N grounds as relates to the operation of the 
W&ODRailroad or whether it was in part based on the claim of future 
public benefits. 

Despite the fact that Judge Lewis appeared to have been playing 
"Devil's Advocate" on the side of the plaintiffs in this proceeding, 
I have the feeling that the order of the r.c.c. will be sustained 
because the "profitability" argument was not too persuasive. There 
is a possibility, however, that the court may elect to remand this 
matter to the I.C.C. for appropriate action on the "salvage clause" 
question and could conceivably condition its approval on the inclusion 
of such a provision in the final order. This would be as a direct 
result of Judge Lewis' belief that the various contracts, options and 
understandings involving VDH, VEPCO, WMATA, OOT, etc. were somehow 
designed to benefit the particular entity involved without due regard 
to the overall public interest. 

~· 
James Lawrence Smith 

,4 

cc: Howard Heffron, FHWA 
Lee Corcoran, FR.A 
David Schwartz, TPD-20 



The Investigation of Automobile Insurance 

On May 22, 1968 PL 90-313 was approved. This authorized 

the Department -of Transportation to conduct a comprehensive study and investi­

gation of the existing compensation system for motor vehicle accident losses. 

The joint resolution had been preceded by hearings in both houses of Congress: 

in the Senate, the Consumer Subcommittee of the Committee on Commerce had con­

ducted the hearing; and; in the House, the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce performed the same function. 

Representative John E. Moss (Democrat, California) indicated that the 

legislation had been prepared by Senator Magnuson and himself after they had 

exchanged correspondence with Secretary Boyd during the summer of 1967. In 

their first letter the legislators said that their concern arose from a series 

of insurance problems for car owners that had become increasingly troublesome, 

including insolvencies among "high risk insurers" and the attendant losses to 

policy holders; arbitrary cancellations and failures to renew policies; geo­

graphical, racial and economic "blackouts" in insurance coverage; and discri­

minatory and escalating premium rates. They enclosed with their letter an out­

line for a comprehensive study to deal with the aspects of the problem they 

1ccnsidered significant. In his reply Secretary Boyd first agreed that the 

requested study appeared to be desirable, and at the same time indicated the 

extent of the resources needed to undertake the study. He noted that the 

indicated investigation would touch on questions within the jurisdiction of 

other Federal agencies, and probably also of State and local governments. 

The investigation muld probably also involve the financial community, the Trea-

sury Department, the Securities and Exchange Commission 
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the Federal Trade Commission)and the Post Office Department. That 

being the case, Mr. Boyd said that the Department of Transportation would 

have to depend upon a clear Congressional mandate for it to provide leader­

ship within the Government for the conduct of the study. The authorization 

to the Department should-also include power to subpoena information and 

provide sufficient funds for the work. If he could get the appropriate 

assurances, Mr. Boyd said he would be willing to have the Department pursue 

2
the study. 

Preliminary conversations with the legislators and others outlined the 

nature of the task sufficiently so that Mr. Boyd was able to suggest as a 

basis for the inquiry a series of questions to which his Department would 

seek answers. He requested that Congress decide on the basis of the suggested 

questions whether the Department should undertake the investigation. The ques­

tions included the following:_ 

1. What are the limits of such a study? 

2. Are there data of public record which will provide answers to the many 
questions within 'the limits? 

3. What are the sources of data that are not part of the public record? 

4. What additional authority will the Department need in order to get 
the data? 

5. What are the time limits for the study? 

6. What are the requirements in staffing and funds for the Department to 
complete the study? 

.,.,. -
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Mr. Boyd said he would need additional staff to accomplish the work 
3 

under discussion. 

Congressman Moss, in initiating the House Hearing on March~~ 1~§8 outlin~d __ 

a proposed resolution under which the Secretary would be given 18 months to 

pursue the investigation and would be allowed an additional two million dollars 

to pay for the work. 

The Bill, House Joint Resolution 958, directed the Secretary to study and 

investigate all relevant aspects of the existing motor vehicle accident com­

pensation systems, including inadequacies of such existing systems, the public 

policy objectives that should be realized by such a system, including a cost­

benefit analysis, and the most effective means for realizing the objectives. 

The Resolution directed the Secretary to file his report with the Congress 

within 18 months, but in the meantime, he was to submit interim reports of his 

findings. He was also to submit his recommendations for legislation or other 

action to accomplish the objectives he outlined. 

For purposes of the investigation the Secretary was authorized additional 

powers, such as the power to appoint personnel outside the ordinary Civil 

Service regulations, appoint consultants at up to $100 per day, enter into 

research contracts, appoint committees and set up rules and regulations for 

the investigation. Other Federal agencies were instructed to cooperate with 

the investigation, including detailing personnel to the Department if the 

Secretary requested it. The legislation specified that the President should 

appoint an Interagency Advisory Committee on Compensation for Motor Vehicle 

Accident Losses to be made up of persons having special competence in the field 

from the Departments of Commerce; Justice; Health, Education and Welfare; and 

Housing and Urban Development. Personnel from the Federal Trade Commission, 
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the Interstate Commerce Commission, and other agencies as designated by the 

President might also serve. 

The Secretary or his designated employee could hold hearings, subpoena 

records, administer oaths, require the production of records, and take other 

action to assure the success of the inquiry. The authority thus granted the 

Secretary would continue until 90 days after he had submitted his final report 

to the Congress. The Resolution carried an appropriation authorization of up 

to two million dollars. 

The record also indicated that other Government agencies that might have 

a concern with the range of questions concerning automobile insurance that were 

under discu~sion had all responded favorably to a query by Chainnan Harley 

Staggers of the Conunittee on Interstate and Foreign Connnerce concerning their 

views of the proposed investigation. 

Secretary.Boyd appeared as the first witness to· support the iegislation 

under discussion. In outlining the problem he quoted President Johnson who on 

February 6 had summarized his conclusions as follows: "Every motorist, every 

passenger, and every pedestrian is affected by auto insurance--yet the system is 

overburdened and unsatisfactory." Mr. Boyd stated the 'case succinctly: "Auto 

insurance clearly has become a major national problem." To show the scale of 

the problem, he quoted the statistics on damage from auto accidents: 145 people 

dead and 5,000 left with some permanent disablement each day. Accident-caused 

medical expense runs to 600 million dollars a year; wage losses were 2.6 billion; 

property losses aggregated 3.3 billion dollars a year. Both insurance premiums 

paid and the companies' payments to the injured had risen to astonishing levels. 

r-
Mr. Boyd outlined numerous criticisms of the systems including the charges: 
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1) that the victims of accidents received their compensation late if at all; 

2) that insurance policies are arbitrarily cancelled; 3) that whole groups of 

citizens are excluded from purchasing insurance policies; 4) worst of all, 

from 14 to· 23% of those injured do not receive compensation for their injuries. 

The legal system requiring proof of negligence to assure payments to an injured 

party and lengthy suits that clogged the courts also contributed to the general 

dissatisfaction with the system of auto insurance. Mr. Boyd outlined the ~tages 

of the investigation mentioned above and told the Congressmen his estimate of 

the costs that would be involved; he suggested that if the fund allocation could 

be open-ended rather than limited to 2 million dollars, the work could be faci­

litated. His best estimate of costs included: salaries, $575,000; field staff 

salaries, $600,000; research contracting, $700,000; consultants, $150,000; 
4 

administrative costs, $150,000; the total of these figures was $2,175,000. 

In addition to Mr. Boyd a total of 20 witnesses appeared before the House 

Committee and 18 appeared before the Consumer Subcommittee of the Senate Com­

mittee on Commerce when it conducted its hearings on March 12, 13, and 14, 1968. -

Even though most of the witnesses represented one part or another of the insur­

ance industry, almost all of then indicated that they favored having the invest­

igation conducted in the proposed manner. 

Perhaps the most interesting testimony was given by Professor Jeffrey 

O'Connell of the University of Illinois Law School: With Professor Robert Keeton 

-
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of the Harvard Law School he had worked out what he called a Basic Protection 

Plan under which a traffic victim would be reimbursed for actual losses by 

his own insurance company rather than having to collect tort damages from 

the insurance company of the other party to the accident. The system would 

operate in a manner analogous to that of worl<rnen's compensation insurance. 

He summarized the real issue as follows: Once an accident has occurred, why 

should it be so difficult and so expensive for an injured party to be compen­

5sated for his loss? 

On May 22, the President signed PL 90-313 that authorized the Secretary of 

Transportation to conduct the study just discussed. The law resembled H.J. 

Res. 958, mentioned above, except that in the operating clause it listed more 

of the inequities charged to the compensation system and directed that the 

investigation take account of following matters in addition to those specified 

in the initial resolution: 

1. The arbitrary and capricious cancellation of policies or refusal of a 
company to renew automotive insurance policies, or refusal to issue 
policies without stating the reason for refusing. 

2. Constant and costly increases of premiums for auto insurance. 

3. Disparity between amounts paid as premiums and amounts returned to 
policy holders. 

4. Frequent insolvencies of insurance companies engaged in insuring 
against automobile liability. 

5. Delays in processing and paying claims. 

6. The efficiency and adequacy of present State insurance regulatory
6institutions. 

A few days later Secretary Boyd established the nucleus of the Department's 

organization to undertake the investigation, even before the funds were appro­

priated. To head the Department's staff the Secretary appointed Dr. Lee w. Ruff, 
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Deputy Director of the Office of Policy Review, and a former Department of 

Defense research coordinator in the behavioral sciences. As special counsel 

for the study he appointed Mr. John G. Day who had come to the Department from 

7
the Federal Power Commission where he was special assistant to the Vice Chairman. 

Since they were instructed to undertake the study, the officers mentioned have 

been making investigations related to the issues posed in the legislation. 
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District of Columbia Highway Dispute 

Even before the Department of Transportation officially came into 

existence, Secretary of the Interior Udall formally brought the question of 

the District's highway network to Secretary Boyd's attention by requesting 
. . 

that the new Department conduct a study of the relative merits of a bridge \ 

1 
or tunnel crossing the Potomac at Three Sisters Island. Shortly there­

after in May of 1967, the National Capital Planning Commission, through 

its Chairman, Mrs. James R. Rowe, Jr., asked Mr. Boyd to determine whether 

2 a bridge or tunnel at the Three Sisters site would be more advisable. 
_...,_ --- -

_I___ '._The Secretary agreed to review th~ propos~d proje~ts, ~ot ~nly because of 

the substantial Federal interest in the Potomac River and its shoreline and 

to avoid further delay when the District requested formal approval of its 

highway plans, but also because of Section 4 (f) of the Department of Trans­

portation Act ~f 1966. 3 The Section stated, "After the effective date of 

this Act, the Secretary shall not approve any program or project which 

requires the use of any land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife 

and waterfowl refuge or historic s~te unless (1) there is no feasible and 
; 

prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes 

all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, recreation area, wild­

life and waterfowl refuge or historic site resulting from such use". A 

similar provision had been enacted as part of the Federal Aid Highway Act 

of 1966. Since the Three .sisters Potomac crossing would involve the con-
' 

struction of Interstate 266 through· parklands in Arlington County, Virginia 1 
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through recreation areas in the District, and through the Georgetown water­

front, which is part of what the Department of the Interior has designated 

as a historic landmark, it seemed to the Secretary that it would be wise to 

investigate the implications of Section 4 (f) relating to the Three Sisters 

crossing and Interstate 266. 

Members of Secretary Boyd's staff soon began to see this initial 

investigation as involving far broader questions. Deputy Under Secretary 

Paul Sitton and his assistant, Mr. Charles Carroll, later summarized the 

4reaction of the staff to the question of the Three Sisters crossing: 

On its surface the issue presented to the Secretary of 
Transportation for review appears to be a narrow one 
limited to consideration of the need for an Interstate 
System bridge crossing at the Three Sisters Island site. 
However, on closer examination, much broader questions 
concerning the traffic service features of Interstate 
expressway corridors in the Washington Metropolitan 
Region are evident. One such (and even greater) cori­
cern is the question of whether the planning process 
for transportation development in the Washington region 
has given appropriate consideration to the impact which 
the planned highway development program, involving finan­
cial commitments of over $750 million during the next 
five years, will have upon the historical, cultural, 
social and economic characteristics of the Nation's 
Capital. Without question, the transportation system 
profoundly influences the behavior patterns of an urban 
region and a city's developing form and organization -­
more so probably than any other series of urban public 
policies and development programs. 

The clear implication is that the Department must devise some sort 

of pattern for balancing the needs of highway transportation with the 

community's need to preserve its recreationa'l, cultural, and historical 
' 

areas. Mr. Sitton recommended very·early that the problem of Interstate 

266 be considered int~~ context of the entire Interstate route system for- 5the Washington area. 
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When the Department began its review of the Three Sisters controversy, 

it did not confine itself to the narrow question of a bridge versus a tunnel. 

At a staff meeting on the subject held on July 27, Assistant Secretary Mackey 

said that Secretary Boyd." did not intend to pass judgment on the question 

of bridge or no bridge" when he accepted the *NCPC request to review the 

6
Three Sisters project. Indeed, at that same staff meeting, it was recom­

mended to the Secretary that Interstate 266 be removed entirely from the 

Interstate system} This recommendation sterrnned largely from the belief 

that there had not been a full exploration of the "feasible and prudent 

alternatives", ·to the Three Sisters crossing. The report on the District's 

highway program ·submitted in March 1966 by A. D. Little, Inc. 
8 

concluded 

,,,-.. that plans for freeway extension in the District were based on insufficient 

data and on questionable assumptions and forecasting techniques, so the 

report advised a deferral of further freeway extension until the entire 

9highway plan had been re-examined. An earlier study by the District and 

Virginia Highway Departments had concluded that a dramatic increase in the 

number of m~torists crossing the Potomac would occur bet~een 1964 and 1g8s, 
10 

justifying two or more new bridges ~cross the river, but the House District 

Committee found in 1965 that "the projection and forecasts of future needs 

made by highway officials show trends contrary to actual experience and do 

"-
not seem to justify some of the proposed program. Accordingly, a careful 

objective review and reappraisal is desirabJ,,,e. 1111 

In keeping· with the policy of .considering Interstate 266 and its 

Potomac crossing in the.context of the entire metropolitan highway system, 
·.:· 

the participants of the July 27 meeting also recommended: 1) that I-70S 

* National Capital Planning Commission 
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be removed from the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad corridor in north-central 

Washington and be rerouted along the north bank of the Potomac River 

between I-495 at the Cabin John Bridge and I-66 at the Theodore Roosevelt 

Bridge; 2) that I-695 from I-66 at the Roosevelt Bridge to I-95 near the 

14th Street Bridges be removed from the Interstate System; 3) that I-66 

be retained as a connection from the Roosevelt Bridge to some point on 

I-95 between K Street and V Street· to the north, with the exact routing 

subject to the results of studies then underway by the District government; 

and 4) that the remainder of the·existing Interstate system in the District 

12be retained as then designated. 
s 

The Federal Highway Administrator, Mr. Lowell Bridwell, who was also 

present at the July 27 meeting, strongly dissented from the recommendations 

of that group. His objections were based on what he believed would be the 

result of following the staff recommendations on the District highway program: 

it,would deny Washington the needed highway facilities without any alterna­

tives; it would be setting a precedent to opponents of urban limited access 

highways in cities throughout the country; and it would deny Washington and 

• other cities the opportunity of usfog major.highway investments as catalysts
I 

for aesthetic::, recreational, cultu·ral and other forms of social improve-

12ment .. Because of these conclusions, and because of certain legal objec-

tions which he enumerated, Mr. Bridwell told Secretary Boyd that "It was 

my strong position and recommendation that we go forward as diligently as 

·' 
possible to construct the entire Interstate System as designated in the 

metropolitan area. 1113 

-
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The Deputy General Counsel, R. Tenney Johnson, responded to the 

Bridwell memorandum by dismissing the legal objections raised by the 

Administrator. Mr. Johnson stated that he did not believe that the 

sections of the U. S. Code cited by Mr. Bridwell demonstrated any 
14 

illegality in the recommendations of the Department's staff. 

Later in 1967 Mr. Boyd asked the General Counsel if the Trans­

portation Secretary had the authority to deny Federal participation in 

the Three Sisters Bridge project!" The General Counsel, Mr. Robson, 

replied that on the basis of Section 109 (a) of Title 23, U.S.C., ,and of 

Section 4 (f) of the Department of Transportation Act, hewould advise that 

ntmless and until evidence is adduced to demonstrate that alternatives are 

not, in fact, feasible and prudent, the Secretary is obliged not to approve 

16the prop~sal." Thus, the General Counsel advised that the burden of 

proof was on those advocating the placing of the bridge at the Three Sisters 

site, for they must demonstrate that the alternatives are not acceptable 

before the Secretary can approve the disputed site. 

On December S, 1967, Mr. Boyd testified before a House subcommittee 

I 

on the District of Columbia.highway program. The Secretary told the 

committee that the original plan had proposed that the Three Sisters 

Bridge traffic feed into an intermediate loop and a radial flow artery, 

but since the Glover Archbold Parkway had been abandoned and the North Leg 

had not yet been placed, approval for the Three Sisters Bridge could not 

be given until appropriate routes to absorb the bridge traffic had been 

planned; Other problems with the.highway program had appeared in the 

* It had been determined earlier that a tunnel under the Potomac at that 
site would be impractical because of problems. involving steep slopes 
at the entrances of any proposed tunnel. 
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Department's study of the network, Mr. Boyd said. Interstate 70S had 

been relocated several times because of local opposition to each site, 

and with each move, the highway moved further north and east. The Secre­

tary also pointed out several congestion problems arising out of the 

intersection of the proposed freeways with one another at various points 

in the District. Secretary Boyd told the Congressmen that the highway 

program had numerous flaws in it, and that he could not approve the pro­

gram until these wer~ worked out. 

In the meantime, the argument had been raised by those favoring the 

construction of a Three Sisters Bridge that such a Potomac crossing would 

greatly facilitate speedy access to Dulles ,Airport. In fact, they said, 
✓ 

officials who had planned Dulles Airport had done so with the assumption 

that a bridge would soon be constructed in the Three Sisters vicinity. 

Mr. Sitton's staff examined the joint hearings of the Civil Aeronautics 

Administration and the Bureau of Public Roads on the location of the access 

roads to serve the planned Dulles field. These hearings, held on August 14, 

1958, Mr. Sitton concluded, .contained no suggestion or reference to "any 

relationship of the (airport) access road to a crossing of the Potomac at 
I 

or near the Three Sisters I~la~d.••17 

-- ____ _..___ ----- --·- --------- ------------ --

------- -------------------- ·--· 

Early in 1968 Mr. Sitton and Mr. Carroll prepared a memorandum for 

Secretary Boyd which reported on the Department's fulfillment of Section 

4 (f)'s requirement that the alternatives to I-266 be considered to 
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-
determine if they were feasible and prudent. The Sitton-Carrol report 

also informed the Secretary of the Department's findings concerning 

various portions of the District's highway plan. The major findings 

and recommendations of the memorandum involved the proposed Three Sisters 

Bridge and the North-Central Expressway. Concerning the Three Sisters 

Bridge, the Staff offered several objections. The first involved the 

reliability of reports indicating the need for another Potomac crossing 

at that site and the contradiction of those reports by later surveys. The 

staff stated that it was unwise to construct a new expensive bridge when 

a clear need for such a bridge in the immediate future had not been demon-

18
strated. Second, the report noted that the study done by Alan M. Voorhees 

- in 1967 for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority had concluded 

that 20% of the peak hour traffic inbound across the Potomac in 1990 would 

not have its origin or destination in the District. This raised the question 

of whether. the Department should support a construction project which would 

require_the District to use its meager tax income to facilitate suburb-to-

19
suburb traffic. The recommendation of Messrs. Sitton and Carroll regarding 

the Three Sisters Bridge, therefore~ was a re-affirmation of the recommenda:­

tion of the July 27, 1967 meeting of Mr. Boyd's staff. The memorandum 

20summarized the issue by stating: 

Disapproval of the Three Sisters Bridge as part of the 
Interstate System will certainly neither destroy nor 
·damage irreparably other components of. the highway pro­
gram or th_e un_derlying planning assumptions which h~ve 
led to their adoption, nor does disapproval today rule 
it out for consideration at some future time·when needs 
become more pressing. On the other hand, approval of 

- this project, in ··large measure, on the basis of projec­
tions of traffic demand, postulated for a 30-year period, 
without a clear understanding of the project's wide- • 

-;r- -- -- - ~ - - - -- - - - -~ -- - --
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ranging and irrevocable consequences for both the future 
of transportation in the Central City and the achievement 
of other community goals, is unthinkable. Decision makers 

·are often required to take significant steps of which the 
long-range consequences are unknown; this :isan unpleasant 
reality of the public decision process. To take such a 
step when it is clearly not required would be foolhardy. 

On the question of the North Central Freeway, the memorandum noted 

six factors that appeared to be relevant to any decision the Secretary 

might make regarding this segment of the District's highway network: 

1) the proposed freeway will serve the corridor in which the first 

subway service is expected, thus reducing potential transit ridership;. 

2) the amount of relocation of individuals and businesse·s and eliminatio~ 

of jobs would be extremely serious; 3) the North Central corridor's local. 

- street system is already quite efficient and could easily be made more so 

through improved traffic operations; 4) the North Central Freeway would 

serve many traffic generators which could alternatively be served by the 

Northeast Freeway; 5) substantial congest ion could result at the • junction 

of I-70S and I-95 where two 6-lane freeways are merged into one 8-lane 

rood, and 6) the high cost of the freeway does not seem to be balanced 

21• by the services provided by such a·facility. The report of the North 
I 

Central Free.way concluded, "The Department staff believes that, in view 

of the prospects of early subway completion and the high social cost of 

ccnstruction, the North Central Freeway should not be built at this time". 

Instead, it was recommended that the planned Palisades Parkway and Potomac 

River Expressway be constructed.23 These two facilities would handle the 

traffic intended for the North Central Expressway. In·a memorandum to 

-
,. 

22 
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Presidential Staff Assistant Frederick M. Bohen, Mr. Sitton, speaking for 

the Department of Transportation, reiterated previously expressed Depart­

mental objection to the District Highway program, adding that the Depart­

ment has serious reservations about the whole concept of expanding free­

way radials to the downtown area. Such a highway pattern, he wrote, adds 

to the growing traffic _congestion of the central city while purporting to 

1 . . 24 re ieve congestion. 

While the Department was solidifying its opposition to major portions 

of the -District of Columbia highway program and to the Three Sisters Bridge 

in particular, two suits were brought in Federal court by the Arlington 

County Board and the D. C. Federation of Civic Association~ Inc. in an v-

- attempt to prohibit the highway departments involved from proceeding with 

the District highway plans. On February 15, 1968, the United States Court 

of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit handed down a decision in 

the suit brought by the D. C. Federation of Civic Associations. The Court 

reversed the District Court, which had upheld the highway program and held 

that the District highway officials had not observed the requirement for 
. 

adequate public hearings in the plapning process. The Circuit Court 

therefore ordered work on four links in the proposed District of Columbia 

freeway system be halted until the proper hearing procedures had been 

25implemented. Thus, the program was compietely stalemated during the 

spring of 1968. 

Secretary Boyd brought the matter to p'ublic attention once more 

during the budgetary hearings in May of 1968. Regarding the Three Sisters 

Bridge controversy, th~·secretary said, " there is no point of -
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building the Three Sisters Bridge until you have somewhere for the. traffic 

1126to go other than running into ~n interchange ~ich does not go anywhere. 

The North Central Expressway, one of the outlets for the Three Sisters 

Bridge traffic, was placed in its proposed position, Mr. Boyd testified, 

"because it was the closest they could get to where it ought to be, and 

· where politically it could be located. My feeling was that if we are going 

to build highways to move automobiles, we ought to build them where they 

are needed, so I said, "Hold the phone", and about that time the roof fell 

1127in. The Secretary also questioned the economic benefits of radial 

freeways to downtown business and the fairness of ordering the District 

to bear the cost of a bridge and freeway system for the benefit of subur­

banites going to other suburbs. 

Secretary Boyd's testimony did not satisfy those in Congress who 

were impatient at the extended delays in implementing the program 

proposed by the Maryland, Virginia, and District Highway Departments. 

The House Subcommittee on Roads, under.the chainnanship of Representative 

John C. Kluczynski of Chicago reported H. R. 16000, the_ Federal-Aid 
. 

Highway Act of 1968, which among ot9er things, would order the District 

of Columbia to start work on the entire proposed highway program~ Although 

an effort by Representative Richard McCarthy·of New York to delete the 

section of the House bill ordering the District to proceed with the program 

failed to receive House approval, _the Senate version of the measure con-

tained no such provision. With Congressman Kluczynski as chairman of the 

House conferees and Senator Randolph, chairman of the Seante Public Works 

Committee, leading the Senate conferees, a·compromise bill was developed. 

Senator Cooper, a member of the conference committee said that with regard 

-------. ---
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·, t 
to the·District of Columbia section of the highway bill, "It was evident 

that if there was anything in this bill the House conferees were not 

" 28going to yield on, it was this section. The Senatorial half of the 

committee, however, did manage to amend the House version to the extent 

that only four sections of the District highway plan were ordered con­

structed by the Congress -- the Three Sisters Bridge, the Potomac Freeway 

along the Georgetown waterfront, the center leg of the Inner Loop from the 

Southwest Freeway north to New York Avenue, and the east leg along the 

Anacostia River. The District was given eighteen months to develop plans 

for the North Central Freeway, the south leg of the Inner Loop beneath 

the Lincoln Memorial and the Tidal Basin, and the north leg under K Street. 

The exact location of these latter sections was not specified by_ the 

- conference bill. 

Because of Senate concern with the effect of the Three Sisters 

Bridge on Glover Archbold Park, the following provision was inserted 

' into the bill: 

Immediately upon completion of construction of the bridge, 
the District of Columbia shall relinquish to the National 
Park Service the right-of-way through Glover Archbold Park 
that it presently holds. The, design of the bridge does not 
require intrus~on on the park'and the Congress directs that 
no intrusion of the p_ark take place. 

provided the impetus for Departmental intervention in the District highway 

=di._$pute2 was amend~d by- the conferen-ce··-in- order-to conform ··t-o-the-p·oTicy·-- -· 
• -- - ,._ - --- - -- - -- --- -- --- -· . - - ----- ----- ---· --

\ 

declaration of S~ction 138 of Title 23 of the United States Code. The 

newly amended Section ~(f) prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from 

using public parklands or wildlife refuges for highway or airport use if 
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such lands have been declared "of national, State, or local significance 

as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdic-

t ion thereof. ' ti (emphasis added). Therefore, if the officials in 

charge of the parklands in question do not de~lare them to be of national, 

State, or local "significance", the Secretary is powerless to prevent their 

use for transportation facilities. Senator Randolph assured the Senate, 

however, that if an area is declare·d to be of significance, "the Secretary 

of Transportation does net: have to accept the local approval of use of 

parklands. lie has authority under the provisions of Title 23 to exercise 

• 29his independent judgment and oppose the use of parklands." 
' 

To prevent what Congress considers overzealous use of_ -Section 4(f), 

however, the two sets of conferees agreed to the following provision: 

The amendment of both relevant sections of law is intended 
to make it unmistakably clear that neither section constitutes 
a mandatory prohibition against the use of the enumerated 

,lands, but rather, is a discretionary authority which must. be 
used with both wisdom and reason. The Congress does not 
believe, for example, that substantial numbers of people 
should be required to move in order to preserve these lands, 
or that clearly enunciated local preferences should be over­
ruled on the basis of this authority. 

The last clause was inserted after £everal members of Congress took 

exception to Secretary Boyd's decision to veto the use of Brackenridge 

Park in San Antonio, Texas for a freeway, despite the .fact that the San 

Antonio City Council and the voters of San Antonio in a local referendum 

indicated that the use of the park for highway purposes was desired. ., 
On July 26·, 1968 the House of Represe~tatives vot.ed against recom-

mitting the conference report by 167-166, and then preceded to adopt 

30 
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the report by a voice vote. On July 29, the Senate also accepted the 

conference report by a vote of 66-6. Representative William H. Natcher, 

chairman of the House District Appropriations Subcommitte, announced that 

he would not approve any appropriations for a District mass transit system 

until t~e freeway system "goes underway beyond recall." 31 At the urging 

of Representative Natcher, Congress denied.all but administrative funds 

to the Washington Rapid Transit program for FY 1969. 

i 
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·r. Mr. Bridwell: Action. Prepare reply (j) 

... ....,• • Secretary• s signature. • ' 
·v

\ §· 
:,,,.~~ UNITED STATES Due date: 4/6/6? 
~ 

, I DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR cc: 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY: 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

,' ' 

MAR2 3 1967 . Dear Nr. Secretary: 

The agreement of May 25, 1966, e1tecuted by the Director of the 
National P.n:k Service of this Department 1 the Corrunissioner of the 
Virginia D~partmant of Highways, and the Engineer Cornmiscioner of 
the District of Columbia, provides, among other things, that: . "Toe 
National Park Service agrees to a new Potomac crossing between 
Virginia and the District of Columbia at Spout Run. 11 

• 

I am impressed by the thoughtful bridze design recently proposed 
by the Engineer Commissioner of the District of Columbia fo~ this 
crossing. 

Since the agreement was signed last year, some significant new 
authorities have been granted in connection with the Interstate 
system. I know thot you share my concern that our.highways, and 
especislly our urban highways, contribute to the maximum extent 
possible to the esthctic, social, nnd cultural values of our 
nation. 

I am informed that some preliminary studies hnve been made of a 
posDible tunnel crossing of tho Potomac nt this location. It is 
my understanding, further, how:?vcr, that these preliminary tunnel 
studies have not been explored to the point where meaningful 
costs (economic, aocial, esthetic, and cultural) and engineering 
feasibility ca.tt be w~ighed in compa,;ison to oimilar coats and 
engineering feasibility involving a )>ridge crossing. I believe, 
in the light of the intervening authorities since the date of 
the above-mentioned agreement, that the prelioinary tunnel ~tudy 
should be completed to the point where such me~ningful comparisons 
can be made. 

I nm advised that funds to initiate conctructian of the river 
crossing have been CJnde available to the District of Columbia. 
It is, therefore, not my desire to delay the highway program in 

•.the District. I believe tha«: the additional"study I suggest 
I .. 

I ••4-

~ '• .. ( '· ,. 
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can·be completed in not more than 60 days on the basis of the 
preliminary information already developed. 

I hope you concur iQ my thoughts on this m~ttcr and that you will 
initiate tho nccecsnry action to h~va ouch studies completed. 

With kindest personal regards and beat wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

UJVJ 
Secretary of the Interior 

Hon. Alan ·s. Boyd 
Secretary of the 

Department of Tranoportation 
Washington, D. C. 20235 

.., 

; 

I 
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Motion 

· The 

Approved by the National Capital Planning_ Commission May 5, 1967 

Secretary of Transportation is.•requested to complete at the earliest 

practicable -ate his review of the necessity for additional laneage in the 

interstate system now designated I-2°66.· 

Should the _Secretary conclude that such additional laneage in the 

• interstate system is needed, the Secretary is requested to study at the 

earliest practicable date alternate locations and proposals for such 

lan"eage, including especially the up-grading of the Jefferson Davis Highway 

to interstate standards to accommodate this need .. 

That in the event the Secretary concludes that (a) the additional laneage 

·is needed and (b) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the route 

north of Lee Highway in the vicinity of Three Sisters Islands, the Commission 

approves the geometric design (stage 3) of the interstate route 266 Potomac 

River crossing between stations 35 and_ 54 as shown on plan and profile 

on NCPC map file #48.15/100 ~- 24801; provided the District of Columbia 
• . . 

connections between the bridge and the interstate route east.of Wisconsin 

Avenue are plq.ced in cut and tunnel to be approved by the Commission.· 

Approved unanimously May 5, • 1967 

' 
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- -·· INT ERST ATE ROUTE· 26·6 (Tlu:cc Sisters Jsland ·Briel&£) 

Rievicw aad E\;aluation _or F~asib\le Alte~·~ativ: _,_~n~;:Pr.J~cl_cnl ___________ 

•SUMiviAK Y OF ISSUES 

In May i9o7, t11e National Capital Planning c'ommission a,uthorizccl. the 
. • • • prcpa:::-ation of_ pl?.ns_ and ~pecificatfons _for constru<;tion of a proposed 

- 'I'hrc~ Sisters Driclgc as part of l.nterstat~ Route 26.~. This ai:.1thorization 
was 1nadc contingent upon finc!ing$ by the s~cretary of Transportation that 
the:: 1-266 corridor, lnclud~ng the bridge, is needed and,if so, '"thc>-tno .·• 

_-feasi_blc cilteniative for han<lling traffic in that corridor is available. 

·.·' .. 
As cu_l"rent}y planned," l-266 w0t.11d c~t,~nd from an inter~h~ngci \vitl-. i"-66 
in Ariin2,ton Cottr:ty, Virginia, fo1lmv t11e Spout Run Parkway, cross tht:! 

_.Potornac.::nto the District c! Coh~n1bia in the vicinity o! the Three Sistcr.s 
lsla.nd, am1" extend a.lo.-.:g the :Georgetov."·n ,vcitcrfront to the West Leg of the· 
Inner Loop· (I-66} in th,: vicinity of K Street, _N. \V. 

~fhe tote1.l lnte-rsbt~ mileage invc,,l'-:t::d i_s .. () n1.ilcs· in Virginia 2.nd l. 4 m.il~s 
~n t!1e District of Colu:nhia. Construction of this Intcrst?.te route at a total -
cost of $20.0 millio1--.. h~s been cc,rnr,!P.ted betwecn ·2_6th Street, N. W ._, ar.c1 
31st Street, N. W. , in the District. Pre1:i.n1ina. ry engincc ring !o-r the bridge 
for the remainder of the route has beer. authorized bL1t has _been delayed 
p~ntling final d~cisio:l hJ the Planning _Corn.mission_ and:.the S.::c1 ctanr of 
1'ransportat"ion as to the :ne ::es sity of t:ie facility. • 

The Secri;;tary of T ranspo1~tati-:m. in car!ie:- ~orre spo11dence to _the Com~·ni s sion 
had indicctte<l thci_t· project xevie,v by the Department would be undertaken at . 

·- a lc:!.ter date when_ the proposal was· snhmitt~_d for approval by the Dis°trict 
_··· .. Highway Department. Th_\.'._s, at thi;,time, the pr_ojcct is not before either the 
• • D.-.:p~rtmcnt o! Transportc~ti•:>n or the Bureau of Public Roads for forrnal 
;._... •.•. apprf.?vc'..l. . . . . .• . 

• • • • • • 
:.-,:_:::. ~- ' . • • 

:~·-:: :. -.... 

. . ·. : 
BASIS FOR DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW . D . •. 

; _: . 

•.A revic\v a.t this time ,v~s: initiated by th~ Departrnent because of the subst~ntial 
.Federal interest involved in the plar,ning and dcvclopn,ent of a ni.?-jo:r .. trans­
·po1·tation facility.along the_ Pot01na.c-R:vcr. shoreline, the general impact of 
•... • •.• ···h·:···;~-.'_ .">··,-.':;:: __ ·.• .... _\;~·-::_:,: ... --:_::<··._.:_".. .-·.: :: -:·... _-· •.•. 

', ....... • 
:,·;- .•. 

-

.
•' .... 

::: . 
· ... ' .... / 

.. 
. . · • • •➔• •· .. ,.., 

.• ' ........ 

https://Intcrst?.te


... r. •,• . .. 

..... . . . .,,, . ••. ': 
~ ...' . ~-:. . .• •' . . . . ! : ..... • ,· .' . : ·..... ·:.··2 .,:-.• • r' :. • 

. •,·• . 

• •. :J ••
1, 

. ./( .. transpo rtalio11 clcvclopn"..ent upon the ~atio~rnl Cap-iltal; c>.nd the ·i-c/~·ponsibility 
which s·cction 4{f) of the Dcpc1.rlment of Tr·a1_'l.sport,.1.-lion Act placed uponthc. -:· .... 

Dci)nrtrne;1l for giving full re~ognition to envil·onnaentat concerns in its • • • • .• 
considc1:ations and approval of transpo::.-tation projects: -· •• . • • ._- .•. • ·-·: •. • 

·. :' .-.:··' 
.~~-:_:.. :• _. i; L;;·. 

On its surface the {ssue p·.rcsented. to the Secre.tary .. of Transpo.rtation for 
review appears to bc·a narrow one limited to consideration of the need 
for an Inters~at'c Sr.stern bridge crossfog at.the Th.rec Sistbr's'-lslaii.d site. 

,. • . Howev~r, _on clos.ci· cX~minat~ori, _mitch bi·oadei· ct..lestioris_ concer·ning the _ . ·.. 
traffic service features of Interstate express\vay corridors in the Washii:1gton_ • 
Metropolitan Region are evident. Oiw suck (and ·even greater). concern is 
the question of whether the planning process fo-~ transpo;tation cl~velopmcnt 
in thc:washington region has given appropriate· consideration to the impact 
which the pla:mcd highw·ay developm~nt progran1. involving financial con.u'l1it-_ 
ments of..over $750 milli~nduring the next fh:e ·ycz.rs: y:ill ha".'e upon.the • -..... 
hist-Jrical, culturitl, social and economic characteristics of the Nation's ..... :· 

Capital. Wilh_out questioi1," the ti-ansportation si-sfte.11:1 p1~·ofounclly inflttences 
the bchavio1· patterns of an.urban region a1\ct'a cit-y-Ws developing form an.cl • 
or.ganizati011 -- more so probably tha~ any __ot!1cr -~cries __of·urban public .,.•. • 

olicics an<l clevclopmen~program~. ' • • 
. • . . . • • . '• • . J. • . . . • 

•~.l)- ·.·In its si~·nplest terms ·this ~1.eans that decisions nr2~de_,~ith respect to the 
• . .••• 1 ocation, size, . and design of tra~sportatfon facilities - - 'in .this c_aSC highway 

•·:·:_._:··,::_·.·.development and.construction--· arc essentially c!eci'si~~~ o~ the·region's . 
• ..• .:_ • .• futu·rc comprehensive socfal a1;d 'economic de·\-·elo~rnent. _Therefo1.-e,. trans_· _-

• • • ·; ·: . po1·tation developrnent decisions must be concern.eel wit? n1or_c than ·the _ 
.· .. · .. ::-·.facilitation of mo\:emcnt 6f ·goods and people.· The effects· of the trci._nsportation 

• • system which is d~vclopcd will .impinge on almost every activity car riccl on • 
/··:- within the Nation's. Capital -- in.sti·ucturing l;;,.nd.usc to n{cet_dernands for· 

public facilities, housing,: open· spa-ce, an·d comrnerciai°intercourse; in the 
.• -· •. recreational and cul~\.lral opportunities provided for its· citizens· and alt , ••• • 
- .•',: --~-:;,. Americans who.·visit their National City; -~nd in its impad_oh the condu~t ·or ..... 

• • _: ·•· the: Nation's· Gove·rnment. • If it is not to ha-i:e who1~y randon"\ effects on these-_-
.·.- .... -= :. activities, the transportation dcvelopm'cnt progra:r:1. ·must bi sensit_iv~ to. • •• 

its irnplications with respect to the t~tal_ environment. .. • ~-·: ~-:= :_.: ,·. ·_,- ,. ~--
. ' ·~ . . . .' . . . 

.' 

,_· ··:'-• •. ---<.No persuasive· C?.~C has be~n made to: sho\v,th'at\r-r~ forn~{tfation of transport~-, .. 
. tion plans for·the Washingto·1, :r-..-Ictropolitan-Rcgion reflects :m·orc tlian a . 
cursory consicl ~raH01J of these f5 sues. "'e arc t!1i1.s faced ,vith a_ dilcmin~: 
't hci·c i~ a· t ransporlatipn. pro~lc1~1 i'n the m~tropc-.,1i~cHl ~ rca· but iri meeting. 
this problcrn., we s~_lodd :-~ot ·z,c_quiesc0· ~n .. i-cg~on~,~. clcydo 1Jmen.tJ l p1·0g·r"-rns 

• r,•,.,,, iP• l ;. -.....--;,..4,,. •• " ·.~ ·•t~ •• a,,••t .... , ...·t • · •,\.,. :rl, ,,...,,·. .-... •, .... ._~.,. . ..:~1; ~ll'" :,;,~ : .. ,: "'1
-~-1 •••• )~ •• ?. C C.ctr_l-• i->····'"'l! o._ •.• ,._ ~.-'·":'·'· ~{) ... 1.:·•.'-•-···: .·•·<•;- lc.-aC<o) c .... h ... ~.1 . ' ' . ·, .. .. . . - . 
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I .. • the qu..;lity of the enviro"nm~nl" which we _seek to 1naintain and foster in the . 
National Cc.pita l Region. 

The Department is responsib_lc for assuring thnt. due account has been takcri • 
of these considerations in- it-s review c>.nd approval ·of transportation programs·. 
involving the expenditures c_f F_<_?dc~·?~l· programs. The··Dcparhnci-i.t.o! ·grant -··~ 
Transpo!~lation Act of 1966 (P. L. 89-6.70) provides in Section 4(f) that: 

After the effective d2.tc of this· Act, the-Secretary· shall not app!:~ve 
. ,, any pl"ogram· or· project which -requires the use of any lc,nd from. a . 
. . . . . _( •... 
. ·- v· public parl~ .• recreation area, ·wildlife and \v2.tcrfowl refuge, or ·· · ·: -· -· ... ,. . . . 

. . historic site trnlc.ss (l) there is no foa.sible 2nd p:rudent alternative· • •• • \. 
t9 the use o{ stich land, and (2) such program includes all possible •. 
planning to mini mi 7.C hc1.rrn • to st~ch park, recreational area, wildlife 
aricl \vatcrfowl refuge, or hislori<:: site ·resulting fron, _su-ch use.·;·_,-

....~ ~ .~· , . . . . • .. : . . . . . . . . .. . . • . . . . :.•.• 

The Federal-Aid Highway·Act of 1966 provide; under Scct~on _13_8, • 
Preservation of Parklands: 

. 1 lt is hereby declar~d to be the 11ational polic-r_t~a.t in carrying ·0(1t _ ••• 

,, .. :.~:·, the provision __of this title, the Secretary shau·u SC 1naxin:um effort. __.. 
(_-·:. . .:;:. to preserve Fecler2.l, State and local govcrnrncnt parklands and 

histor.ic sites· and the beauty and historic value of such lands ;;rncl 
sites. -The Secretary _sha}l coope_ratc _\vitl_1the Stc-.tcs in developing 
high·way· plans a~1_d_progran1 s which_ ~ar_ry oi:~t. suc1~ policy.· . ..A~fter • 
July l, 1968, the Sccretar,-: _shall not ?.ppro\·e -.rnder section 105 
of this title any p1·~grarn for a p1·ojcct \\·h_icT1 requires the use for 

- - ··such= project of any· land from a F~ed~ral, State/· or local ·governrnent 
- park-or historic site unless such p1;ogra1n includes all possible 

planning, including consideration of alternati-,;es to the use of st.tch 
•land. to niinimize any har_m to such park or ·site resulting fron1 . 
such use. 

The concern of the Congress (by -a~tions tak~1 at i:.~~ o~vn initiative). to promote· 
; • and foster environmental valuc·s that 1nay .be affected -~Y programs of the 

Dcpartrnel).t is ma.de cvidcn~ by these provi~ion·s .or l~vi. • •. The Department or __ -­
_·;_Transpoi:fation i-s bound by "thi_s statutory rnanclatci hi th1::: admin:i stration ~£ 
. the Federal highway prog:ram· .. __ _. ·:·. • • : • ·'.: • •• ,· • • • • 

0• • ., ' • • J:·, .~.-; 1:~ \ ..:~i1 ~-.-~:~::;.~·~.~~-~---.:(;_:·_:·:.··.:'~-:·· ... :,:·~:- :: ·:-· •:.• ~·.::~:.""·~:1·.. ;- •• 
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. The standards and criteria by which these· provis.ions of law a_re ad.mini stcr~d 
arc in the for1nativc statc,and_procedures for their implementation have· 

',• not bee~ issued. Until thc·se rcgutations bccmnc opc1·ati-~·e, · projects must 
,•. 

be revi.c\vcd on an individual ·basis to assur<=;: conformance with the _la\v. 
These lmvs. have particular r"elevancc for highway projects currently under·· 

• dcvcloprn.ent 1n the National' Ca.pital due to their substantial impact up'?n the·· 
n10nun1cntal and historic character of th·e c1:rea. In fact, the very nature of 
this historic. environm.ent·ncccssitates a n1ost particular an<l vigorot1s. 

~.-• .-.·-,.<·effort by all I:'ederal_, ,State and District governm.c:O:t agencies to see that , . 
• the beauty and dignity of the National Capital is protected for future generations. 

The Secreta~y of Transportation agreed to .review the .Di~tr.ict H:igh\vay 
. Department's proposal: foi· a bridge at the Jhrcc Sisters Island site bcc2.t 1.se. 

of this Federal interest.· The substantial cont:rovcrsy which has· surrounded. 
• ·.:_this proposal is· conccnicd· \vith the \'cry issues on high~vay development' 

. :·impact ,vhich led 'to Congressional actior~. If the ia,vs-cite above - have 
•. ··meaning at 2.ll they must be interpreted ·a~. rcquid11g careful ar~d considered 

~~r •• revic,v of alternative and feasible locatioris for:highways ,,,hich may-affoct 
r- •the natural beauty, parklands and historic sites along the Potoniac River 

•shoreline in ~he .r.a~~~~al. Cc1.pi;a1. • • . .-..• ·.; __:·,=:-: .. , ·.-·•.-.i:: :'.· .. ·:;. -

~ _: • DES~RI-~TIO; -~~ AF;ECTE~-ARE~S , •• ·:.' >•,. :."_--!::·-:' 

_ _-_.The· construction of Interstate Route 266 in the pro:-dmatc propo~cd corridor _ 
_-.... at the Three Sisters Island site .arid ·along the Gcorgc!own waterfront would. 

•necessitate sub st ant.ial en·c roachrnent and taking cf public lands and propertic s 
in both Vhginia and .the· District ·of_ Columbia totalling .about 54 acrcs.l./ 
The sc lands include substantial en~_roach111ent upo::1 the Spol':t Run Parkway 
and the George Washington 1v!emori~l Parkway in Virgi~ia, . po'th of whic}:l .. ·_ 
were acquired for park arid parkway _purp<?SC s on!}- .• In the District of 

•. :-:':.·.:.-·,Colum.bia substantial' encroachment would be requ1rcd i11vol;ving the Chesapeake 
.\ .. ·-:·.;.. and Ohio Canal, the lower portion of_Arc11hold Glo'\-:C!· P~rk . and the Georgetown' 

··:: . .\_.- waterfront.' • G_eorgetown is listed on the_ National R~gistcr ~nder the Na~ional . - -· 
. . : .'· • Historic Sites Act (P.·L. 89-665} and has been d_esignated by tJ1e Department --.• 

•of'·the Interioi· as an historic landmark. · • •. • .. • '. -·· • • · • :_._. ·~ : : • .. •· -• • •• • ·· :· · · 

. . . . . . • .• .. :,,.'.. ·::> .. ··• >.:,;·:.·, ,,;y:,, : ... >.<. • . 

• • . • .' •. · .1/Howard, Necdic's·, Tamme";;_ &·B~-rgc.ncio'ii:'-'• Loc-2.tion 'stt~dic·s ._ I~ler state 
- • R.ot1t'e 266, ·scplc111hcrl964·, ••_ • ... ' -··.·· .• -:~· ·_ :.·:_ ·_: · ._-

. . . ; : 
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The vbual impact ·of I-266 wot1ld al°so he substantial o~, the scenic environ­
ment. of the Potomac River. and the downstream. rnom.11nental area (Lincoln. 
Mcrnori2.l, _Kennedr Cultura.l Center· and the Theodore Roosevelt °Island)· .• 
In :March 1965, President Jolmson directed the Secretary of the Interior. to 
revic\V the r:nultiplidty of·propbsals for the ~ot01nac Rivc·r Basin.and to. 
devise a singulc~l; p1·ogram for' a delib,e1;-atc la:_i:luse __pat t-~-;~1 .t~ "p~e servethe ... 
nahu·al selling. fhe Presi~lent's·dircctive was to _"Clean up .tl1~·;i·;·~1; a·ncl •••••••• ••• 

keep it clean ... pr_otect its natu.ral beautic·s ... provide adequate recreational 
·_, facilities·." ·The President furthel' stated that "The/river rich i.n-.history • •••. · 

· • ,·, and n1en10ry -i.vhich flO'-VS by ·oui· Natim I S Capital sh~uld serve as a n1odel 
;·;· -of sc~i1ic and re.creation· values for the entire c~untry.•_fl_. 

',/The 1967 report of ihe Potoi-nac Plan'ning Task Force to the Secretary of the 
• _Interior stated that "The Pot.om.-i.c at Washington ... is the dynan1ic central 

th~mc of.the design of the m.011·u·i11ental Cc>.pital City. Histodc?.l~y the back:.·: •• .... 
·:, g~·ot.md of the N2.tiona1 .Capital, the Potomac· is sc·cnicall)' its foreground.' ··, _·,.-~, ·• 

Historic; cultural and c>.rchitectu rar factors here acquire crucial importance .. ··•• 
• a:n_d should guide future dcvcloprncnL .. . . We are· nO\\"· at· a point of decision. 

Shall the river be reclaimed to ft~lfi~l a \~ital. role as a great urban arnenity 
to be U$Cd and enjoyed by all, or sh_all, WC let the opportunity" dribble a\<:ay ·-

' and the river's banks -be chc,vcd up by freeways,-. ·bridge approach .. ramp_s ~nd. 
C.:: corri1ncrd ?.l arid indusfrfal enterprises· _that do not need the_ river, b~t USC 

it 01ily bccat.tseit is eas~ly availa~le.11·. ·.··,· ·., ·· • '.·.· 

. •. .-This study r·cfcrred to the "p"o.;.;sil:>ili~y of a 11.ew· bridge at Three Sisters Island 
···•····as a major threat to the scenic value of tho lo\ver.Palisades and concluded 
·_-~··.·.';_'that the construcfiori· ~"f thc"'prbpo·sei bi-iclgc WOllT.db~ ~~rnpi e°fcly. incompatible 

•• .• ·.: wlth 'the type of"develop1ncnt ·recom111cndcd for this sector of the tu ban Poton,ac. : 
•..... • • It ai so stated that an· appreciation of. scenic and urban values ha ~:<been a part . • . 
• :· •• of c~r1icr bridge-~planning·for this ar·ea: and the r~sults·h.:i:vc bc~_n costly .. 

. . . 
•.··--..-· • Withot,t question an upgraded-major highway facility mt.l°st .traverse.the George- . 

. ·.·:·· to\vn -..vaterfront to replace the obsolete Whitehurst Freeway ·and there is . 
. . • _··general agreement on the necessity for such a facility, • Such a facility should 
·:·. •·. ·:_~be made compatible with the surrounding urban en_.Arorancnt and ,vith the 

•.•• .•. long••tenn redcvcloprncnt objectives for the Georgetown- \\'at.erfront as a part .. 
• ofa total plan for t.1pgrading the_ qual.itr.oJ..tN,s dis~_inct~ ..~~ shor.elinc.stretch · ... 

. •• :>.'_of the ·Potonutc-River":. • There .. is a-.scri_ous question a~:to, wh~ther: a P1?:11.ncd·: •• 
•. Inte:r·statc· fa_cility,. incorpo.rating a bridge crossing at Three.Sisters Island

fiJl . . . . ... --·. • ..:·: -... •. • . . •• • ••. • • . •. . . ...•. ,.· . : . . •. 
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.· 's~te. _can be n1a.de compatible witl~ su~h long-term. objectiv_cs because oft~~ _ -..•• 
. :· struch~ ,al requuen1cnts for a maJor interchange and a, n1aJor !rce'\vay faclhty . . 
• f b ' • l d' • • .- • •• • • .· • . ... .. . .• • o su .s~anlla 11ncns1ons. ·- . . • _ ·.. - ; ...... 

I .·· . . . . . . . . 
. : 

rhe conclusion is cl~ar.!ro~ the above· c·onsidcrations that, as ·a minimum . ·:. 
conditioh to project' npproval, present plans for. L'flter state _Route 266 require • .. 

; re~cvaluation and that, as a maxinmm, no facility.as proposed should be. 
constn:icted if there is a feasible altci-native.- ,:Decisions on·an Interstate 
facilit}' in this a·rea will _in la;gc ·rnea~urc be cri'tica,l to the questi9n of the - ·-

, ·Potornac's ~uturc and wh_ethcr _the gr_~nd design for it·s improvcn1ent. ,vill •• , 

•. • ··becomcare~lit}', -· • • •• --,_:·:-.:_.- • ·• :.::::._":·_,.::·.:.··.<<> ··-·-.,. • :.:·:·... 
.. ·: 

. ..... •, ... ' ...~·~ 0 0 •• - ~- ,• ... • V O • 

BACKGROUND OF PROJECT 
~ 

•I-266. D~ve.loprnent as a Co~cep~. • A bridge crossing at the Three Sisters site:·· • 
. , .. • is ~ prop_qsal of long standing .. In 1955, this bridge ·crossing consid~rccl..~va·s ;. '. 

·, as an alte:rnat.ive· to the· Theodore Roosevelt ~-Iem.orial Bridge. In 1958, ,~,hen .-;·· 
.. _: the Thcodor·c Roo s·cvelt Ivicm.oriarBridgc· ,va s autlioi·'i'zed, agr·ecm·cnt was • 

. G;\. _· re~chcd that trucks ,vould be prohibHe_d from that facility· and a n1caris was. 
Jft::..·· sought lo provide alter~1atc access for Interstate truck traffic. The report . • 

of the i...-rass Transit _Survey (MTS) in 1_959 included a Three Sisters bridge 
. ".·. • as part of an _intermediate. circumferential parkway loop ,.,·hich extended. . .. 

_) ...·laterally across ·the_ no1·thc!n pa :rt of the Dis~:rict of Columbia .. The rationale •. • ..C 
• of this loop ih part was the provision of supplementary·traffic service to • • 
.. pr~vcnt over- co11ge s·tion. on the ·proposed Inner Loop .• The Three Siste i- s 

Bridge '\Vas fo s~rve as-a circ.\imforential faciiity (not: a radial facilit)•) 
· ... .. linking the-propose~ Glover- Archbold Parlrn.-ay in t11e Dis.trict: ,vith t:hc existing 

Spout Run Parkway in Arlington. The 11:TS report proposed c>.rapid transit 
.-systcn1 to ser~e the Center C_ity· but" show.ed no additional arterial bridg·e 
·capacity other than the ·Theodore Roqsevelt Bridge as being .needed ·to serve 

• • • ' downtown Washington.· At the tin1.e of the 1957:decision to .deny· the· Theodore •• 
Roosevelt Bridge to truck· traffic. the Di.strict Higl-l\vay n·cpart?nc;1t and the 

: .. Bureau of Public Roads agreed that alternate Interstate service was required 
,. ··for truck· traffic. Irriprove1nc'nf of the Key Bridge to furnish this· altcrnati ve 

.was considered a~d riiject_ed. ·with th~ fre~ze on ~~~)~CSS'\~;ay's .into the North­
west quadrant ~vritten into the National Capital Transportation Act of .1960) • 

·.. ·further cffort·to extend I-70 as a radial tnto the do\.Vntown area through ·this 
.'.: :- quadrant·was dr~ppcd .. Prior to tl1c~t point, several altcri~ntc .corridors were 
•• •.. considered including a· Potomac Ri.ver_ .shoreline .rout·e and a.·_\Visconsin Avenue· 

route. The in~possibility of·including the ·Pot-omac Rive·r Exprcss,yay·a_-s pa_rt·
: . . . . . . . . . .... .. . ' . 

. . . . --. __; . ··...• . 

. ' ,· .• 
•.• ' 
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. of the propo scd I- 70 cor rido·r rnadc i1ar.ticu'!ar1y ;_cute the Dist.rict Is problc1n 
• of finding an alternative l'nca_ns· of financing this c~stly ·replacement of the ·- • • • • 
White1n1.rst Frecwar under the Interst~te pr~g;am. Subscquenti'y, in 1960, 
.the District Highway Department announced its plan to extend the Potornac 
•River Frce\vay beyond its planncd.tern1.inus at Key Bridge to the Three Si_sters. 

•.. Island site and to build a bridge ~-t that location - - all"as part of the Interstate 
•progran1. • In 19Gl, the Nat~o~al Capital_p'tanning Commission ·appi·oved, in • • 
principle·, the proposal for abridge at tlie Three Sislc~ s Island site as part 
of a j:najor freeway ·;acil_ii:y ·... • The·_ :Highwa,y bepartrnent' s rcque st for inclu~ion 
of this route·_ 01: the Interstat'e ·Systcrn_ wa!:l approved ;in_l962 by the }?u:i;eau··qf • 

• •. , · ·Public Roads.· There.is no basic· study to justif)' this. change in concept of 
.··.":::~--:··the Three Sisters Bridge fro111·an•interri'icdiat~ loop connection·to a supple·:- • • •• , • • 

· mcnlc:1:ry Interstate radi2.l artery connecting to the Inner Loop. Subsequently,· 
•• . the House District Comniittcc raised questions as to· the bas_ic jlfstific2:ticn1 • .. 

for this {acilitr". • The_Na~ion~l _Capital-Transport2.tion Agency in its 1962 
Report to thc-Pre.sident stated ·tha·t', 2.ssuming its subway .plan, central a:rea . 
bridge ca pa cit·)~ a·c·r,;s ~ .the j:>otonia'c Riv~r ·,va·s· ci:c!cqt1at~ for. the·-~·E:ed s·o·( • • - .• -.• .• _·· 
m~torists in 1980. with;utthe Three Sistc1:s Bridge. • • • • • . .. . N.f..li"...• 

. l 'X .
•• . .__~ I ; . 

I • 

\ • To furt}:ier justifytl~ proposal for 1-266, in 1964, tbe District and Virginia . 
. Highway Departm·ents undertook: a· new traffic surv-e'y to fore ca st needs for 
(_) •. •• ccnti-a 1 Potomac River crossings. • The report projected substantial inc rea scd ·. 

.-.·.· peak-hour Virgini_a-D. C~ :r,erson trips 'for 1985 .(fron1 .. 65, Ooo·, as ·estirnated 
in the·NCTA reporl, to 97,000). ·This report a1so conclud~d that not o-:ily . 

..._ . was a .bridge needed at the Three Sisters site, -but -a third 14th Street Bddge . · 
·., . ._-.· facility was justified. Since th2.t time, the latte:r project has been ap?rove·d 

• . • and is under construction. • An additional shtdy on ~-Ilpropri2.te dedgn and 
• ·.'.-location ·alternatives for th~- Thre~ Sisters B;idge .,.,.ras· con1p1 eted in 1964. 

: .. ;' .... : by an engineering fi~m ·-..vhich outl_ined, t}:le implic2.t-:._ons of ·slich·a·ncrnati vcs 
.• :.: ·_·: • in tern1s oftheir environrpental i.mpact .• Duri~g- ;.~d s1:1bsequent to· these • 

• .. ··-:-_···· stu<liez, the controve_rsy over the· need fol· a Three Sisters Bridge has·contim~e·c: _-,i 
i~ lboth the Executive Branch 

....••··· 

•• _-, •. • • • • unabated and has· created substantial confusion 

' .. .. - In Ap.rll 1965, Secretary ·o'fthc Inferi61/'t.J:dall stated iri a letter to the . 
•.• • Arlington County Boa rd, • "There can be' no doi.1bt t11at any new highway cro·s si:ng 

.·--: ·. of the River bet\vcen Chain· Br~dge a11d Rooscv~lt-Is:.land ·wiil ~eriou.sly_: impair· . 
•• the .s,ccnic and recr-e_alional _value~. afong this ·po rtiG\n. o(thc. Rive.r •,II : • : ' ... 
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In Ocl~ber 1965, the I-Iousc District Committee· '\v11ich had revie\v:·:d all 
•. -forecast studies stated: 

•_; .•. : 

There arc indications of a real need for restudy and· re- cvaluatLon . • 
• · of th•~ highway program o_f the Distr~cl of Columbia. Your Com1nittcc 

..... • has found that projection. for high,vay needs for.1965 developed as the 
• •· • • Mass Transportati0n Study of 1959, subst.n1.tially exceeded actual 

traffic counts. Similarly, the projection of the .Nation'al Capital 
.. • Transportation· Agency surp?.s sc s ach12.l experience .. : . The 
•._projection a11d· fore~asts of future needs ma de by high\vay officiaJs 

show tren<ls contrary ·to ac_tual cxperic1ice a~1d do· :not seem. to 
justify son1e of the propo_sed prograi11.. Accordingly, a ca.reful_, 

. . ' .• •. objective re\rie,,• a11<lreappraisal is· desirable . . • . . . . . 

. r 

Such restudy· should r~_sult in a highway systcn1 abundantly adec 4uate 
for the needs of the Capital City and at the sam,e ti~ne 'p1:escrvc as 
much as possible of.the origin2.l character ·anibeauty o! the City 
with a minimun-i of incon~,.,eniencc· a.nd. dislocaticm to its citizens and 

•· ..its businesses. ·"•·· . 

. . .• . 

In March 1966, a report ,vas made by A. D. Little. Inc., to the Policy 
( •1. Aclvisoq• Committee to the District Cornr~1issioncrs entitled, "Transportation

_..._... 
11Pianning in the Distric.t of Columbia, )95.5 to 1965: ...A Review and. Critique. 

• This report concluded th~t (l) present plan·s for freev-:ay cxtE:nsion in the 
• District are based on insufficient' dat~, and oii quest{onable assumptions 
and for~casting techniques, and (2) transportation planning has been carried 

. out wilh inadcqu?.te regc1.rd for long-rahge econorrtlc and social impact. On 
·: these conch1sions, the report recommended tlic defen·al' of ft.1.rther freeway .• • •.. 

• • extension until the high~vay plai1 had been rc-.exanuned. .- • • •• • ' •• 
• . . • . . . . . . ; : • . . . . . . \.'.. . 

, : . . 
The Policy -e'\dvisoq; Con-irnittec, in a statement in ,vhich all its members 

., .. , _; .. ,.concun:ecl,advised tl1e Pres(dent_that: .. ·.~-. ~:.· •• : .. ,~.. . ... ·• ·.. : .,·._,•i •.·.·.. .. '· . : : . . . . . ·: ·. ' . •.· . ' '.~ 

•.: .. 

. • .. ~.·It now appears that th·e Pot0111ac Rive~ FreC'-'··ay to Roe~ Creek 
Park\vay, and to the Geor·gcto,vn waterfront s'I1ould be hmnellcd 
to the rnaxirnum extent permitted by traffic sc;vice !cquire1ncnts- ·.,. -
and fond avaikbility; however, the final dt:sign of thi's ·freeway 
will depend upon further ~tudy ·of _the n1osfpr-2.ctical way to connect 
Route ·66 and the Palisades Parkway to do\vnt~·ywn Washington_. • This··· 
stud}' \vill include the possibility ofutili'zing Jefferson Davis 

•I·'. f"'rl ··:l ·. • .'1 ' -- "\ 1"\ .. l .... "" • • • • ....
•l~ l\H.)_11\ to.;:. C()l.n~"-'·h).,; 

/' 

• • • : :# : ,•·: • • ,; 

~ ·: ..... •.':: •.... • . .. ... ·:.. 
·.• ··• 

,., .. _. . . . . .- . ~ ... 
• ' . ......•.·.. ·.·: . ,. . ~ .. . '. •• . • • • . ! •. • . . ... . ..._.,- .; - ., ' . . .. •· ·-
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• . This p·~sition ,vas endorsed by the Board of Co1~1mis~ioncr·~ ·of the District 
of Columbia on 1-farch 31, 1966. · .. · ·· · · ... : • 

On t,fay 25, 1966, a statement of agreem.cnt which· included, 11a new Potomac 
crosSing bdween Virginia and the Dis_tdct' of Cohnnbia at Spout Run, II relative •• 
to implementation ··of ·free,,:·ay program. in the Disfr'ict o.f Colurnbia ,,;as signed· •.· •.• 

. by the Director !)f t11e National Park Service,. ~he Corn:rnissioncr of _the Vir.gi11:ia... • .• 
Highwa)'Departrncnt and the D. C. Engint~r.r Con1n1issioncr. • ·.::_.:''.:.(:.>"··· 
111addition, tl1.e Virgir!i::. Higln-,:;.y De.partrne:ht agreed to· :::~·.-:··•::· 
provide access and exit connections between Jefferson Davis High,\;a·y a~d • 

- • •• the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge as part.of the Interstafo System. 'The ... - - • • ... :· .: 
· . .":-.District Highway Departm.ent agreed to depress ne'\.v. eastbound lanes 011 

• : the Potomac River ·Freeway, to eventual elimination of the Whitehurst 
• ·,· __:·_Freeway, and to s 1.lbstitutionof new dcpr.essed westbound lanes for the 

•.·.....· ·_.•• Poton1ac.River Freeway. Appropriate sc;·vice. connections WC!'e to be. 
...... ·-•..proYiclecl by the Palisades Parkway and the Poto1nac ·River Freeway at 

•the ne\\' Poton-iac River Bridge crossing to accomn1odafe future Poto·ma:c 
. . l,u_;b. River freeway profile and alignment. This proposal wa,_$ submitted to 
t· ,.-ir .. an.cl approved bi the Policy Advisox:); ·c~mmitte~. and was_ subsequently 

. submitted to the National Capital Plan_ning Com.n1iss_ion,vhere it received 
- general endorsement. • · .. ·:... • 

. , . I;i May 1967, in_ the· final action· thus far taken·with'r·espect to the•bri_dge, 
'. :· ·1:hc Planni~g Con'1.n.1ission g~·antecl autho_riz2.tion to proce~d '\Vith p1:ci:aration' 
. .-: of plans for the bndge contingent upon the Secretary of 1 ransport.:.tlon' s • 

finding that the 1-266 corridor it1cluding the bridge is needed and that there 
is no feasible alternative. • • 

·....... . 

. Review Conclusion on Proposed Project - - The major.justification for a 
Three Sisters -Island Bridge is the prbjectcd intensive population gro,vth 

•• in the suburban areas of Virginia adjacent to the District of Colurnbl2: and· 
·:·.:f~".:-..~-:~-the p:r·ospcctive dc·n~and for additional river crossings to facilitate niovemeri_t_. 
• • to and from the Centrz-.1 City and to· supi)ort incr:eas ing Inter state traffic 

_____converging on the Nation's Capital. •• • :,~ • 
,'• ; ... -:· 



... 
'. . 

.. . ·.· 
10- ... , . 

. . , 
and magnitude contained in the NCTA report of 1962. It is at odds with , ' 
fl:lc tr?.ffic ·forecasts made by the :National Capital Transportation Agenc;y 
which.rccornn1cndcd a transportati~n systcn"t ·without an.additional central 

• ?.rca bridge. Subsequent studies indicate that consultants for the District 
Higlnvay Department have relied upon the lower NCTA/VvMATA travel 
forecc>.st as befog more representative for 1985_. • (Traffic Plan_ning for the 
North Central Frce\vay, Wilbur S1nith & Associ2.tes, April 1966) This did 'i 

•I 

. not necessarily indicate District Highway- Dcpartl'nent concurrence.· 
. • . . . . . . . . ... - .. . . 

•:•· ··. . -... 
Questions have been raised as to the reliability of basic data used by both .. 

. the NCTA and Highway Departments for projecting tr.avel beh?.vior to s~rve . : • 
1965 traffic requirements .• '!'he clc>.ta used in developing travel forecastin·g 
were based on a. con1prehcnsive ho1ne-i:aterviev,· survey in 1955.and on land. 
use inventory made for the 1959 1v1TS. 'l'hu~, the basic data for c~onon1ic • 
growth within t!1€; region and bchaviorial travel pattel'n was based upon· 
assumptions with respect to how the region is structured which may be 
dated. Fo1· example, in 1955, the impact of the 0.1tcr Belt circumferential 
on econon1ic growth in the region ,vas not known in tcrrns of increasing • 
concentric ·acvclopn'lent in the suburbs and of growi11g levels of lateral . . • 

f travel around the region. The meaning of this for the Central City" is that . lit-.• i r:.·
_·.;,-· y:. . u-.. over the long-term, radial travel to the· Central:City ,vill r_elatively diminishp-~ • 
_,;jj,11' . 

as a percent of total regional trend. .The ·Bureau of Public Roads in its .. • • ;i 
resec>.rch activities, has verified this urbin phenon1ena particularly where 'L 

. outer belt perimete.r highways arc being constn1cted. The experience ,vith 
} 

Rout_c 128 in Boston supports this conclusion. 

~·;It is within the. conte_xt of ch«I!g_ing reg.ional grm.vth~ p_~ttCr!_)-~~~j the ·Departn1.cnt. 
V.-. que·stions the certainty of foreca,sts on the need for· a new bridge across the • ·: 
- J>otoinac at the ~-:r_Qs.sing..._Thc·nepartrnent is concerned • •'I,h...Le.e_SisJ:.EU...s__lsl?.,_nd " 

•. that absolute reliability on S\.tbjective traffic for~c2.sts which are used to 
•• justify certain highway projects within. the District and the region inhibits 

appropriate policy_considE:rations br d~cision makers who m.ay desire to take 
into ?.ccount other values in reac11ing c>. cor.clusicr,.. The prirnary traffic report 

_ i;,.2·- ,_t-9....supn_9rt :,he need of. a new bridg£ 1 _~t4-<-L'.~_19J~5Tra_:firJ.o_r_e_c..a ..s.Lf...o.r__~e~~~ ... _ 
. • ·, • Potomac River Crossings, 11 dated Noveinber 4, 19:::>~1,was prepared Jointly

---=-:--'------
• by the Virginia Department of Highways and the Distrist of Columbia Department 

·of Highways and Traffic~ Jt was relied ':}pon by the_ District-in preparing the • • 
-. _1968 Interstate cost estim<'.te. This report predicts peak-hour perso_n trips -­

one directional, weekday demc>.nd of 97, 000. Of t'hi s, 37, 000 are as sig11ed to., 
. . . . \ . . . 

mass transit systcn~s and 60, 00_0 to motor ye~~.cl~s. _,· 
-. 
,_,

Moi:c recent traffic Slirveys b); consu!tc1.nts to t11e District in connection with 
the North Central Frcc\V.'.y did not csc this fon,c-2.~t·_study, but relied upon 
.thc_W?-::ATA/NCTA tra"rfic forec?..~t o! 1962 ?.$ hi~•.:-:~ig greater rdcvz.ncc to , 
foh.ire requirements_. As lat.:! as Octob~r l'-)67, • a 11ew traffic: forccc1.'st for 

. . . ~· . •. • 
. • ; • • • • •· ... ,• .l·. . 
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alterna·~;ive systems traffic analysis was made by· ,~1,m H. • Voorhe£?.s and 
Associates for 1990 forecast requirements. While !this foreca.st is not final 
it was prepared to ser_ve the WHATA in arriving a.t: ;projecte~ trarosit • 
usaze. It also provides data on highway:volume w~d capacity for 1990 
which ·are relevant to thi.s analysis. This latest .t."eport predicts a 
peak-hour person tr{p for· 1990, one direction we.elkday demand, of 86,540 
persons. Of this 28,000 are assigned to mass tramsit systems .and 57,940 

. to motor vehicles. Because 1990 auto triffic is forecast at some 4,000 
·vehicles greater than existing bridge capacity, ·m~ny have dra~n t~~ 
conclusion tbat the s'tudy proves the need 

• 
for 
.-

th-.e Three 
. 

Sisters Bridae. 
. 0 

The expressed intent of the Voorhees Study was trn.,deter.min.e transit rider- - . 
ship under alternati...:re transit system networks. 'Jl'o do this, of course, re­
quired some knoidedge of what the highway networlk might be like in the 
forecast year (1990). The assur.i.ed high\•.•ay net\~or:,k t,as provided by the 

., . Highway Departmt)nts of Virginia, Narylnnd, and tflic District of Columbia and_ 
, ... inc:luded a Three Sisters Bridge. The objective mf -the Voorhees Study was, 

assuming this highway netirnrk, to assign _passeng:ers to the transit system 
out of the total number of ind_ividuals n~oving vfa•. ail modes in the 

-.->>_:'. ~:-metropolitan area. I 

. :··. . . • ·,. , ..... 
• 

Far from proving the ~eed for the Three Sisters Bridge the study indicated .. 
; . ~ .L.,,;,-_only tha_t if a bridge were built "Tt- would b~ u~~-· _DO]:staff-me~?_E:rS havi:___.• 
•_~..- • .· • conducted in-depth analysis of the Voorhees repoir·t, however_,_~_n,LdgJ_e_r_i!!.ined • -

··: .• .-:-t:hat--a number of other _possible-c_o~-ci~~~~~-~-a-re---s!Jgg-~te~~~y __the report~----:-. 
··.-. . ·.: .:·--rtTsnoped that sensitivity analyses can be performed on the data------
\ ()_:·-<:·.·._._gathered by Voorhe~s to v~lidate these c·onclt~sioms. 

• • .· . < • .. : : .The principle. finding of the POT staff analysis and it· is confirmed by 
·_:-.:·'· ;'._// •• Alan Voo·rhces staff - is that sor.1ething ·on the cnn1er of 20% of the. 34 ~000 

• -.' • ·_ .. :". /·. '. automobiles inbound over Potomac River ·Bridges cf,uring' the peak hour in 
·• :.-· •• • • - 1990 would not have destination or. origin :j.n the District of ·Columbia . 

• • • '·:: .• r •• These ~:ould be. Virginfa residents. commuting either to, }1ontgout~ry or Prince •. 
•.•. .-: •. , • • Georges County _who, because of··.capacity restrafnJts on· -Cabin John and· 
• • • ·' Woodrow Wilson Bridge, would be fa.reed to use t:l'r.:e central area bridges 

. • :. ;· ,.:_ •.• : _.anc to travel through the Dis trice.; even though t:Ihey have no interest_ in 
_: :-_: -:-:·:·._. :i •• --:~ •. going there. · :-.• ·: _:. • ..• _:. • •• •• • 

! .• •• ~ . 

. / < ·.-._.···.· ·~--.-.. Further analysi.s will ·indicate more precisely. tfue dimension ·of this .. 
-'· . /. • ·_ problem but though appa_rently the. percentage· of" suburb-to-suburb movement • _,, 

... --> is a sizeable one. It raises ·a policy issue fo·r }~~yor Washington and the 
• ,_.·. City Council as to whether the District wishes t:co 'use its ··scare gasoline 

- .,- . tax receipts for building facilities to accor:unoa:;a te comIT,uter automobiles 
:_ •· : ... that have neither origin or destination· in the Ii'a.s tric t __cif Columbia. 

-•'.... ;_ ... :·:·_.'_.·:__.•. Further this· analysis raises the question of whe::ther the·.outer bridges should 
, -' • .. • \ -·.:,:.·····•be increased_· i~ size and ,~hcther additiona'l bricll:ges should· be provided, ·.: • ·_· 

perhaps insi~e the Beltway, to· accommodate this·suburb-to..:suburb movement. 

., .... : 

,·, '". 
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This docs not mean that there may never be a need for another central area 
facility. Depending up~n the ecoriomic and environmental factors which may -
lat~r develop, such a need may arise; but at least for the next 10 years, 
the need is marginal. The changing pattern of economic growth in the 
region stro~gly suggests.that a more 
crossings of the Potomac is to delay 
clusions can be developed on priority 
are that additional crossings-either 
Central Business-District may better 

d6sirable approach for provtding bridge.~.~ 
decisions until more precise con:... 

crossings. For ex~mple, !ndications. 
upstream or downstream from the 

0 serve·1onger-te~m rcquirem~nt~ ai 
transportation movement changes within the-region. Ev~n beyond this is 
the more basi~ assumption ris tb whether expanded vehicle movement. throu~h 
the.Central City ~reas of the magnitude forecast for 1990·would be a 

-:,· 

desirable objective, particularly if such trips ~erely move through·the·· 
Central Bus:f.ness District and are'. not destined to stop there. • • 

' . . . ' . 
,I \, •' •,': ., . ·•'. 

~ . . . 
' .• 

._.,_.. ·' .. 

:•,,_ 
. ·..·,.. 

··,·:,· 

., 
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.- ..... 
·, . 

:·. 

. •..... . 
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i:">·-.·· ··NORTH FREE~\'~~;··:._·.-:·:.<:.:··:.::: . :.:.~-. :;•):,_·} ::7\/"·•. B.· CENTRAL 
..~ .. :: ,· •• 

,... 

'.• 

•.•.. 1?.£..~S:rJ.Ftiol'lof)?ro;qct .... The North Central Freeway as propo·sed ~vould • .-. " . •. .• ' 
<:!..:tend frorn the Capitui Bcltw·ay" near the B&O Linc to ~ .junction with the ·: • 
lnrtcr • Loop near Rhodc. ls_land Avenue and 9th Street, N E. •From· the . ' 

;1Beltway the .Frcc\vay is 6 lanes and is dcsignatcc! as I-70S. At the point_ 
··'·where it is joined by \he Northeast Frc_cway (I -95}, it becomes an: 8-lane i ' 

•facility dcsignatccl "·s 1 .. 95_ Despite this cl~angc in 1;oute dcsignatio~, the 
ehtire 7t mile segment ~s known as the North Cen!:r~l Frcewaf. 

:·•/ .. "• .:,-. ·"!:; 
~~~ground of Proicc_t • ... J .. 70S (that portion fl:on1. the_ B~ltway to a j~nction. • ' 
·v..ith the Northeast Freeway) was placed on the Inter slate Systcrn as a result_.·. :·;,; 
of a 1958 decision to rernove I-70S along the north bank of the Potomac fron-i -~ • .fJ 
the System. Prior to 1958,_ il h~cl been <'.ssmned that I~?~S w~uld ru?' _ . :;. • :;tf 
along the route now planned as the P1lisadcs Par1;:v;ay but ~hat -~t·-would not ·_.·-·:··_:•. 1·:ljr__ __· _:· 
be ,:ar..st:n.tctcd 'to parkwa,• standards. . Since p1ace·mcnt of I- 70S in 11 

the North Central Corridor, t\1c route has been stll:<liql by J. E Griener · I 
- :,I

:md )'ev-lcwed by Alfl,n Voorhees and _Wilbur Smith; each ·of these consultants :1 

•ha_s_ concluded that t1·affic: _WctS suffici~nt to justit,- the segment. _ ·.·. , ,:.:. _.·(I 
• • . ·-'_' . • .. ' ••• •JI 

1:)cspite these findings, the entire North Cent_ral Freeway (I-70S a~d 1-..-95)., •• • .••. )!1 

has· pr(?\;oked vigorous· citizens' opposition, principally for· two reasons:.· . : . •:-i 
• • _.....::_' 

·< /•·.· :/ ·_(l) Maior Relocatio11 Pr_obl:~,s -:- The North C:ntr~l- r~ut~_has t:1~ __• 
/, •.. n1ost sevc.rc reloca lion unpact of any rout~ 1n the District_ (with· 

• • the exception of 5:o"me of the·altcrnatives considered for the 
North ½cg of the Inner L~op). ·The North Central Freeway could\· . ' 

• • • displace as many as 5,000 individuals, 150 ·businesses~ and J, 000 
•." - jobs .• Although alternatives ho\y being studi·eci by the D. c 1-Iigh\vay 

Department somewhat reduce th;es·c figures, the alignment used·· 
in p{·eparing the 1968 cost ~stimate would 1"1ave_approxim<1tel}· the 
~arnc displaccn1ent effects. 

·-_.j_·.. ·_ (2 f_R_e_l_a_t_i_o_n_s_b_._i-=p_t_0_S_u_b_\\_'a_y.,__-F_a_c_i_h_' - - It is exp Cc;.te d that._·_·_:_ ti Cs the NO rth 
Central Corridor will be the first radial corridor in·v.ihich subway 
lines are insta.l1cd. The line.to Silver Spring"is UO\Vin·the design .. 
s~a_zc and moving along fair_ly •sn~ oothly ~, Critics of the North Central 

. .. . Freeway maintaii"l.that.if rapid transit ts to becorne a_ viable_ecoriornic 
·-·service in th~·rnetropolitan ar~a, proviclir.g ·add.itional.frccway capacity 
• in the North Central Corridor ~houlc1· not be permitted:: : :· • .. •• . . 

' . 
. : , •. • .. ,-:. , I 

. 
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·;:·.-_:"·;·--:,:,:.:.-:·i..-.:: .··: _: .:. ·c .• :ALTERNATIVE LOCATIO!~ FOR 1-70 ··.-_ ._ 

··•.. 

·:.-.--{Palisades Parkway and Potomac River. Exprcss,vay) .. 
, . 

, '•'I, 

.,. 
!I 

. •. . " .; .-... ~ f 

:;_·: ·.,l)epa:bnent st~ff al~o :vould ~ugg~sf~emoval ofI-70S from.th_~ Nortli. Ce~-tr;~. ·:_. :·· 1: 
\./Corndo1· and instead its designation as an Interstate Route with the corndor : . ··,: 

•.•··. extending 8· n1iles from the Cc.pitol Beltway. along the Potomac River • • ' ••_ ,; .. 
• • ' (Pc·Llisadcs Parkway). to Key Bridge in :ceorgetown.- This route, although : •• ":· ·._ . 
. 0uilt with Interstate fu1~ds, ~vould be construct_ed t? four~lanc_ p·a_rkwa_y • ··:·:/- .• : 

standards. · . • . •. ., . . • _:~:_._... 
• . I • • • • •. . . . ~ • . 

' . ' 
The original location of 1-70 was along this route in the 1950 1 s but it ' 

, :• • I 

;,was to be built to Interstate-and not to parkway standards. As a result . 

of objcctio~1s to truck traffic and mas sivc de sign o:n this route through an • 
r 

•...... I, 

·.,· ::. ·, 1 area of g_reat natu1:a1 be·auty,. a decision ,vas made in 1958 to re.move this . ; • :. •. ;\ 
segment frorn the- Interstate Systcn1 and to construct· I-70 as a freeway •.. • if 

...througl1 the North Central Corridor of the M<:tropolitan Region: .. .. • . . . ' ~ 

•• !,,·.''.- ·-1 

/1n.effccl, th~ prop~s~l-is lo_i-cturn:_to t1?,e pre-195~ plans·,·_with one ·signif:kant 
exception: Park,var designs would be respected. The Department staff. 

·, . b~lievs;)s _that, in view of the _prospects of early s-Qb".:'ay completion and the . 
( . ) c/h1~h. soc1a_l c~st of co~struc:1on, ;he North Central F refil~ay_.sh.o:1ld 1:°t be -_-_ 

built at this tiuie.. It 1s ob_v1ous tnat clear and present needs exist for traffic 
. .. : ..&!Nee fn::m MontgomeryCounty to c!O\vntown Wa,sh~-r.1gto1!, and that earlier_ •. 

·co:i:npletion of the Palisades Pai-l~\Vc>.y wo1:1l_d s_igniflc_antly improve this service. 
The Departrnent believes that thcs~ needs rnust be met with a facility that 
provides sufficient traffic. service but which is consistent and compatible wit~1· :·. 
the natural cndronment through which it passes-:- ·'1.'he proposed Palis?.dcs i .. 
Parkway co..tld serve that function satisfactorily~ Five of the eight miles 
to b~ placed on the Systcn,1 have alrcddy b~cn con~tru~ted;thc rcmain~ng 
three miles in the District of Columbic1. could be b~ilt at a co,st of $10-$20 
million. .... _.~. . . . ,. . .. ·.·: ...... •.. • -·."·.· . 

o I• • 

The remaining portion of 1-70 (Potomac River E>..--p1·ess\vay) ,•..-ould continue ; • • •.:~ • ·: 
from the Palisades Parkway and would ·connect \V!.~h the presently completed·· . 

• ~Vest Leg of thc·Im1crLoop in thc.¥icinity ·or I<. Street, N. \Y.. Some construe..;::··· 
lion of this Frec,vay fion; 27th to 31st Street;, N.~. has been completed. A 
major public-con~crn has been 'the impact of .this .f.~cility on the long-term· .. 
dcvelopn\ent of the ·Gcorgcto,vn watcrfr~nt. The design of the Poton1ac· River· 
E-xpr~~ssv:J.y sho~ld c;nsider long~tenn plans wI1ic1, mar··bc rintici1.;;tecl for. 

- : ' •. - . . ..• • . •. . . -·~:. • . .. . . ' . . • . 
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for the Potomac waterfront of historic Gcorgelo'\'m. '. This area is traversed 
.:lby the -C&O Canal and is •vital elernent in the aesthetic and visual integrity 

of the Potomac Riv:er shoreline as it relates to the Lincoln Mcn10rial, 
Kennedy Cultural Center and Roosevelt Island. 

·Any decision on the design of the Potomac River E:>..-pressway should giv·c 
appropriate consideration to proposed objectives which may .be developed 
for future tipgr~cHng .of the Georgcto\Vll waterfront and to 1 ong-term plans. 
for 1·cstoring the potential ae·sthetic quality ·of this s_ignifica.1?f segm~rit of • 
the Potoma ..c River. .:- '·. ··<1.· : ... : :·_,.;:.·,-·•· 2.'. 

·.' 
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· •. D.'-' FACILITATION OF TRAFFIC MOVE1v1EN"T IN CEI-,j'fRAL CITY 

. . . .. .. •.~ 
' .. . I. .. . • . ,. " I,

I ·The rcvic\V 'o( the routins::: of 1-2. 66 and the n10-ven1ent of traffic .:.cross the r-- • I - • 

I 
. Potomac Riv_er brings into focus anothe1: significant issue on v-:hich -''.t 

adequate answers hcwc not been providecl° - - the moven1cnt of automobile • } , 
traffic in~ through·, and around the Ccnt~·al _Busit1cs s District. While • • • • • ;fi. 

••• present plans for an Interstate circulatory syste:rn int.he do\yntown ·a;ea ••• • Iii·. 
provide. for an Inner Loop, .the locat~on ~nd feasipility 'qf_this Loop·ren1ain. • . • ·'I 

,I all opeii and '•mesolve'd question. • • • • . . •. ' . . •. ,·· •. • . • • • ·. ' : . •.. -,, l·. 
It ~s clear from .• th~ .de.ba.tes:· .studies anc;· pr~~~~als. c~n~e;·ning the Inner,: • :·-_.\ _.;·.:. ;j__. 
Loop that serious quest.ions exist as to the_ loc".tion and design of a North :_! 

•Leg scgm~nt. As originally proposed, an alignn"l~nt which paralle<l Rock 
Cre~k Park~vay and then crossed the city on an alignrne_nt between T and U • ;· 
Streets, N. W , wa_s incorporated into the I11terstc>-~e plan. The major • • •• ·t •.· 

... dislocation ancl substantial cc·onomic in"ipact whicb \·vou1d result ;I: 
frorn t1)_e structure of this section upon the city,. bas probably created • '.. ~ii 

• more controversy than any single element of the Interstate program.· In.,;,, :·._'· • \j ; 
re sponsc to criticisms of this location a_'nd after further study,· the • ii I 
National Cap:tal Transportation Agency'~ 1962 report recoi-nn1endcd •i .•. 

against this fac:'ility and, substituted inste2.d a n"0clifiC:d e:xpres,s street. .I[ · 
connector to the existing West' Leg of the Ii{n~r Loop .• ·su1?sequently, • • . . : 1

.• 

attempts were 111.adc to 1·cach agrec1nc.nt on a cicprcssed K Street ., 1, 
Freeway connector between the Potomac River F~·e.e\vay and the Center 
Leg of the Inner Loop as an acceptable altcrnati:ve Interstate loc~tion .. 
The Planning CorntY\i s sio.11 has a\1thorized a _stuay of tbi s alternative, .. .- •• .• 

. but th.er c .is scriou s question. a·s to: its practica.I_it.y and .f ea. sib_ility; therefore, 
the issue of the North Leg and the Inner Loop re:;.nains unre_condled. 

The D. C . .Highway Dcpartme~1f a~cl the N~tionat Park _Service reached . 
agreement on tunnelling the South Leg, of the Inn.er Loop between Constitution 

. • . . . ~ 

Avenue and 14th Street. , The cost of tliis faciliti~ including a 5200-foot 
tunnel_ is c stimatc<l at nearly $100 !'nillion. SuT)scquent to this agreement;. 
the Fin·c Arts Com1nission has urged.that.altern2tivc· r.outing be ·s01.1ght. foi­
this facility so that the trees which would be su'&•stantially damaged by 
this propose.~ can be pre served. Sti1dies are cur:re.ritly undenvay. to find 
a desirable. and a,!:ceptable alternattve~ "• .. .. • • : .. 

; 

:· .. 
In addition,· the value of the South Leg as a traffi.:c link .p?,s bee11 recently 
q~cstioned. Probably the South L~g as .-plan:nc.d' ~.voild-concent.rate congestion 
to an unacceptable dcg1·ec at its i_ri.t~r secti~n \~i:t:h the Southwest Exp.re ssway ,· 
the: l_1i-lh S_:: rcct brirlg ~ s, <'--!i~! ?\fa. inc .-. nd Inclepencf,;:11..t.e • A vcnu~c s. _ . • •Q. ' ; . •• •.~ •• >.,••• I t ,•, • ' • 

.... t ~ ~~ • :. , • • • ; ,4 :·· 
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.• A survc}; of proposed transportation projects in 2nd through the· Central . 
. :· Busir{css Dist"rict ovc·/ thc·11exl fh·c years incTic2.tes that if certain 
. 'proposed projects proceed. (the No~·th and s;uth_Leg.s· of the Inner Loop, .•,., •• 

/ : the Sub\vay alignn,ent along G. Street,· the J>enns::;lvania .Avenue clcvclop1~cnt 
·: ... , plan and continuing. coi:1_structio1~ of the Center Leg of the· Inner Loop). • 

.·:. s_ubstanlial' df sl:_liptipn. i~ tl~e :·~~oi·n~~tllife ol the dO\'i.'D.tO\Vl1.area· ,villre·sult. •• 
./ . This could have· a severe;· tho~1g1°1.tcrnpor~_-ry~ ·fr~~pact' upon the economic 
{I ; viability- of the· central ·co'mmcrcial district of \\.'"2.shington. The· extent 

I of S\.tch econornic hardship upo11 retail stiles and the businc·ss connrninity 
·.· cai1 only be the ~ubjcct 0~ conjcct~trc; hov.·cvcr, \r,_·ithoutquestion it will .. - :. be substantial. • ••• • ••• • • ••• • .... ••• • • • • • 

/ 
. The construction of any downtown fr_anspo1·t•a.tioTI: facilities willnccessit~te. 

disruption, but it is not clear whether there has been sufficient 
•..consideration of the need for facilities to channc'! and distribute 1·erouted 

: ·'.:.•automobile traffic in t1,is area and to minimize fi1e severe _econon:ic impact· 
:· resulting from st1ch di srupti vc devcloprncnt and constr~ction activity. In

I •. c>.ddition, the scriou·s question of whether _certain of these facilities ,vill 
:·.be approved makes it imperative that an immediate and accelerated 

review .be uncle rtaken to clarify Jhe implications of these cle·velopment. . . 
·::_proposals and to seek alternative ways of mceti:c._g total requircn1ents ,vith~ ... 

minimal disruption to th~ ~iability of the downtc",vn business area. 
: . 

•.., The proposed Pen~s,,-1.vania Av_enue project pro~-f-.de~ a feasible and· attractive 
. alternative for handling travel to and through t11e.:clo\vnto\vn region. This· 
project has be.en cliscus_scd v:_ith the Chairma~ o: the Penpsylvania-Aveni1e 

_··comn1ission,· the Secr?tary of the Interior-and H~e Coni.n1issioncx: of the 
District .of Coh1~bia~ 

The Department of Transportation .is prep-~recI t.·~·co~i:nit its resources to 
. support ·inter-disciplinary design and cngincer:ir1g efforts in cooperation 

with the District of Colurnbia, the Departrnent o-1'Ho.using and Urban Develop-· 
ment, and the Pennsylvania Avenue. Cormnissio:r;-. to take a fresh look c>.t 

...., .... - -··: .• what. can· and should be done to provide a feasibTe downtown freeway system: 

It ·is impcrative_that~~arl}~_resol~tion of these q_u:.!?stions be acc·omplishcd so 
that provision can be made to me.et-thci.-gro,v111g 'lransportation needs as • 
additional radial free\t}ays to the downto,,;,;n region are· con1plctcd. • 

. • . • • ~ ., . • . . .•· 

.... /The Departm-~nit~r Transportation.is not -~;~pared at this time to a.ppr.ove 
v .2. spcc~fic sit~_loc::i.tio1_1 for. cHh,cr th~ North or South Leg of the Inner Loop.~ 

u~~i! ·ccrtai.n of tlh~SC on:esffons ·ha.,-c bcc1i 'stucT'i~'!<l,and alternatives carefully 
• ,i • • • • • • • . . •• . . . • • ... •• ••••.• • .: : ·: • • • • • • . • ' •• 

con:-:1.,1",r(•d no f1n.:.l dcc1s10:11:,,; \•:?.1·r.Zi.n.h~d.·· . • . . ..• ._,.
• . . . . . - . : . ; . . .. - .. ' -

.... _f ~ ...... 
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WASHJ.NGT.ON ME~fROPOLITAN REGIO~ TRANSPORTATION.· 
.... .PLANNIN'G HISTORY . . .•, .. 

Responsibility for cornprehensivc ·and subordinate planning in the \Vashington 
l Metropolitan Region _is spread _among a number of agencics,·-boarcls, :. . ... : .. - . ., 
; _. _, con-imissions, • a~d d_epzi.r,lmcnts \vhich function at th~ Federal, ·state, and 
' local levels. Stro.1g central leaders.hip to f9_i·n~ulatc. and gui~lethe· • 

execution "qf regional pro.grarns has been non-existent. In large measure 
this weakness is clue t~ the special Fedcrci,l h~tercst in the National Capital, 
the lack of elected representation in the District, and the mu1ti-State ju1·is­
dictional split of local govo.rnrncnt in the m.ctropolitan arc~.. This or ganiza­
·tional fra.g1ncntation· n12.'kes the 'process of goals formulation for the_ i·egion : '_· 
and implemcntcttion of_plans to-achieve them · a difficult, if riot 1mpossiblc, . 

. task. When dt.~cisions arc made they reflect a cor-:.scnsus ,;1,n.1.onginlcrcstcd • 
. • agencies a.th~?" than the_ results of conclusions derived from an integrated. ' . • . 

• pla~mir1g process. 

In spite of these obstc>.cles c>.nd in p2..rt becc1.'usc. of the leadership of the 
Congress and the President, regional transportctlion stuclies have been· 
cornpleted, \v11ich arc accepted as milestones for their tim~ in utilizing 
the late st available techniques of the plam~ing profession. However, even 

. these fail to consider effectively aml comprehensively the inter- relationship . 
. . • bct\veen COilll1l\ll1ity goals ·a:nd co1npo11e~t developn:..c11tal prograrn~ .. The 
·_ r~ sults high'iight the complcxitie s. of dcvelopiiig ·an a rea-\\~icle appr.oach ~o 

an integr~:tcd,progra;n of developn1ent._ , • •• • • '· • • • '• • • 
·..• •.•. ·:. 

: .. 
The 1959 1·fass Transportation Su.rvey for the Nati,onal ·capital Region was· 
the first of stich studies. Undoubtedly_; ·the significant contribution of this 

. , .. , .. .-.. study v.ras its c-.t.te~pt to present in comprehensive terms the concept of an 
•. ·: ·_ •... •. integrated approach to tra~1sportatiori wfth its impE.cati_ons for. the future of 

.. • . .'.,· ... the region. Its S\.1.ccess v.:as limite.d. • • •• 

After· extensive pub.lie hearing·s anc1 careful e_vafoa.tion of the MTS study,· the .,. 
Congress and the Administration did not adopt the rccomn1e~1dcd development 

-~-- ..__ ,. • plan. Instead,- the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960 was enacted 
which a~1.thorized preparation of a-n~\~:_tr~.nsport~-tion.prograrn.for the National .. : .. 
Capital Region. Among the policy goals est~hlish,:e~ in this charter as .. : ..... 

, . • -. Congressional objectives \Vere: a ·coo_rdinat~d sys.tern· of transportation to .· • 
provict'e for satisfactory moverner.t of people and goods, alleviation of traffic 

.. • • congestion;• econon-iic we Ha re of the region, cff cc::i.ve pc rfo rrnancc of' Govern­•·; ··<n·'•.' r·c-·,~ 't1-,~ 01·c'•·--· 1,· ,..,,.. v,-.lo•---,,., ...~ o' t·c·,,-.--c,,.i,:1:, Lh;.-~;r,ro··t·-=t•··d co 0 ·\;C,1ic~,c~ of. - .. I. .I. '- r I ,. l "'• A,. ,. J •• -,., ....,a. ,.. :-' • • • ._ 1,. • t,. • .. - .tr. .:_, '- ., • I \. \. 'Ito. ._ A '- • "' • • ., ~ .., ,. • _ 
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_ciig.1ity of the, N;.~~o;,,<c;.;i:;jt-,.i. • ~ ; • • ••• •• - ·,_ • ... , .. • • - • • ' ... 
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/ As eai.·:y as 1960, •sub~tantial concern ha·d b.egun to dcvelop·in the Congress •• ••• ••• 
/ •and in the com1i1Unit}' over the freeway program under development in the 

/ District Higll\vay Dcpartme.nt which had been adjusted to capitali7.e on th~ .... 
/ accelerated and expanded .Federal-aid Inter sfatc hlgh\vay program. In . 
1 . fact, Congrcs s exp res sly stated its u~w.:illingncs s t_o cnqo rse. freewar :r:-.<?l.!t~s ·_.:. _ -~-
/ J~rougl1 North\•~e~t_ Washington, ~nd_in the 1960 Act.,.ii1cludcd a··statutory· ...:··.·,. _. :.:· 

...•.··· !1ve-ycar p1~~lub1hon ~n ..~onstruchon of such free-;.,ays. . .... •.. :· 

· In· 1962, the. Na ti_o~al Capital Transpo~·tatio11 Agen-::_y submitt~:"d its• report pr·~·:":·: 
/ . 

posing a new transportation program. for the Naticmal Capital Region to ·the • 
. Presidei1t for trc1..nsn~ittal to the Congtcss. In this report, • •• • • , 
•~ubsta·ntial reductions wci·e proposed in the_ high~,::-.2.ypro.gra~ P.rc\.-fo·usly •• ·.,, 
recom1ncndcd by the District Hig}l\vay Department. The highway proposals 
of the 1962 report were·~ot adopted ~nd subscquen1..1y the District Higll\vay 

•. ·Dcpartrn~~-;t propos.~·d ·a mo<l~fied frcc\~·ay plan· _e.SE"•entially similar in con,cept to tht 
earlier recommerided system prepar·ed before con1tpletion of the 1962 NCTA. •. • • .. 

.. stud)'·· ' • • • ...... . 
. . ... •. 

• · Contro~ersy ·continue~ ov~r the.pr.oposed project; in this higJr~vay ·prograr11·· 
for the region. 

\ __i The· reasons for the contro.versy are. obvious. ·Tbce. community, within the 
• ·.: ·. • Dist;ict of Columbia, believed that its needs for t:ong-term community 
• • development had been s.?.crificed to ·the i-e.gional r,~quirernents for an expanded 

•. :. : . highway syste1n .• The· credibility of the Distri~t :E~ghway Department hc>.s been 
repeatedly questioned. 

The relationship bct\vee11 the .. District's high\vay .J211la~sand the plans outlined 
in the comprehensive fran~portation studies is oft-en slight. .• The impact which • 

.:· such plans have had upon the final ~onfiguration o:: the highway systcrn appears 
. · .. 

minima.l. ·The basic conc.ept s of the pr.es.ent syste:..11,. inch1d ing its ci rcumfcre,1ti< 
loops an,d radial routes, .. ,vere fixed at the time of'f.:.he MTS study .. In spite of 
the attempt at c~n1p~ehcnsiv~ transportatio~· stumes, alternative systems which 
radically deviated [rQIT). tne ~ted.~yste1n have,.~.c~i.ved limited COI_l-~i~i:ation, 

•• • ,w • - •• _ ·- •• ··-·. ~·. ~-. • • • • • • • • • • • , •• ~ '· • • • • •. ·~-~--- •• • • ~ • 

. . •·... . The .re~son for the: ~cp~tition ·and .recurr~ncc of fu,,e sa·n1e b~sic conc~pts. i·~ . 
. easily identified:· .. he plans, have. been de~dopccTp::imarily on the basis of 
traffic forecast demands and .assignments derived: fro1n a .single ·purpose· 
pla1ming process: '.. : . •.· .. :• .• :.- ·- .·: • • 

• , • • • • • •••,. 
0 
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In none of the plans nor in the currently proposed hi:ghwa y system is there · •• •• 
·. co~winc'ing ·evidence that st{~ficient consideration ,.v.as given to the profound 

impact' \Vhich _these pi·oposed long-range clcvelopme~t programs would have . 
,-·./ upon the .Washington.region in .t.errns of f{i.ture land use, envii·onrnenta.l •.• •.• • ... 

impact, cconon1ic growth, and urban structure on ·in~_rea sing b:affic congestion 
/.·_.This does not mean that other com1~1unity g·oals and.purposes were ignored, 

• but it docs mean that they. were subordinat~d to ·the predo1ninant purpo·s e • 
:.· ·of the transportc.tion planning process. • • - • • •• ••• • • • 

. . 
·,:_·A number of studies have addressed the'm.sclves to rnethods us~d to determine •••• 
.• _.' future highway investm,ent levels particularly as they related _to. procedures 

....• •. '!or predicting future traffic _volu~c s~ .-. One rep.ort. wl1tch· has particular .. '. 

', ._:relevance to these questions-is an unpublished papcr, 1 / ,vritten in December . 
.-1965, fox the National Capitc>.l Planning Commission. -This report ,vas .. 
- ~um.mary in nature and based on a review of recent literature and an. 

·." _e't'alualion of trends· in expcrt·thinking on the subject. Serious questions 
, . '::,.·were ·raised as to the validi,fy of the guiding assumption to"provide a quantity . • ·: 

of transportation· facHities sufficient to carry the· peak traffic lo?.ds without 
11•congestion. .... 

~\ • . . 
J... · A critique l/ of .the 1959 MTS pointed out that once basic design ·specifications 

arc based upon equating capacity' to the peak-hottr flow·, a really crucial 
•. ·kind of choice ha·s been foreclosed. The level of service is a fixed part of • 

j: •. the systc1n· adn1itling of no discretion. Any ·choi~e about how access shO'\.tld 
.: _·:. be dis.tributed in _the reg~on-is_ ruled out _bythe stanoard that a1~yone ought to be 
'.<·.·able to travel anywhere in''the region at an,- time \.\.'i,th a m'inin'lUlll expendi htrc'. 

·of ti~e. •• • .: -~· ,: · --

. ' ' 

, .. The Bain 1·eport concludes that this .assumptio_n .·:may. no. long~r b~ s1.1itable 
·_ :· ..._:•for planning .of urban highway systcn;s. It further suggests that greater 
•,· ... emphasis should be placed on other a)ternatives for minimizing traffic_ 
·-:. congestion rather than through the provision of mo.re new highv-.:ay facilities. 

:: .. _.. The inevitability of congestion and over..:capacity·u:..ili'zalion resulting from •. 
:-:_.~~thephe.i10mena- of hiduced tra'ffic,· even uncle~ ··a:·grcc>.tly e>..-pandcd highway: 

··~ • • . • . . . • '·.·- . • . . ..~-. . • .• . - . . 
:·.. . .:·.•.• 

. . .' -•.· ..•·.·. ----- --- - - • 

. Bafn, He'nry 1:1. Jr., Transp9rtation in the Co'::nprehensive Plan,· A 
·report to the National Capital' Planning ~omn1i.ssion, Decen1bcr 21, -1965 
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Wingo and Perloff,'Thc .wa·shing_ton Tr·a~·sportation·Plan: Tccniqucs or 
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·progr~rri,'' is highlighted as a _critic_a(·wcakness·. The conclusion is stated 
/- that decisions to abolish congestion are in. reality _d~cisions to· cl1.~•ngc land 
/ .'.·use and trip lengths. Thus tl~? dccislon irihcrenl in choosing a highway system·· 
/ 'is not a decision to provide free fl.owing traffic systc_m.s _(which are unlikely •. 

I
✓ .to b_e ac~ieved in _th: ~oresceable foiure) b~i~ decis.io_n~ on -~evclopment o~ . • 

res.1dcnbal con1m ..,n1hes and new conunerc1al. act1v1hes ... • .... .. .. . . · · 

_: c~ange s.iri. econo:mic stn1cturc ot a ·corninunfry growing rron1· treewai construe- •••
1 

tion represent in large measure a .shift in ~c~nom_ic ac~ivity cau·scd by changes 
in-c1."ccessibi1ity that" re sull f;o:rn 11E:'wor upgradecr highway c·orridor development. 
. . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . ;, ... ,. 

• The· hnplications of the Bain_ report are that):_m.a'.i: be tiri1.e to .reconsicl?r .the 
.·.. extent to which peak-hm.1r requirements can reasonably be accommodated 

• by urban highway systern~ .. ·.Also whether social and.political·changes 
• 't.aking place in. the r cgion,. and particularly in the_ Dis_tric_t, ·do not _per_suc:-s~.v~!Y. 

•.argue for a 1najor overh_aul of c_urrent thinking and approach to the total • 
..-planning job considc1·ed in this new socia 1--political context.: 

• • .• • • : . • • . • .? ·: ~ 

The D_istrict must g~vc serious ~onsi<lera·t_ion to changing attitudes on

0 the part of the public if the District Highway Department is t~. ~~1cce ssfolly 
•proceed with 'the d~velop~1.ent of a higlnvay system that has comrn.'t.mity • 

-~ ~ • ~ • ♦_::accepta~1c e. :. ;, •.:( 
. .• .. 

Recent technologica\ innov"ations and thinking with respect to traffic control, •...• ... 
·no\v being pron10ted by the Bureau of Public Roads, offer c!-lternative ways 

• to meet the p1·oble.~s. o{ congestion th_rougfl iniprovcd. capacity utilization.· 
•.of existing ~ystems.· -:-This ·altei·native has particular rel~vans:e_·in a.high 
. density urba_i1_c.r·ea s~u:h a_s t~1e Distri¢~ (?f <;:c,lun1bia, ·_.••..:.- _,:· : .. , . :. 

• •• ; • .-· : ~ • ,· '·. :,-•• .._. . :~· ' . ~ ... . . '. :. •.• ~ •... . ·..· ••. · ..: :_.~_-·...... ~ ...... ~--.. .. ; .· . .... 

•• • '' ' ' ,' ,, '': ~ (i::? .•.::r'.trit :<) •,>:·f;;r,:);,,·:r.:·:.::'f"'.Jf .· ':· ..· ,···. ' : ' ' . ' •>r 

. · ··· ·; ·..•;;:,: ·.It>:::.,:·; __;'..(:.• :}'.jf 1'~'..'f i\ _.: •-· /:.·;, ,· ·•·.•.· •. ·/t\'.\ :·}?;i:\f-:\',f 
. ,. . ... :.~ _..'":-"'.~- . ,, :· ..... ···~ :..,, ... ·... ; ... •... :,;; • .•• ...... 

. . .•. ' .' ,.~·--··.·-. •. ~•:·..····· :• .• : ,', ·~ .: .. ', ., .. • ..•.. .... . ,· .,/),.. ... . . . ...... ' ..• ,•··~_:·-..·_::•.·./<-'";,.·-:·.· 
..... : ;·:t> ..·=,-:.'..:\.':<_<,,·.•:'' .·,.·;~'./ :,:;_(>··')\·>::·.-~/ ::,:....<~-~;?>:-/..;'.::\.f(..:.,-:-.•.'•..:.:.;:",..,·,..,..·,,: 
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A STRATEGY FOR PROJECT sz:LECTION 

Appraisal of the transportation studies that ba....-..e b.-ecn made in the National 
Capital Arca points· to ct c·onsi stent ,veaknes s ancT ,:.:.,;._~proach .to progran1 •..• 
developn1cnt -- the .failure to assure that narro-i:-v· a~bjcctives of these studies· ·.·: 
are re sponsiyc and, i_n fact, subscrviGnt to broacie:--r,r cornprehcn·si°ye. comn1u.nity ·., 
goals for the region•·s future· de.velop1'nent: This 'i.:::s not the fai..ilt of the 
tr~nsportation .planri"c rs. '<t,._review _elf _ava._ila bie_ libcr.at1:1i-e r_cy~a_l s very l_itt_lc __ ·:. 
beyond gcnerc>.l statements of the guiding concep~s- ffor devclopn1ent ,of t~e • 

... Nation I S Capital' and its_ ·s~n~ounding e1~virons a;; 2 rcgional_.urban con1plex. 
.. -... 

F'or example: "is the _Center __City to_b_c ~evoted in El.a:rgc_·mea~urc ·to the role _. 
of Government and the pu:r~uit of commerce and f2ndust_ry; or _is it to remain .. 
ip part a community of honics where people sh~ll lfivc artd_ ,vork? W°hat kinds 
of people. shall these be?· Precisely how can the c:«:eauty-and-dignity of the 
Nation's Capita 1 rec~i vc pti.ramount considera.tt"oi:.. zn the context of regfo~1a 1 • • • 
growth and developmcn_t that anticipates a .. r.egioI:a:..Til.·p~pulation of about 4 • • •••••• -·. 

million by 198~? .· 

As the region c;,-,.-pands, • precise definitions of co~.::rolling objectives must 
: .·be fornmlated and updated to provide _a more intc-tTilgent _ba~is for· guiding 

the development of transpo!·tation systems - - ancr i:Ior p:::·e serving the . 
. ·.·exc 

0 

ellcnce a11d the· u~iquc quality or: tl~_e F_ede_ra! ~:ty_as an urban environmenL- '. 
• • • • • •• "• ,• a • •• • 

. . . 
Since the. millennium, in the: form· of precise defi>·.~tions of goals, has not yet 

. • _· arrived and; practicall,.~ speaking, is not- likely t,o arrive for a long time, 
. . if ever, how . arc ·w~ to_ fa_c_e_ t}1e p;-_o_°!Jl_cm of m_ee~g ve.ry real needs for. 

,, _.· --·. :·tz:ansportation in the _meantirn:e? • .- • • • • • •• • : •• _ 
; 

.. 

. -.. - Qne w2.y of dealing ,vith this dilemma has been to- ::.-gnorc the problem in its 
. broadest scope and instead, to rely sirnply upcr .. :p-:=·ojections of traffic demands 

.-.: .. _\_··.. as ·a d~dsion-maki!l,g tool for high\va:y devclop_rnem'~~- ·This is n~t. ~ very goo_d_·__. 
• ·-:solution.. . .•.... .. . . • • • . . .... ... .. • ..... : . 

. 
• As-·has been stated by consultants ·to the-District FDigh,vay Department on-·· 

·., traffic planning for .the North Central Exp res s·~.,"·a·::·(Wilhu r Smith &:Associates 
. . .. . . . .\ . . . . . . 

an~ Alan·i,r. Voorhees and Associates): 11.In-the~i!\Sclves, traffic assignme:1ts 
do not dcmons.trate the 'need I for t:ransp'orfation fu-.:,proven,cn ts.·. :Rather •• need 
largely_ reflects th~ rnctropolitan c6mr'nunity's a{mttudc·s and policies r~ga!ding 
levels of tran.sport service as they relate to o~;;,~~ J~ccts of rnctropolitan 

. . . 
. ;.,··:.- .. 

. . - . .·•.. : . . 
. . ·' •' . . . ·... .. '. 
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(?_.) The u 
0

ndcrlyi~1-g planni~~ assumptions on p·opulation, en·1ploymcnt. and la~~1 ···•·· '.;':.\(.; ••• 

use are dated and_contc:i.in·many uncertainties. The data base and assun1ptions ••. 
with respect to transportation _behavior and fo:turc c·orrurn.mity values ·which 

r~- undc.rl}' fo.::-ccasts of future movement of people 2.nd goods contain substantial 
1 • shortcomings that arc characteristic of a:i:,y .:~ttcmpt to define the functioning_··:·: 

I• of complex urban patterns and .projecting their long-tern, futures. Conse-
r..·. quently, the assun1ptic;ms which ·underly the planning of high\vay facilities 
._ ·:.:·. for the region and the results they prod_uce should be viewed with 11 e·xcccding 
·: . . :.· caution. II In th~ a_bsence_ of·expl_icit corim1unity decisions on urban form,. • 

. ,ve nrnst not be .delµded into thinkiug that the ··co1:n;11unity' s deci sio11-making 
,, process on transportation project_ alternatives can be resolved by _a narrow ... • . • .. , . 

.. '· ..... evaluation of the validity .of tr.affic forecasts. Decisions must not be .n,ade : . .. : .. . _.:: 
. •.~ • by policy official~ .on the ba.si~ .of mat~ria.ls resulting from debates· over·.·:.:·. ~ ___·_·:·_-: ·:. ·._ 

, ·:-·what sho1..1ld or ~hould- not be. incorporate.cl _i~to .a traffic n1odel. -All too , •• • • ·: 
•.. : .. ·:.·oft.en! unfortu~ately, th_is is the ·1C!vcl of puplic debate on _high,vay _location: ... · • -

decisions. ,• • 
• •.··••~!.- ..... - .• 

... . · . 
. In the .. ·real world, :where we have· not ·achievcci" precise forn,ulations of long-· •• •• • 

. • •. ,:ange_ go_al~ but \Vhcre _deci sio_ns to meet pres sing needs ~u st b,e made, a, • . • • • ••• 
strategy. for _the· selection· of projects must guide our actions. The strategy •. 

,r)n1usl help to meet.clearly dcn:ionstrated needs ·but it must not push_us beyond_ .. 
l./"'" :iat point.· This, then, is_the essence of it-: it- n,ust n,eet clear and presei-,t •.. •·· 

• • needs bi..,t it rn.ust not attempt to_ meet demands wl1ich znay arise in a future 
.• way of life but which· we can anticipate only in dim ou.tlincs and projections . 

. \ .-): • - . • 
- -, 

.. · Wha·t this strategy means, ·in terms .. of the current co:::itroversy over the 
.. .-. , _Thr_ec Si"sters Bridge and I-266, .is thal decisions ca::::not be delayed ~ndefinitely 

. while we await the formal expression of con1n1unit)~ goals, bu·t neither can 
·::. _technical fori.-nulae which were est~J:>lishcd only as· g-:.::idelincs for the policymake·r 
.·'-:-.·.be allowed to dictate the _so~ution.[_Disapproval of the Three Sisters Bridge . 
. . .. ··as part of the lnterstate·System \V1ll certainly neither destroy nor damage 

irreparably other components of the -h{ghway p~ogran.J. or. the. underlying . 
i : planning assumptions which have_ led to their adoptior-"'• nor docs disapproval 
. today rule it· out for consideration at" some future tirc-.:...e\Vhen needs· becori1.e 

;_i:".__.· prci(sin'g' .•• On th~ othe~ hand, approval of this project, iri.larg·e n1easure~-.·more 

•.• ··./ ·on the basi~ of projections-' of. traffic· demand, ·po stuTaf~d for a 30-year p~riod, 
::.:.::..without a ciear underst_a:nding of the project's widc-r~ging and irrevocable conse:.. _: 
: ·.·: _. • quencc·s for both. the future· of transpo.rtation iii the C~ntral City and· the ••• :· . .-• .-.: •• :. 

_- .·: achievemc_n~ ~f other c~nu:1~nity goals, is u~thinkabLe;J Decision makcr.s a_·re • 
often required to take· s1gn1f1c_a_nt steps of which-the u::mg-range consequences 

, .. are·_unknown; this is·an unpl~~sant.reality of th~·pubu.c decision process.· To 

,C> take •ta _•te~ ~~~•~r '..:~l•~:l; _~ot ie qui red ,v:t: t:~oolha rdy:. • 

•• • • • • • ' ~ •••• • • ' w - • •• • • -:..-

....... , . .. . ·' 
• l. .•::~-
··· • 
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In revitwing this project, the Dcpartmc11l has tried to· go b_cyoncl evaluating 
the accuracy-of t~affic forecasting as justification for· additional radial 
(:ori·~Jors and bridge crossings into the Central District of Washington. 
The Dcpartmej1t's. review has recognized that plan·s and proposals arc not 
static,· traffic fo'reca·sts made for purposes ·of highway design are not ••• 
irr1rnutablc, and that alternatives to lake account of social, environmental, 
~l1ltural and histo_rical considerati.ons - - . ,vhic~ are. paramount c·onsiderations 
espccia Uy in the. ~e~e.r_al. Cit}' .. -.-. Ae_1;1ap_d..P~i.9.f~ty.:co.Il$_idc.1.·..a.tie>n_·~l}_any. . . .' ~-

·clccisi~n .• • •••• • •• ·a.· •• • .• ·,: .. ,:· •. :·_:_·.·.•· .-.- .... :···:.:_::: •. ·'.. ,.·· .. :-·--.:. 

• ': . . • • ' .. · •.. ~'\·:,;. . • • • 
:_:·-~· .:>~~:-·. :, ... ~. -·-=·-.-~: .:,"' ·-~·· ;'•· ~- ·- ..~·•.~~ 

' : ... ., ,;•~·.,: i-.~ ... ;•-.•:-.,-:•;.~-~--~~.!..-:· _;_::.. ,-,::_, : .. '!.' ~.::;~ ., 
, ~-., .. . ....:,....~ ....•.. : .... 

·:·~ .. ~·-~ ·:• ••• ·:.. <,, ' ,.; ·: : •• \ ••••• 

· ..· ..: ... 
. ..~ 

•. , '.'•.=·: .•• . 

'•: .' . . ,· ..... 
-; ..• .. 

·:•:-.•· 
,. ' ~ ·.··,!· .•. ,:': 

; .. • 

..:,:.. ~. ':\:•.•r\ .. 
•' :.•V . ~ ·- ..' ...... . ,.~ 

,....· .. 

. ' ..,· 

::, 

: ·.,· 
·., ." '. 

~ .. •'•, 
. ••;;•• .. 

·'. ::·::·>t" ·\':·/ ,._.-.,~.,::.... .,,_.-.: ~r ::_~;:::'.:;, 
r. : ..... • ..... ~-. ,: ~:.-~-::~. :· •• • •• 

.• ' ' .•• . .- ..... , .•• , •./ • ~.; ~ ; ......... " 'I .. 

. ·: ::·: • ~-: ~-... 

··-: ,.\:, 

, ·,, ......- •- .· -..-••,• 
• •j,. •.·~:,~;·..; ' 

,·•·,:. · . 

., 

'' 

A J f SE,.,,'U!'·P:iS'+ EFHJh'SSi 

https://P~i.9.f~ty.:co.Il


✓ \ 

April 21) 1967 

Attached for your signature arc (1) an acknowledgemerit. ·letter •fo' - •• 
Secretary Udn 11 concerning the proposed tunnel study for- the Potoriwc • 
River crossing and (2) a memorandum to the Federal Highway Administrator 
asking that a timely briefing be given you on this study. 

• .• .:: '\. :. ,.: ~ • t ' .• 

Included ns an. attachment is n redraft of a letter by ._the· Federal 
Highway Administration acknowledging Udall•·::; letter· an·d 'reporting 
on the progress of the study. ·The letter·as.prc·par'cd by the Federal 
Highwciy Administration does not in my view provide a· b~lanced ;ind 
dispassionate ~riscntation. It~~tone reflects a certain am~unt of·' 
irritntion ~nd some respects prejudges the results of the study. 
Therefore the redraft of this letter for your signature is in my 
view a more .bnlanced response to Udall~ s request ... ; ,".. _:: - . ~ ·:.~:. 

. "'; . . . . - . l . •• ~ 

The memorandum to Bridwell.will .provide an opportunity ·to :view the 
,,,_ total controversy of I_--;266 which has been t:ie_ source of national 

attention for Qbout· 8 or 10 yeArs. l ~t...ll.i..!l_k it would b~_dJ.ff~cµltthat 
to decide on ,':l bridge without dccidi~g on t~nrninder of ·that 

-.'Inters tote rou-tewnich1n-{some·-r_e-sp_ects is G~inila~·- t_~. t~~pro~-lems :. ~. : :., .. ,. 
faced in other areas·on .r:i.va1·..:highway locations~-_. If the Federal ·: •.. · ·: _ 
Government pfons to ·provide: a co-nstru'ctivc pr.ogram for beautification ·-. ' 
of the Potomac and preservation of its scenic and historic values 

. I think that you have a right. t~ re~iew this controversy in terms 
of a total solution. 

) 

;. 

Paul L. Sitton 

--, ~--...-. 
- • • • t; ~; •• ,.: •• ;._:1~ - . j ......• ... ...;:.... '' ...., ...... ••· .... 

. .. .. -:.· ~:-~ I _,._;~;_,: ~ ~ . ~~. l ~ l :x·: ,_ -.. 
I ,. -- . . ..-, 

•,•; ... _,.. ___ --►•••• --· - ;---- • 
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.,. - ........-.. -L .. -- -- ~----------J...- ••• 



7···-····•·---·-.-~---~-~-lJ:-S.·;).~~~•:·;:;.,•? \'-S·:· ,~::·,-r:-~ Ei·-rr. 0 := :: F!.·\ -~:~-: ·ri (:,.:· • 
• ':,' •• •,> ;: ';:c.~:-\L Hi~~; '/.',•,,y ;\D"/;:~:: .. : ~,,-.::" r.;;,, 

FR0:-1 

'•. ·--~----.•------•--·-•,
'. 

.: 

This memorandum is to _con£ irr;i m::lr_~COiW('/inda tior·.s and points of 
view regarc1.ing th·e discussion hpld July 27 on the- Inter.st2,te 
System in the l··Iashing-ton metropol.itc:,i1 a.~E::i.. 

. . 
• .-~: ··The question before us was whether or n::>t IntE:istatc Route 266 .. • 

- ·- •• ••• is needed as a part of :the highway _syst.er.r in the'_ Washington ••• -·· 

'. ·.•. mctropoli tan urea. This .qu.csti011 res_tlltec1 f:!:."O;;;t ea::-lier com­
munications. of_ Hay 4 to _Hrs. Jar.vis H. RQ\•ie, ·0·-;:. , :Cnairrnan, • 
National Capi t~.l' PlanniP-g C6r:-:i-nission, ~•1•;1:__S':.e•.-.-·;i.rt.·1,;. Uc12..°J.l,: • ... 

•Sec:::-etary of ·the Interior. The-~e lettsra •.:~1·6 in· r;esponse 
to a request ~oyou to make a feasibil'it~, $lt:ci.y of a Potom2.c •• • ..•. 
R • . • • • t1 -, B • .... • . n"I..,.. ·r·A:'"1 ·C • _ ... !:).' -· ....., • . 1.ver 1:unnc.1. crossing in 1e hey rictge· - .u1_ ~-~ ..:>J.,,,-.. ...... i-:s c:cr-;a 

and compare it with a pr'oposed bridge· crcs.si~g of ·the. River. 
'l'he ·resporrse had: the effect of raising· .t11-s q:.1astion: becZi-U$e._ 
the letter to Secr·et.ary l:Jdall: ·stc:\ted·: · • -,, -~•. •1 :- • • • • 

•·· ... 
11~lithin the narro~•l_ context ?f the' ·questiOl"i posed by.... 

.. · your letter (i.e., an·evaluation of_<lesirc:.ble cdterna-:­ ,·• . 
. . '·.·.•_.·.•:--~~::-:-··•---·tives £01;. a bridge or tunn~l at t11·e··s_el~c~e~ ;site), • I.·\ 

•.• ,. .. ...: .. .concur·wJ.th the conclusions of the feasJ.o_.:i.lity. o,:tlldy __I_ 
. ·-: -~· -~ ·:::</ . : t _.._; 

11;-_:.•/:\?/:/:•: .. that a_bridg_e is the ~ett~r i<.ltc:c~·iutive.· .··_ ••• ·.·:.-·_.·:- ,._ 
...... .--_.-.... 

.i 
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tha'.t. it is orobt..'bly safe to· assur:-;•~ thp.t that. is a fair· 
quest.ion th;l'C WO"t\ld g~ _into' the re·,,ie:~; of a requ~·st. for·. 
a grant of f edcre.l r.ioney for a prop6se.1- 0£ •this sor.t. 

- . . . 
"Und~:c the .. cha::-ge w1_1_ic11we have, I don-' t -think you. ca.n 

confine ou~ revie~ in such. ~_wiy that we wouldn't get 

\ into that qqes·t"io.:.. . 'l.'hat is the in teat of the S~creta:cy I s 
lctte1·. " • •• ••• • •• ' \. 

'l\hese st.a tem·ents before the Nation:11 Cc.pi tdl P'.!..,..n_ning Corr;iii~si.0::1. 
caused considera~le contusi:on because C~.r~iiss~.on mcr,t'oers- h2.d not 
thought the question of crossing vc:-s_us • no crossi:1g was any. 
longe):- b~f-ore them in their advisory capa~i ty .- They ¼ne,·: t112l"i:. 
this question already had been sett}.-::c.· by the· official and. posi­
tive· action 0£ the District of Colui~":;Jit:. .Co1r.;;\issionersi the State· 

. :·· of Virginia, the Bureau of Public Ro~ds, • ~nd the· Congress. 

-It sho-..ild be noted that no off'icial nor responsible unit of 
Gov;...,_...-n·l-l',•~nJ..-. orgr."'•nJ.' '7a-f-J.' on • • • ·, ' '"" _ O_r _ _ - has .preso!""!tc&, a~1y cv~.c:.onc~ i::h.1.c11_. • , .-
cast doubt on the traffic need for·rnter$tate·Rout:e·-266. :·····:-·· . . . ... .. . . 

In th<: process of considering the ne~d for I-266, t:le also 
consiclered the follo_wing a.ddi.tio~1al scg;nents of t1~e. Int'E:lrs"i:.at.e· _--.' 

•. • ' • • • •• ••. . •• • •• • •• • ,•. '!'· •• ' t·system: ., . . ..... ! 

'. i 

•• ·South leg of· the inner belt-. froi~ .th~ Dist:i:ict '. s_ide • 6£ - ·•· . :. • n· 
· ···::·····the 'rheodore Ro~scvelt. Bridge· to 14th Stre_et. • • • r; 

_• .-• - \ ·-~--~~:!i ~;~:/ ~~ -~~:e~:~~!i~:I-9 s -in north~~s t • \' : •: ; ,.,: >ti • :~ th -
1 

.-.~ \ L . 
.. . ;· . t t' . 

The north leg of the inner belt from the 26th Street • • t ! 

_? ; ; . _ 1~o~~trir cl1ang c _,;n~ .tt lni·dte: - - : _- - - \\i::ec~~:~r0~\~:61n~:/ •·· ,_ 

It was' my ·strong pos'i tion 'a:nd reco"rruneridatior~ -thc:·t' we _.go "forward • ~ l· ; 
-:--as diligently as possibi'e t6 conotruct the ·entire ·rn·tcrstate . l ;. ! 

• .. •·•. ·_systet:n as·designatc_a_:_in·thc _mctropoiitarf'arotr.· ;)'.':_.<:·.· ..••: ·.·.'· ... :____.__';_-__:jl '. 

.... _____, .. _.. : .. _,;.{/,:i\f{ \,(:·:\: J ///::,:<;\·\Li;\:\:··_)------· -• --j :-: 

. . .....' .. . ·, .. 
. . . '.· 

.... ·., . \·. • . .. .... 
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'I'hc occision to clj.minate all but the north 1·eg of the inner 

'.

' loop .and add to th0 ·system a route from the outer pelt alo,1g .. 
the north edge of the Potomac Rive1· to the 26th Stre~t inter-\ 

:.. ·change of I-66 did noi take into a~cot.mt aay cJ.nalysis of • .- • 
traffic ri;:qui1·er:1-::;nts aha effect upon syster,1s operation and 
_ignor~c1. the sever~l criteria which, as -a mat.ter of law_ or 
policy, the D~partment of .rr:ranspcirtation requires every State . . . . . . . . . 

to meet. .. .. ~.-.- .. - . 
·,

0. ::.__In -ray opinion; the· acti.o'n .did not consider the following sec'tions 
._ ,. , .. of law: ,I • 

' ,
·:i 

•• i~- Section 134 of Title 23 \•~hich state·s ·t11at ·the. S~'cr.etary. ' ••.. : 
' .. _·: • shall not approve· •iany program fo:c projects .in a:ny urban· ·_· '.,<_:_.:·.; • 

. : .. • .-_. area of_. more -than fifty thousund popuiation unles·s' he • • • • • • • .:. 
·_ · ·_ >"· ·-: .. ·• finds that such projects are based· on a continuing com- • ,-·-~ '.. 

. . . . 

·: .• ___·_.· pi;-ehcnsive transportation planning process carr-:i~d on · .. •• ••• •. ;· 
·,• • · cooperatively by States and. local co;r1::r~u·1iti.es· in.· confo·r- · .• ; 

mance with the ·objectives. stated in tpis ·sc·c~ion.~ 11 .··: .. I 

. . , . . •..•. . . . ·. . . . . '\ •..• 
. ~ . 

>,_ 

.....•' 
'-.;,;_ 2. ·; Section 101 (b) which states that it is the intent of ' , j 

. ·., .. ·:_ ·: ::··,. Con9ress t:ha~ "local needs, to the ·extent pract.icable·,· :_ . _ ... ·' 
_.':'-.:--': .·.;·:·suit~ble, and feasible,· ·shall be 9iveh··equa1·_consideration\· .···, 

:, : '•: I• •• ~•_-~:',.• ;~: ... • • • • ~ ,- • • • • -• :., • • ·• • .~ • •.-. / :/• • ._. _-.., • .••' ~-. • • • ~:: ;•, :{.':•.-.;:·.-:'':';;i •

·-:·::.·:·~::':;_:';:.,~..:.with. the noeas OI interstate couunerce. _. - • • .. - - _,, i". • •:.>'·" ... [:, .-· 
•• . :. --.~-:.. ... . -.. ~- • 

•: ~ ·.• 

::·.f-~-.::,..3·~-:·.section 103 (d) which st.ates that.the routes of :t,h~ 
.. :·_··.-·.• :- <.: Interstate System "shall be selected by joint action of· .... 

• • .. •. the State high,·ray departments of ea.ch State and ~he adjoin-·_'..·._ 
ing· States, subject to the .approval by. the· Sec1.·etary as • 
provided in st1bsection • ( e) of •this section.· 11

- • 

,!.,_.-
• ' . • 4. •.Section 109 (b) which Sclys that standards' for the Inte:..·- i 

...· >.\··.<state System "shall be· adequate to enable such pr'oject to·· i· 

• ·- • ·' · accorr.modate the tvp~s _and ·volrnr;es ·of trai:fic anticipated • 
, ... :· ':: ·,,· • ••• for such project· for the t•,1enty-yc"ar ·period corrm{enc:i.ng .on·_ 
\·.-~ .••. :./-·._·.the date of approv~l by the Secrotaryll _and that "the • • 

' •• • • •. :'. •...~ •. ,Secrpf.:c:lry sha11' ap;:-Jly such standar,c1s' \lniformly thro1.1ghout 
i ., ..... :.~~ll the States.":··,,· •• -'·>·-'_, __.i:.~ .···:·::.-·/.;'.: __.\/ ...::.:::-:~·.::_:.,\\).··:::\-.:-_:...·:?:··. , I•. 

.... •• 
• ' ! . . ~...... 

.{ .... _. ·: .. 
. . . .. 

. .· , ..... '.~-::.: :.·-~:.:·;-. . . 
• • .. •• • • • :t • 

. :· -· : ·.··_·•...·.~ ::\,'·:~·-. 
.·.... ··• ··;. '" :• ::·•:.... 

.... ',: ··•f .·:- •• 

. . ·,. 
• I•,•

-•.. . . 
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··.Item 4 above has specific application to the decision to approve 

·. :. ~s a 'pa.rt of the Interstate Sys tern a parkway' type highway from 
( . • t-he outer belt ·to 26th Street along the north bank of the Potomc'.<.! 

River. _ Any rational. assignment of tr.::i.ffic to that: corridor • 
--:-~~~~:-,~ould-·rec1i.\ire .more t~an a fou;c l~ne _facility under the 20 ~rear • 

• statutory requirement and the decision to build_ it: to parkway 
-~-/-;· type standards such as have been _appl:i.E;!d to :the portion already 
• • constructed by the Park· Ser.vice· do·es·· not satisfy the Interstate·· 

System· standards whi_ch the.- law says ·shall be· applied· uniformly 
throughout all the States. • '· 

. . 
I am sympathetic with the concern over the cost of the south 
leg of the· ·inner belt- from the Theodore· Roosevelt Bria.ge to 

•• 14th Street .• However, __we. presently face and ·will continue to 
face similar kinds of problems in many urban areas as the Inter-

., . state System progresses towards cor.1pletion.· . A· decision to drop 
_· • : a segment of the System merely because it seems to have a high 

price tag does not take advantage of the potential of a. systematic_ 
• ·analysis or evaluation of the cost as compared with corL°uuunity 

(not 'highway user) benefits.· • 

.· I also am sympathetic to the view point th2.t the proposed 
~---···:~construction of I-70S- on Baltimore & Ohio right-of-way through 

northeast and northwest Washington· would be ·costly_. in order to 
obtain a· facility which might have to be four-. lane. in part. 

~:-~;~,:-Such a· finding, however, does not look· at ·other alternatives 
:: ··:-~·< or other potential solutions . . . "'", . - .•....-.... '··-J: •• 
, .. :.. . Tne decision to leave on the System the north leg of t_he inner. 

-:-·/.'-:-.belt as some undefined· connection between the 26th· Street inter-··· -­
··:..\.·-,. change and ·I-95 on the· -g~ou~d ih~t th;i.s • is under st~dy and is· 

. ;_-,'>.-··subject to.·analysis is· not consi.stent with ·the type· and 'degree •• 
•_-_.-.,:.·.of analysis which went into the above ¢].escribed de~isions . ..,.. ·•, .. 

. : . 
_· : _".-::;. The entire process by ·which these conclt1s iods were· reached doe_s • •••. 
:_;-\.::_·not square with D_0T's stated policies that transportation_ will: •• 
;::_y'.:° ·considered as. a total system ·and will be careft1lly analyzed ' •• ··_. ·._ be 

• • ••• both from a. standpoint of total tr·c:-.nspo:i:."Lation requirements anci. • ::. 
: ·._:_":·.in s·upport .of. other :public _pol~<?Y _goa~s and.object:fyes. , ·_,.: .·:·· ,._· • 

....·. . . . . . . .. . .·, . 
• . • I • • ..,. • • •, •- • ', .' : 

..... 
•. ~-' ' \• .. 

. ·. ' • 



• •• 

~ ...., ..,....~---- _....__........_..,.. ......• ............-..........-~···•••--; ..........--· .• 
0 ·N•, .••I 

·,> • '. ' 
.._.. 

stated at· a staff meeting recently.that the only things any-
·one .o~ u·s brought to the: Department of Transport.a.ti?n · ~,ere ··.our ·-··~: .. -- f 
shoes and clothes~. • That' .s not accurate. • . • . •• :-• : 

. . • . . ~' . . • . . . ~ 

I 

/
' Sorne of us, including yourself, brought to the Departme~t, at .. •• . 

leust a year's hard \-Jork, dedicated ...cffotr·and'-an ... entntis·ia.'s·m•··-·•-:--:-··-;. 
fo.i.· .-a. whole nm,, approach to transportation and its 1part ·in • 1• 

socie t ".. .. " . .-.... : .. ..:.,..-, .........__ . .-.- ·:·---~.'...... 1.l .. .,._ ··••: ..... ~ ..... ~.• ...... - - __ -.--···--·--·· :.. . .....:_~-............ ., - .. ••-····--·----··.--.. 

I have peen trying to apply this concept to the highWclY program .. . . .• .. . ·. . . •• . . : .. 
For e:,arnple, we are very ·close to· app:covg.l of a contract for • 
. the Baltimore Concept Team after our intervEmtion to s.ave it 
from almost certain•failurc.because of squabbling amorig the 
vari9us factions,. disciplines .and units of government. • ,.\ .... ; 

We ar.e moving forward towards a solution to tJ:,.e problem in 
New Orleans which will pr_ovide the City with major' aest11etic, 
economic and other soc'ial improvements in ~ddition to a high-. 
way facility despite the fact we were told by both sides in 
the controversy that it co.uldn It be done. • 

. . . 
We are moving nicely towards a negotiated solution to the Crystal 

•-~ .springs (Junipero Serra) problem so that both th~ City and State 
• • ~ can agree without losing face in what otherwise had· become ·a 

complete stalemate. and recreational opportunities . fbr ~he entire .... • .. ! 

area will be .en'l)anceq.. ' ... . ·_-····.... .:...:/....., .. -·---·---.:·--··-----:-4-:.~.·-. -·-···:----~-:-'--:;·~-,-1. . . . .· . 
I • ••,l, •• 4 • 1 . . . 
:-<-The pro::>lem of the Inner Belt in ·Bosto.n;. __c,1-l:t;.hoµgh_at .an early ....-..... ~.-~-! 

( •. .-'.··state, presents an outstand.ing opportunity f~r. combinin·g improved ·,: ·.: 
,··· ;~ transpcrtation .with comrnunity development.• • • = :. ;, • • : •• 1 

. . . . . . ... __.. . . i 
; ••• • . I • ,. .; • - . • . . • . . . •• . , •.. • •. ·;· ,·. ·- I 

·:':-;:·Each of these • examples can be used .. gto_ d.eI.m.t?h~·sou'-gr::4n.t~~,yoro.1u:..at·os pthile·-·o oarl.·s. :_.:._:·--.... ~.-.~~·~·-;I\ 
:: • .. ·projects which will give subst.ance . 

"_.·:·:....·.w~rc ·tryin_g .t<? achieve ..••••• • • • ·<.~.: .. •.• . - :.··.:·.• • •. .-i • • • : ; 
• ·' ~ 

. • ~ •. ' . • , i) • . • ' •• . ' I ~- • I • • • 

• • -~ ' ' . ·.' • ·, •. - •... ::_ • '1•• •. ·.' .': . • •. . . . . • . • < • , ; . :' . . • • " I . . .• ' . , . 

·.~:t:.:.:If the .deci.sion stands on the Interstate Sys.tem .. in ..vfashin·gton·, •..<..:.:.•·,.:·:-.: 
\. ·;·:· WC will be' in rny opinion, :·.·s~tting" back thE!°• whole 'concept in • . • . 
.::· ···the following··way~· ·.··._. • .'•· •.. , .... ·'.. • . .'. : ..i:::>1::,--•:•. .-.· •.. ··: ·•.·.· .•• .. · .· .• • • ..... :---·· 

. :. " ' .. 
• • ': : ' .... ~ •' .. ! • .• 

: ..... 

' ! . .. • • . . • ·~· • • • • • 
. r. . 
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i( 
1. Assut.fing any ·of th·e. above pilot projects ·are succe·ssful, 

we. will be denying the opportunity of applicat_ion of them 
.in Washington. 

I . 

/. 
; , ·. 

J 

2./we will be denying to Washi1_1gton--needed :)•lighway faci-li_tics --..•-·:-··--·~ 
\vithout offering ~ny alternatives. 

3 ./we wi11· be: offering- ·a--pre'cede~t- to-·opponents of ·u-rba·;·--·······----·--···­
limitc_d ac~~ss highways i_n cities· throughout the country -:-
again -with:6uf bcing·able to offer anyalternatives or any­
meaningful _underst~nding of the consequences . 

.· :_·4. J_We \'.riil be denying to Washington and potentially other 
• ·. • cities· the opportunity of using major investments (£or 

highways) as a catalyst for urban aesthetic,. recreational, 
cultt'lral, and. other forms of social improverr.ent. ' • • 

·I-hope this•in, some measure explains _my.position.and my continuing 
recommendation that. the ..designate_d segments of the Interstate .. 
System not be.deleted in :the Wash1l)g:ton.l1}etr6politan area~. . . . . . . ... . ' .. . . .. . ' .. . . . . .. . . : .. •.. . . . .. . 

\ 

. ., -. ·~'•• : 
. 
: .~.• .: 

.- : :-.~ ·'··>••·\ <:_·,7·' .. · . -.: 

..... •· 

. . . .. ----,-.-------·- ----·:· -- ···.-.------....·. .~ • 
.... ':"° ....':'.:! • -~·,·. 

• --~ ·-~1 

.<·>_:--,_>:.,_'-i:.·:·: ____ -~..::.~-:<: _____ ..:.:.:::..;:,/_/_'-; -~· ..... :~ 
'., ...· 

-•:· ..•• 

• . • . . . ,.· .. . . 
~•.:;•~- ••.-•,,I•-,••• 

-~·:··~ ... . .• .. . .. , .. '.:·· .• ..: '·, ~ ~ . ' •..•':....• ·.:.' ... . . . --~ ... -., •.. . • . --· ·-.. 
• • •• ~ .-... •.: •:.:' ·::.: . • . , -· '· . : : ; ... :, . :· '. ·,: ..- .... 

• • :: • • • •• ·; •••• • .-:· 4. ~ .·, • : ·-~ :· ·::;_ -; ~ • ·.'' : • • • •·. •, ·- -· • :· 

:•: • • • ~ • I • • • • • •' • ; -:••:: • • • •• • • 

·,-,· • , ·-·- • ;\I,t/': ":·-.---_ -•-.·· J_}.J :J{:_,_~::_.. .:. 
' I ••.:-• 0 0 ~ • 0 • t • :•• •: ; ~- •:~ 0 • 0 • 0 0 0 0 k 0, OP O •• 

i:•;• ·\ ·: <•'.'!'/ :::·••;.. ••::, •:r}·(~}/;:J,:_<;{\.:'.'',,,---·< ., 
··::"i .· ' .•.• .,,_:·-. 

... : .·.··.' -··.:t·,,,,,,.,..»--,:.•. r,. 
·-:,•,. 

I, •• ••, • '.: ·•,:·;;t:);·;)Y:· ··.•.•__,.:·) ····.. •. 

:;.-i>\~_·\~>..--... ,.-:~···:··:.. 
,• I• • ~ ,• ••,,

' .. •. 

·• ...• :.-...........:· . ... _;_~-- .. .:,_ ,.,,-._.·: :_-_::-_:,,;-,.:_··\:._·~.\-~.·-._·:::_·_.-,_,._~~_.--.,-: 
•.;..~·'. ~ -·, .... ...'..~--- ·:_:. •.;· '• a . .. .•••;.:' •...}··.:_;;.·."··•·,'.' ".>•.:·'·\/(/::~;-(?(:\:=_?·:._.

• /: ~i.• .• .: . 

:.... • ~;.·.:' ·.{: •. : .......... . 

·.-'; ,•. ·. ~ . ·-. ... ' . . . ' •••,',•••::-.,••{:l•~:\\._9:'"<':•;•.:•.:._::-:-'•;•~:,:•,•,..• ~•.~ 
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......... ' ···~· ... -··· ·····- ... : '..,,.•!f"'••.·"' ., .................. \, ..... ·--- ... - ..... , .• __ ._._ ...... __ .... , •• , ........ _ ....... - ... -·--··•-···-------- ·-- .. . 

·;':,-,.\ '\.:· .._-<. ., .. ~·-.;: .: .. -~·•.· ~.. :_:· ·c· -~v·-....,.,.\ . •7 
. . •. .·. • •:.' ,.•. ••. . '· ~,: .'. .._ •.. _.-:)~-----:'.·.;:, ._'/ :. 

• • ""\ : ,., •.-~ • '","!°",'•,r~,t.••:_•..,:•• ..... : ~••,~_••~,: ~,h4 •-~.,~, .. ,.~,•• '••••:.-..::,: !,t.,;_ 
: I .,..... •... . . • ·- -· 

· • · -• .. · . · -~L V-" ·, "b-7 · • .. -.=--· ·--·--·-
• \: . 

? '· --- · ' · · V I · \ • • }l1 • • / • ( '\ • ' • 

f':"..n.-fH~....c,r:, ,......) 't,P·-~~(\ '?) . 

The fol1owing rccori' ..:ncndations 1,1ere m~de· ·to Secteta.r'y Boyd ari~1 _ 
Sys_tem _(9_:rc ~_.:.._:.:____ •; .: : his stet ff J_uly 27, _1967_ con~f:rn~ng .. th.~ .. In:te:r~~~_i.c __ __ .......• 

-' the -1~t-ts1'dngt.oi,, D. C. area: • • • '•: • 
' . ' . • • . . ' 

_....:: ~ -_,,_·_~l): Interstate 70S - 'Ihis· routing to be· rerr,oved from .: .• ~-----:-;...--·· 
· · · 0:/ · · ·the Bal tirnore and Ghio Railroad corridor in nor.th-·: 
•·: • • : .. :,:-• :·:· ·:·.centr.al \·:c::.shington and to· be rep).aceid _by a routing 

: ,•. .. • ·:- ·.-.. . on tl1e north ban1~ of the Potomac River J;>etween • 
_._.. -· • • ·•• ~-.I-495 at the Cabin John· Bridge .and_I--66 at the 

·' • • • .. Theodore Roosevelt Bi.·idge. 
.. .:.. ...... . 

••. ' .- •. " . . •• 

Interstate 2~6--· To b~ r~moved in i~s entirety from 
the Inters·ta tc System at this time. . .·:: 

· ,_.'.·~·_ :·' ir•::/(3) Interstate 695 From I-66 at· the Theodore Roosevel't·.-·•_.~_ 
.. :.·; ::. : . t( • • • -Bridge to I-95 near the 14th Street Bridg-es to be 

... -

• removed ·from the r~te:c?tate System. 

(4)~Interstate 66 To be retained is a connection from 
, ·.,. the 'l'heoci.ore Roosevelt B,:-ic.ge to so;ne point ori I-95 

•. • bet,·1ecn K Street and V Street to' the north,. \·Ji th t'he • 
.... , exact routing su0ject. to the results· of. 'studies now 

... •. -...... 
undcrv1ay by tne· Distri,ct -Government. 

__ ........... 
._.. ,,·. ,' 

: . ..• .. 
•.. ( 5) The remainder· of the ·existing Interstate ,System in 

the District -of Columbia to be retained as present.ly. ; ... : .. >.: .. :. 
designated. 

•· ........ 
·:· • •. t:• .. •• 

·· · ....·:-T'nese. re·con~-nerid~ti.c:fr'l.'s--·\.;'erei pr.l,'.;:rnrs·ed 011 the ,need to brea'k a 
,. _ _-._combination of situations ·which at present have created an 

?':\'._:l • irapasse; and these not b,:;?ing· likely. to ·be • chc1ng·ec1 in tirae to. 
~ ..,.'< ·.t permit proceeding with. the presently designated system, ma}~E:• 
:·_.::.:: _·_.._-:'-it n·ecess,:i,r,·, to devise • an alternately nccepta1)le system pack-

: •"l, .•• : • - . • . . L. ;, . 

-.~-·.:.: __'::acre ti 1at' will ·still render·nccdcd service~. be within the· la;•i
• . • . • • J • • ••• . • .. . . . . . ·-

:.. _-and £ inancial capability· of-· the program,:.· and ·probai.blc of • • . 

: ... 

. ,··•·· 

• .-:··,.:: 
. . . ·.. . . . 

S•'iffi! > i-2ffuM P1 4J,f ➔ •. i /fi-

•... 
. . 

CI 1,#, .. A_Qt ... ·'i '. 
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Acce'=>t:i'-nc: t'..-iis !Jrc·~lisc it is evt~•,c,,-,,:,.i,., ;,-,n.:,•· ...c·:"\ 1 ·to-·~·-·ov.:ci.,c.~ l; ", J 1,. ~- "• •' :- --•. _.__,.,.,___,..:J. --•h:.;. --l .... ~, ~•- .,I.:-

a co1:ncction W~'l.ich ,d.11 utili~;2· t.'h-e •;:·ork a.l.:r-.2.&1:1.y· cor;1pleted on· 
-the Geot·geto·::n \•1ate:rfrc.,nt c:1.nd p:covide &. ·::.1.eclt~s by \-;hic:1 ?ec:.ei"al 

•. hiqhwcv =un::1s • ca:1 «ssist -ir:i--tne. furth0r .rec:.ev8lo-o:;1ent of the- - • ~ 

,-1ate.,..r-ro·1t ?"nis ,,,2•s on-"' of- th-"' ·...-e=->so~,sfor Y"O"'O'""-r.>•.,c-:~ n--· 
- J,. .. • •• ' .. . ~ -. • .- - _, • ..... • • . .... -. '-' •.. ••···'-' .. ._.,:_. ~ .. • -·· .............. . 

l.•• ...clt·1s•o·"' 1··,··-1-..,_,:, 5 .. ~.:.::,-.- ·t•n--:> ,..,o,··1 b~",. cl""\·-.--"' ..... ,. T ta5J!-.•~--.••. ,~. •• •· '-··"' ..:~-..1;:~,,, ·-- ._• .. t:...1-_=•f•:-... . .....~.u ... C ... J.,.>D. .:..J.0;:! .,.-;~ 

~ to ,I-66 of ·tnc r;::loc:?..tec. ro1.1te 70S, listed clS (J.) above, c:.!1.d 
:', ••• closely rcla·teci. to" arid a part_ of ( 2). T"rie·re has been· ci.iss::ttil?·_, ·- ... 

faction with the· Balt.imc,r~ ·c:1ild Ohio--coi:ric1.o"L· for I-70S. rrhe 
only things that·-ca11·bc accCii':i!_"Jli.sh~d t:_hor!? ~.-:5J~J. s~i:.ill ;:,;!! 
inadequate, and expensive, and will duplicate U1e corridor 
service to be provided by the ·currently pJ.annec1 raii. rapi.d 
trans5.t project .. 'I·his m~1~es des:rable t~c a;.;.a:-~d.~rn:,e~-::.of .I-~0S _ 
in· this ];;'_..,.,,,. .,.t.: ,....,la r ._,_.""' loc-:1•• t ..._, ::O'i I : ...._ • \•fri.ic:.1 s:.r,Y~1J:tcl.~!cc:-:.~~d~-' w_i ;,I 11.· cxd.ncn.,is:·, ..l. - -- _, 

cri ticc,l pro~)l t::r:1s relc: t~~d to displa~2:,.c-mt _oi: r,:any mtno:c i ty •. 
• 1 . 'II'! • .. - ' • ~ • • , _ •f ami 1.es. nis was a secona: r:act.or in· reco,:-.r.'.~n::..l.ng tne p_acc-. 

· :- ·.; .raent of I- 70S on the north bank of the Potor:·1ac so that so:~·.e 

.. 
• .•• subst().ntial 

. 
measure of frec-,\a-.;_... servicc:-:.. c.:-ii_11a stil'l be ..Droviacci·· .. -

•. . to north,•,'est \•.rasOin';jto11·. A free,·, 1a;t iri • the. r,c)_r.th1.•;est are~ c.nc1 
a• ..,,c;._1:::. .... • ~r"' ·, - .:,._ J..'-:,,.r.:,::,-· ·~ . .i·"h"" r10~· _ ""'~.._,\,..:-·'· •CJ,..:..C:Ci..; - "' o~ ·-~ ::::~.: •· ._. ,-.•·--,-·""~-"".. ~ s '- --1-~.,1..lrr.,.. ci 11·L.-.~, 1· ,. ,.1 \,,,,...,- .. ,·.1 '--' :::.=-- - ··- ··--'--'·••'j\..."-''•... ... ..--i.-: . 

'· appropriately ·confortn- to the types o-£ t1s.er service _rec;uired ir1 
"'I!..:. each corridor. • . ~ . . . 

The re~ormnenc":.ation for ·c1eletio:1 of I-·E-9.5 ses~s~t- ~efl2cted 
the seriOus cor,.cerri· \•1itli 'both t11e i1·!0!.·:1i~-:~t~li' 1~ig11.··co.s.l..: of tl:ie 
long tunnel facility and wi t1,. the inadec~uacy of a. :tunnel : as 2. 

proper traffic con:-ieetor iri this - ,iery s9ecial. 2.r8a· .- A -tun:1el • 
,.; would d·eprive 100,000 p·ersons daity ·of one ·of· the rr,os·t enjoyable·_ 

• d • • • .,_ • J..h • :.. y ·o·r '-h · • l :, • ·· ·· · ..ti , • •_._...: -·- .__ar., . i.nspi.ru ...iona.1. Vl.e-:.·,s in. ":-· c ci... ·- . . ... e· \•,or c,, • ...... ·-·-. ____-----
. •' ... 

':_: ~~:•·-:·":. • .;_ • • • ~· • - • • • : ·... '"". • • ·,ti. • '. 

-. -. - :. l·~nile not reco::1.IT,endea· Sl')ec:i..t:i.call v in. tne a1 scus sJ..on, 1.-c J..s 
_::-:;::.---_/inter1dec'i ...t11'aT ~be d'es~gii_.JOE I~~_o_s :in. t)1°c' -~T}-i~te·e--Sister_s ,--~~r~~ . 
··.,\/.-_and for I-66 in the Spout Run area of Virginia both, per,ni t .. _.. 
·-:;:~-.--:.-,._::~eventualconstruction- of a Poto;n-ac 'River bric.oe 1.-,hi'ch .alJ. ·avail-· 

., •• ••• • ti .. • ---··--.- --·-- :- -.---- ·-·~·-- ••• ---· ---------.-.-7.. ·---·"'· ... ··.· · -;------•-.----.- ---:-
·-·-··.,,-:: able -d~~a· 1nct1.cates ·will be needecl --:-along- w1.--.:.h·aacti.t1onal_ri_v~:-
\·:. :_:'_·_._·__cros sj_119s --:-_bythe..., time ~,Een-t'he·-wa-s:i!r.gt.011:- ay:--e.;-:-por:•ula. tion . ::~ ·.•• 

__ Y-==~;:~-s,-:_: _·. <_:r;_eac:1es Jts';·precf.rcteci~ro~r .mI"fiToi1-fTg~;re :in-" "ab.qu-t:-20 .-_:>:>.-

.•: ....... 
.• •'. .••.•. 

-- ... ,:e ,. .. , 

https://i.nspi.ru
https://r:act.or
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........ ....... ...... .. . - ,·--» 
.

..... • .... ··-·•.~• -· - ... ~--"I·--:-:• -.:--··--···-~•·----•· - .. ........ ........ . ,.f.--· -···· .. ·-- -~, :............ ;--~--.-~----:-~-:~~..:.. • . 
.3I • ... • . . ..... 

I- • •. ·:· ... 
o· ._,.. +-~ne- ..

,. '"l'h,:...~.,,. rc~·o·,•·-nr.,:,/•t-=-1f-~ o;-- :-·\·•.o,,sh1.' y,·r:·'-O""''','• ··D ., c· .. :,Int•,:1.y:·s·:,,,,._,:,.;.,.;•·»•.•····- ·•:-r.•••·!'••-•>'
ll-..:t - '- HL,u~ .... ,.,_.._ '- ..,.,,. 4.l...> .. 1. '-- ~ • 1-.. ~'- ••;, \.. J..L / • • • r,.:;_ '--"C... i_.f.,: · 

\ . 
,,;- System r_c£ J.cct a continuing ·effor: to adapt Pt1'bl.ic ·Roc:r.i.s •. rot1te 

.. ·.:' . ... . .. . . . . . . . .loca. tion. proc0sses .to _·tne spe.c.1..c1l....s1 tqa·c.ions th.:i. t • exist in . 

largo -cities ,,1hirc·-·still cr~ating fully· 2.cce~•tabl~ ~ervic~­··.;_-~!~1. 
able -transport.a tion systems ~--·oi,;;i"c;u;ly a ne;; :bridge· ·across the ... 
Po•.,_O,..;,••""" ~.)• ,,~ ...,.. i r th~ ,:-:-f"\r·,,,.. S •• '· ~ • 1 .. ..... J.. .J.. .......... ,../!..

'- H,~,. ........... <.::.a.-•! ·-- ,.t •• C,;;., l.Sl..t;;rs c:irec1, a c;:on11cc ... 1on ...n ... ou.~.i . 
.J. ' .L. ., • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ... - ! 

· ✓-r ~9!..1.'..Q.:::~~~.. -the A.ven-.10. co-r-1.:1.c,or-,--a-rw.---a--··--·-·i'-::\··!;t.~JJ.J..J?;;con......,1.n \·;'isco-:l.51.n 
( stu-face cc,nr-.~ct2on frq!\ the Th:eodo:::-e .Roose\~elt Bridge (I-66) to. ; 

I-95 would each provide much ne;adcd traffic s~rvicc. 'l'hcsc . ! 
_\.... elements or a system cc1.nnot be buil{'··at'"f'h.is ....t'J.m;"·ar-:cf'lmder . -~ • ~:-1 

current rc~rities of the situation: It seems ·desirable ther1 • .! 
to ma'kc a~ effort to e_volve sor,te_ ot'her system that is ·cmnpa.tihl~.: ·:· ! 
·with the realities of _t!'le Nation's C2.pitctl today, and ,-ihicil wil1 ,· ·; 
provide a hig'h. measure of ser\rice· a:K1. be possible of intcgr~tion: 

, : _into futul."e growth possibilit:i.es. • ·. .. :-· f· 
: :. . . •.. : . ! 

•'_,. t 
• .: . To accept som0thing · other than .. the typica.1 Inter:sta te stctno.:-.;.rci ·; 

. •.. lcross-section -for a p·ark\~ay on the ;-north bank of· the' Potom~-c -
I

does not of itself make a less._perfe6t ~olution-·to.the ~raffic 
problera for· the rea~on_ that a "proper~y-c1-esig.;.1eo. J>ark;,-rny \·:ill 
be. able to carry a heavy rush--hour fJ.ot:! c,f passer:::5er c2~s s~::ely 

• -and quickly, while providing. in· ad9-ition.>co si;.iple -traf:f:.c 
• ser~ice, a park-like setting for enjoyment by both rush--'!1ou:: 
as ,•:ell a·s other· than ~ush~hour ·users. • 'I'here is J_it tle • if arly 
urgent ne~d for a truck corridor down the_ Pot.or;1~6 in this pai:'-· 
"t;icular area~ The heavy traffic is raostJ.y fro;:. r,eside'nU.a.l 

•areas to downtown with· little or no industrial or • cor.i.merc.:i.al 
l·activity to be serviced, once the Georgeto·.-m ·v.1at.er~ront is ___ f 

--rehabilitated ..- as---described below.~ This· ·opportu'fffty to provide 'f. 
•. a pleasant park-like atniosphere for both ccirn.:11t1ter ar,:d pa.:!'.'k uss:rs_.: ... L 

:- ..... :is .. an important intang·ible benefit and· a~:h:a-ntage -s1i:o-......-1·c1-·be--·~a:ket·c-·-:..J 
• • at this opportunity because it is so ·_selc10!~ avai 12.ble. : Cor~tin- i 
. --_l uing thi_s_ rout.e • via the present. ·peorgetovm:-~•n-ii tE:hu_r_~_t_-~~~?~;,-nl~.( \: . I on an elevated structure designed to be compatible with t,1-e area, •
~.:.J.will. also pe.rmi t clearing_ out and developing·· t.he---~•5:="ver1n~nk·into· _......;;_·t--: 
•• t " .. .r: .. • .,Lh h . h . . • I •. • ~ a necc,ea. \·/tt ter ~ ront par-K area_.-: u~nng '- .e 1.g_ •1:1ar pr~9r2.:n els -c.qc_ .. t 
• { princi oal catalyst and source of funding. -·------~---··~- .. .- \: 

' • . --. ' . .• • i ... 
0 

These revisions con~or~ i~ .ai1• re;pec~~.-, t~- --~he ;tal:t.ff"o~~y~·req_uTr·cr-·:·.;,,,!·. 
merits for a connected Inter~tate giving eq~al co~sidcration to • f: 
the needs of local and .Interstate tr.:d:£'ic, the typ~s c'tr1d ·volt,._rn.::s • ~ . 

. • :.• thereof, an~1 .the· geomet'ric ·sta.ndard_s .t9' be_ followed; while_ 'being· . 1 

::.:·.... responsive to the'; sc_veial new < .. ·.'_. .i .: ·properly 'req~1i'i--cni_~i:i:t:·s--c6n'c·c"rz:-.-i;--Lg· -:· 
' -~. ,u:::'ban olannl no/ envfre>_nmcntal LlS!_):.)Cts I:: 1i' capct~)ility ,· ant( /'. .•.r:u·n~1.ii1P..,conmlctior: 'by., 1972 • or •• thcre:_abotttf;; .... ·.:._::; :·,<:.:.>:_..._ -~-> • ..•. : • .: ... .'·_·_ • .;··, •.·-

~-J~--~\j)\• "f 
:• ; . ' .. •. 

https://cor.i.merc.:i.al
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OAl_c, ; A\1gust 8; 1967 
.. 

SUiiJ:CT1 _fatcrstatc System ~n Metropolitan-· 
_Wash5ngton 

...... 

Deputy General Counsel, 'l'GC-2 
. . 

·.' ,: ,•:;,; •• •#' 

TO • I A~sistant Sccretar 1• for Policy . , .. . . 
Development, ·:TPil-1 • • • • 

You asked for son1e brief notes on the sections of law cited in Lowell's 
memorandum of August. 3 con.cerning the recommendations to the. 
S_ecreta:ry dated July 27. • In sun.1.mary, I do not bclie:vc these sections 

' ..dcrnonstrate any illegality in those· recommendations. •• • j 
I 

. ,· • . ·: ·.- . 
I.

.• "·23 U.S. C. §134. does not require the Secretary to approve specific highv,:ay· 
proposals as pa.rt of the Interstate Systen, (e.g., I-266, I-69~). even if 

. · they are t~e product of a_ "continuing compre,1ensive _tr_ansj_)ortation plan-: 
110 r,ing process. It only says that the proposals he clocs a?pro'-'C for urban 

('~ .\areas must n-1ect this requirement. Therefore, 23"U.S.C. §134, is appli-
~- 1ble only to the project ~pproved, i.e., 70-S along the north bank, o:f the 

_...-'otomac River to Georgetown. This highway a;>?ear·s t_o be consistent • ,•: _ ... 
• ·, with the "continuing comprehensive transportation planning process",. _,;-·. : 

.. havi:qg been a part of area highway plans since it was fi:rst·autho:rized in } •. . ; 
_:·~--~-:___1930 (Capper~Cra1nton Act) and designated as the· George Washi~gton . _-:_.. _ . 

··,.,. Memorial Parkway in all recent planning. There ma}' be ·a ques'tion updcr _ ... _·, ;:':.-·i1 
:-:,• 23 U.S. C. §134 if the highway is an "elevated str\.lcture. 11 along the George..:. . _· , 

- ;:_·.·town waterfront. As far as I kn.ow, none· o·f the local ·planning groups con- • . •• il 
_: :.:.,·-:··, -'template an cleva_ted highway in this area. • • • • • . .,. :. ·, • • • ,,. _;

1:;· ·. . . . . • ,' . . '•-. ) .
_-:,:·--~<_:·. ...: .. :,· ,- . _:. .:··-~•.r.: .~-~-: 

. >· · :t_ • 23 U.S. C. §l O l {b) does state that locc>.l ;needs shall be g1ven equal consider- :.-. 

. >:··\·at-ion with interstat-e commerce needs, but it puts this cpnsicleration into ·• · -.. • ·c: 
-·- . . ' . . -

, .: .. :· the context of a statutory direction to use existing highways_ along Interstate 
:<:·,.•.routes to the extent practicabie, suitable, and feasfole·~-- whi.ch. is a rather 

• ' . • • Ii.• 

• • • difie rent context from the one Lowell implies.· ~ • •• • ' • 

_:, •. - 23 u. s. C. 103(c1).,· regarding the sclcctio,:-1 oi Interstate. r~utes b'yjoint 
... -l,..action of the States (D. C.) and adjoining States,' subject to.the approval 

·.--> _':_-.-oi the Secr~tary, must be read.in context.,vith -~103{c), wnich empoy,•ers the 

_::~ ~~t ~;-~~y~~~~a?~-r.~:~~-,:d,~~-ig~~~~-d0~~-~~r:~tar~. port~O-~f,·~.;~.~~~-~~~~sf~~~--~-~~~~--- ~-:J_:~-::_· 

··.:··. 
•. •' ... ..'•. 

!<~.' .·. 4PW€f. , ! .4b:i'_ ; > x ,. a .. _au;#i, :z. o~.t µ _ (PF. tcC?t_J4 "·· +. -.?. $ , •• * . pa. 

https://feasfole�~--whi.ch
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,.·./· . . 
. ..l) ·_. 

~j 

brnittcd to:~him_, but also "to require n10clifi~atio;1s __or~_c_v.:isi_ons thereof. • 

J.l1is substantial g1·ant o! poy.,~-r-is_ba~ically ,;ihat is bc1ni'exc1:ci~~~:dj:{-='""·~ -··-······•······· 
this instance. 

23 U.S. §l 09(b), the_ :unifo_rm_app..lication_.9f_g~.omctdc. _.;.n(l.____________C. r_cgarding ~-~----· 
construction standards for th¥ Interstate System, and the ba.sing of those • • 
standards on twenty-year traffic fore casts, expressly provides that 
Interstate standards may contcrnplaic_ as··fo·w·as fourTr"affic .. lanes. ·1.n,-··· .. __,_:.,•• - ··_····-·-••-

. . ' . . ' . . . 
tllis connection, I assume thc1.t·projections of future use of the rerouted· 

·.70-S connection are· based on the asstimption that no •• truck traffic will be. ·.·.,· 
• permitted on the portion$ which pass thr9ugh par~ lanci purchasc_d wi~h- _ 

federal funds exclusively for parkiand ~se. (There ·is :no reason why an • ;. '· 
Interstate route could not be a parkway, excluding trucks. The Theodore z/ _-• 
Roosevelt Bridge is an Interstate·ro'ute, bU:t carries no truc}<s.) · •• • • • ••.. ··· 

.-The decisions ··of the Secretary recommended m the m.ecting of July 27 
can be phrased in terms such as II I an, prepared. to approve . . . 11and 
forrnal approval would be given onJy when conforming proposais are 
cleat::!d with i:he local agencies ;1:1d formally submitted .. Th_is ·would take 

;-0 care of ani techn1cal objections im?licit in th_e sections of law cited by·.•:. 
\ Lowell regarding criteria _to be met before for~a:1 app_roval is given. 

Caveat: As you re·quested, the for_egoing is addressed only to the.legal 
··provisions cited by Lo:..vell. I ~m not pas ~ing a legal judgment_ on the • 
-recoromendations themselves>. 

~ . ... . . ..~-_·;; ' , . . . . . :. ~~ .....,. •. .. . . • • . ... 

· _: ,,.:_ : .-. ·.:.• • --.·-.•::. ~{~-:-%"~~:-,1:~~!}{~f ~:;g=~ ··- -_-· •- ,~~---'-=- • ~~:~:~ T ~~ •~-

_; • • • ~ • I •. • # ; ) ~_' •. •· 
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--OEPARTMEN;,Of TRANSPORTAT.ION/' 
• OFFICE OF HlE SCCkETAr.'f 

,@, 
• DATE, December 4, 1967 

•. •. In reply 
SUBJECT,The Authority _of the Secretary to Deny a refc, 10, _ . 

. Proposal for the Construction.of the Three_ Sisters Bridge. ..' 

' 
! •..f~OM I • • 

.. General Co"Jllsel 

TO •· The .Secre~ary 

You ~ave asked whether the Secretary is legally authorized to deny a 
··:.'• proposal seeking participation of Federal funds for the 'Three Sisterf. 
:.·.' • Bridge. Based upon the facts you have related to me, it is my opinion 
··: .•·•.that there are two independent bases for such a denial. 

.' ... , l. Section 109(a) of Title 23, U ~ S~ C~ provides that: 
. . . . .• ' . ·~ .: ·. . .: 

IIThe Secretary shall not approve plans and specifications 
for pr~posed projects on any Federal-aid system if they· .. 

. . · ·. ·: • fail to provide for a facility_ (1) that will adequately meet 

·•,: 
·, _the existing and probable 'future traffic needs and condi-

- .. tions in a m.anner conducive to safety, durability, and 
economy of maintenance; (2) that will be designed and 
constructed in accordance with standards best suited to 

.· · accomplish the foregoing objectives and to conform to 
. . . . the pa1·ticular needs of each locality. 11 

·._; :,i{)lrt is Iny understanding that the Three Sisters Bridge Proposal in its • 
. •. • • . . present form will not adequately meet existing and probable future needs 

•·:>. • .. ·:···.-._in that its primary effect at the pre~ent tune will be to transfe·r a traffic. 
• • • ... ··overload from one side of the Potomac to the other without significant.,._..,.. 

-
__ 

. . reduction in total_ origin-to-destination time for the great bulk of the 
··: • .=",.->· ·:peak-ho.ur traffic~· Nor has it been established, moreover, that the 

-- ·., .. >_ :_·.proposal will "conform to the particular needs of each locality 11 concerned. 
. . . • . . 

•. 

https://peak-ho.ur
https://Construction.of
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... 

11>:<::<~<After the effective date of~his A~t, the· 
Secretary shall not approve any program or project 
which requires the use of any land from a public·· 
p<;1.rk ... unless (1) ther·c is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of such land .... 11 • 

.. ·.· Under Section 4(f) the Secretary may not app.rovc a project requiring the 
use of parkland, as the Three Sisters Bridge p~oposal does, ~ithout 
first determining that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of parkland. As.we understand the proceedings· to' date, no evidence 

. . exists upon which the Secretary could base such a determination. 
_.-.• :._Alternative proposals hav~ been 1nade which would appear to be feasible 

. ~-_... . • and pi·udent and to serve the needs of the communities affected ·at least 
• /- //\· as well as would the Bridge proposal. Unless and·until evidence is • 

•VoV. :!:u;:~!:t~f :~~~;:t;:~:~:e:P;::v:o~~~!:~i•!;~s~:~;;_:_;;:;;:\; it 

r. •• • .,.-: I l' .• .. I 0:: 
_:_;_'-·.·_· ·• :. • '·\-~-~_:.·_:-'.;:,~ ·.:, !;','.·: 

. , :~..: ~-. • . 

• ,··'·.·I • .,.;.. :·; _;: .. :. ; • -~• :: ,. ,·,. •. 

·, ••.::',·' :· .. :, .. 

. ... ,· .'· ... _:·. :.John.E. Robson ··, i :· :·--
• ;• • • ... ::•..•..-_··~,.:•·.:·:~ ' . . . ' ' • ' • 

. ·•.~· '• •• t· , .: .. ~-. ·::~ J:.:::· ~-: ,., ·,; 
-! • ,;,, •• ... .' ~::•. :,-.;_ 1_.·~ ~:--. • • -~ ·-~ i· : 
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(it: J 7; ~-:~c.:.~1r=h<.~:t:'.th~~ t·!tt~ h :1."4s:to.; i><1 t_ ~.. ~\!O t ..:~::iPt~tc: Qu~;:.;;;~<1~tl.!j "-;;: v:: • ~: tr"~1 t ,.·>.. : ·p 

t~~.t- ':5.~ ...-:--f.c,~ ::ullf"s l.i.rr;o1··!: "'#~l~ r~~1cc!:-=·-c'! t.,~n. y~zr~; .n::;u" off-J.c~~ aJ~ cou=--:.· ~d 
~'~A" ..·j_~y ..:._,·: t~h", llc';.\..; 1:-,r.ldqr:.:-:ilC:r< 1:•t~.) t~!('~ '?-.:1~,~~t~h1C to i1~:-:n.tl~:~!-;;;-:~tl~: ccc ..:~:: t,..)- :tt . 
.tcc~-r ..~ .~....: -::o. t<-.:? r~~:-stl c~·.!1:it!'rul t..~v(~:;a.~;;:._";.c~{:'.ntif:i.ccl t1:t:-!~~ t-;.~o t r1.t!g~ ..,:! c:-=~ 
t.~1( .i'~:ts.-,~·o~<-~7>..;.:-~;:cvclt. Br1C:ge: -::!:'ld ar:.ot~·!f·-:r, t~_·:.~ri ~7:-P(:~ct,·"!dto t;.,_~_<:n::.~t1·.- .. ~-:'... /·J 
;. t~tt:• i~--Cc?,.! vf t.l·~,:.~rlrr(t.(~ Sist'7:r:·:, .. Tt:e ~"a~l;.ir1;;ton'I"'.",1.::.:,,Jd:J 3?-~~-~ !l::t.-.tc.:. 
-. ' ,,.· ~t~!C -~~""...;>:"",t.}l. 

l. r~•-··',,.T•··· !"'i(•:~~ rc.:sc:irc'h o~ th'(; .~r·,hjcct c•f t~\o 0u1lc .. \\1:-1.•:! a:•d-~,.:i-:1c- :-":.AC:c.•.~~;;~~ 
i ::(; J.:i.,.. t(, ~!;<1.r.~:ir~~tc:·:, ~:lttc1-1 I 1J(~li -...---:.·-.,·:: of .. ...::.:.~t to :1cu ~ :,l~t•~· ~4j 11 !)f.~ :iL,ti::r 
Ai .. ~..:.s:t ~!.,.,. ,l·)s~~. tb:n Ci·vil ,\.:-~t·,:,:6..~ut"tc:..~ /'...(~lri.l:1i~tr,~t:5o~j ~jf~'t,(J\1(1(:(!>d z.:~:;1t it 
··~•i:}. ~ :.01..~ pl~;:lic 1\t:arin,t?,o en t~·:c~ loci~t·!.-:'l;:! nf. th~. A.c.cr·::;;; rerv:1 to 3 ~r'-1•: :·::tt?­
,._,.:(J t/r:t.!~-:~-- g•i:on internntioc.:11 ~irr-,c,rt a:.:. C°r1;.!11ti.lly, V1:rg:!ri::.~. "1'~;c••:-ci 

•.·!1e:t ..... lr-<~~ ,~re co:~ductt~d joi-:1tly i:y f!u!;J.:!.(~ ~oad,; s-:1d r.·1)},. to ...-i,ot.:t·:'!.,Jn.r-~~.. t .~~ 
·,··i ·,,-; r.,f p~;,:,15-c offic'lalr. m.d otr,,:~r d t:l.~e,'s cf. tlH~ nrca i:n Z1lt(:-:r.,1t. ·'.y._· 

::c .. :· . locations. of ,;~.:·~~>;~,):..".c! J1, ccµy I>'rt~os re1.~<1!1C ti.n~O.,.!rtc-f ..ri~ t.:.;:-:);.~. 

I 
•"··· .. , ----: ••. ,.. ·-·n,,.e,1-)1,,.,,.. •·1 1th " ¥.,.-,. •~ { 1101 •• ,,_.l .r.",.J •• ,. t 1"• --1t,...:.,.,~""•· -~V" .,.., •• t".. .,.,_..,_,,,-,,.n,_. __ .-l.i,..::Z ., • ._. ..~ . .,,. __ Lo: .. .,.. er. "\. c.~1;;.\i ,_._..._ ..... •--·lJ .Lli.;,.,- •--- 1,.i. ,.,.,_._,.\.,.'-J.. L- 1.'1U t . .,.J ...., . .., 

-:.c. -~·:.r'.•:·rai.5cn· i~ Att;ich~:t.nt r,;,_. . ... 
J 

01 
:; 

'.: :-:;:.~.1:f:i;;ve ~Xi\'Jiin,~d the h<>,1r.:i.r,g recor<l <',.'.d su:rm1::tr-S.z.0dcisi:-::.:~-'.d . .:.--:.,~ c;:.
I~.:.,',~ .'C~ ::if tI,c: tulles Acce5_s r..c~1<lr.· ccnnccti::,r, to l..::::-i.<l~c.s1..,;.::J~:a,::.:i!~'.·:c, 

(,._ •;;,c::;_h;r,t.c~ .o.n·n. 'Th::i.t. e:xc.:::rvt is ,\tt.:1c:1..~('nt ~3. Jn r;.u~1;·.r;rv. ,it ,·,"'i 
,,,.,, ... ~,,.,..i._., t11-. C"•·1 ... •·c· C)L! tl•o·s·c• i----~r-'•l".JS .,,,,, t 1 1"-'·r•"" ,.,," ~---v•<"•'""'··i ·,1·· ,.,,..j ..,.!: ... *• _ ....... 1,. .l~t.••t •• \.: _._,,\o J. ,. ,. \:# ~-~~~"'.-.. -~~~,:,.,:•~,:._:_'-·.;, ~. <.i.1 ,,.._L..," • ... T J_. '.!.1.~..;:_~ _'°:..:::,_ 

l :.; :-~ ·J-:'.·,r:c! to ...2.L . .t:·;_s_3_c~(~.§.fLr._o_-1~_t_Q_?-_:...~r~E.1; __;;i.n-1-~~lJ.t l~~i-~1:J..r i r~:c£.f ..:::.1.:.'~­
j :'~ ::a:•,~;,'.:fil or r\~<lr.__t_i}!)__'J.'.'.u:_t';(!~.istl".'.t,-; 1:,lnncir.. '!'here wer,J rd:l'.:rs:-.:-:,r.'.___________ ,. . . . . 

.~·• :,~ •~1.~::t~ .:-~·;:-~cnt r,cJi..1\t'S 011t, tc tl~•-~ futur..:~ n,-~e<l for e · i~~v.cc-,r,d.ac.c.-:-~·32re.,-: .. ~-j 
!J~~:i.r ... \.. ~.:culJ bC:! ·cervi~~d by anot!1!1r· br:i<iGr:! ... o;~r.;! c1f \l?2jch. n1-sr;t'!.t"i;.°:- ..~ ....:1 .,.. -= ~,..,,.. ,,c_._ - r.·· ...,~.-: r "'!"'" •"t/'J ,., <'"""' .., ,,. 1 t ... •• !"l ,.,,,c:':· .. t-h - • ·t ·, .\Y'".ft • .'J,,'Ii .... u ... 0,1c o;. ,, .. ~c.1 me.,.,.o.,_o "" .....ra;._.,,1 .ti •. e scro ....~ . -e. r. '\it-~ 

~t>::;::; i/lich. ~✓Crt·. even k,ss c;:rcc1ric. ., 

f o·t1r alt ,::r.na t i.v~r; 
Thc~e alt~r~atlveA 

":~n,;1-~ craf"!fi tht~ T·o~o~:-~:c ni\Ycr. at ~!tt,-<:..:: rl:~ Cor~:::,t:i.tut10~1 .'\v(!r·,J-(.:· :".'ri,~r_r. :ii.ti.! 

(.l:,:·;:r chr.n~;t~d ~o ·n.c0.::or>:: r:oo,-;evv!.t l.•f~C◊r~Dl I\t't'l.1-=!•~) or. nt t:v~ ;\r.·:7.0,·:!. 

:\,, ..~;;~,..,.......r,;,f.t:!. T: .. :n ,.\ri~o1~e. /-,'!(:-tu.tr! c.rc,.-:.-~.!rir; t:a.:-; ~.. po ►1sJ.1~lr! nlt:,.~:-~- ti·..,,.~~ 
i:..~~.-:~s--~·J. .. 7DS ~.',!J.•1 st:i.11 01'l t1,~ S1~~r- ns ·'-, 'Poto~"'::nc: 1"?.iv-:>r s1.1Cr011., .. ~~ 1·,~.ut '! 

fro1.i tL:; c,1!te:r £H~lt t.o t:;n CBD·. T:,r~ ~-~<1fi'doc~s not _zi,t~~nny :f.::.1c..~ic:.ri.t-1.o,~c~· 
'• .... • 

-··'• ·.•~: 

......... 
.•·:~:~- " 

.: ,·.•• 
':•.:· 
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, . .• ;. ~ ' '.: : . .. 
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' 1"1'lr.- r,..,..,,., --n,., tt.l,~ C"'' ~t"l'".;). ''" (' f .,..,,,,. .. io·,•,·1 ---•·1c,;,,r-n.:.r,. -~-:.. •.. \, ....1,.1.,;..~ t:." t t.;.. t.,1;,1,::, 1,.,.-\.,-~ '-''-•.-, . .. t ....~~.t., ... ,. __, ...1.- !.!J.J.... -.,(.".,." .. ~ 

our,r ",~,1·.,.-:._o••··....~1 t'hP, o~l,r.r C"'J:-...~•ir-...-'"' it ....ro\ddr-•<' t:11•'" . Y ... ,. .. ,. _,.,,; \:\:- ,.1,J... .. .. , ; t-., .._ , ........ :'\i'--••-' t':'· , . ..:-1 ,- ... , 

' ..., shortt•::'.:t dbt::?.nCt.; .Y..<?..':.:;_:;._it~l~J(!;"'? .. A".'f::-J}Y!'.TT.-;:}/:iy~_t_~:r-1:i..C: __ 
t>.!·,~ th(! ~-;a'.,1~:in;::toarat10•1~Jl f,ir~rfrt ,h.Ut~ hicr~:w:L.:i 
tb~ t1iat111~ce ·to tiir-! Cc.bin John lh:-i('.g"'. •. '?i:~.o cm~ri ~".':>:c 
hr-.::; in 1.tn favor. the dbtrH,t:tfolt :-tff.ord~d. by th:! 
clrcu~f."1rent:1 ....1 bighway both Pf\rtii w:·.c Jout!~ r:i;d s-~.g_. _ 
<?-iV<-' .ctl ...Ul:'"' rJi-" .. ~it;u~Jo·" to t...._,... Gt" ... .:,/•(!' t',c, "'o,...,t·'nu ·cf··
l.J-; ... : ... ~----~- _ .. ':-_~• . ..-~~.~.L. . ... ';; ... ~ ....i~. ·--•~. __ .. ;..~~-~-:_ ... ':_,!;.~"'_~ .... ._1•.. ].~_,. __.....• .. .;.. .....~ .. !:::..(..i,..-•-~-' ........ - •. _;. 

.l)1_t_l'T:;Jn_;~ .?~_r.h_,·:'.:l.}". ~;:,d U cc.mn(~Cti.o :1N~• .. .!&.:i~~--~-<.J~ls-.:.1 
thereto \~an be prov-:!.,~ ~d. •_· 

A~':.-~T-!il!•.:in~~; Chairu~a11 of. tl\e Faii-f::!:< Cr>unt,.T b()llrd ·of t:i:;t! ficdJ Su1)l~~··v-:i.;~1t,r:-?1· 
ut the that nn ''lr::-fao::.l'. Av:J.nu,~ 1~ric!s~ ·ml7.,l1~ b~ li pot;~iibil :tty toh>;?-.:,1"1.n;:i:~; . 
ser'\1~ t1".C g£_C_0~1d 10Lt ~]5!}}.~ ........ ..a.:f.r.;. acc,-1~;-~i~ig:1;,;ny ,~l:'.i?~,t.<:;__b5~_r..91?~~~.§.'::!-:.<?.~.1 
m•.cez~~ry ... • In 8<1<lit1Qn, che. r.:.:id-~•rcf !:!J:i.:::1ce to cor.clus'icn.s. b~_; th,:: 

•• th.d ~r. S>:>cr0t::1r.y Of'. CoK;;"!t'C.e f o·r Tra,1e.y;ot·trit ioo :met otbcrn :f.n Coz-;rn.:::rcc•··a,~ 
. . : 

7ho_ ~-~in~rl;;nvl-Natio~.il • Cs.f,it~1 ·:-pJ.,nid.ng P~rk Co~r1fa~fo~ sti-.fr.mr,rit ir-,cbd,~d 
. ,._,.': th£? f o11o•;j_r.g rP-mnrk ! "-Ch~ Cf.l.bin Johl'l nr,::td~r!. • will b~ of v:i.__t~1 • :i.r:~r,ort ~~r,c.e • 

•'.. ·u, r1?S°1.•lcnts of: 1'.ontg._~~ery' Com-.ty .:i.s .J~ll r12:-.!tor.t:!n•mHt Wa~ti:I.nston :tn 
•re-aching ~r:~, a'!t"t;".t.~d-·upon • rc-ut~ •to. ·t:--ie ncv Cri.a!,tHly •Ai,:port; n~ wcdl •.::is ... ·.·.: 
~~e ~ I,~t~:P~tAtC: f.".(}Ut.e· (}(,. r ••• ·._ ••• • : : ·; . 

• •:t.• ., ,·~.·~,::·~: .... 

. ... 

. . ··.,:.:·•--.,. 

·,•.· .·.· 

.._.,. 

j 

t .../ 
l 
i 

j 
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t;•.,_f,.,.r~~,)CP· tn.' an .•• ...:~1i ..-r,....,.,, I•o~ ... -~-,c ,:.rjr! ....r, cro' <'.:,..f~~I .. \ .. .,, -.; ,.., ....... i..· ., 1,\,1.i::,l ~~-'-•J·.r.,&...... ... • ..,,,;.G. t: .~,t:.'1.: . .... 1••---•--~-i 

(in· ndditi.r,n to tht'. p·ropm~a-1 tab1.11 Jc.hH - and Constitiition 
• AVt:1.rn~ .l:,rh1y,-o~) to· t:i!xvice :r:u.ll(,5 ~::i.'st\ild>.~ o~,lv :tri tho 

-· " -I .:on text of tbe :n;';':o2dfor c, f:utu:r<! • s,:,cond eccc>1;:,1_rosd i•1h:!.ch :.•.:. ·' . 
I -·· ,· ...muld possihly p:.r.:11101 1··½6 in nnothC'!r..corr:l'.r.!or and •

i '\tc,uld cro~~ t~h'.~ • Voto;:'.CC at. t:i1-~ • Ar.17.0:CH\ •Avt>nu6 • ~d.te. . .. ~/.
/ Hi:, hov.:~ al};o o:xm-i.ine(1 thn Decc:.".ib~r lfl57 Site~ Seh,ctfon Stt'dy, '.\dditior.al •• 

i\:lr.pox-t ... fer !J~1~~1i:.,gtrit~, l)~ C .. ~~ prcJ.1t•1·,!~dfor the l-!hit~ 7:'fou~3Cb;' 
,i . _.. Crc:ni:•r·-i'.at.t,~rr~ Ar;zocil,t•ii;;, 1-wr.1~~ti.m<.1~; er; 111·h~ Quc:Baf::i :-?~po-rt.'rcf!~\·:rc<l. to _ 

.... Thil'!> X'~port ..~::r.rv,)t! c.~ the b.a~.i.'3 fo.r the tfot_nr.ird.no.t:.tnn 1.>:-d.ch '': .. ~:: nc:,:J,;.atl . 
. . tbat t:!.,:1,? t,) ~1iift the .;ropo~1t1d ir,un:1.:~1tiona1 1.d.rport fro~ J!.t~r!-:.:• V1rgtufa., 

·.·:· ·.-· -,,,\..-fcl1 "'a:'t .... n-li'r,,.,.. b-,>.•1 ~,..., "Ct~c] .....•.: it·,:, .,..:,-,,. -t ... ·C\..-:>•l;_·_;Jl•• ~14 ,- ... t.,..,·i,:, ••1..ich• ~t. , ;1 '· ~o;..L ,·L t.'---•· . ~~-L{:, - ·"' ,: .5,-~ ..... , .. -.; '·'. '"''•ll,- l.,,J • .J') V ._ C ,·. \,-,, "•1'!. .. ... 

. · .. / ,ms t•1e 3itc l.lltim~tt!ly chosl!!n for th.:? '.n:!.roort. ·Ncp.;,h.;,.rein that rei,cirt • 
•..·.1.a tl.t~1:~ .;·~ythiq~ tc, :f.n~uc~t; t;rnt the cr.oic.~ of the Cn:1~1tiJJ.y ti:it•~- ,•,tie· 

•p.:i'c!:lcc t,~d trpon • "' l>?"idge .to:b(., conr.: trnctc:1 ~t: or n~<i~ th1:.' s:!.t<~.of t:ri,,,..~.... . ' . . . . ' . •,/·•. 
. ,.t1r0c Si.s,t.::r::1 ·rHia11<:1(,;. . .,, • • 

. ~~ ,. 
.. , ..:.: 

T}"(-?~r: .l:.; no evfde.,1c~ of nny. con!.;i<ler~ti•:Jh bei.rLti giv;Jn t.(;, ~ • T~~rc1..~Si!.~tr•r,-. 
: I~ilm:c! cr0;:;s:~na ::i.:; a cr.i.ti,:al r.i~rvicc· niutr•. for.: DulL·1t1. !··266 a,i,-: r,i-esc::H:1y 
,rnpo~~d 1~ ~ereli at Rdju~cc of th~ I-l6 SQrv1ce orig~,ally intc~lcd_at . :~. 
th.'! <::o-:-.st:tt,.~t1onf.v .. :il!l'.?. ~1iti nnd ir, no ,.,;-:?.y cnr. b~, co1~s.ict?rc,<.lth::? ~ccor.d'1 

rcut\~· !,c:rvic~. r~f,:--::Y.e<f. to in conn~ct-l..:.,r. ~-.!.th ,.m Ar:tzor:~ .,\v..-::.:met.-.:::lil~0:crc~;-~-
1•:•r-,,,, 't'h,.,-,,, ~,t.,,.._ .... ,., ~.1,, .. -<.1:yi·1'" •·ll.,. •1~[•. .,.,.,,., 5.;,.,. --r•· B.,.·t,'1.-,,: ,... .. t;,.;,., h•)· •• .... :t•_}· .\, ... ~ ...!~t ~,,.v ..... ,,'-"' ,, .. v,._t ,.,,,;, -L.1.1... •,1.,.•-- .,., .....,.1:,, .... i:) " ..... i...r>.._ .. ~•)j,. 1., ........ ~ ;..,,c;.,:'J,._,. •• 

~-'I'•:. in. c~ror: ill'.<l ol:viously h1.1-.1,1 ignorr.•.cf the S)"i,,tc:-:1~ cot,c~pt:, involv-:::.,:1_ :i.n ···.: .. • ;. .. 
. • ."1::d.~'.-dn~ alter-nr..t.i.vt•~~ It is tl:.i~~_f.<n..-i-,,cf:. genr.:.'t'nlt:;- . .-<; <1nr! clcuc1y,refenmct'l. 

-., .... ",._,i~,, ~~ ~·· .,.,. ....... h-- -l:J .. ,. { t,, ~·-• 1· - .,,. .1~, l 1r., J-., ..... ,i·" .• •••• .. . . .. ,,. ci..: . «!l~, c~ -. ..;i ....... a t, ~ fl ...ru~,t. _u -t1.c __.. ".~ on a.,, to til .. o.)_ .;;ct.LV..1.t:, .... t,1 . .•J 
...... .. . '<'bk.h. t:!,O hig~.wa:i pr.ORU-t.:'n. hafl gt:,)WU "1?.10 d~v~~l oped. OVC!-i.-. t.he .y1,1al;"S •. .••. ., ,,, ·:-· .•.

·" . J] •• • •• :· • .... ·~":· .: .. ~:-.: _:-.,,·:. • : . ·: • . • • :.•. ; .• •• • 1. •• :·-' • l'.:· • ~ ...r·: ... ..,.· • , :·· ·......: ,.# 

Ycu may' 'l>lfah'. to: bd.ng. t:111.e·pcrsont!.lly to Gf.Yn,~r.;;1-·Quesnca ts ~'i:f:Ct\t1m~- ··:I·. • 
<lct.\bt if.. t:1.0 m~atek~r-,f' 1:·:·:1np-re.s$:f.ou Ct''-'.iitc•<l1:;y t~.e.p:r,f~·s··n.tcri.ca_·c.,1.1,JH3_. • 
corrcctf.'t!. ··'=.:•·.·:;;-\·' .. \1 ::\.~_:_,,._:_.i·.•·· ..__ '··••..• -,. •. ·_·:-· .; , ;,:-:.: .,.· •:·=· 

; . ;. • •. :· ~· . • :~·,.)' ·I ,'"': ·• >~_-_.':_•• ~ ..--;.:-. ~ . 

. ·. • • •.. • ,, ; :. •:.:/~5f:\.)"\' ,; · , ·.·:e 
~~/:::::{~·/. : .. Paul t.".'Sft.t:on ;'t·:·=.:::.;··;·<:·,.<ft'.····" .. ;,--,-:;;· 

cc:. 
Mr. 

. .):~t.Il\'.€~[};'._i·.}}(.·.::,I~I.·i.'.<:;{·_.;_~·: .-:?\:•.;·.:::.;>-:.....••.. •· 
..:~·;•~ 

. ... . . . ! \• ;,,, • .. ·~.. ~. --..... 
•..' ..;_:;,-.'_;:;:•Tr···~ :. ·• • -. ..·... 

. .. .··..:...;,,...·~ .:·::·:.:,· ••·-··' 
:· ~.. -..~ . ,_.;_.:.' . 

A,.S.jC"S,l-/l, .. /67 .... ··,•.,.,,.•.··,.· .. _.;·,· .'· ·::-·,:,',,!·- ..... _,. .. ·.• . .'- .. :-
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~~ l_, • ••••~ •,• ,•• ":,. • .- •::, ... ~... ,.;. ::.- ;•,:. .l~>~>~•••,:,..:: I.. ,:, '.·~. : -.~ - ~:.-:-~: • : •• ·_..:.• !"•. ' -~~- "·~•,. 
·~' - •' •,:.. •• . . --~. . . ~ ;...._ .' -'.:;: •. 

·' ~'... . t·.·.~·,;•·_,·.. . . . ... . . . ... . 
•. tz ·•·•:'. • :r,, • ., i\:• • ' 1"' •• ~~ • •• • 

:.- ' MEMORANDUM Fon"\,'. . . . , • '•·)\?}::~;\/,/~/,•. 
,I:-,; ..,., ' ••-,,Honorable Fl'cdcricl, 1·i. Bohcn •.• ·, ··~,. • .,.:/:... •.:•·· 

: :Sta.ff Assistant to tho Pi·c~ddent ••'./,.\ \·· .l, -·- •. ,: •• 

-- • ..;, ·-~--t:..~t>:rj --_., • 

,,t",·· ,. . ...••• •• 4·-· ·.:::·.. .,.,, . 
• 

. .. 

~-i~/·-,:.··~·.:SUBJECT:'· .·D. c ..~!ighway Controycl·.~y ._...t/:i:. 
•I•_..._,•:.:••;. • ...r .•,\.',:-.•.~;• -~~)~'::"-• • .•.:•,,>,•,:,_ • : . ,,'< •./ ..-~••. •.•::," 

. • ... -·~.:;: ... _·-~--~--/ _. - .:-~ . /.-; --~. i/. - .. 

••.··. .,.- Thit.i ~cmo~andun{ su~1n1arlzcs· th~· c~r'.i."Cl'lt. sta.tus and outstanding· 
':-_·~-.~··i.\~~ ••.iBsu0s !aced by lvfayoi- V/a5hington in reaching decisions on the . :_ 

·:. ·_.·l..'\\./· Diotdct highway program. :You have a draft statcrnent from . ,.:.· 
·.,. '. :··:•.:;(·\·< Mr .•cFictcher propooed as a joint isou.:>..nceby Sccrota:rics Boyd •• 
:::·.•\.(t- ..<.'v- and Udall ·and tho Mayor.· I. have attached i p.rio:1: <lrar't which the:, •• 
~-~::_/•<.:::·,.::•._>rDcpartmcnt aubmitt~d to the Mayor. for his. con5idoration. . • 
,~, •• • ~•; ~;~•,• i°•:...: .• :: ~l- ~ • .'• •. •• • ... •_. •• ~ : ',;• • _. •.•: •-"...:_\, ·. ••' •.: > • -• ),,•>~·;:,: •'..•_••:: _.• ~ ,•::, 

• ·-: ··.:·-·:,_.·Themajor•difforenccs arc·aa follows: .•• ··•·• • ·• 
~. ~ .:i.: ..,_..!- .• .: ~ ..-·. ,, .....~:.··..,..·:. ;• ;;-,. .. '•.,:,.--~/_ ,.:..~ 

1 0 

•.. .. _:'.·'..;_-:··::,···.,.:_~··•·:._:···:,.·~.'..::_'·~.:..___.... :\ ': ~;.~;r;~;:d::•1:1~~~:!:!t!c:~::t:~:!~:·:~:;~:._:·_·•. _·~ :r°~o~:~:6i::!1!~~:•·:,_._:_:_·.·_·.... :·:.:-',::_·:.:_;···,..·:.:·.:·. :>• . , :~ . ••.'. ,{,<_\Go.orgotown waterfront; where.as •. DOT ·quc~tions the bddgc 
. .\.<.,;:.·:· aud 1..266 as a.'·givon factor and believes thC.y should.also be 

:>}:t;:•/f:[\'.")°?'ai_~at~f•,'.\',if,): .·,. ,·> •••·:·''j\,:> 
.,:·.·,._.:.~,.•::-: :z: ... C~ would plioceed with the tunnel (South Leg 'o! the ·1nncr.'.~.:.:_-.. o. 

I ::.:.':· .<:·y~.t:·-/ - '"· •i.Loop) ·u·nder.the. Lincoln Men1.crial/ DOT is opposed at thin 
:·:-...~:~,;. ·:• •\ : time t·o final comniitme11t to<a·fac~lity:in the .coi·ridor ..L.~:-•·_.-:~_\, 
·<J>/:/:':~· .. ~'.;_,:.· ... _:.;_;<:/X,:\::t ·~:L\":.·,.'.·..:,--.'.~ \:: <i-~--.:,• ···:~ •..._,...... ....> ...-:, .. :.~>·.'".:-' ,,,:<·:,;_ .. >".:.-:: 
:',,,::>-·:.>_' Except with.·i-ct.pcc·t to thesc:ii;suoo/ th.cre.'are rio,major points of 

.·:..::?};:.::· ;!I~{;}~~iJ\:::/'.f;f~?'.:i".;f:~::~:::::~!::;f!::iE'.'}t t:"_t" :..'·tt··•.·,:·• . . 

• ,: './:: ... The··~u.~-~~n~higll~~~; c'.ontro~~·~~-syi's is1~;1 ··sta~di~;~·: ''f,.s ·early ~·s-19,60 
.· ·/. • ·~,• the proponc<l Intorotatc progrn.rn propos~d,by D. C. Highway ·:Oop;,,~1·tn,cnt 
,~·> :.:·..•·.:..came under strong local attacl<; by ·Diociric·t citizen a:nd organiz.::i.tion.s 

, . ··:·. 

o·. 
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concerned with hictoric character of the Capital City. Tt>e m2.jor 
official opposition has been centered in the i~nl"'U.~-'='cr..~~)Q of 

,·. 
th~ Nutional Capita\ Planning Commission. however, others within 

. the Administration (including V✓hite House} also have been concerned 
abo~t.highway impact on tho city-.· The issue is not just a question of 
whether the highway system will or will not m . .:!ct trar1spo1·tation r.ceds 

• -: , for the region. More basic is the que:;tion·of the future gr·owth nncl 
.• .. ·..'· -_ development of tho city as conceived by the policy make::t·s. The District_··/. 

has with cause been concerned over inadequacy-.of 1·cvenucs to support 
• :-·•. :··.··-.,. construction and m.aintenance of needed highway faci1itie~. The 1956 
_..-~:. :"-·,··· .enactment of the.Federal-aid Interstate prog1·arn with.its 90 percent 

~ -J.:\. \ ..'_:·:.Fecleral contributio11 ,vent far towards providing the fi11ancing base for 
_.. •.. ·;- :>;-~,. · capital improvement.- As a· result, the Disti-ict has tended to capitalize 
;. ·.:···-·_ , • on utilization of Interstat'e type facilities to meet future traffic demandn. 

' _:··.. • •·· • ··(This is true of othor cities.} • • • · <. . - ·. .':· -'.' .• -· ·: _. . :--,·,._-
• ·--·~::':· '•:·· /··.·'. •• • • " .• ;·. ·!· .. '. '·, , .• '\ :. ·\·'. . .: ,•. , •• ·._ :' .:. ' • ·.·- ·, .... • •.•• ::-.. ' ,: _· . . ' ·: _· ' .• ,• -,: • 

---~:_:•, • ,:: ·-·.·. The critical projects upon' which controversy has pdn,arily focused ar,c • ·. 
', ;_",°'.:·.·:<-~/--the Three Sisters Bridge, _the Pc:>t'on'lac River Expressway, the No1·th • ' 
.·,' --~ ·.: -~ 'J ·.:__-. and South :Leg of the Inner Loop and the No1·th Central Expressway. Other 

• • -~• : ~·-,:,components of 'the Interstate pi-ogram have proceeded ,.vith i·clatively less 
•.. ··--'.(controversy. • Decisions on_ th~ above na1T1e<l·projects a.re critical in 

,,.,:\,:..:-··deciding the kind of highv~':'Y sc:i;vice into D. C. from Northern Virzitla 
--~... ·and Montgo~-iery County·~·· .; .. • • :_· _ .. ,· ·-.:·, •. __ . ..-.-. · .::-~_.,·.-:_:1( .:: __ : 

....\ ;, . . . :\.. .' - ;, .·. . , . . 
>: -;;t .. s:.:; ·_.__ - . • ... - . . .. --· - . : -

.. : .'.:_: _:'.' /,:·,,;-,_. Opponents of the present highway pi.•ogram hold that highw.1.y development 
•_-_~'~.;-·,-:,·:.•.:/~·-· should be he_ld to the minimu1n and that rapi~ transit p1·ogram should be 
-:· ":··_.·,_ They argue that the burden of proof for need Bhoulcl be ,upon~•. ,._//_· accelerated. 

•:_";__-r--··-{<·_,:,_·.the highway department and that the_ availability of Federal-aid is not the 
._::.·:./ :;·;· :' principal justifying principle.· The pl"oponcnts oi the hiehway program. _argue 
__-::::,:'.'/,;, the· present ·systc~ is a min~mal system, that it will be neecled·ar, ..·;> ~-• that 
>-·,,-. :.-..~ .. ·. well as the presently proposed n1ass transportation system being planned --~ 

._.-.----:-·.-:;..__• .-·. for the region and that by law the Intorstate.-·components nmst be designed • 
;-, • ·:,, ·_.:,... • •. ~. • _ to 1990 needs. ·The. subjective question ·of establishing needs i!l a majo1· 

· <- ·::~-./_ ._ ·, '. · area. of debate.·· . ··, • • ; ~ • •• • .- , .•. , · ·•·. · 
.. . . - . :-_., - ·:- /"• ·:_ .. , <-;.r-.: • - :-_t (>:-·•;,. ; . ,. -. 

/·/;~~->-: \'.,~,it-· . '. :,, _·: •. --> ·:·· ,' . < ,. i-/'" ;\.,:·:;~.: ,-1::,-:-:-.-.~---.\·i--:_:-.·- ,.,,'' ... .';~· 
.->>. · ~~-.:: Status of Current Controversy, .,, ,· · -. :·:·.. • ·=· . ::•.. ,_,.. •· ·.,•: ··, _ ·,-~._.·.-._ .:• 
•.. ,· .• ·~·. ;_~:\ '-'.-./' . _- : ..•. _·.. : ,. I .• ··' ·,:··. •.. •• •• '·· ;·.: . ·:-.. .. • _.i_ ••. . • • ,· 

• .\:\.-.;"~'~ .. }-In May 1967,-:the National Capital Planni:Q.g.Con11nis:sion rcqucstcd'thc 
_·:··:;;-/· _.:;:_:~_::,_:: 0£ Transportation to ~c~cvaluate the·need for 1-266 (includingSecretary .. 

. ,-~--~_:}:;~}\·>·" • ·· Three Sisters Bridge) in the_ light _of. Section 4(£) considerations which ·~ 

•.. ... • #- ••• ••••• • 

..... 

. . . 
\o. • ...·, . ...... 

.• .. 
' ... . 

··,· "j 

https://inadequacy-.of


. ·.:. 
... 

' •. 
•• a#. -

; . 

3 
•·•. ··,... 

._: became c!foctive April 1, 1967, Vvith the creation of DOT. s·-~ction -1(i) 
. _:.. _. :: .... ct~tes th~t pToject!l should.not be approved which. require the \.\Sc of 

•any land from a. public pa1·k, recrc.'.l.tion area, wildlife and watcrfo-i.vl 
...·,. area, or historic zite unless (I} there is no feasible and p~udcnt a.ltcr­

riativc; ond {2} necessary actionc a1·e taken to minimize hal':.n to such· 
areas. 1-266 (inchiding the Three Biotcrs l3l"idgo) i::; a. clv.s.sic cane • 
of highv.,ray use or auch area.·s .. This lnte1·st.:i.tc facility (6-l:'.\.nc hrid:3e --

.,_
•8-lanc !reewn.y) will encl"oach upon Spout Run Parkw~y, the George 

·:. Washington Parkway, the Cbesepeake n.nd·Ohio Can::tl, ~nd the Goorgctown , 
• ··:.' .' ·. __;· • . • waterfront which is an historic dtc. In addition~· it will hav3 o. major • 
, -; ··-~ J'~Jon ·the ccenic q~litics' of tho Potomac River g·orgc ~ncl its • 
1v>1.f"". ... ,. _:~ shoreline e:xtc1:_1ding_upstroam !ro~_the 11'101;,umcntal area of the Dfotrict. 

. . ·. . .. ~ .:·. 
d • • .. ~ 0 : 

•••i ·,:,••·.: -~::;· ·: Tho S~c:rctnry o! Transportation haa indicated by impli~a.tio:i~ that tl~cre 
1: ,;:- :::.,.·.:._•. , ho.s been in.1.dcqu::i.te_review of "feasible and prudent altcrnativcs' (4(£)' • 

\. :_·.'.:_,· :>, ::·,:-consi<leratio 
0

11.G) and that areport is pcndiug bef'oTa the Secretary of tho 
. ': ' ... :' • ... : '..:' . '. lntm:ioi· to do something about the Potom.lc (the stu<l·:,r was l"l"l<l.QC at the 

:::\ :->.·.-.,.<. ·: .. initiative o! the President) and has quc:::itioned oln.ni1ing ~ssumptions for 
• • • :·>_'.'.)'.,the Three Sisters Bridge, pr~1'losal. Attachm;nt l i9 a 1·evicw of past . · 
.·.. .>·:·:/·: .. ·plan:aing studies·concerncd with Potomac River c;.-osoings which under-
>:·"···>~-.·>·;-:_;>~, qucotions· raised by thescore Secretary. 

•. 't• . .::..:._:·.?,/t,.- ,._·-:. • •. · -~ ·. . _. . :..,,~ ~--. . ;· .... 
. _'. ·\' .. \.:-/:.~':-.·In reviewing this project, the ··secretary also 1·::dscd l'n..:.bstantio.l queJtions_ • · 
/:.· :<---~:>:·.,:::•:\-'.: othc1· components of the lntcr!ltate program. as indicated in hisabout 
i-,·~-~-:.:?·-..;,._/_/' before the _House Pu~lic Works ~omn-iittee -· shown as,testimony _ 
- • ... ,_;:,.'.~-.:,\i.<~:-:: 2. · • ... ··: ;,.,:-'ic,- •• ,,•· •Attachment 

• • .. -· ·i:• ••• ••• ·") • • • • ,;. ·.• ~:•1~__7' .i~ '4/·:.. !•.... .. .=~/.. .-'·

:.<(~_:.,..;;;t:.~.:;~- ~-.,:.•:;:·' , . • • l ,., ,) I 'C • •' •·•· ',• ' ,.. •, 

, ,_'.... , · J:,; ·.' '.-The Sec1·cta:ry's public pronouncqments on his position resulted in 
:· • ·,·__''.:~\~-'', );: ·strong pressures !rom highw;:i.y i:nterczt grou:os, arid Mal'yland ..i.nd 
-~~::~:_:···.'/;:,·1:,:,~;-Virginia area Congrcssn1en to proceed with the Sy;terr,. as prcposcd by 
-:,.\~-... ·:':'_'_·,_-:,.·D. C. Department. representations pol"suadcd.. the Highway Through they 

·'.>'.'~,.>.-:~~::·:.: the H~use Public Works Committc·e to bold hearings last December. The· •..•
(r:.::.:':::::~~ o! the suburbs is ~clf .. niotivn.ting~ They wish to accelerate_\:oncern 
.• <-·_\f:::.--;i:/r~-:;:~:highway conntruction to the central city and rc~l ~state··c1evelopcrs' 
:.. ;'.;/•/~;"'i·->.-< con~,~-rn ovcr/o:catiori_oi Inte~state !reeyn ys. : . .-.· • • ·:._:_.have .. 

-·:_-:-:~~.-<t~-~.'Chairn."an Fall;~ o! the P~~li~ Wor~~ C;~\rnittec c;ubzequcntly bylotter~:-~-' 
·:·';~~,".::-,',·; .···~\-. clirectcd the Secretary of Tr:::.'"4•:r)a1·t~Honto i:.pprovc cortain actions which 
.-'."',·.,'_:--·,:···\.\"the Com.roittc0 approved. Noto tl,a.t tho Houoe Disarkt,Cpn1.rnitt~e was 

• 1( '~ •:• .. • •• , t :~. ? ~:. ~·:- p.. •• ••• • ••••• ··:· • 

• •• .. ·:·': ; . -.-. ..~ •.:. l " , 

':• ... ·• . ·;. '°'1.~,:~. ~.: .:._:~..:.. \-:- • 
:-- ...... : ~·1 •• ~ • :.._ •• :: • .. • ·, • • • ••••. 

•• • • •.• , ' ...... , • , .'I • .• •. :_ .; • .•• , .• 

.-•·· "\:."' - .-
; • .~ •:"_. '• ·• .. _. .,.l • ' • : 

.· ,{; ' > >\;::;_·;~.·::_·_,_!_~\-_:_._;~_:_:_~.:_,~:~~::';;>-:<''>· . '._. • ••• 
l-·.. ~~ •• .'-7::·," . -,T 
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not involved. A copy of Congressman Fallon's letter to the Scc1·ctary • 
- and the S,.:cretaryt s reply arc inclu<le4 ao Attu.chme~t 3: • 

The Secretary ha~ 1·epeat~clly stated in the pac;t ·th~t th; Department 
relics upon local' community <lccidons to gui·:1c allocation of Feclel.'al 
grants to plans ~nd programs !or fotu1·e development ormc:-.jor·urbo.n 

. ·~ a1·eas. 1-fo has stated that tho o·cpartmcnt will support such loc::i.lly 
• 11 \ t •r formulated programs to the extent pe1·mittcd by la\v.· Tho Sc~reto.ry 
•. 0\ e:\. b<?licvcs that· this aame procod1.1rc must be followed in w~...shington und.,., ·1r he will support the May0:r' s decision .lS the officfo ..1 he~d of th1~ Disfrict •• 
yiit ~ f Covcn~mcnt,_· l-!owevcr, • th·o Sec.rct~ry cannot a:bdicato his sto.tutodly _ 
V' ~ an !:iigned i-e.3ponsibi~itioa in final approval of projects and to tho extent :<-_ 
A e,\ .•·.. that proposal a by the M~yor a.re inconsistent .. th~oo inconsisteri~iez .• : .0

--rj'~~\. : r.nust be dearly sp~llc_~l _o~~ bc!o!c <lecisi~~~ are finaU:, n.~d~.· _·.:._· _ .·. , 

.:. :'··_.~De~artm·e~t --~i~w~ ~b·oi:·t;'i-~t I~~gh\~ay ~r~·;i-3:rri· •• :_~ :. • .,'· ,:- ' . ,:. :. 
1 

.. 

" • :. J ·:. • • -~.'· 

·:_·,.~·:~~ •.. ::·The .Depa:rtn,ont ha~ 'taken ~xc:~ption to.the .proposed highway progran,.'' ' ·tr~t~t: ll~Will: re~•~_n: < , • , ; . , : . ,; · ; •.. ;; .... · .. . · . · .. ·~b:fo 
~-- ;·_'.'. /f·' l._ There· is ·substantial opposition in the Di~ti-ict to present highway:'~;_.-.·•::;:-: 

· ·-/_~'·> ·._:,;·1,.,.'. ~ •<•t;.:::··pfons of the District Highway Department .....vith particular reforoncc. 
-:;,•.,;\\;·/:.·'.· ~-.··~ t~ to facilities 'that pa.r.s through low incon"le areas. In addition, 

•• :_
1
. • .:·~.;§;):_~.-::'.::~~-~~:,_->'tho County Board, conservationist and.historic pres<:_r-A~~ington 

·::-: . . -,:~ ·... :-.·-•. · -.::v: .. vation groups alvo ar_e strongly opposed to prc~ent plans for the 
./~,--~~----:<(::_.i:;•·\;::~1_·.,.T~rceSistors Bridge an4 I-266. · ... .- : .. • 
·_..-~,\/t~-{ ·. :···\ :: ':'.-<·. . ·. · .. ·_ . . . _<·:· ., ·.: . .'· _; : •.. < •. • :- • • • • • ... •. ~::-- ··:·,·• .. < :_ : ,:,:. -·. 

o. ~''·\_.:,·, :_i_·,:._,_,.:_·;).~ The pi·ogression' _o!events leo.ding to the _.proposed htjhway'_2._. . 
/:•.· .. • ..·.\ ;..:_•• •· :·"'.~\~program reflcct·s a patch\vork of decisions which DOT believes_ .. 

~~•::~:•->"··<·:~~/~;"<:>},[;:.<,·:(secSecretary'~ ~tta_ch~d· testimony) fron1 a systen~s standpoint. . • .-• 
1 

....·.~---·;1:x~;<::f·~--~,'.-~ fails to _meet the n_eed s !or which -~pecific P-~~-~ct~.J'H'~-_bqi_p~. , '. ~--. :• 
.'..:~_.: :~.;~>~~_./•, •••:· .,~·.4e..ilined and d_evelopruiA; ... ·, • •. !: .•... • -_;__;: :-~- : ··:~-• __ :--,·.;_. •:. _· .• ~­

;·· \->: ·\: __ .:.-·tl 1~·-=_J\':.- . · , • ·.-,~::: .. -· •. · ·- ·:~·,_.;-: ·. '., ·· •. ·:.~--~.-.· ·.). ·• • :·: .... ~--: '. :·. \ • :-: < · ·. .. · .. ·:_ .· . ·'~r:::·;.~-::(\\{;J_..._-; ~; _Growing 'n""tionwid~ po_blic concc:n. a.11d:r::ederal poU_cy on urban ....... • 
~ -. -~ >'. • y:· • .;._ :. , . : problems have necessitated Adm1m.strnhon emphacas on steps . • 
•__ _-.,,·.'.-<·;k.~':\/ :,'.to nssurc that .co111mme1· .~ntercsta, ~nvironmcntal impact:,_-;;«:. ~-- a.nd 
~·-. ·> .._~.:•·.: dovolopmont re:quircm~11ts be viewed inn. new light... : .. .<~:'';.:<.-:future:urban 
}.~:~·<L • ,.: •:~-.~ ia particularly underlined by' tho :_statutory mandate included·/'.:ij :>_:. .. "Thia 

: ··.\:.'<·\,,:..,,·: ·.< .1.; :;\ ·, in s~ction 4(£) and 4(g) or tho' DOT ·Act~·. '.fhh DOT is COl1~crncd:. : . 

}· ;,..:·.l 
~~ . , .... 
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. that tho Administration's creditability on it5 intent . . 
'-. ;. __. '· . -~.. _ to respond_ to the urban crisie in transpoi·tation will t.nufe:r "-:-... 

• •• ,. , . -~-_·if the Federal Government if; unwilling to D.pply the sa1)1e ..: 

. '. \-.._ ?·•·,· ·: . .;' • yardf.ltick in the:capital city. How can the Pre:::idcnt ·• . 

. ! . ': •. • •':<·-~•:·i ,·lccttu·e mayo-rs ·on meeting more reeponsivc_solutionll if 
..,,• -: ·.·· .. ~ ,. /:,,.• ...:_,,\he sa.mc standards arc _not n-,a<le to apply in·D. C. {See ··• ···-

-,, ·., •·;· -.--.~---·.-·<··•.-'.attached articl~u.o! New York Times and \Va.shington Po.st) .. - . 
.. ·.:.: .... :~.<:··:·;.-.. .-;_·,:::-: __ ____... •. -.·. ':· ._,··._. _'_· ... .:·:.-.-,:· --_.·_;('·: -· -•'·_,, .-,,, -· ,-.:,. 

•' :;,_~-.'. , .';. • ·:·. ·_ - . ·: .. 1~ ~ DO~ supports the thesis o·f substantial nec<l' for additional:· ...,,. • .-. , 
.: ••:_:-~·-;:. .:·. '. · ~-·· 'i :•! :._,..~.;:::.,::. highway development within the Dist_rict._. Ho\Vcve1· ~ • • ', ;_'_:_.{: -:' • : 

. ·,, .., •/'··. · ,.- ·., ''.· <. ~. • fio.tisfactory solutions that consider ~11 social and environ-· .. ···; ... • ·'· <. • • 
"<.l ~~,.-~/·-:·:~:·~ values rcquiro that adequate time be p:rovidcd· !o~. • .·: . . .. ··:_:.:·<-~·::'.·mental 
<" ~-...' .. ~:._.-·\·_·::,:·_.t :·:-\ . construction decisions. The p1·oblems which the Mayor • 

:'. :. -.'~~?_;_\.'~ 0'/ ·,_.•·;·.~-seeks to :rcsolv,,in conne_ction _with projects b1 question_ . . • •• '.; .. 
::·._/;/'~:-_::,-~-,1-.-'t,--:~-~-····along the Potomac a1·e just ao ·ci:itical~s those which would· .·1_:·.-,-,, •• 

·: ... .:":: :/'.· /" :: ? ·: .•• :j:·':'---_:,; be re.sofved through the urban_ design app'ro~ch for the · · -· • 
t>A''. -_:··~ _:_,. ·'._·::-· I •. Inner ·Loop and fron1 a logical viewpoint should not be • .. ·'.:_.·\~.·,,.. ,r ...\(/:f-' ~; ,::::' \ handle,d_ :ep~rately. ',- ., ·, ' -·_.' '. _ _ _ -· / • • ?, _ • • _,-_.__, _._1,_, __, , _ 

. -. !.·, .... ~ • • .: •. -·.·~·· -.~-~··s.A. Jnajor clcn"lcnt of concer11 is tl1c planning pl1ilosophy upon • ~ :· ~ :~• · 
·•:.,- t,:_'.~.f _ <~:/~-which the District highway program in b.n.secl. In·part, the _-·_. 

.. : . .-·t<.' :.~·;-' ,,_,<J. .-··.;-_.:·",'\demand f.o~; another Potomac River central city crossing . .. . ., . 

. ::/_ --~: -~,.::-· .~~t·· urb'an freeway ln.neage in D. C. -acrnumcs :· • ·.·-.: • -:,v·:,:·i: ;._~·and additional 
~ ,..._ -: ~ : '"',, ,,. • •1>.. • ~ > •• , • I •• • 1' • II 't • • • • • 

·_ .;• :.:~\-· ~;__~: ·y'. . ,_;.~-J-·<·'.substantml_ trafuc movement w1tn both origin and dcst1n~tion~ .. 
: . • ::__., . -::. :',}·t\\ ,.;-,~~:·\in the ·suburbs. ·"fhia r~ises a fundan1ental question ·or . • '. .. : .~~ ·> 

I!>), ,· • f, ···'{- • ' • • ' 1' 

.. -.~.I:,::,~- •. :-~.:;/'whet~er t?c District Govornment with. limited re£ourccs -·: •-·:-~·:>.::>:\; 
;:.·.'?_:.->~:-- --,/'./-..,~· ::·_and land area should finance the incremental costs of • • ... ·.: _;•_ .. 

•.·,:-:•":_·--~-·-·..,:_·:... :)/.·"-}(~~:.·major highway f~cilities whos·e designs are adjusted t·o ... -.• ~- •• • •. 
. -,;_::< ·- ·;-· ·:: :_ ._

1 
:_". ·_-:_. ·:·· • t:ervicc crisa-c1·ossing movement of traffic which ha.s •• •• • -: • . . . . • • .. 

. ~_;;::;:,~/ :(:~<·:_(·~~::/.'---::--'~neitherorigin o;: deati:nation within the Dintrict. •. Tho • ~- ·_. ·.~ :: :~ 
;,:::~:-~_,:.~_:_-:·_:-:t ;/·•.latest io.rcxaat upon which the District High\~Y Departrnent~ · • _•.•:.-:· \{<.-.., 
?-,."w'.t,:::'··.\.·.>".:·:-~t--~····::-:bases its justification for an additional Potomac River 
.• -~< .'";·.\)/< ass~mea a s·ubsta1itial traffic ~oad of this nature. .,;~-~"\;:-,·:>~.~-,·,crossing 
\.:-.::\.··-_-:_-•~_-_'',·}{.:<·-Whore·appropriate ~~is t:i-a!fic should be handled as circum-: ·\-.·,~·_; 
·:.,.·.,;~:: ~-.:' ::-/ .·· traffic _and not through tra!.!ic using central city· · •:ii~---.t·~ ferential 
;., •../·• · :,·'c:' '' • ·.= •:: arterial facilities • • • • • •.·.: .;.. .-,· • .:··,; ·· • 

... •• ,·••' '-!~•. •.<(/, ~at•••, • ,. _,. • • • • • ;.:•• ~•~ > I I•.! 

0

· _;··.-·.~\{~·;.,.-:\t/ ·;:_:{.6." ~he Dcpa;h-.;~nt ·igrces tl~~~--th~-~~;~~' ~~~:··:;·ub·s~;n-~i~-l-• .. ••• \ •. _, . :•.• 
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. . \:-./ f;.; ~ : .. •• ' ...;.::\. displacement prol?lem'~ in the No1·th Centi·al corrido1· and 
·-:.~_;-'.~·?'·-:.·:~>.:·~/;i,r};· , .. ·.:: tiupports _his e_!!orts to _rosolv~ this iss':lc•,. ;:.,_-<_:-:,._'·_ · .:·.·:. • •• ·_.'·':' _ ,· _..,_.~·-_. ,• 
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, . · : - '·· .. ::, :-.· .. 7. DOT has scriou~ qucstion.-J on the c;rnansion of freeway , ' _.., .•. ' .. ~ . .. . 

•' : • ··: : _:·•· ,.: ·. radio la to the dovmtcwn a:,..·,N\.dlta to their impact on an·.· ..•• • 
. '· --.:•. ·\· ~-:-,">·:.':· ... '-lycady v,~xing problem ----·growing trn.ffic • c?n~cstion_ • ._., .. . 
• •.. ,:·,:-:.': . :~\•. •. • _ -~ich caunot be resolved hy i-norc frccw.:i.ys~ In thfo • .• .... ' · ... :.·.,__. .: -·~. 
•• • :•:,·.·::.:~. ·:.,:.:/_: ·,.-.:: ~:-_. -. rcaard> the Department h~s 1mg3ested that decii-.:donD o;.~.--• ··-. . . .- . , . 
. ·::\t:';_::. :\;- ·.. : ... , ·} the Thr•~e Sif;ters Bridge as a ccntra~ city brid[{e should.···. ; • • • 

':~;<·."(,::·~--,.;,.'··_' ·.·/ 0 
'.:. 

0

•awnit future noedi:; a.s the regio·n grows . .lH this time, ,:<-, 
:·:. --. 

::_ ,-·;_ :_.::. \.·.''., ..._· i: •.• another central city bridge ii:::not required. It mn.v be . ,· 
·► ·, ..... ) ••• ·- . • . . • t --~ ,··." 

_:-:•.__,/:.:· ::'v~.,:· ·., .. :~.· ... _required in ten years.-- although proscnt forcc.:att:; do •.. .. : . .-.. . v' .. ·.• 
·.- ,.. ...... ·.• -\ . ,.. ~ . . . . . . . -~ ..-

>: ';/ .. : .-: ,i: •·:~.-~--?·.,_: support it. It ~hould be rcmen~bci·cd that .Feder.:ll-.::.id •··not 
1~'.\;.Er.::.;.:~~?'·-~'/..high"o/a.y !urids in riubr;tanti_al amounts will bc_ava.ilabl,J_to, . .-' ,,,.- . ·.·:;_-..: 

,:. _!\· :·:~•:::f.-:._. !uturc development -- the progl'~n1 docs not end·· .. • ;.' .. ·, ..::-/~\/ ·'·.::-· _!ipancc 
..:-:).. ·.>: ~f.:•;·.:::.·. ••</ with prcscr,t p1·ojc~ts. In other words,. we do not n:'.!'cd , .···.:_,-
<.'-; · _::,/:.<_:··,·-'.~',,_-·to·complete a. highway systcr.n. by 1972 which wilt serve . -:·,-:::_• •. , ... ;_. :,--. 

.\.::,~~-~.,:: {.::·· :_:· ;" /···.··ati'o! our 1990 noeda, In ou1· view, it would be unwise ::\ ::. ··_<.· • ,-
::: '\::.,.· -: \·.'. :_,.? • ••. : 

1 

:: -~ to procecd\vith conotruction oi a bridge b:ii.ic<lupoi. .•• • .'·\ •• : , : 
,: ~'7 •;; .. ~ • , . . ~ • . • . • • 

.• ~·:.'I:: • .. ,···_y ~-~':'-, • _·;· ma1.·glnal and unsure. nccdn projected today !or l990. On ~ 
./' • ,.,. '!', ,t . .... • ~.- ' • , • • 

:.:r .-. .i • .:... ::-,:· .:,: / _... an interim basis and for the foreseeable futu:,:c, the . 'i·•: •• 
~-~.\<,\-<~.. \: ... '\·,/. · :·:;/. comolctio11'.and tie-in of I-66 to the sh:-lanc crossing at ...• • ·:' 
·-.-~·.:··•.r,.;· • ...:;.·- ··, '';' 1t:The6dore Roosevelt Island can r.ncet traffic o·orvice x-e- · .-:. , •• 
~,:: ... },_;)_'::-._. ·,,\.quiremonts_fo1· No~thei·n Virgiuia. ·.-·.. ; : ,. .. ••• .. ·:·,. •: · •. ·- ·;.. :_~.. 
·•.,;:• .. ,:::;::.\:,:,;·~/-~··:;,·· .. •···<· • ._.-:'•. ._ •. " ...• •• ·.·_ .. ··:._:'. ·:·· ... ·:·. ,.·. ~-;. 
/: f:;:_:,/ . .' .. ·:·· • .. ;:.;_~..,~. ·In ·ouro.rnary, ·what' we ~re tnlins(about 'ia the extent fo . 

.._....:-.y·:.·.-·_::·:}}·~·>, .:··/·'.-which the highway syatcn1. should _be designed to 11:1eet peak 
i , ·:.. •.:<<, :~_·:.·.-,.,:·:'.--·;•• hou1~ traffic rcquirc1ncnts -- primarily work trips. The l;..,.>:S:\~--::~.:>. .-· i.: \};;secretary ·also believe a that no decfoion on. I-266 chould ._.. 

,,:,~~-::;.)<,'.'.'.t.--. .>:·:_... \ .be fir;al-untii'a clear~r picture.is developed on whether • 
• ::;.:;.(. ·:·t<\ :\:<<_·· .. ••·.-;.{'the North. Leg of the Inner. Loop_ ,c..Ln be completed .. l£ a . 

,, ! 
i 

~'.:_;: ••~ ':>·:·~~>:'·.· .i°'_-t·, clecidon is reached Qn I-266 to.proceed> the District has,.: I0 

:--':· ::'•; \in ~o I·.·~··.:~.::.::->":~---~-~ effoct·~ n1ade· a d~cision proceed ,vith a No:rth Leg in 
i

_;~;;r··.,;:'~--/'.\_.;:-..:...._~;.\?.",somo forn;i boccl.UOC_the h-:!avy traffic volume gcn~rntcd on. ; 
,;..\·'.,;;;:· -.;_.,,-';-:.:~•-_\°, ::. , .. :::1 ... 266 ,vill havo to b~ dispersed or ~ontiriucd through the I 
:--~~;_·:;~) r~·:))< ,:·_.:'~/North ccgmcnt of the central city.· Thia project will.in~ . i 
i;t-~}/:.+.--:·\.;:::.··:-·>/ •.volvc substantiai_ disl"upti:on ~nd- relocation 0£ homes .::.11d 

~ 
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.·... • _:_; highway· development plans which the District I-:Tighwri.y Depa. rtn1.o:.1t ha.a. 
: , .". been promoting. Hc~vy pressures a.lfio h;;ivc been c::::crtcd on th,.J Dcpn-rtm.cnt •• 

: ·:: ·:::>to secure its acquiescence. Also, Congressman N~tchor 11as threc.tencd . 
. " ' ., . . 

.•__.:·.:·~:.:to veto proposed dev~lopm • .mt !unds for the rcgionai tr::.nsit sycter~1 ... 
,--~ ='. .. >··:;unless the highway progr~n1·is allowed to· proceed without further restrictions·~,. . 

•_·\ •...·_.·-.:.-The Public Wo:rks Comrnittc·o has o.lrio threatened. to i;:;tl•oducc legisl2.tivc ,. · ' 
._··,<-~:··/·authority to construct a ,Thr.~e Siste_rs. Bridie unle.ss the District pro~_: •.. -' /,\··,. '.: 
·,>.-~_:·-;)\cceds~vith_thepl·~jcc~~-- /_:', •. ····.;:,·.·._.:._:. ·, •••• • • "~-- ·.,: •.. __ •. :·._. ·-.·, __ __ ••• <:. •..• ·_,_· 

7 
. "'",;"_.\: •. :~ :. , •.. • •• •. ;'. , ...• :'-. __ ._ •. --: ,✓.., ', .,,,_ :· ••... • '.:··;: •. • • .-.. .. , \ ••• ·.-••• •• • ·." 

•• : ·:·,:.-.-·~ . Oa the other hand, tho"Mayo1· alf;O founder heavy preEour~ from .. 
•__ Dis.trict citizen groups including' those in the Northwest and th(°' low incomo··:,:_:·f._~--~:-'.~- ·:. 
• '/•'-t->r ·_,area of Northcas"t wa·shington tlu-ough which tho North Ccnh·n.l Freeway will ••__• 
":::•(.-.·_::,pass .• Thoy wish a. delay in i-najor 11ighw~y const.Tl'!.Ction until a re- • . • . ·, ·:.• •. 

·._;- .·- __ • :~ .:i.pp:raiaal o! the total system h:io been completed. The City Council bas .. • • • 
7 

.':::••:'.?; also e:q>rcssecl concern over .present highway dcvciopn1ent plans. Nationai .•~-2.- __,; 
·_< ·,:"~-_:_: \"<consc1·vation_ group~ ~lso have_ mounted a nation-wide campaign ~gainst . 
• ..: ·__;:·:-:.:·,the Three Sisters Bridge and ito implications for Section 4(£) considerations._. 
·· ·::::';-:::..: The Arlington County Board also has contacted the· Dopa:rtm~nt (ond I . ; , •• 
' .., _:,. ~.-;:. bclicv~-thc-};,1ayorj-~skin5 ~t 110 dcciaion be :rr:,c<lc which.does not consi<lor • . . ., .....---: . ,w.. '.~ ., . 

. ,.·-. ·,-..1ylrc1r interest. .__They arc_ oppose _'· 1-266. S,-:u~ ....t c<)urt suits,{':""so ......,___- b, 
. -·· ._ ~re· now pc11dine which, if ducces~iul, ..;..0s:--J..:l=.-::!-:-:-~ these ( ~.1 I..;-nt'i::;:&1:f-'.ie-~::~q

.• ., , \ . , • . • • • •I J n. ..J,t_.-:TD..,,,. 

wo• .-.·.\·/~mpon_cnt~ -~f .f~:c _pts;t~-i~t-~~~~~~~y ~1~ogra:~<.: .. /) .•.: .• : :'.:_--:_'.'~--~: • :·_.·.:./-:··.YI~~~ .. :B~~ 
JuC·. · · ··· · · · · ··· · · · -· · ' · · , ·· • , · ·..· · ; · · a..10')-1~ hrb.. _,/::·: • .' \Vith resp;d to' the- ,Thr"ee Sistc"rs B,:idg~,. the Dict~ict and the Fe<l~ral c:1J,1,,t.. 

,'{_)({~-Government.have ~ ti1;1ety opportunity :o ~·coomplfoh an. upg:n.,Un_g of :ho -;;,.,,!)1"0 1'7 
,v.,· ,:·.,'.·urban stretches of the Potom:1c sho:-al?-t1e. Devclopmc;it of 1ts lnstm:1c~l 
. .:~t:::,,···' ·_comme:rcial and· re_crcationat potential has been lin1itcd in tI10 past by the·>,;,.r.:{./·.prcsenc·o 0£ ·a· freeway and· induot:ry. ·_Re.co:notructiori "orthe \\rhitchu1·iit • 

; ,}<:·._: :;::_.·Expressway as··an 8-lane freeway at this ti11.1e could. aubstn.ntiaUy deter 
· ·-; :-• ·-t--,.':>de sh-able development of this ar~a .. :E:°Uti..lrephaae out 0£ lrnavy induoh·y· 
._..:.C;°~ area is a'£o1·csccable ·posnibitity. •• The 1·oie of Int~rioi-._is critical,:'.:.: 'in the 
'·--:·:;:-';:;-;_::·;·,_·in controvexcy~: Ho\.ve~er,. it is not clear to D_OT what the long-tei·m__ this 
_., ;: ;>)-.:: {._plans of cithc·r- th~ Disti-ict or. Inte1.•ior are for irrlplem.entntion o:C th~ . -. :·.. ·,. 
,.;· ·-;~::;_~~<~-~-11Potomac'' Rcpor~ now before the Sec"retary of_thc "Intc:rio:r~ . : . •. ' ~:.: '.. :·:•_:'·. 
''.·}\:~·'.:::.'?)>:...-.·.·. :.···•.- .·_: ~.:·"! ,··· •.·:'~·:..,_.,..::·:<-.:·-···,··_·.~-:,:-.:;\t', ..'_'-;•·ii·--:>.· .. .-:. -:-·· .. ··' .:- •• : 
-_~-\~>T.:~<··_.·Any decinion_will be _a·difficult one.: ··I£ the approach' cuggcsted by· . , • •·:·:·-': 
..._;:'l~./?-\·,:M:r;· Flctch~r' s draft _is foHowcd,· •lou_d protest will 1?~.hoard· by ~itizenn oi . 
·/;:?:-.~,.;.·-.·both tho District and A:rtingt<:>.n C?uri.ty aml·no.tional 'ccmsorv~tioniot g1•01.1p::i. 

••·: ._·:~.)·'V:1-Iov?cvcr, if the M::1.yor<loco .not·n:roceod ns ~'c has proposed but follows tlu, 
·_.\,_")'/._••?~ our so o! action p'roposed by the• Depai.·tinerit,: tbore. will -be a m.unber of u:n-, •. , · •• 
-~\-·Jf:->>.--::happya:rca·congressmon,'.as·vicU as the Hou:.c Puhlic Works Corm:,1ittec, _,.::·:·. _ 
_., \/fi_j-which ha.1:d:l~en prc_soinr£ Io~ .. ~n._.a·cc.elorated Dist:rict_bi~hway.progr~m:·:· ... :::-_'-.: •• .• 

.t ":))'t: ·'\ ·:. ·• •·?\/',/,,·\·':,~:-}/:{Yt.';i':.::'L?::.•'(:·_:··,-: __ ?t.<< 
.. . _ . ,,,:-.. .. ~_PL~IT .l:,ON .kam.Je£2/7 / 68/_ . .: .' . .- __., ..... ;.__,.. -.. •"~-.. ~--. ~ .. . . . _,.:·.: . ~, _,__, ,.-... ;• ,

•~'-'...>~·. ·.';'.•· · ~ -.· M s· . ·: · · - =- .... • :,,•"· .•.-:: .. - • •.·. · : ·: .. • .. ,.i:~.·~ :\· •• · • J" ·~·· :: •• ~ ~ -·,.·.-~·,cc r. 1tton .. · -.. ••. ·.•. ·,•'··· -•·· J? ... ul"L -~1t+-on; , .-., .. , • .- ·· ·• •.. : · ,· 
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7 1958 
DATE, 

suaJECT, S_ubs·equent Action on 

f~OM • Deputy Under Secre;~ 

TO ' Secretary 
'\ 

The White House has scheduled a meeting on the.District highway program 
involving Cabinet officials and Mayor Washington for Friday at 4 ?.M. .-
This memo~andum and the following listed attachments are to brief you 
for this meeting: 

1. Fletcher's draft statement. 

2. List of,major points in support of your position. 

3. Review of past pla'nning studies and outline of their 
findings, recommendations and conclusions with respect 
to Thre·e Sisters Bridge. 

•• 4. An analysis of the 1990 forecasts done by Alan Voorhees. 
and Associates for as a basis for mass transit planningWMATA 
and their implications for the District highway program. 
D. C. Highway Department has relied upon them for justifi­
cation. 

5. Report on cast of characters (i.e., who supports and who 
is against the highway program). 

6. Updated briefing book with b~ckground material. 
• ' 

Com.~ents on Fletcher's Draft Statement 

I have reviewed the draft statement prepared by Tom Fletcher on the D. C. 
Government's proposal ·for resolving the highway controversy. He indicates 
that Airis will buy it. This means that Fletcher is unwilling to go along 
with any program change in which the District Highway Departr,,erit' will not 
concur. He also stated that he was keeping the Y..ayor informed, but~ do 
not know the extent of the Mayor's involvement\ • 

• . 
• . ·..··· 

I : f 
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J?ollowing are the major ·points made by Fletcher and a summary analysis 
of each of them: 

--Reference is made to recent studies indicating the need for the 
bridge. 

As you know, the purpose for which the Three Sisters 
Bridge is being desig~ed is inconsistent with earlier 

-planning studies dealing with Potomac Rixer crossing. 
As for recent studies, the 1964 Highway DepartMent 
report has been rejected by at least three consultants, 
and the 1967 Voorhees Study, neither proves nor dis­
proves a need for a Three Sisters Bridge. 

--Reference is ·made to the role of the bridge in providing better 
access to Dulles Airport. 

This, as you know, is a misleading argument, for the 
Roosevelt Bridge and I-66 will provide greatly improved 
access to Dulles. The construction of Three Sisters 
Bridge would be unlikely to decrease travel time to ... . .,., ' 
Dulles significantly below that provided by I-66. 

• --The assertion is made that Three Sisters Bridge ·will not.displace 
families and businesses. 

While true> this is ·irrelevant for the Bridge without 
I-266 is meaningless. I-266 will displace both families and 
businesses. 

--Some mention is made of the probability of connecting the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway on the Maryland side with Chain Bridge. 

The meaning of this is not: clear, since it gives no 
indication of whether the Parkway will be completed 
below Chain Bridge. Does it mean there would. be no 
further extension below Chain Bridge to tie into the 
proposed I-266? 

~-The paper proposes going ahead oh the South Leg. 

As you know, this proposal finds little favor with the 
Federa~ Highway Administration. ' 

--The paper proposes going ahead with the East Leg as far· as D. C. . \
Stadium. 

This proposal was acceptable as·long as construction 
. is made to complement the plans of the Interior 



I 
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I 

/ 

Department for development of a recreational 
area along the Anacostia River. 

--Reference.is made .to_a concept team eff9rt on the North Leg. 

Although the meaning of this is unclear, it appears 
that the need for the North Leg is assumed so that 
traffic using Thre~ S~sters Bridge may be handled. 

--Reference is made to efforts that will be undertaken to reduce . 
the impact of displacement along the route of the.North Central 
Freeway. Also a review will be made of _the routing of I-70S 
and 1~95 through D. C. and Maryland. 

This is a rather vague promise which is unlikely t'o 
satisfy the Northeast community. 

Surr.mary of Staff Findings· 

Earlier you asked that a summary document on pa~t planning studies of a 
Three Sisters Bridge be prepared. This is included in the package with 
study conclusions. It is clear that the present system concept of I-266 
is ~oreign to highway development proposals recomrnended in the over­
whelming number of planning studies·. In fact> one must conclude that the 
studies, which recommend no additional central bridge crossing or radial 
corridors to the CBD, are dramatically.inconsistent with the District • 
Hightvay Department's proposal. In fairness it should be added that studies 
covered the planning periods up to 1980-85. D. C. Highway Department is 
now planning for 1990. Your position has been -- not that a bric;lge should 
not be built -- but that at this time the need for an additional central 
city bridge is not justified and that we should await development of future 

.needs after the rail transit system ~s iri place. 

Further, the Highway Department has fiiled to answer questions concerning 
conclusion by past transportation planning studies on the need to facilitate 
traffic movement in areas up and downstream from the central city area. The 
philosophy seemingly espoused by D. C. Highway Department is to build central 
city facilities so long as there is congestion in the region. The result 
will be increasing traffic, growing congestion and growing long-term phe­
nomena of suburban 'traffic traversing the inner city with neither origin 
nor destination in the District but which because of inadequate circumferen­
tial service has to rely upon,heavily congested central corridors. Such a 
policy imposes substantial burdens upon the taxpayers of the District for 
highways which do not serve their needs. • 

The recent traffic forecast by WYiATAsuppo~ts this conclusion. It shows 
that without the _1990 • prJjected traffic which moves across the Potonac 
and through the central city, on its Virginia to Maryland journey, the 
present bridge facilities plus _improved pu~lic tran"p.ortation should be 
adequate for the foreseeable future . . . 
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Suc~estcd Courses of Action 

In view of the Fletcher proposal for a District highway progra:n, I 
suggest the following courses of action: 

I 1. That prior to the White House meeting you discuss with 
I Udall his long-term plans for the Potomac re~ort and ask 

I 
i him to clarify his intention either to publicly support or 

l 
oppose the position you have·~aken with respect to I-265 and 
the problems of the center city. (Section 4(f) requires his 
participation.) 

·2. Tha~ Bob Wood in HUD be requested to develop a position 
for HUD on the long-term consequences of the present highway 
program proposed by Fletcher in terms of the total impact on 
external non-highway considerations. 

//.
:" 3. That you reaffirm.to the Mayor your position and your con-

cern for the future of the District of Columbia as it is portrayed 
in the.Fletcher draft. ·you should stress your concern with its 
impact on the stability of the central city and its effects on 
the monumental, historical and recreational qualities of the 
District and the effect of the package upon the image that the 
D. C. Government conveys to the majority of its citizens. 

4. That you make fr clear to the White House that Arlington County 
(as represented by their Board of Commissioners) opposes the bridge, 
and that the. Board should be involved in any final decision on I-266. 
In addition, people (all economic levels) of the District of Coluwbia 
as witnessed by communications to you and past history also strongly 
oppose, not only specific projects in the highway plan, but also the 
total approach which has been followed in developing them. You 
should also indicate, for those who are not aware of it> that nation­
wide concern with enviro1u~ental impact'is growing rapidly and is 
becoming a poten_t political rallying point. 

5. That·you indicate to the Mayor the relationship betweea the 
health of the business community and the quality of living conditions 
in the District. The health of the business ·cormnunity is in part c.ue 
to the existence of large in-town communities -- Georgetown, Northeast, 
Southwest, Capital Hill, etc. Any policy which makes these less 
desirable areas has an effect upon the ,health of the downtown busi-
nesses. 

6 .. That language in the Fletcher draft concerning the restudy 
highway locations in the North Central Freeway corridor will not 

~ . . . 
' . 
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(in your view) assuage the strong emotions of·area residents 
and could lead to further restlessness as we approach the 
coming summer . 

.7. That the President's program for this year gives heav,; 
emphasis to urban problems -- including ghettos and improve-
ment in the quality of our environment. The proposed decisions 
on the D. C. high\vay program contained in the Fletcher draft

I run contrary to this philosophy. There is no do~bt' that these 
decisions will be evaluated in the context of this Presidential 
emphasis. As a national issue a wrong decision could under~,ine 
public creditability on the willingness of the Administration to 

·deal effectively with the problems of our cities.. If we are not 
willing to start at home .(in Washington) how can we lecture other 
cities on these same problems. 

8. That you indicate to the White House staff that inade1uate 
follow through has taken place with respect to the earlier 
directives of the President for an exhaustive evaluation in 
the approach-in planning the highway program. The issues 
raised in the A. D. Little Report, the general concern, ex­
pressed by the Policy Advisory Committee, and the subsequent 
Hartzog/Duke/Fugate Agreement does not represent comple_tion 
of the task assigned by the President . 

. Paul L. Sitton 

Attachment 
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Sisters· Bridg. e and I .urouLD• the· 'fhree "IL'L SHIFTmust be dissipated-p'ron1pt'i if. 
.Sel•ate Sen.ds its approaches would n;,t now Jj lJ the :one" viable portion of our 

" - nor in the future encroach on merchant marine is to survive." 
Glover-Archbold Park. 1I 

0(1: Mansfield said he ·was con-' s:::rw~:~!:o'!:ca!:: isR ds Bill to SHIPSJURISDlCTION
cerned t:lat traffic congestion - ...... •• one'of the strongest protagon­

. Wh• H jfrom the bridge would be a lfY.Ji:DWARDA. MORROW ists on Capitol Hill for a stronglte 0l.lSe temptation for highway build­ A major change in the Mer-: merchant marine •. noted that 
ers to con-struct a road up' the chant Marine Act that would1 since· 1964 the Maritime Ad·r. By Elsie Carper wooded park throu~ North- transfer from the Maritime Ad·I ministration had issued many

I '.V••hll\stor. Post stn.rr Writer west' Washington at a later mirJlstratlon to the Department threats that it would disallow 
• Th S t " f' l date. · of Labor the power to deter- the wage increases and fringe
1 ~ ena e .,ave ma con- Randolph joined Sen. Wil- min,e ·-what constitutes a "fair benefits won by maritime labor 
gress1onal approval y~sterday Uam B. Spong Jr. (D-Va.) in: and' reasonable" labor contract since that year. Labor costs 
to lcglslallon. extending the arguing that· the brtdge was settlement by subsidized lines were said to accountfor about 
Federal inl~1statc highway essential ·to provide quick ac­ has .been proposed by Senator 75 percent of the approximate­
system and directing the con- cess to Dulles International wai;:en • G. J\Aagnuson,. chair- lv $200-million spent on ship­
structlon of four freeway proj- Airport . mat\,Of the Senate Committee operating subsidies; 
eels hei:~; ' ' Sen. ',iobn Sherman Cooper on Commerce. , :. Under the 1936 act, st~am• 

The bill, which now goes toj. (R-Ky.), who cast one of the In a strongly worded mem- . ship operators who agreed to 
orandurn acco~11panying his t>ill. service routes deemed "essen•the White House, would re-• six votes against If.heblll said 
the Washington Democrat said tial" • to the nation's foreignquire the _city . to begin wo~k he opposed it partly be~ause--· thaf over the last four years trade and agreed to inan theirimmediately on the Three S1s• of the directive to city: 0 ffi. 1 
the. Maritime Ad.ministration's vessels with United States citi•tcrs Bridge, the P~t9mac Free- cials to proceed with fi'eeway Maritime. Subsidy Board had zens, the Government promised w_ay along the . Georgetown construction. He said it was a "by decision and threat" placed to equalize their .. crew costs byatcrfront, ·lhc center_ leg of bad precedent for Congress to the-nation's 14 subsidized lines determing what it would cost

• Inner Loop from· the tell a city wliat to build and In a'h "intolerable position." foreign competitors to man, .uthwest Freeway north to ·where. • , The SeM,ot declared that thelr .. vessels. The difference • lNew York Avenue and the . "I oppose the lde,a of Con-I .. an enormous financial cloud between that amount and the • 
cast leg along the Anacostia . gress arrogating lo itself the 1 over, the: industry that is as- United States crew tosts would : 
River to Bladensburg Road ne. : wisdom of laying out ti road • sumlng • alarming, ·proportions be paid to the subsidized com- l 

The city also Is to stud~ and system in the District of Col­ panies. • : ' 
to come Up with plans m 18 uinbia or any state " Cooper In introducing his bill, Sena• 1 
m_onths for the North Central said. . ' way inoriey • at th-c request of .ator Magnuson said it now ap• : 
F1 ce~ay, the south leg of the _ Cooper c_onceded th.~t Uiere ! Rep. Wil~iam H. Natcher (D­ . pearcd that subsidy payments 1 

lnnc1 Loop beneath the Lln, was little 4o be gained by re•· Ky.), chairman of the House would fall "substantially short I 
,,oln Memorial and the Tidal jcctiing the 'highway bill and Distl'ict Appropriations Sub­ of parity, so much so that the : 
Basin, and the north leg, now ·sending it back to the House• com,mlttee. . financial integrity of some of 

these companies may be. proposed as a tunnel under K . Senate conference; House con- N11tcher said yesterday that 
threatened." . . Street ferees, he said, "never s·howed; he wlll not recommend the Although the problem could .. T~e Senalr a!'.!01ltcdthe (cg- : the slightest indication that subway funds until the free­ be handled better within thelslatlon, worked out in a they would yield." • . ' way system "goes under way framework of an ovet-all mari­House-Senate conference, by a 1 • Much of the Senate debate beyond recall." He would not time-revitalization program

'roll-rail vote of 66 to 6. The j1'1as on a section of the bill be specific as to what "beyond being considered by Congress,
House gave its approva,l last, that would give limi:ted au- .recall" mean~, other th-an to the disallowance problem called, 
week. thority to the Secretary of say it meant "beyond any com for "immediate legislati\'.e re- • 

Sen. Jennings Randolph (D- Transportation to veto Federal :mission, ,any .agency, any indi lief,•• :•he added. 
W.Vn.), Senate floor man-. higbw11y projeots anywhere J,.n_vidual1 a,ny court." Fringes Part of the Cost a·ger, called the measure the· the country that infringe on : . The Three Sisters Bridge, 
most slgnif.icant highway bill, parks, recreation areas, wild'., the North Central Freeway . Th.eSenator noted that many 

of tbe benefits labor w.as ob­t'onsidcred by· Congress since Ilife refuges or historic sltcs. Iand two other highway pro­
taining were not purely w.iges it :started the Federal inter- Randolph told the Senate that ljects were ha~ted last Feb­ nonetheless ofst11te system 12 years ago. .the language of the bHl ruary Wht\,tl the U.S. Court. of but were part

•the real cost of manning aThe bill adds 1500 miles to Istrengthens the hands of the. Appeals f\lled that the plans United States-flag vessel.the planned 41,000-mllc inter- Secre<tary in protecting these: were Inyal~d. bec_ausc the Dis­ "Thus, for example," he ex•state nc-tworkof highways and areas. 'trict government had not held plained, "the maritime indus- 1 

autho1•lzcs $21 billion for con- The passage of •the bill by adequate public hearing's. try bas 'agreed in connection
stru<.'tion during the next five the Senate wi:th the &trong The bill sent . to the .White with the automation of its ves- .

jYenrs. directive 'to the c!ty to proceed 
. 

House ycsterdiay orders the scls to support training pro­
rscuatc Majority Leader with highway construction projects 'constructed in spite grams to upgrade men to han­

1,e Mansfield (D-Mont.) gave no assurance that Con-• of "any other provi11ion of law, dle these more complex ships." 
,ed for the conference gress wi,U now free funds for or any court . decision .or ad- the l,abor Departm~~t, _whi~h1r 

..,greement ,after receiving as- subway construct.ion. Imlnlstrative det:i.sli?n to· the 
1suunccs from Randolph that 1'he House deleted the sub- contrary." . ' • ' . • 

FOR OFFICIAL DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE DEPARTMENTONLY. DO NOT REPRODUCE. 


	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_001
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_002
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_003
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_004
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_005
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_006
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_007
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_008
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_009
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_010
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_012
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_014
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_015
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_016
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_017
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_018
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_019
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_020
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_021
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_022
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_023
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_024
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_025
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_026
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_027
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_028
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_029
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_030
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_031
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_032
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_033
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_034
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_035
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_036
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_037
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_038
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_039
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_040
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_041
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_042
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_043
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_044
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_045
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_046
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_047
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_048
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_049
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_050
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_051
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_052
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_053
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_054
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_055
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_056
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_057
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_058
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_059
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_060
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_061
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_062
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_063
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_064
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_065
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_066
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_067
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_068
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_069
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_070
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_071
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_072
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_073
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_074
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_075
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_076
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_077
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_078
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_080
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_081
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_082
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_083
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_084
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_085
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_086
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_087
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_088
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_089
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_090
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_091
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_092
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_093
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_094
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_095
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_096
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_097
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_098
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_099
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_100
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_101
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_102
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_103
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_104
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_105
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_106
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_107
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_108
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_109
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_110
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_111
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_112
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_113
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_114
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_115
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_116
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_117
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_118
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_119
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_120
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_121
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_122
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_123
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_124
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_125
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_126
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_127
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_128
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_129
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_130
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_131
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_132
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_133
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_134
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_135
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_136
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_137
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_138
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_139
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_140
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_141
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_142
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_143
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_144
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_145
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_146
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_147
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_148
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_149
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_150
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_151
	18235537-adminhist-dot-b02-f03_Page_152



