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Mr. Burke Riley ke

P. O. Box 2584 s
Juneau, Alaska S|

Dear Burke: de

S Is there any merit to the contention that the
ooState highway system is growing out of hand and out

of bounds, with a large bureaucracy being established--
including many excess jobs at excessive salaries?
I know nothing about this whatsoever by way of personal
information but many letters are so alleging.

Sincerely yours,



“WILLIAM A, EGAN =GOVERNOR

STATE OF ALASKA ; OOK
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNGR

JUNHAU

June 8, 1960

&. Lerry C. Fernen, Menager
Honer Electric Aaaceiation, Inc.Bex Lp -
Homer, Alaska
Deer tr. Parnent ;- appreciate your, conments concerning the naintessnceergeni-.watdenof the DivisionofHighways. °I-can assure youthatthe‘action
referred to in your letter was given careful consideration before it wea
taken. Despite various semoranda, such asthe one enclosed, there stillappears te be considerable misunderstanding concerning the actual role’
that the maintenance orgenisatien will playin the new State figinay setup.

"Under the old Alaska foad Comsisaion and Bureau of Public Reads
system, the xeintenance organisation performed a dual conatrection and
maintenance function. Ia the past it was necessary thet condiderable road
construction work be dona by this persome’l, However, Alaska contractors
are new nore numerous and are able to handle practicslly 411 road construc-
tion work in Mlaska. 30 far as eppropriate and economic, modest force~ -

|

acgeunt work can augmentcontract werk throughthe wee of other. personnel.I believe thie is the preper menner in wiich the State government should
operste, This is to say that the State sheuld not compete with private
enterprise except where essential in the overall public interest.

The wage rates originally established for maintenance personnel,
therefore, were set up for 2a

sonekruet ton war benance
agoney.

Now that substantial construction work © ndled State forces,
the complexity of the residual saintenance workT et be ee be considerably
lessened. In this respect, the maintenance organization will probably de-
crease in time by some 25 ~ 35 per cent, largely through attrition; and
ultimately some maintenance stations way be eliminated. By switching to
the traditional

nadhtenance~ tyre
organisation, a savings of from one to

two million dollars per
per year of State funds isUltinately expected,a

7 Nis fen Anwsne 7

iis £4



I am gure you would not want to have State highway saintenance
forces involvedin censtruction of pole lines, which is similer to the
position in which highway contractors have found themselves when highway
construction work was performed by State forces, In establishing the nev
salary scales for maintenance employees, a complete review was sade of
Salaries paid for the sane work in other states. In comparison to Calif-

_ ornia and Washington, which are the highest paid of the other states,
Alaska's road maintainers will at the new scale receive over SO per cent
more. By comparisen with the nation-wide average, the Alaska waye is 75
per cent greater for the maintenance group.

You state that such a reduction should net be made unlegs a
similar reduction is sade in ether groups. Actually, Alaska's mainten-
ance salaries have been far more inflated than other salary classifica~
tions. For instance, the State Maintenance Ingineer, the Assistant
State Maintenance Engineer and the District Maintenance Engineer will
receive less than is now being paid fer comparable work in California,
The engineering clessifications within the Division of Highways generally:
are less than 25per cent above Washington and California. This creates
some unbalance betweenour maintenance personnel and our engineering per~-
sonnel, with the maintenance organization receivingthe better deel com-
paratively.

It 4s imperative that we reach snd maintain 4 balancein sal~-
aries paid to State workers not only in the Maintenance Section of the
Highway Division, but between 411 sections of that. Division, the several
divisions of the Publie Works Department and the other departments of the
State government. Ary salaries which are out of line in any organizationwill create a difficult situation in all State Departments. The last
State legislature directed the creation of a State Personnel Boardto es-
tablish uniform selary schedules and working conditions fer all State om-
ployees, All State salaries, including those presently established for
maintenance exployees, will ba theroughly reviewed by the Board and will
be adjusted te eliminate such inequities as may be found to exist.

“The Division of Highways haa thus far received very good response
to its job offers-~so good, in fact, that normal attrition mey effect the
25 ta 35 per cent reduction in force provided for in the budget. It ia not
the intent, however, to decrease any maintenance services now being fur-
ninhed. Instead, I believe that a maintenance organization operating in
the traditional manner of other state highway departuents will be eble to
previde more service at less cost te the Alaska taxpayer.

Very truly yours,

William A. Egan
uovernor

Enclosure
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Pp. 3. fhe problem in transition from Federal to State highway responsibilityis that there ia no valid comparison (State to Federal) of function or scope of
operation. The State highway function will be new and cannot properly be com-
pared with the unique systems employed by its twe predecesser Federal avencies.
Zach job in State zovernment is being classified and each will be made subject.
to uniform pay schedules to be adopted for 2)1 depsrtments. For years, there |

has been little or no relationship between sgencies in their vage structures, —

and the State Legislature hag properly directed that this condition be corrected.

Avahivae University of Alaska Fairbanks.

Odds Gaba
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COMMITTEE REPORT

of the

FINANCE COMMITTEE

First Annual Alaska Road Conference

The Committee met at 9:15 A.M., July 28, 1959 to formulate a report

regardingthe financing of a State highway program.

Present were: Mr. Shannon
Mr. Boardman
Mr. Crowe
Mr. Schnabel
Mr. Banta
Mr. Polet
Mr. Banfield

A resolution.was adopted as follows:

Resolved that municipalities which seek construction

of highways within cities be permitted and encouraged

to contribute the amount of money which is required

from the State in matching Federal~aid funds for such

projects.
Between July 1, 1960 and June 30, 1963 the State will need approximately

$3,400,000 per annum moré than is available for road purposes if it is to take

advantage of Federal-aid funds available for new road construction and build

needed farm and access roads.

Conmencing July 1, 1962 the State will have exhausted the maintenance

funds contributed by the Federal government. After that date, State expendi-

tures for highways cannot be financed by highway motor fuel taxes. Appropri-

ations must be made from the State general fund.

The construction and maintenance of access and farm roads in more

populous rural areas can more efficiently be done by boroughs. Such roads,

_ together with municipal streets of local interest, should not be a State

responsibility.

Boroughs should be organized in the more populous areas and such

boroughs should assume the burden of constructing and maintaining access and

farm roads.

Commencing July 1, 1960 the State must contribute additional funds for

highway purposes to take advantage of Federal-aid funds available. The tax

-l-
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on motor fuel used for highway purposes should be increased to a minimum of

7¢ per gallon. This increase will supply only a part of the highway funds

needed.

In unorganized boroughs the State should collect revenues or con-

tributions to pay for construction and maintenance of access and farm roads.

At the present time the Department of Public Works is engaged in pre-

paring a report for the Legislature on the need for construction, improvement

and reconstruction of State highways during the next five years. The State

Planning Commission is also preparing a report on the need for, and cost of,

highways, airports, jails, court facilities, schools and other State public

workse Until these studies are completed there is no way of knowing how much

money will be needed in the future for either highway or other State projects.

Until these studies are completed, the Legislature cannot determine how it

should finance such public works. It appears reasonably certain that a

general obligation State bond issue will be necessary. These studies and

any plan for issuing such bonds are pre-requisites for planning revisions

in the State budget and State tax program.
|

It appears to the Committee there will be available from the Omnibus

Bill, Federal-aid funds’ and use of one-third of the highway gas tax receipts,
a fund of $124,500,000 for use under the Federal-aid highway program for

expenditure between July 1, 1960 and July 1, 1963 for construction and re-

construction of highways in Alaska. The Department of Public Works must.

use a portion of this fund for reconstructing present highways. If
$24,500,000 is spent for this purpose, the funds available for construction

would be $100,000,000 which would build several thousand miles of new road.

These new roads would soon cost several millions of dollars annually to

maintain depending on the type of roads constructed.

Beginning July 1, 1962, Alaska must provide from the revenues approxi-

mately $7,000,000 for highway maintenance and administration of the present

4100 miles of highways on the Federal system. The expenditure of such a

sum as $100,000,000 for new construction would proportionately increase the

maintenance costse

Beginning in July 1963 the Omnibus funds will be exhausted and any

Federal~aid funds allocated after that date must be matched with 13.5%



from either tax revenues or bond proceeds.

Until the completion of the public works studies above referred to

and a plan of financing all public works is worked out to show the cost of

such projects and a schedule of the funds needed in successive years, no

plan can be formulated for paying maintenance and construction costs of

either highways or other public works.

The Committee recommends to the Legislature and the Governor that a

study be made of a plan for such financing which would include a complete

review of our present tax system and recommendations for a plan of taxation

in the future. Special attention should also be paid to which tax sources

should be reserved to cities, boroughs and the State.

te
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PRESENTATION TO ALL-ALASKA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

By

Richard A. Downing
Commissioner

Department of Public Works

For en integrated highway system the size of Alaska's to be built by’ the

U, S, Government is a very unusual thing, and certainly not typical of the

Continental United States, The 4300 constructed miles in Alaska are almost

entirely the result of work done or contracted by the Alaska Road Commission

and Bureau of Public Roads in the 50 Years of its existence. In the main, the

48 states developed their own systems; the influence of federal assistance varied

greatly among the individual states. All states had formed their own highway

departments to edminister these facilities by 1917, a precondition of Federal-

aid for highways. In Alaska the only agency with access to substantial funds

for road work was the Department of the Interior, so this void in local

government wes filled by the ARC. The U.S. Program of higway aid to the states

wes instituted in 1916, but Alaska was not included until 1956 and even then

special provisions were necessary. One of these caused the activities, equip-

ment and personnel of the Alaska Hoad Commission to pass to the Eureau of Public

Roads, a branch of the Department of Commerce.

This sounds like just a chenge in name, but to Alaske the significance is

much greater by reason of the difference between these two federal agencies,

in their responsibilities, their objectives, their financing. Interior has

had the responsibility of developing the Territory, by surveying the lends for

settlement, by cataloging and protecting the resources, by providing access

and communication to areas where economic activity might be encouraged to

occur, Little development can take place until people have entered a country

to test its agriculture, experience its climate, find its minerels, and provide

the lsbor for building, extracting and producint. The Alaska Road Commission

helped to provide these communications in Alaske, along with the railroad, a8

a gemble in national economics. I+ used funds appropriated by the U. 5.

Congress specifically for that purpose. Its budgets were composed of the

amounts necessery to operate and maintain the existing system, and additional

funds for improvements and new construction,

In contrest, the Federal Aid Highway Program was originally introduced

in snswer to 6 widespread public problem. By 1916 use of the automobile had

become general enough to make the existing roads obsolete. The principal
obuective of this federal progrem hes always been to serve the needs of traffic
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which is elready in being. The program is supported primarily by funds col-

lected from highway users and spent primarily for highway pruposet. This

indicates that the activity must.be self-supporting. The Bureau of Public Roads,

which administers highway Federal~Aid, does not normally permit these funds to

be spent for maintenance, The states impose parallel taxes on the highway

users to match their Federal-Aid apportionments and maintain the highways;

Hawaii and Puerto Rico have been paying these costs for s long time. The

individual state's income must be sufficient to meet these obligations.
The Bureau of Public Roeds does not select or construct projects directly. This

is the prerogative, and the responsibility of the State,

The purpose and reason for any highwey department is to build snd keep up

highways where they are needed end, with responsibility to the general public,
where they ere desired, To discharge this responsibility certain funds sre

provided; in Alaska these consist primerily of the Federal-Aid apportionments

end the State's motor fuel tax receipts, The financing of ea highway system

requires expenditures of three different kinds;

1, Capital outlays for new roads or for increased standerds on the

old ones,.

2. Replacement of existing fecilities st the end of their service

lives (which have a definite limit).
3. The costs of maintenance and operation,

Under the Alaska Road Commission the last two, maintenance and replace-

ments, could be listed ss obligations of the federal government. Funds for

these purposes could not be refused by the U. S. Congress without

deterioration or abandonment of the system, Budget requests for

new construction were in a much different position and might be

either granted or denied, The Aleska Road Commission could construct routes

without regord to the motor fuel tax returned, and therefore without consider-

ation of the traffic volume which might or might not be generated on a

perticuler route. A lot of Mlaska's present highways were built for military
reasons and the armed services are obviously not under any compulsion to justify
the existence of a road on the basis of traffic volume,

Now suppose we compere this with Federel~Aid for highways. Under the

normal relationship between the Bureauof Public Rosds end a Stete the situation

is almost exectly opposite. The annual apportionment to the state is fixed by

e formula ond is only indirectly established by the Congress,
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The amount is ususlly known several years inh advance, which gives stebility
to the program. These funds, with matching percentages from the State, cen

be used for projects approved by Public Roads in either new construction or

replecements, but the State must agree to accept this mileage as an obligation

and with its own funds maintain it in adequate and usable condition indefinitely.
In these circumstances, and with a highwey fund supported by road users taxes,
the question of treffic is crucial. Considering all the highway mileage

administered by the State, the revenues from highwey users must be sufficient

to pay the entire cost of maintenance and operation, plus matching the federal

apportionment for construction purposes, or the depertment is headed for either

benkruptcy or deterioration of the system. No matter what general benefits a

particular addition ay bring out. such as increased property values or better

access to raw materials, unless these are reflected in sufficient volumes of

traffic the added route will be a net liability to the highway fund,

The alternative course which we might take is to exercise what influence

we can to make the highway system self-supporting. There is no doubt thot this

will require edditional sources of revenue for the State highway fund, and

probably more then can be hoped for in the next few years. We have little
choice but to continue with the present financing arrangement until the popu-

lation ( and therefore traffic) has increased substontially. The positive

steps which we can take are:

1. To favor projects which will heve sufficient traffic
to return motor fuel revenues in excess of the main-
tenance and operation costs, or at least approach a
balance on this, Since the present total system, well de-
veloped es it is, does not return gas tex revenues
equal to the total direct maintenance cost, it is
difficult to think of any new routes into sparsely
populated sreas which would not worsen this situation.

2, To favor improvement of the existing roads where this will
result in substantial reduction of maintenance expense,
In every highway network there are sections which,
because of age, traffic, standards of original construction,
climatic conditions, or other factors have deteriorated
to an extent where the maintenance cost is out of
proportion to the replacment cost.

The general desire of the people of Alaska appears to be the extension of

our highways into the large geographical sreas which are not served, to the

principal communities which are presently isolated, and to the vicinities of

known resource potential. It seems to me thet there are three fundemental

approaches to thes objective:

1. We cen attempt to build a large, basic network
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os soon as possible utilizing increased Federal-Aid
apportionments, speciel federsl or State Appropriation,
State highway bonds, or combinations of these. Since the
system which we have now does not pay its own wey any
large expansion of thet system must be based on the
argument thet the development during the next few yeers,
the increeses in population and traffic which might
occur because of these facilities or concurrently with
them, will bring enough revenues to the State to meet
the new obligations. If this gamble does not pay off,
the risk we run is leter stagnation of the system,
inability to finance projects which ere needed, end
lowering the standerds of service to the highway users,

2. Expand the highway network at a moderate rate and
insure that the Federal-~Aid highway monies will be
available for this purpose by broadening the taxation
base and increasing the revenues of the State highway
fund to the point where it can pay the obligations.
Taxes related to the general economic progress and
not just to highway use would te necessary because
most of the major new routes proposed cennot be justi-
fied on the basis of projected traffic, They must
depend for their justification on general benefits to
the State,

3. LdAmit the future highway projects to the construction
of new routes which will have enough predicted use
to support their anticipated costs, and to replacements
ond improvements on existing routes, Under this policy
it can be assumed that our financial position will
gradually: improve, thet eventually highway user
revenues from the present tax base will be sufficient
to pay the expense of owning the highway system.
Once this status is achieved the full Federal-Aid
apportionment will be available for construction, but
only so long as the new projects ere selected to
maintain this balance.

.

None of these choices is particularly appealing. the first is genuinely

risky, the second would cause e further tax burden on all of us, and the third

would not serve the desires or needs of the State,
This view of our position in regerd to highway financing is essentially

pessimistic, even negative, and such a view will not cause any more enthusiasm

within s highway division than it will attoug the general public, It should be

pointed out end emphasized that the technical problems of highway location and

construction are not involved here, that these sre challenges which we csn

accept gladly and with considerable confidence,

Stetistics on highway service lives, on traffic volumes, maintenance

costs and so on ere only partially available in Alaska at this time. Coreful

estimates of population and economic potential are very difficult in our

present circumstances. Without information of this kind it is impossible to

discuss the highway problem in quantitative terms, but the following

generslizations will hilp to indicate where we

1.. There are now about 4,300 constructed miles of Federal-
oa ¥5 > oeAncyeeernt in fha aforvetier Af Alaghs Batyhoanbe
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Aid system highways in Alaska, This includes alnost
all existing roads except for the city end public
utility district streets, It is estimated that the
maintenance and administration of this mileage will
cost $6,000,000 in the next fiscal year. Simple
division gives a per mile cost of $1,500 per mile.
With the present tax strcture, the income to the |

State highway fund for the same period will probably
be about $2,500,000, The generalized per mile
income is therefore somewhat less than $600, or. about
40% of what is needed.

2.. It is not difficult ot imagine that in five years
the traffic end motor fuel receipts might be 2$
or 3 times what they are now, but this would only
be enough to put us in the black for the present
highway system. We would have to accept the third
alternative mentioned above to achieve this solvency.

3. Using an annual operation cost of $1,500 per mile,
figure of 10 miles to the gallon for all kinds of
vehicle travel, and a tax rate of fivee cents per
gallon for all fuel, any section of highway added
to the system will have to have an average daily
traffic of more than 800 vehicles per day to return
its operational costs. On the same basis, the
resent generalized ADT for 4,300 miles producing
25500,000 is abcut 320 vehicles per day. The
$2,500,000 ig actually being produced by 9 greater
mileage if we include the city streets, where much
of Aleska's traffic occurs, The present ADT on
rural sections of the paved, connected, primary
highways seems to fall in the range of 150 to 300
vehicles per,day. On the gravel seconderies into
isolated ereas it is, of course, lower,

Presumably, the over-all objectives of the Alaska Highway Division are

those of serving the present and anticipated traffic on the existing highway

system, and of extending that system to provide communication and commerce

between o11 populated areas of the State. It is this contribution to the

welfare and economic growth of Aleska which justifies the imposition of a motor

fuel tax on the highway users.

Probably there will never be sufficient funds to construct 911 the roads
'

which ere desired by the general public and which would be of use to then,

Further, the cost of maintenance not only increases with the addition of new

Mileage but mounts according to the age of the total system, The responsibility
of the State agency is limited, by reason and by low, to roads which are of

use and service to the publicat lerge. For these reasons the expenditures

for the improvement or expansion of the highway system will always be restricted

by both the current and long-term cepabilities of the Stete and by the limits
of state interest.. Those projects should be selected which will give the

meximum in public benefit as related to their totel long term cost, and they

should be selected in en orderly manner if public confidence is to be maintained.

Mee Swope eiee eee
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4t is also ararent that revenues must equal or exceed the costs to avoid

eventual bankruptcy. Purthernore the benefits, when given a doller value,

must equal the cost of providing them in order to justify the investment. It

is rether common practice to use revenues from surplus—producing routes or

systems to Finance projects which are less self-sufficient or for which the

economics are indetermindte, and the Federal~Aid program itself is a forn

of this practice. However, it is clear that each such project has an

adverse effect on the economic health of the total system end thet the

procedure can only be carried so far..
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Talk to be Presented to the Road Conference of the All- Alaska

Chamber of Commerce July 27 and 28 at Juneau

The subject which was handed to me by this organization is for an

informational report of the Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska. Before

embarking on the place of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska

perhaps you would be interested in a brief history of past highway organ-

izations and what has been accomplished up to this point.
Back in 1905 the Cengress established the Alaska Road Commission

under the War Department to meet overland transportation problems by

construction of roads and trails. The first president was Major Richard-

son, and his two principal assistants were also Army officers. The rest

of the organization was civilian. The Alaska Road Commission functioned

under the War Department until 1932 and during that period constructed

pioneer-type gravel-surfaced roads and also numerous trails and shelter

cabins for dog team transportation for the Territory. Another function

was the construction of airfields for bush piiot operation, also for the

Territory.
In 1932 the functions of the Alaska Road Commission as an organization

were transferred to the Department of the Interior and was then headed up

by civilian personnel. This agency continued to function as the Terri-

torial Highway Department and received its appropriations from the Congress

and also from the Alaska fund into which were covered taxes collected in

the Territory outside of incorporated municipalities. The Territory

participated in the highway program through a territorial board which

office was established in 1917. With the Federal Alaska Road Commission

functioning as a highway department, and the Bureau of Public Roads and

the Forest Service working in National Forests, there was no need for

the then Territory to establishan operating highway department and the

poard merely administered the highway funds. It was during the time

that the Alaska Road Commision was the highway agency that the extensive

improvement of the primary highway system in Alaska was undertaken in

cooperation with the then Alaska Division of Public Roads. To meet

military requirements the principal highway system was improved and sur-

faced with asphaltic concrete beginning in 1948 and still continuing.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 abolished the Alaska Road Com-

mission and transferred all of its personnel, equipment and facilities

..to the Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of Commerce. Public
i fan $ o4 miverety of Alaska Fairbank

This is a copy of a document in the Archives, University of Alaska Fairbanks.
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roads carried on the extensive improvement program which was previously
initiated and which is still in progress. Alaska was at that time desig-
nated a region of the Bureau of Public Roads with division headquarters

at Juneau, Anchorage and Fairbanks and district offices at Valdez and

Nome.

The 1956 act also brought Alaska under Federal aid for highways and

made the then territory eligible for annual apportionments of highway

funds for the first time. Dependence on annual appropriations from the

Congress for highway construction and maintenance was thereby eliminated.

To bring us up to the present, the admission of Alaska to statehood

and the passage of the Alaska Omnibus Act June 25, 1959, further modified

the Alaska highway organization, Under provisions of this act, all

equipment, supplies and facilities not needed by the Bureau of Public

Roads in Alaska for its normal functions were transferred to the State

of Alaska on July 1, 1959. The bill also provided for certain transit-

ional grants to finance state operations until the state is able to

organize and to gear up to its new responsibilities. The act also per-

mitted the state to anter into contracts with certain federal agencies

to perform state functions for a 5 year period, or until July 1, 1964.

The state entered into such a contract with the Bureau of Public Roads

and this is the present status of the highway organization in Alaska.

The Commissioner of Public Works, Dick Downing, will undoubtedly inform

you about the status of the present state highway organization so I shall

not dwell on that subject. Mr. Mitchell, I understand, will cover forest

highways.

Now something about the Bureau of Public Roads and our place in the

National as well as the state hi ghway picture. The 1916 Road Act estab-

lished the first Bureau of Public Roads as we know it, and this and sub-

sequent federal highway acts established the ground rules for federal-aid

to the states. A few general statements covering federal and highway

operations are in order and I shall quote largely from recent testimony

ef Federal Highway Administrator Bertram D. Tallamy before the committee

on Public Works of the House of Representatives.
The federal aid highway program in each State is made up of numerous

individual projects in all stages from the initial programming to comple-

tion. For the United States there are nearly 20,000 projects programmed

or under way and the number of new projects total about 12,000 each year.
The funds authorized for each fiscal year are apportioned among
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the States in accordance with formulas prescribed in federal aid highway

legislation involving factors of area, population, mail route mileage

and cost of completing the interstate system. The State Highway Depart-

ments then submit programs of projects to the Bureau of Public Roads for

improvement with the funds. Following the approval of the programs, the

States are authorized to proceed with surveys and plans and acquisition
of right of way.

When detailed plans, specifications and estimates have been prepared,

they are submitted to Public Roads for approval. Concurrently with

approval the States are authorized to proceed with advertising for bids.
After bids are opened the State determines its actions with regard to

awards or rejection‘of bids and submits its findings to Public Roads

for conourrence.
| |

Following the award of contract by the State Highway Department,

the successful bidder is notified by the State to begin work. The

construction work is supervised by the State Highway Department and

inspected at periodic intervals by Public Roads field engineers.

Payments to the contractor for work done on federal aid projects
are made by the State from State funds. To obtain reimbursement for the

federal share the State submits vouchers to Public Roads indicating
for each project the amount of work done and claiming the federal portion

that is due.
|

Upen completion of a project it is finally inspected and determi-

nation made by Public Roads that it was constructed in accordance with

the approved plans, specifications and estimates after which the project
costs are audited and the final payment is made. Maintenance of federal-

aid highway projects is the responsibility of the States.

Now getting back to apportionments and the financing of highway

construction and maintenance in Alaska. Under the 1956 Highway Act

the then Territory of Alaska received a modified but very favorable

apportionment in that the funds were made available for both construction

and maintenance.° No where else among the States was this permitted.

However, under the modified formula only one-third of the area of Alaska

was included which gave Alaska approximately 14 million dollars per year,
matched 10 percent by the Territory. With maintenance running to about

5 and one-half million and allowing for administration, research, safety
and other requirements the total amount remaining for construction came

to about 9 million per year.



~4..

‘New under the provisions of the Alaska Omnibus Act the full area

of Alaska will be included in the apportionment formula which will make

the apportionment to Alaska in the neighborhood of 36 million dollars

per year to be matched about 13 and one-quarter percent by the State,
making a total of about 42 million dollars for construction. As prev-

iously mentioned, certain transitional grants were included in the Act

including 12 million dollars intended for highways. Also included in

the bill was permission for the State to utilize the entire apportionment

for fiscal year 1960 for maintenance, together with any unobligated funds

remaining in fiscal year 1959 and prior years. From our present estimates

these fiscal year 1960 and prier funds, which are still matched on a 10

percent basis, will take care of maintenance for a three-year period.

State gas tax together with the 4 million dollars for highway funding

will place the State in good highway financial condition for the next

three years with a program of about 42 million dollars per year for con-

struction. This gives a three-year breather for the State to place it-

self into postion for future matching of federal aid apportionments, and

most important, to assume the full cost of maintenance.

I would like to dwell a little more on the functions of the Bureau

of Public Roads as a whole. Programming and the execution of the program

is a State function. The responsibility of Public Roads is to administer

the federal-aid funds and to reimburse the State for the federal share

when earned through completed highway work. Highway research, highway

planning studies and a myriad of related functions are in the province

of Public Roads on a National, Regional and State level, all in cooperation

with the States. Public Roads works very closely with the American

Association of State Highway Officials, a National organization which

formulates policies, establishes design eriteria and tackles any and all

problems connected with highway construction, maintenance and adminis-
|

tration. Public Roads in Alaska administers the federal-aid apportionment

to the State, performs highway design, construction and maintenance for

the State, and performs highway design and construction in theNational

Forests and National Parks. The traditional teamwork which has accomplished

80 much in the other forty-eight states will, we hope, be as effective|

in Alaska. We encourage the State to actively build toward the day when

the highway department will be fully operative and carry the full lead

of highway planning, construction and maintenance in this great new State.

is our hope in the Bureau of Public Roads that the highway program

will move forward in a practical and efficient manner.



Informational Report to bePresented to the Road Conference of

_the Alaska Stete Chamber_of Commerce, July 27 and 28, 1959

by
G. E. Mitchell, Regional Engineer

Us. 5. Forest Service

Thank you Mr, President (or chairman), I want to thank you for the invitation to

present our national forest road program here in Alaska to you and the other

Chambers that are represented here.

First I would like to point out that, considering the whole of Alaska, the nation-

al forest portion is but a small area of the State, The national forests ere

shown by the shaded area of this map; a part of the Kenai Peninsula, and the

Cordova and Prince William Sound erea, known as the Chugach National Forest; and

Yakutat and southeast Alaska, known as the Tongass National Forest. For adminis~

trative purposes we have broken the Tongass Forest into the North Tongass Foreat

and the South Tongass Forest,

Within the national forest areas we have a transportation system that consists of

roads, trails and airports, While trails and airports are an important pert of

our transportation system, I em going to limit my talk to the forest road system

end program.

The forest road system is a network of designated routes providing vehicular

access to and through national forest lands. The forest road system is further

broken down into two road systems, the forest highwey system and the forest develop-

ment road system. The specific inclusion of any road in either of these systems

does not imply either full or partiel Forest Service responsibility for construct-

tion, improvement or maintenance of any of these routes, It is important that

this point be made clear, since it will probably effect the actions you take and

recommendations that you make at this conference.

First, and of primary impor tance to you folks, we heve s systen of roads called

forest highways, Forest highways are definedas those forest roads of "primary

importance to the State, counties, communities within, edjoining or adjacent to

the national forests." Second, we have a system of roads called forest develop-

ment roeds that are defined as roads of "primary importance for the protection,
administration end utilization of national forests, or, when necessary, for the

use and development of .the resources upon which communities within or adjacent

to the national forests ere dependent." In short, forest highways are the roads

important to the people while forest development roads are those important

primarily to the resources of the forests,
For a road to qualify for inclusion in the forest highway system, a study is first
made to determine whether it is appropriate to be included in the forest highway

system. After the study is mode, it is necessery that the State and the regional
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offices of the Bureau of Public Roads and the Forest Service in Aleska jointly
agree to recommend the designation of the road as a forest highway. This

recommendation is then sent to Washington for approval, and if approved, the

highway is included in the forest highway system and is eligible for the expendi-

ture of forest highway funds,

Forest highway funds are appropriated by the Congress to the Pureau of Public

Roads, which orgenisation is assigned the responsibility of administering the

forest highway system. The funds are allotted to the various states which contain

national forests. Fifty percent of the funds are allotted on the basis of that

stete's ratio of national forest area to the total of sll national forest area,

The other 50% is allotted on the basis of that state's ratio of the value of its

national forests to the total value of all the national forests. The Forest

Service determines the srea and value of the national forests and the Secretary

of Agriculture certifies these figures to the Bureau of Public Roads for

allotment purposes. Aleska receives the fourth largest forest highwey allotment

in the nation. Oregon, California and Idaho, in that order, receive more forest

highway money than we, The amount of forest highway funds each eligible state

receives is dependent upon the amount Congress appropiates, but the proportion

of the total that any state receives can only chenge if the value or area of

netionel forest lends is changed, Lest yeer, fiscal yesr 1959, Aleska received

$3,087,882 and this year we received $2,816,444. The forest highway appropriation

is smaller this year than last year. Forest highway money is appropriated to

build highwsys through the national forest ereas where the tax revenue is prect~

ically nil. .

On these maps I have shown the declared forest highway system in Aleska. The

‘solid line indicates the roads that exist today with the dots indicating the roads

yet to be built. In the Appropriation Act last year, Congress asked that the

Bureau of Public Roads make a study with the states and Forest Service to determine

what roads, not now in the forest highway system, should be in the system due to

their use ond importance. Alaska's part of the study was completed this spring.

The routes that were agreed to by the State, Bureau of Public Roads and Forest

Service are shown on these maps by a dash line, This first map shows the forest

highway system on the Kenai Peninsula; and Seward-Anchorage highwey from Seward

to Girdwood; the Kenai River highway from the Seward-Anchorage highwey to Henton's

Lodge; the Portage Glacier highway from Portage to the Glacier; the Hope highway

from the Sewerd~Anchorage highway to Dognose Point just beyond Hope; the Crow Creek

ge
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highway from Girdwood up Crow Creek; the Seward Airport road; ond the Resurrection

Bey road from the Seward-Anchorage highway to the east side of Resurrection Bay.

At Cordova the System includes the Copper River highway from Cordova to Alagenik

(about 22 miles out of Cordova) and the Cordova highway from Power Creek north of

Cordova to Point Whiteshed, In Juneau srea the system includes the Glacier highway

from Point Bishop to Ferners Pay including the Glacier loop and other spurs, and

the Dougles highway from Douglas from Douglas north around the Island to Point Hilde,

At sitke from the pulp mill to Old Sitka, At Petersburg the system includes the

Mitkof highway from Skylerk Creek via Petersburg and the Stikine River to the

Canadian boundary and a short road at Point Agassiz, At Wrangell the system is

from Mill Creek to Chichagof Peak, The system at Ketchikan is the Tongass highway

from Eeaver Falle to Loring, At Ryder there ere the Salmon River and Texas Creek

highways. There is one other forest highway not shown on these maps and thet is

a short road on Afognak Island, This is the entire declared forest highway system.

All other routes are those developed during the study I mentioned, which the State,
Bureau of Public Roads and Forest Service agreed should be forest highways.

These roads are known as Group B. roads. Notable roads in the Study, other than

extensions of the present system, are the roads from Craig to Hollis and two roads

at Yakutat.

The forest highway construction program for each year is a joint agreement by the

State, Bureau of Public Roads and the Forest Service. A programing meeting is

held, usually in the fall, to consider each agency's construction requests,

Since the requests usually exceed the available money, it is then necessery that

the three agencies agree to a program thet be#8t me etstheir own needs and the

others! needs with the money available, This is é give and take proposition and

depends on the agencies working together.

This year the forest highway progrem calls for bringing up to standard roughly

2 miles of the southerly end of the Hope highway; the construction of a three-

mile extension of the Tongass highway at Ketchikan from Clover Pass to Iunch Creek;

and bringing to standard the section of Glacier highway from the Shrine to Herbert

River. There are other projects from previous years funds that are either under

construction or will be soon, These ares extension of the Mitkof highway at

Petersburg to Blind Slough; bringing to standard a section of the Glecier highway

from Tee Harbor to the Shrine; replecing three bridges on Glacier highwoy; comple~}

tion of grading work on the east side of the Mendenhell loop; replacing one bridge

at Sitka; bringing to a standerd two miles of the douglas highwey from the Juneau-

This is a copy of a document in the Archives, University
of Alaska Fairbanks.
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Dougles bridge north; completion of another section of the Copper River highway

from mile 4 to mile 7; ond construction of the Portage Glacier highway. In

addition to actual construction work, approximately $100,000 is programmed each

yeer for survey and design work for future construction,

The construction progrom for the next fiscal year starting next July will be

prepsred this winter by joint agreement of the three agencies.

So much for the forest highway system.

The forest development rosd system I mentioned awhile ago is an important program

that I know will be of interest to you since it has an economic impact on the

communities in and around the national forests. As I said before, the forest

development roed system is a network of roads of primery importance for the pro-

tection, administration and utilization of the national forests, These are the

rosds that we, of the Forest Service, are primarily concerned with.

Two years ago our forest development rond system contained 212 miles of road, of

which 96 miles actually existed. In November, 1956, we asked our forest super—

visors ond rangers to take e good look at what roads would be needed for timber

hervesting, recreation, hunting, fishing and fire-control over the next 20 years

or so. In June, 1957, we sssigned an engineer on a full time basis to make an

ultimate transportation plen for the netional forests in Alaska, We have the plan

practically complete now, The purpose of this transportation plenning effort is

to develop a logical, systematic roed system and to determine an estimated cost

of this system, With the plan we will know, when we build » rosd on one of the

islands here in southeast Alaska, if the road will eventually develop into a net~

work with other roade, or not. This is important to know since the standard of

end amount of money we invest is affectedby the future of the road. For instance,

if we started logging in Trocadero Eay, and a road was required, we would want to

construct a road with residual value since the road could develop into a portion

of a roed from Craig to Hyderburg. Wheras e roed built, say, in an isolated

drainage of Kulu Island would not need as much residual investment since the road

would probably not be used for many years after the first logging is completed,

As en exemple of what I mean by a trensportation plan, I have here a map of the..

southern portion of Prince of Wales Island and nearby islands that shows what our

transportation network in this area may look like yesrs from now, The bleak

‘route is the Group B proposed forest highway from Craig to Hollis while the red

routes ere the possible forest development rosds. The majority of the roads

will be needed to harvest the timber.in this area but recreationists, hunters
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and fishermem will most ccrtainly benefit from this network as it develops, I

think you could say this is a representative sample of the planning we have done

throughout the national forests of Alaska. As a result of our transportation

plenning job, we now foresee the need of 11,420 miles of forest development roads

instead of the 212 miles two years ago. Approximately 6020 miles of this 11,420

miles will be what we term access roads; roads that open up the country. The

remaining 5,400 miles will be what we term utilization ronds; spur roads

within logging orens, ete. We have a big job shead of us.

Now to get back to the present. We construct forest development roads through

roed construction contracts, through timber sale contracts where the purchaser

is allowed a road construction cost in the amount he pays for the timber, and

occasionally by our own force account crews. Most of our roads now under con-

struction are being builtby the timber purchesers.

This year end last year we received $750,000 for road snd trail maintenance,

construction, end surveys and designs. We are just completing a short campground

road at Lena Cove in conjunction with another recreation picnic area in the

vicinity of Juneau. We provided a small parking area road for a picnic ground

on Elind River at Petersburg.’ On the Kanai Peninsuls we are cooperating with the

Chugach Electric Association by providing a part of the cost of the road being

built by the Association from Snug Herbor on Kenei Leke to Cooper Leke, This is

part of their hydroelectric project. At Ketchikan we are cooperating with the

Bureau of Public Ronods to better the road to Word Lake. This year we plan to

construct a timber access road two to three miles up Carroll Creek off Carroll

Inlet east of Ketchikan, and cooperate with a timber purchaser towerd building a

timber rord ot Whitewater Pay south of Angoon, We also have three bridge replace-

ment projects on the Kenai Peninsula. In conjunction with Portage Glacier

forest highway project we ere having the Eureau of Public Roads, through its

contractor, construct ea short spur road to a now campground just below Fyron

Glecier. In addition we heve surveys underwey or just completed for a road along

the northwest side of Upper Trail Iake on the Kenai, a road on the south side of

Klawok Lake for timber access, a timber road neer Patterson Glacier off Thomas

Pay neer Petersburg, extension of the Carroll Creek road, ea roed at Thorne Eay,

Kadashan Fay near Tenekee, Port Alice on Heceta Island, Kosciusko Island, and a

road to an over look on the west face of Mendenhall Glacier,
In addition to all these road projects we ere trying to improve our trail systen
to provide eccess in areas where roads are not prectical or will be a long time

coming.
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I would like to comment on the relationship forest roads have with federal-eid

roeds end State or Borough roads. Forest highways must be on the federal-aid systen.

This means that either forest highway funds or federal-sid funds, or both, can

be used to construct a forest highway. However, forest highway funds cannot be

used as matching funds by the Stste for federal~aid funds, The relationship forest

development roads have with federal-sid and other State road systems is different

from that of the forest highways. Forest development roads do not have to be on

the federal—sid system as forest highways do, If we can show e forest need for a

road, we place it on our system. A road, by virtue of being on our systen, is

elegiblie for the expenditure of funds but it is not mandatory thet we expend funds

on it. We can spend development money for maintenance end construction only in

the emount we can justify. This understanding of the relation that forest

development roads have to other systems is important, This is perticularly true

when it comes to road maintenance, The Firest Service is not a public. road agency

8o we cannot insintain a road for the publ.c or a private individual on Lirn,.

The forest Se:vice can only meintain a ro:d to meet its need and that of occasional

forest visito: traffic, Regular users of forest development roads are required

to pay their Soir shere of the maintenanc:., In other words, if a road is mein-

tained well enough for Forest Service use and the occasional forest visitor, then

we cannot spend any more money on it for raintenance, Neither can we plow snow

beyond our own needs,

In lieu of the taxes that would be paid if the nationel forest lend was in private

ownership, the federal government returns to the States 25% of ell the receipts
it makes from the sale of timber and from the other uses for which we charge a fee,

From the totel receipts collected last year from national forest lond in Alaska,
the State of Aleska will receive approximately $158,200.00.

This money is dedicated for use for public roads and schools. Alaska's receipts
run around $150,000.00 each year, In addition to the 25% fund the Stste receives,
10% of the receipts are returned to the Forest Service to be used on forest

development roads, This 10% fund is included in the $750,000.00 allotment I

mentioned previously. This means that 35¢ of every dollar we collect here in

Aleska from naticnal forest lend returns to the State for expenditure in one form

or another.

This about covers the road program in the national forests, Mr. Sharrock asked

thet I talk about our relationship with the State Highway Department. I hope you

noticed how many times I mentioned we cooperated with someone, the Bureau of Public
gnThie afin Janeen eh ot
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Roeds, the timber purchaser, and other forest users. I think I cen say that

will be our relationship with the new State - cooperation, There will be instances

where the State will need or will be asked to build a particuler road and not

heave the funds to do it. It may turn out thet the Forest Service is interested

in the same roed and is also short of funds. If that should be the case then we

would need to get together and see what we can do together, There is no doubt

that the use end economy of the national forests in Alaska is going to increase

which, in turn, is saying that Alaska will go forward too. The relationship be-

tween the new State and the Forest Service, I believe, will be growing together.
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Box 1110, Ketchikan

Anchorage

Cordova

Juneau

Ketchikan

Douglas

Box 35, Haines

City of Fairbanks

Skagway

Cordova

Alaska Office Bldg, Juneau

Seldovia

Delta Junction

Anchorage

Valdez

Box 248, Petersburg

Box 160, Nome

Box 992, Anchorage

Anchorage

Eox 340, Cordova

155 So. Seward, Juneau

Box 118, Sitka

c/o Alaske Nat. Bank, Fbx.

Juneau

Fairbanks

Juneau

Box 207, Kenai

210 Nerland Eldg., Fox.

Anchorage

Box 685, Kodiek

1028 Kellvm, Feirbenks

Wrangell

Box 129, Haines



Ken Searcey

Roy Selfridge

George C, Shannon

Robert E. Sharp

Vern E, Smith

Perry Stockton

Merty Tengs

Rollend V¥V, Thomas

W, J. Torin

Felix Toner

John E, Waterman

Robert A, Wells,

nowy be
!

MP ref of

Jack Wilbur

W. D. Wiley

Jack White

Lewis M, Williems, Jr.
J, E, Winston

Mayor of Haines

Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

City of Anchorage

City ofKetchikan (Mgr)

Wrangell

Mayor of Seward

Councilman of Heines

Dillinghom Chamber of Commerce

Associated Press

Juneau Choember of Commerce

Homer Chamber of Commerce

Juneau Chamber of Commerce (Mer)

Foirbanks City Council

Haines Chamber of Commerce

Anchorage Chember of Commerce

Mayor of Petersburg
/

Mayor of Ketchiken

Box 135, Haines

Ketchikan

Anchorage

Box 1110, Ketchikan

Wrengell

Seward

Box 153, Haines

Box 51, Dillingham

Juneau

155 S, Seward, Juneau

Box 113, Homer

155 S, Seward, Juneau

1013 Gilman, Fairbanks

Haines House, Haines

Anchorage

Box 1086, Petersburg

Box 1499, Ketchikan
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Jwoa 21, 1960

Fenerabla 8. 2. fai lang
Fedaral Higimssy Admiaistrater
Bureau of Public Reada
Department of Cowmuerce
Washington 25, 5. ¢.

Dear be, Talley.
Yader date of July 1, 1949, a eartain semereacc

was pade and eantated lato betwaen the Berean of Publis Roads,
United States Dapexneent of Commersa, emd the Department
ef Public Works, State of Alasza. Theat semntrast srovidad
thec, for a time, the Beragu of Publie Reads wald coacianues
co perfara cartain highway suxvay, deagign, tomatruction and
gaintanance Amectiong in camnection wich res Faderal-aid
highway prograes, on a reimbursable basis, watil the
Departmen: of Publie Works of the State ef Alaska becsuea
suitably organized and equigped to parferm such Ametiana.

la aeeordanea with Sactien 21 af the Alaska Gmamidws
Aet (Sec, 21, Act of June 25, 1939, PL 36-70, 73 Staz. 143)
the Secratary of Commerce transferred and souveyed toe the
State of Alaska certain properties camed, held, ackeinistared
or uaed bv the Jecratary in conaestion with the activitias
of the Sureau aft Pubilc Reads in Alasza pertaining to the
aforsuaid Federal~aid highway programs.

3Jaid sentract, datad July 1, 1959, Ascher provided
thar, vpon cacaipt of ugtica by the Federal Highway Agministrater
from the Governer of tha State of Alaska that the Desarteant
of Public works "bes adequate nowars and tu muitably sequigped
and organised, amd desires to serfowm seme or all of the
aforssaid functions, arrangements ahall be wade for the
Buraau of Public Reeds to tarminata its performance chersol
as promptiy as ig reasomabiy possible, and to relsage to the
Stata the custedy, sentrol and jurisdiction over preperty
relating to said Ametion or Sumeziens. in thae regard it is
vader3tood that any gueh fmacien ot Rmetions Taterned to
the State ghall, to the extent fnagibia, eonsiat ef a compiatea
wait of work or activity and comprise a specific area or road
divigion 30 ag to avoid any overlapping areas of eaedainistration.
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Senowabla B. D.Tallany June 21, 1960

Theat as Alaska sesumes any of the fimetions herein to be
per formed by the Burecu of Public Roads, the Bureau shall
adjust its perseonel censistent with the requirements fer
performance ef the remaining functions."

In sesordance with such provision in such contract,
I, a8 Governor of Alaska, do hereby state that the Department
of Publis Works, Stete ef Alaska, has adequate powers, under
existing Laws, contemplated by the abeve centract; has
established, in accordance with the laws of the State of
Alaska, within the Department of Publie Works, « Division ef
Highways which is suitably ceganized end equipped to per formall of the functions pertaining te highway survey, design,
construction and maintenance in accordance with the obligations
nowmally aasuaed by the several States for participation in
Federal-aid highway construction under the provisions of Title
23, United States Code; and that the Departwent of Public Worksof tie State of Alaska desires to cowsence the per formance of
any and 211 such fumetions beginning on the ist day of July,
1960. I therefore request that thea Bureau of Public Roeds
terminate ita performance thereof on such date end thereupon
release to the State the custody, control and jurisdiction
over property ralating to said funetion or fimctions; provided
thet, in order more effectively to administer and complete
certain survey, design and construction work now in progress
which was commenced by the Bureau of Public Roads in
accordance with the termes of the aforesaid contract pricr te
July 1, 1960, and which will not have been completed on that
date, it is daeired that.

1. The Bureau of Public Roads adainister to
completion the following Faderali-aid conatruction contracts:

(1)

(2)

Project Mo. Description

F-021-1(1) Sterling Highway, Anchor Point-
Homer (Anchor River 3ridga)

D¥-021-1(6) Homer Commmity Streets
(Stesling Highway)

Thisis a
eopy of

a documentin the Archives.Unk:rarsiter af Alaclenit 1s fiirte,wigs
assumes full responsibility for complyingwithcopyright pr‘ovisions.

GE C royeurcses
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Honerable 3. D. Tallamy June 21, 1960

(3) (?-031-1(3) Seward-Anchorage Highwany)
(?-042-2(6) Glenn Highway )
(F=042-3(3) Glenn Highway )Guardrai 1
(F-071-1(3) Rishardeon Highway )

(»4) F-031-2(5) Seward-Anchorage Highway
(Cambell Street, Anchorage)
and Paving, Anchoraga, Alaska
Railroad Depot

(3) f-042-2(2) Glenn Higtway (ile 92-95
Relocation)

(6) Alaska Highway (Midwey Lake,F-DP-062-1(5) Mile 1291.4 to Northway
Junction, Mile 1264.0)

(7) 7~095-1(3) Tongass Avenue, Xaetchikan

(8) (DF-395-4(73 Wadleigh) Wadleigh Creek Redecking
(DF-095-4(3) Switzer ) and Switzer and Mentena
(DS-0986 (2) Montana ) Creek Bridges

£9} $-0141(5)
*s

fusitrin River Bridge,
Contract & Nome-Xougarok Highway

rig y $-0141(6) Noemaa~ Koug arok
{(Kusirerin River-Coffae Craek)

(11) SQ 28G 02) Naknek Area Bridges end Grading

\ a ae ) $-0411(3) Dillingham Depot

13) DS-0510(3) Rouston-Willow Road

(14) 5=-0430 (3) Diamond Ridge-chison Mt. Read,
Berrow Sur facing

(15) §-0510 (4) Willow-Talksetna (Clearing)

(16) (3-0520(3) Sand Lake and Jewel Lake Reads
(S-0329 (3) (Campbeil Creek Bridges)

- 3 «



Honerable 3B. De Tallomy

(17)

(18)

(29)

(20)

(21)

(22)

~ (23)

(24)

*
de

DB-DUS -0546 (2)
- 8-0 380 (2)

D-US-0671(2)

($-0851(6)
(7M 32-A5)

$-0851(8)

-0851(9)

§-0933(2)

DS-0937(3)
(7H 7G)

($-0968(1)
(FH 2-Al4, H4)

0S-0975(1)

F-60000
Comtract 7

Jume 21

East Fifth Avernme, Anchorage

Willow Creek Road, Deception
Creek Bridge and Approaches

Cushman Street Bridge over
Cnena River

Copper Rives Highway, Miles 9-15

Copper River Highway, 4-7 Mile

Coppes River Highway,
Ripeap aud Hiscellaneous Work

City Thru Route, Sitka, Alashe
Mitkef Highway

Mendenhall Leop Koad end
Mendenhall Spur Road

3)

Glaciers Highway (Thane Extension)(26)

Douglas Mighway, Town of Douglas
(Culvert Replacement)

3
tos

Ths Bureau of Public Roads continue to edminister
these contracts for engineering services listed below mtil
completion or such time as the State dasires to assume
administration, but in no case latar than Jume 30, 1961. It
is the intent of tha State to assume adainistration, dy
Jamuary 1, 1961, of all such contracts for engineering services
wnder which performance 1s not substantially completed on that
data.

ect °

F-062-4(13)

Deseription
Riehardsen Righway, Yaixbenks
to Borth Gates, Eielsen Pield --

Four-lane Study
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5-0680 (9) gureka-Tanana gous

5-0650 (6) Chena Het Springs Road

§-0810 (2) Bering River Road

4 8-0937(4) Mitkef-Stikine Highway

Fe037-1(9) Tanana River Crossing at Nenana

£-0350 (3) Copper River Crossing at Chitina

tn the administration of the above contracts by
the Bureau of Public Roads, major decisions inveiving design
shall be approved by the Commissioner of Public Werks and
the Regional Engineer.

it fsa uadarstood that:
a
& tmployena of the Strate of Alaska may be detailed

to the Bureau of Public Roade to aid in the supervision, survey
anc inspection uf the contract work lisred in paragraphs 1 and
2 abovea. The Bureau will provide the Highway Division ef the
Departeent of Public vorks with the project time distributien
of State-detalled employeas in ordur that the State may be
yeimbursed for the Federal participating share of their

calaries.
i 9 The Bureau of Public Roads will maintain an

adequata staf? after July 1, 1960, to carry to completion all
activities ctherwise covered by the Stata-Bursau contrast.

3, Employeus of the Bursau of Public Roads may be
datalled te the Stata to perform Federal-aid highway survey,
design, contract supervision and maintenance or diractly related
work. Responsidiligy for the wages and fringe banefirs of these
employeas shall be as specitiad in the State-Bureau contract.
The Stata will previde the Bureau with the project work time
distribution of sueh Bureau-derailed anploysaes in order that
salary cost of the employees may be posted to the applicable
project costs records to support PR-20 voucher reiabursement.

da MONTE ata Jocnment im th a Archives, LECT
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Honorable 3B. D. Tallany Jume 21, 1960

4. The Trust Fmd establishedpursuant te the
State-Bureau contrast is to be retained and adainistered by
the Bureau te finanee State activities being per fermed by
the Bureau. The Governer shell centinue to make advances to
this Fund in sufficient enowmts and at such intervals as are
necessary. In line with the feregoing, and upem your soncurrence
im the erraengenents set ferth herein, it will be deemed that
the follewing memoranda of understanding betweenthe Bureau
of Publica Reads and the State Departuent ef Public works are
woid afterJune 30, 1960:

Date Title
September 15, 1959 Menoxandem of Understanding en

Repair and Improvement ef State
Buildings and Depots, Purshase
of Steras and Operating Supplies,
Purchase of Controlled Persenal
Property.

September 25, 1959 Meaorandm of Understanding on
Radio Coummmications

September 28, 1939 Memorandsm of Understanding (re
; Highway Survey, Design, Construstion

end Maintenance)

October 2, 1959 Memoranda of Understanding ca
Traffic Services

I, on behalf of the State of Alaska, will greatly
appreciate your early concurrence in the matters and exrangements
get forth, and your cooperation in effectuating their purpese.

Sinceraly,

Williaa A. Egan
Coverner

ec: State Department of Public Werke

er memaVad
9%
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HIGHWAYS IN ALASKA .

WEDNESDAY, MAY 25, 1960

U.S. Senare,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roabs oF THE

Commirree on Pusiic Works,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 3:15 p.m., in roo

siding.
Present: Senators Randolph (presiding), Kerr, Gruening, Lusk,

Long, and Cooper.
Senator Ranpoupx. We are privileged this afternoon to hear testi-

mony as the subcommittee convenes to consider S. 2976.
This is legislation presented by our colleagues, from Alaska and

Hawaii, Senators Gruening and Long, and it has to do specifically
with the problem which is believed to be vitally important to the new
State of Alaska and the construction of our Federal highway program.

(S. 2976 follows along with comments by Department of Commerce
and exchanges of letters between Hon. Warren Magnuson and Hon,
Ernest Gruening relative to S. 2976.)

{S. 2976, 86th Cong., 2d sess.]

A BILL To amend section 44 of Public Law 86-70, approved June 25, 1959

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 44 of Public Law 86-70, approved
June 25, 1959, is hereby amended as follows:

(a) By adding at the end of subsection (a) of said section the following
nev)subsection: .

“(b) In order to enable the State of Alaska to approach a position of equality
with the level of development of the road programs of the other States of the
Union at the time of the passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, which
level of development was made possible by the full and equal participation of such
other States in all Federal aid highway legislation since the passage of the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1916, and in order to equalize the payments heretofore made
to the then Territory of Alaska under such Federal aid highway programs with
the payments made to the other States of the Union, in view of the fact that the
same allotment criteria were not made applicable to the then Territory of Alaska
as were applicable to the other States of the Union, that the Territory of Alaska
was almost totally excluded from participation in the original Federal-Aid High-
way Act of 1916 and that the Territory of Alaska, when finally admitted to par-
ticipate in the program, was permitted to participate only on a limited basis,
there are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the President, for the purpose
of making equalization grants to the State of Alaska, for use by such State on
its road program, including a ferry system, for each of the fiscal years beginning
with the fiscal year 1962 and ending with the fiscal year 1976, such sums, not ex-
ceeding $20,000,000 in any one fiscal year, equal, in the aggregate over the fiscal
years 1962 through 1976, inclusive, to the amount by which the funds allocated
to the Territory of Alaska from July 11, 1916, to June 30, 1959, for assistance to
the Territory for its highway program were less than the amount which would

1

ery
")

4200, New Senate Office Building, Senator Jennings Randolph pret
y



2 HIGHWAYS IN ALASKA

have been allocated to the Territory of Alaska during such period if Federal
aid highway assistance allotted to the oher States of the Union had also been
-allotted to the Territory of Alaska on the same basis as to the other States of the
Union and if the same allocation formulas had heen made applicable to the Terri-
tory of Alaska as were applicable to the then States of the Union,”

(b) By relettering subsections (b) and (c) of said section 44 to “(ce)” and ‘‘(d)’’,
respectively. th PPR

wan THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., May 81, 1960.

Jlon. Dennis CuHavez, / -
Chairman, Commiltee on Public Works,'* -

US. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Drar Mr. CuarrmMan: This is in reply to your request for the views of this

Department on S. 2976, a bill to amend section 44 of Public Law 86-70, approved
June 25, 1959.”

The Department of Commerce would oppose the enactment of the proposed
legislation. . . .

The bill would amend the Alaska Omnibus Act,' approved June ‘25, 1959, to
provide for equalization grants to the State of Alaska, for use by: the State in its
yoad program, including a ferry system, for each of the fiscal years 1962 through
1976. Such sums would not exceed.$20 million in.any.one fiscal year andwould
be equal in the aggregate to the amount which Alaska would have received under
the Federal-aid highway program from July 11, 1916, to June 30, 1959, had sums
been apportioned to that State, or’ to: the territory of Alaska, on the same basis
as to the other States, less any funds allocated to the territoryof Alaska during
that period for assistance in its highway program. The stated purpose of the bill
is to enable Alaska to approach 8 position of equality with the level of development
of the road programs of the other States. | teyetteesn

ss
Fas

For many years the responsibility for major road construction in the territory
of Alaska, except for forest highways,was under the jurisdiction of the Alaska
Road Commission, Department of the Interior, and funds authorized to be ap-
propriated by the Congress for roads in Alaska were administered by that agency.
The road needs of the territory of Alaska were regularly included in appropriation |

requests and were considered by the Congress each year,’ : Through fiscal vear’
1956, total Federal funds provided for construction and maintenance of highways
in Alaska amounted to almost $290 million. When Alaska was brought under
the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, separate road needs
consideration for Alaska were discontinued.
The State of Alaska currently hag available substantial grants of Federal funds

‘for aid to highway construction.,: Federal-aid highway funds apportioned_to
Alaska for the fiscal years 1957 through 1961 totaled over $85 million. The
State’s share of Federal-aid funds apportioned for the fiscal year 1961 alone
‘amounted to more than $36 million and future apportionments to the State under
this program will continue at approximately that level. It is also pertinent that
Alaska is in a more favored position than, most of the other States, with respect
to fund-matching requirements, since it is in_a position of matching 86 cents of
Federal-aid funds with 14 cents of State funds on the A-B-C program (as com-
pared with the 50-50 matching ratio for the A-B-C program in the majority of
the other States) because of the large area of

unappropriated
and unreserved

public lands and nontaxable Indian lands within Alaska.”
At the time that Alaska became a State, certain transitional grants were pro-

vided under the Alaska Omnibus Act in recognition of the special problems which
the State faced in making the transition from Territory to State. These funds
are provided on an annual basis through 1964 and are available to Alaska with-
out matching requirements for, among other things, the State roadbuilding and
maintenance program if the State chooses to use them for this purpose. |

.
Proposals such as those contained in §. 2976, which authorize special appropria-

tions for the construction of State roads outside the framework of Federal aid
highway grants, would not be in accord with the well-established principles of
this cooperative program. The formulas provided under the Federal aid highway
program, which require State sharing of costs, are recognized as providing the
most equitable means by which Federal grant assistance for highway construction
is distributed among the States. Basically, the construction of highways is a.
State responsibility, and it is expected that the States will develop highway con-
struction programs in addition to those in which Federal funds participate.

HIGHWAYS IN’ ALASKA 3
“There is widespread disparity among the several States in the development of
‘and need for transportation systems... The Federal Government should not be
‘expected to provide special financial assistance to enable a particular State to
- provide the highway system it considers desirable. ,

The basis for the action proposed by 8. 2976 is without precedent. “While in
. 1931, under the act approved February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1415), the Territory of
Hawaii received the sum of $880,000, the amount the Territory would have re-
ceived for roads built by it and incorporated into the Federal-aid highway system
from 1917 to 1925, the year Federal aid was extended to Hawaii, this sum in-
volved no additional authorization or appropriation of funds, but represented
funds which had been previously allocated to Hawaii under Federal-aid highway
legislation which the Territory was unable to match and would therefore have
ilost under the lapse provisions of the law. .

The Federal Government has given extensive study to the needed requirements
for improving the transportation systems of the State of Alaska. The status of
highways in Alaska was extensively considered by the Department of Commerce
.in connection with the report submitted to the Congress pursuant to section 105
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1959 (Committee Print No. 17, 86th Cong.,
2d sess.). Currently, studies are being made by the Alaska International Rail
and Highway Commission which may be helpful in connection with actionst),

- Alaska’s .highway transportation problems. That Commission will ‘submit, I)‘final report and recommendations to the Congress not later than June 1, 19by.
. For the foregoing reasons, the Department of Commerce would oppose enact-
ment of the pending bill. uc , .

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would interpose no
objection to the submission of this letter. - .

‘ Sincerely yours,
©

|

be Purp A. Ray, Under Secretary of Commerce. :

, a June 1, 1960.,-Hon. Warren Maanuson,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. .

'

' Dear Senaror: In a report just received from the. Secretary of Commerce
-on §, 2976, which would equalize the payments to the State of Alaska for high-
“ways, the Department states: “Currently, studies are being made by. the Alaska
‘International Rail and Highway Commission which may be helpful in connection
‘with action on Alaska’s highway transportation problems. hat commission
will submit its final report and recommendations to the Congress not later than
-June 1, 1961...

~

_ As I have already indicated to you, I had previously discussed this matter
with various officials of the Department, and, when similar oral statements were
‘made to me, I responded that the study of the roads needed within the State
‘of Alaska would be totally outside the scope of the functions of the Alaska Inf
-national .Rail and Highway Commission. I stated that the studies of

Ul | }commission were confined to railway and highway transportation between tire
other States and the State of Alaska, and had nothing Whatever to do with the
-far greater problem of the need for highways within Alaska.“ [ wrote you on May 25, 1960, on this matter, and would like to have included
in the hearings on 8. 2976 your. comments on this statement, made by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, which it has now made a part of the official reasons for the
Department’s opposition to the enactment of 8. 2976. , ,

. Cordially yours, .

:

. Ernest GRUENING.
1

U.S. SENATE,
. Washington, D.C., June 2, 1960.
-Hon. Ernest GRuENING, :

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear Senator Gruenine: Replying to your letter of June 1, quoting from a

report of the Department of Commerce on Senate bill 2976, which seeks to develop
‘a highway system in Alaska, I regret that the Department has been so uninformed
on the function'of the Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission.
As the sponsor of the legislation that established the IRHC 4 years ago, as a

member of the commission throughout these years, and now as its acting chair-
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man, I can state emphatically that the Alaska International Rail and Highway
Commission is studying the potentialities of rail and highway connections between
the 48 States and Alaska. It has nothing to do with the program of roads and.
highways within Alaska, which your legislation: seeks to obtain. | Its recom-
mendations will not deal with that important Alaska need, although its report
will probably refer to the 49th State’s relative roadlessness which your bill,
§. 2976, seeks to rectify. : :

.

I hope that this statement by me will be useful in clarifying the situation for
the committee which will pass on 8, 2976. .

Sincerely yours, o
:

- Warren G. Maanuson.

Senator Ranpo.pr. Representative Ralph Rivers, we are pleased
to have you as the first witness.
STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH i RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN

CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA
Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre-

ciate being heard briefly in support of S. 2976, introduced by our
distinguished Senator from Alaska, Ernest Gruening. As a cosponsor
of this much needed road program for Alaska, I have introduced an
identical bill in the House, H.R. 10314. _J also thank you for scheduling me as the first witness, because there
is work on the floor of the House and my presence will be required
there as soon as I complete my brief remarks.
Now, I speak in terms of brief remarks, because my principal pur-

pose is to express wholehearted support of S. 2976, the much needed
highway program for Alaska.
The complete and thoroughgoing presentation, and in detail I am

convinced, will be brought to the committee’s attention by Senator
Gruening and by Mr. Sherard of the division of roads of the Alaska
public roads program, and the details embodied in this problem will
be ably presented to the committee through those other two witnesses.
Inasmuch as Alaska did not get under the A~B—C Federal-aid pro-

gram until 1956, and since we have only scratched the surface of con-
necting our numerous scattered towns and communities by a highway, -

and inasmuch as Alaska is not under the national defense program or
the Interstate System, although we do pay the taxes under that sys-
tem, it would seem tliat the new State which is so important in terms
of the future and the exploding population that will confront us and
the great migration west, the last great frontier and elbow space for
people under the American flag, it must be seen that we must try to
look ahead and try to provide the surface transportation that is avail-
able in the other States.
It is hard for a person down here to realize that there is no road

between community A and community B and community C. And
scattered all over Alaska are settlements that are unconnected by high-
way, either with the continental highway system, or with each éther.
So that this is a large problem, and it takes foresight to lay the foun-
dations for it in proper time to serve the purpose when the more acute
need will arise.
Undoubtedly the establishment of highways, or I should say roads,

will lend to the quickening of the development of Alaska, and will
serve the purpose.
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' Now, in terms of whether Alaska has an equity or not, I point out
again that the basis of this bill, that over the years since the Federal-
aid highway system was established, Alaska was not included, quite
a credit is considered to have accrued to Alaska. And inasmuch as we
are not under the Interstate System, we are also building up an equity,
because of the fact that we are paying the taxes, although we are not
participating under that system.I note, too, that probably the reason that we are not under the
Interstate System is that with the exception of a very few miles of
highway, we don’t need four-lane turnpikes, we need country roads.
It seems we need a program somewhat in lieu of what we would have

if
we were otherwise situated and if we were ready for the Interstate
ystem,So, gentlemen, with those remarks, with my heartfelt support for
this bill and for the programs—and, as I said before, assuring yoythat the other witnesses will give you a complete coverage of tli fl }subject—I will now close my remarks. And thank you very much.
Senator Ranpoutpu. Representative Rivers, thank you to bring to

us this pertinent testimony.
You say that you believe there is an equity in the pending measure;

is that correct?
Mr. Rivers. Yes, Senator.
Senator Ranponpu. And I subscribe to your thinking in this matter.I remember, member of the House Road Committee that I

visited Alaska some 15 years ago, and I recall my impressions of the
territory. I realized that the problems of transportation and com-
munication were very real in that important area. Whereas Alaska
is a frontier, one of the two newest in our statehood pattern, the finest:
frontiers are the people of Alaska. You have a creative and resource-
ful citizenry who desire to be brought together closer, and by closerJ mean in the regular programs of the development of highways in the
United States. The citizens of the State of Alaska want to bear their .

proportionate share. You have made that clear.
_ However, there is a stepup that is necessary at this time if you are
to be a full participant. Is that true? tlh
Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman. | }LeI would be proud to have authored those very

have just uttered.
Senator Ranpourx. I remember, that we arrived at Valdez and

Senator Gruening, then Governor Gruening, had arranged a meetingfor us in that community to discuss highway matters. We were to
have had the meeting at 8 o’clock at night, but we were late, and it
was almost 11 o’clock when we arrived. Naturally anyone from the
States would have thought the people would have gone home. But
we were cordially received and were told that the people had remained,
so at 11 o’clock at night we had the meeting to discuss highway

remarks that you

. problems. Your fine people were intensely interested, and, of course,
they were conscious of deficiencies and wanted to have a better pro-
gram of road construction, maintenance, and development.‘I think the State and its people now deserve the utmost considera-
tion from the Congress of the United States in the specific matter
pending before us.
Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

56473—60 2
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Senator Ranpoupn. Are there questions? Senator Gruening, you.
will be spenking a little later, so if you desire to question at this time,:
we would be privileged to have you proceed. =

Senator Gruenina. No questions. But I: want to express my:
appreciation to Representative Rivers for coming over here.and leav~
ing the House floor where there is important legislation pending. And
I want to say that his support merely represents, I would say, the.
unanimous feeling of the people of Alaska, that highways, correcting”
the deficiecy in highways which we have inherited from our terri-
torial status, is above all other measures the one that Alaska needs..
I would say that nothing else in the Alaska legislative program or

prospect is comparable to this in importance. And I think that the
history and experience of the 48 smaller States which have grown and.
developed as a result of highway construction:is the most striking
testimony of the essential nature of highways if an area is to grow
and develop and be in fact as well as in abstract the partner in the
Union of States. ;

Senator Ranpotrn. Thank. you.
comment? .

Senator Lona. I would like to refer to Hawaii’s experience in this.
same field, and ask a question. - 3

The record shows that the first Federal-Aid Road Act applied to
the entire Nation was passed in June of 1916. Hawaii did not benefit
in any way from the provisions of that 1916 act. I. do not know
whether Alaska did or not.
In 1924, March of 1924, tho Territory of Hawaii was. brought.

under the provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act, but they just cut:
us in beginning January 1, 1925. - bod
Now, 7 years later, 6 years later, in recognition. of the inequity:

that had been visited on the Territory of Hawaii, the. Congress.

Senator Long, do you wish to.
'

brought us under—not only confirmed that, but went back to 1916 .

and picked up the amount that we had been shortchanged between
1916 and 1924.
lump sum.

Now, is there anything comparable to that in the experience of:
Alaska?
Mr. Rivers. Senator Long, Alaska was not brought under the

Federal-aid highway system until 1956. (We appreciate the precedent.
which you have pointed out. Our equity would go back to 1916-
did yours in 1924 when you were brought under it.
Senator Grumnine. Is it not a fact that although we were brought

into the Federal highway legislation in 1956, we were brought in on a
With:

statehood, we were granted full participation. So that the period 1956--
58, when we were granted statehood, represents a period of partial

reduced, on a partial, basis?
Mr. Rivers. We were, about one-third of the participation.

participation. Both of those events were very recent.
Senator Grueninc. Would you not consider that the action taken:

by the Congress in the case of Hawaii, by which Hawaii, coming in a-
few years after the passage of the Federal-aid. highway legislation,
had refunded the sums Hawaii would have had if the Federal aid:

legislation had been applied to the Territory from the enactment of,
the legislation, in 1916, constitutes an interesting and important
precedent?

And that was paid to the Territory of Hawaii in a;
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Mr. Rivers. Yes, Senator Gruening.
Senator Ranpoutrx. Senator Cooper, do you have questions or

comments?
Senator Coopmr. Yes.
I join with

my colleagues
in welcoming the testimony of Congress-

man Rivers. This is a new question forme. I ask this one question.
Before 1956 or after 1956, and prior to the admission of Alaska as

a State, was Alaska required to share the cost or to contribute to the
funds which were allocated to Alaska by the Bureau of Public Roads?
Mr. Rivers. The Alaska Road Cominission, Senator, preceded the

Bureau of Public Roads as far as the general public domain was
concerned. The Bureau of Public Roads limited its activities to the
national forests. But I can apply your question as to whether Alaska
participated with the Alaska Road Commission in connection with
road activities. - (
each year for the highway engineer, who in turn negotiated with the
Alaska Road Commission, the terms upon which the Territorial
money would be turned over to the Alaska Road Commission, and the
Alaska Road Commission; maintained the plant and the personnel
for a moderate amount of road extension each year, and the mainte-
nance of the existing roads. And the Alaska Road Commission
applied the Territorial money with that appropriatedby Congress
for that purpose.
Senator Cooprr. I assume the records will show to what extent

Alaska. contributed to the total cost of roadbuilding?
Mr. Rivers. Yes; those figures would be readily available.
Senator Ranpotru. Senator Lusk.

__

Senator Lusx. I have no questions.
|

‘Senator Ranpotrn. We again wish to express appreciation for your
testimony.
Mr. Rivers. Thank you.
Senator Ranpotru. Senator Gruening, we shall be pleased to have

your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST GRUENING, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ALASKA :

Senator Grurnine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this
opportunity to testify on behalf of the bill Senator Long and I are
cosponsoring.
The ‘proposal represents a matter of simple equity and justice for

one of the Nation’s newest States. At first blush it might appear
to be an attempt by the State of Alaska to secure special and more
favorable treatment for itself, but a closer scrutiny will reveal that it is
nothing of the kind.
The bil gives to the State of Alaska nothing the other States have

not already received and which the then Territory of Alaska itself
would have received if it had been treated on the basis of equality
with the other States and the Territory of Hawaii. And I might add
that Puerto Rito, which pavs no Federal taxes whatsoever, and has
other special financial privileges which no territory or State enjoys
and has been included for many years in the Federal highway legisla-

(ipThe answer is yes, Alaska, the Territory of Alaska appropriateu!:

arJ
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tion, whereas Alaska has paid all Federal taxes and was not included
in Federal highway legislation until 1956, and then on a reduced basis.
Alaska is not asking for special treatment: it is asking for equal

treatment, it is asking for a part of the funds which should rightfully
have been paid to the Territory over the years.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, the figures will show that through

this bill the State of Alaska is asking for many millions less than it
could rightfully claim. In addition, it is making no claim for the
untold and immeasurable millions of dollars lost to Alaska because its
economic growth through the years has been held back because of the
inequality f treatmnt it received with respect to the allotment of
Federal-aid highway funds.
It is not- my purpose, Mr. Chairman, to indulge in recriminations

about the past or to repeat the reasons for the discriminations against
the Territory of Alaska with respect to Federal-aid highway grants.
The facts are matters of public record.
That there has been discrimination in this matter against the State

of Alaska was recognized last year by the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs in reporting out the Alaska omnibus bill,
and this is important because it really laid the groundwork for_this
legislation we are now discussing. This report by the Senate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs is as follows:
The committee has included provisions in this bill placing the State of Alaska

under the Federal-aid highway program on the same basis as all other States. It
has done so with the full realization, however, that with respect to highways
Alaska has been inequitably treated in the past and would have entered upon
statehood with a highway system much more advanced if it had been treated
with respect to Federal-aid highway aid on the same basis as the other States and
territories. As has been pointed out, Alaska did not participate at all in the
Federal-aid highway program until 1956 and from then on only on a limited basis,
The committee, therefore, feels that the Congress still has a responsibility and

a duty to examine this situation in the near future more closely in order to provide
for equitable and equal treatment for the new State. .

It is hoped that the appropriate committees of the Congress will,. therefore,
study fully this problem and recommend at the earliest possible moment the steps
needed to assure Alaska’s participation in the highway program on the -basis of
full equality, taking into consideration its limited past participation.
The fact that there has been discrimination in the past against the

territory of Alaska has been recognized; the Senate recognized it
when ib enacted the Alaska omnibus bill. The extent of that dis-
crimination has been computed.
I ask that there be printed at this point in ny remarks a table

prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of Com-
merce showing the actual apportionments and allocations to Alaska,
and in all apportionments on the same basis as other States.
Senator Ranpourn. Unless there is objoction, that will be included.
(Table referred to follows:)

/
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Taste [X.—Actual apportionments and allocations to Alaska, and estimated
amounts Alaska would have received had the territory participated in all apportion-
ments on the same basis as other Siates

{In millions of dollars]

Fund Estimate Actual

1917783) alederal aid. $67.3
Emergencyfundsi! = =SOs=C“<—=<‘“‘<‘<=~‘~*<=<;72X; DS*<=<; 2732

1996-43:

¥

rewar primary
Prewar secondary -

1946-48
and 1950-60, inclusive:

,

rimary 2

Secondary 136, 5 co 3
Urban 6 212

1959: D-funds 16.1 6.2

Subtotal 516.6 48.6

Forest highways
Public lands vi inAccess road fund: :

,
| )

Sec. 6---. 2.5 Le.
Seo, 12.0000220 Lt 11d

Subtotal 59.0 36.1

Total 575.6 84.7

1 1934-35 public works and works program highway.
2 Alaska received their frst Federal-aid highway funds under th - rs

2 ved oe ot Dew a aes, ig. y ler the Fedcral-Aid Highway Act of 1956.

Source: Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C., February 1959.

Senator Gruenina. This table shows that Alaska would have
received a total of $575 million, and that it actually did receive $84
million, leaving a balance of shghtly under $400 million, which the
Territory might conceivably claim.
This table shows that during the years since 1917 through 1959

there should have been allotted to the Territory of Alaska the sum
of $575,600,000. Actually, the Territory of Alaska received the sum
of $84,700,000. Thus the Territory was not given, during those years
$490,900,000. The sum which should rightfully have been allotted
to the Territory for its road program. This during a period

ind
»;

1917 to 1959.
We are not talking, moreover, of almost $491 million in sou

depreciated dollars. Some of those millions of dollars to build roads
would have been paid to the Territory of Alaska during a time when
their value would have purchased much more than they will in 1960.
I ask the members of this subcommittee to think of the great

economic growth that could have been Alaska’s had these funds been
paid to the Territory of Alaska when they should have been paid to
the Territory if it had been treated with full equality.
My proposal, therefore, over the 15 years starting July 1, 1961

would amount to some $191 million less than the Federal Government,
would have allotted to the Territory of Alaska had it been treated
on the same basis as the other States and territories.
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Over here, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, there is
a map, which shows what the present road situation is in Alaska.
You will see a unique situation which does not exist and could not
exist in any State of the Union, And that situation is that in Alaska
not merely some, but a majority of its communities are unconnected
by any other, either by highway or railway—the one railway we have
in Alaska is not shown on that—but that is a fact.

|
Now, it is impossible to conceive of a situation like that in West

Virginia or Kentucky or any other State where major communities—
or indeed any communities, large or small—have no highway trans-
portation either to come in or come out. And that is the situation
in Alaska to which we are addressing ourselves. And that would not
be the case if Alaska had been included from the beginning in Federal-
aid highway legislation. 7
I illustrated this previously by an analogy to the United States that

is, to the 48 States, and I would like to repent it.
‘

Here we would have a situation comparable to that in Alaska, if
in the 48 older States there would be one highway extending from
New York to Chicago, there would be a railway extending from New
York to Chicago by a different route. From a few communities there
would be a few isolated stubs of road. From the Capital, Washing-
ton, D.C., there might be a road extending to Frederick, Md., and
possibly down to Manassas, and that would be all. All the rest of
the transportation throughout the 48 States would have to be by air.
That is the situation in which Alaska finds itself.
Even the coastal maritime transportation by American carriers now

is limited to freight transportation. We no longer have any American-
flag carriers carrying passengers. :

Now, obviously air transportation is of vital importance to Alaska.
Alaska could not possibly develop without it. But you cannot build
homesteads, you cannot build lodges or accommodations, you cannot
build anything on an airway. Highways are indispensable to

development.
The Senate Committee on Public Works has authorized a memo-~

randum for highways in Alaska from which I want to insert a few
excerpts. But rather than do that now, I would prefer to skip a little
and perhaps allow other witnesses to come forward, and then resume
and answer questions.J would only say that one very striking fact about this is that
Alaska has until now been denied full inclusion in Federal-aid highway
legislation, and yet, whenever any Alaskan goes to a gas station and
says “Fill her up,” we are paying 2 cents a gallon to build through-
ways in your State, Mr. Chairman, and in Senator Cooper’s State, in
Senator Lusk’s State, and in Senator Long’s State, but not in Alaska.
We aro paying the additional taxes on trailers, trucks, tires, and gas,
but not for the benefit of Alaska. And that seems wholly unjust.
From the beginning of the Federal income tax legislation in 1913,

we in Alaska have paid all Federal taxes. And yet, when in 1916
Congress passed perhaps the most important piece of legislation it
has ever enacted for the development of our country, the Federal-aid
highway program, Alaska was excluded from it except for participation
in the national forest areas. .

Every session of Congress thereafter we hoped to be included in

legislation which was regularly introduced by our votcless Delegates,

.
ch
t
Sh

e
Ar
sp

ar
ca

HIGHWAYS IN ALASKA 1]
but this legislation never even got out of the committee. ‘And all
that time we were paying all taxes. That was taxation without

representation.
‘

*

It went on to 1956, and then a further discrimination loomed up,and that was when President Eisenhower proposed a new super-

highway
or throughway programs.

'

If you will recall the circumstances, Mr. Chairman, although you
were not actually in the Congress at that time, having served with
distinction for many years before that in the House, the President
proposed that this new superhighway program be financed by long-
term bonding. And he gave two reasons for this new program:
‘(1) that it would improve our major arteries of highway transportation
and take care of our steadily increasing traffic, our greater number of
automobiles; and (2) it would serve as a civilian defense measure to
permit the evacuation of urban communities in case of atomic attack.
The Congress agreed with the desirability of the program, b AT he

disagreed with the President as to the method of financing. Cond | I
felt—and I would say quite wisely—that it would not be fair to
burden posterity for the benefits which this generation would receive,
and proposed instead 2 pay-as-you-go program with these additional
taxes that I have mentioned on trucks, trailers, tires, and gas. But
there was one respect in which the President and the Congress did

agree,
and that was that Alaska should be excluded from the benefits

of this program but included in the taxation. And that is the situa-
tion today.:
However, at that time—in 1956—some friendly Members took pity

on us in Alaska and we owe a great debt to the late Senator Neuberger
who was trying to get us included in the Federal-aid highway program.
‘He proposed that this highway legislation be amended to include
Alaska but on a reduced basis. He thought that the most he could
get Congress to approve would be by having the formula apply to not
all of Alaska’s area but half of its area.
Apparently some other Members thought that even that proposal

was too generous, and it was reduced to the formula of one-third of
Alaska’s area as a basis for calculating Alaska’s share of Federal
highway funds, and that passed. And the result is, as I say, and i }map shows it—the red on the superimposed map shows the highwil).
we need to fill in the gaps between our principal cities, and when youlift up the outer cover, you see the great missing gaps, between our now
-isolated communities.

That is in essence what this is all about. We have various docu-
ments to demonstrate that we could have made the required matching
all through the years had we been required to do so. We Alaskans
tried vainly through these years, not merely by the efforts of our
devoted Delegates through the years, but through the memorials of
our legislature to get Congress to include Alaska in the Federal-aid
highway program.
We want to point out the great contrast that exists in the Federal

expenditure of millions of American dollars for highways throughout
the world to which Alaskans contribute in Latin America, Asia,
Africa, and Europe—and yet by contrast here is our own area,
Alaska, which has been so long deprived of participation in Federal
highway aid, and now has the problem of begging the Congress to
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see the justice and rightfulness of this legislation to make up for this
past deprivation.
I want to point out that this bill calls for no expenditure this year.

We have no desire to unbalance the budget, nor ‘does it call for any
appropriation at any time. It is an authorization bill the appropria~-
tions for which we will be required to justify each year when we go
before the Appropriations Subcommittee and the Appropriations
Committee, and justify our needs.
And that for the moment is all I have to say, although I would be

glad to answer questions later, and perhaps to add something to this
testimony.
We have here, as you know, Mr. Truman Sherard, who is the

director of the division of highways, from the State of Alaska, and our
State highway engineer. We also have some representatives of the
Department of Commerce. J do not know whether they have
rendered a report on 8. 2976 or not.
Has a report come in?
Senator RanpoutrH. Do we have the reports from the departments

involved?
Senator Gruenine. We have asked for this report for a long time—J think our first effort was months ago—this bill was introduced in

February of this year, and from that time on, February 3, we have
been seeking a report. We have had a number of conversations with
representatives of the Department of Commerce and I think they
have been trying to arrive at a decision, but to date the report has not
been received. J imagine they are here to give the views of the
Department.
Senator Ranpo.pu. Senator Gruening, perhaps it would be helpful

if we called upon Mr. Sherard at this time. We can discuss your
testimony and other statements as a later period in the kearing.
Those of us who are here today as members of the subcommittee are

grateful for your lucid explanation of what you consider to be a very
pressing problem in relation to the progress which you seek for the
people of Alaska.

Senator Grusenina. I do consider it the most pressing problem,
nothing is comparable to it in importance for Alaska. It is impossible
for Alaska to develop and grow unless,:as has been shown in the
48 States, we have highways. Alaska is in about the situation that
States were in the middle of the last century before the continent
had been traversed by railways and before there were any highways.
Since that time our Nation has grown as a result of transportation
facilities, because Americans are transportation minded. We see
the result in the magnificent network of railways and highways
and airways that span our continent and have made our Nation a
dynamic unit. But, unfortunately, those benefits were not extended
to Alaska.
Senator Ranvournw. I say this not as a pleasantry, although we

ure seatmates in the Senate, but J am always made better informed
by your discussion, Senator. Your testnmony has been cogent and
highly informative.
Senator Gruenina. You are very kind.
Senator Ranpouirn. I do feel that the world changes even as we

walk in it, and now fly in it. Perhaps the most significant fact which
we often overlook in our development is the fact of change which
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sometimes occurs slowly and then moves swiftly, but it is always
present.I remember an incident in 1855, not because I was there, but
because I am informed of a letter which was written by James Trotterof
abe Trotter Bros.,

to
the

Postmaster General. ,

e Trotter brothers had a contract to carry the mail betweenHuttonsville in Randolph County (then Virginia, now West Virginia)and Staunton, Va. In the winter of 1855, after a trip south heavysnowfall prevented their return across the mountains. The peopleof Tygarts River Valley, irritated by the delay in their mail, comp-plained to the authorities in Washington. The Post Office Depart-ment relayed the complaint to the Trotters, who replied as follows:
Staunton, Va., 1855Mr. Postmaster GENERAL,

Washington, D.C.
Sie: If you knock the gable end out of hell and back it up against Chi).Mountain and rain fire and brimstone for 40 days and 40 nights ie won’t althe snow enough to get your damned mail through on time.

.
Yours truly

TROTTER Bros.,
By James Trotrer,

So the snows of West Virginia, are deep, too.
. This is all a matter of record, and I only mention it today, toindicate that there are these changes which have been and are beingwrought in transportation and communication.
And you are very properly thinking in terms of the importance ofAlaska now, and of its future.
Mr. Sherard, will you come forward, please.

STATEMENT OF THURMAN SHERARD, DIRECTOR AND CHIEF
ENGINEER OF REGIONAL HIGHWAYS, THE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS, STATE OF ALASKA

Mr. Surrarp. Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the com-
mittee, for the record, my name is Thurman D. Sherard. I am
director and chief engineer of regional highways, the department

[1]

public works, State of Alaska. In this position I am charged witsthe development of highways and ferries in the State of Alaska.At this time I had intended to read the Senate report of the Interiorand InsularAffairs Committee on the Alaska Omnibus Act, but Senator
Gruening has read that to you, so I will not take up your time in re-
peating it.

_
Senator Gruenine. May I point out, at the risk of being repeti-

tious, that that is in effect a recommendation of the Interior Com-

mittee, another fommittee
of. the

Senate,
which handled the Alaskaomnibus and which was in effect an introducti :

tion?
duction and prolog to

_it was clear that that committee was aware at that time of the
highway needs of Alaska, the accumulated needs, and that it shouldnot legislate for them through the omnibus bill but that our needsshould be the subject of special subsequent consideration and action
by the Congress, which is what this bill proposes to do.

r. Saerarp. Senator Gruening has adequately compared theactual highway allocations which Alaska has received as compared
56473-—_60——-8
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to that which she should have received if treated on an equal basis
with

jhe
other States since the inauguration of the Federal Aid High-

way Act. ,

lam sure that the committee must have beon aware of :this grave
discrepancy, therefore inducing them to include in the report on the
Alaska omnibus bill the statement on page 8 of that report.It seems relevant at this time to draw the attention of this com-
mittee to the highway situation as it exists in Alaska today. And
here I will probably be somewhat repetitious, but I hope the repeti-
tion will bring out further the great need which Alaska has for high-
Ways.
It is estimated by the highway division that there remains approx-

imately 2,800 miles of primary and secondary highways which need
to be built to complete the basic highway network of the State. This,
of course, does not include the farm-to-market or feeder roads whicli
are also essential to the development of the economy of any pioneer
area.
Exhibit A attached hereto lists these Federal-aid roads which should

be added to the system within the next 15 years. This list does not
include the mileage which will be included for the two proposed ferry
systems, Prince Rupert, British Columbia; Haines, Alaska, and
Anchorage-Kodiak.

Using an average cost of $150,000 per mile for highway construc-
tion, plus the structures required, the cost of this added 2,800 miles
will approximate $420 million plus an estimated $18 million for the
two marine highway links, or a total of roughly $438 million. Add
to this the 680 miles of unconstructed Federal aid system roads on the
existing system and the total required approaches $540 million.
An attempt has been made to ascertain the requirements for farm-

to-market and feeder roads as the need exists today. Exhibit B,
attached, lists those requirements, and they are estimated to cost in the
neighborhood of $595 million. These are essential routes of communi-
cation which do not qualify for Federal aid and are, therefore, to be
financed from some other source. Since this list was tabulated in
February, there have been several other roads added which increase
further the financial needs of such roads.
In addition to the new construction shown in exhibits A and B, it is

necessary that a considerable amount of reconstruction must be ac-
complished each year to bring the system roads up to standard as
required by Federal-aid regulations.
During the early days of highway construction in Alaska, the policy

was to get the most miles for the dollar, and standards were not con-
sidered. Actually, much of the entire road system, including the
most recent projects, which will be inherited on July 1, 1960, from the
Federal Government by the State of Alaska, will be expensive to main-
tain due to inadequate design, poor materials control, and other sub-
standard methods used by the Federal Government.
The Alaska Highway Division consequently is programing consid-

erable reconstruction and reconditioning work during the next 2 years
in order to bring the road system to a condition where it can be main-
tained at a reasonable cost. This program of reconditioning, plus a
thorough reorganization of previous maintenance methods, will
decrease annual maintenance costs per mile by approximately
one-third,
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According to the American Association of State Highway Officials,
a certain percentage of a highway system becomes obsolete each year.
Over a 15-year period, experience has proven there will be a certain
percentage of the system miles requiring resurfacing, a certain percent-
age requiring reconstruction of base and subgrade, and a certain
percentage requiring relocation. Due to the age, condition, and
obsolete standards of the existing system in Alaska, it is estimated
that the entire mileage will require reconstruction of some type during
the next 15 years. At an estimated cost of $100,000 per mile, this
will amount to $480 million.
In order to complete the financial picture as it pertains to highways

in Alaska, we must consider the cost of adequately maintaining the
system to comply with the Federal-aid regulations, which we assume
will be enforced after July 1, 1960.
At an average cost per year of $1,500 per mile, the cost for the exist-

ing and protected system during the next 15 years will be approxilimately $128 million. This figure is arrived at by taking the existing '
cost of $5,500,000 per year of the present 4,800 miles and averaging
it with the estimated cost of $11,500,000 for the expanded system at
the end of the 15-year period, an average of roughly $8,500,000 per
ear.J would like to point out at this time that maintenance cost figures

used in developing these estimates are those given us by the Bureau
of Public Roads as being the amount it spent to maintain Alaska’s
roads.

It should be realized that the Bureau of Public Roads is not a State
highway maintenance organization and has had comparatively little
experience in actual highway maintenance operations. By trimming
off the fat and instituting a sound program or preventative as well as
routine maintenance based on many years of experience, Alaska’s
State highway maintenance engincer is fullv confident, and T know
fully capable, of reducing per mile maintenance costs appreciably.
Senator Ranpotpu. What is the current maintenance cost per mile

on your main arteries?
Mr. Suerarp. The figures that we get from the Bureau of Roads is,

that it has cost $1,500 per mile. (|
Senator RanpourH. That is very high.

.
Mr. Suerarp. Yes.
In summary, then, the estimated cost of constructing and main-

taining an adequate highway system for Alaska during the next 15

years is as follows:
(1) Additional mileage required, 2,800 miles, exhibit A, $420 million.
(2) Marine highways, two ferry systems, $18 million.

—

(3) Unconstructed system, 680 miles, $102 million.
©

Subtotal, new construction, main roads, $540 million.
¢

(4) Farm-to-market and feeder roads, exhibit B, $595 million.
(5) Reconstruction, next 15 years, $480 million.
(6) Maintenance, 15 years, $128 million.
Total required during next 15 years, $1,743 million.-I would like to point out here that the division of highways docs

not take over until July 1, and we would use past experience records
from the operation that was handled previously in Alaska. And we
hope by revising methods, and maybe a more efficient operation, we
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can reduce the per mile construction and maintenance figures to some
extent.
A simple division of this total by the 15-year projection shows that

Alaska’s need will be roughly $130 million per year to permit the
highway system to be expanded and maintained in accordance with
her needs.
The matter of financing the foregoing required construction is one

of great concern to all of Alaska.
For the next 2 years, the transitional grants provided by the Omni-

bus Act will furnish $4 million per year for State matching funds.
The balance can be provided from velucle gasoline tax revenues, which
last year brought in approximately $2.5 million per year.
During this same 2 years, the omnibus bill also allows tho expendi-

ture of 1960 and prior years’ unexpended highway funds for mainte-
nance, which relieves the State of this financial Joad at this time.
However, beginning with 1963, the entire burden of maintaining the
existing road system and the necessary matching funds for participa-
tion in the Highway Act program, as well as tho costs of highway
administration and construction of the needed off-system roads, must
be borne by the State.
Since Alaska is 40 years bchind in road construction, it is essential

that full advantage be taken now of funds available to help integrate
the State. When one realizes that only five major communities in
the entire State are connected by roads, Valdez, Seward, Anchorage,
Fairbanks, and Homer, and only one highway connection to the rest
of the United States, a State capital without any road into or out of it,
it is not hard to appreciate the feeling of desperation felt by Alaskans
who realize the tromendous amount of work to be done and the serious
shortage of funds with which this work is to be accomplished.Jt is our considered opinion that tho total amount of $20 million
annually over a period of 15 yoars requested in the bill before this
committee is not an excessive request.
As pointed out in Senator Grucning’s report to the Public Works

Committee, it is far less than Alaska should have received if she had
been treated as an equal with the other States. The loss that Alaska
has suffered cannot be evaluated as simply the amount of Federal aid
to highways apportionments over the last 40 years.
The economic development of Alaska has becn curtailed to an extent

that cannot be measured. Who can say what the net worth of Alaska’s
potential minerals, timber, hydroelectric and industrial developments
would be today if the necessary lines of communication had been pro-
vided during the last 40 years?If Alaska had been treated equitably, there would be no need for
this hearing, since, I am sure, the economy developed by the roads
which should have been built would by now have provided a self-
supporting highway program.
Since this report was first written for presentation before this com-

mittee, considerable additional work has been done on budget, road
programs, highway needs and future planning. The Alaska State
Legislature has met and passed new legislation for highways. Its
finance committees thoroughly investigated the financial picture for
roads, both present and future. The highway budget, although con-
stituting about 50 percent of the entire State budget, was considered
woefully inadequate to provide the badly needed road services. So
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much so that no funds could be found for the farm-to-market or feeder
roads which were previously mentioned as requiring approximately
$595 million to satisfy present-day needs.
Every day I received more letters and phone calls from citizens of

Alaska who are also U.S. citizens, and taxpayers, asking for roads.
They do not want fancymultilane roads with interchanges, side service
roads and concrete surfaces. They only want roads on which to get
their children to school, their produce to market, to get back and forth
to work or to the grocery store.
One heartbreaking letter from a distressed mother told me that her

12-year-old daughter with a congenital hip ailment had to walk 2
miles on crutches in the snow and mud to get to the schoolbus.
It is nothing unusual for Alaskans to walk many miles each day in

order to reach a passable road. Many of you gentlemen remember
the program of the 1920’s called ‘Get America Out of the Mud.” It
was so successful that Federal funds were increased and America i)out of the mud. Alaska feels that the same conditions apply with a
its boundaries and similar help should be forthcoming.
Alaska hasn’t been sitting still while asking for the aid which it

feels is justly due. Governor Egan asked and received a 2-cent
increase In gas tax. The legislature hired a firm to promote the
economy. The division of highways, with policy direction from the
State legislature, is taking drastic steps to cut down on expenditures.
The maintenance budget was reduced $1}, million per year, requiring
a 30- to 40-percent cut in forces and some reduction in wages. We
will program more work per man and provide no decrease in services
with the new budget.
All roads not of strictly statewide interest or highly developed local

interest must be withdrawn from State maintenance at the earliest
possible date. This will cause even greater hardships on people now
receiving State help.
Federal aid will be concentrated in the next 2 years on recondition-

ing main arterial highways so that they can be maintained at a lower
per-mile cost.
The Alaska Division of Highways will perform what was considere

an almost impossible task by taking over as an operating State ial)way agency on July 1, 1960, instead of January 1, 1963, as was allowe
by law. This will save much money by eliminating costly confusion
and duplication of effort. Imention thismainly to show that although
Alaska badly needs help for roads, she is going ahead with all her power
to set her house in order and try to become financially able to main-
tain some highway system, the best system that she can maintain for
her

people,
realizing that it will not be adequate to satisfy her needs.

Alaska, while needing your help, is also taking the necessary steps
to stand on her own two feet at this time. We are not just coming in,
like some people, and saying, we can’t help ourselves, and we want
you to help us.
Alaska has secured the services of some of the Nation’s outstand-

ing men to staff her highway division. They have been working night
and day. The ability and desire to build the 49th State into the great
economic and defense fortress it should be is there. The tools which
can be provided only by money are missing.At no time in history has a State been required to advance 40 years
overnight. Yet that is exactly what Alaska is trying to do. Years
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of Federal control have left Alaska far behind other States. Where
the other States were able to gear their finances and roads along with
the demand, Alaska already. has the demand.
Forty years ago, roads could be built for a few hundred or thousand

dollars, cars were few, and demands were only for low-speed, minimum
roads. Now Alaskans own modern high-speed automobiles, they are
brain-conditioned to good all-weather high-standard main highways.
Distances are great and arterial highways must be built to provide
fairly fast transit.

I have heard that Alaskans haven’t paid their way. Senator
Gruening has ably refuted this statement.

I would like to point out further that many Alaskans have paid
highway taxes for years in other States before coming to Alaska. Their
tax money has been taken into the Federal coffers and they justly feel
they are entitled to roads in return. Even now, we are paying for
interstate highways although Alaska has been denied participation in
the interstate program. They have paid for and are paving for good
roads in other States and in foreign countries. They feel they have
something coming to them in return.
A consultant recently visited my oflice on his way to Korea, where

inillions of U.S. dollars are being spent on roads. Another stopped
by returning from a project for building a road from Mandalay to
Rangoon, some 450 miles. To my knowledge——-
Senator Gruwnine, Could I interrupt at that point?
Senator Ranpotrn. Yes, Senator Gruening.
Senator Gruenine. T have been so touched by this foreign aid

project for a road to Mandalay paid for by American dollars which
reeall “On the Road to Mandalay” by Rudyard Kipling, which has
been famed. in verse and song, that | was tempted to bring it up to
date, and if it would not be undue levity, | would like.to read it at
this point.
Senator Ranpourn. Have you composed a parody?
Senator Grumnine, | have an adaptation.
Senator Ranpoten. | think it is a nonpartisan room, don’t you,

Senator Cooper?
Senator Coopmr. [ will have to listen to it. [ will be glad to listen.
Senator Ranpoupr. Senator Long.
Senator Lone. May [ suggest that the distinguished Senator from

Alaska sing it.
Senator Grugnina, Is there an accompanist here?
By the old Mulmein Pagoda—

or perhaps we could adapt that to read~-
By the “Vl make mine” payola,
Looking eastward to the sea
There's a Burma project settin’
And T doubt it works for me. f
Bat the White House says we've got to
And the foreign echoes say
“Come you back vou Yankee dollar
Come. you back to Mandalay.”
On the road to Mandalay
Where the ICA’ers play
Can’t vou hear those dozers clunkin’ from Rangoon to Mandalay?Just another giveaway
When the dough comes up like thunder from the good old U.S.A.

ee BTR bedi
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‘Senator Ranpoirg. I would like to applaud—will not do it, cf
course, not the singing—but the content. . | think there is much truth
in your “adaptation.” We face that situation in West Virginia, too.
Senator Gruenina. I would like to point out that in the last 5

vears the annual appropriation for mutual security highway programs
in foreign lands has averaged something over $43 million. That does
not. include the projects in the development loan program, which are
presumably loans, but are often repayable only in soft currencies.
So while we have been and are spending $43 million a vear—in grants—
to build roads in foreign countries which pay no taxes whatsoever—
and this sum will undoubtedly increase as the new born nations of
Africa come into the picture, we are asking for only $20 million for
Alaska—less than half the foreign gifts—for 15 vears to compensate
for the past exclusion of Alaska from Federal highway aid, and to
take care of our really pressing road needs. And J think that con-
trast-—that item in the “double standard”’—is really worth making:
In other words, we are asking for half as much, less than half Thmuch, for a period of 15 years, than we are currently spending tof

road construction in many foreign countries cach year.
I didn’t want to prolong this interruption. Thank you.
My, Suerarp. Senator, I take no political side, since my profession

is strictly engineering, but [ have heard quite often in Alaska the
remark, suggestive or otherwise, that seems to be presented in a half-
joking but somewhat serious vein at the same time, “By golly, we
should secede from the Union so that we can get some free financial
help from the Federal Government.”

LT have heard arguments presented by some, who I suspect wish to
continue the status quo in Alaska for selfish reasons, that the State will
be unable to handle tie job.

- Gentlemen, where would this country be if we all rolled over and
played dead every time we heard the words “Can’t be done’?
Tsay to you that not only can the State of Alaska do the yob, but

it can do it more efficiently and at less unit cost.
Under the traditional State-Federal relationship whieh will become

effective July 1, 1960, the State and Federal road agencies will operate
under a system which has proven successful and has made this Nation}
highway systems the best in the world. iyAnother argument has been presented to me by the obstructionists
that economic criteria and traffic factors do not justify expenditures
for roads in Alaska. That argument is amusing as well as ridiculous.
I spent 15 years in highway planning work, developing criteria and

economic factors on which to base the juscifieation for roads. The
work was not started until 1935. and definite factors only recently
have been fully developed in some areas. It is common knowledge
that such criteria are applicable only to developed areas, and that
they cannot be applied successfully to underdeveloped areas or un-
developed areas.
The economic development resulting from highways has surprised

the experts many times even in developed areas. The Bureau of
Public Roads has few recorded instances where generaced traffie and
economic development did not come up to predictions. Instead, in
nearly all ingtances, the predictions were far short of the resulting
developments,
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T have often wanted to ask these dispensers of doom and gloom if
the Lincoln Highway or U.S. 66 were justified through existing
traffic, land use, and economic development before it was first built,
Thank goodness, the development of the West was handled by men
with vision, courage, and faith and not by men chained to a slide rule
and a set of economic expansion tables. Otherwise, the Sioux Indians
would still be hunting buffalo,
A third argument is also presented that Alaska has already received

her fair share. One only needs to remember that a sizable percentage
of road inoneys expended in Alaska have resulted from and have been
dictated by imilitary needs. This should not be charged against a
norma! State highway program.

Gentlemen, Alaskans have faith in the future of their great State.
They intend to make it great but without the help which they justly
deserve it will take longer. It can be a hard struggle to reach the set
goals, and they will be attained,or they can be reached much earlier
to the great benefit of Alaska and the entire United States.
I therefore, respectfully urge this committee to act favorably on

the legislation now before it. Alaska wants nothing more than to
take her rightful place among this Union of States, and be permitted
to contribute her share toward the welfare of all.
Thank you very much.
Senator Ranpoupx. Thank you, Mr. Sherard.
You mentioned a $4 million figure, I believe. Is that the figure you

mentioned?
Mr. SuErarp. Of transition grants?
Senator Ranpouru. Yes.
Mr. Surrarp. Yes, sir.
Senator Ranpvoupu. I understand that the transitional grants

authorized in the Alaska Omnibus Act amounted to $1014 million
for fiscal year 1960, $6 million for fiscal years 1961 and 1962, and
$3 million for fiscal years 1963 and 1964, making a total of $28%
million. What part of this money would be for roads?
Mr. Suerarp. [ think the $4 million I mentioned was the amount

for roads.
Senator RanpourH. There is no earmarking, is there, in the transi-

tional grant?
Mr. Surrarp. No, that is merely the amount that was allocated.

That was what was used for State matching funds, to match the
Federal aid out of that.
Senator Ranpoupu. I thought there might be an impression that

all or most of this money for transitional grants would go into high-
ways. Is it true that the funds from this authorization would be used
for many other purposes?
Mr. Suerarp. Yes, that is correct.
Senator Ranpotex. And that further strengthens your p6sition;

docs it not? It seems to me that you need funds as contemplated
by the legislation before us today.
Mr. SHerarp. When the transition grants run out in 1962, which

will be the last year, we will be quite short of funds to maintain the
roads and also to match Federal aid.
We will have no money for any other roadwork in the State of Alaska

at all.
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Senator Grurnine. It is a fact that only a small amount of transi-
tion funds are destined to be used for highways; is that correct?
Mr. Suprarp. Yes; $4 million is what we use on our Statematching.
Senator Grusnina. Is it a fact that when vou get started on an

area as large as Alaska with the funds that would be available under
this proposed legislation, you would be able to do some of the things
that other States do, but there will be no opportunity to do so unless
legislation such as this is enacted to enable Alaska to catch up, to fill
the great void that has been left by the 40 years in which Alaska was
almost totally excluded from Federal-aid highway legislation, and the
shorter period since that time, since 1956, when we were included but
only on a partial basis.

:

Now, is that not really the problem, that Alaska needs to catch up,
needs to fill in these gaps between the cities that are unconnected?
Do you know of any way in which Alaska could do this unless the

Congress treats Alaska, say, like a foreign country, and provides th iDfunds, with or without matching, depending upon what the Congre
would decide?
It might decide that Alaska should match on the same basis as the

throughway matching, or it might decide that it would be a grant like
that to foreign countries, in view of the fact that Alaska throughout
the years was deprived of these funds. You are familiar with the
continental highway system. Do you see any way Alaska can con-
nect the principal cities unless some action is taken by Congress?
Mr. Suerarp. Senator, I see only two alternatives, two ways in

which Alaska can go. With help we can build these roads and we can
develop the economy, and we can get ourselves on our feet in a short
time to where we can help the economy of the United States, and we
can become a great economic factor, or we can continue scrimping
from dayto day to provide minimum services to our people. We
would not be able to match all of our Federal aid, and we would not
be able to build any of the non-Federal-aid highways at all, the roads
to the homesteaders or to the various communities which are so badly
needed—frankly, we can’t anticipate being given money and we can’t
base the program in the future on this legislation passing, so we 9
desperately retrenching our efforts to try to be able to

maintain)That is the main thing we want to do: to find enough money from ot’
own funds and resources to maintain our highways, and then if we
have a little bit left over we will try to maintain a portion with the
Federal-aid funds.
In the meanwhile, we will stagnate and remain in the mud. But

legislation of this type could fill in the stopgap between that interval
when you crawl and you walk. When you start to walk someone
generally takes you by the hand and leads you around, and so here
you stand on your two feet. Otherwise, you may never get on your
feet and start to walk.
We are in a position where there are two ways we can go: We can

stagnate, which I think is detrimental to the entire economy of the
United States; or, with a highway system, we can take our rightful
place

among
the other States in the Union.

Senator Ranpotpg. We will hear from Mr. Armstrong in just a
few minutes.
Are there any comments or questions prior to the calling of the

Commissioner of Public Roads.
56473-—G0——4
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Senator Cooper.
Senator Coorrr. Is someone going to testify from the Bureau of

Public Roads?
Senator Ranpotrx. Yes, Commissioner Armstrong is here and

hewill testily.
Senator Cooppr. Mr. Chairman, I must go, because I have another

appointinent, but I wanted to come here today because I wanted to
hear Senator Gruening and the representatives from Alaska.J would like to say that I am sure all of us recognize the need of
Alaska for an adequate road system. We are sympathetic to theclaims of Alaska.

I would like to ask if it is intended that there shall be placedin th
record a statement showing, as you have noted, all of the allocationsthat have been made to Alaska by the Federal

Government?
T hope that will be done.
Senator Gruenina. That will be done.
Senator Coopgr. Second, will there be a statement showing the

contributions of Alaska, both as a territory and as a. State, to the
construction of roads?
Senator Grusenine. That will be done. :

Senator Cooper. And will there be a statement showing the tax
levies of Alaska that Alaska has directed to road construction, highway
construction?
Senator Grugenina. That will be done.
Senator Cooper. Although I have to go, I wanted to comment on

that.
Senator Grugnine. Thank you very much for coming, Senator

Cooper. I appreciate your interest.
Senator Ranpourn. Senator Lusk.
Senator Lusk. IT have no questions.
Senator Ranpo.pex. Senator Long.
Senator Lona. I would just like to add this:
We feelin the State of Hawaii we have been faring marvelously

well, everything considered. We were aware that ‘in relation to
roads we were in a sense—well, definitely

we were not receiving
what we should have been receiving That was recognized, and at
least on two occasions, something has been done about it. And I
sincerely hope that this committeewill act favorably on the bill under
consideration. It will at least be a necessary beginning toward
similar action in relation to the State of Alaska.“ And I certainly
congratulate the able Senator from the State of Alaska on the com-

prehensive,
convincing report that he has given to us on the bill.

J hope that it will be enacted into law.
Senator Ranpo.tpu. Thank you very much.
(Exhibit A, additional miles at main

connecting
roads which should

be added to Federal aid system in next 15 years and exhibit B,
recommended farm to market and access roads not qualifying’under
Federal-Aid Highway Act, follow:)
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Stare or ALASKA,
DeEpARTMENT oF PusLic Works,

Juneau, Alaska, February 27, 1960.

Exarsit A
Additional miles ofmain connecting roads which should be added

to
Federal aid system

in next 15 years Miles
Nome-Fairbanks 1400
Anchorage-Ruby-via-MeGrath 1200
Dillingham-JWiamna Bay 200
Bethel-McGrath 250
Unalakleet-Koyuk k 125

Kantishna-MeGrath 150
McCarthy via White River to Canadian boundary___.--.-.---------- 80
Dillingham-Crooked Creek 200
Umiat-Bettles-Fairbanks 360
Cirele-Eagle 125
Nabesna-Boundary / 100
Isurcka-Rampart =~ INikishka-Hope (Kenai-North)
Susitna- Willow . 25
Teller-Lost River 50
Berin River Road-Katalla 20
Skagway-Haines__..__.-.-_..-.--------------------+--------~-------- 35
Taku River Road___.._._._._-..--.-----.+----------------------- 40
Dry Strait-Canadian boundary.-_.-_--------------------- - » 35
Ketchikan-Canadian boundary 90
Kotzebue-Koyukuk 200
Miles which should be added next 15 years - 22,785
Miles in existing system 5, 300

Total required in 15 years 8, 085
1 Defense.
2 In addition around 680 miles on the existing systems remain to be built to any standard and all of exist-

ing construction will have to be replaced by end of 15-year period.

}



Exuisit B

Recommended farm-to-market and access roads not qualifying under Federal-Aid Highway Act

Road or improvement requested Total Construetion Total Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—
mileage eost per mile cost ! :

() Bridge Matanuska River at Chickloon | 26 miles $200,000-....--.--
} $6, 200, 000 Bertram Duff, City of Palmer

River drainag and to east side of | Bridge,400.feet__| $1,000 per foot.__ councilman. CNov. 4, 1959).
Matanuska River and down Glenn :

(2) Continue St ka Road dContinue Mtanuska Road down railroad | 4 miles $150,000
right-of-way to Eklutna Flats recon- | Bridge, 10,000 $1,000 per foot...\} 12,

050, 000
do Do.

necting the Glenn Highway. feet.
(3) That new secondary roads in Matanuska | 27 miles $75,000 2,300, 000 do Do.

Valley be run on section lines and more
maintenance on secondary gravel roads
(more blade work).

Will submit report in week or 10 days (Nov Claire O. Banks, Greater Anchorage
8, 1959). manager. Chamber of Com-

merce.
@) Widening and paving highway from city | 5!4 miles $230,000 1,470, 000 E. E. Anderson, di- City of Sitka (Nov. 9,

limits to Halibut Point and paving from rector of public 1959).
Halibut Point to old Sitka (end of high- works.
way), 5.52miles.

(2) Road extended from old Sitka and some | 5 miles $200,000 1, 175, 000 do Do.
aecess roads opened up to provide more
building sites.

(3) Endorse feasibility study of a road from 15, 000 do Do.
Sitka to the eastern side of the island to
tie in with ferry system.©

Reine rol at mouth ofYakalotBay and Breakeristing road at mouth o: lof Bay ani reakwater, i- i
need of a jetty 300 feet long to protect dock, ete., 2, 360,000

nee eneneee
F
rani

Roby, presi Seldovia of
® 8 deep-water boat

float, ete. an a 811000,000.
,

1959)eldovia show e connected with a roa ,000;....----- “

that would tie in with the Homer-An-
7 27,

460, 000
do

Do.
chorage Highway.

(83) Road from Seldovia to Port Dick (approxi- $200,000 4, 450, 000 do Do.
mately 16 miles).

(1) Extend Mitkof Highway to boundary Programed |

(2) Running throughway*from Scow Bay in ; 3 miles $300,100 1, 015, 000 L. M. Williams, Town of Petersburg
southern part of Petersburg in a straight *

mayor. (Nov. 10, 1959).
line back from the beach and existing
housing and coming down Lumber St.
and Straight into town (says BPR has
plan in office).

rade level of proposed road being planned to 20, 000 J. E. Danielson, su- | Ketchikan Independ-
Grace diomentery school,

oP ,
perintendent of ent School District
schools. (Oct. 20, 1959}.

(1) Extension of Mitkof Highway to the Programed, town of Peters- E. J. Hagen, presi- Petersburg Chamber
boundary. burg. dent. of Commerce (Oct.

26, 1959).
(2) Realinement, widening, and surfacing of | 26 miles. $400, 000 10, 700, 000 do Do.

the Mitkof Highway. : : : -
Improvement of truck route along Noble | 1 mile $200, 000 — 250, 000 Robert L. Crow, di- City of Fairbanks
St. in Fairbanks by placing permanent rector. (Sept. 15, 1959).
paving.

Fairbanks: hiehimary highways: : :m
@ SReconetrrtion of Alaska Highe{ Included in Federal-aid pro- | Bert Semple, presi- | Fairbanks Chamber of

way, generally between Delta gram. dent. Commerce (Nov. 6,
Junction and Fairbanks (recom- 1959).
mends 4-lane highway between
Fairbanks and Eielson Air Force
ase).

(2) Supportand recommended exten-| do do Do,
sion andcompletionof FAS 680-1.

Secondary roads:
(i) Urge planning, engineering, and do do Do.

construction of section (FAP
37-2) and immediate paving of
the section of the Fairbanks-
Nenana-MecKinley Park road
designated (FAP 37-1).

(2) Urge continued construction of the do do Do.
Fairbanks-Chena River :

Gena
Hot Springs Rd.) (FAS

Urban roads:
(1) Realinement of Richardson High- do do Do.

way in vicinity of Big Bens, just
south of Fairbanks.

(2) New bridge spanning Chena do do Do.
River at University Ave.

(3) University bypass 7 miles $175,000 2, 360, 000 ; .
do Do.

(4) Improvement of the Richardson Included in Federal-aid pro- do Do,
Highway (between Fairbanks gram.
and Six Mile).

Seo footnotes at end of table, p. 35.

FG
SS

H
IG
H
W
AYS

IN
ALASKA

H
IG
H
W
AYS

IN
ALASKA

Rd



Recommended farm-tc-market and access roads not qualifying under Federal-Aid Highway Act—Continued

Road or improvement requested Total
mileage

Construction.
cost per mile

Total
eost I

Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—

Iiomer, Alaska:
Primary roads:

(1) Compietion and
|

paving of tre
Sterling Highway.

(2) Extension of the east end road
from present terminus south of
Moose Range to connect with
existing Sterling Highway in
vicinity of Kasilof (52}4 miles).

(3)
Fox River

Spur route to Bradley
ake.

(4) Reconstruction and maintenance
of a road connecting Diamond
Bridge with Ohison Mountain.

Secondary roads:
(D Extension of the North Fork road

of the Anchor River, eventually
to meet the road system north of
Homer.

(2) Relocation of the Ohlson Moun-
_ _tain access road from Homer to

eliminate the steep graies of the
East Hill road.

(Note.—Letter also lists 4 roads
needing maintenance.)

Kodiak, Alaska:
(1)

Construction
aud paving of FAP ronte

No, il,»
programed

under F-011-1(1)
(from Shelikotf Highway down
Main St, of Kodiak; thence out
Mission Rd. to Spruce Cape, to new
location via Brooklyn Ave., Reza-
noft Dr., J St., to eastern city limit;
then back to Mission Rd, to Spruce
ape).

(2) Reconstruction, widening,
and surfae-

ng ofFAS Route >

(3) Widening and reconstruction of Sheli-
kof Highway from Alaska Way to
beginning ofnewly constructed base
road,

(4) Construction of Near Island Bridge...-

Spenard, Alaska, Public Utility District:

(1) Relocation
of

Spenard
Rd. at

Chesterreek,

(2) Paving of Minnesota Ave. from
Northern Lights Blvd. to-44th Ave.

@),
Continuing with paving

long
44th

Ave, (Campbell Station Rd.) and ex-
tending paving 44th Ave. east to Tudor
Rd. and west to Spenard Rd.

(4) Paving of Arctic Blvd. from Firewood
,

Lane to International Airport Rd.
(5) Construction of new road from end of
Northern Lights Blvd., along boundary
of military reserve south to Lake Hood
Rd. Paving of this road from end -of
paving at Northern Lights Blvd. to the
air_ terminal at international airport.

(6) Extension and paving of C St. from
Firewood Lane to Northern Lights
Blvd. (Also suggests an exchange of
maintenance responsibility.)

Cordova, Alaska:
(1) Copper River Highway, completion

from mile 49 to Chitna.

{2) Coal Field Rd., from mile 39 on Cop-
per River Highway to Cordova coal
fields at Bering River.

(3) Copper River Highway, grading, pav-
ing, curbs, gutters, buikheads from
mile 0 at Ocean Dock to mile 1,

(4) Whiteshed Rd., completion to Point
Whiteshed.

(5) Copper River Highway, widen and
straighten between miles 3 and 4,
through rock cuts.

City of Juneau, Alaska:
Primary highways:

(1) Glacier Highway urban outerdrive

(2) Southeastern ferry system with
terminals at Prince Rupert,
Ketchikan, Wrangell, Peters-
burg, Juneau, Sitka, Haines,

> and Skagway.
(3) Eagie River-Berners Bay Rd
(4) Thane-Point Bishop Rd
(5)

Juneau-Thane, road reconstruc-fon

See footnotes at end of table, p. 38.

52 miles

19 miles_.-.--...
Bridges, 2,000
feet,

10 miles-_--__-..-

4 miles

400 feet

1
mile

26 miles

2miles

2,000 feet

40 miles

1 mile and
bulkheads,

10 miles

12 miles
8 miles
4 miles

“|

$180,000

75,000
S000 per foot.

$200,000

$200,010

$1,000 per foot -.

$100,000

$200,000

$200,000

$409,000

:

$400,
$1
50,000

$8, 910.000

} 4, 150, 000

2, 240, 000

925. 000

500, 000

*

320, 000

765, 000

460,000

200,000

29,070, 000

- 450, 000

2, 775, 000

16, 500, 000

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram.

Would be a spur from above
(2) road.

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram,

North Anchor River Rd.
(FAS 4441), sec. B

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram.

do

Information not available

Robert Norman, cor-
responding —secre-
tary.
do.

do

Robert Norman, cor-
responding secre-
tary.

Merrill C. Coon,
mayor.

Merrill C. Coon,’
_ mayor.

Homer Chamber of
Commerce (Noy. i,
1959),
Do.

De.

Do.

City of Kodiak (Nov.
4, 1959

Da,

Included in Federal aid pro-
gram,

Minnesota St. not on ‘“‘sys-
tem.”

Included in
Federal

aid pro-
gram,

Inciuded in Federal-aid pro-
gram,

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram,

Programed._..-...---------.--
Entire system

John D. Riley, man-
ager.

do

do

do

do

do

W. H. Ekemo, secre-
tary.
“do

do

do

do

J, Wayne Johnson,

councilman.lo

Spenard Public utility
District (Nov. 4,
1959).
Do.

Cordova Chamber of

Rommerce
(Nov. 4,

Do.

City of Juneau
(Nov. 6, 1959).
Do.

Do.
Do.

LG
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Recommended farm-to-marnc:and access roads not qualifying under Fedeal-Aid Highway Act—Continued ae

Road or improvement requested naga Construction Tota
Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—

ileage cost per mile cos

City of Juneau, Alaska—Continued
‘

Primary highways—Continued
(6) North Douglas Highway recon- | 8}3 miles-.---_-- $100,000 $1, 050, 000 J Wayne Johnson, City of Juneau

fayction
(preparatory to pav- councilman. (Nov. 6, 1959).

2) North’ Douglas (Tee Harbor- | 834 miles $50,000... 490, 000Eagle River). -

Ghacier Blghway
loop (Meden- | 8.2 miles. __.-.--} $50,000 470, 000 }}Total cost, $1,190,000 do Do,

Juneau-Thane, paving 230, 000
‘

id
Mendenhall Bar, connection between 500, 000 do Do. yy
500-ton_paper-mill ite and airport, a
Auke Bay area. i

Secondary and local roads: =
(1) Fritz Cove Rd., reconstruction.._.} 2.5 miles. $200,000_...-.--- 575, 000 do Do. >
(2) Fritz Cove Rd., engineers cutoff | 1.3 miles $250,000... 380, 000 do Do. ed

extension (Mendenhall Penin- wa
Sula loop).

@) Fish Creek-Point Hilda Ra. (also | 13 miles $400,000 5, 900, 000 do Do. bo
includes some suggestions on main- A
tenance).

Kenai, Alaska: co

Extension ofthe North penal
Rd. (Kenai- Included in Federal aid pro- Ee

'p 0 ighway).
Auke Bay Publ Utility District: a(1) Southeast Alaska ferry system See City of Juneau, item 2

|
C. R. Nordling, pres- |Auke Bay Public Util- Sunder ‘Primaryhighways’. ident, board of ity District (Nov.

. directors. 5, 1959).
(2) Juneau outer drive .

Information incomplete
(3) Eagle River-Echo Cove construction See City of Juneau, item 3} C. R. Nordling, presi- Do.

under Primary highways.” ident, board of
; . directors. .

(4) Fritz Cove Rd. reconstruction See
City

of
yepesu,

item 1, do Do,
: - secondary highways. :

(5) Gastineau Channel Causeway See City of Juneau,
item 8, do Do.

primary highways.
(6) Thane-Point Bishop construction See City of Juneau,

item 4, do Do.
primary highways.

(2 Loop Rd. construction See
City:

of
Juneau,

item 2, do Do,
~ secondary highways.

(8) Shrine-Eagle River reconstruction Programed
8 ¥

(9) Tee Harbor-Eagle River paving See City of Juneau, item 7, | C. R. Nordling, presi- Do,
primary highways. ident, board of

directors,

(10) Juneau-Thane reconstruction
B08 et guwsye

item 5, do Do.

11) Mendenhall Peninsula_ 2.6 miles. $200,000 625, 000 do Do.ft North Douglas-Point Hilda construc-
,

Seecitya yyneat
item 3, do Do.

Wantsgraveyard road repaired 0.7 miles $200, 000- 160, 000 Evelyn Thomas
Craig,

Alaska (Aug. 18,

Requests extension of Doli Rd Unknown. Mary Bus
Fairbanks, Alaska.

29,
:

i ” Included in 6-year program....| Petition, Farmer's Fairbanks, Alaska.

Reto and rere rccrath Ras,
Farmer's

Loop Homemaker's
,

"
isti jarne Olsen, vice Alaska State Planning

1t-page letter listing results of public hear- None Bjarne : : D
i ident. Commission (Nov.
ings throughout State. pres

£1929): .

i irbanks...-.. iles._..---- 200,000. 293,250,000 |}
This portion not included in | J. M. Kroninger Northwestern Alaska

(t) Highway 97, Nome to Fairbanks-_ 380 miles $200, Federal-aid program. chairman, road o.sah
C. (Nov. 5,

commission. .

(2) Unalakleet to junction with Highway | 145 miles $200,000 235, 100, 000 do Do. fd
97. a

Secondary roads:
(i) Nome-Teller Rd., 40 miles of

|
40 miles $200,000 29,150, 000 do Do. gnew construction.

Q) Kougarok Rd., 25 miles 25 miles._ $200,000 5, 800, 000 do Be. >
(8) Nome-Council Rd., 2 3-mile | 6 miles $200,0C0 1, 400, 000 do 0.

‘4section, plus 3 stream crossings.
(4) Dexter

realinement, | file sec- | 4 miles $200,000 1, 100,000 do Do.
8tion, plus crossing Nome River. .

(5) Council White Mountain, 12 | 12 miles $200,000 2, 800, 000 do Do.
miles from Fox Junction. ; D

(6) Deering Rd., connection to
|
80 miles. $200,000 218, 900, 000 do 0.

E‘aylor.
(7) Kotzebue-Candle to connection ; 160 miles $200,000 237,850,000 do Do.

with Highway 97.
| DUnalakleet to Coal Mine 10 miles $200,000 2, 350,000 do

Do.3 Shungnak to Ruby Creek... 18 miles $200,000 4,125,000 do
Do.

(10) Pilgrim Hot Springs to Highway | 8 miles $200,000 1, 850, 000 dO 0.

97.
(11) Serpentine Hot Springs to Taylor.| 9 miles $200,000 2,000, 000 do Do.

Secondary roads needing improvement:
(1) Nome

gorth
on

Route
141 (High-

Included
in Federal-aid pro- do Do.

way to mile 60; narrow sec- .

tions need widening to second- -

D
ary standards. do. do 0.

(2) Same situation on Nome-Penny
River section of Route 131 (letter
also lists a number of suggestions
on maintenance needs).

$50,000
$200,

See footnotes at end of table, p. 35,
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Recommended farm-to-market and access roads net qualifying under Feeral-Aid Highway Act—Continued

Road or improvement requested Total Construction Total Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—
Mileage cost per mile cost t

City of Juneau, Alaska:
(i) Southeastern Alaska ferry system tones (See City of Juneau, item (2), | Robert A. Wells, Juneau Chamber of

“Primary highways’’.) manager.
pomumerce

(Nov.
6, 1959).

,

2) Juneau outer drive, from southern | ene neee Incomplete information.
end city to Norway Point.

(3) Reconstruction of Eagle River High- Programed Robert A. Weils, Do, .

way from Shrine Harbor to Eagle manager. td
River, 4.3 miles. =

{4) Eagle RivertoEcho Cove, 13.7miles (See City of Juneau, item (3), do Do. 2.
“Primary highways.”’) ee

(5) Paving of road between Tee Harbor (See City of Juneau, item (7), do Do. aand Eagle River. “Primary highways.”’) >
(6) Reconstruction of Thane Highway, (See City of Juneau, item (), do Do. ro

3.4 miles. “Primary highways.’’) m
(7) Reconstruction of Fritz Cove High- (See City of Juneau, item (1), do Do.

way, 2.6 miles. ‘Secondary highways.’’) et
(8) Causeway across Gastineau Channel (See City of Juneau, item (8), do Do. 4

south of Juneau Airport, 2 miles. “Primary highways.’’)
(9) Reconstruction of the loop road be- Programed. >

tween airport and Glacier, 5.3miles. 5(0) Thane-Point Bishop Rd., 7.5 miles (See City of Juneau, item (4), |Robert A. Wells, Do. ta‘Primary highways,’’) manager,
(il) Connecting road between 2 roads on (See City of Juneau, item (2), aMendenhall Peninsula, “Secondary highways.”’)
(12) North Douglas-Point Hilda (See City of Juneau, item (8), |Robert A. Wells, Do.

“Secondary highways.”’) manager.
City of Douglas:

(1) Relocation of primary route through | 0.6 mile $200,000 $250, 000 William E. Boehl, City of Douglas
Douglas by extension of 3d St. to -

mayor. CNoy. 12, 1959).
city limits.

(2) Extension of Douglas Highway to | 7.5miles._...... $400, 000 3, 400, 000 do Do.
south end Douglas Island.

_

(3) Engineering study.and planning for 150, 000 do City of Douglas (Nov.
replacement of Douglas Bridge. 12, 1959).

Access road from Barrow Village to On “State” 6-year program....| George B. Rayburn, | Wien Alaska Airlines
Point Barrow airstrip. executive vice (Nov, 16, 1959).

president.
City of Ketchikan: .

(@) Ferry system connecting Prince (See City of Juneau, item (2), |R. M. Hardcastle, City of Ketchikan
Rupert with Haines-Skagway. “Primary highways.’’) mayor. (Nov. 13, 1959),

(2) Primary route through Ketchikan Programed — . . do | Do,

(3) 514-mile loop commencing on north at | 5.5 miles $400,000 2, 500, 000 do Do.
the intersection of 4th Ave. and
terminating at Saxman on the south
with connecting secondary routes
between the primary routes.

(4) 961) Extend secondary system be- | 0.5 mile $200,000 175, 000 do Do.
tween Carlanna Rd. and Jaekson St.

(6) Herring Cove-Jackson St., secondary | 4.4 miles $250,000 1, 275, 000 do Do.
extension.

(6) Extension of existing secondary route | 1 mile $400,000 460, 000 do Do.
1 mile from Herring Cove to Lake ,

Whitman.
(7) Extension of secondary system and | 9 miles $400,000 4, 000, 000 do Do.

construction of approximately 9

miles
from Beaver Falis to White

ver.
(8) Extension of secondary system and | 12 miles $400,000 5, 425, 000 do Do.

construction of 12 miles of road be- .

tween Ward Lake and White River. ty
(9) Extension of secondary system and { 12 miles $400,000 5, 425, 000 do Do. a)

construction of 12 miles from Lunch Q
Creek to Loring. dW

{10) Construction and improvement of | 26 miles $400,000 12, 900, 000 do Do. 3secondary road to connect Hollis- >Klawock and Craig. .

ra(11) That route covering proposed loop No cost for reclassification do Do. wafrom Herring Cove to an intersec- .

tion with FAP 95 at Ward Cove, bt
via Beaver Falls, White River, and Z
Ward Lake, from secondary route

:

to primary. >
Lower Stikine River road to connect | 50 miles $400,000

2 28, 820, 000 A. V. Ritchie, chair- | Ritchie Transporta- io
Wrangell and Petersburg with Cassiar- man of roads, repre-. tion Co., Wrangell >
Stewart Rd. senting town of (Nov. 17, 1959). n

Wrangell. aWant all-weather farm-type road along On “State’’ 6-year program Petition (Big Lake).
southern shore of Big Lake.

Northwestern Alaska:
(1) Road from Barrow to fresh water | 254 miles._...... $200,000 575, 000 J M Kroninger, Northwestern Alaska

supply approximately 244 miles chairman, road Chamber of Com-
south of village, with a connecting commission. merce (Nov. 19,
road of 34 mile to village dump. - 1959).

(2) Improvement of existing road between On “State” 6-year program do Do.
Barrow and airport, 3}4 miles.

City of Anchorage, Alaska:
(1) Immediate allocation of funds for pre- Included in Federal-aid pro--|.George C. Shannon, City of Anchorage

liminary engineering and right-of- gram. city mayor. (Nov 20, 1959).
way acquisition for freeway system _
proposed in origin and destination
report for Anchorage.

See footnotesfatvend of table,!p. 35, oo
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Recommended farm-to-market and access roads not qualifying under Federal- Aid Highway Act—Continued

_———=SS

Road or improvement requested. ‘Total
mileage

Construction
cost per mile

Total
cost !

Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—

City of Anchorage, Alaska—Continued
(2) Construction of the portion of the ac

cess road to Anchorage port from
vicinity of the loop road to port.

(3) Relocation, widening, and paving of
Spenard Rd. from 13th Ave. and
L St. to international airport road.

(4) Construction, widening, and paving of
C St. from 16th Ave. to connection
with Northern Lights Blvd.

(5) Widening and paving of Airport
Heights Rd. from DeBarr Rd. to
E. 5th Ave.

Kodiak, Alaska: Want road being considered
to be run via Island Lake district
rather than through Kodiak’s water-
shed.

City of Wrangell:
(1) From present road on Wrangell Island

across to the mainland at the Nar-
rows between the Eastern Passage
and Blake Channel, continue into
and along the Stikine River to Kak-
wan Point; there to connect with the
present Stikine-Metkof road now
being programed.

Greater Anchorage, Alaska:
Primary highways, regional (mew con-
struction):

(1) Susitna-Kuskokwin Highway, 250
miles in length from upper
reaches of Susitna Valley, north-
west through Ptarmigan (or
Rainy) Pass in Alask Range
down into Kuskekwin Valley
to MeGrath.

(2) Bristol Bay “road and ferry” link,
from Kenai Peninsula to Bristol
Bay area (Dillingham).

(3) Knik Arm Bridge and rerouting of
highway. (Survey and feasibil-
ity study on shortening route
between Anchorage and Palmer
by installation of bridge across
Knik Arm and rerouting traffic
on west side of Knik Arm into
Palmer).

Primary highway, lecal (mew construc-
tion):
(1). Anchorage freeway system, alloca-

tion of funds for engineering
studies and to expedite construc-
tion of system.

Primary, local (reconstruction): _

G) Post Rd.: Widening, paving and
general maintenance of present
road between Elmendorf Air
Force Base and city of Anchor-
age.

Secondary road improvements: _

(1) C St. paving and extension. Ex-
tension involves 4 additional
blocks south from. Firewood
Lane to Northern Lights Blvd.
and the paving from 16th St. and
C St. on through to Northern
Lights Blvd. .

(2) Airport Heights Rd. paving.
Paving of approximately 10 city
blocks, consisting of Airport
Heights Rd, where it leaves
East 5th Ave. near east end of
Merrili Field over to DeBarr

Rd.,
and the paving of DeBarr

Town of Valdez, primary highways:. .
(1) Richardson Highway, Federal aid

program Route 7}, from mile 25.5 to
mile 27 (stretch over Thompson
Pass Summit), 1.5 miles, raise and
realine, grade, and construct snow

1 mile

0.6 mile

50 miles

250 miles

220 miles

sheds.

See footnotes at end of table, p. 35,

$200, 000

$200, 000

$400, 000

$400, 000

$200,000

$350, 000

200, 000

2 28, 820, 000

2 61, 500, 000

2
58,500,000

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram (freeway system).

Included in Federal-aid pro-
gram.

Rerouting of proposed Ouzin-
kie-Kodiak Rd.

2,000 feet

0.6 mile

153 miles

$200,000

$500,000

200, 000

850, 000

gram.

do-

Included in Federal aid pro-

George C. Shannon,
city mayor.

do

do

do

Charles H. Eldris,
chairman, commis-.
sion on roads, lands,
and harbors.

Alvin E. Mervyn,
eity clerk.

Lary H. Landry,
president, and Jack
White, chairman,~
road developmentcommission,

do

City of Anchorage
(Nov. 20, 1959).

Kodiak Chamber of
Commerce (Nov. 4,
1959).

Town ofWrangell
(Nov. 23, 1959).

Greater Anchorage
Chamber of Com-
merce,

cE

do

do

do

do

Do.

Robert W. Kendall,
town business
manager.

Town of Valdez
(Nov. 21, 1959).
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Road or improvement requested Total
mileage

Construction
cost per mile

Total
cost |

Remarks Writer of letter Letter from—

Town of Valdez, primary highways—Con.
—

Secondary highways and local service
roads:

(1) Mineral Creek Rd., Federal aid
to States, Route 8151: (¢) From
Alaska Ave. in Valdez to Valdez
oity limits; reconstruct and sur-
face with crushed gravel;
(0) from Valdez city Kmits to
mile 25, lower grade for 4 mile

beginning
at city Mmits bridge,

widening of road bed, and gravel
surfacing; (c) from mile 2.5 mule
12, reconstruction and widening
ofroad bed, raising and lowering
of grades, gravel surfacing.

(2) Federal aid to States, route 8152,
Airport Rd. and Airport Loo:
Rad.: (a) From Mineral Cree
Rd., to Glacier Rd. recreation
area, & distance of about 2miles
lowering of grade from Minera
Creek Rd. to the airport, widen-
ing road, bed, gravel surfacing;
oy from fork of road near en-
trance to Glacier Rd. recreation
area to junction at about mile 2
on Mineral Creek Rd., a dis-
tance of about 2.5 miles of the
Airport Loop Rd., complete re-
construction.

(8) Federal aid to States, route 8153,
Robe Lake Rd., extension of
present 0.5 mile around north
and east sides of lake, a distance
of about 2.5 miles, to connect
with Richardson Highway at
about mile 6.

(4) Federal aid to States, route 8159,
Blueberry Lake Rd., from mile
24 on Richardson Highway to
Blueberry Lake, widening, ex-
tension and-gravelling. :

(5) Federal aid to States, route 8161,
Worthington Glacier Rd., con-
tinued summermaintenanceand
gradual extension if face ofglacier
continues to recede.

(6) Jackson Point Rd., 5.5 miles, re-
construction of roadbed and installa-

. tion of bridges over Lowe River and
several creeks, followed by recon-
struction of Solomon Lake access
road 2 miles from Solomon Gulch
owerhouse.

Secondary and local service roads:
(1) Reconstruction and gravel surfac-
ing of Federal aid to States Route
8151 and 8152, from Alaska Ave. in
Valdez to Glacier Rd. recreation
area,

(2) Basic roadbed construction in the
following order: (a) Federal aid to
States Route 8152, Airport Loop
Ra.; (6) Mile 5 through 12 of Federal
aid to States Route 8152, Mineral
Creek Rd.; (¢) extension of Federal
aid to States Route 8153, Robe Lake
Rad.; (¢) Jackson Point Rd. and
Solomon Rd.

(3) All recommendations not covered
in Ist and 2d priority list to be given
equal tertiary

priority
and schedules

48.s00n ag available funds will allow.
Hydaburg, Alaska:

(1) Road from Hydaburg to their dam, 2
miles,

(2 froad
in city (about 4 blocks) serving

Uses
Homesteaders in Fairbanks area: Construc-
tion of new section of road from Happy
Landing on Sheep Creek in a northerly di-
rection to connect with Steese Highway nearFox at Engineer Creek.

18 miles

434 miles

234 miles

0.5 mile

0.5m

534 milk

13m

2 miles

% mile

9 miles

$200,000

$100,000

“+ $200,000

$170,000

' Preengineering, design, right-of-way, construction.
2 Including maintenance depots every 40 miles at $260,000 on long proposed routes,

$3, 000, 000

515, 000

100, 000

Notz.~—Total requests, $549,590,000.

@ as previous requests

Robert W. Kendall,
town business
manager,

do

do

do

do

Robert W. Kendall,
town business
maanager.

do

do

do

George Nix, mayor...
do

Olarence D. Leab,
Post Office Box 893,
Fairbanks, Alaska.

Town of Valdez
(Nov. 21, 1959).

Do.’

Town of Vaidez
(Nov. 21, 1959).

Do,

Hydaburg, Alaska
(Nov.

10, 1959).
0.”

Petition from home-
steaders in Fair-
banks area (Nov. 30,

.

veRe ded f. da ds qu lifying under Federé d Highway Cont.nue

G
E

8s

$170

$200

$200,

$200,!

$200,(

100, 000

1, 590, 000

8,000, 000

Sar

470,000

200, 000

2,050, 000
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36 HIGHWAYS IN ALASKA

Senator Ranpotpu. Ellis Armstrong, the Commissioner of the U.S.
Bureau of Public Roads, is here, and we are privileged to have his
statement or comments on this legislation.

STATEMENT OF ELLIS L. ARMSTRONG, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU
OF PUBLIC. ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOM-
PANIED BY FRANCIS C, TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
AND CHIEF ENGINEER

Mr. Armstronae. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Lalso have Mr. Frank Turner, the Deputy Commissioner, who may

be of some assistance in answering some of the questions.
We appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the views of the

Department on this bill. We are sorry that we haven’t gotten to you
‘before. Now the formal position of the Department, but we have dis-
cussed this, and have informal clearance to point out the position of
the Department.
As you know, and as has been discussed here already, for many

years the responsibility of the major road construction in Alaska,
except for the forest’ highways, was under the jurisdiction of the
Alaska Road Commission in the Department of the Interior, and the.
funds were authorized to be appropriated by the Congress for roads in
Alaska, and were administered by the Department of the Interior.
In each year the road needs of the territory were regularly included

in appropriation requests, and of course were considered by Congress
in their deliberations. And during the period of 1916 to—rather,
-during the period of Federal aid, that is, through 1956—the total
Federal funds that were appropriated to Alaska and were used in
Alaska totaled nearly $290 million. And [ believe that Senator
Gruening gave the figure of $85.million—was it, Senator—as the
amount that Alaska had received.
I believe that figure was on the basis of the Federal aid highway pro-

gram, and didn’t include other congressional appropriations including
those to the Alaska Road Commission. ‘Through fiscal year 1956,
appropriations to the Alaska Road Commission totaled about $188
million; $244 million was used for roads and trails by the National Park
Service, ‘and for those portions of the Alaskan highway within Alaska,
approximately $134 million. The estimated expenditures in Canada,
on the Alaskan highway total about $81 million.
Senator Grugnine. You don’t include the expenditures in Canada

as part of the contribution to that, do you?
Mr. Armstronae. No. J just mentioned that that was an expendi-

ture, however, in getting roads up to Alaska.
That makes a total of approximately $370 million, of which nearly

_
$290 million was expended within Alaska.
Senator Grunnine. Is it your claim that the Federal Government

has expended—what was that sum?
Mr. Armstrong. $290 million.

Senator
Gruenine. Would you be kind enough to submit a break-

down?
Mr. ArmstronG. We will be glad to give you the details.
Senator Grugenrna. That does not correspond with our figures at

all.

HIGHWAYS IN: ALASKA 37

Senator Lone. I wanted to ask this question, as to whether that _

included expenditure for military roads as well as roads for ordinary
ivilian use?

SON ee A entsTRONG. The only military roads were those on access
roads that were handled under the 1941 act, where there was $21
million, and $1.1 million handled under the 1950 act. It

doesn’t
inelude the expenditures that were made directly by the military.

Senator GRUENING. Would you mind brexking down the principal
xpenditures now?

,

. t would like to see how you arrive at that total.
Mr. Armstronc. Well, I don’t have them broken. down, Senator,

any further than the summary that I just gave, that is, by the yearly
appropriations. oo
Pie would be glad to supply that for the record. ThSenator Gruentne. That is very necessary, because those figt)) |)

do not correspond with our information at all. .

Mr. Armstrone. I believe it does, Senator, insofar as the informa-
tion that you gave us, that is, the $85 million that you gave includes
the Federal aid apportionments under the regular Federal aid pro-
cedures, and didn’t include the congressional appropriations to the

d Commission.ae toe‘GRUBNING. Would you be kind enough to submit for the
record a year by year breakdown of all the sums received for highways
in Alaska from the Federal Government, and specifically for what

highways, how much was spent for construction on, each, and how
much was spent for maintenance? That is one way m which we can

arrive at the facts. ;

Mr. Armsrrone. Yes, sir.
Senator GruEntne. Now, it is also a fact, as Senator Long has

pointed out, that during the period of maximum construction, which
was during the late 1940’s, these highways were requested by the

military, the so-called Glen Highway, the Sterling Highway; these

were essentially defense expenditures. And while those highways
were useful, they were not necessarily the highways that the

peoj Tyof Alaska would have selected; they were part of the defense progra.i
But even so, I would like very much for you to include all those in

r breakdown.Mr. Armsrrona. We will be glad to give you a detailed breakdown
make-up of that. ;

One aang Up, then, the needs of Alaska were considered each

year by Congress, and special appropriations were made for those

facilities, for road facilities prior to the passage of the 1956 act, at
which time Alaska was brought under the provisions of the Federal
aid legislation, with some specific provisos. .

One was that only one-third of the area would be used in
arrivingat the apportionment, another was that the State matching require

was only 10 percent of the Federal funds, and lastly, that the moneys
apportioned could be used for maintenance. o
Senator Grurntnc. Mr. Armstrong, was that not the first instance

on record where the formula for an area that was to be included in

Federal aid highway legislation was reduced from a calculation based
on the total area to one based on one-third of the total area?
Mr. Armstrona. I believe that is so, yes, as far as [ know.
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Senator Gruenina. So that that is a unique example of legislative
discrimination, I mean unique as far as Alaska is concerned. It isn’t
unique

among
the discriminations against Alaska, because Alaska’s

history is a history of discrimination, but unique as among otherStates in the matter of highways?Mr. Armstrona. I suppose that Alaska has been considered overthe years as a rather special problem, Senator.Senator Gruznine. We are painfully aware of that.
Senator Lusx. What was the reason for the reduction in the area,do you know?
Mr. Armsrrona. Well, the fact that there was such a large area,‘I presume. ‘That was a decision of the Congress in: considering the

problem.

pochator
Lusx. A large area, and that would make it smaller; isthat it

Mr. Armstrone. Probably because it was large—the Texans saybecause of a large frozen area,
Senator Lusx. I see.

._
Senator Gruznine. I would like to say for the benefit of SenatorLusk, and to recall a bit of pertinent but little known history, thatAlaska was included in the highway legislation for national forestareas—there are two national forests in Alasia-—and ‘back in 1933 a

Member of Congress proposed and secured approval of a reductionof that sum—to which our Alaskan national forests were entitled—by a million dollars a year approximately, from $1,350,000 to $350,000.And for 7 years Alaska was deprived of this money.Curiously enough, this was not an economy measure. This moneytaken from Alaska did not revert to the U.S. Treasury; it was dividedamong the other States that had the votes in Congress and the forests.And that money was never restored to Alaska.
Senator Lusx. Alaska is a Cinderella.
Senator Grugning. Cinderella is right.Mr. Armstrona. The State of Alaska currently has a very sub-stantial grant of Federal funds for aid to highway construction, andthe Federal aid highway funds that have been apportioned to Alaskasince the passage of the 1956 act up to the present total about $85

million. And the States share of Federal aid funds apportioned forthe fiscal year 1961—that is, after Alaska became a State and wason the same basis, then, as the other States and the same formula
applied—was over $36.8 million, as I recall, and future apportionments_to the State, under the present legislation, under the present program,will continue at approximately that level.
In the 3 years when only one-third of the area was in the picture,apportionments were about $13.1 million for fiscal year 1958, $19.6million for 1959, and $13.8 million for 1960, and then for fiscal year1961 the apportionment was just under $37 million. /Another factor that is favorable to Alaska is that in respect to the

fund-matching requirements, the requirement in Alaska, the matchingratio is 14 cents State, 86 cents Federal, as compared to the regular50-50 matching, except for those States which have large areas of
unappropriated. and unreserved public lands.
Now, at the time Alaska became a State, as has been discussed,there were certain transitional grants that were provided under theOmnibus Act, in recognition, certainly, of the special problems that
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Alaska had in being converted from a territory to a State. Those
funds were in the amount of $1044 million for 1960, $6 million for 1961,
$6 million for 1962, $3 million for 1963, and $3 million for 1964, and
were not especially earmarked, but, as Mr. Sherard pointed out,
apparently Alaska is planning on about $4 million for highways for
the first 2 years.

;

"Now proposals such as these contained in this Senate bill No. 2976would authorize special appropriations for the constructionof Stateroads outside the framework of the Federal aid grants for highways,and would thus not be in accord with the well-established principles
that have been built up and maintained over the years.The formulas provided under the Federal-aid highway program,which require State sharing of costs, are recognized generally, I believe,
as providing the most equitable means by which Federal grant assist-ance for highway construction is distributed among the States. And
basically, the construction of highways is a State

responsibility/| IIndit is expected, and it has occurred, surely, that the States will de\Ulop
highway construction programs in addition to those for which Federal
funds are available for participation.

Senator GRUENING. Mr. Armstrong, may I interrupt at that point?
Mr. Anmstrona. Yes.
Senator Grugnine. Is it a fact that under the Federal-aid highway

legislation, every State receives at least $1 of Federal funds for every
dollar of State funds for highways of a certain standard, and that theWestern States, where there are large arens of public domain, receive
a much larger share than this 50-50 matching?
Mr. Armstrone. No.

.For work that is programed under the Federal-aid system, there is
matching. But the States, some of them, have quite sizable State
programs in addition to that for which they received Federal aid.
Senator Gruenine. I am aware of that.

;Mr. Armstrong. And, also, have quite a sizable amount of con-
struction actually on the Federal-aid system, for which they don’t
receive Federal-aid money. ;You see, the amount of money that goes to the State is

determ,
ned

on the basis of formula—that is, as far as the primary, secondary
|urban is concerned; and they get so much money, and then the Stutes

have the responsibility of expending that on the Federal-aid system
where they believe it will be most effective.In addition to that, they do have a sizable State-financed program.Senator Grugnine. It is a fact, nevertheless, that on these major
highways included in the Interstate System, the Federal Governmentdoes put up at least $1 of matching funds in the Eastern States, in
most of the States, and in the Western States, where there are large
areas or public domain, it puts up more.

;

Now, 1 will grant you, there is a State program in addition to that.
Mr. Armstronea. Yes.
Senator Grugenine. But that is a fact, is it not?
Mr. Armsrrone. It is a fact that there is a 50-50 matching on the

Federal-aid highways in the East, and it is increased in those
States——
Senator Gruenine. And Alaska never shared that program from

1916 until 1956; is that correct?

jd
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Mr. Armstrong, Alaska wasn’t under the provision of that
program.
Senator Grurntna. Now, did you know that during the years from

1907, when our first construction began as a military highway, our
highway program was then under the War Department until 1945,
during which period the total expenditure for Alaska highways was
$39 million. Alaska contributed 23 percent of that amount. That
is a fact which can be verified. So that during those early years,
Alaska’s share, Alaska’s contribution, was proportionately greater
than that of any public land State, and greater than it would have
been had it been included under the Federal-aid highway system
23 percent. .

Mr. Armsrrone. I would want to see those figures. I haven’t seen
them Senator. ;

Senator Grurgnine. They will be available to you. And I am sure
you have them also.

_. .

Mr. Armsrrona, I think I should point out that prior to the 1956
act that Alaska was under the direct appropriation and special consid-
eration category, and J think I gave you the figures as to the amounts
of money that were made available at that.time, and we will give you
the further details on that. .

There is a wide disparity, certainly, among the several States. in
the development of the roads, the transportation systems, and the
need for continual development and improvement of the roads. And
the Federal Government, we don’t believe, should be expected to give
special financial assistance to enable a particular State to provide the
highway system it considers desirable. We think that. would be a
deviation from the policy which has been established. ,

:

Senator Grueninc. Was there not a deviation from the policy
during the years when Alaska was excluded, the only area under the
flag which was excluded; was that not a deviation from policy?
Mr. Anmsrrona, it wasn’t considered under the regular Federal-

‘Aid Act, certainly. :

Senator Grurmnine. But was there any other area that was so
treated?
Was ‘Puerto Itico, which pays no Federal taxes whatsoever,

excluded? :

It was not.
Was Hawaii, out in the Pacific, excluded? I do not begrudge it to

Hawaii. I just wonder why Alaska was left out.
Was it because you saw that its needs were so great, the arca was so

great?~
Mr. Armsrrone. I can’t answer for the congressional people that

considered the problem, but they did consider it cach year, and this
is what developed.
Senator Gruenine. Mr. Armstrong, I am not going to Kold you

responsible, certainly, for ail the discriminatory acts by previous
Congresses, but I was just struck by your statement that to endorse
this bill would be a deviation from accepted practice, and I was. asking
you whether there had not been a 40-year deviation from accepted |

practice in regard to Alaska between 1916, when the Federal-aid
highway legislation was first enacted, and 1956, when we were for
the first time included and then only on a very reduced basis:.
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’ Was not that in fact a deviation, since no other area received such
treatment, or such lack of treatment, I should say?
Mr. Armstrone. I think we can say that Alaska received special

consideration by the congressional committees during that period.
Senator Grurnine. It was very special.
Mr. Armstronc. Anyway, the basis for the action proposed by

this bill, we think, is without precedent. And we recognize that in
1931, under the act that was approved on February 23, 1931, the
Territory of Hawaii did receive the sum of $880,000. And that
happened to be—that is the amount the Territory would have received
for roads built by it and incorporated into the Federal system from
1917 to 1925, which was the year that the Federal aid was extended
to Hawaii, but it involved no additional authorization or appropriation
of funds, but actually represented funds which were allocated

tsHawaii under Federal-aid highway legislation, which the Territ{ iwas unable to match, and which, therefore, would have been Wh
;

under lapse provisions of the law.
Senator Gruzninc. Would you mind repeating that?
Mr. Armstrone. The $880,000 was the amount that Hawaii would

have lost under the lapse provisions of the law, and while it was
approximately equal to the amount that Hawaii would have received
in the period from 1917 to 1925, it didn’t—the funds did not involve
any additional authorization or appropriation of funds.
Senator Grugenine. Well, the fact is, however, that Hawaii had

not received these funds before it was included in the program, so the
Congress decided it should compensate and pay Hawaii what it
hadn’t received; is that not right?
Mr. Armstrone. That isn’t quite right.
Senator Gruenine. Tell us, then, what is right.
Mr. Armstronc. It was quite a bit more complicated than that,
Senator Gruenine. I find it very hard to understand. Would you

simplify it for me?
Mr. Armstronc. Hawaii was due to lose $800,000 because of the

lapse provision of the Federal aid, and they were allowed to retain
that amount of money. any
Senator Grupninc. And they got it. That is precisely what our

situation ought to be now.
Mr. Armstronc. Not quite. They already had it, but they had

not been able to match it, and so it was retained.
Senator Grueninc. They had not been able to match it?
Mr. Armstrone. Yes. :
Senator Grurenine. Well, there is no such analogy in the Alaska

situation. We maintain we would have been able to match Federal
highway funds.

r. Armstrone. I don’t think that that is a situation that would
form s precedent to the situation here.
Senator Grurnine. From what you say, I think the case is even

stronger for Alaska, since you state it was about to lapse because
Hawaii could not match it, and we maintain that we could have
matched it at all times. We have an exhibit which we put in the
record to demonstrate that. So that our situation is not wholly
comparable, but it makes the case for Alaska even stronger, I would
say.
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Senator Lone. Mr. Chairman, I could be mistaken, but I do not
believe that the act of June 11, 1916, which set up the Federal Aid
Road Act, included Hawaii at all. -
Mr. Armsrrone. No, it didn’t.
Senator Lone. It was not a question of whether financially we

were able to match it, we just were not given a chance.
Mr. Armsrrona. No, you were not included until 1925, as you
inted out.po
genator Lone. The bill passed in 1924 became effective in 1925.

Then, some 6 years later, in 1931, as I recall it, Congress recognized
that it was that gap; that other States had been receiving—that is,
other political divisions—and we hadnot; so, in 1931 Congress took up
the slack, so to speak. They did not give us any interest, but they
figured out as you have indicated to the penny what we would have
received had we been included in the 1916 act, and it came to

$880,000.Mr. Armstrone. I understand the discussion concerning the pas-
sage of that legislation, the primary purpose of passing that was to

keep Alaska—to keep the funds that were coming to Hawaii from

lapsing because they had not been matched. That was my under-

standing.“Senator Grurnine. Mr. Armstrong, let me read you what Senator
Hayden, who is now chairman of the Appropriations Committee,
said; what the language was that he used when he reported the bill
to give this $880,000 to the Territory of Hawaii. He said:

ill

is amend the act by which the Federal Highway
ActotPre ot eens made to apply to the Territory of Hawaii, and to equalize
the problem of road construction in Hawaii through payment to the Territory of
certain sums that are representative in part of the aid that would have been

given the Territory had the Federal Highway Act when passed been held to have
extended these benefits to Hawaii equally with the States.

. :

Now, I think that is very explicit. It says—and if you disagree
I wish you would contradict me and rectify my misapprehension—
that Hawaii was not included from the very begitning, and when it.
was later included, the Congress felt that it should be repaid the
amount which it would have received had it been included from the

beginning. And that was done. Is that correct? , a .

Mr. Armstrona. Reading.a little further in that report, it states
this:
No new appropriation of funds for highway-building purposes is required, the

money having been alrendy authorized, aopropriated, and allocated to the

Territory, but at the present time unobligated, .An amount not to exceed

$880,000 is involved.
And that points up the distinction I was trying to bring out here.,
Senator Gruznina. I think that distinction.is wholly a procedural

matter; the fact that the money did not have to be specially appro-,
priated does not alter, the fact that the money could have lapsed and
could have reverted to the U.S. Treasury had the Congress not seen
{it in its wisdom and justice to restore the funds to Hawaii that Hawai
should have had.
Frankly, I think that we ought to try to have a meeting of minds on

facts. I certainly do hot want to influence anybody’s judgment, but
I think that the language is pretty explicit. And I think that the

point that you made, that no special appropriation was needed, does
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not alter the basic fact that though Congress could easily have declared
that this money which had not been used should revert to the Treasury,
and should not go to Hawaii, it decided otherwise.

Would you agree with that, Senator Long?
Senator Lona. That is my understanding, that we had never been

under the provisions of the Federal Act at all, that we had no choice
in it at all—we were left out. And we did quite a bit of complaining
about it. And then we finally were brought in in 1931, and went
back and picked up what we would have received, what our allotment
would have been under the provisions of the Federal Aid Road Act.
Now, I do not remember anything beyond that, not being an at-

torney. But we did get the $880,000, which at that time we felt was
quite a sum. Of course, it did purchase quite a bit then, and we did
not have the same highway requirement for the roads as we have now.

ne Armstrona. Mr. Turner might shed a little additionalarthis. j |

Mr. Turner. The original 1916 act applied only to the 48 Staves.
And there was some question after that as to whether it actually
applied to the Territory of Hawaii. But of the moneys that were
made available from 1916 to 1924, there was no money allocated to
Hawaii, because the Comptroller General had ruled that there was
some doubt as to whether the 1916 act did apply to Hawaii.
In 1924, the legislation was changed to definitely bring Hawaii under

the 1916 legislation. The 1924 legislation extended Federal highway
aid to Hawaii for fiscal year 1925 and subsequent fiscal years, but
not for the period 1916 through 1924. In 1931 it appeared that
Hawaii was unable to provide the necessarv matching funds and would
Jose Federal money under the lapse provisions of the law. But. this
money was kept and made available to Hawaii by special legislation
in 1931.
So that there was no increase in the total authorization or the total

appropriation
from the Treasury.

enator Lona. Your original statement was that the 1916 law did
apply exclusively to the 48 States—that is, Hawaii was not under it,
even though—I was a little surprised when vou said the approprigtfrpns
were made. Thev were not available legally. iy
Mr. Turner. You see, the legislation referred to a given total of

money to be distributed among the States, according go a fixed formula.
Now, when the distribution was made for fiscal year 1925 and later
fiscal years, provision was made for a share of that to go to Hawaii,
even though Hawaii was a territory rather than a State. Hawaii
would have lost a portion of the money allocated to it, because of its
inability to meet the matching requirements of Federal law. But
the money was kept available, and was actually covered by special
legislation in 1931 to actually transfer it to Hawaii.
There was no increase in the amount of money that was appro-

priated for those vears from 1916 to 1924 because of this.
Senator Grumnina. Mr. Turner, I gather that the Department is

trying to throw a cloud, as it were, over this precedent, and to indicate
that this is not a precedent.
Now, I,suppose that is a matter that can be argued. But I find

it very difficult to see how the special legislation which was introduced
and passed and which Senator Hayden has reported is different in
principle from the special legislation that we are asking for, except,

{6
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that the sum is much larger, and that it requires appropriation, but
in principle there is no difference, because had the Congress decided
not to reimburse Hawaii for what it did not receive, it could have
easily allowed that money to return to the Treasury. But it did not
do that. I mean, the money belongs to the people of the United
States, and its disposition is determined by the Congress, the Congress
can recall funds that have not been used, or return them to the Treas-
ury, or can allocate them for some purpose, and that is what was
done in this case. And that is precisely in principal what we are
trying to do. 7

Mr. Turner. Except that this increases the total amount.
Senator Grurznina. Certainly it increases the total amount, and it

would have diminished the total amount if the Congress had decided
to return that $880,000 to the ‘Treasury.
Mr. Turner. Yes, that is correct.
Senator Grurnrine. I just wanted to make clear that I think, in

fairness, that this does constitute a precedent, but I don’t know that
that is particularly important, although, as you know, Government
sets a great deal of store by precedent.
I think we don’t need a precedent to bestow belated justice and to

take care of a pressing need. And those are the two ingredients in
the Alaska situation, a pressing need and an act of belated justice.
Now, a precedent is useful, but I think it is not controlling. I

think if there had not been a precedent we would be justified, in view
of the fact that Alaska had suffered this almost total discrimination
for 40 years, and_a continuing partial discrimination for the last 4
in going to the Congress and saying: “Give us equality, what the
other States have always had, and enable us to develop as every other
American area has developed, and as you are helping: 104 foreign
countries to do.” And J think that is the issue.
Mr. Turner. I am sure we don’t consider it a controlling precedent

either, Senator, and it has no real bearing on the question, the merits
of it. The important thing is that Alaska did receive consideration
from other sources during that period of time by special appropria-
tions made through the Alaska Road Commission, and the Depart-
ment of Interior appropriation.
Senator Grugnina. If you looked through the window of a res-

taurant and you saw a man eating a sumptuous meal and he tossed
you out a crust of bread, you would have received consideration,
would you not?
That is the kind of consideration we have been receiving.
Mr. Turner. If you did get a full meal, though, but on a different

tray, you would be getting equality, would you not?
Senator Gruenine. No, because we never got a full meal.
Mr. Turner. You did get the same meal, but in a different form.Senator Grugnine. No, we got inadequate crumbs.
Let’s go ahead.
Mr. Armstrong. The Federal Government has given quite exten-

sive study to the need and requirements for improving the transporta-
tion systems of the State of Alaska. And as you know, the status of
Alaska was extensively considered by the Department of Commerce
in connection with the report that was submitted to Congress, Com-
mittee Print No. 17 of the 86th Congress, 2d session, on the extension
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of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways within
Alaska and Hawaii.
And currently, in addition to that, studies are being made by the

Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission which we think
will be helpful in connection with action on Alaska’s highway transpor-tation problems. And I think, as was so ably pointed out by the
chairman, there are changes going on, this is a changing world, there is
no question about that.
Senator Grurntne. Mr. Armstrong, would you mind pointingout what the connection between the labors of the InternationalRail and Highway Commission are with the problem in hand?
On the question of getting highways in Alaska, the InternationalRail and Highway Commission is dealing with the possibility of

additional railways and highways between Alaska and the 48 States.Jt has nothing whatever to do with highways within Alaska.
Mr. Armsrrone. I don’t think I will agree with you there, becat| })the study must of necessity consider what the development demands

are, the demands for moving goods, and so on, and consider the overall
economic aspects of development, probable development, to determine
what these needs are.
I think it ties into the overall program that we are talking about.

The State, I am sure, has similar studies that are underway, and
certainly there are funds available under the Federal aid moneys that

you,
have, 1}¢-percent funds, for a good, careful analysis of the

needs
Senator Gruznine. Mr. Armstrong, we do not need analyses.We need action. We need some moncy to build roads. We are sick

and tired of these surveys which, by the time they are completed, are
already obsolete and out of date. Any procedure to deviate this
program into a vague discussion of surveys is nothing more but an
evasion of our need. :

We know what our needs are, they have been studied and restudied.
Now, I know that the Bureau has some idea that by waiting until

the International Rail and Highway Commission makes a finding of
some kind, it can postpone action. Now, only last night I spoke /

the acting chairman of the International Rail and Highway Comm ||)
sion, my colleague, Senator Warren Magnuson, the senior Senator
from_the State of Washington, and I asked him specifically whether
the International Rail and Highway Commission was making anystudies on which to make any recommendations on highways inside
of Alaska, and he said categorically no, and he said he would write
a letter, if I requested it, to this committee so stating.

So that the Department of Commerce, which should know, is’
misled in thinking that that Commissions’ study furnishes any pros-
pect of a solution to our problem. It does not.
_ The International Rail and Highway Commission is merely study-
ing whether additional connections between the 48 States and Alaska
are desirable, and is making an international study to ascertain that
and nothing else.
Mr. Armstrone. Yes. But a part of that study, I understand,

certainly, will,imclude the rate of development, the resources that you
have, what will happen with the tapping of these additional areas
with highways. That will be part of the study, to determine what
these connection needs are, I believe. And it is my understanding
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that this final report and recommendation will be submitted to Con-
gress by June 1961, a year from now. ; ;
Senator Grurenine. Are you suggesting that we wait until we get

this report? ;

Mr. Armsrrone. We are suggesting, Senator, that you have sizable
amounts of money now, $38 million, I think it is, that has been
apportioned to you, and is available for obligation, and that a sound
additional study would help a determination as to-——
Senator Gruenine. Well, actually, of course, as you know, if the

Alaska road authorities are going to plan
intelligently

and systemati-
cally, they have to know considerable time in advance.

|

Now, I think Mr. Sherard, who is a practical roadbuilder, as you
know, from personal contacts, will tell you that it will take about 2
or 3 years to plan an adequate highway program, andwe naturally
cannot plan that unless we at least have an authorization. And we
are not asking for any money this year.
Mr. Armstrona. We recognize that surely, and within the next

month or two there will be another $38 million that will be appor-
tioned to Alaska, which will give quite a backlog of money ahead to
plan against as these additional studies proceed. It is for these
reasons, then, that the

Department
of Commerce would oppose

enactment of the pending bil
Senator Ranpoupu. Will you state specifically some of the reasons

that you have given? You say “for these reasons.” What are they?
Mr. Armstrong. I will sum it up

very
quickly.

First, that Alaska has received year by year special consideration
over the years by Congress.
Senator Grurning. You mean special discrimination?
Mr. Armstrona. Special consideration.
I think that in the deliberations of August bodies such as yourselves,

in considering these problems, certainly, I feel sure, vou have viewed
what the problems were, what the various aspects of the program were,
and what was needed, and soon. |

:

;

Senator Gruenina. Mr, Armstrong, do you think that Alaska
has a problem in highways?
Mr. Armstrone. Surely. We all do; we all have a problem these

days. |

\

Xonator Gruenina. What would be your recommendation? What
would be vour suggestion as to solving this problem?
Do you think it is possible for an area to develop when the majority

of its major communities are unconnected with any others by highway
or railway? .

Mr. Armstrona. There is no question but that transportation
needs is one of the big problems of Alaska. 1 think we are agreed on
that.
Senator Grueninc. Well, the transportation need is there, is it not?
Mr. Armstronc. There is need, certainly.

,
Senator GruENina. There is need.
Now, the question I would like to ask your agency and the Depart-

ment of Commerce, which is primarily concerned with various forms
of transportation, is: What do you propose? What is your program?
We have been excluded from the legislation beneficial to the rest

of the country for nearly half a century and, as a result, we are way
behind.
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Now, what is your Department’s proposal to meet that situation?
Mr. Armsrrona. Well, certainly it will be a continuation of the

regular ABC program as far as Alaska is concerned, and that will be a
sizable amount.

- Senator Gruenine. Do you consider that that amount will enable
us through the years to catch up and fill in the gaps that were left by
40 years of exclusion from the program?
Mr. Armstrone. It will enable you to make a sizable contribution

to a solution of the problem, there is no question about that.
Senator Gruzeninc. Would you consider being retained in your

former capacity as chief of roads in Utah and coming up to Alaska
and showing us how you can make these amounts of money do the job?
I am sure Mr. Sherard would welcome your cooperation.
Mr. Armstronea. I expect he would. And I note that they plan

think they are to be commended for it, because they have got a
job ahead of them, there is no question about it.
Senator Gruenina. Well, would you mind giving us something

specific that we could visualize? You say that for these reasons the
Department opposes. J have been listening carefully, and I have not
heard any reasons. Maybe my hearing is defective.
Mr. Armstronea. Well, I started to summarize here, Senator.
Again, up to 1956, as I pointed out, we think that Alaska did

receive special consideration by Congress, and as a result of that, the
funds appropriated for the road construction. After that——
Senator Grugenine. Wait a minute. You said it received special

consideration. :

You admit that it received far less than it would have received if
it had been under the Federal-aid highway program?
Mr. Armstrone. Yes; 1 think that is pointed out in this tabulation

of yours, :and in the data
Senator Grureninc. Would you equate your words ‘‘special con-

sidation” with my word “discrimination’’?
Mr. Armstrone. Let me put it this way: The rest of the States

to do a very thorough job and careful job of roadbuilding, Tt}

were not given special consideration: they were part of the
overal TyFederal aid program.

Senator Grusenina. They were given equal treatment.
Mr. Armstrona. And Alaska being a special problem, a Territory,

it did receive special consideration by Congress.
Senator Grugnine. What do you mean by “special consideration?”

What was that special consideration?
Mr. Armstrona. Separate and apart from——-
Senator Grugntna. The words “special consideration” tmply a

favored treatment, out of the ordinary—it was out of the ordinary, 1
will grant you, but it was not special in a generally accepted sense.
Mr. Armsrrona. It was out of the ordinary in that it was not

considered in the same status as the other States; It was considered
on its own.merits by the committees that considered the problem.
surely, and by Congress.
Senator Grueninea. Let’s go on.
Mr. Armstrone. Again in 1956, when Alaska was brought under

the program, ahd then when it became a State—of course, it is now
under the program on the same footing as the rest of the States with
some special provisos for the transition period.
Senator Gruenina. Excluded from the throughway system?
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Mr. Armstrona. There is no interstate mileage in Alaska, and I
think we need to look at that from the standpoint of what the traffic
needs are. And at present you don’t have many needs in Alaska for
our limited-access high capacity roads. Your needs
Senator Grugnine. You have recommended inclusion of Hawaii in

the throughway system, but you have recommended against inclusion
of Alaska; is that correct?
Mr. Armstrone. Yes, sir; that was on the basis of the studies of

the needs
Senator Grupnina. We are still getting the special treatment?
Mr. Armstrona. Yes, sir.
Senator Grugenina. Special consideration.
Go ahead.
Mr. Armsrronea. Maybe not quite in the way that you would like

to interpret ‘“‘special,’’ but you were given consideration.
Then this amounts to a very substantil amount of money that

Alaska. now has in getting her accelerated program rolling that should
certainly enable Mr. Sherard and his boys to make inroads on the
problem that Alaska faces.
Senator Grurnine. Inroads?
Mr. Armstrone. Alaska does have a favorable position matching-

wise, 86 percent of Federal funds, 14 percent State funds, and that is
quite a bit higher than any other State. And of course we recognize
that is because of the Federal land formula that applies to Alaska.
Then, in view of the transitional grants that were provided, we

think that some consideration has been given to the special problem.
We believe that
Senator Grugnine. Now, the committee, or this body of the Senate

that made those special transitional grants, made it very clear in its
report that it did not consider that a solution of Alaska’s highway
needs, but specifically stated that that problem should be left to future
legislation and action by the Congress, and that is what we are trying
to do now.
The committee did not agree with your conclusion that our needs

were taken care of by the transitional grants—that is another com-
mittee) the Interior Committee, not this one—and that action of that
committee was approved by the entire Congress when it enacted the
legislation.
Mr. Anmsrronc. Then again, we feel that this would provide, au-

thorize special appropriations outside the framework of the Federal
highway grants. And that would give us quite a bit of trouble, we
think, with the well-established principle that has been set up.
Senator Ranpoipw. Commissioner, [ want to ask you a question,

because I find it necessary to go to an appointment. We are going
to have to conclude the hearing presently. yI want a very definite statement from you for the subcommittee in
reference to the legislation which I know:
Mr. Armstrong. We will have it to you shortly.
Senator Ranpoten. When would we expect that in writing?
Mr. Armstrone. I expect within a week.
Senator Ranpoutrx. Could you have it ready for the committee by

Tuesday?
Mr. Armstrona. We shall do it.
(Comments on S, 2976 included following insert on bill. There

follows information requested relative to Alaska highway funds.)
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Hicuway Sraristics BRANCH,
May 26, 1960.

Comparison of estimated payments to the highway trust fund and apportionments of
Federal-aid highway funds to Alaska, fiscal years 1957 to 1961, inclusive

[Thousands of dollars]

Federal-aid Percent
Payments to highway apportion-

Fiscal year trust fund spportion- | Differences ment is of
ments payment to

trust fund

1957 1,331 1, 932 +601 145. 2
1958 1, 823 18, 141 +11, 318 720.8
1959. 1, 920 120, 009 +18, 089 1, 042.1
1960 2,326 13, 830 +11, 504 594. 6
1961 2, 568 36, 769 ~--34, 201 1,431.8

Total 9, 968 85, 681 +75, 713 85971]

1 Includes $6,560,423 pursuant to sec. 4 (a) and (e) of Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958.

Feperau Ilichway PRocRAMS

Actual apportionments and allocations to Alaska, and estimated amounts Alaska
would have received had they participated in all apportionments on the same basis
as other States

{In millions]

Fund Estimated Actual

1917-33:
Federal-aid $67.3
Emergency funds! 36.8

36~43:
Prewar primary . 48.1
Prewar secondary. 6.1

1946-48 and 1950-60, including primary 204.8 2 $25.2
1950-60:

Secondary 136.8 217.0

gotban
-6 2.2

“Dp” funds 16.1 6.2

Subtotal 516.6 48.6

Forest highways_..._..----2---20---eeseeeeeeen 40.8
32¢//Public lands 14.6 |o.---2- ul |

Access road funds, see 6 2.5 20a
Access road funds, sec. 12 Li

Subtotal 59.0 36.1

Total 575.6 84.7

1 1934-35 public works and work program highway.
2 Alaska received their first Federal-aid highway funds under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956,
3 Total approved as of Dec. 31, 1958.

Actual apportionments and allocations made to Alaska for highways
[In milltons]

U.S. Bureau of Public Roads_.__.__-.-----------------------~-------- S84. 7
Congressional appropriations to Alaska Road Commission, 1905-56_-~-~--- 187. 6
Roads and trails, National Park Service, 1925~52_..__...-.--_---------- 2.5
Estimated expenditures in Alaska on Alaska Highway, 202 miles, at
estimated $66,160 per mile - 13. 4

Total 988, 2
Estimated expenditures in Canada on Alaska Highway, 1,220 miles, at
estimated $66,160 per mile 80. 7

Total, including cost of Alaska Highway in Canada 368. 9

]

R
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Estimated apportionments Alaska would have received had the State prrticipoled inall apportionments on same basis as other States, and estimated State matching
funds required under slidiny scale rates

Estimated apportionments Estimated State matching funds
required.

Fiscal years

Total 1917-33
Federai-aid____.

Total 1936-43
Federal-aid

Total 1946-60
Federal-aid

1959 (D) funds...
Total Feeral-ai

Emergency funds !_.-_.
Grand totl

1 4934-35 Public works and works program highway.

Lali
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Actual apportionments made to Alaska and estimated State matching funds required(10 percent of Federal funds)

Actual apportionments Estimated State
matching

funds
requiredFiscal years

Primary | Second- | Urban Total Primary | Second- |Urban} Totalary ary

1057-2220. $1, 148, 518 $774,495 | $9,575 |$1, 982,588 | $114,852 $77, 449 $958 193, 2591958. . 7,809,925 | 5,266, 562 | 65, 112 [13,141,599 | 780,993 526, 656 | 6,511 | 1,314, 160
-| 7,991, 938

| 5,389,478 | 66,692 113,448,108 | 799.194 | 538/948 | 6.669 1,344, 8113, 671,816 | 2,476, 142 | 30,641 } 6,178,509 | 367,181 | 247,615 | 3.064] 7 617, 8608, 218, 724 | 5, 542, 560 | 68,597 |13, 829,881 | 821,872 | 554,256 | 6.860 1, 382, 988

Total.__ 28, 840, 921 19, 449, 237 |240, 617 |48, 530, 775 |2, 848, 092 |1, 944, 924 24, 062] 4, 853, 078 -

} flaska
has actually used $381,824 of Federal funds provided by sve. 2(e) of 1958 act, in lieu of State matching funds,

Primary |Secondary|Urban| Total

$202, 87 $262, 870
625, 740! §25, 740
788, 610 788, GLO

2, 628, 700 2, 628, 700
1, O51, 48H 1, 051, 480
3, 043, 060 3, 043, 050
1 314, 350 1,314, 350
3, 943, OF0) 3, 043, 050
1, 32, 125 1, 321, 125
9, 642, 260 2, 642, 250
2, 642, 250 2, 642, 250
3, 434, 925 3, 434, 925
3, 063, 375 3, 003, 376
3, 963, 38°F 3, 963, 375
3, 063, 375)...---2.2--/eee 3, 063, 375
3, 003, 375 3, 068, 375
3 963, 375 3, 968, 376
3, 963, 375 3, 008, 375
3, 963, 375). 3, 963, 376
2, 642, 260)... feeeeee 2, 642, 250
“6, 605, 625) 6, 605, 625
5, 747, 057| 4, 747, 057

67, 236, |e nee 67, 236, 057

6, 544, 687). 6, 544, 687
6, £44, 687, 6, 644, 687
6, 712, 500) $1, 342, 500 8, 055, 000
6, 544, 688] 1, 308, 937] _ 7, 853, 625
5, 235, 750 785, 363). 6, 021, 113
6, 021, 113 785, 363 6, 806, 476
&, 235, 750 916, 256]. 6, 162, 006
5, 235, 750) 916, 256 G, 152, 006

48,074,925) 6,054, 675}._..... 54, 129, 600

11, 778, 902) 7, 849, 676)$20, 981] 19, 658, 550
11,778, 902] 7, 849, 676) 29, 082) 19, 658, 560
11,627,891; 7, 749,039; 29,597] 19, 406, 527
10, 465,101) 6, 074, 186) 26, 687] 17, 465, 874
10, 465, 101] 6,974, 186] 26,637] 17, 465, 874
11, 716, 960) 7,835, 175) 37, 102! 19, 589, 246
11, 626,374] 7,774, 594) 36, 816) 10, 437, 784

1 12, 888, 666} 8, 618, 692; 40, 813! 21, 548, 171
12, 955, 103] 8, 663, 119] 41,023) 21, 659, 245

"

26,615, 146) 11,110,601) 52,613) 27,778, 360
16, 657, 424] 11, 188, 872] 52,747) 27, 849, 043
3, 019, 838) 2,019,375 9,562) 5,048,775
20, 534, 895{ 13, 731, 750! 65, 025! 34, 331, 670
21, 033, 168} 14, 064, 947] 66, 603] 35, 164, 718
21, 634, 116] 14, 466, 803) 68, 506] 36, 169, 425

204, 797, 596/136, 820, 591/613, 6441342, 231, 831
9, 663,480) 6, 462, 000; 30, 600] 16, 156, 080

479, 754, 468
[ewe lee 36, 796, 988

516, 551, 456

Primary |Secondary|Urban| Total

$262, 870 $262, 870
526, 740) 525, 740
788, GLO - 788, 610

2, 628, 700 2, 628, 700
1, O51, 480), 1, 051, 480
3, 943, 050) 3, 943, 050
1,314, 35 1, 314, 350
3, 043, 050). 3, 943, 050

264, 85 264, 859
620, 719).-.-..----)--.---- 529, 719
520, 719) 529,719
688, 634 688, 634
794, 578 794, 578
794, 578 794, 578
794, 578 794, 578
794, 578 794, 578
794, 578 794, 578
794, 578) 794, 578
794, 578 794, 578
429, 719 529, 719

1, 324, 297| 1, 324, 297
1, 152, 171 1, 152, 171

25, 039, 014] 25, 039, 014

1,312, 080 1,312, 080
1, 312, 080) 1, 312, 080
1,345, 723} $269, 145}. 1, 614, 868
1,312,080] 262, 416). 1, 574, 496
1,049,664) 157, 450). 1, 207, 114
1,207,114) 187, 450)_ 1, 364, 564
1, 049, 664 183, 691)_ -| 1, 288, 355
1,049, 664] 183, 1, 233, 355

9, 638, 069] 1, 213, 843) 10, 851, 912

2,361,437) 1,573,705) $6,011] 3, 941, 153
2, 361, 437| 1,573, 705] 6, O11} 3, 941, 153
2, 331, 162) 1, 553, 529} 5, 934} 3, 890, 625
1,727,723] 1,151,387] 4,398] 2, 883, 508
1, 727, 723) 1,151,387] 4,398) 2,883, 508
1, 853, 762| 1, 239,617; 5, 870/ 3,099, 249
1, 839, 429} 1, 230, 032| 5, 825) 3, 075, 286
2, 039, 188) 1, 363, 578] 6, 457] 3, 409, 173
2,049, 649} 1,370,607] 6,490! 3, 426, 746
2, 584, 237) 1,728,087) 8, 183) 4,320, 507
2, 590, 8131 1, 732,485) 8, 204; 4, 331, 502

470, 901 314,893! 1,491 787, 285
3, 202, 124] 2,141, 270] 10, 140] 5, 353, 534
3, 279, 822; 2, 193, 228] 10,386] 5, 483, 436
3, 367, 752] 2, 252,026; 10, 664] 5,630, 442

33, 787, 109] 22, 569, 536] 100, 462| 56, 457, 107
953,395] 637, 839| 3,019) 1, 593, 953

93, 941, 986

93, 941, 986
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Atasxa Uranway Procram Expenprrunss, Fiscan Years 1905-56, INCLUSIE
(From Annual Report of the Alaska Road Commission for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1956)

The commission‘has expended the following funds since the beginning of road
and trail developmen in the Territory:

C Summary of all net expenditures to June 80, 1956

Fiscal year Congresslonal aska fund thor funds Totalappropriations

1905 $28, 000. 00 $28, 000. 001906._-...--. - $118, 172, 08 57,420.77 75, 592. 861907 197, 930. 91 148, 814. 79 346, 745. 701908_.--- . 244, 85, 18 120, 772, 72 365, 629. 901909_22_ 236, 674, 97 146, O71, 92 383, 646. 891910_. 237, 498. 50 102, 808, 23 340, 396. 79
W9UL_L 100, 000. 00 166, 777.95 266, 777.95

160, 103. 68 167, 302. 49 317, 406. 07
117, 052, 23 17, 052. 23

125, 010. 91 228, 117. 56 3538, 128. 47
153, 174. 43 170, 688. 37 323, 862. 801915... 126, 862. 28 157,915.84 284, 768. 121916_ 166, O11. 73 135, 708, 89 300, 720. 621917 500, 031. 75 76, 716,15 “ 576, 747. 90

1918.22 32, 00.0 272, 020, 18 $145,0 597, 165. 381919 246, O61. 05 62, 372. 31 nan 200, 024. 261920 182, 426. 73 12, 992. 96 101, 184. 56 358, 604. 25W921 nae renee nee 350, 000. 00 218, 247.21 08, 551. 98 666, 799. 191922 pee ene 426, 807, 34 88, 411, 15 683, 247.681923 565, 613. 67 160, 070, 59 740, 082. 491924
tee 730, 423. 17 138, 000. 81 936, 107. 651925 775, 665. 02} 194, 164. 61 1, 138, 347. 641926.-...-----.- 1, 013, 577. 53 115, 035. 1] 182, 705, 05 1, 311, 317. 691927 880, 443. 65) 207, 000. 2 119, 814. 04 1, 217, 166. 89

860, 102. 134, 603. 1] 268, 882. 1 1, 253, 668. 18
907, 297.6 134, 371. 315, 494.6 1, 447, 163. 94
776, 406. 3 138, 642, 03 342, 401.2 1, 256, 349. 65-
751, 366. 0 202, B47.7 334, 359. 6 1, 288, 273. 46-
710, 738. 0! 68, 270.3 260, 022, 4 1, 039, 030. 78
448, 777.9 162, 310, 0 83, 948. 2: 695, 036, 16

1934 467, 737.8 88, 433. 8 . 509, 005. 701934 (NIRA) 780, 396. 833, 875. 781935_-..-.~- nee 522, 014. 8 242, 253, 837, 276. 46
19385 (NIRA) a 734, 761.8 . 828, 479, 191935 (ERA)..---.- - 1,454, 1, 454. 281936 446, 805. 6 800, 117.4719386 (NIRA) 77, 797.01 80, 590, 121986 (ERA) 659,945.0: 559,945.031937 658, 472. 5 122, 394, 7 208, 313. 8 880, 181. 141987 (ERA)...- 170, 723. 0) ” 170, 723. 08W988 eee nen ene 659, 793. 8 169, 163. 3} 181, 669. 4 1,000, 626. 7219388 (RA)-__~-2.-----. 376,455.00 376, 455. 021939 : ‘

S6L, 762. 4) 245, 877.9) 961, 565. 241939 (NIRA) toeee 2, 600. 0 2, 600. 001939 (ERA)..----- 10, 870. 10, 870, 221940_..---.-. 410, 540. 140, 251.
¢

$22, 832. 70
704, 209. 144, 973. 1, 212, 995. 60

1, 802, 925. 158, 421. 2, 194, 602. 05
2, 705, 743. 112, 038. 2, 956, 063. 57
2,366, 075. 181, 748. . 2, 631, 475. 10
2, 188, 304. 116, 503. 214, 986. 2, 519, 793. 73
2, 257, 909. 119, 615. 179, 392. 2, 656, O47. 01
3, 776, 113. 179, 677. 253, 802. 4, 209, 593. 35
3, 936, 842. 20, 462. ( 111, 136. 4,077, 441. 23
15, 352, 035. 77, 236. 304, 243. 15, 734, 413. 83
23, 633, 376. 216, 620. 431, 019. 24, 281, 015. 63
29, 389, 476. 287, 600, 619, 29, 890, 382. 76
18, 149, 624. 858, 041. 19, 007, 665. 62
20, 445, 121. 260, 791. 20, /705, 912. 76
15, 135, 182. —1, 124. 15, 134, 058. 60
13, 289, 316. 459, 395, 13, 748, 711. 59
13, 515, 843. 1, 073, 120. 14, 688, 964. 40

203, 233, 566. 61Totals 2 187,607, 416. 16, 388, 575. 9, 237, B76.

1 Includes $17,052.23 U.S. Treasury adjustment in 1912, and refunds, reimbursements and receipts from
sales $130,182. 29 through fiscal year 1929.

2 Includes refunds and reimbursements $23,245.63, but 1g exclusive of reversions to Treasury $3,400.39;Legislative deductions $47,094. 50; transfer to U.S. Engineer Department $417.21; transfer to the Bureau

of
Public Roads $75,000.00; return of unexpected balance Red Mountain Road to Bureau of Public Roads

$26, 295. 62.

“Other funds’’ in the foregoinother appropriations:
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g table include the following expenditures from

Sources of “Other funds” reported in table of Alaska high |§ ghway program expend ;jiscal years 1905-66, inclusive
prog orpendatures

Inerease of

}

; Quarter- iFiscal year compensa- { mastcr gen- | Funds con- Park Saotion acts eral, U.S. tributed iceArmy

$145. 20

$101, 184. 56940. 00 97, 611.98
4, 322. 09 79, 089. 0628, 857. 72 121, 212.87

45, 675.36 02, 325.45
15, 136. 08 $300. 00 98, 708. 53 $80, 020

Teepe crecmarrnrrtrer een
nanentnrnnrecnenne|aanennrsnnane 290. 17 132, 414. 88 50, OOF;

|

|1927 812.00 | 103, 001. 10 16, 00U |1928 792.83 | 198, 089. 34 60, 000. bu
1928 1, 000. 00 249, 494. 61 65, 000. 00ee 1, 499. 80 180, 080. 15 160, 821. 31937. 47 165, 604. 86 167, 817. 27

161, 459. 79 96, 237. 79

1934 (NIRA)
1935
1935 (NIRA)
1936...
1936 (NIRA)
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
4943,

Total

1 Includes refunds of $16.95.

195, 076. 45

2, 324. 83

7, 957.10

8, 698. 71
36, 027. 35

60, 101, 48

76, 056. 30
90, 845, 47
146, 953, 91
220, 871. 71
222) 205. 86
116, 664.22
41, 362. 13
73, 662. 54
199, 544. 82
154, 112. 31
167,900. 50
47, 697. 43

255, 723.28
315, 689. 44
309, 909. 56
439, 751. 46
260, 791. 13

124.32
459, 395. 34

1, 073, 120, 92

76, 606, 446. 41

77, 249. BL
6, 806. 86
53, 479. 55
20, 500. 00
93) 727. 33

143, 648. 07
2; 793. 12

131, 657. 52
90, 824. OL
98, 924. 02
51, 168.73
80, 907. 04
31, 590. 85
6, 019.2
9, 989. 00
15, 441. 69
25, 279. 78
85, 902. 09
63, 439. 44
48, 520. 00

115, 330. 00
190, 709. 95
418, 290. 05

|
3 2, 528, 095. 1Ny

3 Includes refunds of $10,571.43 but is exclusive of reversions to the Treasury $377.92 and economy legisla-tion $302.39.
3 Includes refunds of

$3,506.39.
$20.94 but is exclusive of reversions to the Treasury of $48.74 and economy legislation,

'

.

j

5

5

:
2

2

7
3

4
0
7
i4
4
i1
19
9
7
28
4
iL
51
13
32
34
92

09

65
09
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5 N AND FORALASKA Hicuway Proaram EXPENDITURES FOR CONSTUCTION AND
MAINTENANCE

D. Cost blance sheet, Jan. 27, 1906, through June 80, 1956
(From Annual Report of the Alaska Road Commission for the fiscal year ened June 30, 956]

Construction | Maintenance Total
costs expense

oO
140, 973, 397. 69 | $44, 878, 501.93 | $185, 851, 989. 62

Iruictive routes tear tecenee
§

3, 136, 256.60 | 1,887,
72.19 | ©

5,025,

828.79Buildings and improvements. 6, 658, 343, 92 443, 864.7 7, 103,

ACHIVO. un 889, 553. 83 880, 553. 83Inactive 208, 848. 62 |. = 208, 848. 52

Total 151, 858, 400. 56 47, 209, 528, 83 199, 067, 929. 39
.

3
i

32; maintenancec k costs through June 30, 1952: Constriction, $1 s77T
$804we Subsoqucat fo that date receipts from the National Park Service were by reimbursement.

‘ederal-aid high rogram in Alaska—Construction and maintenance authorized,Rederal-aid
highoalt years 1957-89 and 10 months of 1960, inclusive

[Millions of dollars]

Construction Maintenance

Fiscal year--
Total Federal
cost funds

1957 31958
ne1959 noe

1960 through Apr. 30, 1960 .

Total 16.4 3B.

7

Senator Ranvovrn. That will be
helpful ra pangetin with Pro-graming this subcommittee’s report to the full Public

Worksmittee. And we are
grateful

for your cooperation, Commissioner.. strona. Thank you. ;Senator Rawvoury. Is there any comment, Mr. Sherard, on this
testimony—not from the standpointof rebuttal but do you feel tatany statements mide need clarificationor extension of comment by
, ?

. .eM, Suerarp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention that
this.money would and could all be spent on a Federal-aid system. We

would not take this money and spend it for our local roads, we
can

very easily spend all this money in rebuilding the ronds which weinherited; they are in a very said condition, and it is going to take a
of our money for many years to try to get our present system into a

scent condition.
; .

de
One thing on the matching funds. J mentioned

that we were in 8favorable position as far as matching funds are concerned. And yet
in my old State of Wyoming we received 90-10 under the interstateprogram, and approximately 50 percent of their

entire, program isinterstate program, which means that they are relievec of a
burden of1,000 miles of highways which they had to match on a 35-percenratio. And so Wyoming and these other States under the interstate

program have actually been given more favorable consideration than

Bait dBi
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Alaska because they get at least 2 90-10 ratio, and this 90-10 ratio isa sizable portion of their existing program, and it gives them a lot ofmoney to spend other places that they did not have before.Senator Ranpoupn. [ interrupt to say that | believe, CommissionerArmstrong, althoughtheBureau of Public Roads may not agree withthe contention which has just been given by Mr. Sherard, that this90-10 is an important factor for you to weigh in reference to the reporton this specific bill.
Mr. Armstrong. Yes, sir; that is true. And that 90-10 and theinterstate moneys that are available to the various States, their netmatching for all of the Federal aid would step it up considerably, buteven with that stepup Alaska would still be in the most favorableposition of the States.
Senator Grugnina. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if theDepartment of Commerce, in addition to making the specific reporton this bill, would also make some recommendations about Alask,

mhighway problems. We would like something constructive and i Jsomething purely negative.
ere is an agency which has dealt with all forms of transportationfor years, and it should be in a position to make some constructiverecommendations to the Congress in addition to purely negative ones.Senator Ranpoupx. Senator Gruening, if you have no further wit-nesses

Senator Grugnine. I would like that request to be followed up bythe Department.
Senator Ranpoteu. I am sure the Bureau would want to give tothe committee-—— .

Senator Grurnine. The benefit of its thinking.Senator Ranpoupa (continuing). The benefit of its thinking on thisquestion. J am hopeful that it would be provided as expeditiously aspossible, in accordance with other work that you have, which the Chairunderstands.
Mr. Armsrrone. All right, we will do it on the basis of the datathat we now have available.
Senator Ranvoupu. Senator Gruening.Senator Grueninc. Mr, Chairman, there are exhibits that

shor(/})go into the record. MlSenator Ranpoupu. That is correct.
Senator Gruenine. There is a letter from Commissioner Downingin Alaska, a letter to Mr. Cafferty in answer to an inquiry as to howmuch Alaska could have reported in penny-matching funds, a letterto me from Commissioner Armstrong dated April 12, 1960, the exhibitfrom the ICA showing what has been spent on foreign aid, and alsothe other table on foreign aid to show a comparison, or rather a con-trast, between the administration’s policy in foreign countries andwhat it appears likely to be a matter of domestic policy.Earlier in the hearing this afternoon, the distinguished senior Sen-ator from Kentucky, Mr. Cooper, asked that certain items be placedin the record.
He asked for a statement showing all the allocations that have beenmade by the Federal Government to the territory and State of Alaskafor its highways.

103; 208,

He asked for a statement showing the contributions of Alaska to.the construction of roads. .

Federal
funds

33.7

‘Total Fed
cost fun

5.0
12.2
18.5
18.8

54538
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And finally he asked that there be a statement showing the tax
levies of Alaska that Alaska has directed to road construction.

Those data will be found in the table included in my remarks and
the tables attached to the letter from Mr. Downing, which has just
been made a part of the record.
In addition, we shall have, upon its receipt, the matorial requested

from Mr. Armstrong as well as Mr. Armstrong’s letter to me dated
April 12, 1960.
Senator Ranvoter. The communications and data referred to by

Senator Gruening will bo included as part of the record.
(Communications and data referred to follow:)

DpparMEnr or CoMMERCE,
Buneau or Pusiic Roaps,
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960.

Hon. Ernesr Gruenina,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C,
Dear Senator Gruenina: In reply to the telephone request by Mrs. Friedman

of your office, I am enclosing a tabulation showing the estimated amounts of
Federal-aid highway funds that would have been apportioned to Alaska each year,
1917 through 1960, if Alaska had shared in these apportionments on th same
basis as other States. The tabultion also shows the estimated amounts of
matching funds Alaska would have been required to provide, based on sliding-
scale rates of Federal participation. Provision for sliding-scale rates was first
included

in
Federal-aid highway legislation that authorized funds for the fiscal

ear 1922..
The tabulation shows that Federal-aid highway funds totaling $516.5 million

would have been apportioned to Alaska, and matching funds totaling $93.9
million would have been required.. As you know, Federal-aid apportionments
remain available to each State for 2 years following the close of the fiscal year
for which authorized. To the extent that any apportionment would not have
been matched by the State within the statutory lapse period, the above amounts
would have been proportionately reduced.
Actual Federal-aid apportionments to Alaska, for the years 1917 through 1960,

totaled $48.5 million, leaving a net difference of $468 million.. Actual matching
funds required totaled $4.85 million, leaving a net difference of $89.05 million in
matching funds that would have been required. .

In addition to the Federal-aid highway funds actually apportioned to Alaska,
appropriations to the Alaska, Road Commission totaled $174.1 million, and an
additional amount, estimated at $13.4 million of Federal funds, was spent on
the Alaska Highway in 1942-43. Thus, the net difference between amounts
that would have been apportioned and amounts received would be $280.5 million. |

We shall be pleased to furnish any further information you may require
concerning the Federal-aid highway program.

Sincerely yours, Etuis L. ARMSTRONG,
Commissioner of Public Roads,
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Estimated apportionments Alaska would have received had the State participated in
all apportionments on same basis as other States, and estir ,

¢
Sis a. stimated St

funds required under sliding scale rates
ate matching

Estimated apportionments Estimated Statematching funds
Fiscal years; required

- Total 1917-33
Federal-aid

Total 1936~43
Federal-aid_.....

Total 1946-60
Federal-aid

1959 (D) funds
Total Federal-aid

Emergency funds !

Grand total.

emennnenna
1 1934-35 Public works and works program highway.

Primary |Secondary|Urban| Total

$262, 870)..--..-----|--.---- $262, 870
25, 740} [oe eee ‘$25, 740
788, 610

6, 605, 625
5, 747, 2+] 5, 747, 057

67, 236, 957 - 87, 236, 957

6, 544, 687, 6, 544, 687
6, 544, 687| 6, 544, 687
6,712, 5G0| $1, 342, 500)...--.. 8, 055, 0
6, 544, 688} 1, 308, 937; 7, 853, 6
5, 235, 750} 785, 363 6, 021, 113
6, 021, 113) 785, 363}. 6, 806, 476
5, 235, 750 916, 256] _ 8, 152, 006
5, 235, 750) 916, 256 6, 152, 006

48,074,925} 6, 054, 675/_...-.. 54, 129, 600

11,778, 902) 7, 849, 676/$29, 981] 19, 658, 559
11, 778, 902] 7, 849, 676) 29, 982) 19, 658, 560
11, 627, 891) 7, 749, 039] 29, 597| 19, 406, 527
10, 465, 101). 6, 974, 136] 26,637} 17, 465, 874
10, 465, 101] 6, 974, 136] 26, 637] 17, 465, 874
11, 716, 969} 7,835, 175] 37, 102) 19, 589, 246
11, 626, 374] 7, 774, 594] 36, 816] 19, 437, 784
12, 888, 666] 8, 618, 692) 40, 813] 21, 548, 171
12, 955, 103) 8, 663, 119] 41,023} 21, 659, 245
16,615, 146] 11,110,601) 52,613] 27, 778, 360
16, 657, 424} 11, 138, 872) 52, 747| 27, 849, 043
3, 019,838] 2, 019, 375] - 9,562) 5, 048, 775
20, 534, 895] 13, 731, 750] .65, 025] 34, 331, 670
21, 033, 168| 14, 064, 947| 66,603) 35, 164, 718
21, 634, 116] 14, 466, 803] 68, 506] 36, 169, 425

204, 797, 596) 136, 820, 5911613, 644/342, 231, 831
9, 663, 480] 6, 462, 000] 30,600) 16, 156, 080

479, 754, 468
36, 796, 988

516, 551, 456

Primary |Secondary|Urban| * Total

$262, wae] eeenen $262, 870
525, eo] ee eee 525, 740
788, 610

2, 628, 700
1,051, 480)
3, 943, 050)
1, 314, 350
3, 913, 050!

264, 859
529, 719)
529, 719
688, 634
704, 578
794, 578!
794, 578}
794, 578
794, 578
794, 578
794, 578
529, 719

1, 324, 297
1, 152, 171

25, 039, O14 25, 039, 014

1, 312, 080 1, 312, 080
1, 312, 080 1, 312, 080
1,345, 123) $269, 1, 614, 868
1,312,080} 262, 416)__. 1, 574, 496
1,049, 664) 157, 450) 1, 207, 114
1,207,114] 187, 450]... 1, 364, 564
1, 049, 664} 183, 691
1,049,664) 183, 1, 233, 355

9, 638, 069] 1, 213, 843}... 10, 851, 912

2,361, 437| 1, 573, 705] $6,011} 3, 941, 153
2,361,437! 1,573, 705| 6,011) 3,941, 153
2,331, 162] 1, 553,529) 5, 934] 3, 890, 625
1, 727,723] 1,151,387] 4,398} 2, 883, 508
1,727, 723| 1,151,387| 4,398) 2,883, 508
1, 853, 762] 1,239,617; 5, 870) 3,099, 249
1, 839, 429] 1, 230, 032} 5, 825] 3, 075, 28%

2,039, 138; 1,363,578) 6,457) 3, 409,7]
2, 049, 649] 1,370,607! 6,490) 3, 426,74)
2, 584, 237| 1, 728, 087| 8, 183] 4, 320, 50/

2, 590, 813| 1,732,485) 8, 204} 4,331, 502
470,901! 314,893] 1,491) 787, 285

8, 202, 124] 2, 141, 270) 10, 140] 5, 353, 534
3,279, 822| 2, 193, 228} 10,386) 5, 483, 436
3, 367, 752) 2, 252, 026] 10, 664) 5, 630, 442

33, 787, 109/22, 569, 536) 100, 462] 56, 457, 107
953,395) 637,539} 3,019] 1, 593, 953

93, 941, 986

93, 941, 986
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Fresrvuary 16, 1960.
Mr. Huen J. Wane, ©

.

Secretary of State, State of Alaska,
Juneau, Alaska.
Dear SEcRETARY Wave: This will acknowledge receipt of a certified copy of

Senate Joit Resolution No. 12 of the Alaska Legislature. .
I know that this memorial will be helpful to me in attempting to obtain favor-

able action in Congress on my bill to obtian equalization grants for the State of
AlaskaerToad purposes.

rdially yours° me Ernest GRUENING.

Fusrvuarr 16, 1960.
Senator Esmn Horson,
Alaska State Legislature,
Juneau, Alaska.
Dear Esen: I was very pleased to receive from Secretary of State Hugh J.

Wade a certified copy of Senate Joint Resolution No. 12 which you and Senator
Bronson sponsored. I feel this action by you and your fellow le islators will be
most helpful in my effort to obtain favorable consideration in Congress for my
bill to authorize the payment of equalization grants to the State of Alaska for
road purposes.

,

.
{ want you to know how much I appreciate your action in introducing the res-

lution with its very kind reference to my efforts. o o
7

With best wishes,
Iremain,

~

;

rdia oursYOu Ernest GRUENING.

Frsrvary 16, 1960.
Senator Lustrr Bronson, :

Alaska State Legislature,
Juneau, Alaska.
Dear Lester: I was very pleased to receive from

Scoretary
of State Hugh J.

Wade a certified copy of Renate Joint Resolution 12 which you and Senator
Hopson sponsored. feol this action by you and your ‘fellow legislators will
be most helpful in my effort to obtain favorable consideration ‘in Congress for my
pill to authorize the payment of equalization grants to the State of Alaska for
road purposes.

:

.I want you to know how much I appreciate your action in introducing the
- resolution with its very kind references to my efforts. a

With best wishes, I remain,i rgCordially yours, Ernest GRUENING.
' 1

Strats or ALASKA,
Secrerary or State,
Juneau, February 10, 1960.

Hon. Ernest GRUENING,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
My vEAR Senator Grusnina: At the request of the Legislature of the State

of Alaska, I have the honor to transmit to you a certified copy of Senate Joint .

Resolution 12, urging the Congress of the United States to enact legislation
which will aid this State in acquiring an adequate road system and supporting
your proposals to the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate.

Sincerel ursmeney Huan J. Wave, Secretary of State.

OT

A
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In the Senate By Senators Bronson and Hopson
Senate Joint Reso.rvtion 12, in tHe LecisLaTURE OF THE STATE oF ALASKA,First Lrecisuaturs, Seconp Srssion

Relating to Federal aid to Alaska for road construction
Be it resolved by the Legislature of the State of Alaska in first legislature, second

session assembled:
Whereas the State of Alaska, having the largest area of all the several States,

has only 3,000 miles of roads, of which only 1,070 are paved; and
Whereas only two of this State’s larger cities are connected by road or rail, the

rest being isolated one from another except for air or water transport; and
Whereas this situation is the direct result of the policy followed by the Federal

Government when Alaska was still a territory; and
Whereas that policy was one which placed the burden of every excise tax for

road construction upon Alaskans but denied Alaskans an equal share in the bene-
fits thereof; and :

Whereas the total amount for road construction which Alaska would have
received as a State from 1917 through 1959 is $575,600,000 but the total amount
Alaska actually received was only $84,700,000: Be it ,

Resolved, That this Legislature of the State of Alaska in first legislature, =|] ihsession assembled, urge the Congress of the United States to enact legis-Mli
which will aid this State to acquire the adequate road system so long denied it
during its many years as the undernourished ward of the Federal Government
and to erase the inequities which were so long imposed; and be it further

Resolved, That this legislature commend and support the proposals of the
Honorable Ernest Gruening, Senator from Alaska, in his memorandum of De-'

gember
4, 1959, to the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate; and be it

urther
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Honorable Dwight D.

Eisenhower, President of the United States; the Honorable Dennis Chavez,’
Senator from New Mexico and chairman of the Senate Committee on Public
Works; the Honorable E. L. Bartlett and the Honorable Ernest Gruening, Sena-

tors from
Alaska; and the Honorable Ralph J. Rivers, Representative from

Alaska.
_ Passed by the senate January 29, 1960. .

.
Wituiam E. Beurz,
President of the Senate.

Attest:
-” " Karagrinse T. ALEXANDER,

: Secretary of the Senate. . -

Passed by the house February 4, 1960. |
. . Warren A. Tayror

Speaker of the House.

Esruer. Reep, ()- Chief Clerk of the Heise: |

“Karurring T. ALEXANDER,
Secretary of the Senate.

Attest:

Certified true, full, and correct.

/ Strate or ALASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF PuBiic Works,

: . Juneau, Alaska; May 8, 1960.
Re highway expenditures, Alaska, -

Hon. Ernest GRUENING,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear SENATOR GrueEnine: In response to your wire and letter of April 13 I

am enclosing the data you requested on highway expenditures in Alaska, I
would like to have sent this to you sooner, but considerable research was required
to untangle some of the older records.
Following is a brief explanation of the enclosures:

wh.

t

i
}

yo.
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: Table A: Reporting in the older years was on a biennium basis: and a fiseal.
year which was the same as the calendar year. To keep the table consistent the
gas tax for the last few years is on a calendar year. This will explain any dis-
crepancy you may encounter in comparison with other sources. Further, gastax reported is the net available for Department use. Nonhighway expenditures.
include such items as airfields, docks, harbors, and the highway police. Highway
expenditures include roads, trails, trams, bridges, and ferries, as well as Federal-aid
contributions,
Table B, Federal appropriations for Alaska highways: This period was made

a separate table due to lack of yearly maintenance records. We believe the
total maintenance figure for the period to be accurate however, since it was
backed in from a later published report. All Federal figures are presumed to be
on a fiscal year basis.’ Tabe C, Federal appropriations for Alaska highways: This should be self-
explanatory except to warn that the year 1957 shows here and also on table D.This reflects termination of direct appropriations and the beginning of Federal ad.
Table D, Federal-aid highway program: This shows Alaska’s total Federal-aid

experience. With its footnotes it should be self-explanatory.
Tables B, C, and D have not bee summarized since there are several aysthis could be done depending on the desired use. It is believed they contain the

combined information you may require. .The various tables do not reflect Omnibus Act transitional grants, on which
you have ample information and which you would probably want to treat sepa-
rately. They also do not include the $13,400,000 spent on the Alaska Highway
during 1942-43, mentioned in Commissioner Armstrong’s undated letter to you,
file 24-40, since there are no Alaskan records on the expenditure and it is 9 rather
special case. :

; . .The figures shown should be accurate within a narrow margin, but minor
discrepancies may exist due to the many sources used.

.If I can supply any additional information on the subject, please do not hesitate
to

advige me. 'incerely yoursyyeuss
Ricnarp A. Down1na, Commissioner.

Tasue A.—Terrttorial and State highway appropriations

1 No record,
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Tass B.—Federal appropriations for Alaska highways, 1918 through 1948

Federal FederalFiscal year: appropriations | Fiscal year—Continued appropriations :

1913 ,

$353, 000. 00 1934 $1, 000, 356. 951914 . 321, 316. 32 1935 1, 227, 308.79 |

1915 296, 824. 31 1936 1, 434, 879. 231916 329, 402. 30 1937 1, 365, 139. 66 |1917 550, 000. 00 1938 819, 858. 931918 756, 145. 20 1939" 795, 690. 001919 135, 000. 00 1940 750, 392. 021920 378, 798. 15 1941 1, 770, 000. 00
1921 449, 377. 82 1942 3, 572, 826. 931922 565, 297. 14 1943 1, 755, 400. 001923 617,073. 77|°

©

1944 1, 847, 500. 001924 823, 208. 74
* 1945 2, 427, 500. 00

1925 904, 173. 50 1946 _ 2, 451, 400. 001926 1, 117, 731. 66 1947 3, 609, 249. 001927 1, 093, 705. 28 _ 1948 11, 525, 876. 661928 1, 112, 946. 47
1, 1386, 608. 68 Total, 1913-48__

i;
59‘1930 1, 083, 225. 58 |Maintenance . 00

|

1931 1, 075, 648. 66
1932 1, 184, 092. 91 Construction... 27, 851, 263. 591933 1, 032, 564. 93

Note.—The above are record figures, but no yearly breakdown between maintenance and constructionds available for this period.

Taste O.—Federal appropriations for Alaska highways, 1949 through 1987

Fiscal year Construction |Maintenanee Total

‘1949 $8, 759, 620 $1, 841, 300 $10, 600, 920
1950 25, 221, 030 , 911, 300 27, 182, 330
‘1961 27, 969, 200 2, 600, 000 30, 569, 200
1962 20, 119, 800 2, 940, 000 23, 059, 800
1053 17, 000, 000 3, 318, 000 20, 318, 0001954 14, 600, 000 3, 000, 000 17, 600, 0001955 8, 000, » 600, 11, 500, 000
1956 6, 300, 000 3, 500, 000 9, 800, 0001957 “mewnewe , 800, 3, 625, 000 11, 425, 000

Total 135, 769, 650 26, 235, 600 162, 005, 250

Taste D.—Federal-aid highway program, 1967 through 1960 ()
. Federal | Territory orFiscal year allotment | State contri- Total Maintenance

| Construction
bution .

1957. $1, 932, 588 $193, 259 $2, 125, 847 (1) $2, 125, 8471958 13, 141, 599 1,314, 160 14, 455, 759 $4, 423, 000 10, 032, 7591950, eee eee nee 18, 448, 106 1, 344, 811 14, 792, 917 4, 844, 000 27, 918, 9171959 5
6, 178, 599 3617, 860 6, 796, 459 6, 796, 450

1960 18, 829, 881 1, 382, 988 15, 212, 869 5, 680, 000 ®
Total__..-. 48, 530, 773 4, 853, 078 53, 383, 851 14, 947, 000 26, 873, 982

1 See table C.
2 $2,030,000 reserved for 1961-62 maintenance.3 Special D program provided by 1958 Federal Aid Highway Act. Under the special terms of the act,Alaska’s cash contribution was $236,036; $381,824 was advanced by the Government to be repaid fromfuture Federal-aid allotments.
4 $9,532,869 reserved for 1961-62 maintenance.

B1, 66¢(23, 818"

v

Biennium appropriations Total
highway

Nonhighway | Total highway
appropriations | expenditures | expenditures

1913 to 1915 (I
1915 to 1917 (
1917 to 1919 $400, 000. 00 $400, 000. 00
1919 to 1921 875, 000, 00 |. 375, 000. 00
1921 to 1923 240, 000, 0 240, 000, 00
1923 to 1925 4 240, 000, 00 240, 000. 00
1925 to 1927 260, 000.0 260, 000. 00
1927 to 1929 460, 000.00 0
1929 to 1931 320,000, 00 $118, 176. 15 + 823,

1931 to 1933 300, 000. 060 84, 328. 55 265, 671. 45
1983 to 1985. 200, 000, 00 16, 178, 50 188, 826. 50
1985 to 1937 200, 000, 00 27, 132, 05 172, 867. 95
1937 to 1939. 400, 000, 00 859, 45 335, 140, 56
1939 to 1941. 800, 000. 60 104, 145, 00 605, 855. 00
1941 to 1943 300, 000. 00 72, 866. 35 227, 133, 65
1943 to 1945 258, 206, 70 77, 578. 60 180, 718, 10
1945 to 1947 876, 000, 00 202, 548. 00 372, 452. 00

Sub ota 5, 828, 206. 70 717, 807. 65 4,610, 489. 08
Gas tax funds:

1947 to 1949 1, 047, 407. 65 666, 358. 80 381, 138. 8&
1940 t0195. 1, 930, 065. 65 820, 783, 85 1, 109, 281. 8¢
1951 to 1953 2, 406, 242. 00 1, 120, 779. 30 1, 285, 462. 7C
1953 to 1956 new J, 662, 426. 00 109, 422. 05 1, 463, 003. 9£
1955 to 1957. -
1957
1958
1959

Subtotal

Grand total

3, 522, 213. 00
2, 317, 308, 70
2, 213, 421, 80
2, 419, 234. 75

3, 522, 213. OC
2, 317, 398. 7(
2, 213, 421. 8¢
2, 419, 234, 7!

17, 518, 409. 55 2, 807, 344, 00 14, 711, 155, 5£

22, 846, 796, 25 3, 625, 151. 65

201, 823 85

19, 321, 644. 6€
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Mr. Micnasn CaFFrErry, |

Care of Hon. Henry M. Jackson,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear Mike: This is in further reference to our telephone conversation regard-

ing the ability of the then Territory of Alaska to match Federal aid to highway
grants through the years if allotments had been made to it on the same basis as
to the States. ‘ :

/

One answer, of course, lies in the statement by Senator Jackson during the
hearings on the Alaska omnibus bill that, since other States and Territories raised
the necessary local funds, it could be presumed that the Territory of Alaska
could have done so if the allotments had been made and the Federal funds had
been available. This is true of-most Federal grant-in-aid programs. The fact
that Federal funds are available means that State and local funds are raised and
channeled into the federally aided program. .

One aspect of this question relates, of course, to the very lack of Federal aid
for roads in Alaska which prevented the economic growth of the Territory and
the development of a broader and bigger: tax base..' That, to me, seems quite
obvious and needs no enlargement. .

Another aspect of your question is the willingness of the Territory to assuine
the financial burden as evidenced by the repeated memorials of its legislature
to the Congress requesting that the ‘Territory be included in the Federal prograim,
There is no basis for believing that the Territorial Icgislature took this action
repeatedly without full realization that if there were favorable action by the
Congress on its memorial it would be required to raise additional taxes through
whatever taxable sources were available to it.
A look at the potential tax sources of the Territoy—which remained untapped

for reasons set forth fully in Senator Gruening’s book “The State of Alaska’”’—
shows that there was a sufficiently large tax base to raise the needed matching
funds to match a Federal highway aid allotment to the Territory of Alaska on
the same basis as to the States. «©

~
At the hearings on Senator Gruening’s proposed amendment to the Alaska

Omnibus Act to provide for equalization grants for Alaska’s road program, detailed
charts on this point will be supplied. ..

In the meantime, however, here are a few figures chosen at random.
Consider the year 1917~-the year when the basic Federal-aid Highway Act of

1916 went into effect. The Territory of Alaska was omitted from that act.
Had it been included on the same basis as the States, its allotment, according. to
the Bureau of Public Roads, would have been $262,800. :

How could the Territory have raised that sum, over and above the taxes it
was levying?
What were theTerritory's untapped resources in 1917? :

In that year the Alaska salmon pack amounted to 5,922,320 cases. It was
taxed at 4 cents a case, not on its value, which was $51,850,017. That tax
amounted to less than one-half of 1 percent of the value of the pack. Suppose
the inhibiting influences on the Territorial legislature had been removed—and
an incentive for such removal might well have been the availability of Federal
road funds—and the tax had been doubled? The additional Territorial revenue
produced would have been $236,892.80. This would have been only $25,907.20
less than the amount needed to match the highway aid allotment if the Territory
had heen treated as a State for purposes of that program.

Would such an additional tax have placed an intolerable burden on the salmon
industry? Even at a rate of 8 cents per case, the tax would have amounted to
less than 1 percent of the total pack value for that year. The additional tax
itself would have been only one-twelfth of a cent per can—an amount which
would have had a negligible effect, if any—upon consumer purchases.
In this example, I have assumed that the salmon industry would have bortie

the entire tax, as though that were the only industry in the Territory of, Alaska,at that time which was a potential tax source,
This is not so. "

During that same year, and for many years thereafter until 1949, many Alaska
businesses—potential tax sources—were entirely tax free. I refer to such busi-
nesses as steamship companies, airlines, buslines, lighterage companies, banks,
construction companies, newspapers, and logging companies. (As the vears
went by and new types of businesses such as airlines, buslines, motion picture
theaters, oil companies, garages, service stations, and radios, came into existence,
they too were made tax exempt.)
Also in 1917, as a potential tax source, there was the mining industry, with a

total value of the ore mined of $40,066,000. A modest severance tax of only

o* Jantary 28, 1960.
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1 percent on this ore would have realized $400,660—more than sufficient to match
the $262,800 in Federal aid highway funds Alaska did not receive.

Consider another year (chosen at random).In 1929, if the Territory of Alaska had been treated, for highway aid purposes,as a State, it would have received a Federal allotment of $3,963,300 in Federal
aid and would have been required to match it, according to the Bureau of Public
Roads, with $795,000 in Territorial funds. .

Where would the money have come from?
The businesses enumerated above were still untaxed.
The salmon pack that year—1929—was 5,370,242 cases with a value of

$41,672,456 still taxed by the case at 4 cents per case. Doubling that tax would
bring in additional revenue of $214,809.68, with the tax still amounting only to
slightly more than one-half of 1 percent of the total value of the pack. The
added tax would still amount to about one-twelfth of a cent per can.
The value of the ore mined in 1929 was $40,066,000. A modest severance tax

of only 1 percent of the value of the ore would have realized the territory of
Alaska in that year the sum of $400,660. .' The value of the Pribilof Island seals killed in the year 1929 amounted to
$286,000. If the territory of Alaska had been given only 50 percent of this

__

On this basis—and using only a very limited number of revenue sources/
the territory of Alaska in 1929 could have raised, in additional revenue, $214,809.6
plus $400,660 plus $143,000 for a total of $758,469.69—approximately the amount
needed to meet the $795,000 matching for the Federal-aid highway assistance
the territory of Alaska did not receive.

Consider another year—1936.
‘

_if the territory of Alaska had been treated as the States were for Federal-aid
highway allotments, its allotment would have been $6,604,600. It would have
been required to match this with territorial funds in the amount of $1,324,000.
' Where would the territory have obtained these funds?
The salmon pack in that year was 8,454,948 cases (an alltime high) with a value

of $44,079,213. Doubling the 4 cents per case tax would have brought in revenue
of $338,197.92.A severance tax of only 1 percent of the value of the ore mined that year

total it would have had an additional $143,000 in revenue.

(}

($19,752,000) would have brought in $197,520 for the territory.
severance tax of only 1 percent of the value of the timber products

($180,985,000) would have brought in for the territory the sum of $1,309,850.One half of the value of the seals killed on the Pribilof Islands would have:been $611,000.
Thus: $338,197.92 plus $197,520 plus $1,309,850 plus $611,000 would have

equaled $2,456,567.92—much more than the $1,324,000 needed to match the
Federal-aid highway grant that was not made.
Thus should give you a general idea without multiplying redundantly the

examples.

With ali best wishes, I am
Sincerely yours,

If you want any further information, please do not hesitate to call upon “i
. Hersert W. Braszr,

Legislative Assistant to Senator Ernest Gruening.
Hieuway Proseots or ICA anp Prepecessor AGENCIES

Recapitulation, transportation: Code (31), highways—Mutual security projects by
countries and fiscal years, 1956-69 inclusive

| . : Cumulative
Country Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year |Fiscal year| through

1955 1956 1957 1958 1969 fiscal year
1959

Far East
(en eee $9, 156, 430 |$29, 592, 119 1$41, 886, 000 |$36, 622, 000 |$25, 616, 000 |$142, 872, 549

Near East and Asia 16, 526, 628 | 5, 544,339 | 9,411,000 | 4,108,000 | 3,376,000 38, 965, 967Africa 262,200 | 1,267,000 | -1, 765,000 899, 4, 193, 200Europe 17, 400 73, 000 173, 400Latin America
Asian economic development
fund, India-Nepal Road-
way "5, 000, 000

5,000,

000

Total 29, 925, 803 | 46,936,970 | 61,392,000 | 48, 570, 000 | 30, 718, 000 | 217, 542, 773

15, 000 12,000 000 ,
4,225,345 | 11,523,312 | 8,816,000 |! 1,019,000 | 754,000 | 26, 337,
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_ Transportatio: (31) highwas
FISCAL YEAR 1955

Far East:
China: Traffic safety engineering_....--.--.--------------
Laos: Improvement of and extension of Laotian highway sys-
tem

Philippines: Highway improvement (Barrio roads)
Thailand:

Highway development
Construction equipment training.
Special northeast highway project, Saraburi-Korat-Ban
Thsi Highway

Expanded aid program highways
Vietnam: General program for roads and bridges

Near East, Africa and South Asia:
igypt: -

Highway improvement.......--.--.------+------------
Transportation and communications-highways
‘Transportation, asphalt and bitumen training-..-.-------

Tran: Demonstration and training in use of highway mainte-
nance +--+ +--+ eee

Traq: Highway development (Iidwards, Kelcey, Beck contract) .
Israel: For rond construction
Jordan: Roads

’ Lebanon: Public roads development.
roeLiberia: Highway program (PW-5) highway maintenance

Pakistan:
East Pakistan road development training program._
Baluchistan States Union road projects
Pakistan highway system and research development pro-

ram
Turkey: Istanbul arterial highway st dy
Overseas territories: United Kingdom:

Highway economist-eng’: cer
Road research engineer
Study of low-cost earth-road construction....-------,----
U.S. highway economist-engineer to the Federation

Europe: Spain: American highway practices (11)
Latin America:

Bolivia:
Transportation (highways)
Observation and seminar program for Latin American
public works and highway off ci JsPublic roads, administration...

Brazil: Transportation highways
Colombis: Transportation, roads
Costa Rica: Highway planning, construction, and maintenance
improvement project

Cuba: Public works and highway training
Dominican Republic: Specialized training for other departments,
inter-American highway seminar

Guatemala: ‘

Pacific (Slope) Highway, from Popoya through Retalhuleu
to Coatepeque and from Retalhuleu to Champerico_-—---

Observation and seminar program for Latin American
public works and highway offici ls

Haiti: Market roads
Hondures: Consultation in highways._.....-----------------
Mexico: Observation and seminars for Latin American public
works and highway officials

Paraguay: :

rans-Chaco Road project
Demonstration and training project, road construction and
maintenance

Peru: Bridge construction
Overseas territories: British Guiana: Transportation, highways.

$5, 000

1, 370, 930
3, 789, 000

55, 000
75, 000

3, 130, 000
355, 000
376, 500

6, 514, 000
10, 500
3, 000

406, 667
176, 496
18, 750

2, 537, 250
5, 700, 000

291, 000

4, 660
693, 815

35, 340
90, 000

6, 000
24, 000
3, 150

12) 000
17, 400

5, 328

4, 884
38) 146
18, 500
12’ 000

2, 400
2) 120

1, 200

3, 675, 000

1, 100
7 325, 000

9, 600

3, 000

20, 817

100, 000
3, 650
2, 600

HIGHWAYS IN. ALASKA

Transportation: (31) highways—Continued
FISCAL YEAR 1956Far East:

Cambodia:
Port highway
Highway repair and maintenance

. Repair, rehabilitation, and construction bridgesChina (Taiwan):
East-West highway construction (RETSER)
Heavy construction equipment, THB
Highway improvement and administration

Indonesian Republic: Highway technical trainingKorea:
Highway transportation trainees
Asphalt hot-mix plant________
Highway and bridge construction.._____-
Heavy equipment and spare parts for highway and street
construction

Laos:
Reopening

and establishing maintenance on national
roads

Philippines:. Highway improvement
Thailand:

sewage
Highway development
Highway:

Special northeast
; Expanded aid

Vietnam: Highways and bridgesNear East and south Asia:

EBeypt:
Transportation and communications highway improve-men

Greece:
Training in road design, pavements, and testing ma-

erial__
India: Highway transportation —Iran: Demonstration and training in the use of highway main-
tenance equipment

Iraq: Highway development (Edwards, Kelcey back contract)_Israel: Road construction
Jordan: Roads
Lebanon:

Public roads development of Lebanon-Beirut-Maameltein
Highway

Beirut-Syrian border highwayPakistan:
East Pakistan road development and training program.Pakistan highway system and research demonstration pro-gram

_ Turkey: Highway engineering advisers
rica:
Liberia: Highway program, PW-5
Oversea territories: United Kingdom: Public works depart-ment engineer to United States

Europe: Spain: American highway practices studyLatin America:
Bolivia:

Administration Road
Service)

Demonstration of equipment maintenance and repair(Servicio Cooperativo Boliviano-Americano de Caminos)_
Demonstration of road maintenance and betterment (Boli-vian-American Cooperative Road Service)
Construction and maintenance of road system, Cochabama-Santa Cruz .

Colombia:
Training program in highway construction and main-
acne bructighway construction and maintenance proj :

Cauca, and Caldas (CVC)
Project Valle,

Costa Rica: Highway improvement project

(Bolivian-American Cooperative

-- $7, 400, 000
765, 000
650, 000

400, 000
208, 200
13, 000
34, 000

15, 000
160, 000
545, 000

275, 000
on“

2, 678, (|)2, 419, du

75, 000

2, 612, 000
2, 302, 900
5, 440, 000

21, 500

27, 000
8, 000

354, 900
316, 000
25, 000

263, 100

100, 000
3, 200, 000

SH142, 45
147, 000

256, 200

6, 000
15, 000

)

52, 313

32, 187

51, 100

1, 187, 350

23, 500

10, 000
27, 960
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‘Tranportation: ($1) highweys——Continued
FISCAL YEAR 1956—continued

-Latin America—Continued
Guatemala: /Pacific Slope Highway (Popoja to Coatepeque section)

Atlantic highway
Quetzaltenango-Retalhuleu road____---.-

eeePacific Slope Highway, east and: west sections..........--
Haiti: :

Voldrogue Pourcine Road (completion)
Anse D’Hainault-Sources .Chaudes market road (com-
pletion)

Low-level bridge across Voldrogue River
__

Survey and construction of Pestel-Corail Highway
Survey and construction of Les Anglais-Tiburon market
roa ;

Honduras: Consultation in highways._....-.-.---.----+---«+-
Nicaragua: Public roads

:
.

Paraguay: .Trans-Chaco road project .

Demonstration and training, road construction and main-.
tenance

Oversea territories: British Guiana: Highway congtruc-*:
tion, maintenance, and design project...._.

FISCAL YEAR 1967 -

“Far East:
Cambodia: :

Port highway . .
Highway-bridge rebabilitation and construction’ =

China:
Highway bridge engineering
Municipal road improvement; provincial department of
reconstruction

.FEast-west highway construction
Highway improvement ton
Highway and traffic engineering traini g

Japan: Highway study
Korea: - . ue

Highway and bridge construction and rehabilitation
Heavy equipment and spare parts for highway, street pav-
ing, bridge construction, and repair shop .

Road and street
paving

rehabilitation. ..-.-.------++.---Laos: Reopening and establishing ‘maintenance. on national
roads '

.

Philippines: Highway improvement
Thailand:

Highways, special northeast....-...2..-0.00---- beneedbe:
General highway improvement.........00-5-.-
Highway department operations lanes -
Bangkok-Bangkapi road improvement...05..---------s-4

Vietnam: Highways and bridges
“Near East and south Asia:

Afghanistan: National roads improvement and maintenance.
Ceylon: Highway development /

India: Highway transportation... .Iran: Highway equipment maintenance and repair shops_._.--
Iraq: Highway development.........-.--------s---- Le
Israel: Road construction
Jordan: ound

Road development
Roads
Highway administration

Lebanon:
Public roads development of Lebanon (coastal)
Highway advisory and training project

$1, 700, 000
5, 205, 000

950, 000
1, 206, 000

423, 740

40, 000
39, 076
17, 644

91, 200

123, 700

18, 000

~

8, 500, 000
436, 000

5, 000

6, 000
. 450, 000

5, 000
4, 000

39, 000

1, 561, 000

2, 400, 000
913, 000

. 1, 050, 000
. 8, 579, 000

1, 824, 000
8, 102, 000

97, 000
-

12, 462,000
2, 132, 000
965, 000
13, 000

1,060, 000
304, 000

7, 000

7, 000
1, 358, 000

-"

“16, 000

- 1,000, 000
28, 000
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Transportation: (31) highways—Continued
FISCAL YEAR 1957-—continued

Near East and South Asia—Continued
Pakistan:

' East Pakistan road development and training
. West Pakistan road construction —

Highway system___
Turkey: Highway engineering advisers
Baghdad Pact:

Regional
highway project—Turkey and Iran

On. .

Railroad link: Turkey and Iran
te

Africa:
Liberia: Highway program
Libya; Rehabilitation and construction of provincial and federal .
roads wee

_. Oversea territories:
‘ Somalia: Highway improvement
' United Kingdom:
, Road research engineer
. U.S. highway economist-engineer to the Federation of
' "Rhodesia and Nyasaland

Southern Rhodesia, highway planning and construc-
ion...

Europe: Spain: American highway practices studiesLatin America:
Bolivia:

; Administration
: Service)_.

Demonstration of road maintenance and betterment (Bo-livian-American Cooperative Road Service)Colombia: Highway construction and maintenance project. Valle, Cauca, and Caldas; training of highwa engineers
Costa

Rica: Highway improvement project training person-ne
Guatemala:

Atlantic Highway
Pacific Slope Highway, east and west sections
Project access roads (rural development program)Honduras: Consultation in highway developmentMexico: Training facilities for operators and mechanics

Nicaragua: Transportation, highways -
_ ,

Oversea territories: British Guiana: Road development project___
FISCAL YEAR 1958Far East:

Cambodia:
Porthighway.--

_ Highway and bridge repair and rehabilitation
, ‘China (Taiwan): East-west highway construction (RETSER)..'

Indonesian Republic: Highway construction and rehabilitation.Korea: Highway and bridge construction and rehabilitationLaos: Reopening and maintenance on national roads.
Philippines: Highway improvement -
‘Thailand:

Highways, special northeast
Highway department operationsEast-west highway

, Vietnam: Highways and bridges -
Near East and south Asia:

Afghanistan: National roads improvement and maintenance
Ceylon: Highway developmentIndia: Highway transportation
Iraq: Highway development

67

$79, 000
35, 000
34, 000
173, 000

"1,

340, 000
860, 000

2, 100, 000

343, 000
.

907, 000

2, 000

= ool)
4, 000

*

3,000
12; 000

(Bolivian-American Cooperative Road.
46,000

133, 000

24, 000

14, 000

6, 043, 000
1, 700, 000
700, 000
32, 000
100, 000
14, 000
10,
oof)

6, 111, 000
398, 000
589, 000

8, 000, 000
992, 000

1, 107, 000
1, 635, 000

692, 000
154, 000

2, 000, 000
14, 944, 000

1, 311, 000
111, 000
12; 000

140, 000

1,

38, 800
63, 842

222) 000

454 000
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Transportation: ($1) highways—Continued
FISCAL YBAR 1958-—continued

Near East and south Asia—Continued
Jordan:

Roads $1, 200, 000
Highway administration 402, 000.
Highway constr. ct°o1 1, 045, 000

Lebanon: Highway dvelopment of Leba 01 37, 000
Nepal: Regional projects personnel 43, 000
Pakistan:

East Pakistan rd development and training program. --_. 83, 000
Karachi-Kalat-Quetta road project 66, 000

Afri
Turkey: Highway engineering advisers.....--...-....-----+- 162, 000

rica: -

Liberia: Highway program 394, 000
Libya: Rehabilitation and construction of provincial and fed-

eral roads 1, 300, 000
Overseas territories:

Somalia: Highway improvement : 47, 000:
United Kingdom:

Highway engineering Oo. 22, 000:
Study of highway maintenance 2, 000:

Europe: Spain:
‘American highway practices study : 15, 000:
Training highway construction mechanics and operators 41, 000:

Latin America:
Bolivia:

Administration (road rervicio) 68, 000:
Demonstration road maintenance and betterment.....--- 181, 000

Colombia: Transportation, practical training in highway con-
struction and maintenance: 29, 000:

Cuba: Public roads training 5, 000:
Guatemala: Project access roads (rural development program) . 675, 000
Honduras: Consultation in highways 37, 000°
Mexico: Training facilities for operators and mechanics. + 2, 000:
Nicaragua: Transportation, highways 5, 000:
Overseas Territories: British Guiana: Roads development proj-
ect 17, 000:

Asian Economic Development Fund: India-Nepal roadway. 5, 000, 000:

FISCAL YEAR 1959
Far East:

‘Burma: Rangobn-Mandalay road 750, 000
Cambodia:

‘
.

Port highway 2, 246, 000:
Highway engineering advisory services , 0

China (Taiwan): East-west highway construction (RETSER)-_. 33, 000:
Korea: Highway and bridge construction rehabilitation 1, 057, 000:
Laos: Development of Lao national road system _ - 1, 265, 000:
Philippines: Highway improvement 546, 000:
Thailand:

Highway department operations
East-west highway_.__.-._.-----------~-----enonenee
Bangkok-Saraburi Highway
Korat-Nongkai Highway / 85, 000:
Highway materials survey 15, 000:

Vietnam: Highway and bridge construction 15, 282
Near East and south Asia:

Afghanistan: National roads improvement and maintenance. . ~ 400, 000
Ceylon: Highway development 151, 000
India: Highways and bridges 29, 000
Jordan:

Highway and management 150, 000
Highway construction 470, 000:

Lebanon: Highway development 361, 000
Nepal: Regional project 96, 000:

fo BLE Post
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Transportation: (31) highways—Continued
FISCAL YEAR 1959—continued

Near East and south Asia—Continued
Sudan:

Highway development $901, 000
Highway construction demonstration (North Khartoum-
Khogalab road) 560, 000

Turkey: Highway engincering advisers 132, 000

Afri
United Arab Republic: Highway development 225, 000rica: .

Liberia: Highway program 292, 000
Libya: Roads 600, 000
Oversea: territories: United Kingdom

,

Southern Cameroons, highways engineering training 3, 000Road engineering study courts 4, 000

Europe:
’

Spain:
American highway practices study ae000

; Training highway construction mechanics operators
[7 YpooLatin America: Mids

Argentina: Highway transportation, advanced highway engi-
neering training 4, 000

Bolivia:
,

Administration (roads servicio) 91, 000
Demonstration road maintenance and betterment 168, 000

Colombia: Training, highway construction and maintenance... 38, 000Costa Rica: Ministry of Public Works, highway planning 7, 000
Cuba: Public roads training 1, 000
El Salvador: International Road Educational Foundation train-

,

ing program 6, 000
Honduras: Consultation in highways 47, 000
Mexico: Training facilities for operators and mechanics 31, 000
Nicaragua: Transportation, highways 7, 000
Oversea territories: British Guiana: Roads development
project . - 19, 000The West Indies and east Caribbean: Road improvement dem-
onstration and training 11, 000

Development Loan Fund—Loans approved June 12-Sept. 15, 1959, highways
Latin America: Amount

Ecuador: Pan American Highway
Honduras: Highway development on 000

_ Paraguay: Brazilian road... 2, {)oooAfrica: No loans authorized for highways.
Europe: No loans authorized for highways.Near East: Iran. Highways 25, 000, 000South Asia:

Ceylon: Highway development 900, 000India: Roads, cement, jute, refractories 35, 000, 000Far East: , ,

Malaya: Roads and bridges 10, 000, 000
Philippines: Roads, bridges, and rehabilitation of equipment.. 18, 750, 000

Total loans approved 101, 850, 000
Source: Information taken from Development Loan Fund furnished by that organization.
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70 HIGHWAYS IN ALASKA

Senator Ranpotps. We thank all witnesses who appeared this
afternoon.
We thank, of course, the Commissioner and the Director, and we

recall the helpful testimony of Representative Rivers, and the excel-
lent presentation of Senator Gruening, and the comments by Senator

'

Long and the questions by other members of the subcommittee who.
were privileged to sit in on this very important subject matter, whichhas its relationship not only to Alaska as a State, but Alaska in its
relationship to the other 49 States of the Union.

(Whereupon, at 5:15 p.m., the committce adjourned.)
x
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gent to you by Me. Zilis armstrong, Commissiones, Serniv of
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og Alaskain,“the read preblem.which:will.-teally: become
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swhen :transitional :funds ‘may ‘mo longerde °°

: 1S; used: formaintenance‘purposes.”' This is a subject
202 upon which Ihope‘to have meetings with Governor

Egan and you andothersinterestedwhen I set.fo,Alaska‘afteradjouranent.:I donot think that .; °;;.

“he‘Legislation‘inthis.connection shouldbe considered
_.atmtil we havehed.a.‘ chance to talk ever all angles

: maybe:.coweupwith.en idea or two or three of |oa Hon Our own. This will afford us plenty of time becauseoe wadntreduction ef correctivemeasures shouldawait
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10am ‘opportunityto go‘ into theproblemsinvelved~~ ‘-

a as thoroughly”aspeeaible: But I wanted you and
Governor Egan to have the suggestionsfrom the Buresu

ni 08,Public Roadsofficials;we thushavea starting.
cen‘point, at .least, fxon.which. te proceed.
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GE, ALASKA “DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
P.O. BOX 1381 ;

DIVISION OF BUILDINGS

GISION or AIR TERMINALS JUNEAU, ALASKA ‘ DIVISION oF COMMUNICATIONS

DIVISION OF WATER &HARBORS
RICHARD A. DOWNING - COMMISSIONER : -

DIVISION OF PROPERTY & SUPPLY

DIVISION OF EQUIPMENT OPERATIONApril 8, 1960
SOUTHEASTERN REGION

Honorable E. L. (Bob) Bartlett
Senator, State of Alaska
U. S. Senate
Washington, D. C,

Dear Senator Bartlett:

You recently submitted to this office suggested methods
sent to you by Mr. Ellis Armstrong, Commissioner, ‘Bureau of .

Public Roads, for assisting the State of Alaska in financing its)highway activities.

After studying such proposals ‘carefully, it is my
recommendation that the State of Alaska consider adopting the
second suggestion made by Mr. Armstrong, that is, that the State
of Alaska borrow from its future appropriationsof.federal aid |

highway funds for matching purposes. for the fiscal years 1963 to
1966, inclusive, which will be a critical period from the stand-
point of highway financing in the State of Alaska.

The method for repayment of the ‘funds 80 “porrowed should
be, preferably, by a reduction of the apportionment to Alaska for
the years 1967 through 1970; unless the State could, in the
meantime, devise a method whereby the borrowed funds could be
repaid from other State revenues, which might be made available.
However, I doubt very seriously if the State, because of the
many problems it will encounter with respect to finances, will be —

able to make funds available out of its revenues for the repayment
of the funds borrowed for matching purposes.

I believe we all recognize the fact that Alaska needs
highways badly to develop its economy and I certainly hesitate to
recommend too strongly a solution to the financial problem which
will result in the reduction in the amounts of monies which would
be available for highway construction. However, the financial
situation for the maintenance of highways is going to be critical,
if the State must provide the funds for maintenance and for mat chingfederal aid out of its own revenues,

Very truly yours,

“Ke A0aQ.CHARD A. DOWNING
Commissioner

J
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“Honorable £7°L.Bob)"“Bartlett
‘Senator, State’ofAlaskaU.S. Senate ©wn

Mashington,“D.6.
‘Dear

Senator
Bartlett:

' You récertlysubmitted’to tnasFfices“gaggastedmethod
3

“gent toyoubyMrsEllis ‘Armstrong,
“Comm

Qner, Bureau of.Public: Roads, forassisting |the State.“Of,‘lanka"in finanein
‘highway‘activities’- o *

:
*

m

SF OSSAaa’"ttidytag”‘eieh‘eeposal =eabdtsttyS 4Te is
recoumandatton’ that ‘the State of Alaska“consider hapekine:‘the ”
second suggestion made _by, Mr. Armstrong, that is,.hat the State .

of Alaska borrow from“its: futureappropriations ‘of‘federal ‘ata=
highway funds for matching purposes forthe‘fiscalyears. 1963. to
1966, “inclusive,‘which‘will beacritical’period ‘from
potat’ofMabeyMomete Ae SEEAa.ta ‘eb Sha teBe
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be,"pratéeanly.bya ‘reduct fonaf’‘the apportionment toceca for,““Worethe years1967 through”1970; unlésa‘the ‘Statetould, in ‘the
meantime;devise ‘amethod’whereby thé’‘borrowed funds could be
repaid from other State revenues,.which might. be made.available.
However,‘ I>“doubt .very-‘seriously. if ‘the:‘State, -‘because“ofthe .:>

‘many problemstt“willencounterwith‘respectto"“finances, .will)‘he!‘able to’make funds available out “of its“revenues for the:‘Repayment
of. the ‘funds.borrowed.for,.fatch ing purposes,rede* we eae de

: * yebatievs’we“al recognize the fact’‘that:‘ada’a’ nagds cee
highways”“badly‘to ‘developits economy andI;jeertainly, heaitata®to |recommend too strongly a solution to’ ‘the financial

|

probleni which ©
will result“in the reduction in the amounts”“o£ monies. which.would’be available for highway coriatruction. ©However,” the” ‘financial *.situation for the maintenance of highways’ ia going”‘to ‘be‘eritical,,aif the State must provide the funds for_maintenance and”for matching’,
federal aid outof

|

Ate.own revenues, a . ;

a6

on a a: vay‘teat yours, vy oS
:

RICHARD A. DOWNING

prpyepe , , Commissioner
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DEPARTMENT OF |
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JUNEAU, A
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WF p.o. BOX 6-43 . RICHARD A, DOWNING

_ ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
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: I'm not exae sure wy I have sought to impose the
seal of confiden ty on this communication;but there
4g and there it had better remain. After all, thie ia only
an effort to toss out an idea or tuo and to gain the benefityour thinkingom the subject. You doubtlesswill wantfo talk all of thin over with Dick Dewiing ao I aa sending
for his use an extra copy of the enclosed mesorandun.

Warned by several in both the executive and leginlative

probably reuain only a piece of paper, I have cast about in
effort to make what may be a more realistic approach. How-
ever, anything &t all that is to be done for us willa departurefrom formula and custem, and you and I mow it
is mighty difficult to bring that abaut.

Away,
9

couple
of

weelss ago Mary Lee and
i
had. iunchwith B. D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator; with .

Prank ¢. Turner, Deputy Comuiasioner and Chief Ingineex; andwith James C. Allen, Assistant Comnissioner in Charge of
Adminiatration. We talked about Alaska highways. ‘They
thought there was no likelihood of the Gruening proposais
being acceptable, ox accepted. Then, mindful of what you
had told me about a five-year need for $5,000,000 for main-
tenance and $3,000,000 for acceas reads, I propositioned
then on that approach, suggesting that

we
didn't want some~thingfor nothing, and would be willing now or later to havedeductions made from cur construction allocations to match

in amount the money we were allowed to use for maintenance
and for access roeds. Mr. Tallamy talked pretty consistently
about these local roads in the statesbeing buil by the local
tax districts, frequently with|the reverme bonds. But Zz

pu
seryaair Trot te 1Phis ig a cany aca deeumernd in the Arobivec, Tatverasizy af alasies et intey > ; .
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your opinions on my and eny further opinions you
may have or may scan beforewritingthe letter. We have

.

te dosomething. Of course, our success in doing so

will be magnified—or at least I so believe--if a Democrapresidentis inetallednext year. But that is anotherstory.
‘With Icindest regards, I am

: a



- "ena dared
oseivdosinedu ‘trtnsrtaati ae‘speci tie“at te cetsa

apporticunent that could be used far maintenanee or for the construction of «

‘the State vitha te ainisiaa‘ anerualay"shat Se uesedby‘the eate”

asmeintenstioe er Vaatevertner pepo Masta vsbad Chee me“

cee -s) te extrenely dcubtful that Alaska can sammie the saual maintenance
-

expenditure of approximately $6
uillion beginning with the fiecal year. 1963have sufficieht State funds to

or

/ and/centious to match Fedsral aid. Preseat Federal-aid.matching requires ‘an:
‘annual contribution of almost $6 million ty the State. “En addition tomatohing
Federal eid, the Btate provides funds for its developaoat, road program andfor-
the administrative expenses of its highway organization.

i
A possible solution to this finsneing problen would be for Alaska to be

relieved of the
requirement to match Feteral ‘aid for fiscal ‘years 1963 te 1966,

tnelusive,,viiehi te theeettionyfinancial
period. This

sreviaten,vould Provide

* o, x 4 Sethe
aw

Py

4

1 4 aotdae * tn ”oa a hfe wat te y oheee 7 Mey MR ae B18 val! ‘adeae ays

develoynant roads. Ia the first place,
1t

ts not considered afvisable to departa '

fros ko years of basic Federal-ai¢ principles that Federel-aid funds should
be

avatleble only for esustzuction of rinds on the Federul-ald systens. ‘fhe only

-exceptiog bas ween forAlaska, ashsontimusticnaf such| exception
would not

be

* + -
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eat

irae.

a5

oa were mite Wy Alaska to repay in the fo

a Fe«ae apertionan ‘te anh ting ian Se 9c bi acai’
_totel authorization fer fiscal ‘years 1967 throughgto. “the latter planGa”
nave the effect of inereasing the revenues in the Kigtiny Trust Fund.

Tt abould
-

equal to the annual repayment due, Under thie method of repayment the state

“would receive the full euount of its qpyortionments during fiscal years 1967
-

through 1970, but the bet effect wuld be
the State would be contributing double,

ae ene
be in a fisansial position to do this.

a
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: Itte cat‘tatedate t
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‘fiscal 1960 Sed peter yer ‘for
4

Fetarai-aieaye and4 pesetically,‘the.

inelusive, Which is
the erttteal finmsctalpertot.Tate provieton

‘

eonsidered more
eevieahle

than.
a entborisati of a ‘specific amount

ofaor

exception bas teen for
Alpska,sent ae



te
1966 the amountsat a State woud have had

7if
provieten

|

veremade

»

by.‘ginska.te
o

repay intthetour fecal yormetecomnt

would be the reduction of the ayportionant to Alaska or the fiscal years~ hts Vp — Ee te

1967 trough 1970 by the amount of savings 4n nonmatching of Federal ait

during
four prior fiscal”‘years. The: ‘amount of“thisdeduction could be ested

a

to the apportianasnt to‘allother Btates or it couldbeeanet,deduction. ta the
total authorization for fiscal years 1967 through 1970. “The latter plan‘would
have the effect of inereasing the

revenues
in the Highway Trust Fund. It should

be undsrstood that thia mathod would reduce ‘the Fe@erel-aid highway progres in

Alaska in fiscal years 1967 through 1970
by

the esount of reduction in
the

apporticnmant. |
|

‘

Another method of repayment would be accomplished by deductica froa
|

reimbursement vouchers due the State in fiscal years 1967-1970, a total asount

equal to the annual repayment due. Under this method of repayment the State
would receive the full amount of its epportionments during fiscal years “1967
through 1970, but the ‘pet effect would be the State would ve contributing double’

its noraal. matehing share during this
period.

It is
doubtful

if the
State would ah

‘be tn
a
finanotal position to do this.
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Present Federal-aidmatchingrequires an,Bareoe z wig tangent gin
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