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»jREPORT;
o '~ OFTHE :
'DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY
OF PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW JERSEY

‘To THE HONORABLE THE GOVERNORS AND THE LEGISLA-

TURES OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA AND -

THE STATE OF- NEW JERSEY e

The Delaware River Port Authority was created

as a public corporate instrumentality of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New
Jersey, with the approval of the Congress of the
United States, to effectuate certam defined pubhc
purposes, among them bemg

Article I, subdivision (j) :

“The establishment, maintenance, rehabilitation, -
construction and operation of a rapid transit sys--
tem for the transportation of passengers, express,
mail and baggage between points in New Jersey
communities within the Port District and within a
thirty-five (35) mile radius of the City of Camden,
New Jersey, and points within the City of Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania and  intermediate points.
Such system may be established by either utilizing
existing rapid transit systems, railroad facilities,
highways and bridges within the territory involved
or by the construction or provision»of new facilities
where deemed necessary '

Article XII, fourth paragraph of the Agreement
further provides:
“Tt shall not be within the power of the Com-
" mission - (Port .Authority) to -construct, erect, or
otherwise acquire any new facility or project for a
purpose described in -Article I, ‘subdivision (j)
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hereof, unless and until the Commission shall have
made to the Legislature and Governor of the State
of New Jersey and to the Legislature and Governor -
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania a detailed
report dealing only with such contemplated facility
or project, and the Governor of said State and the
Governor of said Commonwealth shall have filed

" with the Commission their written consents to
such construction, erection or acquisition.”

On August 18, 1954, the Authority ‘engaged the
nationally-known engineering firm of Parsons,
Brinckerhoff, Hall and Macdonald to make a com-
prehensive survey of the possibilities of building
a rapid transﬂ; system connecting the Southern New
Jersey area with central Philadelphia. A detailed
report dealing with all phases of the project was pre-
~ sented after seventeen months’ study and investi-

- gation. Cost to the Authority was $325,000. After
intensive study of the report and with special at-
tention to the all-important question of financing,
the Authority directed a series of questions to the
engineers designed to clarify certain recommenda-
tions and conclusions. Answers to these quenes have

- been received and carefully reviewed.

The engineers propose that high-speed rail transit
be provided from a terminal station near City Hall,
‘Philadelphia with a track connection to the Pennsyl-
vania Railroad Suburban Station, through a new
subway under Arch Street and a tunnel under the
Delaware River to the existing elevated Broadway
Station, Camden and, thence, fanning out along ex-
isting railroad rights-of-way to terminal  stations
just beyond Moorestown, Haddonfield and Wood-
bury. Stations would be built at Fifth and Tenth
Streets along the Arch Street Subway in add1t1on
' 4



‘o the termlnal 1n Phlladelphla The trunklme be--‘_
tween Ph11ade1ph1a and Camden would be 2.9 miles

long and the spurs from Camiden to- Moorestown,»

Haddonfield and Woodbury, 10.6, 86 and 9.5 miles
- respectively. The rapid transit rails Would be en-
~ tirely separate from the railroad tracks. Grade sepa-
rations would be prov1ded safety ‘and comfort . of
passengers emphas1zed and patrons - vvould enjoy a
“reduction in travel time estimated at ten million

‘man-hours a.year. By. d1vertmg passengers from L

~ highways to rails, the roads would be cleared to the .
~ great benefit of those who, for one reason or another,
_persisted in drlvmg their own automoblles

‘The engineers. commented upon the growing ve-
hicular congestlon manifest now upon the highways
of New Jersey and the streets of downtown Phﬂa—
delphia, The report states: -

“Yet it is essential to reahze that desplte the -
populanty of the pr1vate automobile, the Southern -
New Jersey area and its connection to Philadel- .
phia- depend heavily- upon regional mass trans-.-

- portation. During the morning and evening rush"-

~ hours, for instance, almost 50 per cent of all trips -

" between Philadelphia ‘and Southern. New Jersey -
are made by train or bus.  If these trips were
suddenly transferred to-private automobiles, the -
existing traffic congestion would mount to chaos.

“Of dramatig; ,s"gnlﬁcance theneals .the fact that
patronage of interurban mass- transportatlon has
been at a stagnant level, or actually declining,
during recent years, while the Southern New . .
~Jersey area has been growing rapidly and its -
automobile traffic 1ncreasmg in record proportions.
Since  the  peak “year  (1948), . patronage of the
Bridge Line betwéen Camdeén and Philadelphia - -
has fallen off about 24 per cent desplte the Locust




Street extension ‘and the elimination of ferry
service. - The utilization of the commuting rail-
_roads in the Southern New Jersey area has de-

clined .75 per cent and bus patronage is at the -

1947 "level thus essentially ‘stagnant in relation
‘to population growth trends: It is of equal im-
portance that regional mass transportation inter-
ests have experienced operating deficits and thus
are compelled to seek redress in the form of
increased fares or reduced service, thereby
threatening patronage still further.

“The dominant problem for the Southern New
Jersey area is whether to"accept the.stagnation
and decline of regional mass transportation and
the intensification of traffic ¢ongestion and frus-
tration of regional development that vv"'ill result,
or whether to re1nv1gorate regional ‘mass trans- -
portation.

“We, on our part, look forward to the continued
Importance and vitality of the center city cores
_ of Philadelphia and Camden; a continuation—even
‘acceleration—of . the dispersion of homes to the.
residential ‘suburbs, and out of the prosperity of
the center city cores and ‘their commuters, the
generation of substantial new commercial activity
in Southern New Jersey. But this can only come .
about through the reinvigoration of mass trans-
portation 'in 'a form to penetrate the downtown
wurban cores, link the centers of employment and
‘commerce - and collect from automobiles, before
they accumulate in zones of potential congestmn,
the workers and shoppers upon whom ‘the V1ta11ty
of the whole region will depend.

~ “The success of regional mass transportation will
in turn depend upon its development of an at-
tractive . competitive posture in relation to the
- private automobile. To achieve this, interurban
mass transit must provide comfortable seats for
all passengers, must operate at.high speed and
must provide service at short intervals. Our cwn
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financed? .

proposals, for instance, contemplate average speeds
approximating 45 miles.per hour, including: time
for station stops and frequency of service as short
as 3 minutes and not exceeding 9 minutes during

"rush hours. During the day, between rush hours,
service should be provided at intervals not to
exceed 15 minutes.

. “Perhaps most important of all, statmns must be
located at points that can be conveniently reached
by the travelers being served. At centers of em- -
ployment:and commerce; stations must be within
convenient walking distance of the major business
centers and shopper destinations. In suburban
residential areas, stations must be tied to the
travelers’ homes by good local streets and highway

-networks., Ample parking areas must be provided
together with convenient facilities for transfer
from local buses.

“To meet the standards necessary- to d1vert
automobile travelers from the urban centers and
their approaches, and to serve the high volume of
transit travel that such standards will induce dur-
ing rush hours (over 15,000 during the peak hour,
for instance, in Philadelphia) a regional system of
interurban rapid transit is required: We are con-
fident that such a'system, integrated with high-
way networks, competitive with the private auto-
mobile, designed to serve commuters and shoppers
and directed toward relieving congestion in the
urban centers and on the highway approaches to
them is not only the best, but the least cost solu-
tion to the region’s total land development and
transportation problem.”

The Delaware River Port Authorlty endorses the
conclusions of the engineers that the projected line
should be constructed and put into operation as
quickly as possible. There is no doubt as to its de-
sirability. The question is—how can this system be

7
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‘ construction, rights-of-way and equipment, exclusive -

of financing charges and interest during construction, =

will be $242,000,000. Inclusmn of the items omitted

would necessitate a bond issue of from $282,000,000 -

~ to $300,000,000. The lesser amount would: represent

the saving. that could be effected if the Common-

‘wealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey

- “or responsible sub-divisions thereof” would guar- :
antee the bonds. ’ '

The Authonty now is expressly debarred from’,
: ',pledgmg the credit of e1ther State. - Its sole resources
are the tolls collected for passage of vehicles over
- the BenJamm/ Franklin Bridge, to be augmented next
- year from Walt Whitman Bridge tolls and from those
. received on any other bridge it may be authorized
“to build. This includes the high-level bridge to re-
place the present Tacony-Palmyra structure for -
~which legislative authorization has been given by
' Pennsylvama but, to date, not by New Jersey. '

The engineers and thelr financial adv1sers, Smith,
Barney and Company, made a most searching in-
quiry into the resources of the Authority. -Net an-
- nual income from the new rail project during the
first 14 years of operation was estimated at $5,745,000.
They reported that the total net earnings of the Ben-
jamin Franklin, Walt Whitman and new Tacony-
Palmyra Bridges plus revenues of ‘the projected
transit line would support an Authority bond issue -
from which $113,600,000 could be allocated as a
partial payment toward the $242,000,000 project cost.
To make up the difference would call for contribu-
~ tion by Pennsylvama and New Jersey, or their sub-
* divisions, of $128,400,000. This would be a subsidy
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‘giveh' in récognitfon of ’.the benefits to be derived
~ by the citizens of both states through inauguration
of a vastly improved method of transportmg people

- _than the area now enJoys.

. This Authorlty has no means of knowmg Whether
~ this course would bé approved by the Legislatures
-and Governors nor is it in a position to suggest how
the expenditure should be divided. In a desire to
get some light on this subject the followmg query
- was put to our engmeers.

“Upon What formula. could ‘the state or local )
subsidy—i. e., tax burden——be allocated? Popula-
tion? Ratio of cross-river movements" Can. you
supply us with any. mformatmn as to what form-
ulae exist in other areas‘?

“ANSWER: We are glad to: supply the following
information as to what formulae exist in other -
areas. - You are, of course, familiar in this regard
with the New York City transit operations. Here
debt service for the capltal cost of the subway sys-

_ tem is borne in its entirety by the city. itself from -

~ general city" funds :

“The operation ‘of the Metropohtan Trans1t

. Authority of -the Boston Metropolitan‘ District is
also a case in point.” The present Boston Metro-
politan Transit Authority is owned and- operated
by the Metropolitan Transit Authority (known as -
M. T. A). The Authority was set up.under Chap-

- ter 544 of the Laws of 1947 and took over in 1949 -
the original system be10ng1ng to the Boston Ele-
vated Railway . Company. This company owned :
all the .surface lines, rollmg stock and portlons
of the underground subways. , - The remaining
portion of the underground and several structures
were. bu11t by the cities of Cambridge and Boston -
and the State, and ‘were rented to ‘the Boston,
Elevated Raﬂway Company on an annual rental .
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basis. The system serves 14 cities and towns with
a total population of 1,530,000 (1950). The present :
system consists of 25 miles of rap1d transit and
208 miles of trolley and bus lines.’

“The legislation provides that, in the case of
any deficit in funds required for operation or debt
service, the Board of Trustees of the Metropolitan
Transit Authority will notify the Boston Metro-
politan District (a separate financing agency for
transit) at the end of each calendar year, and will
be reimbursed in the exact amount by the State
Treasurer. The State, in turn, then proportions
this deficit among the 14 cities and towns serviced
by the M. T. A. on .a ratio of the number of pas-
sengers using the M. T. A. facilities for the previous.
year. ' The distribution up until 1955 was based
on the results of a survey taken in 1940. For the
present  year, however, a new distribution is now
being worked out.

“In the event .of any extensions of the M. T A.
into those cities and towns not presently in the
transit district, the voters in each municipality -
must vote on their inclusion in the system through
a referendum. Following this, special legislation
must be passed authorizing the extension.

“For the fiscal year 1955, total State assessments
on the cities and towns were $7,516,000.

“These precedents may be of interest in the
development of tax policy to support rapid transit
in the Southern New Jersey-Philadelphia area.
While it is beyond the scope of our assignment, or
“position, to formulate such policy, we are glad to
point .out the following matters which bear on the
problem:

* 1. Twenty per cent of anticipated rapid transit
trips will originate and terminate in New Jersey.

2. Eighty per cent of anticipated rapid fransit
trips will involve crossings of the Delawq,re
River. .
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3. The benefit to Philadelphia would largely ac- 3
. crue to downtown business and shopping, and -
thus ‘downtown business properties convenient
to rapid transit stations would be very greatly
benefited. ‘But, in addition, since. downtown
business provides jobs and supports tax. ratables,
that are vital to the whole Philadelphia eco-
- -nomic structure, the whole of Phlladelphm will
benefit to a s1gn1ﬁcant extent

4. Municipalities in New Jersey which would be

~ served by a rapid transit station would receive

a very substantial benefit. In addition, the six

counties, all or part of which are in the tribu-
tary area in:New Jersey, will be benefited by
the general stimulus to the area of convenient
transportation to Camden and center city Phila- ’

delphia. L .
5. Rapid "transit during work days ‘will very

significantly relieve the demand in New Jersey
on highways leadmg to Camden and Philadel-
phia.

“The problem for the tax experts would be to
allocate the burden for the support of rapid transit
to these areas of benefit. The report contains
comprehensive = station-to-station transit move-
ments and population statistics for their use.”

The Authority realizes that the concept of two
States undertaking the major respon51b111ty for a
mass-transit project in this area is novel and may
not meet with universal approval. It knows also
that this Authority was created as a self-supporting
agency of the States to carry forward projects on its
own resources. However, this particular improve-
- ment is incapable of realization unless we are given
substantial financial assistance. If it were not sin-
cerely convinced of the essential need for rapid
transit in this region, the Authority would not even
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.suggest th1s idea of State a1d To d1spe1 the 111usmn

* 'that the Authority has funds and credit to enable it =

. to proceed on its own resources, the engmeers were
g asked these questlons.

“Can the Delaware R1ver Port Authorlty, by‘
' dedlcatmg all unencumbered revenues of the Ben-

' jamin Franklin Bridge, Walt Whitman Bridge and-
new Northeast Philadelphia-New Jersey ‘Bridge, i
built, and by covenanting that it will build no new ’
“facilities and limit its expendltures for port pro-
motion "and - development 'to $250, 000 annually, -
finance :the ra11 tranmt hne pro;|ected in your
report? .

- “ANSWER: No

“Can the Authonty, by thus pledgmg the total
© resources under. its. direction and ‘control, finance
_any .transit system that would- materially improve '

- present transporta‘uon between South Jersey and
_Philadelphia? =
_ “ANSWER: If, as we postulated for the conduct"
" of our work, ‘the measure of material nnprovement '
.-of transit will be its ability to attract to its service
'_substantlally more. travelers than now patronize
existing mass- transportatlon faclhtles—-then our
“answer is no, * # % ..

“The question has been Taised as to whether or -
‘not adequate ‘results could be achieved by de-
»velopmg segregated lanes or grade-separated
rr1ghts-of—way and terminals: for buses. The essen-
tial point in this connection is that, to be success- .
" ful, such a- system must give convenient distribu- - '
" tion in downtown Philadelphia and, if. successful,
“terminal facilities would, have to be provided to =
©" handle at least 15,000 passengers per hour. These
" could not be provided underground nor elevated at -~
. such convement points as designated: for the rap1d -
trans1t statmns, but would have to be constructed
of the size and in the character, for instance, of
the bus . termmal of The Port of NeW York Au-
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* thority, outside of it'he" central business sectioh

But such a terminal, or terminals, would impose -
on the traveler destined to the central business
section of Philadelphia the necessity of transfer-
ring for the last'lap of his journey to-local transit.
But this is a transfer not required now for present

_bus service to and from New Jersey. -Thus, though -
~ ‘such bus statiohs' Would ‘serve to take New Jersey
buses ‘off the city streets of Ph11ade1ph1a we see.

little outlook for such a system as a ‘whole gener-
ating 51gn1ﬁcant1y more patronage than does the
'present bus service.. :
' “Thus, for a- successful mass transportatmn
system, from the point of view of diverting to its
service a substantial percentage of those who have -
automobﬂes at their command, there is in our
view no alternative to rapid transit for delivery -

-and dlstrlbutlon in center c1ty of Ph11adelph1a

“The question of.least cost however, becomes

- intimately involved in considering how . far out .
_from Camden &nd Philadelphia, and over how

many routes, rapid transit lines should extend. It
would be nice if they were projected within walk- .

- ing distance of the majority. of tributary homes

but, in this era of dispersed single-family resi-
dences, such a concept would impose fabulous
capital costs and operatmg expenses. - In our view, -
such a vast extension of rapid transit 11nes 1s un-
necessary and irrational. '
~ “We have concluded that it will be _necessary to
‘extend rapid transit lines 0n1y far enough out, and
only over such routes as are necessary to provide’
stations which may be reached from all parts of

- the area by private car or bus Wlthout traversmg

serlously congested hlghways : B
“In seekmg to forestall- automobile tr1ps that '

"“'(are now’ congestmg the urban centers and their
‘arterial highway approaches, we. are dealing :

largely with- }home’-to—work‘commuvters and shop-
pers who now drive all the way into the urban -
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cénte_rs to park. We do not fear their willingness
to use their cars, but we must provide adequate

parking lots and convenient transfer facilities -

generally along their line of travel, and with as-

surance that they can reach them W1thout serious

traffic congestion.

“Thus, we are confident that a rap1d transit
system, integrated with the regional highways, is
the least cost solution to the overall problem. -

“The system we have recommended provides for

new underground stations in Philadelphia, a
trans-river tunnel, and three grade-separated
branches in New Jersey. In arriving at this
recommendation, we did not overlook such other
possibilities as re-equipping the Bridge Line with
modern cars, and/or purchasing and renting to the
railroads, at rates attractive to them, modern
diesel-powered cars, and/or consummating with
the railroads. agreements to provide more frequent
service with part of the cost to be borne by the
Authority, and/or providing additional escalators
for convenient transfer from the railroad stations
in Camden to the Bridge Line, and even electrify-
ing non-grade-separated railroads and providing a
physical connection in Camden between them and
the Bridge Line for through service to Philadel-
phia.

“All of these possibilities were -earnestly con-
sidered by us, and none selected for -detailed
engineering cost estimates, because, none would
offer sufficient improvements in speed, comfort
and convenience to induce or sustain significantly
more patrons for mass transportation than are now
attracted to' existing mass transportation :facili-
ties, particularly the buses operating over the
common highways. We would therefore emphati-

- cally recommend against them.

“You may now wish our comment as to what
the alternative may be if the solution is ‘sought
without the development of a modern rapid transit
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system that can effectively compete with the
automobile for commuters and shoppers destined

_ to the center cities. This alternative should entail

" a full recognition of the problems of growth and
congestion, together with the belief that their
solution lies in a greatly expanded program of
highway, parking and bus terminal facilities. The
mass transportation component of this regional
system would be provided by the bus which would
draw patronage largely from those who do not
have automobiles at their command or do not
wish to use them. -The stagnation of interurban
mass transportation would continue, in contrast
to the rapidly increasing total demand for trans-
portation, leaving the great mass movements of
commuters to be accommodated in ever-greater
proportions by the private automobiles. (In the past
five years, for instance, the number of bus trips
over the Benjamin Franklin Bridge has' been
relatively constant, while automobile trips have
increased 29%). If mounting congestion and the
growing transportation barrier between New
Jersey and Philadelphia be relieved, drastic re-
construction would be required in the major com-
mercial centers for urban arterial highways, off-
street bus terminals -and parking garages, and for
a complex re-patterning of c1ty streets to give
access to these fac1ht1es

The engineers advise emphatically against any at-
tempt to reduce cost of the project by using the
present rail transit line on the Benjamin Franklin
Bridge by saying:

“As a result of extensive studies recorded in our
full report, we have concluded that any develop-
ment of rapid transit which contemplates the
long-range utilization of the Bridge Line, would
fail in the following respects to meet the standards
for a modern rapld transit system whlch we deem
essential: ‘ .
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1. Low 'passenger utilization of the Locust Street
. Subway—currently under 2,500 daily—has

demonstrated its ineffectiveness as a distribut-
ing line in Philadelphia for travelers to and
from - Southern New Jersey. The 8th and '
Market Street Station, together. with its dis-
tributing lines, would fail to provide the con-

-venience in passenger distribution so essential

to the realizatiori of a rapid transit patronage
potential of over 15,000 passengers during the
peak hour in Philadelphia.” And even at a

‘patronage level less than this, the 8th and

Market Street Station could not handle the load
that would be tributary to it. We are there-
fore convinced that new distribution facilities,

“as.provided at three stations under Arch Street
‘in our recommended plan, are essentlal for

successful rapid transit.

,' Utilization of the Brldge Line itself with con-

nections, however, to a new subway under
Arch Street, would add five minutes to each

“trans-river trip. As a measure of the signifi-
-cance of this differential the average speed.of
“a transit trip between Haddonfield and the 10th

Street Station in Philadelphia would be reduced
from. the 40 miles per hour, to be achieved by
the recomrmended plan, to 29 miles per hour
if the Brldge Line is utilized. From another
pomt of view, this would mean an increase in
regional travel time in excess of 7,000 man-hours
each workday or -over. 2,000,000 man-hours a
year. Increased operating and maintenance
costs -would exceed $200,000 a-year. i

. Such a connectlon as noted above between the
- Bridge Line and a new Arch Street subway

would inevitably mean the elimination of the

" Independence Mall Station as provided in the

recommended plan. This would result in a

» ‘significant loss in potential patronage because
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of‘ inconvenience to - an 'es.‘tirhat“ed 38,000 daily
passengers who would otherw1se use the Inde-
pendence Mall Station. - ’

4. It should be noted here also that permanent use. -

of the Bridge Line would eliminate an important -

potentiality of the recommended plan which *
" can be realized by the conversion of the space

now occupied by the Bmdge Line tracks to four . - ‘

highway traffic -lanes. This could be accom--

plished by extending and strengthening the - »

brackets now supporting the tracks to a width

suitable for the creation of a two-lane’ roadway ’

on each side of the bridge.. When proper high-
way approaches become available this could.
‘bring substantial relief to week-end traffic to
and from . the Jersey shore.

“All of the- cons1derat1ons brleﬁy outlined above :
have led to the conclusion that.the penalties which -

would result from the utilization of the Bridge

Line as a permanent element of the transit system
definitely outweighs the savings in- capital cost .
($26,000,000) as . compared to the: recommended
plan. . , ‘

“However, in view of the prospectwe savmgs in
initial cost as noted above, it has been essential to
consider the desirability of using all or parts of
" the present Bridge Line on a temporary basis, with
subsequent conversion to a more effective routing
employing a tunnel crossing of the Delaware River.

Here we must re-emphasize our recommendation .

- that no rapid transit project, looking forward to re-
versing the decline of interurban mass transporta-
. tion patronage, should be undertaken without
‘substantial - improvement - in .passenger distribu-
.tion in Philadelphia, Thus, a plan providing
for temporary use of the Bridgé Line must in-

- clude the construction of the proposed ‘Arch |

Street subway to a point east of the 10th Street -

Station, ‘with a connection to the »bfndge tracks.
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in the vicinity of 7th and 8th Streets. Such a
‘ plan would contemplate using, temporarily, the
route over the bndge and the underground route
and stations in Camden, with a connection
from the underground station at Broadway to
the Trunk Line leading to the three branches.
. “As we have previously noted, utilization of
the Bridge Line facilities to the extent discussed

above would reduce by $26 million the capital -

cost of construction compared to ‘the recom-
mended plan. This difference takes intc ac-
count $5.8 million required to connect the
Bridge Line to the Arch Street subway and
necessary alterations and modifications to the
Bridge Line between this connection and the
Broadway Station in Camden.

“This investment would be lost at the tlme
. the Bridge Line is abandoned, and $40.3 million
W’ould be required in new capital funds for the
river tunnel crossing and its connections—in-
cluding the Independence Mall Station in Phila-
_delphia. Thus, the total project construction
cost would be increased by $14.3 million above
the cost of the .recommended plan. We con-
sider this too high a penalty in ultimate capital
~ construction cost to.pay for the opportunity of
‘merely deferring for a few years the cost of a
tunnel crossing of the Delaware River. This is
particularly true in light of all the operational-
penalties during the period- of utilization of the
bridge.
“One variant from the recommended plan
should be noted here, which would make pos-
* sible the location of a second station in Camden,
adjacent to the waterfront. This is not possible
with the recommended plan because of the
" grades from the elevated station in Camden to
the river tunnel portal. Consideration was there-
_ . fore given to routing the Trunk Line under- -
,ground through the existing Broadway under-
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grOund station and contmumg it underground ‘
along the railroad embankment to a station.
adjacent to the waterfront, and thence to the
under-water tunnel. This plan, however, would
cost $8.5 million more than the recommended -
"plan. Since essentially all of the work destina-
tions which would be tributary to the additional
station are within 6ne-half mile of the Broadway -
‘Station, we do not consider the additional ex-
penditure justified from the: pomt of view of.
transportation.”

The engineers and their ﬁnanc1a1 adv1sers ex-

plored the possibility of increasing tolls on all Au-
thority bridges to reduce the amount of outside aid
required for financing. A 30-cent toll on passenger
automobiles, they reported, would cause a traffic re-
duction of 5 per cent but, over a 40-year period, would .
enhance revenues by an average of $3,000,000 annu-
ally. Nevertheless, ‘the additional aid required
would be $95,000,000 for capital cost financing. A
35-cent toll would result in a 10 per cent traffic de-
crease, augmented receipts annually averaging
$6,500,000 and " diminish the out31de aid requlred to
$58,000,000.

Increasing tolls, a most dlstasteful procedure,
would therefore not balance the budget even if the
Secretary of the Army, who has jurisdiction over
tolls on interstate bridges, were willing to give his
consent. Opposition from motorists would be natur--
‘ally intense, based upon the ground that they were
being singled out to bear the burden of the rail
transit project. They would undoubtedly assert that
the present toll schedule covers operation costs and-
debt service on the bridges in use or proposed and
claim that rail transit patrons should pay their own
way. I : -
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In their report, the engineers suggested that the
‘fare to Camden from points in New Jersey should
be 20 cents with an additional 20 cents between-
~ Camden and ,Phlladelphla They _rec}om,mende_d that
no commutation rates be established. Undoubtedly,
if rail fares were raised appreciably, many potential
patrons would continue to drive their automobiles. .
The greatest obstacle in improving mass-transporta-
tion by rail in commuting districts is the charac-
. teristic American’s love of driving his own car. Rec-"
ognition of this explains why toll bridges can be
easily financed and why the investing public shies -
away from putting money . 1nto rap1d transit im-
‘provements S :

Although the engineers made an. exhaust1ve study" ,
“of the subject and reported in detail upon estimates
- of cost and revenues to be anticipated, the Authority
is not in a position to guarantee that supplementary .
contributions from the States can, in fact, be limited "

to $128,400,000. The Authority portion of the ultimate

cost can not exceed $113,600,000 because that is the
absolute limit to be reached by a pledge of its total" :
resources. One of the items for which no provision

has been made in the $242,000,000 total project cost:
is the amount the bus companies now using the
~ Benjamin Franklin Bridge would require as com-

‘pensation for dlscontmumg service competitive with

the rail transit line. The engineers strongly recom--
" mend that present ‘short-run service between Phila-
'delph1a and' New Jersey by way of the BenJamm.
Franklin Bridge be eliminated. Bus companies ad-
vised the engineers that they are not in a position
to make any commitments for voluntary discontinu-
-ance. : S :
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In the compact creating this Authority is a direct
prohibition against competition with private enter-

prise and, of course, the Authority has no police

power to bar interstate buses. All these facts point
to a solution predicated upon paying the bus com-
panies to abandon service. How much this might

amount to is undetermined. Asked to comment upon

the possibility that bus companies would elect to

- continue their present operation, the engmeers re--

plied:

“If local bus serv1ce across the Benjamin Frank-
lin Bridge is continued, rapid transit revenues may
be reduced by up to 25 per cent and net transit

- revenues - .available for debt service by up to
;::+ This would increase by that annual -
amount the.burden on sources of revenue other
than rapid transit income. . We consider this a very
~ high price'to pay for the dupllcatlon of mass-trans-. .
’ portatmn services across the Benjamin Franklin
-/ Bridge to center city Philadelphia.” ’

- No provision is being made at this time for future
extensions beyond the first-stage transit system out-
lined in the report. The engineers report that about
40 miles of new extensions would be required be-
ginning in 1975 and extending for at least fifteen
years. They state that such extensions would cost
approximately $120,000,000 based on today’s rates.
These costs would have to be met by some one other

-than the Authority because, as above stated, its re-
- sources will already have been fully committed. The
engineers advise that all Authority earnings should
be reserved for liquidation of its own debt including
that portion required for the transit system and the
accumulation of reserves to support its credit. They
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-advise against the Authority’s entering into any con-
tract which would preclude its financing of necessary
future pro;ects v

It should be borne in mind that one of the prime
. purposes for which the Authority was created was .
~ the improvement and development of the Delaware
‘River port. Nine years ago, the Legislatures of both
States directed The Delaware River Joint Commis-
sion, predecessor of the Authority, to undertake the
formulation of a specific action program for promo-

" tion of the river from Trenton to the sea. In obedi-

~ ence to this mandate, the Authority set up a Port
‘Development Department with offices for the solici-
- tation of freight in New York, Pittsburgh and Chi-
cago. An extensive advertising campaign to publi-

. - cize the Port’s advantages is being carried on. The -
Authority is actively engaged in defending the in-

- terests of the Port Area in rate cases before the
Interstate Commerce Commission. The Authority

L may be called upon in the near future to assume

the burden of building modern wharfs to facilitate
:movement of commerce through the port.

-The Authority is the creature of the Leg1slatures
of Pennsylvania and New Jersey and the course of
~action to be determined in this mass-tx‘anspdrtatmn
question obviously lies with the Leg1slatures and
- Governors.

Fortunately, New J ersey has appomted a leglsla-

tive committee comprised of five senators and five =

assemblymen for the express purpose of studying
the Southern New Jersey Mass-Transportation Sur-
vey report. The Authority undoubtedly will be
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given an opportunity to confer with this committee
so that all facets of the situation may be explored.
The Authority hopes to review the problem also with
an appropriate committee representing the Penn-
sylvania Legislature as Well as W1’ch Governors :
Leader and Meyner : ‘

The engineers’ detalled report pomts to a solution.
- of a most difficult and pressing problem. Action to
be taken by the Authority will, of course, be d1c-
tated by the Leg1slatures and Governors : g

Respectfully submltted

DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY

PENNSYLVANIA" NEW JERSEY
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