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SENATOR WALTER RAND (Chairman) : Good Morning, ladies 

and gentlemen. My name is Walter Rand and I'm Chairman of the 

Subcorruni ttee of the Senate Independent Authorities Cammi ttee, 

created to study the Port of Camden/Philadelphia and its 

relation to the Delaware River Port Authority. I'd like to 

welcome you here today, and at this time let me present to you 

those persons who are present here on the Conunittee. Senator 

Cowan, good morning; Dr. Peter Manoogian, who is a staff aide of 

this Corrunittee; Madelyn Rumowicz, who is also a majority staff 

person; and Jim Carroll, who is sitting here for Senator Hurley. 

If you wish to speak today and you have -not notified 

the Cammi ttee, please give your name to Peter Manoogian, our 

Committee Aide, after the opening remarks are concluded. 

I call this public hearing to order for the purpose of 

continuing our consideration of the future of the Delaware River 

Port Authority, focusing particularly on the proposed 

unification of port activities under this authority. 

Our purpose here today is to review the responses to 

certain questions posed at the hearing held on September 16, 

concerning the proposed unification. It is the case that ports 

which are competitive with the port of Camden/Philadelphia, are 

operated on a unified basis. 

There is a conceptual agreement on the part of most 

actors in the port cormnunity of the desirability of establishing 

a unified port in the Delaware Valley Region. The question for 

us to be initially concerned with is, what is the exact nature 

of the unification plan which is being proposed? Has progress 

been made, for example, beyond the rather preliminary idea 

proposed at the last hearing? And secondly, what are the 

strongest arguments which can be marshaled in favor of the 

unification plan? What, for example, are its benefits to the 

region and to both states? 

Thirdly, what are the financial ramifications of the 

proposal? How would the financial needs of unification 
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be met, and what impact would this have on the existing bridge 

and port facilities? . I think we could say that unification is 

a powerful and attractive concept. What we are concerned with 

is the development of the well-thought-out proposal and a plan 

that is fiscally sound. 

Thank you for your attention to my remarks, and we 

look forward to the presentations to be made by the speakers 

here today. And the first witness is Mr. Kelly, the President 

of the Delaware River Port Authority. 

J AME S K E L L Y: Good Morning, Mr. Chairman and members 

of the panel. I appreciate the opportunity to appear in person 

before you. I believe you have received the responses that you 

requested from us in writing and have had the opportunity to 

review them. The thought of unification comes about as a 

result of many problems that are current in the operation of 

the ports of Philadelphia today. 

There are internal problems with internal 

competitive pressures that are counterproductive to the growth 

and development of the port. There are external problems that 

cannot be addressed by private operators who are presently the 

operators of our ports, because of the strong financial 

abilities of the competing authorities on the ports to our 

north and the ports to our south. 

Today in the port business the entire port 

industry, nationally and internationally -- the concept of 

unification is a fixed one. It's one that's working. It's one 

that's in place everywhere in the world.. It's one that is 

self-supporting. The industry no longer looks entirely to 

subsidization from sources other than its own business 

abilities on the unification of the ports throughout the world, 

to have contributed substantially to the ability of ports to 

support themselves. 

In our own neighborhoods, the Port of New York, as you 

all are aware of, is completely unified under the New York/New 
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Jersey Port Authority. In the case of Baltimore, it is unified 

under a certain single operator of the State of Maryland 

through the Department of Transportation. The most recent one 

coming into the unification fold, is the Ports of Hampton Roads 

~ Ports of Virginia that are unified under an agency 

created by the State of Virginia. 

They have unified the port systems of Virginia and I 

believe that in the material of my responses to ·you, I have 

given you a report of that port by the Executive Director of 

that port, Mr. Robert Bray, who traces the history of 

unification, starting with the problems that were being faced 

by the ports of the Hampton Roads area, and how they were 

overcome through the acquisition. All of the facilities in the 

three port complexes under the aegis of the Virginia Port 

Authority are now being operated by a subsidiary of the 

Virginia Port Authority as one single operating unit. 

The advantages, of course, are that there are no 

duplication of facilities. All of the facilities and resources 

of the unified area are applied to their problems and applied 

to the competitive position enabling all of those resources to 

be put to use to attract a customer and to serve him properly. 

The unification has enabled the Ports of Virginia to 

market their ports through a unified marketing system. If yo~ 

are trying to market a port such as the Ports of Philadelphia, 

you are -- particularly as an authority -- probably, third or 

fourth on the totem pole to be able to close the deal -- to 

negotiate a shipment -- to negotiate a steamship company 

calling at your port. You're too far away from the action. 

Virginia overcame that by virtue of unification and 

that unification has caused those ports to become profitable 

over the last few years. It has enabled them to triple their 

cargo. Nowadays, the Ports of Hampton Roads are right up with 

the big boys. They were small two or three years ago. Today, 

they are in full competition with all of the ports of the 
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country and are doing a magnificent job in attracting 
controllers of cargo to their port areas. 

So in essence, what we would look at here in the Ports 

of Philadelphia is the problems of some diversification. We 

have the Port of Wilmington, the Port of Gloucester, the Port 
of Camden, and the Port of Philadelphia. Each, in a sense, 

competing with each other and duplicating facilities and 
cutting prices, and not providing the services that we could 

provide in a unif orrned system. 
How to get from here to there? I think the question 

that is most burning in your minds-- How do we get to from a 
fragmented port into a sophisticated unified port? I don• t 
think it could happen overnight. I don't think we could throw 
money at it. I think it• s a phased-in type of approach that 

must be taken. 
Each of the facilities that are being operated on the 

port today, particularly in the South Jersey area of your 

interest, are operated by the South Jersey Port Corporation 

which does an outstanding professional job. It operates the 
facility, in a sense, in a microcosm of unification. We have a 

public agency operating open terminals, allowing any steamship 
line to come in, allowing the unions to operate on their piers, 
allowing any stevedore or warehouseman to come in and operate 
in their area with their assistance. 

They also have their own labor forces to operate the 
terminal behind where the ships are loaded and unloaded and 
work with their own labor force. It really is an idea unified 
type of system that now must be spread out around the port. 

The Port of Gloucester is operated by a private 

operator who pays taxes, who, on his own, must dredge the 

river, compete with governmental agencies both in the port and 

outside the port, and it is his desire that unification occur 

to enable him to compete on an equal basis with public agencies 

and unified ports -- and give him an opportunity to compete 

better than he caL compete today. 
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On the other side of the river, you have the 

Philadelphia Port Corporation that owns, as a landlord for the 

City of Philadelphia, all of the major commercial terminals 

outside of the river.· However, their modus operandi is to 

lease all of their facilities to a private operator. The 

example that I· 11 use is the Packer Avenue Marine Terminal. 

This is a 125 acre Marine terminal that is leased to one single 

private operator, Lavina Shipping Company, who operates that 

facility in a monopolistic fashion. Not that they shouldn't, 

and not using that in a derogatory fashion, but the Lavina 

Shipping Company operates that. They do all of the stevedoring 

-on it. They do all of the cargo handling and they do all of 

the agency work for anything that appears on the Packer Avenue 

Marine Terminal. 

Well that marine terminal is grossly underutilized. 

It probably is utilized to the extent of about 33%. If that 

terminal were open, such as the South Jersey Port Corporation 

is open, to all comers, that would not be operated at 33%; It 

would be operated at 100%. And if that operation, rather than 

being leased to a private operator or leased to an authority -­

let's say the Delaware River Port Authority -- that authority 

in the industry practice would be to bring in all of the 

operators that they could possibly bring into that area and to 

operate it in a highly efficient fashion. 

That, in essence, is what we're talking about when we 

talk about unification. We have good examples of it and we 

have bad examples of our present experience, and I've cited a 

couple of them for you. I am convinced through confer enc es 

with a broad cross section of the management of the Port -

that unification is an universal desire and need in this port 

area. 

How will the Port Authority address it? Again, I 

think it's a phased operation that we should undertake. I 

think, initially, the Port Authority should look to what are 
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the needs of the Port that are not being addressed by existing 

organizations. For example: In the South Jersey area, the 

Broadway Terminal or the old New York Shipyard is an area that 

could certainly be substantially developed above and beyond 

what it is today. 

Whether or not South Jersey Port Corporation can 

invest funds in that to develop it to its highest and best use, 

in my personal opinion, is somewhat doubtful. The Port 

Authority, llowever, would have financial resources and the 

ability to study and plan and develop that terminal to a 

profitable margin enabling it to amortize any investment that 

it might make in it. And then the Port of Camden would be 

doubled in size, doubled in employment, and still be operated 

by the South Jersey Port Corporation. I think that's an 

example of an immediate phasing. 

Let the Port Authority address the development 

issues. Planning is something the Port Authority can do in a 

general basis, and we are in fact doing it today. 

General regional planning: How should that whole 

region fit together in a unified port development structure? 

And once we get a regional plan - and that's what the Port 

Authority should also contribute is regional planning -- and 

then take the steps to invest in those regional plans that 

would bring about self-sufficiency for the Port. 

In addition to the regional planning, our ability to 

invest in new development is our current ability to market the 

Fort. We are presently doing that and that would certainly 

contribute additionally to the unification, particularly if the 

Port Authority marketing had a better grip on the final 

negotiations to enable us to negotiate to a sale or to a 

location in the port by a port operator. 

In addition, the Port Authority through its ability to 

invest, plan, and to market, should then begin to exercise 

certain control over duplication of developments in the Port to 
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enable a rationalization of the use of our facilities, a 
rationalization of internal competition, and a rationalization 
on how we would address outside competitive forces -- money 
being spent on other areas on subsidies and on·features of port 
development that are now addressed by the public sector rather 
than by the private sector. 

Mr. Chairman, that generally is my overall feeling. 
You have my papers. I'm sure I'd be delighted to answer any 
questions that I can. 

SENATOR RAND: All right, Mr. Kelly, first. of all let 
me thank you for your very quick response to our initial set of 
questions, and we appreciate getting them as quickly as we 
did. We think that they are very glossy -- and we think that 
are, and I use the word, kindly. I'm not trying to be in any 
way-- They are superficial answers, very frankly, and we want 
to get into a little more depth. 

I don't think that there is any objection to the end. 
Unification is a notable objective. It 1 s something that we 
want to leave the door open for. I think that the advantages 
certainly, far outweight the disadvantages, and I would suppose 
that this Committee and its final report would certainly agree 

with that. 
But, we start off with a handicap that it's a bistate 

agency. If you look at the successful ports you mentioned, 
Baltimore and Wilmington, Hampton Roads and Norfolk-- They are 
state agencies. And so, 1 would be much happier if the other 
side were part of New Jersey, rather than part of Pennsylvania, 
and we have representatives from Pennsylvania-- So we lay 
everything on the table, rather than the situation that we are 

in. 
The competitive situation is between whatever corrunerce 

there is on the Delaware River and between the Philadelphia 

side and the Jersey side. And part of the questions that we 

are going to ask very frankly are, what do we do? And the 
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phased-in scares me to no end. The word that you used, "phased 

in, 11 frightens me to no end because I sit on this side of the 

river as a representative of New Jersey, and if I interpret 

phasing -- or you mean phasing-in -- ·that you will take this 

piece and ·that piece selectively? That frightens me for one 

reason: I would rather see a grand design, I would rather see 

a totality of what you intend to do in the broad perception 

rather than on the phasing-in. Very £rankly, I don't want to 

be put in a competitive disadvantage. 

The State of New Jersey has put in since 1968 or 1969, 

millions of dollars in the South Jersey Port and continues to 

do so. And before I'm satisfied -- and I speak just for 

myself, Senator Cowan can speak for himself -- I've got to have 

a little better response in the sense of what do we do with the 

problems on the other side of the river? Are we there just to 

alleviate those problems at the expense of one side or the 

other? Or is the house going to be cleaned up before we, using 
the word that you used, "phase-in 11 ? What advantages does it 

give this side of the river, if any? 

You used the word, just a moment ago, that you're not 

going to have duplication of services. Does that mean that you 

are going to favor one side as against the other side? What 

happens if there isn't enough commerce for both sides? Are you 

going to allocate and is the allocation going to be priced on a 

continuing-- The story, very frankly, of the cooperation 

between both sides has not been good as far as I'm concerned. 

I think that the papers show very clearly that our 

Commissioners don't agree with their Connnissioners. And it 

seems that all we have is controversy. We can't even agree on 

the redecking of the bridge; We can't even agree on where the 

steel comes from; We can't even agree on the bond issue. We 

can't even agree on acapitalization program; We can't even 

agree on insurance people on who to carry, and very frankly, 

that really doesn't concern me because I know there are cErtain 

fac~ors that aL~ involved. 
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But, it occurs to me that there is such a stand-off 

between both sides and I "m satisfied that the Jersey 

Commissioners are protecting the Jersey interest. That remains 

a very, very vital question in my mind as to how we can address 

the Pennsylvania side as well as the Jersey side. 

And so I start with that and it says I don't know how 

long. and I don• t have to remind anybody- Maybe I ought to 

remind Senator Cowan. Senator Cowan, the Betsy Ross Bridge was 

built some years ago, and we didn't even have ingress or 

egress on the Philadelphia side until finally just now, and 

that took years to accomplish. 

We're beginning to build Route 90, which is a 

connection from one road that crosses over from 73 to the Betsy 

Ross Bridge and finally Pennsylvania side just as agreed -- is 

that correct? -- to build the entrances to the Betsy Ross. So 

we have a history, not of cooperation, but of, rather, 

confrontation. And I'll get to the increase tolls. 

So, that is really fundamentally a very big problem, 

Mr. Kelly. Before we begin to phase-in, I would have to see 

something positive. And we do have a representative from 

Pennsylvania. So, I don't say anything that I won't say 

publicly. Before we even begin the other grand design, before 

we even begin to phase-in, I certainly would want to see what 

goes on and what happens on the other side of the river just as 

well as ours. 

I feel very strongly about that. 

you have any question? 

SENATOR COWAN: No. No comments. 

covered everything well, Walter. 

Senator Cowan, do 

I think you very 

SENATOR RAND: The responses of the questions posed on 

September 16 indicate there• s been some preliminary thinking 

with regard to the unification plan. Are you further along on 

the development of that plan? And what are the details of the 

plan, if they have in fact been developed? What we have here 
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is basically the fact that unification is important and what 

you told us is a fact that other areas have done it and we 

appreciate that. And you have told us that you can get some 

wharfage fees, and so forth. But what we would like to know is 

is there any plan with more intense scrutiny that has been 

developed? 

Let me ask you some questions. When wil 1 the audit 

committee issue its response and when will the World Trade 

Center issue its report? And what are looked upon as benefits 

of the plan to the regions and to the states involved? Has 

anything been developed on that, Mr. Kelly? 

MR. KELLY: Only to the extent that our regional 

planning continues. You referred to the World Trade report. 

That is continuing and should be available to us within the 

next month or two. And that will be what I referred to earlier 

as the regional plan. The Port absolutely, as you pointed out, 

· requires a regional plan that is specific and long-range and 

addresses the financial issues and the financial issues of 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey. You are absolutely correct, 

Senator, and we agree with you and we trying to address that 

problem. 

In respect to the questions that I said had been 

referred to the audit committee, the audit committee has met, I 

believe once or twice since that time. There has been a 

proposal by the Auditor General of the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania, who is hoping for some coordination with the New 

Jersey Department of Finance, to do an audit on the finances of 

the Delaware River Port Authority. This has not come to a vote 

before the Commission yet. Whether or not the Commission wants 

that to happen, has not been resolved. 

As you know, there has been an election in 

Pennsylvania and there will probably be a change in the 

structure of the Pennsylvania side within the next month or 

two. At this point, I would say that we are sitting still. 
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I'm sure my chairman will addr€ss that more elaborately·than I 

can. 

SENATOR RAND: We've developed 

I'm going to read them off, which 

consolidation of the questions that we 

these are important and we ask: 

associated with the unification plan? 

a list of questions and 

are based-- It's a 

asked, but I think that 

What are the courses 

How are these costs to 

be met, from an increase in tolls? Increase bonding? Wharfage 

and drayage fees, rentals, State subsidies? And we note from 

our studies, of what you submitted -- the data -- to us that 

the revenues from wharfage, drayage, and rentals will not be 

sufficient to defray the cost of unification. 

An increase in tolls would appear to be required after 

the State subsidies to support the plan. Our analyst has told 

us that. They are usually pretty well on target. And we would 

hope that you would address that. It is appropriate on the 

other hand to reduce the cost of the operation of DRP, perhaps 

through a bistate audit to identify where reductions might take 

place or having New Jersey Transit take over PATCO and thereby, 

reduce part of the DRP contribution of paying the deficit of 

the operation. 

We throw that out because we are awaiting a report 

which we have not received from New Jersey Transit, and I think 

that report was due some six months ago. We have just written 

them a letter asking for that report and that's part of the 

budgetary language, so it is a part of the law. And we do ask, 

what future is projected for the Philadelphia Port Corporation 

since there are speculations that it will not have sufficient 

revenues to pay off the debt services on its bonds? Who picks 

that up? Do we pick it up? Does Pennsylvania pick it up? Or 

is it charged to the total unification process? Is it intended 

to develop the unification plan in more detail so that it may 

be submitted to the two states along with provisions for 
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funding? And will legislation be required to enact this plan 

or may it be done within the .framework of the existing compact 

of legislation? And very frankly, what we do is-- What is the 

view of the executive branch, : particularly the Governor's 

off ice towards unification and possible language? And of 

course, we want to know very frankly from both sides of the 

river -- from the Pennsylvania side and certainly from the New 

Jersey side. 

We asked those, in all .seriousness, because we think 

we can 1 t even comment any more until those questions are 

answered in great depth -- and certainly, with us having the 

opportunity to review them. Senator Cowan? 

SENATOR COWAN: No. I '-m just scanning through some of 

this material. When you talk unification, that's all fine, if 

that was to be in place, but of course, you expect to be 

competitive on an equalized basis with these other ports. 

With the increases that these other ports have had, 

where would you expect to be competitive? What would you 

expect to be drawing? If these other ports are consumedly 

growing now, where would you expect to draw in new tonnage? 

What type of commodities? 

MR. KELLY: We would expect to draw in cargo, 

primarily from our own hinterlands. Today, the ports that are 

competing with us are taking our car gos away. The steamship 

services that we have are declining as a result of cargo being 

diverted out of our own competitive area. Our first and 

foremost desire would be to retrieve all of the cargo that we 

are losing. And we also look to be competitive in the Midwest, 

where all of us compete on an equal basis. And where we are 

very weak because of our lack of proper steamship service, we 

look to that area to improve our lot. 

We look to strengthen the areas that we are strong 

in. We 1 re strong in many conunodi ties: food products, paper, 

steel -- and we look to improve in that. Lots of our cargo in 
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the import area has been taken away from us by facilities and 

cheap labor practices and other devices. 

SENATOR COWAN: What percentage of your tonnage is 

import? 

MR. KELLY: Our imports are extremely high at this 

po int in terms of genera 1 cargo . Of our 7 mi 11 ion tons of 

cargo, roughly 5 million of them are import and 2 million of 

them are export. And that's contrary to other ports where the 

balance is much .better achieved, and we need to achieve that 

balance. We're not doing it under today's system. 

SENATOR RAND: Mr. Kelly brings up a very interesting 

point in some of the reports that I've read. It's amazing how 

much tonnage is lost to competitive ports that go into the area 

surrounding the Delaware River Port Authority. 

MR. KELLY: That's right. 

SENATOR RAND: And that in itself is certainly a 

disturbing factor. 

other ports and so 

I mean, thousands of tons are going to 

forth which eventually wind up in the 

Pennsylvania/New Jersey area. 

Now, whether their labor costs are too highr or 

whether their operating costs are too high, very frankly, I 

haven· t got enough information to begin to analyze that and 

neither does our staff. But there is something, of course. We 

admit one thing. We start of with a handicap. We are some /0, 

80, or 90 miles up the river, and that costs more money to 

bring it up. So, all those have to be, I suppose, understood. 

But it is disturbing when imports that should be 

addressed to areas which the Delaware River Port Authority's 

involved in do go to foreign ports, so to speak. I don't mean 

foreign ports overseas, but to ports of Norfolk, Baltimorer and 

elsewhere. That• s most disturbing, whether that• s 

merchandising or labor cost, I don't know. Mr. Kelly can 

answer that much better than I can. 
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MR. KELLY: 

around us. 

Well, it's unification, Senator, all 

SENATOR COWAN: What's the depth of the port and river 

coming up? You have any problems? 

MR. KELLY:, We have a 40 feet channel. We're equal to 

the other ports in terms of our channel depth. Although, we 

are 100 miles up river, that is not necessarily a deterrent 

because Baltimore is .200 miles up river and the farther inland 

you are, the closer you are to the consuming markets. And it's 

cheaper to move cargo by ship than it is to move it by truck or 

rails. 

Sometimes the inland location can serve as an 

advantage to us and sometimes it can be a disadvantage. 

SENATOR COWAN: And they come up all the way by 

themselves with no tugs involved? 

MR. KELLY: They use tugs to dock, but they come up by 

themselves with a river pilot. 

SENATOR RAND: Mr. Kelly, may I ask you a question? 

Have you been in conversation with the Port of Wilmington? 

MR. KELLY: Yes sir. 

SENATOR RAND: And have you been in conversation with 

our Salem Port? Before I cast stones on Philly, our Salem Port 

doesn't make me too proud of their financial record either. 

So, I want you to understand that I'm trying to criticize one 

agency as against another. Very truthfully, I think that we 

ought to look into the Salem Port operation. We just had a 

appropriation of a million dollars to refinance a debt. And 

that's only a 15 footer or 17 footer~ 

MR. KELLY: Less than that . 

SENATOR RAND: Less than that. 

MR. KELLY: Twelve footer. 

SENATOR RAND: Maybe they should be by themselves and 

maybe they should be taken under the wing somehow. I don't 

know how viable they are, very frankly. But that was not an 
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inexpensive endeavor by the State of New Jersey, very frankly, 

or the federal government. so, I ask you that--

MR. KELLY: We have tried to assist them, particularly 

in the marketing area. We have conferred with their staffs 

from the very outset, and we have tried to assist them. 

SENATOR RAND: I • ve never understood why they' re an 

independent agency in the first place, but that• s only my 

opinion. Again, to make it very clear, I ask those questions 

because I think that has to be taken in the context of the 

entire unification. Is that going to be a part of the process? 

MR. KELLY: Yes sir. Certainly. 

SENATOR RAND: Has there been any consideration giving 

to the Gloucester County area? 

MR. KELLY: Indeed. 

SENATOR RAND: There's tremendous waterfront footage 

there. 

MR. KELLY: That was the one that I referred to as the 

Holt Company. 

SENATOR RAND: Now, that is Gloucester City. I 'rn 

going down to Gloucester County in which there are some 2500 

acres that I know that people have come and spoken to me on. 

Is that being one of the considerations? 

MR. KELLY: Yes sir, within our regional planning 

function, we have identified two very large parcels of land in 

the Gloucester County area. One, that I refer to as National 

Steel across from the Philadelphia Airport, another one near 

.the Cormnodore Barry Bridge, and the third one that we've 

identified is the obvious one of the old New York Shipyard, as 

being available for development. All of those are and should 

be developed. 

SENATOR RAND: I just have one more comment to make to 

you, of course. And I guess I' 11 wave this flag and I'm sure 

that one of your Commissioners will disagree, but I must tell 

you that I am not going to -- just me, again, personally -- I 
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am not going to stand for something like this. Port Authority 

increases tolls to three dollars PATH fare going to a 

dollar. I am not going to put the burden on the tollpayer. I 

repeat that again: I am absolutely unequivocally opposed to 

putting this on the backs of the Jersey consumer, which 

fundamentally, are 80% of those riding the bridge and riding 

PATCO are consumers-- I am not going to try to destroy that. 

And so, I would hope that the fiscal study considers that also 

-- that port development, even though one of your Commissioners 

said that no matter how it goes, it's still the taxpayer that 

pays. I understand that, but let me say this to you, it's not 

going to be my consumer that pars. There is no way that 

consumer is going to pay more on that PATCO ride or on that 

toll bridge. 

I mean, for the upkeep of the bridge, if it has to go 

to a dollar, I am not -- that's one thing. But when someone 

tells me that you have to raise it 50¢ for port subsidation and 

so forth, you've got to do better than that -- much better. 

MR. KELLY: Senator, there' s nowhere in my responses 

have I indicated--

SENATOR RAND: That's very clear. I want to make that 

clear. You did not say that. 

MR. KELLY: And if you wi 11 look at exhibit H, which 

is our projections to the year 2000, on schedule two -- second 

page in- If you will look at the very bottom line, it's 

entitled, "Reserve Balance 12/31" you wi 11 see that with two 

modest toll increases, one in 1990 and another in 1995 of ten 

cents each, the Port Authority can fund over $250 million worth 

of capital projects between now and the year 2000, including 

the redecking of the Walt Whitman Bridge. And perform all of 

the capital projects that we foresee in that time period and 

still wind up with a $66 million reserve. 

SENATOR RAND: Those two ten-cent increases from $.90 

to $1.00 to $1.10-- Is that what you are saying? It will give 
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us $250 million paying ·the-­

ammorization? 

Now how about your debt 

MR. KELLY: It includes debt ammorization. 

SENATOR RAND: And you will have a surplus of $250 

million? 

MR. KELLY: No. We will pay for a capital budget. If 

you look four lines up from the bottom, you see on the left the 

caption, 11 Capital Budget DRPA PATCO," -- 11 DRP Share"-- The 

subtotal line there indicates our capital project funding over 

this period of time. 

SENATOR RAND: Okay. 

MR. KELLY: And that includes the Ben Franklin Bridge, 

the Walt Whitman Bridge, all of the PATCO projects, and 

incidentally, they are all enumerated in this outline behind 

the scheduled two page-- Each and every project that we will 

undertake in that period of time is enumerated and outlined 

here. All of this indicates that we will be able to pay our 

present debt service. We will be able to pay our PATCO 

deficits all the way through that period of time with very, 

very modest increases. 

SENATOR RAND: That's without any new bonding, is that 

correct? 

MR. KELLY: That's without new bonding of any kind. 

SENATOR RAND: But if you do new bonding, then you 

begin to diminish that. 

MR. KELLY: Sir, in my judgment, any bonding that we 

do for any port development project would be done on a cost 

benefit analysis. An analysis would indicate that the bonds 

would be paid by the project that we are developing--

portion. 

SENATOR RAND: Okay. 

MR. KELLY: --and not by anything extracted from here. 

SENATOR RAND: By the capital operation of this 
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MR. KELLY: Yes. In this capital budget in this 

operation here, there is $5 mjllion in the capital program for 

start-up of unification included. And beyond that, any new 

development that might occur, would be self-sustaining. And 

hopefully, we'd take a business approach to this and require 

that any new development be self-sustaining. 

SENATOR RAND: Then what you are saying is that in 

1990 we would need a ten cent increase, is that correct? 

1994. 

MR. KELLY: Yes sir. 

SENATOR RAND: And in 1994. 

MR. KELLY: It would be ten cents more. 

SENATOR RAND: Ten cents in 1990 and ten- cents in 

That's a-- (Speaker is - interrupted. ) I 've just been 

reminded by Peter Manoogian, who has studied port operations 

throughout the country, that most ports operate at a deficit. 

MR. KELLY: I have to disagree, sir. 

SENATOR RAND: That's the analysis that he has made 

over the study. We can submit to you information on that, and 

we will. Is that right, Peter? We have some information on 

that to you. 

MR. KELLY: I'd be glad to have the American 

Association of Port Authorities develop their opinion .because 

all of the ports of the country of this hemisphere belong to 

that organization, and that organization does not operate there. 

SENATOR Rk.lffi: Of course, again my individual 

position, Mr. Kelly, is that if the end is justified and the 

means can be shown to reach that end or if there's a fair 

equitable addressing of the problems on both sides of the 

river, I have no problem with the State being involved. I 

think that they have to make a capital contribution to economic 

development to the performance, and I'm going to come to 

that-- But even if they do write an audit deficit, if the 

stimulation of an economic activity is large enough to offset 

that lost portion, then certainly both States ought to make a 

comr.1itme::"':. 
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MR. KELLY: Absolutely. That is practiced around the 
country -- stimulating that type of economic development. 

SENATOR RAND: Senator Cowan, any more questions? 
SENATOR COWAN: No. 
SENATOR RAND: Mr. Kelly, thank you very much. 
MR. KELLY: My pleasure. Thank you very much for 

having me. 
SENATOR RAND: Mr. 

Delaware River Port Authority. 
Speaker of the House. 

Dickey, the Chairman of the 
1'd like to welcome you, former 

W I L L I A M K. D I C K E Y: Thank you Senator Rand, 
Senator Cowan. I think Mr. Kelly has presented ~ur responses 
as adequately as we can do them at this time. Perhaps, this 
hearing is one of many that will take place concerning the 
proposal of unification because, I think some questions can't 
be answered at the minute. Perhaps, we're premature in asking 
them, but they should be asked, nonetheless. 

I have had the honor of serving as Chairman of the 
Delaware River Port Authority for the past two years. You've 
pointed up some controversies that have occurred and I think 
that they have been, generally, healthy for the Port Authority 
-- to give consideration to the various proposals and the 
reasons why some of them have generated some controversies. 

The _present proposal of port unification, however, is 

not one that the Commissioner disagree about, really. The 
Pennsylvania Corrunissioners, I believe, sponsored the resolution 
to move forward to develop plans for port unification. I think 
that I can speak for the New Jersey Commissioners, that we are 
generally in accord with the concept of regional development of 
the port. I, for myself, think that we have to also include 
the State of Delaware in that concept, because we have the Port 

of Wilmington involved in the corrunerce of the Delaware River. 

There is a concept of developing the deep water of the Delaware 

Bay off the State of Delaware or off the State of New Jersey to 
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accorrunodate larger ships, and perhaps your Committee should 

give consideration as to whether the State of Delaware should 

be brought into these.considerations. 

I have the good fortune of being one of the sponsors 

of the legislation, which produced the South Jersey Port. 

Corporation. That was during my tenure in the State 

Legislature, and I was very pleased to be able to sponsor that 

along with Senator Laskin back in those years. And I think it 

has been for the benefit of the South Jersey area. 1 recognize 

that the State appropriations have been made during that time 

in support of that South Jersey Port Corporation. 

But it has been one that has been beneficial not only 

to the work force of South Jersey, but to the City of Camden 

because they received an amount in lieu of taxes. They didn't 

lose the tax base for the New York Shipbuilding property that 

is now called the Broadway Terminal. And generally speaking, 

the South Jersey Port Corporation is doing very well. Also, 

the private enterprise in Gloucester City seems to be doing, 

generally, pretty well. 

We have also a port operation in Pennsauken, New 

Jersey at Petty Island, which seems to be successful. So, at 

the present time, the facilities on the New Jersey side are 

operating rather well. The problem is developing on the 

Pennsylvania side in the Philadelphia area. By virtue of my 

position as Chairman of the Port Authority, I 1 rn also ex officio 

director of the Philadelphia Port Corporation. And, I have 

beenw in that capacity, made privy to some of their problems --

.and they are real serious problems. 

I have to tell you that the Philadelphia Port 

Corporation, as presently constituted, has among the directors 

tremendous conflicts of interest, because sitting on that board 

are terminal operators and labor 

interest in the port's facilities. 

leaders who have a direct 

And they participate in our 

Philadelphia Port Corporation negotiations on leasing terminal 
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facilities, so the conflict is very pronounced as you observe 

the various interests in that Port Corporation. The directors 

are appointed by the City of Philadelphia, the Mayor, and also 

by the Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce. 

SENATOR RAND: Mr. Dickey, don't you have the same 

thing on the Delaware River Port Authority, sitting 

Corrunissioners who bear the same responsibilities as you just 

said? I didn't want to bring that up. They are owners and 

operators, and they sit on the Delaware River Port Authority. 

MR. DICKEY: Yes. 

SENATOR RAND: -1 mean, I quite-- In my feeble mind I 

quite correlate that they are part of a process which is the 

very part of what they are involved in financially and 

everything else. I've got to tell you that's one of the things 

that upsets me to no end. 

MR. DICKEY; Yes. That's not true of the New Jersey 

Commissioners. 

SENATOR RAND: No, I didn't say that, absolutely. 

I've no problem on that. 

MR. DICKEY: But, I have to agree with you that on the 

Pennsylvania ·side of the table of our Commission, there are 

some conflicts of interest. There's at least one terminal 

operator and there's President of the International 

_ Longshoremen's Association, and perhaps there's some other 

conflict, which is not so obvious. 

But the Philadelphia Port Corporation does lease the 

terminal facilities on the Philadelphia side. It has that 

responsibility and it's taken it over from the City of 

Philadelphia. There is a considerable bond indebtedness in 

this for those capital improvements. It is operating at a 

substantial financial loss. It received last year an 

appropriation £rorn Pennsylvania for $4 million, which is 

totally inadequate for the job that should be done. And I have 

to say to you very honestly, that I think if port unification 
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comes about as a concept and a reality, we are going to have to 

look to the State legislatures of both New Jersey and 

Pennsylvania for appropriations for capital start-ups, at 

least. We've seen it in the South Jersey Port Corporation 

where it's required State appropriations. 

So, I don't want to avoid this subject. It's going to 

mean some cost to the State of New Jersey and to the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I would like to see the State of 

Delaware brought into this matter, but that may not be possible 

because of their environmental laws, which are now in the 

Federal Courts. Their environmental laws prohibit the deep 

water port development in the bay and has been subject to 

litigation in Federal Court. The question ip whether the State 

can control the waters of the Delaware Bay for conunerce by 

their environmental legislation. 

I want to assure you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Cowan, 

that the New Jersey Corrunissioners are not divided. We speak 

generally as a unified group. We looked at the interest of the 

State of New Jersey, but we also view the regional interest of 

the ports along the Delaware River. I think that's very 

evident by the fact that the New Jersey Commissioners are 

cooperative on the concept of port unification. Even though, 

perhaps the financial advantages don't appear as evident for 

New Jersey as they do for the Pennsylvania side. 

The controversies, with reference to port development, 

hinge on the issue of whether we should borrow money today with 

a bond issue on the concept of using the money to redeck the 

Ben Franklin Bridge and to preserve our present reserves for 

other projects. It has been the New Jersey Commissioners' 

position that we are not willing to go into debt unless there 

is a project that we can fully understand and know the concepts 

of- So, that we are not going to approve a bond issue as 

proposed by the present Pennsylvania Commissioners. We are not 

willing to increase our funded indebtedness for a project that 

we have not defined. 

22 



And I think that clarifies the present disagreement 
between the Pennsylvania Commissioners and the New Jersey 
Commissioners. They seem to want to borrow money -- first, 
talking about somewhere between $39 million and $60 million and 

then coming up with· numbers, such as $50 million and now $40 

million without spelling out the purposes of that borrowing. 

The New Jersey Commissioners are unified in not being willing 

to authorize that indebtedness until we know what kind of a 

project it's going to be used £or. So, I think that gives the 
answer to the .current controversy. Perhaps, the press has been 

able to dramatize that somewhat. 
We've had other controversy, as you point out, 

concerning the redecking of the bridge and the use of domestic 

. steel versus whatever steel the· contractor wanted to buy. I 
also had controversies concerning the insurance on ·that 

project, and they have been genuine disagreements with the 

Pennsylvania Commissioners. And we as New Jersey Commissioners 

have been generally unified in taking the positions that we 

have. 
I'll be glad to try to answer any other questions you 

may want to direct to me as Chairman of the Port Authority. 

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much Mr. Dickey. Let me 

say this to you Commissioner, that some of the things that I 

have just heard clarifies some points that I was a little fuzzy 

about, and what you are telling me -- if I can correlate the 

two pieces of testimony -- is that the report that we got here 
on the future capital projects is very dependent upon us 
following the script rather than going and starting a series of 

bond flotations right now. Is that correct? 
MR. DICKEY: That's correct, sir. 
SENATOR RAND: Fine. I have no problem with that and 

I had no problem with the New Jersey Commissioners, by the way. 

MR. DICKEY: Thank you. 
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SENATOR RAND: I think that they have been very 

protective of the Jersey interests and I am very happy about 

that. At the sense of repeating myself, I think it's important 

for the Commissioners to make sure that our consumers are not 

waffled and to make sure that we don't bail out a situation 

that we have no control over and assume some huge debts, and to 

make sure that we don't hurt ourselves competitively on the 

Jersey side. It took us a long time to get wnere we are. 

There were bad days there for awhile, if you remember, 

Commissioner ~ bad days back in the early 1 /0s. And the other 

side did very well. And there really was no sympathy for the 

Jersey side except the legislators up here that appropriated 

the money with the Governor's signature. I am certainly not 

going to be the one to do anything that's going to give an 

unfair advantage to anybody else whether it be Pennsylvania, 

Delaware, or anybody else. I am here to protect the interests 

of New Jersey and I'm going to protect them. 

MR. DICKEY: We appreciate that, sir. 

SENATOR RAND: And with that in mind, I think that the 

Commissioners on our side have tried to do that. So, I have no 

problems and I very happy that you gave some of the 

explanations. Senator Cowan? 

SENATOR COWAN: Well, like yourself, Walter, I 1 m very 

pleased to have our former Speaker here today along with his 

Commissioner and his Director. And I'm pleased as a North 

Jersey legislator to hear what you are proposing on looking 

into the future on what can be done. The New York/New Jersey 

Port Authority certainly has done a tremendous amount of 

contributing to the Economic growth for the region. Of course, 

I would not like to see such things, as our Chairman has 

mentioned, that we've had in the last two days in our papers. 

Statewide, we 1 re talking about fare increases that are 

affecting the consumer. What it has done, again I have to give 

it a lot of .Pl uses; but when it comes down to things such as 

this, that's totally negative i~ ~any mines. 
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MR. DICKEY: I want to express our appreciation to 
senator Rand for his deep interest in the work of the Delaware 
River Port Authority. He frequently communicates with us, and 
we•re glad to have that communication. 

Dickey. 
MARY 

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Commissioner 
Commissioner Mary Ruth Talley, good morning. 

R U T H T A L L E Y: Good morning to all of you 
and thank you very much. There is really very little that I 

can add. lt has been very well expressed by our president and 
by our chairman and also with the remarks that you have made. 
So, mine will be quite brief. But there are just a couple of 
points that I would like to stress. One of which you did 
allude to in talking about the burden that would be placed on 
the consumer or on the tollpayer. 

I would just like to express my view on that in that I 

do believe that it is a populist cliche that when it is held up 
to reason, it sort of fails and falters, because if you use 
that rationale, then the other two bridges, the Commodore Barry 
and the Betsy Ross that you talked about, might not have been 
built and PATCO might not have been built. 

If you use that logic that the present tollpayers 
should not be paying for the erection of the two additional 
bridges, or they should not be paying for our transit line, and 
then you can take that in a much larger context and apply it to 
almost every segment of the paying public -- that a certain 
group should not be paying £or this or they shouldn't be paying 

for that. 
The fact of the matter is, that I believe we are 

above, beyond, and far away from that kind of thinking for the 
simple reason that federal, State, county, and local taxes can 
no longer do and provide all the things that our society needs 

and demands ,right now. 

Therefore, all governmental agencies are looking to 

other areas £or asset resources, or I should say dollars 
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money -- to do the things that are now necessary in our 

society, which day-by-day. becomes older, more sophisticated, 

and is also now in severe competition with the rest of the 

world. And this is something that is a first: We have not had 

to·compete in a global sense and believe me, just as we had the 

great industrial age which everything after that changed, I can 

·tell you right now, we are in the same kind of massive 

transition. 

1 am not an export professional, but 1 have traveled 

extensively for the world trade efforts and believe me, when I 

saw what is going on in the rest of the world as it pertains to 

port business which is movement of cargo and goods that are 

necessary for our civilization-- But it means jobs, money, and 

expendable income for inhabitants of regions, countries, and 

our world. 

So, in that broad context, I must ask you a quest ion. 

If we do not unify our port region -- and I use that in the 

context of the 11 counties that we have talked about before, 

that covers the tristate region -- If we do not look at that 

concept as a way of solving the problems that are right now and 

going to be in our future, then I say to you, do we accept the 

alternative? In other words, I feel we are beyond just asking 

the question and in expressing your concerns on who is going to 

pay for this. I am saying to you that it is the only answer 

for a large segment of our region and for their economic 

benefit. 

So, if we say here that there are resources and assets 

that are available to be used for economic development 

economic well-being - from now until 2000 or however far out 

you would like to look -- I say to you that if don't do it now, 

then we are really in deep, deep trouble. And as you look at 

the numbers of people who are employed in a port business, 

particularly from our 11 counties -- that's what I'm concerned 

about and I think that's what you are concerned about -- then I 
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say to you that we have to go through this unification. We 
have to find the solutions because the sheer dollars and cents 
make sense. 

And if you go back to our charter that created us by 
the bistate Legislatures and read the three mandates that are 
in there, the third one is economic development or waterborne 
commerce. Now, through the years since you created us, we have 
taken care of the transportation facilities across the 
bridges. We have provided for a high speed trans·i t system to 
reduce the traffic flow over the bridges. And all of that -­
you' re right -- has been found with controversy. . But I also 
remember a time not too far in the past that questioned, "Why 
did we build those two bridges when they're not being used?" I 

think today every last one of us would say, "Thank God we built 
those bridges when we did." 

And that's what I want to say now. If we don't unify 
these ports for this region1 not just for the benefit of South 
Jersey, not just to help Pennsylvania or Philadelphia Port 
Corporation or whoever-- That's not it. It is to help the 
11-county region. And if we don't do that now, are we going to 
then be facing some six, eight, or ten years and say why didn't 

·. we take the steps that we knew had to be done. 
You have heard that, yes, the businesses right now are 

doing well. I say again, not as a professional, but I can tell 
you, long-term, "uh uh." To continue as we are doing - status 
quo -- for now and the next 12 to 24 months -- no way, no way. 
There are too many larger games. The rest of the world is 

eager to trade. The rest of the ports just in our mid-Atlantic 
region are just dying to take what cargo we have. 

They want that chi lean fruit so bad, they can taste 
it, because it developed into a sweet little business. All the 
rest of the ports want it. And this is the kind of change that 

is out there in the global economy. And unless we make 

aggressive moves and decisions and capital expenses and get our 

act together now. We don't have to bother. 
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SENATOR RAND: Commissioner, the achievement for port 

unification -- let me give all the positives - is worthwhile 

and is necessary for us to exist. There is no way -- let me 

make it very clear to you, and I admire you for the stands that 

you have taken and for the job that you have done -- that will 

I compromise on the fundamental things when I said it is not 

going to cost our consumers money for non transportation 

objectives. It is not going to be a bailout no matter how 

important it is £or the other side. And it is not going to be 

to a competitive disadvantage on the Jersey side. How worthy 

the cause might be, my position is where I am because of who I 

represent. 

And there is no way, no matter how worthy, I am not 

going to have down in South Jersey what I'm getting bombarded 

with from North Jersey -- and I've been called already by seven 

Senators-- Senator Cowan has asked me this morning to hold 

immediate hearings in North Jersey on the headlines that 

appeared for the New York/New Jersey Port Authority. 

We are not going to get into that quicksand. We' re 

not going to raise PATCO fares so that the 11 million riders 

will drop down to ten and the very fares that you ride destroy 

what you tried to do in the first place, because every time we 

raise fares, we lose a proportion of people that we never get 

back. 

I'd sort of like to adopt President Kelly and Chairman 

Dickey's viewpoint. And I thought that they made a very good 

point in that it was a balanced outlook as to move in a manner 

which does not hurt the very things that we stand for and 1 

think that is an acceptable stand and very worthwhile from the 

New Jersey viewpoint. 

It may not be f ram the Pennsylvania viewpoint, but 1 

don't represent Pennsylvania. I represent 185,000 constituents 

and their families on this side of the river. And the 

careful-- Maybe it's plotting. But it satisfies me and it 
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makes me feel more comfortable than the sudden rush - no 

matter how important. it is -- of reaching for an objective 

that's worthwhile. And you notice that I didn't close the door 

and I have never closed the door from the start of any of these 

hearings. 

Merely, that there are concerns that New Jersey is 

vi tally interested in that concerns our well-being. And I 

don't think we take a backwards step to anybody to address 

those concerns. And of course, l for one# will not, no matter 

how important the objective is. 

So, if it's a situation where I'm being very 

close-minded, so be it. And I usually am a very flexible 

person, so I'm quite satisfied that we are moving in a very 

deliberate manner, and I think that it is worthy. And I would 

hope that we would be a party to the ongoing studies and the 

concerns that we have addressed because I have to report back 

to my colleagues in the Senate as to what we think. We have to 

report back and very frankly they are going to take cognizance 

of the concerns that we voiced. And I can assure you that they 

will be interested in first, foremost, and lastly what it does 

for New Jersey. 

Senator Cowan? 

SENATOR COWAN: No, fine, thank you. 

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much Commissioner. It 

was nice of you to come up here to attend. We' re always glad 

to hear from you. Is there anybody else that wishes to make 

some remarks7 (Negative response) All right, let me just make 

some concluding remarks. 

In concluding this second public hearing concerning 

port unification, the argument re: port unification certainly 

sounds persuasive, and it appears that in order to remain 

competitive, the Port of Camden/Philadelphia will have to 

become more unified and the problem of the present incidences 

seem to be twofold. In the first place, a more detailed and 
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thoughout plan is required which will gain the support of 

actors both within and wi tho11t the port cornmuni ty, and I am 

hopeful that an imaginative approval would gain support in the 

Legislature and in the Governor's office. 

l am certainly very sincere about that. I believe 

that it 1 s time, very frankly, that the Governors of both 

States-- If port unification is so important to the benefit of 

the region and to the benefit of both States, then.we certainly 

have to have the Governor's office in this State and certainly 

the incoming Governor of Pennsylvania be seriously involved. 

Secondly, is the question of ways and means and how is 

this plan to be accomplished in a fiscally sound fashion ~hi ch 

does not unduly burden the DRPA, and can we gain support for 

some sort of assistance from the States? And of course, that's 

another important element that we've brought into the picture. 

If it is that important, certainly there should be a 

contribution, as in most states. There are ports that we• ve 

studied, that made rnaj or contributions to the economic 

well-being of those ports. 

And we did throw out the possibility of New Jersey 

Transit to be concerned with the operations of PATCO, to free 

up more DRPA' s funds for unification endeavors. I think it's 

fair to say that the Governors of both States will have to 

become involved in some fashion to speed up unification. 

I, therefore from my port, call upon Governor Kean's 

off ice to study this matter and to act in the new year to give 

whatever importance is thought appropriate to the project. For 

our part, this Subcorranittee will expect the interested parties 

to report back to it in 1987 with whatever progress has been 

made. And I thank you for your attention to my remarks, and 

I'd like Senator Cowan to make some concluding remarks. 

SENATOR COWAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Again, 1 'm pleased to see the actions that are being taken 

because, since l have been down here in the Legislature, 
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particularly coming from the northernly County of Hudson, I've 
often heard that it seems that the South Jersey area has been 
neglected to some degree. I don't think in the long-term that 
it has been neglected. 

It· s been the fact of the people involved and the 
region involved. In that term, right now, it does appear that 
following, perhaps, the resurrection of Atlantic City to some 
degree, it has drawn some attractiveness to South Jersey. The 
things that you have been doing here in your shore .area also 
have grown and become known more so than it has been in a long 
time. 

Now we are talking about a bistate agency _-with a 
port. We're talking about transportation and network which is 
now being put into place which should, in the overall again, 
contribute to the total regional-- Did I say bistate? Perhaps 
a tristate ~ entity that will exist when it comes to its full 
fruition. And that can only benefit the whole State, as our 
Chairman has indicated - not only South Jersey, but North 

Jersey. 
I certainly would look to be of any assistance that I 

could be in this endeavor. 
SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Senator Cowan. I 

want to thank President Kelly, Corrunissioner Dickey, and 
Corrunissioner Mary Ruth Talley for your 
think this has been a very good meeting. 

attendance here. I 
It may be a little 

shorter than the last one, but I think we know where we are 
headed and we think we know what to expect. And the questions 
that we've asked I'm sure we will get some answers. Thank you 
very much, ladies and gentlemen. This meeting is adjourned. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED) 
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APPENDIX 





Su~committee of the Senate Independent Authorit1.es Committee 

QrESTIO~S FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

September 16, 1986 

Q. 1) Would you please describe in detail the port unification plan 
which has been proposed. 

A. 1) The Port Unification Proposal of the Delaware River Port Authority 
is set forth in EXHIBITS A and B attached. 

Q. 2) 

A. 2) 

Elements of Port Unification under study Rre as follows: 

A. Declaration of intention to unify port by public 
and private sectors of the Port. 

B. Drganizational structure of Port Unification 

C. Financing of Port Unification 

~"hat is the status of the Port Unification Proposal currently? 

The President of the Delaware River Port Authority has held discussions 
of the proposal (Exhibit A) with the Chairman of the Philadelphia 
Port Corporation, the Chairman and Executive Director of the South 
Jersey Port Corporation, the Executive Director of the Delaware 
River and Bay Authority, the Board of Directors of the Philadelphia 
Maritime Exchange, the Board of Directors of PENJERDEL, and with ~ 

major private port operators including the Chairi:.an of the Board 
and President of Lavina Shipping Company, the Vice President of 
the International Terminal Operators, the President of Holt Systems, 
Inc., the President of Independent Pier Company and many other 
agents, brokers, and ship operators. Tilere is consensus that a 
unification of port operations, marketing,. development and financing 
is essential to the long term survival of the Port. All parties 
would agree to a declaration of an intention to unify the Port. 
No consensus has developed determining ho~ the Port should be 
unified and operated in the future. 

Q. 3) (a) What would be the function of the DRPA and 
(b) the Proposed Subsidiary Corporation, the Delaware River Ports 

Operating Corporation, und~r the program? Would it operate 
Port facilities or act as a landlord? 

A. 3) (a) Tile function of the Delaware River Port Authnrity itself 
would be prioarily the Port financier, generating capital 
to fund port development projects. 

Presently, none of the other Port operating agencies has 
the strong financial credit base to generate capital funds 
of the magnitudes generated by the competin~ port agencies 
of New York, Baltimore, Norfolk or other maJor port areas 
of the national port system. (See Exhibit C) 
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. r •• 3) (8) Tte Delaware River Por~ Operating Company, subsidiary to the 
Delaware River Port Authority, would act as the regional port 
_Elanning ~ency (Exhibit D), the re ional port marketin 
agency and vould undertake operating functions to be determined 
during the five ye-a; phase-in process of unif1cation. 
----~--~--------------~~--------------~~~~~~ 
Master planning for the regional port system is essential to 
ensure rational development of infrastruct11re~ facilities 
and equipment over the near and long terms. Furthermore, 
it is essential to strengthen the external marketing program 
and minimize internal competition through the institution of 
professional planning and marketing programs. 

The Delaware River Ports Operating Company may serve as a port 
operator or as a port landlord or a combination thereof, 
depending upon the needs of the South Jersey ~ort Cort>oration 
and the Philadelphia Port Corporation. 

Q. 4) (a) What would be the relation of the DRPA-DRPOC to the existing 
Public Corporations - the South .Tersey Port Corporation and 
the Philadelphia Port Corporation? 

A. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

(b) To the private corporations such as Holt? 

4) (a) 

4) (b) 

5) (a) 

(b) 

5) (a) 

At the outsPt of unification, a phase in period of 5 to 10 years 
is prescribed. There is no intention to substitute the DRPA 
for the existing agencies. It is the intention of the DRPA 
to assist in addressing port problems~ needs and future 
development which are not or canno: be addressee by the existing 
port organizational structure. 

The private o~ners/operators of pier facilities need to be 
phased in to a port unification program. Rationalization of 
port facilities and equipment would be difficult if net impossible 
to obtain without proprietary control by the unifying agency. 
All private operators have recognized the need for unification 
and rationalization. Implementation will be complex, delicate 
and will probably requirP. a substantial phase-in period. 

Eow would it acquire port facilities? 

How would it pay for acquisition? 

The Port Unification program does not necessarily require) 
total acquisition of pier facilities. The progra~ does 
require a unified control over the use of port facilities. 

In order to obtain control over the use of facilities, 
several methods can be applied. 

The end result of unification is to make the facili:ies cf 
the port available to as many steamship operators and other 
controllers of cargo as possible. At present, our major 
ter~inals are oper2:ed by private co~pa~ies performing all 
terminal and stevedoring services to a limited number of 
steamship companies and other controllers of cargo. 
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This system has resulted in substantial undPr utilization 
of our port infrastructure. Under utiliz~tion increases 
unit costs, dampens the Port's ability to attract new 
cust~mers and severely curtails the ability of private 
enterprise to profit from port operations. 

The approach to unification must address this condition. 
The South Jersey Port Corporation operates on an open 
basis and therefore meets the criteria already. It does 
not, however, have the ability to expand on its succ~ssful 
base due to its liffiited ability to raise capital. 

Therefore, the DRPA need not acquire or unduly reg11lare 
the South Jersey Port Corporation, but should contribute 
to its development by financing ne~ development and 
expansion. 

On the Philadelphia side of the river, Packer Avenue and 
Tioga Terminals are closed operations und~r the control 
of two private operators, Lavine & I.T.O. A simple rent 
formula is applied to equalize debt service payments to 
the city and pier dredging is for the account of the tenant. 
Packer Avenue a~d Tioga are the major port facilities of 
Philadelphia. Tne Port and the City are completely dependent 
on the ability of private operators to attract port business 
ar.d to retain it. The terminals are severely underutilized 
demonstrating a need for change. In this instance, the 
Port Auth~ri:y might acquire the ter~i~als by lease or by 
the assurr.ption of the debt obligation and open the terminals \ 
to a multi-u~er prograc. Sicilar approaches, includi~g ~ 
p~rchase by eminent doQai~, might be applied to the control · 
of the non-public terminals such as the Holt Systems facilitie • 

A. 5) (b) How to pay for acquisition. 

The traditional means of generating revenues for the payment 
of rents or amortization of debt on port facilities is the ~ 

assessment of wharfage and dockage charges. In the case of 1' {.,~( 
the South Jersev Port Corporation and the Packer and Tioga :f ,;v"~r/ • 
facilities of the Philadelphia Port Corporation, ,.;harfage \tu LfJ.- £-;,/ • !. ; . 
and dockage charges exceed the combined debt services. (See .j11' r) 
Exhibit E) "_u(~ 

There are other revenue sourc~s which may also be available. 
Exhibit r sets forth the operating results of the Port Authnri~y 
of New York and New Jersey by operating unit. The Marine 
element sho~s Gross Operating Incoce in 1985 of $13,566,000. 
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Q. 6) (a) How would this plan benefit the Port? 

(b) Since the Philadelphia Por~ Corporation was created to do something 
the DI\PA was not. interested in or capable of doing, why should 
the DRPA be qualified to do this now? 

(c) Since the DRPA already has a Marketing Division, why would 
centralizing marketing under it lead to more Port traffic? 

A. 6) (a) lbe purpose of unification is to urgently address in the near 
term port problems involving both internal and external com­
petitive forces, the solutions to which are beyond the 
capabilities of existing public and private port entities. 
In the long term, master planning for the development of 
the Port on a regional basis must be established. (Exhibit G) 
TI-le status quo is unacceptable. 

A. 6) (b) The DRPA sought concurrent legislation in the mid-1960's for 

A. 6) (c) 

its plan to develop two 300-acre marine and industrial terminals 
in the cities of Chester, PA and Camden, NJ. Although the 
legislation was enacted in New Jersey and had passed in the 
Pennsylvania Legislature, a change of direction by New Jersey 
revoked that State's authnri?ation of the plan. 

The DRPA abandoned its port plans and proceeded with other 
very substantial transportation projects: 1) the construction 
of the PATCO Eig~ Speed line; 2) the constrJction of the Betsy 
Ross Bridge; and 3) the construction of the Com.~odore Barry 
Bridg~. Capital investments i~ these and other transportation 
facilities amounted to $500,000,000 over a 20-year period. 

The 'DRPA has an outstanding record in the improvement of the 
regional transportation infrastructure. It has demonstrated 
ability to construct and operate major transportation 
facilities. It has demonstrated ability to raise capital, 
~ithout any state tax support, and to develop sound, self­
supporting capital investment ·programs. A need for additional 
river crossings or major expansion of the PATCO system is not 
presently foreseen by the Commission. :herefore, the Commission 
wishes to bring its attention and expertise to the development 
of the regional ports. 

The Philadelphia Port Corporation established a marketing system 
which paralleled the DRPA's marketing system in the United States 
but concentrated its efforts on the tenants of the Philadelphia 
Port Corporation, while DRPA was selling all regional facilities. 
This caused confusion in the minds of customers because of 
duplication of effort of our two organizations. Neither 
orga~ization had any authority to actually negotiate a piece 
of business. We discovered a prospect, brough~ the prospect 
to the attention of one or more private operators, and hoped 
for the best, often never kno~ing the ultinate result. 1 { I. ('-

Unification will centralize marketing under one umbrella, D!Z?A, Ji· 0 

and will place the DRPA in a position to negotiate business ~ '11t / 1 C / 
to a final conclusion. \..'~ j: ;; t' 
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A. 6) (c) continued 

Our competing ports have this flexibility and power to negotiate 
contra~ts. This port need~ to be placed on equal terms. On 
equal terms, we sincerely believe we can generate sufficient 
business to provide a self-supporting revenue flow to enable 
the Port Authority to support substantial capital investment. 

Q. 7) (a) The various port facilities are now competitive with one 
another. Would the proposal reduce rompetition and thus drive 
busi~ess away from the Port? 

(b) Would it mean that_ competitive New Jersey ports would be put 
in the same situation as uncompetitive Philadelphia ports? 

A. 7) (a) An open port facility system will make all major port terminal 
facilities available to all port operators and will open the 
port facilities to new cargo control customers who now have no 
access to the port on their own behalf. All of the port 
operators, private and publi~, interviewed have concurred 
in this concept. Unification will not stifle competition, 
it will enhance it. 

A. 7) (b) The South Jersey.Port Corporation's facilities are operated 
on an open basis at the present time. Unification would not· 
cha~ge or injure their method of operating. The Holt Systems, 
Glouce~ter, supports unification in that it gives them open 
access to Philacel~hia facilities e~abling them to expa~d 
their very successful port cargo generating base. Philadelphia 
based operators using Holt fac:lities likewise benefit the 
Holt bottom line. 

Q. 8) The management and operation of the Philadelphia Port Corporation 
have been subject to criticism. How would Port Unification 
deal with problems of this Port Corporation? 

A. 8) The problems of the Philadelphia Port Corporation are problems 
of the port in general. Unification will undertake to isolate 
the organizational problems of the Port Corporation from the 
objective of maximizing the productive use. of their oajor J 
port facilities. The DRPA would control the use of the facilities 
through direct lease from the Port Corporation in the near terc 
and perhaps permanent acquisition of the facilities in the long 
term. 

Q. 9) Would the debts, liabilities and problems of the Philadelphia 
Port Corporation be taken over by the DRPA? 

A. 9) There would be no advantage to the regional port to simply 
transfer probler..s, debts and liabilities frc~ one port entity 
to another. Negotiations between the t~o entities should seek 
a long range advantage to port development without unduly 
burdening either orga~ization ~ith residual debts, liabilities 
or problems. 
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Q. 10) 

A. 10) 

Would the DRPA have any role in hotel and tourist development 
of the Port, such as the Penn's Landing area waterfront 
development or the Camden ~aterfront development? 

Waterfront use should be of concern to any regional port agency. 
It is common practice in the port industry for the lead port 
agency to assist in all types of waterfront development. 
The New York-New Jersey Port Authority is a leader in the 
broad approach to waterfront development. Generally, waterfront 
development for public u~e has been a self-sustaining investment J 
and in the case of New York, a highly profitable venture (See 
Exhibit F). Other port agencies successfully engaged in self­
supporting public use projects are the Maryland Port Administration, 
Massachusetts Port Authority, Port of New Orleans, Port of Oakland, ) 
Po~ of Long Beach, Port of Los Angeles, et al. 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIO~S 

Q. 11) 

A. 11) 

There has been controversy between tbe New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
delegations concerning financing of port activities. It is 
apparently the case that the Pennsylvania Cotzmlissioners have 
supported the floating of a bond issue for the payment of the 
redecking of the Benjamin Franklin Bridge, freeing up the reserves 
set aside for that purpose to be used as reserves "for future 
projects and other occurrences." The New Jersey Commissioners 
are cf the view that the reserves set aside should be used for 
the redecking and the bonds ought not to be voted for that 
purpose. Is that a fair summary of the t~o positions? 

Yes. 

Q. 12) (a) Is it not unusual then to take a reserve fund dedicatec for 
one purpose, essentially dissolve it and use the funds for a 
future contingency, such as port unification, ~hich has not 
yet been approved? 

(b) Is it not the case that the bond issue funds are to be effectively 
used for a fu~~re continge~cy, ~ithout guarantee of sufiicient 
revenues? 

A. 12) (a) This question has been referred to the Audit Committee for study 
and recommendation. 

Q. 13) 

A. 13) 

{b) This question has been referred to tbe Audit Co=:riittee for study 
and recommendation. 

Would it not be sounder public policy to use the reserve funds 
for the purpose for which they are pledged and for ~hich the 
tolls were increased, and then to float a bond if necessary 
for the unification project if that is approved? 

Tilis question has been ref erred to the A~dit Committee for 
study and recommendation. 
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Q. 14) Concerning the unification project costs, what ~ould be the 
projected costs of unification, particularly the acquisition 
of port facilities? What are the revenue projections from 
these ~acilities? How would these costs be paid for? 

A. 14) See Questions 5(a) and S(b) and Exhibit E. 

Q. 15) How would port unification costs be covered without substantial 
toll increases or the reduction of reserves? Wouldn't port 
unification costs siphon off funds needed for the bridges, 
particularly the redecking of the Walt Whitman Bridge, and the 
increasing PATCO deficit? Since the users of these facilities 
are principally New Jersey residents, wouldn't this be 
detrimental to their interests? 

A. 15) A staff report to the Finance Committee (Exhibit H) projected 
revenues, operating expenses and capital fund requirements to 
the year 2000, including a $5,000,000 capital item for a start-

\

up of a port unification program. The report indicates with 

J
, a 10% toll increase in 1990 and again in 1994, all capital projects 

including the Walt Whitman Bridge can be completed and a substantial 
reserve will remain at the year 2000. 

A similar result obtains, if the Port Authority were to fund 
the Benja~~n Franklin Bridge deck by bonding, similar revenue 
enhance~ent wo~l~ be rE;~ired and a substantial reserve will 
remain in the year 2000. 

Capital funding for port unification projects should stand on 
their own and be self-sustaining. Under this pre~ise, port 

/

. unification will not siphon off funds for the capital needs of 
the bridges or of PATCO. New Jersey residents will ·not be 

\

unduly impacted through the year 2000 and should be positively 
enhanced by improved economic benefits from port improvements. 

Q. 16) (a) Would you please discuss Schedule 1 (projections to the year 
2000, 90c toll), and Schedule II (projections to year 2000 with 
10% toll increases in 1990 and 1994)? 

(b & c) What is the allocation of the net income of the Authority? 
ls it allocated to reserves? Please state the amount of reserves. 

A. 16) (a) Schedule I (Projections to the year 2000, 90c toll) shovs that 
without revenue enhancement, the DRPA will go into deficit by 
the year 1990, requiring a toll increase. Schedule II, shows 
the financial picture with a 10% toll increase from 90¢ to 
$1.00 on 1/1/90 and a second toll increase on 1/1/94 of 10% 
from $1.00 to $1.10. Under Schedule II, all of the capital 
programs through the year 2000 can be funded and the reserve 
balances will be in excess of $66,000,000. 

(b & c) The net income of DRPA is the residual of all revenues, tolls 
~~~ investme~t inco~e, after provi2i~; ~~~ ~~~~ge opera~!~g 
expenses, bond service, PATCO deficit and World Trade expenses. 
Net ·income is allocated to the General Reserve F~nd and can be 
used for any authorized purpose of DRPA. All capital expenditures 
are funded out of the General Reserve Fund. The projected amount 
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A. 16) (b & c) continued 

Q. 17) 

A. 17) 

of reserves available for the Capital program at the end of 
each calendar year is stated in Schedules I & II at the 

·· final line, entitled "Reserve Balance 12 /31." 

'What are the projections by the DRPA for capital expenditures 
on existing facilities for the next 20 years? How do these 
~rejections mesh with the income and bonding revenues which 
may accrue to the authority? If these projections are not 
kno"Wn in sufficient detail at this time, shouldn't there be 
a projection foithese capital expenditures before any 
additional financial commitments are made? 

Exhibit H details the Capital expenditures on existing facilities 
through the year 2000. Tiie Schedules I and II projects how 
revenues can mesh with the capital program. The Audit Committee 
bf DRPA is examining projections of Capital expenditures and 
sources of revenue. Results of the Audit Committee's conclusions 
will be available to the Sub-Committee of the Senate Independent 
Authorities Committee. 
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A. 

Discussion outline of Port 
Unification under consideratio~ 
by all parties to unfication. 

PORT UNIFICATION PROGRAM 

Bond Issue (up to $70,000,000) by DRPA 
/ ! . , _,.,,, ///V•";,..;i•y ~._;c,,,~I ) 

v \ ,,.,.,,,- ,r O 

B. Declaration of intention to unify Port operations by Delaware 
River Port Authority, Philadelphia Port Corporation and South 
Jersey Port Corporation in phased steps over five year period. 

C. Set up Delaware River ~orts Operating Co., (subsidiary of DRPA) 
to: 

1. Unify and perform all ~ort maTketing immediately 

2. Develop plans and programs to phase in all port 
operations, public and private, over 5 to 10 year 
period. 

3. Develop Port Operating Plans to address issues 

4. 

a) Open terminals, leased ter:ninals, 
co~bo terminals and establish terminal 
operating program and equipment usage 
rental or lease, etc. 

b) Address pier dredging program 

c) Address Drayage progra~ 

Develop self-sustaining revenue source from operations 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

Wharf age and Dockage 

Terminal operatio~s 

Equip2e~t re~ta!s a~d g~c~~d leases 

St at e Si.: b s id i es /. 



RESOLUTION 

Proposed Resolution declaring 
inter.tion of DRPA to unify Po~~-

RESOLVED: that the Delaware River Port Authority hereby declares its intention 
to bring about a unification of Delaware River Port operations, and 

FURTHER RESOLVED~ that the Delaware River Port Authority will consult with 
all public and private port entities on the ~elaware · 

River, to develop and coordinate plans and progra:=.s to unify and finance 
port operations in order to insure maximum economic development of the Delaware 
River and Bay through pert development. 

JRK:mjg 
7/86 
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PORT UNIFICATION PROGRA~ 

A. Declaration of intention to unify p0rt operations by the Dela~are River 
Port Authority, the Philadelphia Port Corporation, and the South Jersey 
Port Corporation in phased steps over a five year period. 

B. Develop plans and programs to phase in all Delaware River port operations, 
public and private, over a five to ten year period and to address the 
following issues: 

1. Open Terminals 
2. Leased Terminals 
3. Combination Terminals 
4. Equipment Usage and Rental 
5. Pier Dredging Programs 
6. Drayage Programs 
7. Facility Takeover Program 

financing through leasing or 
ref ina::cing 

8. Unify Port Marketing 

C. Develop self-sustaining port revenue sources: 

JRK!mjg 
7/86 

1. 
2. 
3. 
/. .., . 

Wharf age and Dockage 
Ter~inal Oper2tions 
Ground Leases & Equipment Rentals _.t- ) 

S C.:::: b • ..:l p ... .:_/; .._~· L..--4~ / tate ~u Sl.L.Y :-:Jgraw.s/; /~ ·-'?.~---<..- -
I ., ~ ' 
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2. Agencies Handling State Funds 

What state agency adr!inistexs the state's funds for poxt and terminal 

development 'J 

In the 25 states that funded port and terminal development, the 

administration of the funds was the responsibility of 12 state departments 

of transportation, eight state port authorities or commissions, four state 

economic development agencies and one state project constTUCtiou agency. 

The various state agencies are indicated in Table 2. 

State DOT's which administered state funds for port development included 

Alaska, Connecticut, Hawaii, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland (the Maryland Port 

Administration was consolidated into Maryland DOT in 1971), Missouri, New 

York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee and Wisconsin. State economic 

develo1n:ient depart:nents administered port funds in Delaware, Kentucky, 

Mississippi and Oregon, while the Capital Development Board in Illinois 

directed the construction of state funded port projects. 

State port authorities or 

terminal projects included 

Ports Authority, Indiana 

North 

South 

Carolina 

Carolina 

coc:iss!ons \;hi ch fur.ded landside por: a~d 

the Alaba:a State Docks Department, Georgia 

Port Commi.ssion, New Hampshire State Port 

State Port Authority, Rhode Island Port 

State Ports ~uthority and Virginia Port 

Authority, 

Authority, 

Authority. The Massachusetts Port Authority received no state funds for 

port projects. 

- 9 -
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Table 2 

State Agencies That Administered 
Port and Ten:Unal Development Funds 

East Coast 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Maine 
Maryland 
New Hampshire 
New York 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Virginia 

Gt:lf Cea st 

Alabama 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 

State Agency 

Department of Transportation 
Economic Development Division 
Georgia Ports Authority 
Depar~ent of Transportation 
Maryland Port Administration (DOT) 
New Hampshire State Port Authority 
Department of Transportation 
North CarDlina State Port AuthoTity 
Department of !ransportation 
Puerto Rico Ports Authority (DOT) 
Rhode Island Port Authority 
South Carolina State Ports Authority 
Virginia Port Authority 

Alabaoa State Docks Depart~ent 
De?artment of Transportaticn 
Department cf Economic Develop~ent 

Mississippi Valley/Mid~est 

Illinois 
Indiana 
.Kentucky 
Missouri 
Ohio 
Tennessee 
Wiscons!:: 

West Coast/Pacific 

Alaska 
Hawaii 
Oregon 

Capital Development Board 
Indiana Port Comi::i.ission 
Com:nerce Cabinet 
Highway and Transportation De~aTt:ent 
Depart~e~t of T:anspcrtat:c~ 
Department of Transportation 
De?artrie~~ of Transportatic~ 

Depar~e~t of Transportation 
Departlnent of Transportation 
Departme~t of Economic Development 

- 10 -
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SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

Some of the significant findings of the AASH1'0 Survey of State Funding of 
Landside Port Facilities and Cargo Terminals are as follows: 

o Nationally, of the 41 states located on navigable watetvays, 25 funded 
landside port facilities and cargo te r::inals during all or some part of 
the period 1977-1984. 

o States invested Sl. l billion in port facilities and terminals duri~g the 
eight-year period, 1977-1984. 

o S997. 5 million was expended by states on tidewater landside port and 
terminal facilities, $64.6 million at Great Lakes ports and S63.8 million 
for inland waterway terminals. 

o !ast Coast states invested $504. 7 million in port and terminal 
development, the Gulf Coast states invested S342. 3 million, the Midwest 

·states invested Sl08.8 million and the west Coast/Pacific states invested 
S170.0 million in port projects. 

o State port and ter::Unal construction funds were administered by twelve 
state departments of transportation, eight state port authorities, four 
state economic development agencies and one capital development agency. 

o In terms of the state agencies responsible for administering state funds 
for port and terninal projects, $515. 7 million was administered by state 
departments of transportation, $.5.59.l million by state port authorities 
Bnd $51.0 rd.llion by state depart~ents of cc==:erce or other state agencies. 

o Fifteen states authorize a state agency to fund projects at the discretion 
of the state agency, ~hile 11 states report that the state legislature 
~rovides funds for port projects on the basis of recommendations by a 
state agency. !n five sta:es the legislature authorizes funds on a 
project-by-project basis ~ithout regard for the recommendations of a state 
agency. 

o The sources of state funds invested in landside port facilities and 
terminals included general obligation bonds, $463.l million; general 
revenue funds, $251.5 million; Tevenue bonds, $231.0 r.illion; charges on 
users, $92.7 million; transportation tr~st funds, $85.2 million; and 
private contributions, $2.4 million. 

o States and local units of government have created 243 local port 
authorities, port de~ar~men~s, dock boards or port commissions to develop 
port facilities. 

o While the amount of state funds ex~ended annually for landside port 
facilities has been significant, the results of this survey are not 
necessarily indicative of past or future national trends io state funding 
of port facilities. This is due, in part, to differences in state 
statutes that specify the sources of funds that may be used for port 
development. Additionally, only a relatively small number of states have 
ongoing annual funding F~cg:a:::s. Of t~e 25 sta~e= :~~: f~ncE: FC~~ 
development projects in the years 1977-1984, only nine states funded port 
projects in each of the eight years. 

- 3 -
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State Funcing of Ports and Terminals, By 
~eep Draft and Shallow Draft ~ater.ways, 1977-1984 

Deep-Draft 
Tidewater 

States 

Alabama 
Al ask.a 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Louisiana 
Mai:ie 
Maryland 
Mississippi 
New Hampshire 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Caroli:-.a 
Virginia 

Sub-Total 

Deep-Draft 
Great Lakes 

States 

Illinois 
Indiana 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Wisccr:sin 

Sub-Total 

Inland ~aterway 
States 

Illinois 
lndiana 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Missouri 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Tennessee 
Wisconsin 

Sub-Total 

- 14 -
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State Funding 
1977 - 1984 

s 133, 400, 000 ~ 
116,085,000 

1,668,000 
4,050,000 

170,889,000 v 
51,571,000 

195, 519, 000 v 
4,982,000 

75,540,000 
9,400,000 
1,815,000 

29,950,000 
20,068,000 
2,389,000 v 7 
8,263,000 

13,450,000 
103, 778,oooL.-· 

54,693,000 
$ 99i,510,000 

State Funding 
19ii - 1984 

$ 

15,000,000 
31,881,000 
12, 36 5' 000 / ? 
1,601,000 
3' 715' 000 

6.:.,562,000 

State Funding 
19i7 - 1984 

$ 

4,526,000 
29,160,000 
15,664,000 

4,000,000 
2,984,000 
4,000,000 / 1 
1,626,000 I 
1,709,000 

116,000 
63,i85,CCC 

Sl,125,85i,OOO 



3. Funding Levels, 1977-1984 
State age~c; funding of 
port facilities. 

What is the amount of state funds used to finance landsjde port Lacilities 

ar.d caxgo ter::Jinals during ehe past eight years? 

The 25 states that funded port and terminal facilities invested over il.l 

billion during the eight-year period 1977-1984. State funding of ports is 

reported by beth calendar and fiscal years. The survey responses are not 

reconciled to a common year. Because for some projects, s~ate fm:i'ds were 

used to match federal and/or local funds, the total project coats and the 

actual dollar investment in port facilities generated by this investment 

of state funds. was somewhat greater than the totals -presented in this 

report. 

~able 3A indicates the yearly invest=ent of states in landside port 

facilities and ter.lln.al development during the eight-yea period. The 

East Coast states invested $504. 7 million in port development, while. the 

Gulf Coast states invested $342.3 ~ill:!.on, the !-!idwest states invested 

Sl08.8 uillicn and the ~est Coast/Pacific state9 invested $170.0 million 

in port projects. Leading the states in the funding of ports and 

t~rminals were Louisiana, $199.5 million; Georgia, $170.9 million; 

Alabama, $133.4 million; Alaska, Sll6.1 million; and South Carolina, 

$103. 8 million. 

A comparison of the amounts of state funds in dee?-draft and shallow-dTaft 

(inland waterway) port and tenninal facilities, presented in Table 3!, 

indicates that moat state funds are used for deep-draft projects. During 

the eigbt-yeaT -perlod 1977-1984, nearly h .1 billiou were expended on 

deep-draft ports• while only S6.3. 8 million in state funds were expended 

for inland. waterway port projects. The deep-draft funding can be 

separated into tidewater and Great Lakes projects. The tidewater state 

investment was $997. 5 million during the eight-year period, while $64. 6 

million in state funds were invested in Great Lakes ports. 

- 11 -



I~ ter::s of the various state agencies responsible for administering 

state funds for port and terminal projects, $515.7 million was 

acc.inistered by state depart1nents of transportation, $559.1 million 

by state port authorities and $51.0 million by state departments of 

commerce or other state ~gencies. 

- 12 -
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Before state funds or funds collected by the state are authorized for the 

construction of a public cargo terr.:inal, which types of plans must 

recor..r.iend the specific project, if any? 

l. The proposed cargo terminal project must be included in the state 

multi-rnodal transportation plan. 

2. The cargo terminal must be included in a statewide port development 

master plan. 

A local port authority or the state port authority must have lts own 

adopted port development master plan for the area or waterways 

encornpassed by the port authority. 

4. State funds may be authorized for cargo terminal projects without any 

of the above levels of port development master planning. 

For those states ~hich have port funding progra.I:s, projects are selected 

either on the basis 0£ a plar.ning process or by political choices made by 

the state legislature. Tiorelve of the 25 states which funded port 

/' developt:ient, including Alabama, Alaska, Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, 

~ississippi, ~e1o.· v . .or 1., Ohic, Oregc-:., Pe~.::syl . ._~.,a::ia, Rhoce ls lane aI:d 

Wisconsin, relieC: upon the state leg:.slature to award funds for port 

projects without any requirements for statewide or local port plans. 

There are three generally recognized levels of planning which are used to 

detemine port develop=.ent needs. These incluce tr.e preparation of a 

multi-.modal state tra~sportation pla:-i 1,o;r.ict ir.c1.i.:.c:!es recoi::::.endations for 

port development, a state~ide port develop~ent ~aster plan or port capital 

development progrmn, and port development plans for local port authorities. 

Only five of the states, Connecticut, Ha\of'aii., Maine, ~ell.' Hampshire and 

Tennessee, required t~at port projects be included in a state multi-modal 

transportation plan to receive state funding. ln addition, both 

Connecticut and Hawaii required that specific port projects be included in 

- 23 -



a statewide port development plan and in the oaster plan for the 

individual port in order to receive state funds. In Puerto Rico, while 

there is no requirement for port projects to be included in a multi-modal 

transportation plan, the Puerto Rico Ports . Authority must recommend 

specific projects in the island's port plan and in the Authority's plans 

for individual ports. 

Besides Connecticut and Hawaii, nine other states and Puerto Rico required. 

that port projects must be recomnended in a port master plan for th~ area 

~ or waterways _within the port authority. Such a requirement applies to six 

state port authorities: Georgia Ports Authority, Indiana Port COllmlission, 

New Hampshire St.ate For~ Authority. North Carolina State Port Authority, 

South Carolina State Ports Authority and Virginia Port Authority; three 

DOT's: Hawaii, ~issouri and Tennessee; and the Kentucky Co!lmlerce Cabinet. 

- 24 -
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Table 6 

Plans Required For State Funding of Ports 

l. The proposed cargo ter.ninal project· must be included in the state 
~ulti-modal transportation plan. 

2. The cargo terminal must be included in a statewide port development 
master plan. 

3. A local port authority OT the state port authority must have its own 
adopted port development master plan for the area or waterways 
encompassed by the port authority. 

4. State funds may be authorized for cargo tenninal projects without any 
of the above levels of port development master planning. 

The number on each column below corresponds to the above numbered types of 
plans. An "X .. under a colw:n indicates a type of plan which is Tequired 
by the state. 

1 2 3 4 

East Coast 

Connecticut x x x 
DelaT,,;are x 
Georgia x 
Maine x 
Maryland x 
New Har.pshire x 
New York x 
North Carolina x 
Pennsylvania x 
Puerto Rico x x 
Rhode !sla~c x 
South Carolina x 
Virginia x 

GuE Coast 

Alabama x 
Louisiana x 
Mississippi x 

Mississippi Vallev/Midwest 
c 

Illinois x 
Indiana x 
Kentucky x 
Missouri x 
Ohio x 
Tennessee x x 
w1scons1n x 

- :s -



Table 6 (cont'd) 

1 2 3 4 

~est Coast/Pacific 

Alaska x 
Hawaii x x x 
Oregon x 

- 26 -
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Before state fur.ds or funds collected by the state· are authori%ed for an 

individual port or public terminal project, which ~y;es oL 

project-specific studies or analyses are completed? 

l. Engineering cost study 

2. Project revenue analysis 

3. Benefit-cost study 

4. Cornz:iodity flow pro]°ect.ions 

5. Other (specify) 

This ques'tion received responses from 21 of the states which funded port 

development pro~cts. Twenty atates require the completion of engineering 

cost studies, 12 states require cocmodi ty flow projections, 10 states 

require benefit-cost studies and nine states require yroject revenue 

analyses. !he ·only states to require all four types of special studies 

were Connecticut, Georgia, Mississippi, Missouri and Pennsylvania. In 

addition, the states of Indiana, Maryland, Fennsylvania, Virginia and 

Wisconsin rel)orted that environmental studies or reviews are pt'epared. 

New York requires economic studies, Alaska requires feasibility studies 

and Oregon requires collate::al appraisals for laLc, buildings, equipment 

and other financed items and also requires port audit reports. Louisiana 

reports that no special studies are necessary for funds to be authot'ized 

by the state for a port project. Puerto ~ico reports that all four types 

cf s-pecial studies are required before funds are authorized for a port 

project. The responses are presented in Iable 7. 
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OL'.TSTA."\Dn7G DEBT 

PHILA. PORT CORP. 
$50,000,000 

SO[~~ JERSEY PORT CORP. 

A~:\rAL DEBT SERVICE 

$5,000,000 -----
$30,000,000 $2,500,000 

DELA~ARE RIVER PORT AUTH. 

TO FINANCE EXISTING DEBTS 

$80,000,000 $7,500,000 

EXHIBIT E 

TER.'1 

30 years to 2005 

Series A to 2011 
Series B to 2020 

25 years to 2010 

REVENUE FROM 
DOCKAGE & WH.AR?.!..::;~ 

$5,500,000 

$3,500,000 

$9,000,000 
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Note L-lnformation on Port Authority Operations by Operating Segment: 

1. Operating Results 

Gross Operating Income (Loss• cc~s,sts ct Revenues frcrr-. Operations less operating and maintenance expenses deorec1at1on and Bus Program amor11zat1on 
Genera: Ad'T11n1s:rat1ve arc '.)eve!op1"1ent E~~rses F1nanc:a1 !ncome ano Interest El(pense are not considered in calcu1at1ng Gross Opera1ing Income (Loss) 
Ailocated general aC!":"1r"strat1ve ar.d deve1opmen! expenses tor tr.e Ground ano Mass Transpor:at1on group are $63 380 00() 1n 1985 and S4 7 .500.000 1n 1984 and 
for tne Port Commerce and Economic Development group are $65 425.000 1n 1985 and $55.229.000 1n 1984 

a....- •l'Wl ..... r,...._,._ ~~C-...at:c-Dc I pc .. l 

1985 

Gross Operating Revenues 

Interdepartmental Revenues 
Revenues from Operations 

Gross Operating Income 
{loss} 

1984 

Gross Operating Revenues 

lnterdepar1men1a1 Revenues 
Revenues from Operations 

Gross Operating Income 
(loss} 

r..-1& 
~ 

$213 086 

2 ! 3 C86 

103 306 

5204 3€5 

204 36: 

105 453 

a.,,r..,.,.,... 
-&ut 
~ 

s 20 150 

52 

20 2C2 

(59 992: 

s 2!:: 5'5 

~., 

20 586 

(43 9E2· 

General Adm1n1strat111e and Development Expenses 

Income from Operat;or.s 
Financ:a: Income 
Interest Expense 

Extraordinary lte"1S 

~ 

s 44 583 

, 756 

46 339 

t€2 ;51) 

.s 36 :J90 

• 3, E 

39 4:e 

:53 ~2:' 

......... .., 
·~ ~ ~ ~ 

!1
'"" T"o..,saMOS1 

5 277819 $511 141 s 70 853 

1 eoe 567 

2~9 6.«' 511 141 71 420 

(19 0371 126 256 13 566 

s 262 970 S48C 64 ~ S 60 D09 

1 391 849 

264 3E 1 48C 64: 6C ess 

e :'SC 

Gain on purct'lase of Port Authority bonds 1n connect:on with future sinking fund requireme'"ltS 
Gair'c~ l~Su'a;)ce crccee:;s f ~o~e S\ 

Net Income 

2. Asset Information 

Wonct 
T,_ 

~ ~ 

5241 C27 5 823 021 

37 l!P 37 754 

278 214 860 775 

!9 68€ 229 506 

$196 440 737 090 

32 5':''.' 33 526 

22S i 17 770616 

92 532 242 7C5 

~ 

__!!!!_ ~ 

,, 100 840 

S210 471 

$1 000 06) 

5250 755 

~~ ~: 

8 ~ 666 148 G2E 

84 955 85 943 

~i ~) 

5e 4=4 119 049 

,e51 3821 

---2£.? 

The table below con1a1ns a summary o11nformation on the Port Authority s assets F ac1iit1es net consists of facil1t1es at cos1 ~ss accumu1ated deprec1a11on 

a..1T~ 
T-•& . and a...1 
~ ~ __!!!_.. ~ 

'1985 Assets 
Fac1i1t1es. net·b·:g:nn1ng of year $475 436 

Net capital expeno1tures 42 919 

Fac11it1es. ne1·end of year 

Unamortized Cost-Bus Progra:-ns 

Total 

S2: .. .,3C 

9 S4: 
S22E 06E 

57 0.:1 

Cash. investments. accoun1s rece111able and other assets 

Total Assets 

1984 Assets 
Fac11it1es. net·beg1nning of year S450 s•e 
Net capital expenditures 35 436 

Deprec1at1on -12..£.Ll 

Fac1ht1es, net-end of year 

Unamortized Cost-Bus Programs 

Total 

Total Assets 

S~92 424 

1 e · '.' ~ 

207 736 

S2 1 5 398 
1e E4:: 

~) 

S226 088 

s 

909 2t2 

1C9 7 9' 

858 64C 

73 c::-

~-· 

909.26C 

~ 

s· ·91 :?"' 

$'.' 43 268 

63 :·: 

~ 

$75' 9::: 

s31e : ·; 
34 ~~~ 

Wond 
Tr_ 

~~ 

s;c,c ? · : 

::? -~E 

~ 

S2 C2': '."5~ 

1 3:· e.:4 

2 :56 c::s 

345 70< 

~· 

3.192.608 

3.441 797 

S2 879 398 
203 s.s~ 

~ 

2.967 299 

3255410 

41 
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To: Ray Heinzelmann 
From: Ray Lawler 
Subject: Status of Twenty Year Plan Work Program 
Date: Sept. 19, 1986 

Considerable progress has been made on the development of the 20 Year)~ 
Port Master Plan. The world market analysis is at the point where 
most of the research has been completed and the first draft of the 
report is undergoing preliminary editing and corrections. The 
present status is: 

o The world overview has ~en completed. The study indicated 
that three major geographical markets and two secondary 
markets (North Europe, the Far East, and South America; the 
Mediterranean, and to a iesser extent Australia/Oceania) 
which represent the broadest range of trade opportunities for 
the region. These have been selected as our primary 
geographical target markets. 

o An analysis of the commodity markets is nearing completion and 
I expect to have a first perliminary draft by September 30th. 
The study indicates that the following general commodity 
trades offer the best long term potential for the port: .L 

\··::_. - Iron and steel imports. 

- Fruit, vegeta~les and similar~ocd product imports. 
\ 

Containerized cargo focus on Europe, The Mediterranean,\ _ 
and for long term development, South America. The Far"'. 
East also offers considerable potential if the region can

1 

• • 

attract an around the wourld service. Under present . ":c 
conditions it cannot compete with the West Coast and the! .· 
landbridges. 

- Auto_,mobile imports. 

- Both paper and waste paper imports and exports. 

o The bulk overview study should be completed by Sept. 30th. 
The region appears to have the strongest competitive position 
vis-a-vis other port ranges in the declining petroleum import 
trades. ·coal is the most import dry bulk export growth 
market, followed by bulk imports of crude fertilizer and 
cement. The metalferrous ores import trades have in the past 
been very important to the region. They have been, however, 
over the last seven years, declining rapidly and cannot be 
regarded as a trade with long term growth potential for the 
area. 

o A focused study on the North Atlantic trade route is near 
completion. Research on the Far East stuci:z,· is con.~:eted ar.._ 
the report is being writen. The South American Study is done. 
The Mediterranean and Australia/Oceania studies have just bee~ 
started. These latter two can be completed on the side as we 



get into the scenario development phase. Indepth studies of 
the iron and steel trades, fruits and vegetables and auto 
imports have been started with written reports expected by 
Oct. 15th. 

Overall, we have completed a market data base incorporating 8 years 
of time series data for the world by trade route and coast as well as 
port/country data on the region's six most important trade routes. 
This data has been organized into easily accessible modules and 
housed on our P.C. Although some of the detailed analysis are not 
finished, we now have sufficient knowledge of the markets to begin 
developing planning scenarios. 

Regarding the assessment of the region's development resources, we 
have completed several of ~he most import modules. These include: 

o The Port Facilities and Warehouse data base. 

o An analysis of the regions port facilities. 

o Willard Cooper has begun developing the base maps that are 
needed for the transportation study. This work, however, has 
been halted temporarily due to Willard's illness. Portions c! 
the work will · be reassigned and completed in the next two 
months. 

Also to be completed are: 

o The inventory and assess~e~~ of industrial developme~t 

properties and facilities to be assigned to Pat Alburger. 

o An assessment of region's industrial composition as well as 
its economic, political, social, and financial resources. 

Finely we are still waiting word from NOAA regarding the curre~~ 
status of our proposal for ~he development of the econometric 
planning model. NOAA is supposed to make the anouncernent regard~~; 
the winners at next weeks national conference being held in 
Philadelphia. Jose and Bill will be covering this meeting for World 
Trade. 

I do believe we have developed a sufficient foundation 
scenario development phase starting in October while 
odds and ends of the market study. 

to begin the 
finishing up 



Data Bast~s 

Port Fae i 1 it ie s Inventory 
(Complete) 

Wharehous ing Faci U ties 
(Complete) 

')(.) Market Data System 
~- (Complete) 

~ 

-----·----- --~-----
Industrial fa,: 11 lt les lnventory 

(Jn progres:;, 10%) 

Heglonal Manufacture Inv~ntory 
( I n Pro g res~; , I ~j % ) 

Regional Eco11nmic Hesources 
f. Con s t 1-a J 1 • t s 

------- - --- - ------

PROGRESS REPORT: 20 Yr. PORT HA.STER PLAN 

DATA BASE DEVELOPHCNT AND ANALYSIS 

------·-
Analysis: Capabilities 

& 1.lmitations 

Port Facilities ~lalysls 
(Complete) 

Wharehousing Ana 1 y~d s 
(Complete) 

Market Analysis 
(Completed) 

Products 

Computerized & 
Summary Report 
Delaware River & 
U.S. East Coast 

Computerized 
Summary Report 
hel~ware River Region 

Computerized & 
Summary Report 90% 

.World Overview 

.Commodity Overvie"1 

.Target Markets 
Fear East 
No. Europe 
South America 
Me<liteTEaneaq .(10%) 
Oceania ( 10%) 

.Bulk Market (05% 
Iron & Steel (50%) 
Fruit & Vegetable (30%) 
Auto & Parts (20%) 
Paper & Wood Paper (20) 

) 
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ALTERNATIVI·: SCENARtO DEVELOPMEN1'S 
Hegtnnlng October I 

o Containerized Potentials 
• North Europe 
• Medite r·ranean 
• South Amer· I.ca 
• F;fr Ea~;t 

. Oceania 

o Breakhulk 
. Iron E:. Steel 
. Fr11lt & Vegetable & 

Food Pro duets (Cocoa) 
. Auto & Auto Parts 
. Papers & Paper Products 

I.umber & Wood Products 

o Ory Bulk 
. Coal 

FertiJ fzer 
. Cement 
. Ores 

o Llq11id l\\ilk 
. Petroleum 

---> Facil.Hy & Servfres ) 
Loglstic & lnf1-.:wstr11cture 
Economics 

Targate bate 
Dc<·emher Jl, l<JHh 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Development) Port Integration 
Seminars 



Toll Reve-ues 

l~stment JncCJD:> 

Opernt ing Expensrs 

Net ~ies 

Bend Service 

Required Add'l ltes. 

PAnD De fie it 

World Trade 

Net Inc~ 

Capital l\Jd~ets: 

~ OOPA 
PAlllHIWA ~re 

~ 
)\ 

Year Otange t n Res. 

Reserve Ra 1 <DM'e I I I 

RPserve Ralancc 12/11 

'T'JA/snrl 
7 f2t,/86 

lE..AWARE RIVER TUa' Al11lllU1Y .90 Toll 

Projecticns to the Year 2CXXJ 

(OOJ emitted) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1991 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2(lX) 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- - --

$67,307 $75.375 $78,195 $00,082 $82,099 $83,862 $85,MO $87,315 $89,033 $91,179 $93,376 $95,626 $97,911 $1CXJ,291 $102,708 

9,<XX> 6, 158 5,882 5,746 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678 

34,961 36,709 38,545 40,472 42,495 44,620 '•6,851 49, 194 51,65] 

41.346 44.824 45,532 45,356 45,282 44,920 44,467 43, 799 

20, 186 20,551 23,883 LJ,727 24, 136 24 t 18) 71, ,209 24 ,2J I 24,268 

1.053 874 918 964 I ,Ol2 1.~2 I, 116 I, 171 l,2JO 

J,629 4.242 4,939 3,580 4,330 5, 127 'l,974 4,317 5,228 

2,66] 2,796 2,936 J,OBJ ),237 J,399 -~·569 J, 74 7 J,934 

IJ,815 16,361 12,856 14 ,002 12,S67 I 1, 149 <J,5)9 10,J)) 

52,285 16,200 7,200 9,850 16,250 7,600 16,6'.n 16,600 31,500 
2, 124 4, 100 1.~ ~~00 ~300 ~ _l;_!?O'J_ l,~l I ,B(X) 

54 ,409 20,m 14,800 _15,250 24 ,550 9,Sm ~!~ 18,5Ci~ _;!),JOO 

40,594 (3,939) ( 1,944) ( 1,248) ( 11 ,983) 1,649 (9,~I) (7,867) 

47 ,442 6,848 2,909 965 (283) (12,266) (10,617) (19,918) (27,785) 

$ 6_,_~!!_ $_2.~ $=_ 96? $ S_2RJ) ~12,~66) ~!Q.617} ~~?·')_18) ~7,785) $ ____ ~ 

54 ,236 ~,948 59,795 

24 ,292 24,317 24.363 

1.291 1,356 1,424 

6, 196 7,225 5,206 

~l 4,JJB 4,555 

JI ,500 20,00J 6,700 
I ,Ba! ~800 1,BCXl 

)J,nl 21,800 8,S{X) 

$ $ $ 

62,785 65, 924 

24,413 21. ,443 

1,495 1,570 

6,JIJ 7,489 

4.782 5,021 

6,500 6,CXX> 

___h_~ 1,800 
8,»J 7 ,BCX) 

$-- $ 

~_!22tl 

24 ,4 71 

1,648 

8,719 

5.271 

3,50) 

_!!~!1 
_2_!_]~~~ 

$---
~--

M 

~ 
f-l 
tr:1 
f-l 
M 

:1: 
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Toll Revenues 

Invest11e1t lncrnie 

Operating Expen..es 

Net Revefllies 

Bent Service 

Rec")lii red Add' 1 Res. 

PAllD Deficit 

World Trade 

Net lncmE 

Capital HlJtigets: 
ORPA 
PAllD-fJWA S1are 

Yc-<ir Olange to Res. 

00 IFll nI-: II 

IE..AUARE R.IVtJt IUU Al111Dll1Y 

Projecticns to the Year 2CXX) 

( 00J rmi tt ed) 

.90 Toll thru 12/31/89 
a) 1.00 ( 10% increase) Toll I/ 1/90 
h) I. 10 (IO% increase) Toll I/ 1/91~ 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2(Xl) - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
$67,307 $75,375 $78,195 Soo,002 $90,309 $92,21~s S9r'.,2~ $96,~7 $107,730 $110,325 $112.985 $115,708 $118,496 $121,352 $124,27 

9,CXXJ 6.158 5,882 5,746 5,678 5,678 6,f1J7 6,077 6, 11.4 5,742 5,678 5,678 6,639 7,832 9,01 

34,961 36,700 38,545 40,472 42,495 44,6_;'Q 46,851 49,194 51,653 54,236 56,948 59,795 62,785 65,924 _!?2_J_~ 

41,346 44,824 45,532 45,356 53,492 53,306 53,450 52,930 62,221 61,831 61,715 61,591 62,350 63,260 M.o; 

20, 186 

1,05) 

3,629 

2,663 

20,551 23,883 23,727 

874 918 964 

4 ,242 4. 939 3,580 

2,196 2,9~_ _1,on 

24, 136 2'• , 183 

I ,012 I /Yl2 

4,330 5, 127 

_1,237 ~?~ 

24 ,209 

I, I 16 

5,974 

_h~l9 

24,231 

I, 171 

4,317 

3,747 

24,268 

I, 230 

5,228 

3,934 

24,292 

1,291 

6, 196 

4 ;131 

24 ,317 

1,356 

1.22s 

4,338 

24,363 

1,424 

5,1()') 

4,555 

24,413 

1,495 

6,313 

4,782 

24 ,41.J 

1.s10 

7,489 

5,021 

13,815 16,361 12,856 14,002 '20,777 19,535 18,582 19,464 27,561 25,921 24,479 26,CY.3 25,347 24,737 

52,285 
2, 124 

54 ,409 

16,2()) 7,200 9,850 
4, 100 7,&XJ S,400 

I_o,300 14,~ 1~!2so 

16,250 7 ,(-lll 

8, 100 ---.h?'~~ 
24,550 9.~~~~ 

40,594 0,939) (I,~) ( 1,248) (J, 773) 10,035 

16,f)OO 

_]:_!__ ~ 
J~! <)(X) 

018) 

16,600 
_J,900 
_18,500 

964 

31,500 

-'·~ 33,300 

31,500 
I ,flXJ 

33,300 

20,CXXJ 
1,800 

21,800 

(Z;~ 
YNx) , 

8,500 

6,S(X) 6,CXX> 
1,800 1,80.) 
8,300 7,~ 

(S,739) (7,379) 2,679 17,543 17,CY.7 16,937 

24 .4: 

1,61 

8, 1' 

~_2_ 

23,9 

],~ 

_J_._8 
__ s~-~ 

18,6 

Reserve BalancP 1/1 47,442 6,848 2,909 965 (283) (4,056) S,979 s·,661 6,625 886 (6,493) (3,814) 13,729 'YJ,776 47,7 

Re,;erve Ral<lllCe 12/31 $~1fl_ $ 2,90'!, $ 96~ $ (283) $(4~';6)$=5c'c~7?_ $ 5,661 $__.!i_,~ $ 8fl6 $(6,493) $0,814) ~)$J0,716 $47,713_ $66_.J 

(a) (b) I 

T.lf\/grc\ 

7 /24/86 

'I, 

I ,JC,~-/ 
AJ - i;V- I 

,(;;lr -I. . 
C:/fJ~f 
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PRQJ[CT 

O~a~~!_n_frd_nk l_i_~_J!__rj~g_~ 

1. Roadway Oeck Replacement 
2. Rehdbilitation Toll Tunnel 
J. Repairs-Substructure 
4. Replace Hatn Pwr. Feeders-Adm. 
5. Rehab.-Abubnent Approach Slruclure 
6. Preparation for Painting 
1. 1-95 Vine Street 
8. Replacement-Pedestrian Walk 

Walt ~J'IH~n Ort~~ 

9. Roadway Oeck Re~lacement 
Suspended S~an 22.500 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

Phtla.-28th St. bttd~e 15,SOO 
Phila.-ertdqe to Anthorage 31.0oo 
N,1 Anchorage-Pi er G 1 11 .Boo 
HJ Pier Gl Black Horse Pike l7,7od 

1~~-~iQ'! 
Roadway Safety Improvements 
Replac~nt-Concrete loll Lanes 
Replacement-Collars-Suspender Ropes 
Re1llacement-Selected Suspender Ropes 
Repairs-Substructures 
Repave Service Roads and Parking Lots 
Cathodic Protection-Substructure 

(~~ore Bar~J!rid~ 

17. Admin. Complex-Sewerage Connections 
18. Rehabtlttatlon-Vibratlon Oampers 
19. Cathodic Protection-Sub~tructure 
20. Rehabilitation-Substructure and Sealing 

~~~y_R_<!_~ !'r~~ 
21. Route 90 Connection NJ 
22. Penn~y1vanla Connection 
73. Rehabilitation-Substructure and Sealing 
24. Replacefflent-Concrete Toll lane~ 
25. Cathodic. Protect ion-Suhstructure 

~u__~ ~id~ act 1 ]!_!_!~ 
26. ln•.ta11.ttion-Hre and Bur~ldr System 
21. Hinor Projects 
28. Vehicles and Equipment 

SUB-TOTAL - ORPA En~ineering Division 

Regional Port Development 

GttANO 101M - onrA 

I "''' 't. ' 1'11111, ll Iv . 

·'"'' 

1

1 t II 111 n11i 
' 

( t. 1111 l leU J 

[stiMated 
Cost 19A7 198R 1909 1q90 19'11 1'l92 1993 1994 1qq5 l'l'}6 1')17 19'lR 19<)9 2000 

10,000 
1,000 
1.000 
1.ROO 
7,000 
4.500 

500 
1.100 

100,500 

2.000 
1.000 

500 
2.000 

900 
1, 100 
2,000 

soo 
1,000 
2.000 

500 

5.000 
10,000 
1'100 
l,£>00 
2.400 

RO~l 

14 .noo 
7,000 

10 .00'1 
1 • 000 

1.000 
1.AOO 

1,500 1,500 1,500 
soo 

1.200 500 

~00 500 son 500 

500 

900 

!lOO 

soo 

1, 250 1 .750 1.750 1.750 

1,000 

'l.ooo 

7,000 3,000 
1.100 

15,ooo 1s.ono Jo.ooo 30,000 10.500 

200 200 100 100 100 100 

4,000 3,000 

2,000 

1.100 

l,000 
2.000 

1.200 
2,400 

1.000 1.ooo 1.000 1,000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 l,000 1.000 1.000 
500 500 ~>00 500 500 500 500 soo 500 500 500 500 500 500 

191.ooo 1s,9so 6.950 1.oso 13,750 7,600 16.600 16.fioo 11.~oo 31,500 20.000 6,100 6.son 6.ooo 3,500 

5,000 250 250 2,000 2.~00 

lfi.700 7,200 9.A~O 16.750 7,600 16,600 16,600 31,~00 31,50d 20,000 6,700 6.500 6,000 3.500 1%,000 ..,..__, 



SCEEDtLE 4 

DESC:UPTION OF 

DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY 

POTENTIAL CAPITAL IMPROVLl.fENT PROJECTION 

I. BFB Roadway Deck Replacement $ 10,000 

Contract .BF-8-84 

2. BFB Rehabilitation Toll Tunnel $ 1 ,000 

Unlike the Authority's three other toll plazas that have a complete 
box tunnel located below the roadway concrete deck slab for the 
full width of the plaza, the BFB tunnel is enclosed with a roof 
that is actually the roadway deck slab. This concrete ~oadway 
deck slab is deteriorating and water is leaking through the slab 
onto automatic toll collection equipment and other electrical equip­
ment as well as toll collection personnel who use the tunnel. 
Replacement cost is estimated at $1,000,000. 

3. BFB Substructure Repairs $ ) , 000 

As the result of the contamination of the pier caps with salt and 
de-icing chemicals, we have already observed reinforcing steel 
deterioration. The rusting results in delaminated and spalled 
concrete. Repairs must be made to these areas before· the pier 
cap is sealed or before the installation of cathodic protection. 

4. BFB Replace Main Power Feede~s, Administra:ion Complex $ 1 , 800 

The main power cables feeding the Administration Building at the 
BFB have been in service for many years. Increased demand in the 
building has taxed the capacity of the cables. The cost for installing 
new cable is estimated to be $1,800,000. 

5. BFB Rehabilitation Abutment Approach Structure s 7,000 

The tee beam approach spans to the steel multi-girder spans on 
both the Philadelphia and Camden Approaches to the BFB were not 
replaced with the rest of the deck. From past experience with 
similar structures, tee beam approaches will have to be replaced 
in about ten ( 10) years. 

6. BFB Preparation for Painting $ 4 '500 

After 60 years, the BFB has accumulated approximately 23 layers 
of paint. This paint film has reached a thickness that allows 
it to expand independently of the steel it covers. The cost to 
remove paint down to bare metal is not in the normal reserve fund 
for painting the bridges. The estimated cost of the i..·ork in $4,500,00C. 

7. BFB I-95 Vine Street $ 500 

Recently, the Port Authority executed an Agreement ~ith the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania fo~ that portion of the total improvement wherein 
the DRPA will be participating. Currently, staff has assigned 
a DRPA cost of $500,000 to this project. 



8. BFB Replace Pedestrian Walk $ 1,700 

Staff is currently investigating various types of alternatives 
for the replacement, including steel plate, pre-cast concrete and 
cast-in-place concrete. Work is scheduled for 1987/88 after completion 
of the Bridge Deck Project. 

9. WWB Roadway Deck Rehabilitation $108,500 

In the Fall of 1986, the Authority will engage a consultant to 
study and prepare a Condition RepoTt on the lJWB roadway deck, including 
all bridge decks within the Philadelphia and Gloucester approaches. 
If the study recommends a concrete deck replacement for all the 
bridges, the estimated cost would be $108,500,000. 

JO. WWB Roadway Safety Improvement $ 2,000 

The Philadelphia and Gloucester approaches to the WWB contain miles 
of guardrail and barTier of 1957 vintage that should be brought 
up to current standards. A study in the Fall of 1986 will determine 
to what extent improvements are necessary. The estimated cost 
of this work is $2,000,000. 

11. WWB Replace Concrete Toll Lanes $ 1, 000 

In 1984 about 35% of the toll plaza roadway was replaced. Ihe 
remaining roadway will need to be replaced between 1990 and 1995. 
The esti=ated cost of this work is Sl,000~000. 

12. wwB Replace Collars Suspender Ropes $ 500 

It is anticipated that the current suspender rope study will recommend 
that the present collars that prevent the suspender ropes from 
rubbing on the top chord support be modified to minimize suspender 
rope wear. The estimated cost to replace all suspender rope collars 
is $500,000. 

13. WWB Replace Selected Suspender Ropes $. 2,000 

Although i~ appears that ~he suspender ropes are in satisfactory 
condition, in all probability there will be a need to replace at 
least sooe of the ropes on a selective basis. The estimated cost 
of this is $2,000,000. 

14. WWB SubstTucture Repairs $ 900 

See No. 3. 

15. WWB Repave Service. Roads and Parking Lots S I, 100 

The driveways and parking at each Administration and Maintenance 
Building require resurfacing on an average of 12-18 years, depending 
on usage. 
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16. WWB Cathodic Protection Substructures $ 2,000 

All of our concrete pier caps have been exposed to and contaminated 
by salt and de-icing chemicals wf1ich flow through the expansion 
dams during snow and ice storms. These chemicals penetrate the 
concrete pier caps and attach the steel reinforcing steel much 
in the same manner that steel is attacked in a coastal environment. 

Cathodic Protection is the only method for arresting the chemical 
attack to the steel by chloride ions, which contaminate the concrete 
pier caps. 

17. CBB Administration Complex Sewerage Connection $ 500 

Sewer connection at the CBB is in the design development phase. 
This sewer connection will eliminate the problem of sewerage treatment 
and disposal and remove the Authority from groundwater and surface 
water pollution liability exposure. 

18. CBB Rehabilitation Vibration Dampers $ 1, 000 

The vibration dampeners were installed at the Commodore Barry Bridge 
in 1976. These are mechanical devices which require ma~ntenance 
and have a limited life. The dampers were esti~ated for a ten year life 
cycle and we anticipate a need for replacing the units in 1995. 

19. CBB Cathodic Protection Substructure $ 2,000 

See ~-:u::'.:er l 6. 

20. CBB Rehabilitation Substructure and Sealing $ 500 

See Number 3. 

21. BRE Route 90 Connection NJ $ 9,000 

Recent negotiations with the New Jersey Department of Transportation 
have resul~ed i= a cccperatio~ agreecent calli~g for the Delaware 
River Por: Authotity to participate in the construction of N.J. 
Route 90, present:y esti~ated ta cos~ $31,8 Xi:lio~. The agree=ent 
requires the Delaware River Por~ AuthoTity to pay the State $4.0 
Million on OT before June 30, 1986 and annual cash payments beginning 
June 30, 1987 of at least $500,000 but not in excess of $1,250,000 
for a total .amount of $9.0 Million. 

22. BRB Pennsylvania Connection $ 10,000 

Recently the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation presented 
their recommendations for interconnecting the Betsy Ross Bridge 
and the Delaware Expressway (I-95) with the local street system 
of Philadelphia. This project represents the DRPA's participation 
in a westward extension of the Betsy Ross Bridge approach roadway 
to a conneciton at Aramingo Avenue and a further westward at-grade 
connection to Torresdale Avenue. 
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23. BRB Rehabilitation Substructure and Sealing $ I, JOO 

See Number 3. 

24. BRB Replace Concrete Toll Lanes $ 1'200 

Replacement cycle for the concrete through the toll lanes is a 
function of the volume of traffic which uses each facility. We 
estimate from experience that this cycle will vary from 25 to 30 
years based on the volume and class of traffic. 

25. BR.B Cathodic Protection Substructure $ 2,400. 

See NUI!lber 1£. 

26. All Bridge Facilities - Install Fire and Burglar System $ 800 

Installation of fire and burglar devices to provide protective 
warning sytems where none now exists. These installations should 
provide a savings in our insurance premiums which will offset the 
cost of the systems in a few years. 

27. All Bridge Facilities - Minor Projects $ 14,000 

Minor projects, repairs and repl4cements are planned.which collective~y 
cost approximately $1 Million each year. Items costing $500,GOO or -
more are considered individually as a line item. 

28. All Bridge Facilities - Vehicles and Equip~e~t $ 7,000 

An annual program of equipment and vehicles replacement and/or 
acquisition is programmed in an amount not to exceed $500,000. 
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SCHEDt:1E 5 

PA n::o REVENUE EXPENSE PROJECTION TO 11IEYEAR2000 

Rd'. Ynr I 198' 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 199J 1994 199S 199' 1991 1991 1999 2000 

1 RJcknblpfJOOO 10.550 10.729 10,912 IO,S25 10,7~ 10,886 l l,071 10,678 10,860 11,04'4 11.232 IO,ll4 11,011 11.201 11,396 

l A•'se FarclPJm•r $1.37 Sl.37 $1.37 $1.64 Sl.64 $1.64 $1.64 $1.97 Sl.97 $1.97 Sl.97 $2.31 $2.11 $231 $2.31 

l Pul'r lltvmue/1000 $14,454 $14,699 $1~.9'49 $17,303 $11.591 $17,896 $18,201 $21,066 $21,424 $21,789 $22.U9 SlS,647 $26,083 $26.521 m.m 

• OOxr Rncnur/1000 I $462 SS30 $SS1 $Sll4 $614 $644 $676 $710 $746 $781 H22 $863 $906 $9.52 $999 

5 Too.I Rnttmt/1000 I Sl4,916 $15.229 $1.5,506 $17,887 $18,211 $18,.541 su.8n $21,776 $22,170 $22.572 $22.911 $26~10 $26,990 $27,478 $27,971 

' Tolal bp<aWIOOO I $18.544 $19,471 $21l,44J $21,467 $22,540 $23,667 S2A,RSI $26,()93 $27,398 $21,761 $30,206 $31,111 $33,102 S'.14,967 $)6,716 

( 
7 Op. Proftt ~)11000 ($3,619) ($4.142) ($4,919) ($l,580) ($4.lJO) ($5,127) ($5,974) ($4,317) ($5,llJI) ($6,196) ($7,115) ($5,206) ($6.Jll) ($1,419) ($1,739) 

~ x 
• Opmidnc Ratio 80.4'1. 78.2'1, 7.5.8% 83.]"1 80.8% 78.l'li 76.0% 83.S'ili 80.9'1. 78.S'I. 76.l'li 11.6~ 11.0'li 71.6'1. 16.l'li 

' F•~ lac. Trlgtt/1000 ($4,762) (S.5.000) (SS,2.50) (U.513) (SS,788) ($6,078) ($6,381) ($6,700) ($7,036) ($7,387) (S7.7S7) ($1,1 .. ) (Sl.552) (Sl,979) ($9,421) 

JO Fare IDlratR '1' O.O'l. O.O'iCi 0.0% 10.0,., 0.0'1. 0.0% 0.0% 20.0,., 0.0'1. O.O'l. O.O'l. lU" O.O'l. 0.0 ... O.O'l. 

Rtnatls: 
I. Fatt locttasd ~ ~ lb!Ualcd as ntt~J lo llmlt opttaUne km to $5M (1987 cloUars) M\)usaed for 5" lnftalJoa deb yuw lbtrtafttt. 

l. IUcknhlp k ILWJmcd to lncna.w 1.7 ... annually daJt to pop.tlat&oa crowtta. 

1 ~an 1LWJmrd to klctt~ at a 5~ tak fl lnftadon annually 

.t. It k usumrd tha& a 10~ fare lncrras.t wW ht llOU&hl wbm n«~y. 

~. ~ Wt bre loctttit was In March I 983. 

.,. 

11 rvl11l1w W\/Kh 1; n l•M Rev& l~•p/Yr 11100 



SCHEDULE 6 

PATCO-POTENTIAL CAPITAL IMPROVEHENT PROJECTIONS - TOTAL PROJECT COST 
--------

( 000 ()n i tted) 
tstfmated 

Project Description Cost 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
-------· 

Trans H Car Upgrade 18.640 1,080 1,mm 1,080 1.200 1.200 1,300 1.300 1,400 1,400 1,500 1.500 1,500 1,500 1,600 

Rehabilitate Camden Bridges S,BOO 5. 100 100 100 100 200 200 

Reverse Signaling 15.100 9, 100 2.000 2,000 1,000 1.000 

Replace Obsolete Track Components 11,660 750 500 500 4.130 500 2,880 2.600 600 600 100 700 1 .ooo 1 ,000 1,200 

Pdrking [xpansion 1.519 319 300 900 

Rehabilitate Shops 6,250 1,000 2.000 2.000 500 750 

Rehabilitate Stations 20.540 1 ,000 1.920 1.000 3.920 1.200 2.000 2.ood 2,500 2,000 2,0'JO 1,000 

racilities Support Equipment 12,Rl1 851 4,750 2,050 1 fin 160 170 170 600 2.500 200 300 300 300 300 

98.J20 18,200 9.250 8,630 11, rl 10 5,060 5,450 5.070 5,000 5,000 5, 150 5.000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

~ 
'~ PATCO-POTFNTIAL CAPITAi IMPROVEMENT PROJECTIONS - ORPA PROJECt COST 

O~PA 
Estimated 

Cost 1907 1988 19fl9 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
--------

[)(istin<J Grants 2,000 1 ,500 500 

~nendments to Existin9 Grants 2,AOO 1,ono 1.000 

Potential Grants #9 11.200 AOO non BOO noo BOO 800 BOO 800 BOO 800 800 800 800 800 
-

Sub Tota 1 16.000 4, 100 2,300 BOO 800 BOO 800 800 800 BOO 800 800 800 800 800 

ORPA Cap lta 1 20, 100 - 5,300 4,600 7,500 1.100 1.soo 1.100 1.000 1,000 1.000 1 ,000 1,000 l ,000 1.000 

Grand To ta 1 44, 100 4, 100 7,600 5.400 8,300 1,900 2,300 1,900 1.800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1.800 

,JAF:jsj 
7 /22/B6 

.,, 



SCHEDULE 7 

PATCO CAPITAL BUDGEI PROGRAM 1987-2000 

A D£SCR1PT10N OF PROJECTS 

1. Transit car upgrading encompasses complete rewiring of the 1968 Budd cars, along 
with overhaul of all electrical and mechanical components. It includes replace­
ment of obsolescent 1968 electronics packages with new components similar to those 
used in the 1980 Vickers cars. The Budd cars are at about their mid-life, have 
accumulated about 900,000 miles per car, so require upgrading and over.haul to 
ensure their reliable operation for their expected 40 year life. 

2. RehabiJ itation of overstreet bridges is required to ensure trouble free operation 
indefinitely. The bridges in Camden (Broadway-Ferry Avenue) were built by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 1900-191~, and while renovated in 1968, are now due for 
substantial rehabilitation to compensate for the effects of weather and operational 
wear and tear. 

The bridges built in 1968 between Ferry Avenue and Lindenwold will require modera:e 
rehabilitation before the year 2000. 

3. Peverse signalling of the entire 1 ine is planned to be carried out in stages, 
working from Philadelphia to Lindenwold. This will provide fast, safe operation 
under cab signal protection when operating single track around a work site. This 
will be increasingly necessary with major bridge rehabilitation and renewal of 
track components. 

4. Replacement of obsolete track components will become increasingly ncessary as· the 
PATCO 1 ine reaches 20 years of age and beyond. Some curved rails, some deteriorate-~ 
ties and third rail coverboard wil 1 be replaced each year. Such replacements wi1 l 
continue indefinitely. 

5. Parking expansion at Ashland is needed to meet the irrrnediate need at that station 
where the lot is filled to 95% capacity or rrore every weekday. Rehabilitation of 
existing parking lot paving, curbing, drainage and signs is required periodically 
to ensure that these lots wj1J be safe and attractive to PATCO's customers. 

6. Lindenwold shop expansion is desired so that PATCO wil 1 be able to m::>re efficiently 
upgrade and overhaul the 25 Budd married-pairs built in 1968. It is expected to 
begin work on them in mid-1988 when the 25 sing1e-unit Budd cars will have been 
completed. The shop would be extended two car lengths westward to allow two 
married-pairs (4 cars) to be worked on simultaneously. The older portion of the 
shop, built in 1968, would be rehabilitated 9 which would include replacing the 
bo i 1 ers. 

7. Modernization and rehabilitation of all stations (except Broadway and Woodcrest) 
will be necessary. Subway stations date from 1928 (8th/Market), 1936 (City Hall), 
1953 (Locust St. Stations), and while superficially renovated in 1968, are due fer 
significant renovation and upgrading_ to be attractive to ~ATCO's customers. 
Suburban stations built in 1968 will be 25 years old by 1993, so will require 
moderate rehabilitation. 

Similarly, electrical substations, and fencing alcng the right-of-way, will need 
rehabilitation, renewal or replacement. 



8. Continual renewal and replacement of facilities support equipment is required. 
Each year certain motor vehicles, shop machinery, electronic and electrical 
test equipment, ~omputer hardware, and other plant and equipment must be renewed or 
replaced. Some new facilities and equipment will become necessary as PATCQ•s plant 
ages. 

PAT CO 
JWV/dp 
7/23/86 
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<i!JE~TIONS FOil PUBLIC llEAIUNG TO BE llELD ON 
NOVEMBER 13, 1986 

THE UN If I CA TI ON PLAN 

1. THE RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS POSED ON SEPTEMBER 16 

INDICATE THAT THERE HAS BEEN O~LY SOME RATHER PRELIMINARY 

THINIING WITH REGARD TO THE UNIFICATION PLAN. ARE THE 

lNTERESTED PARTIES NOW FURTHER ALONG ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

SUCH A PLAN? 

2. WHAT ARE THE DETAILS OF THE PLAN, IF THEY HAVE IN FACT 

BEEN DEVELOPED? 

11 ,. ,. I 'l (I \ ' , , ,t I 

3. WHEN WILL THE AUDIT COMMITTEE ISSUE ITS RESPONSE? WHEN 

WILL THE WORLD TRADE CENTER ISSUE ITS REPORT? 

4. WHAT ARE LOOKED UPON AS THE BENEFITS OF THE PLAN? TO THE 

REGION? TO THE STATES INVOLVED? 

FISCAL ASPECTS 

5. WHAT ARE THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE U~IFICAT10N PLAN? 

6. HOW ARE THESE COSTS TO BE ~ffiT? FROM a) A~ I~CREASE IN 

TOLLS? b) INCREASED BONDI NG? c) WHARF AGE AND DRAYAGE 

CHARGES? d) RENTALS? e) STATE SUBSIDIES? 

(IT SHOULD BI NOTED THAT REVI~UES F R0~1 WHARF AGE AND 

DRAYAGE AND RENTALS WOULD NOT BE SUFFICIENT TO DEF RAY THE 

COSTS OF UNIFI CATION. AN INCREASE IN TOLLS WOULD. APPEAR TO 

BE REQUIRED, AESENT STATE SUBSIDIES, TO SUPPORT THE PLAN.) 

7. IS 1T APPROPRIATE, ON THE OTHER HAND, TO REDUCE THE COSTS 

OF THE OPERATION OF THE DRPA, PERHAPS THROUGH a) A BI-STATE 

AUDIT TO IDENTJFY WHERE REDUCTIONS MIGHT TAKE PLACE OR b) 

HAVING NJ TRANSIT TAKE OVER PATCO A~D THEREBY REDUCE FART OF 

THE DRPA CONTRIBUTION TO PAYING THE DEFICIT OF THAT OPERATION? 

ij(Jj 
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

8. WHAT FUTURE IS PROJECTED FOR THE PHILADELPHIA PORT 

CORPORATION, SINCE THERE IS SPECULATION THAT IT KILL NOT HAVE 

SUFFICIENT REVENUES TO PAY OFF THE DEBT SERVICE ON ITS BONDS? 

9. rs IT INTENDED TO DEVELOP THE UNIFICATION PLAN IN MORE 

DETAIL SO THAT IT MAY BE SUBMITTED TO THE TWO STATES, ALONG 

WITH A PROVISION FOR FUNDING? 

10. \\'I LL LEG ISLA TI o;; BE RE QUI RED TO DU-..CT THIS PLAN OR MAY 

IT BE DONE WI THIN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE EXIST ING COMPACT AND 

LEGISLATION? 

11. KHAT IS THE VIEW OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, PARTICULARLY 

THE GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, TOKARD UNIFICATION AND POSSIBLE 

LEGISLATim1? 








