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way will establish enormous interconnectiv-
ity between all lines in the Bronx and upper 
Manhattan and to both the upper east and 
upper west sides and to both sides of Midtown. 
This will make especially difficult trips easier 
and faster, for example from Washington 
Heights along the A train route to the upper 
east side and from the Bronx to Broadway to 
west 125th Street and points north. These trips 
today are often so arduous that few even think 
of using the subway to make them. A ferry link 
at the Hudson to the extended line is also a 
possibility.

The SAS offers an opportunity to improve 
east-west access in Manhattan, south of Cen-
tral Park too. Seven subway stations planned 
for the SAS have the potential to make the 
SAS more effective, but their construction is 
not assured.  

To serve the Far West Side various ideas 
have been raised, including the extension of 
the L under 14th Street either to the north 
or south. The northern extension could go as 
far as 72nd Street or turn east to Columbus 
Circle. The #7 now planned to terminate at 
34th Street could also be extended south. 

To address the circulation problem in 
Midtown and potentially offer access to the 
Far West Side, in its Third Regional Plan RPA 
proposed a light rail loop that would cross 
42nd Street, at the Hudson River turn back 
on 34th Street and then at Herald Square turn 
north up Broadway as far as Lincoln Square, 
closing Broadway to vehicular traffic. The loop 
would create transit options to all subway lines 
in Midtown, the three major suburban entry-
ways at Grand Central, Penn Station and the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal, and to PATH. 
The loop would pass by many major tourist 
sights as well. 

The MTA / NYCDOT BRT study is exam-
ining three corridors that would benefit Man-
hattan. One early implementation proposal 
is to install by 2009 bus lanes on First and 
Second Avenues, with BRT stations, bus bulbs 
for buses to pull out of traffic and real-time bus 
information. This would provide some relief 
for the congested Lexington Avenue Subway 
until the full-length Second Avenue Subway 
is completed. Another idea is to extend the 
Madison Avenue bus lanes south from their 
current terminus at 34tht Street to 23rd Street 
and add a bus lane to make two lanes on Fifth 
Avenue. Finally, 34th Street would be re-paved 
and re-striped to create a bus lane, which was 
just recently completed. The next phase of this 
innovative plan is to make 34th Street one-way 
eastbound east of Fifth Avenue and westbound 
west of either Sixth or Seventh Avenue to 
vehicles other than buses, opening up space for 
two-way exclusively-bus treatment from river 
to river. The traffic implication of this concept 
requires careful study.

The possibility of using the one-way pair 
of Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues, or 
West End Avenue below 72nd Street, as BRT 
corridors, creating a mostly transit, walkway 

and bikeway in this urban corridor should be 
investigated. This could ease subway crowding 
on the west side IRT as many short trips may 
us bus rather than the subway. 

Recommendations (Fig. 
30)

	 Implement the two BRT proposals for 
Manhattan on the four north-south 
avenues. Low capital; short-term

	 On 34th Street determine if the 
proposal to convert traffic to one-way 
outbound and establish a two-way bus 
lane is feasible from a traffic movement 
perspective, and if so implement it. Low 
capital; short-term

	 For the #34 bus route on 34th Street, 
the #42 on 42nd Street and the #50 on 
49th and 50th Street consider offering 
a no-fare ride. Most riders of these lines 
are likely to be paying as transferees to 
the subway and revenue losses will likely 
be small. The gain in travel time and 
reduced operating costs is likely to offset 
revenue losses, but this would have to be 
confirmed before proceeding with this 
recommendation. Low capital; short-
term

	 Construct an entrance at the east end of 
the First Avenue station on the Canarsie 
L line. Lower East Side; Mid capital; 
mid-term

	 Explore the potential for BRT and a 
pedestrian / bikeway exclusive corridor 
for the one-way pair of Columbus and 
Amsterdam Avenues.

	 Extend the SAS station on 125th Street 
westward to Broadway to create a mul-
tiplicity of transfers that would open up 
many opportunities for movement in 
upper Manhattan and between Man-
hattan and the Bronx. High capital; 
long-term

	 Commit to the construction of all SAS 
transfer stations, including a new one 
at Grand Street. Widespread benefits 
for lower income areas throughout the 
City; High capital; long-term

	 Reconsider the decision to limit the 
SAS south of 63rd Street to two tracks 
to make it possible to extend subway 
service into the Lower East Side. Wide-
spread benefits for lower income areas 

throughout the City, especially for the 
Lower East Side; High capital; long-
term

	 Examine the midtown loop concept 
either as light rail or bus rapid transit 
and market as a general-purpose and 
tourist service with access to the FWS, 
the theater district, midtown hotels, the 
United Nations headquarters, Empire 
State Building and to all the transit 
entryways to Midtown. Also, consider 
the value of a separate elevated train 
that would be less expensive than sub-
way tunneling and avoid street conflicts. 
These proposals can be studied in con-
cert with the various subway extension 
proposals including the #7 Flushing line 
and the Canarsie L line. Widespread 
benefits for lower income areas through-
out the City; Medium to high capital; 
long-term

	 While not specifically discussed above, 
one transit-related project cries out to 
be included on any recommended list of 
transit improvements – the Moynihan 
Station complex. It would create the 
premier transit hub for three commuter 
railroads and Amtrak and be a catalyst 
for new adjacent development and for 
the entire west side from Eighth Avenue 
to the Hudson River. Widespread ben-
efits in the region for all income groups; 
High capital; long-term 
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Figure 30: Recommendations: Manhattan
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The portion of northern New Jersey examined 
in this report includs Hudson County, New-
ark and the contiguous surrounding areas in 
Bergen, Passaic, Essex, and Union counties. As 
seen earlier in Table 1, northern New Jersey’s 
13 counties will experience population and 
employment growth rates slightly higher than 
the region’s.  However, the five inner counties 
cited above will experience somewhat lower 
growth than the region, with the exception 
of Hudson County, which is projected to add 
almost 20 percent to its population from 2005 
to 2030 and to match the growth rate in jobs 
at 25.5 percent.

These projections would generate almost 
1.2 million more trips daily within points west 
of the Hudson (including the New York State 
counties west of the Hudson), and as shown in 
Table 2, projected to be almost all in automo-
biles if there is highway capacity. This level of 
automobile growth cannot be accommodated 
in the absence of massive expansion in highway 
infrastructure which is untenable. Yet it will 
be an enormous task to shift even a small share 
of trips to transit. 

Deficiencies
Figure 31 shows the composite density / low 
income and rail coverage map of the urban 
core area of northern New Jersey. It reveals 
a pattern of transit need in much of Newark 
fanning out in four directions from its core 
at Penn Station not served by rail transit (the 
Newark City Subway). These areas have a mix 
of high and moderate densities levels, wide-
spread areas meeting the poverty definition 
and areas of low automobile ownership. The 
same is true in Jersey City, but the area where 
rail is unavailable and where poverty is wide-
spread is spottier – confined largely to areas on 
the Palisades ridge west of the waterfront and 
to the southern part of Jersey City. Further 
north in Hudson County, Union City and 
North Bergen on the Palisades ridge centered 

on Bergenline Avenue, are also targets of 
opportunity, with high densities, poverty and 
no rail transit. Other more isolated locations 
are found in Elizabeth, Paterson and Passaic. 
All of these areas have extensive bus service but 
all of it is confined to operating on city streets, 
which translates into slow speeds. 

For trans-Hudson trips into Manhattan, 
136,000 additional trips are projected from 
west of the Hudson to Manhattan, with about 
60 percent expected to use transit. The ARC 
“Mega” project would soak up much of that 
demand for trans-Hudson travel and plans 
by the Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey currently underway would add capac-
ity at the Lincoln Tunnel for more bus riders 
into the bus terminal at 41st Street. But auto 
use would still grow. One of the deterrents to 
using transit is the location of all transit deliv-
ery points in Manhattan, all on the west side 
– Penn Station at Seventh Avenue, the Port 
Authority Bus Terminal at Eighth Avenue and 
the PATH uptown branch at Sixth Avenue. 

ARC will bring a benefit for many of the 
urban core communities in New Jersey, most 
especially Newark, where service frequency 
to New York would grow by 60 percent from 
both of Newark’s stations – Newark – Penn 
Station and Broad Street. Service would be 
added from Elizabeth to the south, and one-
seat rides to Manhattan for Paterson and Pas-
saic, and possibly be used by a new line on the 
Northern Branch in southern Bergen County 
that could either be a commuter rail line that 
would use the ARC tunnel or an extension of 
the Hudson Bergen light rail line (HBLRT). 

Potential Actions to  
Improve Transit
Aside from the NJ TRANSIT commuter rail 
network, the urban core has three rail systems 
each of which, at least theoretically, can be 
expanded: 

the Newark City Subway, a light rail line  Ô
that is a vestige of the trolley network of the 
early 1900s, but which has been expanded 
slightly in the last ten years into Bloom-
field to the north and with a connection 
between the two downtown Newark com-
muter rail stations; 

the PATH system, opened in 1908, that  Ô
connects Newark with Jersey City and 
Hoboken and serves both Lower and Mid-
town Manhattan, and 

the new (2000) HBLRT system that con- Ô
nects North Bergen, Weehawken, Hobo-
ken, Jersey City and Bayonne with a system 
that parallels the Hudson River waterfront.
The extension of PATH has been the 

subject of studies for at least the last 40 years. 
Ideas included extending PATH to replace the 
Raritan Valley Line (then Central Railroad of 
New Jersey or CNJ) as far as Plainfield, and 
to extend it to Newark Airport to provid a 
one-seat ride from Lower Manhattan to the 
airport. None of these has shown to be cost 
effective. The two light rail systems are the sub-
ject of a more realistic and modest inquiry. 

The Newark Subway terminates north of 
Newark, where it was extended westward on 
the lightly used Orange Branch freight right of 
way. One idea is to build a branch of the Sub-
way to the east onto the Orange Branch and 
then onto the Boonton Line in North Newark 
(recently abandoned of passenger service when 
the Montclair Connection was opened), and 
to the Passaic River and Route 21, with a park- 
and-ride there. The park-and-ride is unlikely 
to intercept many commuters who, when they 
reach it will be but a five to ten minute drive 
from downtown Newark. Another proposal1 
is to continue the recent westward extension 
on the Orange Branch and establish a transfer 
1  Many of the ideas for improved transit in Newark 
were compiled by the Voorhees Transportation Institute 
at Rutgers for NJ TRANSIT.

Urban Core of New Jersey



47

at the Watsessing Station on the Montclair 
Branch on the NJT commuter rail network. 
The North Newark extension has some value 
in serving an area of moderate densities with a 
significant low income population. The west-
ward extension doesn’t meet either of those 
criteria. 

At the downtown Newark end of the Sub-
way two concepts have surfaced. One would 
extend the line from its underground terminal 
into Ironbound, a thriving ethnic commu-
nity to the east. But this may not be possible 
from an operating perspective and with no 
obvious right-of-way on the area’s narrow 
streets the project would face great opposi-
tion unless it was kept underground, which 
would be prohibitively expensive. The other 
concept is to continue the Subway south along 
Broad Street, serving the underserved and low 
income area south of Lincoln Park. This street 
is well named and could easily accommodate 
the right-of-way needed for a light rail line (or 
BRT) without impeding vehicle traffic. 

The success of the HBLRT—its ridership 
has now climbed to 42,000 passengers daily—
has generated many ideas as to how to extend 
it. As discussed earlier regarding Staten Island, 
one idea is to extend the line from Bayonne 
over the Bayonne Bridge and connect with one 
or more possible lines there.2 This idea faces 
considerable engineering and cost issues, as 
discussed in the Staten Island section of this 
report. 

The LRT was originally intended to extend 
into Bergen County to the Vince Lombardi 
park-and-ride lot on the New Jersey Turnpike. 
The LRT now terminates at Tonnelle Avenue 
in North Bergen and could be extended on 
the Northern Branch freight right-of-way. 
The other use of the alignment would be as 
a commuter rail line that would eventually 
connect into the ARC tunnel, giving that area 
of eastern Bergen County with low transit 
shares for trips into Manhattan a substantial 
improvement with a one-seat ride to Mid-
town. The HBLRT might also be extended 
into the Hackensack Meadowlands to serve 
the Xanadu entertainment site and the sports 
complex, but this concept would be expensive 
and of questionable cost-effectiveness to serve 
a development that is not designed for transit 
today. 

Other ideas for expansion of the HBLRT 
is a short extension of its West End Branch 
to Route 440 and a new housing develop-
ment on Society Hill nearby, and the use of 
the Sixth Street embankment in Jersey City, 
that could serve part of that city which meets 
the density and income criteria for improved 
transit service. This latter extension could also 
be extended as far as the Secaucus Junction, 
but the added connectivity is only partially 
redundant. 

The success of the HBLRT in generating 
development on the western edge of Hoboken 
at 2nd and 9th Streets raises the possibility of 
2	  RPA proposed this in A Framework for Transit Plan-
ning in the New York Region, 1986.  

another station in Hoboken at Grand Street 
and 17th Street where it could serve an indus-
trial area ripe for redevelopment. 

In the early planning stages of HBLRT 
there were thoughts about extending the line 
along the waterfront in Weehawken to the 
north along River Road, but unfortunately 
an available abandoned rail right-of-way was 
usurped for a housing development. Today, 
the explosive growth in the corridor, includ-
ing many housing developments and national 
chain retail establishments, has created enor-
mous traffic congestion problems. 

Since the urban areas of northern New 
Jersey have extensive bus service, the BRT 
concept appears also to hold high promise. 
The trick is to find street rights-of-way that 
can be given up for that purpose. In Newark, 
NJ TRANSIT is working with the City 
of Newark to move gradually toward BRT 
services on Bloomfield and Springfield avenues 
to the northeast and southeast, respectively. 
Based on the composite map in Figure 31, 
the south Broad Street corridor which might 
alternatively be used for a street-running LRT 
as mentioned earlier, and the corridor to the 
north of Bloomfield Avenue along either Sum-
mer Avenue or Mount Prospect Avenue would 
seem to hold promise. A north-south “cross-
town” BRT route could serve the university 
complex, link to the Newark City Subway at 
Orange Street, and might even be extended to 
Newark Airport. BRT appears to hold much 
early promise in this less-dense enviroment 
and is likely to be less expensive to construct 
than LRT extensions. 

Recommendations (Fig. 
32)

	 NJ TRANSIT and Newark should 
move aggressively now to advance the 
currently programmed BRT network in 
Newark and extend it to include a cross-
town route, the Summer / Mt. Prospect 
Avenue corridors and numerous other 
neighborhoods in Newark; Low capital; 
short-term 

	 Move forward with BRT along South 
Broad Street. South Broad Street; Low 
capital; short-term

	 Develop travel demand estimates for the 
extensions of the Newark City Subway 
at its north end, the Route 440 exten-
sion of the HBLRT and the Sixth Street 
embankment both with and without a 
link to the Secaucus Junction. Coor-
dinate with municipal officials regard-
ing supportive land-use changes.  Mid 
capital; mid-term

	 Construct a new station on the HBLRT 
at Grand Street and 17th Street in 
Hoboken.

	 Coordinate with the two Staten Island 
corridor studies on the possible exten-
sion of the HBLRT or for a BRT link to 
Bayonne. Low capital; mid-term

	 An effort should be made to deter-
mine if a BRT-like project might still 
be possible in the River Road corridor 
along the Hudson River waterfront in 
northern Hudson and southern Bergen 
County. Mid capital, mid-term

	 Bergenline Avenue, with its high density 
and large numbers of autoless house-
holds should be considered for a BRT 
treatment too. Mid capital, mid-term

	 Recommendations for the New Jersey 
urban core are presented in Figure 32.
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Figure 32: Recommendations: The urban core of New Jersey
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Airport Access

Deficiencies
The three major airports in the region – Ken-
nedy, LaGuardia and Newark – are major trip 
generators and concentrations of employment. 
Improved ground access to all three have long 
been the subject of studies, but only when 
the passenger facility charge on airline tickets 
was initiated in the early 1990s did funding 
for long sought transit improvements become 
available. Consequently, the AirTrain systems 
at both Kennedy and Newark were built, but 
each has its limitations. In both cases, a two-
seat ride is required to reach Manhattan, and 
Newark’s AirTrain has proved to be of limited 
capacity. LaGuardia is even less advantaged 
with no direct rail service to Manhattan. And 
with the emergence of Stewart Airport as a 
reliever to the congestion at the three major 
airports, interest in direct rail service to Stew-
art is now the subject of a joint Port Authority 
/ MTA study.  This could most likely come 
about in the medium term with the comple-
tion of the ARC tunnel project, and in the 
long-term more conjecturally if commuter rail 
is the mode chosen to cross the Tappan Zee 
Bridge.

Potential Actions to  
Improve Transit
Kennedy Airport’s AirTrain was designed to 
accept either a rapid transit or commuter rail 
vehicle should a one-seat ride routing be agreed 
to. Two possibilities exist. One is a rapid 
transit option that uses the LIRR’s Atlantic 
Branch as described in the Queens section of 
this report. Another would connect AirTrain 
to the LIRR for a direct one-seat ride to Penn 
Station and / or Grand Central once the East 
Side Access project is complete.

In Newark, there is interest in extending 
PATH to Newark Airport from its current 
terminus at Newark Penn Station. This would 
create a one-seat ride from Lower Manhattan. 

Another possibility would be to connect 
both the Newark and John F. Kennedy (JFK) 
AirTrains through Penn Station. 

The extension of the N train in Astoria to 
LaGuardia Airport was studied in recent years 
but was rejected because it would require an 
elevated structure through a residential neigh-
borhood. More possible is an AirTrain like 

service connecting the Woodside station of the 
LIRR and the #7 using the freight connecting 
track in Queens and the LIRR right of way.

Recommendations 

A full study of the benefits and costs of  Ô
each of these airport access options should 
be advanced, but not in isolation from one 
another since their greatest value could be 
in the shift in air travel to less congested 
airports. Meanwhile, short-term actions 
such as the BRT service from Downtown 
Newark to the Airport should proceed.

Other Recommendations
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To this point we have focused our attention on 
transit improvements tied to some geography. 
Yet, much of what can be done to attract more 
travelers to the transit system transcends any 
particular location in the vast 12,800 square 
mile region. These actions include measures 
that would improve the transit system on a 
system-wide basis, measures that relate to 
changes in public policies, and measures even 
more specifically to land-use policies.  These 
measures can benefit many demographic 
groups although they may be of greater value 
in some cases to those in lower income neigh-
borhoods, which has received concentrated 
attention in this report. We would be remiss if 
we did not devote some brief attention to each 
of these areas. 

System-wide Transit 
Improvements

To make fare payment more convenient and  Ô
make it possible to tailor fare levels to time 
of day and week, length of trip and quality 
of transit service, and to reduce operation 
costs, integrate fare media using smart card 
technology. 

To speed buses, purchase only low-floor  Ô
buses, encourage riders to exit from the rear 
door, and establish off-fare collection using 
the smart card technology. 

Install time-to -next-vehicle information  Ô
technology on all subway and bus routes, as 
is now available on the Canarsie L line. 

Parking and Pricing 
Policies

To reduce the overabundance of low cost  Ô
parking, establish parking ratio require-
ments in non-residential areas commensu-
rate with the level and use of transit in the 
area. 

More generally, in transit-rich areas follow  Ô
the lead of Manhattan and Jersey City and 
require lower parking ratio requirements 
and establish maximum, rather than mini-
mum ratios. 

To reduce low cost parking on streets, to  Ô
make the cost of using transit more compet-
itive, and to provide more room for transit 
vehicles, deploy street parking meters more 
widely and raise prices. 

To help fund transit and lower traffic con- Ô
gestion, establish variable congestion pric-
ing at entryways to areas of concentrated 
non-residential developments. 

To substitute for the coming reduction  Ô
in gasoline revenues, and to help fund 
the increased transit that dependence on 
unreliable oil supplies and the expanding 
carbon footprint will require, increase tolls 
on toll roads and install them on non-toll 
roads, with variable time of day and day of 
the week pricing. 

Land Use Policies
The reduction of automobile travel and the 
increase in transit travel will require major 
changes in land-use policies. Such measures 
will not come easy. Communities value the 
control they have on zoning, and many people 
prefer to live in low density environments. 
There are forces of change – a shift in the 
demographic profile toward those who prefer 
more urbane settings, the pressure of higher 
prices for driving, and the disillusion with 
suburban living. Yet, it is unclear if these shifts 
in attitudes and economics are permanent or 

strong enough to matter. What we do know is 
that when people live at higher densities they 
drive less and use transit more, as demon-
strated in Figure 33, the last illustration in this 
report. It shows that at higher densities far 
more of the trips are made by transit or on foot 
(or bike). Accordingly, this report makes some 
land use recommendations. 

The MTA and NJTRANSIT should  Ô
establish a priority subset of stations (out 
of the combined 900 they serve) for transit 
oriented development (TOD). The priori-
ties would be based on availability of devel-
opable land, quality of transit service, and 
willing partners in the community. Among 
the areas that should receive the most 
attention are those where redevelopment 
in urban areas has begun or is anticipated 
soon. This could include areas of Brooklyn 
and the Bronx, which suffered most in the 
economic decline in the 1970s.  

The transit agencies should use successful  Ô
TOD models as educational examples to 
encourage communities to participate in 
TOD programs.

To overcome the fallacy that high density  Ô
adds to costs and congestion, the states 
should document the actual situation.

To encourage more development near sta- Ô
tions, local efficient mortgages should be 
instituted by the state legislatures.

Higher Residential Density, Auto and Transit Trip-Making
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Regional Plan Association (RPA) is an independent 
regional planning organization that improves the quality 
of life and the economic competitiveness of the 31-coun-
ty, New York-New Jersey-Connecticut region through 
research, planning, and advocacy. Since 1922, RPA has 
been shaping transportation systems, protecting open 
spaces, and promoting better community design for the 
region's continued growth. We anticipate the challenges 
the region will face in the years to come, and we mobilize 
the region's civic, business, and government sectors to take 
action. 

RPA's current work is aimed largely at implement-
ing the ideas put forth in the Third Regional Plan, with 
efforts focused in five project areas: community design, 
open space, transportation, workforce and the economy, 
and housing. For more information about Regional Plan 
Association, please visit our website, www.rpa.org.
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