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as express ten-car trains. Adequate provision for ventilation, emergency exits and 
sanitary conditions will be provided, resulting not only in increased capacity, but an 
invitation to those who, because of present conditions, resort to other means of transit, 
so that whilst the cost of construction will be higher •the modern structure will have 
a greater earning power. 

For the purpose of further study of the problem, I have caused to be prepared 
and am annexing hereto Exhibit I, in which municipal operation by the I. R. T. is 
assumed for the fiscal year 1924. The cost of construction and equipment is assumed 
to be 125 per cent. in excess of what it actually was, namely, $565,000,000 instead of 
$250,000,000 as depreciated. Adjustments are made upon the basis of estimated increased 
gross income and corresponding expenses of operation and maintenance, from which 
it appears that were it even assumed that the cost of construction of our existing lines 
were 125 per cent. higher than they actually were, there would be a net profit from 
operation of $6,353,000, after the payment of 4 per cent. interest on the entire city and 
company investment and all expenses. 

Further, it should not be overlooked that the deficits from subway operation on 
both lines, an aggregate of $110,000,000 are attributable to other causes besides extrava-
gance, mismanagement and receivership. 

The Manhattan Elevated Lines operated under lease from the Manhattan Rail-
way Company at a rental equal to interest on $45,000,000 outstanding bonds, and 7 per 
cent. interest on $60,000,000 outstanding stock of the Manhattan Company, has been 
operated at a huge loss, and the earnings from the subways have been diverted to 
make good this loss (p. 2600). 

Lastly, there is the astounding fact that the B. R. T. paid out prior to 1918, in 
dividends $36,000,000 on its common stock of $74,500,000, which in June of 1923 sold 
at a dollar a share, an aggregate of about $775,000 and that the I. R. T. paid out prior 
to 1919, $65,000,000 in dividends on $35,000,000 common stock, which in June of 1923 
was sold at $9.50 a share, an aggregate of $3,325,000. 

This sapping of the financial vitality of these companies prevented necessary capi-
tal improvements and resulted in what Commissioner McAneny euphemistically calls 
"deferred maintenance"—a technical term for gross disrepair. 

CHAPTER III. 
THE CITY'S PLIGHT. 

Traffic congestion--Curtailed Service—Insufficient Cars—Dilapidated Elevated Struc-
ture—Dangcrous Defects—Wooden Cars—Accidents. 

When the Legislature in 1921 spoke of an emergency in our traffic situation, it had 
in mind the intolerable transit conditions which the public in the City of New York 
were suffering—specifically the herding, jamming and crowding, long waits between 
trains, bedlam, particularly at congested points at the beginning and end of rush hour 
periods, strap-hanging during non-rush hours, insufficiency of conductors in trains, and 
guards on platforms and stations, the filth on the windows and elsewhere in the trains, 
the unsanitary conditions and "out-of-order" signs in comfort rooms, and the dangers 
from defects in the roadbed and structure of the elevated lines due to long neglect. 

Of course, the Legislature contemplated, that ultimate relief might come by the 
construction of new subways, but that immediate relief could come only by a correction 
of these conditions on our existing Iines. That, constituted the primary duty of the 
Transit Commission. The obligation of the transit companies to remove these condi-
tions and to give decent service was clear, fixed both by contract and statute. Section 
26 of the Public Service Commission law defines that obligation in the plainest terms, 
namely: 

"Every corporation, person or common carrier performing a service designated 
in the preceding section, shall furnish, with respect thereto, such service and facili-
ties as shall be safe and adequate and in all respects just and reasonable." 
So, too, it is provided in Contract No. 4 with the Brooklyn Company, and a similar 

provision is contained in Contract No. 3 with the New York Company. 
"The principal object of the City in making this contract is to secure for the 

public convenience arc, adequate, comfortable and rapid system of passenger trans-
portation in the portions of New York which will be served by the Railroad and 
the Existing Railroads. By the foregoing provisions of the Lease the Lessee has 
covenanted, among other things, to operate the Railroad and Existing Railroads 
carefully and skill f illy, according to the highest standards of railway operation; 
to supply adequate equipment, to run trains so as to furnish adequate service; to 
use the best safety devices; to keep the Railroad and Equipment and Existing 
Railroads clean, dry, well lighted, heated and ventilated; and to do other things, 
as hereinbefore set forth, for the convenience and accommodation of the public. 

"These covenants on the part of the Lessee are among the principal »loving 
considerations to the City in making this contract, and any breach thereof will 
entitle the City to the remedies provided in this contract. If at any time Additions 
to the Railroad or Equipment or to the Existing Railroads or any change in the 
mode of operating the Railroad or the Existing Railroads or conducting the bust-
ness thereof are necessary in order to carry out the purpose of the Lease in securing 
service and facilities as shall be safe and adequate and in all respects just and 
reasonable the Commission may direct the provision or construction of such Addi-
tions and tiw raking of such changes in the mode of operation of the Railroad or 
the Existing Railroads or in the conduct of the business thereof as may be necessary 
to accomplish such purpose." 
Section 49, Sub. 2 of the Public Service Commission Law, provides that 

`'Whenever the commission shall be of opinion * * * that the regulations, 
practices, equipment, appliances, or service of any such common carrier, railroad 
corporation or street railruad corporation in respect to transportation of per-
sons * * * are unjust, unreasonable, unsafe, improper or inadequate, the 
commission sha,'l determine the just, reasonable, safe, adequate and proper regula-
tioiis, practices, equipment, appliances and service thereafter to be in force * * * in 
such transportation of persons * * * and so fix and prescribe the same by order 
to be served upon every common carrier, railroad corporation and street railroaa 
corporation to be bound thereby, and thereafter it shall be the duty of the rail-
road * * * to observe and obey each and every requirement of every such 
order so served upon it, and to do everything necessary or proper in order to secure 
absolute compliance with and observance of every such order by all of its officers, 
agents and employees." 

—and under Section 50, it is provided: 
"If in the judgment of the Commission * * * additional equipment, facili-

ties or device for use by any common carrier * * * or in connection with the 
transportation of passengers * * * ought reasonably to be provided, or any 
repairs for improvements to or changes in any thereof in use ought reasonably to 
be made * * * in order to secure adequate service or facilities for the transpor-
tation of passengers * * * the commission shall * * * make and serve an 
order directing such repairs, improvements, changes or additions to be made urithin 
a reasonable time * * * and every railroad corporation * * * is hereby 
required and directed to make all repairs, improvements, changes and additions 
required of it by any order of the commission served upon it." 

—and under Section 51: 
"If, in the judgment of the commission * * * any railroad corporation 

or street railroad corporation does not run trains enough or cars enough or possess 
or operate motive power enough, reasonably to accommodate the traffic * * * or 
does not run its trains or cars with sufficient frequency or at a reasonable or 
proper time, having regard to safety, or, does not run any train or trains, car or 
cars upon a reasonable time schedule for the run, the commission shall * * * have 
power to make an order directing any such railroad * * * to increase the num-
ber of its trains or of its cars * * * or to change the time for starting its trains 
or cars or to change the time schedule for the run of any train or car or make any 
other suitable order that the commission may determine reasonably necessary to 
accommodate and transport the traffic." * * * 

—and under Section 51a: 
"The commission shall have exclusive power to make an order fixing the 

maximum number of passengers that may be carried on any car. * * *" 
Thus, there was specific provision in our transit laws which empowered the Transit 

Commission to abate each of the "disgraceful" conditions, which constituted the 
"emergency" for the relief of which the Transit Commission was created. The question 
naturally presents itself, how expeditiously and to what extent, the Transit Commission, 
after it came into office on April 25, 1921, directed its activities to that end. 

We have it from the mouths of the Commissioners themselves that they have slept 
on those powers, and that they did not even commence an inquiry, into the service of 

f 

the companies, until eleven months after the Transit Commission came into office—
March 15, 1922. 

Not a single order was made requiring any change of schedules, by increasing the 
frequency or number of the trains, not a single direction that the transit companies 
purchase additional cars, not a single mandate that the defects and dangers in the 
roadbed, structures and equipment be removed; not a single request that the railroad 
companies add to their equipment of conductors and guards both in and out of cars 
was made until more than a year after the Transit Commission cane into office, and 
then, the orders which they gave were ignored, and no steps were taken to enforce 
them to this very day. 

The first service hearings which the Transit Commission conducted were, into 
conditions of operation of the I. R. T. These commenced on March 15, 1922 and 
continued until April 12, 1922 (McAneny, pp. 155-157). During these hearings 'the 
I. R. T. urged that it be not compelled to improve its service and to operate more 
trains because of its financial inability and because of the alleged excuse of lack of 
repair, inspection and storage facilities (McAneny, p. 179). This hearing resulted in 
the so-called service order in May, 1922, by which the I. R. T. was directed, from its 
then equipment, and without the addition of any new cars to add 360 trains daily. The 
company was also ordered to make arrangements for the purchase of 350 cars, 100 
immediately, 50 during the following summer and 200 when the additions to the Lenox 
Avenue Repair Shop would be completed (pp. 195-196). At that time the equipment 
of the I. R. T. consisted of 1,935 cars. 

The equipment of the B. R. T. then consisted of 907 wooden cars and 900 steel 
cars. There are carried 1,314,000,000 passengers per annum, or about four millions a 
day in this inadequate equipment. 

'Reverting again to this service order of May, 1922, which required the addition by 
the I. R. T. of 360 trains daily, a coal strike followed, with the result that the Transit 
Commission deferred the order until September 18, 1922 (p. 209). The I. R. T. took 
the position that the order was impossible of performance, and offered in support of 
its claim a report by engineers Gibbs and Hill. Apparently the order was not recognized 
by the company and the additional trains did not come. Nine months after it was 
issued,' the company sought a modification and the application was formally denied, but 
apparently this service order was not honored or obeyed by the company (pp. 183-223), 
except that in August, 1923, it added 100 new cars to its equipment and within the 
last few months an additional 100, making the total equipment 2,135 cars (p. 229) 
which carried during the last year 714,000,000 passengers (p. 227). 

Since the presentation of the Board of Estimate's charges against the Transit 
Commission on November 12, 1924, the Transit Commission acquired new life and began 
a new service hearing on November 14, 1924, and requested the I. R. T. to submit new 
schedules for train operation (p. 228). 

A similar service hearing was commenced as to the Brooklyn Company on April 
17, 1922, and continued until July 13, 1922, and resulted in an order effective August 15, 
1922, requiring the addition of 100 cars daily from its then equipment, and the purchase 
of 50 new cars (pp. 237-239). These 50 new cars were likewise not delivered until the fall 
of 1924, making the total equipment 950 steel cars and 907 wooden cars to carry over 
600,000,000 passengers a year. 

A new order has been recently made (since the charges were filed) that the B. M. T. 
purchase 100 additional cars (p. 248). 

The reason assigned for this inactivity of the Transit Commission and its failure 
to even attempt a relief of congestion on our existing lines was very plainly stated by 
Commissioner McAneny (p. 261) as follows: 

"Now as to the time that elapsed between that date (April, 1921, when the 
Commission came into office) and May (1922), our inquiry tmxs turned im»nlediately 
to the financial condition of all of these companies. We had many sessions lasting 
for weeks; we examined their auditors, their books and the whole thing in the 
minutest fashion. If we had attempted to put out a service order at that time, for 
which there was no money, we should have found ourselves in the position of 
attempting to enforce a confiscatory proceeding and that as you know would not 
have held water for a minute. Therefore, our first duty zoos to find out not only 
what the financial condition of the companies were, but what might be done to 
improve them and put them in a position where our orders would really count and 
amount to something and we did that through forcing the reorganization of the 
Interboro Company in such a fashion that the money could be yielded." 
We shall see how the Transit Commission "forced the reorganization of the Inter-

boro Company" and how "that money" was yielded. There remained only a deficit 
after the "yielding" (McAneny, p. 261). 

But for the fact that these are the words of McAneny himself, it would seem 
incredible that the public interests were so ignored. It is unnecessary to describe the 
condition of traffic in our subways. It is claimed that they are operated to capacity 
during rush hours. It was pointed out by Mayor Hylan that the traction companies, 
apparently with a view to further harassing the public, to the end that it may be coerced 
into consenting to increased fares, pursues the "method of turning trains back, putting 
on trains shortly after the rush hour starts, taking them off before the rush hour ends, 
and then curtailing the service on trains all day long to keep people crowded in cars. 
I know the method of switching trains back before they reach where they might go on 
to the terminal, dumping the people out on the way and crowding them in already 
crowded cars, and going on to their destination" (Hylan, pp. 1138-1139). 

The remedy would come, if as the Mayor says, "The Transit Commission would 
not spend so much time worrying about the finances of the B. M. T. and the B. R. T., 
and compel them to give a little better service for the people—they would not be in 
their mixup today (Hylan, p. 1181). 

Further, "It needs a Transit Commission who are in a little sympathy with the 
people, to compel any railroad company to perform its duty to the people that they 
are trying to serve" (Hylan, p. 1140). 

"There is no reason in the world why people should be standing up after the rush 
hour and before the rush hour begins * * * crowding people in like sardines" * * * 
"It is not an engineering problem," says the Mayor, "it is common sense. All they have 
got to do is to put on an additional car or two and serve the people" (Hylan, pp. 
1147-1148). 

"The trouble is with the Transit Commission that they take testimony, and testi-
mony * * * and do not act. Although all they have to do is to give these people 
an order, and make them live up to the order" (Hylan, p. 1179). 

Of course, mhrked improvement could come in many ways. In the first place, the 
stations on the old I. R. T. subway, contracted under Contracts No. 1 and No. 2, are 
not long enough to accommodate ten-car local trains which are necessary. Under 

. Contract No. 3 the Interboro is required to pay one-half of the cost of lengthening the 
stations. Under Contract No. 4 with the Brooklyn Company the city bears the entire 
expense (McAneny, p. 182). The matter of lengthening the Interboro stations has 
been considered. It will cost about $12,000,000 of which the Interboro must bear 
$6,000,000, but to use the language of President Hedley of that company "The Inter-
boro Railroad have not got $6,000,000 to put in for anything just now." 

So, too, the DeKalb and Myrtle avenue platforms accommodate only six-car trains 
and the Pacific Street Station only seven-car trains (p. 1095). That matter was con-
sidered by the Conference Committee in 1923 (p. 1094). On January 14, 1924, it rec-
oommended the lengthening of these stations to the Board of Estimate (pp. 1094-1096). 
On February 15, 1924, the Board of Estimate voted $282,000 for that purpose (p. 1096). 
The company pays nothing. 

The Mayor besides made suggestions as to how the present service of both the 
I. R. T. and the B. M. T. might be decidedly improved (p. 1168). He submitted before 
Commissioner McAvoy a memoranda dated December 9, 1924, entitled "Lines Where 
Service Should bet Increased." That is annexed as Exhibit J. 

Naturally, when railroad companies become insolvent and receivers operate their 
lines and those receivers are only appointed to protect the creditors and stockholders, 
and the roadbed, structures and equipment are permitted to deteriorate during a long 
period of receivership, such as that of the B. R. T. which endured for four and one- 
half years, and there is no governmental agency interested in anyth:ag, except the 
financial rehabilitation of the companies, something must happen, and it did on our 
rapid transit lines. 

The first serious accident during the regime of the Transit Commission happened 
on June 25. 1923 on the B: R. T. lines. A train was wrecked at the curve of the 
elevated road running from Fifth avenue into Flatbush avenue; two wooden cars 
fell from the elevated structure into the street—the result seven passengers killed and 
seventy injured. The wreck was due to rotten and defective guard rails and wooden 
ties, and because the spikes holding the rails to the ties were not in contact with the 
rails, and many of the bolts holding the ties to the steel structure were loose. As a 



Item 	Date of 	Accrued 
No. 	Retirement. 	Depreciation. 

1 	January 1, 1924 	$240,058 00 
2 	January 1, 1929 	526,249 00 
3 	January 1, 1929 	622,904 00 
4 	January 1, 1934 	240,263 00 
5 	January 1, 1936 	388,951 00 
6 	January 1, 1936 	338,711 00 
7 	January 1, 1936 	499,724 00 
8 	January 1, 1946 	35,680 00 

Bodies and trucks of Group A.. 
Bodies and trucks of Group B. 
Bodies and trucks of Group D. 
Equipment of Group A. 
Equipment of Group B. 
Bodies and trucks of Group C. 
Equipment of Group C. 
Equipment of Group D. 

"Group A comprises 118 converted motor cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 1000-1078, inclusive. 
No. 1080. 
No. 1082-119, inclusive. 

"Group B comprises 236 rebuilt motor cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 600-683, inclusive. 
No. 700-743, inclusive. 
No. 745-758, inclusive. 
No. 800-816, inclusive. 
No. 818-820, inclusive. 
No. 822-859, inclusive. 
No. 900-935, inclusive. 

"Group C comprises 306 motor cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 684, 817, 936, 998, 1079, 1081. 
No. 1200-1499, inclusive. 

"Group D comprises 268 trailer cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 1-6, inclusive. 
No. 8-81, inclusive. 
No. 83-125, inclusive. 
No. 127-271, inclusive. 

"The dates cited in the above schedule represent the estimated dates of retire-
nu.ent of the car bodies, trucks and equipment named in the schedule." 
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result of this accident the Board of Estimate on July 13, 1923, adopted a resolution 
by which the Committee on Transportation Facilities was appointed to investigate and 
report as to the condition of the cars and road equipment in use on all the elevated 
lines in the city, giving first consideration to the older structures in the Borough o 
Brooklyn, and next to the older ones in the Borough of Manhattan. This Committee 
consisted of John H. Delaney, Arthur S. Tuttle and George P. Nicholson. Upon the 
appointment of this Committee there was organized a joint Commission of Engineers 
consisting of Robert Ridgway, Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission, Dr. George 
F. Swain, Professor of Civil Engineering at Harvard University, representing the 
Board of Estimate and Apportionment, and Eugene Klapp of the firm of Parsons, 
Brinckerhoff and Klapp, representing the railroad. This Commission investigated and 
made a report on the condition of cars, road and equipment of the B. M. T. It com-
menccd its work on July 26, 1923 and finished on January 4, 1924, when it made a writ-
ten report. The Transit Commission according to the testimony of McAneny concurred 
"in every finding" of this Joint Commission of Engineers (p. 357). 

Specifically this report found that on the Brooklyn elevated structures, 2,590 outer 
guard timbers (p. 329), 19,000 ties (p. 336), 77,620 inner guard timbers (p. 343) and 
14,910 joints (p. 345) required immediate replacement for the safety of the riding pub-
lic, that the elevated structures were corroded and required painting, that the columns 
carrying the structures and the live weight of long trains hlled with passengers, were 
corroded and that the bases were receptacles for ice, dirt and rubbish (p. 345). It was 
found that the wooden cars (to the danger from the use of which reference will be made 
later) lacked the modern "dead man's button," a device, by which, if the motorman is 
rendered unconscious and his hand removed from the master controller, the power is 
automatically shut off and the brakes applied. The finding of the Joint Commission 
with respect to the necessity for the "dead man's button" on all of these wooden cars 
is as follows: 

"The Committee calls attention to the fact that the electric control equipment 
of the cars includes a master controller of the current and a 'dead man's button,' 
the purpose of which is to cut off the current automatically when the hand of the 
motorman is removed from the master controller as it would be if the motorman 
should have a sudden attack which would incapacitate him. The 'dead man's but-
ton' performs this function properly but it would not apply the brakes. If a 
motorman should die suddenly at his post, or faint, when his train was going at 
full speed, although the electric current would be cut off, the train might be 
approaching a curve around which it would pass at too high speed and an accident 
might result ; or a collision might take place with , a train ahead. The modern 
'dead man's button' is so arranged that when the hand of the motorman is removed 
front the controller not only is the current cut off  but an emergency application of 
the brake is made. It seems obvious to the Board that it would be desirable, as 
suggested by the Committee, that this modern form of the `dead man's button' 
should be used. The steel subway cars are already so equipped and the company 
is planning to equip similarly about 50 per cent. of the wooden cars." 
The Transit Commission concurred that the conditions existed as found in the 

report. Of courFe they did not arise suddenly. They had existed for a long time. They 
had become aggravated through inattention. 

On April 21, 1924, the report of this Joint Commission of Engineers, together with 
a supplementary report by the Committee on Transportation Facilities, was presented 
to the Board of Estimate and Apportionment and resulted in a resolution, which in 
part reads as follows : 

"The Board of Estimate and Apportionment has no power to take action to 
enforce compliance with any of these recommendations, such power being vested 
by law in the Transit Commission. As the report of the Joint Committee of 
Engineers is unanimous it is to be inferred that the Transit Commission and the 
operating company itself will recognize the justice of all the recommendations 
made and will cooperate to carry them out." * * * 
`'It is recommended that the Transit Commission be requested to give its immediate 

attention to the elimination of the defects reported by the Joint Committee of Engineers 
and to the needs for a general improvement of the elevated railroad facilities as disclosed 
by this investigation, giving particular attention to the report of the Equipment Com-
mittee of the Joint Committee of Engineers, contained in Appendix VI of the Joint 
Committee report." 

With respect to the recommendation by the Board of Estimate that "it give immed-
iate attention to the elimination of the defects reported by the Joint Committee of 
Engineers and to the need for a general improvement of the elevated railroad facilities 
as disclosed by this investigation" the testimony of Commissioner McAneny is that he 
regarded that recommendation as a bit of humor" (p. 338). 

Notwithstanding the concurrence of the Transit Commission in every finding of this 
report, it is the startling admission of the Transit Commissioners that they took abso-
Irctely no stet's, and never made coty order, to the railroad companies, requiring the 
elimination of an of the defects or replacements recommended by the Joint Committee 
of Engineers (McAneny, p. 358). The explanation for this gross neglect of duty is as 
follows 

McAneny says (p. 346) that they (the transit companies) "haven't the money to spend 
on paint"-inferentially, much less to make the recommended replacements and remedy 
the defects. That was (April, 1924) nine months after the B. M. T. reorganization, 
when $26,000,000 new money was invested ; the very month in which the B. M. T. paid 
dividends on preferred stock ; and the year for which the B. M. T. reported a net profit 
of $4.022.000. Every single joint of the 14,910 found defective, every spread of the 
19,000 ties which were rotten. every span of the 77.620 inner guard timbers and 2,590 
outer guard rails, every oxidized column upon which the elevated structure rested, 
presented a source of potential danger to the great mass of humanity that travels on 
our elevated lines. Much is made by the Commission of the fact that the Joint Com-
mittee of Engineers gave the opinion that the elevated system was generally safe. The 
Envineers are to be commended for their diplomacy. It would have been grossly 
indiscreet to have spread a public alarm of the unsafety of these structures, which 
the public are compelled to use. The psychological effect would have wrought serious 
consenuenees, but they gave the facts, from which there can be but one inference. 

The Transit Commissioners admitted that these conditions of deterioration were 
m,k:,own to them until the report of the engineers was made. This likewise supports 
one of the charges that the Transit Commissions maintained an inadequate and insufi-
eient inspection body. The fact is, as was admitted, that while the railroad companies 
have in the aggregate 5.000 inspectors on their roads, the Transit Commission employed 
only 30 inspectors to check up their work and to investigate defects and compliance 
with orders and to recommend improvements (pp. 310-333). 

This accident and report did not bring any activity among the Commissioners, and 
soon another accident happened. 

On July 30. 1924, a wreck occurred at the Sunnyside Yards of the Long Island 
Railroad, as a result of which one human being was killed and many others were 
seriously injured. The Grand Jury of Queens County made inquiry into this wreck, and 
found that the direct cause thereof was the throwing by hand of a switch under a 
moving train, which caused the derailment of the last three cars; that there was no 
excuse for the oneration of this switch by hand ; that the operation of the switch should 
have been included in the interlocking system of the railroad, which was in operation 
within ten feet of the switch. The Grand Jury, among other things, made its present-
ment as follows: 

"The Transit Commission has a large number of experts and the operation of 
the Long Island Railroad in the Greater City of New York is under its jurisdiction. 
The control and operation of this switch at the time of the wreck is now condemned 
hV the engineers of the Transit Commission. As the Commission now condemns 
the switch and its operation as antiquated and obsolete, it must have been antiquated 
and obsolete before the wreck, and that being so it was the duty of the Commission 
to have ordered and required the removal of the switch and the installation of the 
safe method of oneration it now recommends. The criminal responsibility for the 
wreck must be placed on the railroad company and its employees, but that does 
not relieve the Transit Commission for its failure to properly and adequately function 
in its control of the railroad." 

-and concluded as follows: 
"We condemn the failure of the Commission to take proper action for the 

removal of this condition before the disaster and for its very evident policy that 
'anything is good enough' until the contrary.is proven by a disaster costing human 
lives, and we also condemn the officials of the railroad company above named for 
their neglect to take the initiative in the adoption of ways and means for the 
protection of human life and for their total disregard of their responsibilities." 
An independent investigation into the cause of this wreck was made by the United 

States Inter-State Commerce Commission and resulted in a report by the Director of 
the Bureau of Safety of that Commission. That report was received in evidence before 
Commissioner McAvoy and in it the Director says : "It is probable that had these 
switches been interlocked and operated from the tower, this accident would not have 
occurred. It is believed that the traffic conditions on this road at this point amply 
justify the recommendation that these switches be made inter-locking and their operation 
controlled from the 'H' tower." The engineers of the Transit Commission also recom-
mended this extension of the interlocking system, but the recowmendation has not been 
adopted by the Transit Commission (p. 365). 

Then came within a few days thereafter, the wreck at Ocean Parkway Station of the 
Brighton Beach line of the B. M. T. A train, consisting of six wooden cars, crashed 
into a train of seven steel cars which were at a standstill, with the result that the roof 
of the first car of the wooden train telescoped over the roof of the last car of the steel 
train, and the after part of the roof of the same first wooden car telescoped over the 
forward part of the second wooden car. The forward platform of the second wooden 
was crushed, and as a result of this wreck, one human being was killed, and thirty 
passengers were injured, fifteen were removed to hospitals. The wooden cars were as 
follows : the first and colliding car, No. 1080; and the following Nos. 845, 1051, 47, 1078, 
904. None of these cars were equipped with the modern "dead man's button." In fact, 
it was admitted at the hearings by the Transit Commission, that no orders were given 
by the Company for the installation of the "dead man's button" until after this accident, 
notwithstanding that it was recommended for installation by the Commission of Engineers 
on January 4, 1924, seven months before this accident. 

The first car, No. 1080 was built in 1903, and it, together with cars Nos. 1051 and 
1078, both built in 1902, were included in Group A required by. Contract No. 4 to be 
retired from service prior to January 1, 1924, as will be indicated. Car No. 845 was 
built as a steam coach in 1887; Car No. 47 was likewise built as a steam coach in 1884, 
and Car No. 904 built in 1898; Cars Nos. 1051 and 904 were the subject of the last 
mentioned investigation of the Joint Commission of Engineers following the disaster 
of June 25, 1923. The motorman claimed at the time of the accident, that the brake 
handle, controlling the brakes of the first car, No. 1080, failed to function, and the brakes 
were not applied. Of course, this accident would not have happened if the car had 
been equipped with the "dead man's button." Nothing was said by the Transit Com-
missioners at the hearings about this accident except that it, like the Surmyside Yards 
accident, was due to "man failure." There would have been "no man failure" if the 
switch in the case of the Sunnyside Yards accident had been interlocked, and there 
would have been no death and injuries in this instance, if the cars were of steel instead 
of wood, and no accident if the cars had the "modern dead man's button." 

It is claimed by the Board of Estimate in Charge 1 that these accidents were due 
to the culpable negligence of both the officials of the B.-M. T. and subsidiary company, and 
of the Transit Commission, in permitting the "continuance and operation of, and failing 
to abate and remove, the aforementioned wooden, dangerous and unsafe cars, and in 
failing to require the B.-M. T. to keep its roadbed and structures in proper and safe 
condition." 

There remains to be considered the situation with respect to the continued use of 
wooden cars by the B.-M. T., particularly in the Centre Street loop. The condition of 
danger which that use presents has been often referred to and was emphasized by the 
Mayor at the hearings (p. 1282). There is no excuse for the use of these wooden cars, 
particularly in our subways, where any day they may become fire straps for the destruc-
tion of human beings. The obligation of the company to remove these wooden cars from 
service is very clearly fixed in Contract No. 4. It is provided in that contract as follows: 

"On the dates given in the following schedule, the Lessee shall pay out of its 
own resources into the Depreciation Fund for the Existing Railroads provided for 
in paragraph 55 of Article XLIX the following amounts representing depreciation 
accrued upon the properties stated in the schedule prior to January 1, 1914. 

"Schedule of Rolling Stock of Existing Railroads, Including Dates of Estimated 
Retirement and Accrued Depreciation. 

f 

This schedule makes it clear, that, at the dates mentioned; the company agreed 
to retire from use, certain cars classified in Groups A, B, C and D-Group A coo-
prising 118 converted motor cars bearing the numbers 1000 to 1078 inclusive. No. 1080 
and 1082-1119 inclsesive, the date fixed being January 1, 1924. Car No. 1080, the col-
liding car, and cars Nos. 1051 and 1078 of the Ocean parkway wreck, are in this group. 

Commissioner Harkness says that this provision in Contract No. 4 does not mean 
what it says, that it does not mean that the cars shall be actually physically retired on the 
dates specified, but that it has reference only to payments to be made into the Depre-
ciation Fund, and he says further that it was so understood by McAneny, who nego-
tiated the contract, and by him who drew it (1214-15). We do not permit authors 
and scribes of contracts, which are clear and unambiguous to interpret them for us, 
and to distort their language and to give them a meaning which does violence to their 
.plain words. Retirement means retirement and not payment into depreciation funds. 
True, McAneny corroborates Harkness in his interpretation (p. 276). It is singular 
how these contracts are always interpreted by these Commissioners against the city. 
McAneny says that the Commission took no steps to direct the retirement of wooden 
cars and "will direct the retirement of no part of these wooden cars until their use-
fu'lness has ceased" (p. 274). 

The excuse of the Transit Commissioners for the continuance in service of the 
wooden cars of the B. M. T. is, that their replacement will cost about $60,000,000. 
Again, human lives are weighed with dollars. Besides, it is urged that steel cars in 
accidents topple from elevated structures into the street, but they were wooden and 
not steel cars which fell from the elevated structure into the street in the Flatbush 
Avenue accident. 

Unfortunately for the Transit Commissioners, besides the plain 'language of the 
contracts, we have the conduct of Harkness which shows that in the beginning, he 
interpreted the contract clearly, and according to its plain language. -On = January 9, 
1917, Mr. Harkness was the Chief of Rapid Transit of the then Public Service Com- 
mission of the First District. On that day there was addressed to him a communi-
cation by Daniel I. Turner, then Acting Chief Engineer of the Public Service. Com-
mission, in which, among other things, was discussed the operation of wooden cars in 
the Center Street Loop, and in which Mr. Turner says, in part, as follows :: 

"In the above, consideration has been paid only to the matter of safety of 
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operation and to the purchase of sufficient steel cars to provide the same passenger 
capacity as is now obtained with the present wooden equipment:' s * * 

"I recommend that the New York Municipal Railway Corporation be required 
to provide the necessary steel cars for operation in the Center Street loop and put 
these cars into operation as soon as the physical changes necessary can be made 
and the company can obtain the cars." * * * 

"Judging from the standpoint of ability to -construct and deliver these cars, 
they probably could be provided within two years." 
It is to be borne in mind that this was on January 9, 1917, and that the two year 

period ended on January 9, 1919. 
Acting upon this recommendation the same Mr. Harkness then, January, 1917, 

addressed a communication to the Public Service Commission in which he said as 
follows : 

"1 therefore concur in the recommendation of the Acting  Chief Engineer that 
the Railway Corporation `be required to provide the necessary steel cars for opera-
tion in the Center Street Loop and put these cars into operation as soon as the 
physical changes necessary can be made and the company can obtain the cars." 
The physical changes necessary for the operation of these steel cars in the Center 

Street Loop were concededly completed in about one year, because in January, 1918, 
there appears in the Public Service Record, the official publication of the Public Service 
Commission, an announcement which reads as follows : 

"Early in January the changes necessary to permit the use of the new B. R. 7. 
steel subway cars on'the Broadway-Myrtle Avenue elevated lines in Brooklyn were 
completed. As a result some 70 of these cars have been placed in operation, afford-
ing a very considerable relief to traffic. Seven of these steel cars are approximately 
the equivalent of 10 of the old type of wooden elevated line cars and in addition 
to the increased capacity and increased service made possible by them, add a very 
considerable factor of safety to the operation in the Center Street Loop. The 
Commission has been for some years steadily pursuing a policy of getting wooden 
cars out of subway operation, having completed such work in reference to the 
First Subway operation by the Interborough Company early in 1916. There arc 
still some wooden cars operated through the Center Street Lopp and their removal 
from that operation will not be possible before the completion of changes now being 
made by the Brooklyn company to its East New York yards. When those changes 
are completed, which is looked for during the present year, it will be possible to 
operate the large steel cars over the Broadway and connecting lines as well as over 
the Broadway-Myrtle Avenue line, thus making unnecessary the further use of the 
wooden cars on these lines. At the same time a large number of wooden cars will 
be released for use on other elevated lines not connecting with subways." 
The situation with respect to these wooden cars is, that after the charges were filed 

against the Transit Commissioners, they ordered the withdrawal of all wooden cars, 
except 100 from operation in the Center Street loop, and these 100 wooden cars are at 
this very moment in use in that service (2380). 

It is claimed that when in 1922, the Transit Commission ordered the B. M. T. tc. 
buy 50 new cars, it was intended that they would be placed in the Center Street loop 
service, but say the Commissioners, that, without consulting them, the company placed 
them into the Brighten Beach line, and that their withdrawal would embarrass that 
service (p. 2380). 

Not only have the Transit Commissioners taken no action looking to the with-
drawal of these obsolete wooden cars from service, but they have embarked upon a 
plan to permanently retain them in the service by subterfuge. They have agreed with 
the B. M. T. that about one-half of the present 'wooden equipment be reconstructed into 
-150-three car wooden units. each consisting of two motor cars, with trailer car between, 
permanently connected together and operated as a single three-car "articulated unit." 

On June 10, 1924, the Transit Commission approved the construction of 50 of such 
wocden cars in violation of the plain language of Contract No. 4 that these wooden cars 
be retired from service. This avoidance and evasion by the Transit Commission of the 
provisions of Contract No. 4 is the basis of Charge No. 11. 

CHAPTER IV. 
THE LEGACY. 

Uncompleted Construction Under Contracts 3 and 4. 
At least 50 per cent. of the record made before Commissioner (McAvoy has been 

devoted to what remained undone under Contracts 3 and 4 when the present City admin-
istration went into office, January 1, 1918. It has already been pointed out, that under 
the terms of the Dual contracts they were required to be fully completed on January 
1, 1917. Apparently, therefore, the responsibility for the non-performance of these 
contracts in the first instance, rests elsewhere than upon the present administration. 
Had the work been done in 1915 and 1916 there would have been a huge saving to 
the City. 

When the present administration came into office it attempted to ascertain what 
portions of the subways and facilities embraced under Contracts 3 and 4 remained un-
completed- It sought this information from the then Public Service Commission but 
it was not until the end of the year 1918, that any list was furnished by the Public 
Service Commission (Craig, p. 1986). 

Immediately thereafter and in January or February, 1919, the Board of Estimate 
and Apportionment committed itself by resolution to expedite the completion of that 
work. The subways and facilities then remaining unfinished were as follows: 

(a) The Fourteenth Street-Eastern Line, running from Sixth avenue in New York 
to East New York for service to Brownsville section. 

(b) The Nassau-Broad Street Line, one-half mile, intended in 1913, when the con-
tracts were made, as a connection between the Centre Street Loop and the Montague-
Whitehall tunnel; and 

(c) The construction of additional repair and inspection shops and storage yards 
of the Interborough system, as well as additional facilities, if necessary, for the Brook-
lyn system. 

(d) The continuation of the Queenboro Line under 42d street from Grand Central 
Station to 8th avenue. 

These items of unfinished work will be separately discussed. 
(a) Fourteenth Street-Eastern Line. 

That consists of two parts : Section 1 which runs as a subway from Sixth avenue 
in New York wider Fourteenth street and the East River to Montrose avenue in Wil-
liamsburg; and section 2 from Montrose avenue to East New York, a distance of about 
two miles, projected as an elevated structure under Contract 4. Neither section was 
built when the present administration commenced. The present administration pro-
ceeded with the construction of the New York section. Difficulties and delays were 
encountered, owing principally to strikes against the contractors and increased costs of 
labor and material, and the abandonment by the contractor of his contract, the necessity. 
for a reletting at increased expense to the City. Finally that section was completed, 
requiring only tracks, stations and equipment, when the present Transit Commission 
came into office ; was opened for operation in 1924 and is now in use. 

The two mile section from Montrose avenue to East New York has not beep con-
structed. The delay has been attributed by the Transit Commission to the city. If 
there has been a delay, it has been solely in deference to public sentiment. 

The record with respect to that construction is as follows : 
In June, 1920, When Mr. John H. Delaney was Transit Construction Commissioner he 

laid out the routes for that elevated' structure and they were promptly validated by the 
Board of Estimate and Apportionment and approved by the Mayor in that same month 
(McAneny, p. 450). Then there developed an agitation, by property owners and civic 
associations from the locality affected, against the construction of these elevated lines. 
Since 1913 there has spread a movement for the removal of all elevated structures in 
congested sections and the position which they took was that the City should not build 
elevated structures, which eventually would be destroyed, and that its investment should 
be in the more permanent construction of a subway. Representatives of these organiza-
tions appeared before the Transit Commission and registered their protests. The Transit 
Commission communicated with Mr. Garrison, who then was the Receiver of the B. M. 
T. To effect this substitution from elevated to subway it was necessary to secure the 
railroad company's consent. Mr. Garrison refused such consent. The Transit Commis-
sion, heedless of the public's protestations, Commissioner O'Ryan dissenting as I under-
stand, advertised for and proceeded to let contracts for this elevated structure and sub-
mitted the same for approval to the Board of Estimate and Apportionment in March, 
1922. The Board of Estimate and Apportionment, heeding the public demand and 
realizing its merit, refused to approve these contracts (&cAneny, p. 463). Nothing 
was done by the Transit Commission, in fact nothing could be done until the Receiver 
was discharged. That was in June, 1923. 

In December, 1923, Mr. Menden the new President of the B. M. T. indicated his 
willingness to consent to a modification of Contract 4, to permit the construction of the 
subway (McAneny, pp. 464-467). 

Then in February and, in April, 1924, the Transit Commission again submitted 
routes for this construction but they were again objectionable because they provided 
for part subway and part elevated, and the Board of Estimate and Apportionment 
rejected their last route on June 20, .1924 (McAneny, p. 470). 

The Board of Transportation came into office on July 1, 1924. It proceeded most 
expeditiously in connection with this construction. On July 5, 1924, it sent a route for 
one section, to the Board of Estimate and it was validated and approved on August 21, 
1924. The .remaining route was sent to the Board of Estimate on September 30, 1924, 
and approved October 10, 1924. Construction work, for the actual building of this line 
has, according to Commissioner McAneny's own admission, been let. (p. 472). Some 
diffict}Ity in connection with the phraseology of the contract has developed due, to 
objection from the B. M. T., but I understand they have been for all practical purposes 
adjusted, and the Fourteenth Street-Eastern Line is a closed chapter in the history of 
rapid transit construction in this City. 

(b) Nassau-Broad Street Line. 
Nobody seriously urged the building of this line, realizing its uselessness, until 

recently when the B. M. T. discovered that its insistence thereon might be helpful in 
connection with a suit which the B. M. T has brought against The City of New York 
for the recovery of $30,000,000 damages, for alleged breaches by the City of Contract 
No. 4. 

The Nassau-Broad Street Line was projected in Contract No. 4 - as a tunnel, about 
one-half a mile long, running from the terminus of the subway under the Municipal 
Building, underneath the narrow streets of Broad and Nassau to connect at about 
Whitehall street with the B. M. T.'s line running through the Montague-Whitehall 
tunnel. 

When the City administration first received its list of unfinished work under the dual 
contracts at the end of 1918, the Nassau-Broad Street tunnel, to use the language of 
Comptroller Craig, was "last in order to be done—if ever." Putting this -Nassau Street 
Line "in this position meant indefinite postponement" (Craig, p. 1987). 

Apparently the Transit Commission shared in this view until March of 1923, when 
for the first time it advertised for bids for the first section of this half mile tunnel. 
The lowest bidder was one Patrick McGovern, whose bid was $5,976,085 (p. 542). The 
original estimate in 1913 of the cost of the entire tunnel was $5,000,000. On the basis of 
McGovern's bid it would cost over $11,000,000. The contract was sent to the Board 
of Estimate for approval on March 23, 1923 (McAneny, p. 542). The Board of Estimate 
and Apportionment referred this contract to a Committee of One, consisting of John H. 
Delaney. 

Prior thereto and on November 13, 1919, Mr. Daniel Turner who, together with Mr. 
Ridgeway are admitted by everybody to be perhaps the best informed persons on subway 
construction, and who was the Chief Engineer of the Transit Construction Commission 
and is at this moment the consulting engineer of the Transit Commission, wrote a 
letter to then Transit Con_truction Commissioner John H. Delaney in which he said 
with reference to this Nassau-Broad Street tunnel in part as follows: 

"The real question is whether or not the money to be spent on the Nassau 
Street Line would not result in Brobklyn being better served if spent somewhere 
else." 

* 	* 	* 	* 	* 	* 	* 
"There can be no excuse for running new trains to the Montague Street tunnel 

which are to be deflected through the Nassau Street line and returned immediately 
to Brooklyn 'via the Manhattan Bridge without traversing upper Manhattan" (p. 774). 

"In other words, the Nassau Street branch will be used to save the car mileage, 
to the detriment of the character of the service furnished to Brooklyn passengers" 
and in which he concluded with the statement: 

"I believe that the money necessary to build it, although it will be of convenience 
to some people travelling through the Centre Street loop could be spent to better adzaantage. in providing additional facilities from Brooklyn to Manhattan for 
Brooklyn people." 
In the light of this letter and his own judgment, Commissioner Delaney recom- 

mended to the Board of Estimate and Apportionment the rejection of these contracts, 
and such rejection was made by the Board of Estimate on July 25, 1923 (McAneny, p. 
546), upon grounds which the Mayor very tersely gave in his statement, in advance of 
his testimony before Commissioner McAvoy as follows: 

"1. That the plan for construction was not in accord with the general plan of 
construction adopted by the Board of Estimate in 1912 or 1913, when the route was 
originally approved, because it provided for a two track reservoir or spur, extend 
ing under Broad Street, below Wall Street, which was not described in the general 
plan at the time it was originally adopted. 

2. That there was doubt as to the obligation of the City to appropriate any 
more money under the terms of Contract No. 4, for the reason that the amount 
which the Board could legally appropriate in 1913 had already been exceeded. 
(See also Craig, p. 2018.) 

3. That the Nassau Street line would not provide for additional service foi 
the travellers on the rapid transit line, but merely furnished an operating con-
venience and that the amount which it would cost to construct should be applied 
to serve localities not included in the existing system." 
And the position of the City with respect to this line is, that it will not waste this 

money and will not construct this spur except under judicial decree. 
(c) Shops and Yards. 

In order that there may be efficient transit service there must be adequate facilities 
in which to inspect and repair rolling stock. About half of the record before Comm. 
McAvoy consists in discussion of the lack of these facilities to the Interborough, as 
the excuse both for.the intolerable service on our existing lines, and for the failure or 
the Transit Commission to direct the purchase of new cars. Briefly stated the excuse 
is couched as follows : During rush hours, says the Transit Commission, the lines are 
operated to capacity and no additional cars can be added. With respect to the practice 
of placing cars in operation after the commencement of the rush hour peak and the 
withdrawal of cars from operation before the termination of the rush hour, resulting . 
in the chaos, confusion and jamming from which the public has been suffering, and 
about which so much public complaint has been made by our Mayor, and with respect 
to the failure to furnish additional cars during non-rush hours, when passengers are 
crowded and compelled to stand without reason, the excuse is, that if more cars are 
run they will wear more, and if they wear more, they will require more repairs and 
more facilities for repairs, and that the failure of the Transit Commission to require 
the companies to give improved service, and of the companies to operate more cars was 
due to insufficient shops and yards, which under Contract 3 the City was required to 
build. 

This chant of the lack of shops and yards continues through the record, sung in 
varying tones, scales and harmonics. That subject would be deserving of extended 
consideration, but for two incidents, unfortunate for the Transit Commissioners. One, 
was the fact that the Mayor himself, before giving his testimony, personally visited the. 
shops and yards where it is claimed facilities are lacking, and saw and told that they 
are not in use—that inspection pits are boarded up so that they may not serve foi 
repairs, and that endless tracks are empty. Photographs were received in evidence, 
descriptive of these conditions. 

These physical facts are not, cannot be and were not denied by the Transit Cotn-
missioners. Against that, we have a mass of tabulations. data and statistics that all 
sink into insignificance in the light of the results of the Mayor's personal inspection. 
But most unfortunate for the Transit Commissioners was the testimony of Commis-
sioner O'Ryan. It must be admitted that he was not properly epared He, to use 
the -vernacular, "Let the cat out of the bag" and destroyed the Commission's entire 
alibi for failing to give the people proper service on our transit lines. He too was 
questioned with respect to the shops and yards and he directed attention to the fact 
that there was a difference of situation between the shops and yards of the B. M. T. 
and those of Interborough. He said quite truthfully : 

"1 had a lot of es~ierience with people in tanning the beck and t believed that 
the cox*any fraiskly ens tryixg to pass the buck at relation to service, by pleading 
lack of adequate shop fucitities" (p. 2436). 
How eloquently this tells the whole tale. 
He says that he persosnpuy had charge of the -B: M. T. situation; that Menden 

"strongly urged that the then eastmg- shops at 39th Street in Brooklyn be extended 
by the ennstruction of additional buildings", that the property on winch these shops 
were, was owned by the South Brooklyn Railroad Company "which learned it to the 
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B. M. T. in several parcels" upon different rentals and for different terms. Commis-
sioner O'Ryan, says: 

"It seemed to me very unwise for the City to make an investment of any con-
siderable amount in the construction of shops to be built upon property that they 
did not own" (p. 2433). 
He recommended that the City build its own repair shops. General Andrews, chief 

executive officer of the Transit Commission, was directed to find the site. which he 
did near Coney Island Creek, the -City approved it and appropriated $10,000,000 for its 
construction (O'Ryan, p. 2434), the electrical repair shop is in ' process of construction 
and the contracts for the remainder are ready for letting (Harkness, p. 2373). 

Surely nothing need be added to this recital. The B. M. T. was not lacking in 
shop facilities. The Transit Commissioners so admitted. No contracts for the con-
struction by the City of any additional shops for the Brooklyn system were sent by 
the Transit Commission to the Board of Estimate from April, 1921, to May 7, 1924 
(p. 67). 

The B. M. T. never claimed it until it appeared to it to be a plausible *basis for 
damages in the suit which it recently brought against the City. 

There remains to be considered the shop and yard facilities of the I. R. T. It has 
six yards. The principal repair shop of that Company is at 148th Street and Lenox 
Avenue. Its other principal yards are at 239th Street, Livonia Avenue, Westchester 
Avenue and Jerome Avenue (Delaney, p. 567). 

Contract 3 obligates the City to build additions to shops and yards. It was ar-
ranged that there should be three additions to the repair shop at 148th Street and 
Lenox Avenue. The first addition was intended to increase the capacity of that shop 
from 500 to 900 cars, and the second and third to further enlarge the capacity. Pend-
ing the construction of these permanent additions the Transit Commission recom-
mended the construction of temporary shops, which recommendation the Board. of 
Estimate rejected as a waste of City's money, and the companies provided such tempo-
rary structures themselves (McAneny, p. 2021). 

The City has been engaged in constructing these additions. The condition with 
respect to inspection and storage yards has been "satisfactory," according to the testi-
mony of Harkness himself since 1923 (p. 2373). 

With respect to the repair shop (the only further facility required by the Inter-
borough), the alleged lack "is overcome," as Harkness admits, the second and third 
additions to this repair shop have been fully equipped and the railroad companies have 
taken possession (pp. 2372-240(-2407). 

Harkness says that the storage barn capacity is 150 per cent. more than it was 
in 1912, a very "satisfactory condition." One-half of this addition was made in 1919, 
and the other in 1924. There will be in the immediate future storage capacity for the 
1. R. T. of 2,805 cars. The present equipment consists of 2,135 cars (Delaney, p. 887). 

Chief Engineer Ridgeway of the Board of Transportation testified that all yards 
of the I. R. T. are ready, including the repair shop at 148th Street and Lenox Avenue, 
with the exception of the Westchester yard, which is being graded ; the foundations 
are being placed for sheds which will cover the inspection pits ; steel for the structure 
is being fabricated (pp. 1969-1970). 

Commissioner Delaney testified, "they have ample storage facilities" (p. 570) 
* * * "there are proper means of inspection" (p. 571), and at p. 566 he said: 

"The record of the first two or three days, as I have read the testimony of 
the preceding witness, would create the opposite impression—that storage yard 
provision should be made for all of the cars on the system; which means that they 
would be a bed room for the cars when they ought to be in operation." 
The City has expended about $7,000,000 for shops and yards (p. 889). 
Notwithstanding the claim of the I. R. T. and the Transit Commission of lack of 

facilities, as the cause of the intolerable present service on our transit lines, it is a 
conceded fact, that although it has ample space in yards for storage, the I. R. T. finds 
that storing cars on tracks is more to its convenience. The I. R. T., as far back as 
February, 1918, requested that the City defer building additions to yards, because of 
the financial inability of the company to bear the expense of equipment (pp. 902-904). 

Much has been said in the record by the Transit Commissioners. before Commis-
sioner McAvoy as to the refusal of the Board of Estimate and Apportionment to 
validate appropriations for construction of shops and yards, resulting in unnecessary 
delays. The fact is, as was established before Commissioner McAvoy, that there were 
before the Board of Estimate and Apportionment from the Transit Commission between 
May 2, 1921, and December 2, 1924, in all about 372 contracts ; that 249 of these con-
tracts were approved in the first instance, and the requested funds furnished, that 8 
contracts were withdrawn by the Transit Commission; that 39 were referred back, and 
only 27 disapproved ; 11 failed of adoption because of necessary votes ; 28 because of 
intervening circumstances which rendered the proposals ineffective, and of the 27 which 
were disapproved and of the 11 which failed of adoption, in many instances they repre-
sent contracts which were subsequently approved, after readvertising, resulting in sav-
ings to the City of hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

I call particular attention to the fact that the Transit Commission proposed cer-
tain contracts for the construction of additions to the shop at 148th Street and Lenox 
Avenue for $456,191.50; that the Board of Estimate rejected these contracts; that upon 
readvertisement a contract for a lower amount was again submitted to the Board of 
Estimate and again rejected, and that finally upon the third advertisement a contract 
for $313,154.50 was let, and approved by the Board of Estimate and Apportionment at 
a saving to the City of $143,000. 

With respect generally, to the disapproval by the Board of Estimate and Appor-
tionment of contracts proposed by the Transit Commission, it was to be expected, 
that there would be a difference of judgment between the members of the Board of 
Estimate and Apportionment and the Transit Commissioners. If the law contemplated 
that the Board of Estimate's approval should be merely formal, and not based on inde-
pendent judgment, it would not have required any approval. 

Surely, the Board of Estimate and Apportionment is not subject to criticism be-
cause it discharged the duties imposed upon it by law, and when the interest of the city-
so required it exercised its veto power, with a resultant large saving of the City's money. 

Besides, and in connection with the same subject matter, account should be taken 
of the status of the Transit Commission at the time when most of these disapprovals 
occurred. July, 1921. 

The Transit Commission came into office on April 25, 1921. It brought with it 
a threat, embodied  in the law of its creation, to nullify the dual contracts, to destroy 
whatever rights were saved to the city under those contracts, including the five-cent 
fare, and to impose upon the city by purchase, our entire transit system including the 
old elevated and obsolete surface lines, at prices to be fixed by agreement with the 
Traction Companies. 

The city then had an investment of $300,000,000 in subways. It had received no 
return on $240,000,000. It was loathe, as the Mayor well stated it, to invest any more 
money in so unbusiness-like a venture. Besides, the city was then challenging on con-
stitutional grounds, the legality of the Transit Commission and its powers, particularly 
with respect to the plan of readjustment, which made its appearance from the Transit 
Commission shortly after its appointment. It was not until January, 1922, that the 
Court of Appeals decided that the Transit Commission was a legally constituted body. 

It would have been inconsistent for the city, in the one breath to challenge the 
legality of the Transit Commission's creation and at the same time to recognize that 
legality by approving its proposals. But the city's interest was in no case prejudiced 
by any of the disapprovals, because as was proved by the record of proceedings before 
the Board of Estimate which were received in evidence before Commissioner McAvoy, 
in every instance pending the litigation, where delay would have injured the city, the 
contracts were approved with a stipulation reserving the City's rights. 

Criticism is made of the fact that after the decision by the Court of Appeals in 
January, 1922, it was necessary Aor the Transit Commission to make three applications 
to the Appellate Division for orders requiring the Board of Estimate and Apportionment 
to honor their requisitions for expenses. That all occurred before May, 1922. During 
that time the appealability of the Court of Appeals determination to the United States 
Supreme Court was under consideration. Concededly the opposition to these applications, 
in the Appellate Division, made by the Corporation Counsel. was merely perfunctory 
and to preserve the city's rights (Harkness, p. 2363). And it is important to remem-
her. that the only question which was decided by the Court of Appeals in January, 1922, 
was that the Board of Estimate and Apportionment was required by law to approve the 
requisitions of the Transit Commission for its alleged expenses. The question of the 
power of the Transit Commission to put into effect its plan to buy all of the existing 
lines. to nullify. the dual contracts and the five-cent fare, was not decided by the Court 
of Appeals but was specifically saved for future determination, and cannot be raised 
,mtil the Transit Commission takes its first step to put that plan of readjustment into 
effect. That has not yet been attempted. 	 - 

D. 
The extension of the Qneensboro line by continuation of the subway from Grand 

Central Station to 8th. avenue is' entitled to but passing eommeit. No criticism is made 
by the Transit Commission of the city administration about that construction.. The 
contracts were let by the. Transit Commission to Bowers and Kennedy, approved by 
the Board of Estimate and Apportionment in March, 1922, and the construction has 
proceeded since, and will be completed in about a year and a half (McAneny, 89-2527). 

Construction Not Embraced in Dual Contracts. 
Besides the work which was done in completing the construction of subways under 

the Dual Contracts certain additions were made to subways not provided for under 
these contracts. The Board of Estimate and Apportionment in May, 1923, • approved 
the contract for the construction of an additional one mile of subway connecting Corona 
with Flushing (p. 2501), at a cost of $3,600,000 and extended the Fourth Avenue line 
to Fort Hamilton at a cost of $1,700,800. 

The city has recognized the necessity for the construction of a passenger and 
freight tunnel connecting Staten Island with Brooklyn. Such necessity is very clearly 
set forth in Mayor Hylan's recent statement in which he says : 

"Practically all commerce and trade between Brooklyn and Queens and the 
major portion of the United States is floated over the water barrier which separates 
these boroughs from the rail terminals of the trunk line railroads on the westerly 
side of the Port. For this reason the population of these boroughs has been said to 
live a "hand to mouth" existence and in times of stress caused by bad weather, ice, 
harbor congestion, marine strikes and the like, the supply of actual necessities in 
these boroughs is not only seriously curtailed, but has actually been in danger of 
being entirely cut off. Despite the fact that this portion of the greater city is but 
about one hundred and fifty miles from the anthracite coal fields there occurs as 
regularly as cold weather appears the usual danger of a scarcity of coal. 

"The construction of the Narrows Tunnel will provide a direct rail route 
connecting with most of the trunk lines that serve the Port of New York and will 
afford the means of supplying Long Island with the necessities of life and trade at all 
times regardless of weather conditions and other hazards to which the existing 
system of transportation is exposed. By means of the tunnel it will be possible also 
to avoid centres of congestion and to deliver freight via a `back door' route to 
Brooklyn and Queens, and by affording new points of receipt and shipment for 
freight it will be an important factor in the development and expansion of freight 
facilities. 

"Brooklyn and Queens consume upwards of 7,500,000 tons of coal annually 
which in general must be supplied as required. It requires no imagination to 
picture what it would mean in a time of serious coal shortage to be able to haul 
coal in quantity byfast freight over one of the trunk line railroads and then over the 
Narrows Tunnel line into Brooklyn and Queens for distribution to. consumers. 
Under these conditions relief would be but a matter of hours rather than days or 
perhaps weeks and the resulting benefits would be incalculable. The illustration 
need not be applied only to coal, it will serve as well for milk, and for food, once 
the bulk of the city's food supply comes to New York over the railroads which 
terminate on the New Jersey side of the Port. 

"The railroads terminating in New Jersey handle upwards of 21,000,000 tons 
of Brooklyn and Queens freight annually, exclusive of the many tons of freight 
transferred directly between lighter and ship along the Brooklyn waterfront in 
connection with foreign and coastwise commerce. Upwards of 6,000,000 tons of 
railroad freight are handled each year at Bay Ridge in the vicinity of the tunnel 
line, the major portion of it being destined for movement through Brooklyn, Queens, 
the Bronx and on into New England. All of this freight is subject to the delays 
and expense incident to its movement through congested waterfront terminals on the 
New Jersey side of the port and its transfer in various forms of marine craft across 
the intervening waterway to again pass through congested waterfront areas on the 
Long Island side. The Narrows Tunnel when in operation will make it possible 
to move a larger volume of railroad freight expeditiously and economically from 
one side of the port to the other by avoiding congested terminals and cross currents 
of traffic. It will permit the delivery of freight to inland points in Brooklyn and 
Queens and thereby reduce many of the long trucking hauls that are now necessary. 
It will also relieve waterfront congestion by making it unnecessary to pass through 
waterfront freight stations much of the freight that is not destined for waterfront 
delivery. . 

"The city in co-operation with the Federal Government has undertaken the 
development of a modern seaport at Jamaica Bay. This territory, surrounded as 
it is by a large and densely populated area, where there is plenty of land available 
at reasonable prices for the erection of factories and homes, where the cheapest 
and most efficient water connections may be had, is sure to develop rapidly and 
become a great commercial and industrial center if rail connection is provided. 
With direct rail and water transportation facilities available, Jamaica Bay will also 
afford a much needed opportunity for the location of heavy industries which require 
extensive space at reasonable cost. There is no question but Jamaica Bay can be 
made an asset of tremendous value to the City of New York. 

"Under existing transportation methods the commercial and industrial develop-
ment of Jamaica Bay will be slow and uncertain. Its full degree of usefulness and 
efficiency will not be attained until it is connected directly by rail with every trunk 
line railroad serving the Port of New York, so that direct shipment in standard 
cars, without breaking bulk, will be possible between Jamaica Bay and all points 
in the country. The Narrows Tunnel will provide the means of a physical connec-
tion between the trunk lines on the easterly and westerly sides of the Port District 
and the plans for the project have been formulated in such a manner as to permit 
of a direct extension from Bay Ridge to Jamaica Bay either by way of the Long 
Island Railroad or by an independent line, in order to provide adequate rail connec-
tions for the extensive harbor and terminal facilities contemplated for Jamaica Bay. 

"The construction of the Narrows Tunnel should result in the development of 
a railroad line connecting four of the Boroughs of New York City with the New 
England States to the east and with the mainland to the west, with numerous 
attending advantages in the way of favorable freight rate adjustments, the establish-
ment of additional, convenient and efficient freight and passenger terminals, the 
curtailment of trucking and resulting relief from vehicular congestion, the elimina-
tion of delays caused by weather and congestion on the waterways, and in conjunction 
with the Stapleton piers and the development of Jamaica Bay, by increasing the 
number, capacity and efficiency of terminals secure for the Port of New York 
facilities comparable with any in the world." 

Appropriated 
During 

Seven Years 
Preceding 

 1,918. 

Two shafts have already been built for this subway. Two million dollars have 
been spent. Two million five hundred thousand dollars more have been appropriated 
(pp. 73-76). That tunnel will run from the neighborhood of about 65th street, Bay 
Ridge, Brooklyn, under the Narrows to St. George, Staten Island (p. 2548). 

This was introduced in evidence before Commissioner McAvoy, as a basis for 
comparison, the record of The moneys appropriated for municipal purposes during the 
seven years of the present administration and the appropriations during the seven 
years preceding, a resume of which is as follows: 

Appropriated 
from - 

Purposes. - 
	

Januari 1,1918, 
to 

December 31,1924. 
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way by the appointment of a receiver or the insolvency of the carrier. It is . by law 
charged with the duty of securing service regardless of these contingencies. 

Brooklyn Rapid Transit Corporation Reorgariiaatton. 	 W f It 	or it, h 	g ascertained the deplorable conditions which it reported in 1921, S  
The Board of Estimate, in its presentment to the Governor, charged that in con- to have i.uued adequate orders for the removal of those conditions and for proper 

nection with the reorganization of the B. R. T. into the B. M. T., the Transit Com- service. The receivership and financial inability of the traction companies were not its 
mission was guilty of dereliction of duty in permitting the reorganization upon the concern. The companies were bound to comply with these orders. They had their 
basis of an inflated capitalization, dividends on which will bring the imposition of unwar- choice of either complying or abandoning their contracts and franchises. Their physical 
ranted and illegal burdens upon the public; that the reorganization concealed and con- assets were in the possession of the United States Court; foreclosure proceedings of 
tinued, by the issuance of both common and preferred stock without par value, the mortgages thereon were pending. Orders from the Transit Commission, non-compli-
watered capitalization of the B. R. T. and in permitting the B. M. T.. to be organized ante, resultant proceedings for cancellation of contracts and franchises would have 
as a business corporation instead of a railroad corporation, and in permitting the B. M. brought a prompt sale of the railroads, presumably into strong financial hands, with 
T. on its books immediately after reorganization to value its no par common stock at adequate capital to rehabilitate them and to provide for necessary improvements and 
$54 per share, thereby laying the foundation for prospective dividend distributions better service. Such should have been the course of the Transit Commission. Had 
upon the basis of this fictitious value, and in permitting the diversion of its assets it been the public would not have suffered the results of the four. and one-half years 
to the payment of dividends instead of applying them to make safe, adequate and con- of receivership. With respect to the reorganization, the position of the Transit Com-
venient the operation of its transit lines; in permjtting the B. M. T. to be governed mission seems to have been that it was helpless, and that approval by it was compulsory. 
by a directorate and officers, some of whom are serving in dual and antagnostic capa- Here again is a mistaken fundamental conception. The Transit Commission might have 
cities, some of whom are primarily interested in the manipulation of prices and sales disapproved. any but a proper reorganization; might have insisted that it take place 
of stocks and bonds of the B. M. T., and in permitting the B. M. T. to be managed expeditiously after it went into office, that otherwise the foreclosure suits proceed to 
and controlled largely with a view to favorable action of its securities on the stock judgment and sale. It might have ordered additional equipment and improvement of 
market, and not in the interest and for the comfort of the traveling public; and in service, failing which the door would have been opened for remedies which the law 
permitting the B. M. T. to divert its monies for the advertisement and acceleration gives. 
of a movement for increased fares and to misrepresent and deceive the public as to 	However, those were not the thoughts and actions of the Transit Commissioners. 
the responsibility for the present intolerable transit conditions, and to wrongfully arous After four and one-half years of receivership the reorganization was approved. Huge 
an unwarranted public indignation against the city authorities, and to wrongfully shift sums were spent in maintaining the receiver, his counsel, engineers and accountants, 
the responsibility for the same from the B. M. T. and operating companies, to the City. clerical staff, all of whom were concerned only with stock and bond holdings. Some 

This charge was before Commissioner McAvoy. 	 of that expense curiously enough has been charged to the "cost of construction" of our 
I specifically direct your attention to the fact that no inquiry was made as to the subways. The remainder, to use the language of one of the Transit Commissioners, 

affiliations of the directors of the B. M. T. with er4erprises engaged solely in Wall was "absorbed" by the company and a substantial "part charged to the operating 
Street operations, and for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not these directors expense" in its account with the city. 
were really serving the company or serving other hostile private interests; that in fact 	Before the reorganization of the B. R. T. it had outstanding 755,000 shares $100 
no serious effort was made to ascertain the capitalization of the reorganized company, par stock. That stock was selling at one dollar per share at the time of reorganization. 
in relation to the value of its assets or the capitalization of its predecessor; that when- Its market value was $755,000. The bonds, bank loans and notes aggregated $120,000,000; 
ever reference was made to this charge it was simply the occasion for an opportunity interest and other charges had accrued. There were $12,500,000 of receiver's certificates 
to the Transit Commissioners to give such explanation as they saw fit, which were outstanding. It had $8,000,000 in the bank. All this at the time when McAneny says 
accepted at par, and with no attempt on the part of the interrogator, Mr. Sherman, it did not have enough "money with which to buy paint" for its corroded structures; 
to pursue the inquiry or ascertain the real facts. There is not even a reference to the this, at the time when the joint Committee of Engineers found that 2,5901 outer guard 
charge that the B. M. T. diverted its funds, for which it is accountable to the City timbers, 14,910 joints, 1,900 tics and 77,000 inner guard timbers were rotten and required 
under its contract, in accelerating a movement to discredit the City administration by immediate replacement and the installation of the dead man's button was imperative. 
propaganda, and to secure an increased fare. 	 Thus the total of its outstanding bonds, notes and receiver's certificates (not in- 

An analysis of the B. R. T. reorganization will bring to light in a large measure cluding accrued interest) and the market value of its outstanding capital stock was 
the causes which from time to time have brought about the collapse of our transit under $134,000,000. Of course the market value of its bonds and notes was much below 
companies and the public's painful experiences with receiverships. 	 par and on that basis the amount would be much less. 

The B. R. T. was organized in 1896 as a successor of the Long Island Traction 	The company was reorganized and the smooth-tongued Harkness naively says 
Company. At the time of its receivership it owned the power plants, operated certain that the reorganization meant the squeezing out of $107,000,000 of water (Harkness, 
railroad facilities and controlled through the ownership of stocks, bonds and instru- pp. 612-614). The fact is that at least $75,000,000 of new water was added on the 
ments of indebtedness, the companies operating the subway and elevated rapid transit basis of prevailing market valuations. The B. R. T. was reorganized into the B. M. T. 
lines and street surface railways of this system. Its subsidiary, the New York Munici- The B. M. T. has an authorized capitalization of 350,000 shares preferred stock, no par 
pal Railway Company, was the lessee under Contract No. 4. It in turn subleased to value, but for all purposes treated as of the value of $100 per share, and 850,000 shares 
the New York Consoildated Railroad Corporation, which owned the old Brooklyn ele- common stock no par value. There were issued, as of October 8, 1924, 249,468 shares 

	

vated lines, and operated those lines, together with the subways under Contract 4. 	of preferred stock and 769,911 shares of common stock, 6 per cent. B. M. T. bonds 
The B. R. T. also owned the entire stock of the Brooklyn Heights Railroad Com- aggregating $92,000,000;• underlying bonds aggregating $47,000,000, and aggregate of 

parry, the Nassau Electric Railroad Company and the Coney Island and Brooklyn $139,000,000 in bonds, besides $25,000,000 perferred stock, a total of $164,000,000 bonds 
Railroad Company, including the DeKalb Avenue and North Beach Railroad Com- and preferred stock. That is the capitalization to. which Mr. Harkness refers when 
pany. the Brooklyn, Queens County and Suburban Railroad Company, South Brook- he speaks of the squeezing out of water. How convenient it is to forget 769,911 shares 
lyn Railway Company and subsidiaries, the Coney Island and Gravesend Railway Com- of common stock. How easy it is to wipe out $75,000,000 (par value of B. R. T. com-
pany, Brooklyn and North River Railroad Company, which operated tracks over the mon stock) for the consumption of the riding public by merely changing the "r" into 
Manhattan Bridge. The Brooklyn Heights Railroad Company also operated the tracks an "M" in the name of the company, and the name of the stock and calling it "no par 

	

over the Williamsburg Bridge leased to the Bridge Operating Company by the City. 	value." A little thing like fourteen thousand shares of additional common stock has 
The B. R. T. controlled the operation of 138 miles of surface lines besides 107 escaped Mr. Harkness' notice. But it was another story in relation to Wall Street. 

miles owned by the Brooklyn City Railroad Company, under lease, to which reference Before the ink of Mr. Harkness' signature of approval of this plan of reorganization was 
is later made. 	 completely dry a balance sheet was prepared by the B. M. T., the common stock 

It and its subsidiary companies claim to have invested $46,177,000 in equipment and acquired a real value and on thq first balance sheet which carne to light after the reor-
contribution to construction of subways under Contract 4, and $41,823,000 in extending ganization the common stock was valued at $41,596,190, or at the rate of $54 per share—
and tracking its old elevated lines, a total of $88,000,000 under Contract" 4; its old ele- this supposed equivalent of common stock of the B. R. T. which sold the day before at 
vated lines and equipment which were valued by the Transit Commission as of 1921 at $1 per share. Adding that $41,596,190 for common stock to the $164,000,000 aggregate 
$22,240,000, but for purpose of reorganization and in order to justify the new capitali- of bqnds of preferred stock the total is $205,000,000. It is indeed singular that this 
zation this figure was forced up by the Transit Commission to $28,000,000 as elsewhere figure so nearly corresponds with Commissioner Harkness' value of $201,105,711 on page 
indicated $20,000,000 is a charitable estimate of its value; besides its surface lines which 11 of his opinion approving the reorganization. Of course that may be a mere accident. 
the Commission valued at $52,000,000, representing in part obsolete and about-to-be 	Before the reorganization took place the Corporation Counsel seriously objected 
discarded lines and constantly diminishing values because their usefulness is gradually to the incorporation of the B. M. T. as a holding company. The Transit Commission's 
disappearing. Thus the total value of its principal assets at the time of reorganization alibi is that the B. R. T. was and the B. M. T. is a holding' company organized under 
was $168,000,000, but if the elevated lines are valued at $20,1000,000 and the surface the business corporation law; that only railroad companies are subject to the direction 
lines at one-half of their Transit Commission valuations, the value of the assets is and control of the Transit Commission (Harkness, p. 622, 623). Of course, if the 
reduced to $134,000,000. 	 Transit Commission had compelled the B. M. T. to organize as a railroad corporation, it 

On December 31, 1918, because of insolvency it went into receivership and the would have had the power to inquire into the details of the reorganization, to fix the 
receivership continued for four and one-half years until June 14, 1923. The sub- proper capitalization and to ascertain where the huge sums went which were spent on 
sidiary companies were likewise in receivership from July 14, 1919, and were so con- the reorganization; who received these sums and for what purpose. But the Corporation 
tinued until reorganization. Mr. Lindley M. Garrison was the receiver. Two of the Counsel's objection were overruled. There can he no question as to the merit of this 
smaller surface lines survived without receivership. No explanation is given for the objection. 
continuance of the receivership for these four and one-half years. 	 I quote from the plan of reorganization of March 15, 1923, page 5, "The Brooklyn 

It is needless to recite the conditions of the service on the B. R. T. rapid transit I Rapid Transit Company is a corporation * * * owning directly the power plants 
and surface lines during the period of receivership, including the additional burdens I of the system," and at the bottom of page 6 and top of page 7 as follows : "The power 
imposed by the discontinuance of free transfers upon abrogation by the receiver of the j plants, repair shops, car barns, etc., common to the use both of the surface lines and 
lease of the Brooklyn City Railroad Company and the return to it of its properties the subway and elevated lines were operated by the B. R. T. itself and the principal 
in October, 1919. 	 I power plants are also owned by the B. R. T. * * * many of the common facilities 

Commissioner Harkness in his opinion of June 4, 1923, in approving the reorgani- f are owned by the rapid transit companies and many by the surface companies.' 
zation says : 	 I 	Section 5 of the Public Service Commission Law provides: 

	

"The receivership has now continued for about four and one-half years, and as 	"1. Jurisdiction, supervision, powers and duties * * * shall extend tinder 
is common to receiverships has been marked by disintegration, by restricted capital J 	this chapter to common carriers, railroads, street railroads, etc. 

	

expenditures and improvements and for its earlier period by greatly restricted 	"2. * * * to the manufacture, sale or distribution of gas, electricity for 
service." 	 light, heat or power. 
Nothwithstanding, later in the opinion he says : 	 Section 2, subdivision 8, provides: 

	

The claim that the company has not been living up to its obligations is a 	"The term railroad corporation when used in this chapter includes every corpo- 

	

contention unsupported by the evidence. On the other hand, the reports to the 	ration, company, association, joint stock association, partnership and person, their 

	

Commission by its inspectors show that the company is and has been in good 	lessees, trustees or receivers appointed by any court whatsoever owning operating or 
faith living up to the service orders of the Commission." 	 managing any railroad or any cars or any equipment used thereon or in connection 

	

In other words Commissioner Harkness says that the public got during the receiver- 	therewith." 

	

ship just such service as it deserved because presumably, if the company had not given 	The title to the power plants and the right to operate the repair shops, car barns, 
what the Commission regarded as proper service, orders would have been issued by the and other facilities were vested in the B. R. T. before reorganization and passed directly 
Commission for its improvement. 	 to the B. M. T. upon reorganization. Surely power plants, car barns, and repair shops 

It may be in place at this stage to consider a matter which was not presented in are equipment and yet the Transit Commission permitted the organization of the B. 
the investigation, but which will be all important in the event of future receiverships M. T. as a business corporation, thus placing it beyond the control of the Transit Com-
of our transit companies. It was assumed throughout the investigation, and has appar mission. 
ently always been the position of the Transit Commission, that upon the incoming of 	Under Section 55, Public Service Commission Law, it is provided that the capital 
the receiver the control of our transit lines passed into the court of his appointment and of a consolidated or merged corporation shall not exceed the capital of the corporations 
that in effect the Transit Commission became functus officio. 	 consolidated, at par value thereof and any additional sum actually paid in cash. This 

Our Public Service Commission Law and Rapid Transit Act, chapter 4, Laws section naturally contemplated that a reorganized company could be incorporated only 
1891, as amended, fixes the obligations of carriers of passengers and the powers of out nth par valor stock, because otherwise it would be impossible to apply this section. 
transit regulating commissions franchises to railroad companies are held subject to the The Transit Commission approved the reorganization of the B. R. T. with no par value 
compliance by them with the provisions of these laws and the orders of these corn- stock, both common and preferred, so that Section 55 was not complied with. 
missions. 	 How well the B. M. T. succeeded in creating a situation where for the purposes of 

When a receiver is appointed of the properties of a railroad company, he merely the Transit Commission the capitalization would be one amount, and for the purpose 
becomes the custodian and entitled to their possession, solely however, for the bench: of stock manipulation it would be another, may be inferred from the foregoing corn-
of the company, its stockholders and creditors, and not for the public. He takes only parison of the testimony of Mr. Harkness in which he fixed the capitalization at $164,-  
what the traction company has, charged with all of its obligations, both under law ana 000,000, and the records in Wall Street showing a capitalization of $204,000,000, ' not 
under contract. It is clear that by the appointment of the receiver of the B. R. T. and taking into account the earnings and surplus since reorganization. Annexed hereto is 
its subsidiaries, the obligation resting upon those companies was not in the slightest Exhibit K which I have caused to be prepared, which discloses that the aggregate market 
degree impaired, suspended or changed. 	 value of the outstanding B. R. T. stock -and bonds at the time of reorganization, June 

Much is said in the record about the financial inability of the traction companies 7, 1923, together with a sum sufficient to discharge all of its obligations as they were in 
to give the service which was required by law and contract. With respect to that, too, fact discharged, is $123;042,936. 
there appears to be misapprehension. The obligation of a carrier .under its franchise 	With that sum all of the stock and properties owned by the B. R. T. could have 
and particularly under specific contract is not lessened or discharged because of financial been acquired by purchase in the open market and sufficient would have remained to 
inability to perform. The duty of the Transit Commission to secure adequate and safe clear if of its debts. Compare this sum with the x,000„000 capitalization claimed  by 
service for the traveling public is not affected, suspended or changed in the slightest 1 the .B. M. T. Simple arithmetic proves at least $80,000,000 of water. That that stock 

CHAPTER V. 
THE FRUITS OF GREED. 
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was intentionally watered is proved by its subsequent performances in Wall Street. It 	The Mayor of his city has for months been demanding that a statement be fur- 
first appeared for trading on the stock exchange in October, 1923, shortly thereafter the nished showing ho that money was spent and for what purposes. I direct your atten- 
common stock sold at $9.25 per share. Then appeared the financial statement that it tion to the fact 	it is provided in the reorganization agreement, paragraph 17, page 
was worth $54 per share, and so it jumped from $9.25 to $40 per share, an appreciation 61 of the plan, 	the accounts of the committee shall be filed within one year with 
of 31 points or over $23,000,000. That is not taking into account the appreciation of the the Board of Directors of the new company. That account has apparently not been 
preferred stock and bonds of the B. M. T. and all this notwithstanding that it is filed. At the closeof Mayor Hylan's testimony before Justice McAvoy, I suggested 
claimed that subways cannot be operated successfully on a 5 cent fare. Of course, this inquiry. Nothing having been done, by a letter a copy of which I am annexing, 
that is only for the riding public. In the financial district, it was told that for the first Exhibit B, I again directed Mr. Sherman's attention to it.No inquiry was made. 
year after receivership the B. M. T. earned over $4,000,000; 10 per cent. of the high- Instead there was introduced in evidence a letter and schedule dated January 2, 1925, 
est price at which the common stock sold and about 45 per cent. of its lowest price. addressed to Mr. Sherman by Rushmore, Bisbee and Stern, which contains a statement 
The effects which will inevitably come from this overcapitalization are clear to anyone of disbursements of the reorganization. I am annexing a copy, Exhibit L. 
who has in mind the history of the finances of the traction corporations in this city. 	You will note at no names are given and that the expenditures are bulked and 
The same B. R. T. paid out $35,000,000 in swollen dividends on its prior watered capi- the purposes not s forth with particularity. If appears therefrom that $1,432,640.82 
talization. We have the admission that such capitalization was watered in Mr. Hark- was expended as syádicate fees, that the compensation and expenses of counsel, trustees, 
ness' own opinion. The inevitable result will be, as it always has been, that every etc., in connection with defaulted bonds was $1,129,213.04, that representatives of the 
effort will be strained, under pressure from those who have paid $40 and more for stockholders and committees and counsel received $440,508.33; it cost to deposit old 
their stock and who are now called investors, to pile up alleged surpluses, dividends and new securities $11,005.86; that engineers and accountants got $51,500; that expenses 
will be paid, capital expenditures and replacements will he forgotten, the capital will of receiver, compensation of receiver, counsel, special master, etc., were $254,500, the 
be impaired, another period of depression will come, and the same tale will be told reorganization committee and counsel took $400,000 and expenses incident to securing 
again. 	 deposits of securities was $92,885.21. What did these people do, who received these 

It will be interesting to observe what the financial status of the B. M. T. will be enormous sums of money, which should have gone into improvements and for better 
when the city recaptures its subway under Contract 4. It will then have left the sur- service of the transit company? . Nobody before Commissioner McAvoy was asked 
face lines, power plants, etc., valued by the Transit Commission in 1921 at $52,000,000, and nobody answered. What did representatives of stockholders and contract cred-
with subsequent additions, but surely not salable at even $26,000,000; its old elevated itors do that entitled them to nearly half of a million dollars? $2,200,000 was paid to 
lines valued by the Commission in 1921 at $22,400,000, together with about $36,000,000, tort creditors and $1,600,000 to contract creditors. I understand that the receiver and 
invested in improvements, extensions and third-tracking under Contract No. 4, a total counsel collected $470,000 for only a portion' of their services during the receivership 
of $58,400,000 (surely no one will claim its real value to be that sum), and other and and before reorganization. That item was the subject of adjustment upon the rede- 
current assets over current liabilities, $10,000,000. 	 termination of costs. For what did they receive $254,500 more? The. reorganization 

An approximate balance sheet of the B. M. T. upon such recapture will be as committee charged $400,000 for what? The reorganization committee included Gerard 
follows : 	 M. Dahl. He was a member of the firm of Hayden, Stone & Company. Albert H. 

Assets. 	 Wiggin of the Chase Securities Co. was the Chairman of the committee. Hayden, 
Cash from city for subways 	  $52,995,000 00 Stone & Co., J. & W. Seligman and Chase Securities Company received $1,432,640.82 
Surface lines, power plants, etc 	26,000,000 00 syndicate fees. What were those syndicate fees? Mr. Harkness says in his order of 
"L" line and improvements 	58,400,000 00 approval that the organization has been approved by the holders of the majority of 
Other and current assets over liabilities 	10,000,000 00 the stock of the B. R. T. Apparently they agreed to pay the assessment. Mr. Dahl in 

	  his book "Transit Truths" says repeatedly that the new money was furnished by the 
Total Assets 	  $127,395,000 00 stockholders. If that be so, why did the syndicate receive $1,430,000 from the treas- 

Liabilities. 	 . 	 ury of the B. M. T. ? The plan of reorganization provides that the syndicate shall 
Outstanding bonds 	  $139,000,000 00 charge 5% per cent. on the entire $26,000,000 of new money and not merely on any 
Preferred stock at $100 a share 	 25,000,000 00 deficiency that they might be required to pay upon failure of stockholders to respond 
( ommon stock at $40 a share 	3),000,000 00 to the assessment. How much did the stockholders contribute—how much the syndi- 

	  cate? Was the arrangement for compensation to the syndicate fair? It was money 
Total Liabilities 	  $194,070,000 00 which otherwise would have gone to make good "deferred maintenance." The reor- 

There is a good reason why friends of the B. M. T. should be op¢ased to a ganization on this basis was approved by the Transit Commission. Should it have 
"recapture" of the subways. 	 been? Should these matters not have been subject of inquiry by the Transit Corn- 

it is claimed that $26,048,015 new money went into the reorganization of the mission? Harkness evades the subject and says there were 170 banks in an associa-
B. M. T. It did but it did not all stay there. About $5,000,000 was immediately taken tion which underwrote this $26,000,000. That explanation is not sufficient. J. & W. 
out as expenses of reorganization. More will be said on that subject later. That Seligman, Chase Securities Company, and Hayden, Stone & Company did not need 
$26,000,000 was raised by assessing each holder of 100 shares of stock of B. R. T. 170 banks to help them in financing the comparatively small amount needed because 
$3,500, for which he received $2,187.50 bonds and $1,312.50 preferred stock. The of the failure of some stockholders to pay their assessment. 
aggregate amount of bonds so issued was $16,280,000 and of preferred stock $9,768,000, 	It is to be borne in mind that this $1,432,000 represents about $2 per share on 
an aggregate of $26,048,000. These figures are important because deliberate falsehoods 750,00(; shares of stock of the B. R. T. which was then selling at $1. In other words, 
have been told with reference thereto, even before Commissioner McAvoy. 	 the syndicate charged $2 per share for securing the privilege to stockholders to pay 

Before the preferred stock was issued, it was provided in the plan of reorganization $' per share assessment on stock which was selling at $1 per share. About $4,000,000 
and also in the certificate of incorporation that dividends on the preferred stock should went to lawyers, committees and representatives or at the rate of about $6 per share 
be cumulate from and after July 1, 1926; that means that until July 1, 1926, the holders on the outstanding capital stock of both the new and old companies, and not one cent 
of the preferred stock could not as of right expect any dividends. There was a reason of this money inured to the benefit of the riding public. 
why that provision was inserted in the plan and certificate of incorporation. 	 CHAPTER VI. 

Mr. Harkness in his opinion discussess gross income and estimated expenditures 	 THE HARVEST. 
of the company as reorganized. On page 9 he takes into account interest on bonds 

Disruption of Unified Brooklyn Surface Line Syste»~Failure to Restore Universal and operating expenses. He says there are no sinking fund requirements on bonds, by 	 Five-Cent nt 
Line 

Sy. agreements until 1927 (p. 624) and then he says that in view of the desirability of in 	There are approxim ely 245 route miles of surface car lines in Brooklyn; 138 are every way assisting the reorganized company, and "although there may theoretically be 	 the a distinction between the sinking funds and depreciation funds in respect of deferred operated by subsidiaries of the B. M. T., the remaining 107 miles are owned by
Brooklyn City Railroad Company. payments, it seems to me that under all the circumstances the new management is 	The Brooklyn 

Railroad 
Railroad Company is the successor of a number of old horse do not to a year's grace in order to get the newp ecompany  well started. I, there fore, ation car lines in Brooklyn, some originating before 1850. It owns what has been termed do not a make any future 	from the figure tare sent 

B. M
earnings tat over depreciation 

it need by Commissioner Harkness as "the heart of the surface line system in Brooklyn." but leave that to fattere action." That ,,ne~ans that the B. M. T. was told that it need 	In 1893, the predecessor of the B. R. T., the Long Island Traction Co., acquired not set ed. O aside e, to m
ake 	situation 

to the small 
and 

co si which it had been control of this system under a 999-year lease from the Brooklyn City Railroad Com- sarysto►ucd. 
gentlemen 

course, to make the a reorg preseon to dis consistent it was neces- pany to the Brooklyn Heights Railroad Company, a subsidiary of the B. R. T., at a eco
n for and conservation 

en and that the 	i reorganization 
certificate 

ca display in a spirit of intended rental which included taxes, interest on nearly $7,000,000 outstanding bonds of the economy 
that 

and cp eferr 
preferred 

s ask ha that is why i , the ivetis to of incorporation lion it is pro- Brooklyn City Railroad Company, and a guaranteed dividend of 10 per cent. per annum 
That

that the ¢referred stuse shall not be 
moment 	

as to 
reorganization 

nds until July 1, 1926. on $12,000,000 stock of the Brooklyn City Railroad Company (Harkness, p. 2389). That provision served its usefulness the moment the reorganization was approved, and 	The B. R. T. operated these lines as part of its surface system, at the time of the the plan of reorganization and the certificate of incorporation were forgotten by both surface line receivership, July 14, 1919. There were at that time over 500 points of 
the Transit Commission and the B. M. T. by April, 1924. Nine months is a long time free transfer from the lines of the Brooklyn City Railroad Company to other surface to wait for dividends, when there is feverish anxiety that the price of stocks advance lines of the B. R. T. 
in Wall Street. 	 Prior to its receivership, the B. R. T. had invested about' $10,000,000 in improve- 
engineers 

madey, in April, the causes very month in which the joint nt and 
found of ments and maintenance, and various other purposes of the Brooklyn City Company engineers made its report on the causes of the Flatbush Avenue' accident and found  

defects in the B. M. T. structure requiring immediate remedying for the safety of the (Harkness, p. 2390).  In Octor,pubic a quarterly dividend of 1%, or at the rate of $6 per annum, was declared on the Brooklyn City 1Company,e1and the0liness were restored to that~rCompany land have the preferred stock, and it has been paid since. That stock sold only a few months 	 bly been operated by the Brooklyn City Company, separate and 
i 

since, at least ostensibly before at $34.50 per share. This dividend meant a return of 18 per cent. on that basis. apart from the. stens e system of the B. M. T. as reorganized. Commissioner Harkness says the Transit Commission could not forbid the declaration 	The result of this severance has been a disruption of the unified surface tins sys- 
of dividends, but it could have made orders for additional cars and improved service tern and universal five-cent fare as it existed6prior to the receivership. At about 500 
to be paid for out of the million and a half dollars annually which this dividend requires. points of intersection between lines of the Brooklyn City and those of the B. M. T. 

The Transit Commission feels and the B. M. T. felt that the declaration of this where previously free transfers were given the public is required to pay additional 
dividend required some explanation and we find that the explanation is almost in the fares estimated in the aggregate at least $5,000,000r annum, 
same words from the company and the Transit Commission. At the time when a 	The Legislature in 1921, in creating the Transit Commission, declared, as a measure 
dividend was declared in April, 1924, the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the of relief, sought to be accomplished by the Transit Commission, the unification and 
B. M. T. stated (I am quoting from the Standard Corporation records issued August consolidation of street railway lines with a view to the restoration of the transfer rights 15, 1924) : 	 which terminated during the receivership. 

"That the dividend was to be considered as in the nature- of interest on the 	It is beyond question that it was within the power of the Transit Commission 
money contributed by stockholders at the time of reorganization nine. months ago to direct the restoration of transfers between the lines of the Brooklyn City Company 
and was not to be taken as an indication that the company was earning a fair return and B. R. T. as before the receiverships. 
on its actual investment or on a fair valuation of its property." 	 Section 49 of the Public Service Commission Law distinctly provides: 
And quoting from Commissioner O'Ryan's speech over the radio broadcasting sta- 	"That the commission shall have power * * * to require any two + * + tion WAH'G on October 30, 1924, as reported in the New York Times of October 31, 	street railroad corporations, whose lines * * * form * * * connecting lines 1924, he said on the same subject as follows : 	 of transportation * * * to established through routes and joint fares * * * 

"The Brooklyn-Manhattan Company last year paid dividends on its preferred 	for the transportation of passengers, and that if upon the expiration or earlier term- stock only, nothing more, and the fact is that this preferred stock represented 	inatmx of a lease the free transfers + * * of passengers theretofore is effect $26,000,000 of new money recently paid into the company by the public." 	 and permitted by the lessee of a rapid transit raikoad * * * is discontinued And at the hearing before Mr. Justice McAvoy, Commissioner McAneny says: 	* * * the commission shall have the power by order to require the companies "The B. M. T. declared a dividend on the new money paid into the treasury 	* * 10 to continue or to re-establish such through routes formerly existing, at the time of reorganization of the former stockholders" (McAneny, page 2580). 	and to establish joint mates, fares and charges for the transportation of passengers." In other words, these three gentlemen claim in unison. that the dividend was paid 	And further enabling legislation on the same subject is contained in section 13, on $26,000,000 of new money paid in at the time of reorganization. Nothing could be chapter 252, Laws 1884, and section 101, chapter 565, Laws of 1890. further from the truth. The fact is that only $9,768,000 preferred stock was issued 	When application was made in June, 1923, for. the approval by the Transit Commis- 
for new money. The remaining $16,280,000 of new money was represented by now sion, of the proposed reorganization of the B. R. T.. the City of New York through bonds issued to the stockholders and the B. M. T. has paid interest on these bonds at its Corporation Counsel, objected to the reorganization save upon the condition, that 
6 Per cent. since reorganization. In other words. this 6 per cent. dividend is 6 per the B. M. T. secure an arrangement with the Brooklyn City Company, by which free 
cent. on $16,280,000 not represented by any new money. 	 transfers and the unified surface line system of Brooklyn he restored, as before the 

Interest at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum on $26,148,000 is $1,568,880. The receivership. 	E 
company pays $2,473,608 for dividends on preferred stock and interest on the $16.280,000 	Commissioner Iarlmess in overruling the objections of the Corporation Counsel and 
of bonds—nearly one million dollars more per annum than the 6 per. cent. on $26,000,000 giving approval for the reorganization of the B. R. T. without the inclusion of the 
new mnnev- Why this deceit? 	 lines of the Brooklyn City Company and in giving sanction, to the continuance of the 

There remains but one other outstanding feature of the reorganization which disruption of this surface car system, said in part, as follows: 
deserves comment. It anoears from page 10 of the plan of reorganization which the 	'.Of even greater moment is the absence from this reorganization of the Brook- 
Transit Commission has approved that $6.484.119 was disbursed, for court costs. corn- 	lyn City Railroad Company, * * * During the receivership the lease went back 
missions. taxes. claims. underwritinse and syndicates and other expenses of reorganiza- 	to separate company operation. This tors srnforttgnate for the riding public because 
tion. This is a huge sum, and surely required investigation, vet we have the admission I 	of the cutting of of transfers and the flesThility of service that had become in a 
of Commissioner Harkness that he did not even inquire into that expenditure (p. 	course of over 	year: across a necessity. * * * The surface met are not 
2319-21). 	 i 	reorpar~sed bnt~ bps were to be reinstated, The - Brooklyn City Railroad 
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Company formerly leased and operated as part of the B. R. T. system is not 
included, but the plan of readjustment contemplates 'its eventual acquisition." 
The reason assigned by the Transit Commission for its course then was and still 

is, that it was powerless to compel a lease between the B. M. T. and the Brooklyn City. 
That is entirely aside the point. In fact these two companies are inter-related, both 
in respect to control, and in the operation of their lines. An offer was made, through 
the testimony of Deputy Commissioner Cornelius M. Sheehan of the Department of 
Water 'Supply, Gas and Electricity, to show, that in fact, the lines and equipment of 
the B. M. T. and the Brooklyn City Company, are used inter-changeably. The offer 
was ignored. 	 ' 

The question is not, and was not, whether the Transit Commission could have 
compelled leases to unify the surface. lines in Brooklyn. The Transit Commission was 
created to relieve the emergency in the transit situation, including the burdens added 
by the discontinuance of these free transfers. Much discretion was vested in the Tran-

sit Commission, with respect to approval or disapproval of the plan of reorganization, 
and whilst the Transit Commission might not have had power to compel the two com-
panies to enter into a lease, it could have refused to approve the reorganization except 
upon the condition that the B. R. T., make an appropriate agreement with the Brook-
lyn City Company, whereby free transfers would be restored. Nobody should doubt 
that the B. M. T. would have been able in the briefest period, to affect such an arrange- 
ment. 

Commissioner 'Harkness says : that the Brooklyn City is not included in the reor- 
ganization "hut the plan of readjustment contemplates its eventual acquisition." Every-
body is waiting for the realization of that contemplation. Over a year and a half has 
passed and nothing has happened. 

Commissioner Harkness very frankly admitted, upon the hearing, the power of the 
Transit Commission under the provisions of the Public Service Commission and other 
laws, to institute through route and joint rate proceedings which would result in trans-
fer privileges to the public. But he says, no such proceeding has ever been contemplated, 
much less cournienced. His explanation is the one oft given. He says that the Brook-
lyn City is "in good shape" financially. That is beyond doubt. It earned a net profit 
after payment of all operating expenses and interest on bonds of 15 per cent. on its 
common stock in 1922; 19 per cent. in 1923; and 17 per cent. in 1924. 

But says the Commissioner, (pp. 2392-2394) the subsidiaries of the B. M. T. which 
operate the rest of the surface lines in Brooklyn "are in bad shape," almost insolvent, 
and are in no position to stand the burden of the restoration of free transfers. 

Of course, if the primary consideration is the welfare of the railroad company, 
that is a good excuse, but if the obligation of a railroad company is, as I assume it, 
to serve the public, under the provisions of our laws, financial debility, may be a reason 
for the abandonment of its franchise, but it surely is no reason, why the Transit Com-
mission should exercise paternalism towards it, at the public's expense. 

CHAPTER VII. 
FINANCIAL REHABILITATION. 

Interborough Rapid Transit Conopany Reorganisation. 
The Interborough Rapid Transit Company, the lessee under Contract 3, underwent 

what the Transit Commissioners termed a "reorganization," rather "readjustment." 
That so-called reorganization occurred in October, 1922, effective November 25, 1922, 
under the guidance and upon the approval of Commissioner O'Ryan. It was that 
company which, according to Commissioner Harkness, required nursing and tender 
treatment, in order that it might be saved the pains of receivership. 

It has a capital stock of $35,000,000. Its financial strength endured at least for 
the purpose of paying dividends, until suddenly in 1919, it lapsed into financial chaos. 
Its record of dividend payments is as follows: 

Dividends, 
Per Cent. 	Dividends. 

$700,000 00 
2,362,000 06 
2,887,000 00 
3,150,000 00 
3,150.000 00 
3,150,000 00 
3,150,000 00 
3,500,000 00 
5,250,000 00 
4.200,000 00 
5,250,000 00 
7,000,000 00 
7,000,000 00 
7,000,000 00 
6,125,000 00 
1,750,000 00 

187.50 $65,625,000 00 

It should be noted that it even paid dividends in 1919. 
Harkness' anxiety to prevent receivership was due to the fear that, through it, the 

lease of the Manhattan Company would end, and, of course, then the earnings from 
the subways could not be applied to make good the losses of the elevated lines. His 
fret was, that then, there might have been an abolition of free transfers, and an attempt 
by the "L" comr..any to charge ten cent fare, under an ancient. charter. and that the 
I. R. T. might have lost its $43,000,000 investment in third-tracking anti extending the 
"L" lines, tinder the related certificates o March 19, 1913. It did not occur to Commis= 
sioner Harkne's that that was not a master of public concern, and that the tracks and 
extensions were there, to be used so long as elevated structures are desirable. Nor lid 
it occur to Commissioner Harkness that possibly by a receivership, and the wiping out 
of stock which represented no value, and bonds which were inflated, and the coming of 
the lnterborough's properties into strong financial hands, with money for improvements, 
the public would be best served. Throughout the record will be found the same 
solicitude for the financial rehabilitation of these traction companies. 

As a measure of justice and relief, and to end the constant and unwarranted 
diversions of the earnings of the city-owned subways to the stock and bond-holders of 
the Manhattan Elevated Company, Mayor Hylan had publicly and repeatedly, and Ik.ng 
before there was any i roposal for the I. R. T. reorganization, urged an equitable 
reduction of the exorbitant rentals payable out of these subway earnings for these 
elevated lines. 

It will be seen in a moment that the alleged "readjustment" has merely postponed 
the day of reckoning. The "readjustment" was made, by a modification of the lease 
with the Manhattan Elevated Company, by which, besides paying taxes and interest on 
$45.000,000 of outstanding bonds, the Interborough, instead of paying 7 per cent. dividends 
on the $60,000,000 stock of the Manhattan Company, is now required to pay, only out of 
earnings, for the year ending July 1, 1923, 3 per cent.; for the year ending July 1, 1924, 
4 per cent.; and for the year ending July, 1, 1925, and thereafter, 5 per cent. (Harkness, 
p. 2313), and by a postponement of payments into sinking fund, on the I. R. T. 5 per 
cent. bonds for five years from January 1, 1921, and by a provision that the dividend 
rate on the common stock of the I. R. T. shall be restricted to 7 per cent per annum, 
with no disbursements until July 1, 1926 (Harkness, p. 2315), and by an arrangement 
for a new security issue of $15,000,000, ten year 6 per cent. notes, of which $10,500,000 
was presently issued and absorbed by the holders of the Interborough-Metropolitan 
4% per cent bonds and Interboro stockholders. Thus, so far as finances are concerned, 
only $10,500,000 additional money was raised, from which must be deducted not only 
the expenses but nearly $4,000,000 which was immediately paid as an installment of 
principal on its outstanding 7 per cent notes, besides about $9,000,000 to and on account 
of the Manhattan Elevated Company for back taxes, unpaid rental and deferred main-
tenance, leaving a deficit of at least $2,500,000. That is called "rehabilitation." The 
net result of this alleged reorganization was, that all new money was paid out on old 
claims, and nothing left for capital improvements or to make good "deferred main-
tenance ;" besides $2,500,000 had to be taken out of current assets. 

The capitalization of the I. R. T. as of June 30, 1924, is as follows: 
Capital stock 	  $35,000,000 00 
First refunding 5 per cent. bonds 	1662,104000 00 

44,833,700 00 
3,370,600 00 

$245,309,700 00 
8,000,000 00 

Balance 	  
As against this capitalization it has the 

Its investments under Contracts 1 and 2 	 
Its investment under Contract 3 	  
Its investment in tracking and extensions of "L" 

$199,000,000 00 
It has, of course, current assets from which must be deducted current liabilities. 

These assets, in the foregoing schedule, must be properly depreciated. At least one-
seventh of the term of the leases has expired. The depreciation is at least $30,000,000. 
The value of the assets of the Interborough, not taking into account that its Maghattan 
lease is a real liability, does not exceed $169,000,000 as against $237,000,000 of capitaliza-
tion, and included in the assets are $43,000,000 invested in "L" improvement. This last 
mentioned investment has little if any real value. And this has been termed a reorgan-
ization of the 1. R. T. 

It will be interesting to note what the financial position of the I. R. T. will be 
when the dity recaptures its subway lines under Contract 3. The I. . R. T. will then 
have left $123,000,000 in cash, which it will receive from the city for the subways 
under Contract 3; its investment in subways under Contracts I and 2 of $46,000,000; 
besides its investment under the lease of the Manhattan Elevated properties, which is 
only a burden. 

An approximate balance sheet of the I. Ir T. upon such recapture will be as follows: 
Assets. 

Received from City tinder Contract 3—Cash 	  $123,000,000 00 
Investment under Contracts 1 and 2 	46,000,000 00 
Other and current assets over liabilities 	9,000,000 00 

Total Assets 	  $178,000,000 00 
Liabilities. 

Capital stock 	  $35,000,000 00 
Bonds, notes, certificates or indebtedness, less sinking fund 	202,309,700 00 

Total Liabilities 	  $237,309,700 00 
More Rehabilitation—New York Railways Reorganization. 

This company owns or controls all of the surface lines in the Borough of Manhat-
tan with the exception of those of the 2nd Avenue R. R. Co., 3rd Avenue R. R. Co., 
8th Avenue R. R. Co., 9th Avenue R. R. Co., Ind the New York and Harlem R. R. 
Co., which operates the 4th and Madison Avenue Line. 

The New York Railways Company was petitioned into Receivership in March, 
1919. Mr. Job E. Hedges was its Receiver. That receivership lasted for five years 
until July 8, 1924, when a so-called "reorganization" was approved, likewise under the 
guidance of Commissioner O'Ryan. The Receiver is not yet physically out of 
possession. 

These lines, so far as they are useful for operation, have been valued by the 
Transit Commission as of 1921, at $48,000,000 as depreciated, and at $22,670,000 original 
cost less cost of conditioning (see Transit Commission Valuations, 1921). Upon 
reorganization there were recapitalized most of the outstanding and underlying bonds, 
besides 275,000 shares no par value stock. The old capitalization of the New York 
Railway system was as follows: 
Fixed Charge Bonds—All Companies 	  $39,425,198 00 
Income Bonds—N. Y. Railways Co 	'30,609,487 00 
Guaranteed Stock of Subsidiaries 	3,836,700 00 
Non-guaranteed stock—N. Y. Railways Co 	17,495,060 00 

Total 	  $91,366,445 00 

follows: 
In accordance with the plan of reorganization, the new capitalization will be as 

Underlying New York Railway and subsidiary bonds... 
Extended underlying bonds 	  
New 6th Avenue purchase bonds 	  
New prior lien bonds. 	  

Total fixed charge obligations 	  
New Income Bonds 	  
New preferred stock 184,830 shares no par value rated at $5 a share 	 
New common stock-90,200 shares no par value rated at $5 a share 	 

Total new securities 	  $40,163,622 00 
There would appear to be a squeezing out of water to the extent of $51,000,000. 

Commissioner O'Ryan so claimed at the hearings (pp. 2428-29). But such is not 
the fact. 

The new shares; no par ' value stock, common and preferred, for purposes of com- 
parison, must be rated at $100 a share, as was the old stock. The rights of the new 
stockholders are no different from those of the old, and on that basis the capitalization 
is as follows : 
Total new bonds 	  $38,778,472 00 
New preferred stock, 184,830 shares 	18,483,000 00 
New common stock, 90,200 shares 	9,020,000 00 

Total 	  $66,291,472 00 
—represented by assets valued by the Transit Commission at original cost, less cost of 
reco9ditioning, only $22,670,000. 

These are the surface lines which are gradually ending their usefulness. You 
may well judge their financial outlook tinder this "reorganization." 

CHAPTER VIII. 
OTHER PEOPLE'S MONEY. 

Depreciation—Determination of Cost of Construction and Equipment—Cost of Main- 
tenance and Operation—Pooling Revenues. 

A. Depreciation. 
The subways and equipment are owned by the City of New York. They are 

leased to and operated by the railroad companies under the dual contracts. One 
would not believe it from the posters of vilification of our Mayor; to be seen in the 
B. M. T. subway cars—all tending to create a disrespect for government, particularly 
among the uninformed. This matter was brought to the attention of the Transit Com-
mission and is the subject of one of the charges. 

The leases will expire in 1962-1964. By the dual contracts the companies are 
bound to keep both the structure and equipment in proper repair. These provisions 
in Contracts 3 and 4 are substantially similar (Harkness, p. 634). The provisions for 
maintenance are intended to provide for the ordinary wear and tear from use. The 
depreciation reserve is to cover the wastage and obsolescence to which all property is 
subject, notwithstanding proper maintenance. It is recognized that all railroad property 
gradually deteriorates in value, due to progress in science, inventions and modernized 
construction and equipment. 

It was not the intention of the dual contracts that upon their expiration, -there 
should be turned over to the city ramshakled and dilapidated structures and equipment. 
but on the contrary, that during the leases the subways and equipment would be not 
only kept in proper repair but that a reserve would be set up, for replacements and 
renewals, the balance to be retained to make good the obsolescence, and wastage not 
saved by repairs. This depreciation fund both upon the expiration of the lease, or upon 
the recapture, would pass to the city, the theory being that whatever depreciation in 
value the subways might suffer, would be represented in the depreciation fund, so 
that in -a general way the value of the system would remain constant, , and. the original 
investment would be unimpaired. It is provided in , Article 49 of Chapter 2, Part Ili, 
subdivisions 4 and 5 of 'Contract 3, and a similar provision is contained in Contract 4. 
that from the revenues--there shall be deducted "an amount equal to 12 per cent. of 

Year. 

Notes 	 
Equipment certificates 

Total 	 
Less sinking fund 

$237,309,700 00 
following apparent assets: 

$46,000,000 00 
110,000,000 00 

43,000,000 •00 

$14,653,000 00 
600,00000 
300,00000 

3,800,000 00 

$19,353,000 00 
19,435,472 00 

924,150 00 
451,000 00 
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the revenues for maintenance, exclusive of depreciation, and for the first year of throughout the country. That is what may be called the 100 per cent. rule. That is 
operation-an amount equal to 5 per cent. of the revenue for depreciation * * * based on this : Where you have a railroad property, such as the Interborough, with 
within thirty days after the 30th day of June following the beginning of the lease various classes of equipment, with rolling stock of different ages, with that property 
and annually thereafter the Commission and the lessee shall determine the classifica- going through the repair shops all the time, and being maintained up to 100 per cent. 
tion and amount of depreciation and excess maintenance not covered by the amount efficiency, that there is no depreciation" (Harkness, p. 638). The answer to that con-
set aside in paragraph 4 of this article during the preceding fiscal year and the deduc- tention is apparent. 
tion for such year shall thereupon be adjusted to conform with such determination." 	First, that it is contrary to the fact. The I. R. T. does not maintain its lines in a 

Mr. Delaney became Transit Construction Commissioner on July 1, 1919. Not- condition of 100 per cent. efficiency, and second, the contract distinctly provides that 
withstanding these provisions of the dual contracts for "depreciation funds," no such there shall be a depreciation fund. The explanation of Comm. Harkness of the failure 
fund has been set up to date under Contract No. 3. 	 of the Transit Commission to safeguard the city's rights and for the abandonment of 

With respect to Contract No. 4 there was no fund created until January 22, 1921, the city's claim is as follows: He says that when the Transit Commission came into 
when through the efforts of Commissioner Delaney the depreciation for the entire office on April 25, 1921, the Interborough was in financial difficulties and was threat-
Brooklyn subway system was tentatively fixed at $300,000 per annum, for the period ened with receivership; that all interested parties were prompted by a spirit of coopera- 
beginning January 1, 1920, (See T. C. C. record-R. T. 6505.) 	 tion to financially resurrect the Interborough. That accordingly, as already indicated, 

That $300,000 is undoubtedly an inadequate reserve for that rapid transit system, the stockholders of the I. R. T. agreed to raise ten and a half million dollars in cash; 
involving an investment of, roughly, $275,000,000. This inadequacy has been recog- the bondholders agreed to postpone their sinking fund requirements for five years; the 
nized by the Transit Commission. Although tentatively fixed it has continued to date. Manhattan Railway Company agreed to modify its lease as tp rentals, and to use the 
Mr. Harkness testified that there is some understanding that for the next year it will language of Mr. Harkness "it would be atrocious morally and unsound from a business 
be increased to $420,000 (p. 648) likewise an entirely insufficient sum. At least 1 per standpoint to insist on that payment (into a depreciation fund) at that time, when all 
cent. per annum, namely, two and one-half million dollars should, be set aside as com- of the city's rights could be scrupulously preserved, and the claim in whole or in part 
pensation for this "irreparable wear and tear." 	 enforced later on, as condition developed." 

With respect to the I. R. T.'s failure to make any provision for depreciation, a 	That was before October, 1922. More than two years have passed. The city's 
conflict developed between Commissioner Delaney and the I. R. T. In May of 1920 rights are still "preserved," rather "buried." The provision for the depreciation fund, 
Commissioner Delaney addressed a communication to President Hedley in which was which today should be in excess of $30,000,000, imposed an oblifation on the I. R. T. 
included a memorandum in support of Mr. Delaney's view that the failure of the It was for the city's benefit. It in large part would be the city s money on recapture. 
1. R. T. to make provision for depreciation was in violation of the provisions of the It was not for the Transit Commission to waive this obligation and suttrender the 
contract. 	 city's rights. This false charity, of which the Transit Commission is so proud, is nothing 

On December 15, 1920, Mr. James L. Quackenbush, the general counsel of the short of a betrayal of a public trust. Harkness calls it a "potent bit of help that it 
I. R. T., had prepared a memorandum supporting the company's position. In sub- (the Transit Commission) gave in connection with the Interborough reorganization." 
stance it was Mr. Quackenbush's claim that Contract No. 3 provided for an expendi- This is the subject of Charges 4 and 5. 
ture by the company of 12 per cent. annually for maintenance; that in view of increased 	 B. Determination of Costs. 
costs, that cost of maintenance was in excess of 12 per cent. and that to the extent of 	The contracts provide that from the pooled revenues shall be paid interest to the 
the excess the company was relieved from making any contribution to the deprecia- city on its investment under Contracts 1 and 2, expenses of operation, maintenance and 
tion fund-in other words, that the contribution to the depreciation fund of 5 per cent. depreciation, thereferentials and then a certain percent on the company's contribution 
per annum tentatively fixed for the first year would be reduced to nothing when the 	the cost of construction and equipment. So too upon recapture, the purchase price 
cost of maintenance reached 17 per cent. He says in summarizing the company's con- shall be such cost of construction and equipment plus a bonus. Of course, it was most 
tention : 	 important, as the construction and equipment proceeded, that the cost of the construction 

' * * * irrespective of the amount which may have been expended for mainte- of the railroad companies be accurately determined. The contract fixed the procedure 
nance, and irrespective of the measure of the depreciation fund whi: h may be applied which was followed. The Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission and formerly 
in any particular year, the deductions which will be made from revenue for that of the Transit Construction Commissioner and the Public Service Commission of the 
year for maintenance and for depreciation will be the sum of 12 per cent. of the First District, at the end of every three months determined the cost of construction 
revenue and the amount of the year's depreciation determined in the manner pro- and equipment, of both the city and companies, and these determinations came to be known 
vided in the contract. Stated in another za}v, the Company's contention is that as "quarterly determinations" (Harkness, pp. 650-652). A copy of each determination 
in any year uuhen the amount spent for onaintenance ea►ceeds 12 per cent. of the was forwarded to the Transit Commission and the companies, and they had the right revenue, the amount of cash to be turned over to the Depreciatwn Fund Board to object. Upon pon objection the engineer had a right of redetermination, and upon such 
will be the depreciation for that year1 less replacements, d;bninished by the `excess redetermination the Transit Commission and the Companies had a right of review, either 
maintenance'; and conversely, that in any year when the amount spent for mainte- by arbitration or to the court. The city had no right to object. 
nance is less than 12 per cent. of the revenue, the amount of cash to he turned 	Prior to March, 1921, many of these objections to determination of costs had 
over to the Depreciation Fund Board will be the depreciation for that year, less accumulated. I am annexing hereto Exhibit 0, schedule "a" of items which were the 
replacements, increased by the difference between 12 per cent. of the revenue and subject of determination and redetermination, and subsequent objection, by the Transit 
the maintenance expenditures. There is nothing in the contract to indicate that Construction Commissioner and his predecessors, under Contract 4. Besides, there was 
whatever is spent for maintenance in excess of 12 per cent. and in the first instance objection by the Transit Construction Commissioner to a charge, of a 
therefore chargeable to 5 per cent. for depreciation shall be 'paid back into the 	 g 	portion 

purposes 
poses0 n 

Depreciation Fund at any tin~r."' 	 expenses of receiver, counsel, accountants, engineers, for printing and other purposes in 
Mr. Delaney in his memorandum of May 20, 1920, pointed out the fallacy of this connection with the receivership of the B. M. T.; that sum is in addition to the $254,500, 

contention. He says, his memorandum  um of 
May 
 that t19 day comes when a unit fallacy equip- already referred to, and paid at the time of the reorganization of the B. R. T. This 

ment, for example, must be retired in spite of all that may have been done to maintain $47 it w was also 
included, 

n subject of an eration by Commissioner will be because a part 
 to which it at the highest possible state of efficiency." "It is proper accounting practice to charge failed tossecure satisfactory disposition of , these disputed items, Commissioner Delaney the cost of such a unit against the revenue over the entire period through which it is 

consumed. The contract and the certificate are interpreted to require that provision resorted to arbitration. On Marrchch 21, 1921, the Transit Construction Commissioner named as his arbitrator be made for that ultimate replacement."  
His 'contention is supported by argument at great length, which is not referred Mr. Charles S. Hervey, and on April 18, 1921, the Brooklyn Company named, Mr. 

to now, in view of its subsequent restatement in 1921, to which reference will be made. Benjamin G. Paskus. The Transit Construction Commissioner then passed out of office 
This conflict of views between Commissioner Delaney and the I. R. T. continued with-- and the Transit Commission, its successor abandoned the arbitration. 
out result until March 12, 1921, when Mr. Delaney determined that the interests of the 	The explanation of the Transit Commissioners is, that after they came into office 
city required a determination of this controversy. 	 they agreed with the company to effect an adjustment of the disputed items, in confer- 

Accordingly, on March 12, 1921, Mr. Delaney addressed to the I. R. T. a com- ence, by a committee consisting of representatives of the Transit Commission and the 
munication again restating his position at length and demanding arbitration under railroad company. The representatives of the Transit Commission were: Mr. Cooper. 
subdivision 5 of Article 49 which reads: "If within such period the Commission and the assistant chief accountant; Mr. Wilcock, the auditor, of Rapid Transit Costs, and 
the lessee are unable to agree upon the classification and amount of depreciation * * * Mr. Fullen, the counsel of the Transit Commission (Harkness, pp. 655-2326-2327). 
the amount thereof shall thereupon be determined by arbitration or by the court." 	Harkness says that all matters in dispute were adjusted; that the adjustment was 

Mr. Delaney pointed out that the word "depreciation" generally meant "wastage in the nature of a recommendation to the Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission, 
from use" and is divisible into two parts : "First, the expired life which is currently that the Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission approved the recommendations and 
replaced by expenditures charged against revenue in the maintenance account, and sec- that the approval served as a redetermination of these determinations of cost ; that before 
ond, the expired life, the replacement of which is necessarily deferred on physical the conferences began, a written agreement was entered into, under which the Transit 
grounds beyond the current accounting period" and that the contract makes separate Commission and the companies agreed not to object to any adjustments of the Confer-
provision for both of these two elements of depreciation, the former characterized as ence Committee. 
"mainteniance" and the latter as "depreciation" ; that "depreciation and maintenance 	The only parties having a right to object or to appeal to the court or to arbitration 
are in a sense dependent variables, because maintenance postponed results in deteriora- were the Transit Commissioners and the companies. The City had no right to object 
tion of the principal parts, thus adding to the amount of depreciation. Therefore, inade- to this adjustment. Mr. Harkness conceded that after this adjustment was made, the 
quate provision for maintenance necessitates increased provision for depreciation," and Corporation Counsel objected thereto, and urged that the Transit Commission, on the 
he said, "I contend that depreciation begins where maintenance stops. You contend city's behalf, press these objections, but that the requests and protestations of the Car-
that thorough maintenance obviates depreciation." He called attention to the obligation poration Counsel were ignored, and that these objections of the Corporation Counsel 
assumed by the company to make adequate repairs, replacements, substitutions and were not forwarded because, to use the language of Mr. 'Harkness. it would be "upset-
renewals "at least equal to that of the equipment originally provided" and also that at ting an adjustment so laboriously worked out" (Harkness, pp. 2334-2335). 
no time (luring the term of the lease should the equipment be "less in quantity," and at 	This adjustment in conference was made public on June 30, 1924. I call attention 
the end of the lease the railroad should be "fully and perfectly equipped" ready for to the fact that on November 7, 1924, the Corporation Counsel wrote the members of 
operation "to the full limit of their capacity; to make certain that these requirements the Transit Commission and stated: 
would be obser,ed. the negotiators provided a guaranty fund, deducted from revenue 	"On behalf of the City of New York I respectfully request that pursuant to 
currently in cash * * * not a mere book reserve-and then provided for the adjust- 	article 29 of chapter 5 of subway Contract No. 3 you give written notice to the 
ment of the maintenance and depreciation accounts annually to conform to the determ- 	lessee that you require such redetermination to be submitted to arbitration or to the 
ination of the amount required during the year for these purposes in accordance with 	court as provided by article XXX of chapter 6 of said contract. Will you kindly 
the record of the depreciation of each class of construction and equipment * * * 	advise this department at your earliest convenience whether or not you will comply 
twelve per centum of revenue is simply a tentative deduction toward the full amount 	with the request herein and if so when such action will be taken." 
necessary for maintenance and depreciation, and when the annual accounting is made -and to another communication from the Corporation Counsel! wherein is, set forth 
after the close of the fiscal year the actual amount of each is known and then provided." specifically the items objected to, which concludes as follows: 	 - 

Accordingly, on March 12, 1921, the Transit Construction Commissioner named as 	"In addition to the objections above set forth, further objection is made to 
its arbitrator Mr. Milo R. Maltbie, former Public Service Commissioner; on April 19, 	• the items so determined by the Chief Engineer by reason of the fact that they are 
1921, Mr. Charles F. Uebleacher was named by the Interborough Rapid Transit Corn- 	deemed by the City of New York to be excessive, improper and unbuthorised. I 
pany as its arbitrator, and the Hon. Luke D. Stapleton was chosen as the third arbi- 	therefore respectfully request that you file on behalf of the City of New York 
trator on June 13, 1922. Judge Stapleton having died, the Hon Abel E. Blackmer was 	with the Chief Engineer objections to his determinations and redeterminations." 
named in his stead on October 15, 1923, and he accepted that appointment on November 	Commissioner Harkness says that this adjustment committee disposed of "all the 
12, 1923. 	• 	 outstanding determinations of disputes between the city and the Interborough Company" 

I have referred to this matter at length because of its large importance to the city, (p. 6561. There were two adjustment committees, one for the Interborough and the 
and because of the attitude towards, and the disposition of it, subsequently made by the other for the Brooklyn Company. 
Transit Commission. 	 An examination of these adjustments will disclose that in the largest measure they 

Mr. Harkness testified that the amount involved as of June 30, 1924, according to Mr. consist of a waiver and abandonment of the city's objections. 
Delaney's formula for depreciation, was $12,000,000 (p. 642-3). There can be no ques- 	With respect to the $470,000 charged to cost of construction and cost of operation and 
tion that the amount is at least $30,000,000. The aggregate investment of the city and maintenance, Commissioner Harkness explains that a portion thereof, amounting to 
the company under Contracts 1, 2 and 3 is about $300.000,000. Assuming the probable $106,816.70 which represented the compensation of receiver and counsel during the years 
life of the structure and equipment, as a whole, at one hundred years, the depreciation 1919, 1920, 1921 and 1922 (p: 2334) was charged to the companies' cost of- construction 
would be 1 per cent. per annum. This is a conservative figure. The probable life of and equipment. It is difficult to conceive, how an adjustment whereby over $100,000 
the equipment is not over thirty years. While the subway, so far as it is a tunnel, paid to a receiver and counsel, in a proceeding brought about solely through the 
will endure forever, it is already demonstrated that modern construction and improve- insolvency of the Ihcticn company as a charge to cost of construction agid'equipment 
ments will render it more or less valueless as time progresses. The inadequacy of the of a subway, caea be said to be a dispaeition of a dispute at all fair, to the city. 
tunnel under Contracts 1 and 2 is the subject of daily comment. It is too narrow, not 	With respect to the seven items of objections in the annexed Exhibit 0, it will be 
properly ventilated, has not sufficient exits. In fact, because of narrower bore, the cars found that only two were .adjusted, namely, the sixth and seventh, and that the remaining 
from the B. M. T. system cannot be operated on the tracks of the I. R. T. Taking the five were practically ignored and -nothing appears to have been done. 
system as a whole its usefulness will end in much less than 100 years. Be that as it may, 	I call particular attention to the third of these, objections. That has reference to 
even the Transit Commissioners have recognized that both under the dual contracts the salary of Mr. Williams, the former president of the B. R. T. Notwithstanding that 
and as a matter of justice there should be annual contributions to this fund. Yet not the company was suffering financial reverses, his salary as president off, the New York 
only have no steps been taken by the Transit Commission to press this arbitration. but Municipal Railway- Corporation, the operating company under Contract 4, was increased 
the Transit Commission has abandoned the City's claim and apparently intends to from $50,000 to $ 5,000 a year. Curiously enough his whole salary was charged to 
overlook the plain obligations of the I. R. T. to maintain this fund. 	 cost of construction of our subways. Ob'eetibn was made by the Transit Construction 

"The Harkness says : "e attitude of the companies on that, brought into play Commissioner to this $25,+000 increase. After objection,-. the Chief Engineer arranged 
another theory on depreciation that has been very vigorously contended for by utilities with the company for a reduction of this $25.000 increase, as a charge against comtruc- 
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tion, the difference being charged to other companies in the B. R. T. system, but before mission had advised that no suit for an accounting against the companies would lie 
that arrangement was made the $25,000 had already been included in the cost of construc- "until some amount however small was coming to the city. Therefore, he advised that 
tion and, the objection was, that it be removed—apparently the objection did not prevail there was no basis for an accounting action, that we have to wait until there was a 
in the adjustment conference. 	 right of participation--an actual participation" (Harkness, p. 660) ; that means "for- 

The conduct of the Transit Commissioners in connection with these objections to ever" according to the present outlook. 
determination of cost, the abandonment by them of the arbitration proceedings initiated 	It hardly needs argument that the city is not without remedy. Without doubt an 
by Transit Construction Commissioner Delaney constitutes the subject matter of Charge 8. 'appropriate action will lie for an intermediate accounting between the city and the 

C. Cost of Operation and Maintenance. 	 company, in which the question of the liability of the company to account for this 
The dual contracts provide, that from the pooled revenues, there shall, among other revenue can be determined. According to Harkness the railroad company may withhold 

things, he deducted the expenses of operation and maintenance and preferentials, and any portion of its income, until 1962 and 1964, when the leases expire, unless at some 
thereafter the interest due the company and city. Naturally the amount of such expenses earlier time there is a balance due to the city. A mere statement of this claim is its 
determined the city's prospect of realizing anything on its investment. It was the claim own refutation. 
of Commi'sionei Delaney that large items of expense were improperly charged against 	 CHAPTER IX. 
these pooled revenues. As was pointed out by Commissioner Harkness, provision was 	 AN ESSAY IN FINANCIAL JVOGLFltY. 
made in the dual contracts for objections to such charges, and in the event of failure Transit Commission Plan of Readjustment and Unification of Transit Lines and Rapid to agree, for arbitration, as in the case of objections to determinations of cost (Harkness, 	 Transit Construction Program. P. 650). 	 Much was said before Commissioner McAvoy about the "plan of readjustment" With respect to Contract No. 4 the principal objection, was, that there was included of our existing transit system, and the Transit Commission's program for construction 
in the cost of operation and maintenance the large expenses of the receivership, to which of new subways. and the opposition which the city administration made to this plan 
reference has already been made. 	 and program. To a proper appreciation of this controversy it is necessary to refer to 

This aggregate expense as Commissioner Harkness pointed out, was $470,000 for the chapter 134, Laws of 1921 (the act which created the Transit Commission). That 
years 1919 and 1922 and presumably in proportion, up to June 14, 1923, when the receiver law was of most extraordinary character, without parallel in the history of legislation. 
was discharged. That does not take into account the final payments of $254,500 made to It constitutes an affront to the people of the City of New York. It created the Transit 
the receiver and counsel as per the statement of disbursements of Rushmore, Bisbee and Commission as a lordship over the municipal government of the City of New York. 
Stern, elsewhere referred to. 	 It was a grant of an unlimited agency to the Transit Commission, in the name of the 

On March 15, 1921 •(302 R. T. 6922 of Transit Construction Commissioner record), city and jointly with the traction companies, to rehabilitate the traction companies at 
Mr. Delaney filed his objection to such receivership expenses, as a proper charge to main- the expense, and without the consent of the city and over its objection—an objection 
tenance or operation, and on March 18, 1921, he designated as his arbitrator Mr. Edward which the legislature knew would come, and which in the law it permitted the Transit 
Ward McMahon. On March 29, 1921, the receiver designated as his arbitrator Mr. Commission to override. That law empowered the Transit Commission to negotiate Benjamin G. Paskus. So, too, similar objections were made to certain items charged with the traction companies and .prepare alan for the acquisition of, their properties. to cost of operation and maintenance, under Contracts No. 3 on January 27, 1921— 
principal of which was an item of $84,472.65, being 60 per cent. of $140,000, the cost of to fix the price for them, to fix the rate of fare to be thereafter charged the public, and 
an investigation made in 1919 by a committee, acting solely in the interest of the bond- to lay down a plan oor the control and operation of these properties so acquired; to 

nullify all existing contracts between the city and the traction companies, to strip the holders of the Interborough Con olidated Company, as successor of the Interboro- people of their' vested) right to be carried under the dual contracts at a five-cent fare Metropolitan Company, for the purpose of prc'ecling the interests of those bondholders. and 'to make contracts for the use of the city streets—all without the consent awd over This item had been charged as deduction from revenue. 	 the objection of the Ideal authorities.  The Transit Construction Commissioner on March 3, 1921, named as his arbitrator 	The city authorities have contended and still contend that this power is in viola- 
Mr. George V. S. Williams and the Interborough on March 9, 1921, Mr. Frank R. Ford. tion of Section 18 of Article III and Section 3 of Article XII of the Constitution of 
Hon. Luke D. Stapleton was named as third arbitrator. Hon. Abel E. Blackmar the State of New York, which vests exclusively in the municipal government 'the right 
succeeded him on April 5, 1923. Nothing has come of these arbitrations. They have to fix the terms and conditions of street railway franchises. That question, as elsewhere apparently been abandoned. 	 indicated, remains undetermined by the courts. The Transit Commission was not slow 

The explanation of the Transit Commission is the same as that given with respect to commence the exercise of these great powers. The Commission went into office 
to the arbitrations upon objections to determinations of cost—"all disputes have been on April 25, 1921. By September 29, 1921, it had evolved a fantastic and gigantic 
settled."  

As already indicated with respect to the item of $470,000 the expenses of the scheme which has since been called the plan of "readjustment." It made it public. The 
railroad companies were requested to give a statement of their views thereon. which 

receiver for the years 1919-1920-1921 and 1922. $106,816.70 has been charged to cost of they did. The city was never asked to express any views with respect to this pro-
construction and the balance nvs. to use the luuyuage , !r ("oni►nissioner Harkness, posed plan. The Transit Commission never finally adopted this plan, and never held "absorbed by the company out of its own funds—reccizz•crship expenses—or it may 1 any public hearings upon any "adopted plan" as he law requires. It would appear ewct,lnalky go into operating expenses.' 	 that the plan was abandoned. True, says Commissioner O'Ryan, the Transit Commis- It is respectfully submitted that when the dual contracts were made it was con- 
templated, that there should 	charged against the gross income the usual 	ordi- dd are not made public. We are assured, however, by him, that the Commission will 
nary e penses incurred in thea operation of a transit line, by a solvent carr

ier. 
er. The go ahead "at the proper time." When that will be he does not say {~O'Ryan, 2497-2498). insolvency 	the B. R. 	was not of the city's making, In no event should the city 	This plan provided for the organization of a consolidated company which would have been held accountable for its consequences, or be charged with any of the expenses purchase all of the existing lines, subway, elevated and surface, at prices to be fixed of the receivership, either in computing the company's contribution to the cost of con- I')'agreement with each of the forty companies which own the 1,000 franchises existent struction and equipment, or as an expense of operation or maintenance. Apparently 

in the City of New York. It provides for the formation of three other operating 
the city has been so charged. That $470,000, or a major portion thereof, is reflected in companies, under the control of the consolidated company. The consolidated company 
the deficit from operation, which the company claims, and which must be paid before would pay the purchase price for the existing lines, in bonds bearing interest at the 
the city receives any return on its investment. But this has "all been adjusted," says rate of 5 per cent. per annum, plus 1 per cent. for amortization, and after the con- Cummie•io tyrHarkness, an d the 

Corporation n
uns is final and conclusive upon the 

be 	
solidated company acquired these properties by the issuance of these bonds secured 

con- 

The ci ty through its Corporation Courbf has requested that objectionsreada filed, by purchase money mortgages it would transfer the property, subject to the mortgages, but, say the 
honor them 

mowmisstnnero these "an 
adjustment 

have 
so  

ignored and overruled. to the City of New York. The city would thus own all of our existing subway, 
because is 

respectfully 
to honor them would be to upset "an adjustment so laboriously worked out." elevated and surface lines, charged, however, with the lien of the mortqage, in an 

It is respectfully submitted that the Transit Commission failed in its duties and sac- amount equal to the purchase price of the lines to be fixed by agreement between the rificed the city's interests by abandoning the remedy by arbitration which Commis- Transit Co m4mrission and the railroad c~m:panies. The city would then lease the lines 
Goner Delaney set in motion. This matter is the seventh charge against the Transit and they. would be operated by the operating companies. Commissioners. 	 In explaining this arrangement recently Commissioner O'Ryan says : "No state 

D. 1 ooli,ag Rez tunes. 	 or city commission can roughly seize the property of these companies. Their property 
The city's chances of a return on its investment are dependent upon the revenue can only be obtained by purchase or due process of law." Of course that only means 

being large, or the expenses of operation being small. To safeguard the city's interest that since there is no process of law by which these lines can be acquired, that eventso-
with respect to the revenue, it is provided in Article 49, Chapter 2, Part 3 of both ally the price to be paid would be what the comeanies wk. It is also provided that 
contracts that 	 besides this 5 per cent. interest, 1 per cent. amortization, not more than 3 per cent. of 

,, * * * the gross receipts from whatever sources derived directly or indirectly the amount of the bonds, payable out of the revenue, shall be applied annually for what 
by the lessee or in its behalf in any manner from or out of or in connection with the commission characterizes as reward for efficient management, to be divided I/ 
t}ic operation of the railroad and existing railroad * * * shall be combined per cent. to the bondholders and l/ per cent. to the management. The Commission 
during the term of the contract and the city shall receive for the use of the rail- caused valuations of the railroad companies properties to he made. The companies do 
road * * * a specified part * * * of the income, earnings and profits of not agree with these valuations. They claim that they are worth about $190,000,000 
the railroad and the existing railroad. The amount of such income, earnings and more, not including the I. R. T. roads or Brooklyn Rapid Transit Lines under the 
profits shall be determined as follows :" 	 Dual Contracts. 
It is thus clear that the gross income of the railroads for purposes of an account- 	The total valuations which the commission has placed on the Manhattan elevated, 

iug with the city, is its "combined income" derived directly or indirectly out of or in old B. R. T. elevated lines, B. R. T. surface lines and the other surface lines in Man- 
connection with the operation of our rapid transit lines. 	 hattan, Staten Island and Queens, was $225.627,621. The valuations claimed by the 

Both companies have from time to time made public reports of their gross income companies is $416.000,000. Besides must be added the investment of the I. R. T. and the 
from all sources whatsoever, and whether or not related to the dual contracts, and B. R. T. under the dual contracts including their expenditures for third-tracking and 
have also from time to time reported to the Transit Commission their alleged gross extending existing elevated lines. The Commission's valuation of these investments 
revenue subject to accounting with the ctiy under the dual contracts. 	 are $174,000,000 for the I. R. T. and $88,000,000 for the B. M. T., a total of $262,000,000. 

A mere comparison of those reports had indicated that the companies withheld but the companies claim at least $250,000,000 more—a valuation of $512,000,000 making 
from the account with the city substantial revenues. The Commission has knowledge the grand total valuations claimed by the traction companies $928,000,000. The pur-
of this situation and concededly has done nothing to protect the city. This consti- chase money bonds and mortgages according to the plan of the Transit Commission 
tutes the subject matter of the Board of Estimate's sixth charge. 	 would be in this amount. 

It appears that with respect to Contract No. 4 the Brooklyn Company has excluded 	Included in the valuations of the Transit Commission are the huge exaggerations 
and retained from the revenues an aggregate of at least one million dollars. The items intended to justify the capitalization of the I. R. T., B. R. T. and N. Y. Railways upon 
thus improperly excluded and retained by the companies may for purposes of con- reorganization, elsewhere referred to. It is provided in the plan of readjustment that 
enicnce be classified into four groups : 	 after the expiration of one year from the time it becomes effective the rate of fare to 

a. Payments received by the Brooklyn Company from the Nassau Electric Rail- be charged for a single ride by the consolidated service shall be determined as follows: 
way Company for trains operated by the Nassau Company over the Brooklyn Com- 	"After payment of operating expenses and fixed charges (the fairness of the 
pany's tracks. 	 amounts of which is insured by the valuation of the properties by the Transit Com- 

b. Similar payments made to the Brooklyn Company by the South Brooklyn Rail- 	mission and the control over expenditures by the Board of Control), the surplus 
road Company. 	 monies are to be paid into a contingent reserve or barometer fund. If the avail- 

C. Payments received by the Brooklyn Company from the Long Island Railroad 	able surplus keeps this fund above a specified maximum, the fare is to be auto- 
Company. 	 matically lowered; if the fund falls below a specified minimum, the fare is to be 

d. Interest received by the Brooklyn Company on bank balances. 	 automatically increased until the reserve is restored." 
These moneys were collected by the Brooklyn Company from the other railroad 	Of course it needs no argument that this barometer fund means a fare beginning 

companies for use by the other companies of its cars and facilities. 	 at least at 8 cents and increasing to what amount no one can tell. Besides this $928,- 
These revenues as already indicated were reported by the Brooklyn Company in 000,000 there will be represented the city's investment of $300,000,000, making a total 

its annual reports as non-operating revenue but were excluded by it from its income of roughly a billion, two hundred million dollars. It was proposed  the plan that there 
in its statements of "pooled revenues" under Contract No. 4. 	 be paid S per cent. interest on the outstanding bonds. 1 per cent. amortization and 3 per 

As indicating to some extent the amount involved the following schedule of non- cent, for efficient management, a total of 9 per cent., or roughly $108,000,000. Under 
pooled revenues is given : 	  municipal operation and with interest and amortization at 4)/ per cent. per annum, 

1914. 	1915. 	1916. 	1917. 	1918. 	  the charge would be $57,000,000. In other wordy the city could borrow more than an- 
	  other billion dollars for public improvement at no greater interest charge. 

Nassau El 	 $107,601 00 $116,120 00 • $90,127 00 	$67 00 	 Since the plan was made public it has been consistently opposed by the Mayor of 

South Bklyn.  	48,181 00 	54,549 00 56,474 00 68,103 00 $58,630 00 the City of New York. His position is verytersely stated as follows: 

Long Island  	8,948 00 	3,404 00 34,892 00 28,236 00 	9,056 00 	"The Transit Commission's plan provided. among other things, for the pur- 
Intcrest on Bk. BI 	10.058 00 	12,303 00 	16,186 00 	9,807 00 	9,800 00 	chase of elevated railways and surface lines, which while rendering a public service 

_ 	 at this time, are for the most part of an obsolete type of transportation, which 
Total 	 $174,788 00 $186,376 00 $197,679 00 $106,213 00 $77,486 00 	the city will have to scrap for a better type as an aid in the solution of its acute 

traffic problems and as a measure of general public improvement. The surface 
The aggregate of these amounts to June 30, 1918, is $75Z542. It is assumed that 	lines will ultimately have to give way to bus lines and the elevated lines to subway 

this practice was continued to date. No explanation of the failure to assert the city's 	transit." 
rights in respect to the non-inclusion of these revenues is furnished by the Transit 	Realizing the force of this argument, and in the light of the overwhelming public 
Commission, except that Commissioner Harkness says that there is no "provision in the disapproval which this -plan received at the November election in 1921, when it Was 
contract in repect to income, no way to object and force an arbitration on the part the real issue, and whew the patbliie Suenxrted the Mayor and his admboistration "by their 
of the company to make credits to the accounts" (Harkness, p. 659) ; that in 1916 he re-election to office, Con issimer O'Ryan - now for . thejfrst time infists 'theft. it 'nw 
was assistant counsel to the Public Service Commission; that the counsel to the corn- not part of the plan to melgde all of the surface lines. He says that. some were to be 
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"discarded," "not included in the plan." Such was his testimony before Commissioner plan of readjustment in September, 1921, and in Maj of 1922, it sent to she Board of 
McAvoy (2474-2476). 	 Estsmate plans for the cortstsiction of new subuoys (p. 95). The plan provided for 

It is too late to make such complete reversal of'osition. The Mayor's objections four routes; two may be disposed of, the extension of the Fourth Avenue line to Ft. 
were made immediately after the plan was made public. There was then no disavowal Hamilton and of the Corona line to Flushing, that work was done. The other two were 
by the Transit Commissioners of their intention to purchase all of the surface lines. the so-called Washington Heights line and the Brooklyn Crosstown line. The Wash- 
In the plan it is stated that its purpose is as follows: 	 ington Heights line was intended to run from about 193d street and Fort Washington 

"All existing corporations and their franchises under leases and securities are Avenue down through Amsterdam Avenue to 64th Street and there to connect with the 
gradually to be eliminated or extinguished except such underlying lines carrying two track line of the B. M. T. which were already congested by traffic from lower 
a low rate of interest as the commission deems it advisable not to,disturb. Existing Manhattan, about which so much was said before Commissioner McAvoy. It was proposed 
securities with such exceptions are to be replaced by an issue of bonds of the con- that the heavy traffic from Washington Heights be diverted into that two track 
solidated company representing a fair and honest valuation of the properties." 	line of the B. M. T. 
And as late as October 20, 1924, Commissioner O'Ryan said into the microphone at 	Certain engineering objections developed because of the location of the water mains 

Station WNYC that 	 in Amsterdam Avenue and the large cost of changes, with the result that the Transit 
"These are the fundamental features of the transit situation, namely, the great Commission withdrew and modified its plan and provided for the construction along 

number of franchises that should be surrendered, the large number of operating Central Park West. 
companies whose activities should be consolidated," etc., and * * * "We have, 	The Brooklyn crosstown line was, intended to run from the Queensboro Plaza to 
therefore, caused expert engineers employed by the Transit Commission to make the central part of Brooklyn traversing seven subway and "L" lines operated by the 
inventories of all of the property owned and used by all the companies now oper- I. R T. and B. M. T. (McAneny, p. 2606.) 
atirg in the City of New York, * * * Our plan proposed that when the prop- 	It was proposed that this line should run to Fulton Street to a connection with 
erty values have been agreed upon, this city owned company will take over the the B. M. T. subway at DeKalb Avenue (pp. 982-997), again adding to the congestion at 
properties and pay for them, not with money, but with its bonds equal in amount DeKalb Avenue, the neck of the bottle, about which so much has also been said in the 
to the value of the railroad property taken over. * * * " 	 record. 
The valuations to which Commissioner O'Ryai refers include the valuations hf 	The Mayor immediately opposed this plan. His position was, as it always has been, 

every single surface line in the city, including those which he himself admits should be that he is opposed to linking up any new subways with the existing line. His reasons 
scrapped. Furthermore, "franchises cannot be extinguished and surrendered" without therefor are as follows: 
the agreement of the railroad company and he has very clearly stated it, they will not 	"I have vigorously opposed the Transit Commissioner's efforts to put into effect 
agree to such surrender, except upon payment of what they believe is the value of their 	transit plans, similar to those foisted upon the people under the dual contracts, that 
lines. will tie the City of New York for generations to the traction corporations now 

Furthermore, since the plan is dependent upon separate agreements with all the 	operating the city-owned subways. 
railroad companies (pp. 2471-2472) they surely will not agree to sell what is good and 	"Over ten years have passed; the money has been invested; the business has 
keep what is to be scrapped, unless the price be so high for what is sold that theyt carp 	been more prosperous that was ever contemplated; the subways are more packed 
afford to keep what is not wanted. The inclusion in this plan of those surface lines' • 	than was ever expected; more nickels are coming in than could possibly have 
was one of the principal grounds of objection of the city administration. 	 been calculated, but the net result is that the city has not received one cent 

Furthermore, it has been repeatedly pointed out by the Mayor that the claim of 	interest. 
the Transit Commission that the purchase price would not be paid by the public, is a 	"The city regards that as a poor business investment for the people and 
fraud. The plan provides that the railroad companies shall be guaranteed that the 	I regard those with whom the city had that investment as not good partners; 

	

fares will be sufficient to pay the interest and the principal of the bonds, to be amortized 	and my point of view is that if the city is to continue in the same line of business, it 
annually. 	 certainly does not want to continue with the same partners, where it can expect the 

	

Since, as has already been pointed out, the great majority of the people of our 	same results—in other words, more money and no return. 

	

city use our transit lines, in effect the Transit Commission's plan is, that the public pay 	"The proper attitude of a business man would be, after he has invested $300,000,- 

	

In fares not only carrying charges, not only interest at 5 per cent. per annum, not only 	000 with certain partners who promised him a return, which he never got, that for 

	

3 per cent. for alleged efficiency, but the amortization annually of the entire principal 	the future he would have no business with those partners ; on the contrary, he 
of these bonds, to be given in payment of the purchase price of these lines. 	 would go in business on his own account, and especially is this so when I am unable 

	

The Mayor's position always has been and still is, that this is a deliberate attempt 	to reconcile the failure of the city to get any return with the extravagance, waste- 

	

to deceive the public; that new subways are needed; that they should be built with 	fulness and bad faith, both of the companies and the State Transit Commission, 

	

public moneys, raised directly by the public at interest and amortization charges of 4Y4 	which was charged with the duty of supervising their affairs. 

	

per cent. and not 9 per cent.; that when built they should be operated by the city; that 	"My opposition in this matter is, that as the business representative of the 

	

the city should from time to time recapture the existing subways under the dual con- 	City of New York, it would be folly to put more money in any enterprise with partners 

	

tracts, make necessary connections, changes and improvements, improve existing service 	who have promised a return which they have never made." 

	

to the standard that the law requires and to which the people are entitled, and that 	This program by the Transit Commission for future construction was claimed by 
eventually the city will not only own on paper, but own and operate in fact, its own it to involve an investment of $218,000,000 for construction and about $100,000,000 for 
rapid transit lines. and use the profits therefrom for construction of future subways. equipment, a total of $318,000,000, with which it proposed to construct about 32/ miles of 
It is further the position of the Mayor that by a justifiable constitutional amendment new rapid transit lines. 
all the money needed for these purposes by the city will be available. 	 On September 6, 1922, the Mayor published his plan for future subways.* It is to 

It was pointed out at the hearings that repeated appeal has been made to the respec- be borne in mind that neither the Mayor or the Board of Estimate had any power to 
tive legislatures in recent years, for the adoption of a Constitutional amendment by put that plan into effect. It operated at most as a suggestion to the Transit Corn-
which the bonds heretofore issued 'for rapid transit purposes, would be placed in the mission. The law provides that the City may make such "suggestions" for new subways, 
same class as are water bonds, that is, they should not be counted against the 10 per but the Transit Commission refused to adopt those suggestions. That plan provides for 
cent. of assessment debt limit "provided they are not issued to an amount in excess of the building of I11 miles of new rapid transit lines in The City of New York at a total 
water bonds that are outstanding and self-supporting, which amount to $270,000,000" expense of $600,000,000. 
(Craig, p. 2164). 	 The Mayor was in favor of a Washington Heights line but he did not want it to 

So, to use the language of Comptroller Craig, "the amount of transit bonds to be end in 64th Street, and to connect with the line of the B. M. -T. His proposal was for 
exempted from a charge against the debt margin, shall be measured by the amount of a trunk line from Washington Heights down through Eighth Avenue to the end of the 
water bonds, that are outstanding at the time and are self-supporting out of water Island with proper connections to Brooklyn and Queens. 
revenue" (p. 2161). 	 He was also in favor of a crosstown line in Brooklyn. The line which the Transit 

It has already been shown that if this $270,000,000 is released, there will be avail- Commission proposed would cost $44,000,000 and would not be servicable except in 
able at least $550,000,000 before January 1, .1928, when this Constitutional amendment partnership with the B. M. T. 
can be made effective. The cost of recapture of all the subways is less than $200,000,000, 	The Mayor proposed an independently operable crosstown line in Brooklyn self- 
leaving $350,000,000 available before January 1, 1928. The Board of Transportation's sustaining from beginning of operation, from Queens Plaza through the large industrial 
program for future construction involves an expenditure of only $254,000,000, and with section of Greenpoint, to cross Fulton Street to Franklin Avenue to Washington Avenue 
its extensions an additional $150,000,000. 	 and eventually Sheepshead Bay and Coney Island and to cross the East River to connect 

Commissioner O'Ryan says that the consummation of the Transit Commission's with the sections of Manhattan, from the vicinity of Huron Street to the neighborhood 
plan of "readjustment" will mean that the city will receive interest on its $300,000,000 of 23rd or 34th Street in Manhattan, and then crosstown to the 6th or 8th Avenues to 
present investment in subways, that the city's outstanding rapid transit bonds will thus connect with the Washington Heights line (pp. 1044-1045). 
become self-supporting and not counted against the city's debt margin, and in that way 	The result of the Transit Commission's submission of their plan to the Board of 
that sum will be available to the city for future construction. A much more simple Estimate was in its rejection in November, 1922. Nothing further was done. The 
remedy would be to give the railroad companies the increase in fa'es which they have Transit Commission did not adopt any of the Mayor's proposals. 
sought. I am quite confident that they would be willing to pay the 4 per cent. interest 	In June of 1923 a conference committee was appointed consisting of Messrs. 
on the city's investment if the city administration permitted them to charge an 8 or 10 Delaney, Tuttle, the City's Chief Engineer, and Mr. Murray Hulbert, President, Board 
cent fare, and after all, that is what the Transit Commission proposes shall be done of Aldermen, the Transit Commissioners and Engineers Turner and Ridgway. Fourteen 
under its "plan of readjustment." 	 of these conferences were held. 

Commissioner O'Ryan speaks of honest valuations in connection with the plan of 	After five conferences, the Conference Committee recommended generally the 
readjustment, but he forgets to state that it would involve the payment of $38,000,000 Brooklyn Crosstown and Washington Heights routes, upon the understanding that the 
to the New York Railways System ; $34,000,000 to the Third Avenue Railway System ; details of these routes would be worked out in the Committee, and on August 3, 1923, 
$59,000,000 for the B. R. T. and Brooklyn City Company lines and $57,000,00 for the the Board of Estimate and Apportionment approved these routes. Nine conferences 
antiquated Manhattan Elevated lines. 	 were thereafter held by the Joint Committee representing the Board of Estimate and 

Besides the valuations of these obsolete systems the values were full of over Apportionment, Transit Commission and the Engineers. 
appraisals. They include power plant facilities at full original cost, with no deduction 	These two lines were the principal subjects discussed. There developed, as from 
for depreciation. These power plants could not possibly be operated under the plan. the outset, disagreements based on fundamental differences of policy. The proposals of 
They contain duplications which pile up the amount to be paid by the city. 	 the Transit Commission all looked to the construction of the new lines as additions to 

In speaking of this plan the Mayor stated : 	 our existing subways. The suggestions of the City's representatives were all in the 
"I was, am now, and always will be, opposed to such gigantic scheme to loot direction of independently operable lines. Commissioner Delaney very clearly stated 

the public. I believe that the public should raise money * * * that when the his position with respect to the Brooklyn Crosstown lines as follows: 
money is raised it should be put into new subways, and that with respect to the 	"I opposed the tie-up of the routes and I was not in favor of the line laid 
present subways and other means of transit, they are here and everything should 	down for the crosstown route" (p. 978). 
be done to compel safe and adequate service for the public as is required by law 	In the conferences "the Transit Commission proposed that the lines should be run 
and contract." 	 through Fulton Street to a connection with the B. M. T. subway at DeKalb Avenue." 
To understand the City's opposition to the program of the Transit Commission for The City's representatives favored the continuations of this line into Lafayette Avenue, 

construction of new subways, it is most important to bear in mind that all of these plans having in mind its eventual operation as an independent line. Two separate reports, 
for future construction were supplementary of this plan of readjustment. New subways one favoring the Lafayette Avenue line and the other the Fulton Street line were sub-
were suggested only as additions to and extensions of the existing lines which the "Plan mitted to the Board of Estimate and Apportionment respectively by the Transit Corn- 
of Readjustment" proposed that the city should purchase. 	 mission and the City's representatives (pp. 993-994). 

Commissioner McAneny testified that the policy of the Transit Commission in relation 	From the latter part of August, 1923, until March, 1924, and while these confererces 
to the construction of our future subways was "in favor of building extensions to the were in progress, the Mayor was prevented from discharging his duties by serous 
existing lines" (McAneny, pp. 2568-2570), and it is equally true that the Mayor, illness. At the time of his return to office, the 1924 amendment of the transit laws by 
Comptroller and Mr. Delaney are opposed to the extension of private operation of our the creation of the Board of Transportation was in process. 
transit lines by our traction companies and are in favor of the construction of independent 	It was clear from all that had transpired in the Committee, that the Transit Corn- 
lines to be owned and operated by the city. (See pp. 2050. 1025.) Having in mind these mission was determined to carry out its policy of "new construction only as extensions. 
diametrically opposed policies and the fact that the Transit Commission until July, 1924, of the existing lines", thereby further binding the City to a joint venture which had 
had exclusive pou-cr to initiate future construction and that the city was absolutei' proved so disastrous to the City, and that the Mayor's proposals for "independent lines" 
without power, it will be easy to understand the helplessness of the City Administration had been completely ignored. Accordingly the Mayor upon his return refused to lend 
to relieve the transit situation in the City of New York until the advent of the Board himself to these policies of the Transit Commission and so announced, in a letter dated 
of Transportation on July 1st, 1924. 	 March 21, 1924, a copy of which is annexed marked Exhibit M, in which, among other 

The first subway contracts were made in 1900 and 1902. The dual contracts were things, he says in respect to the Brooklyn Crosstown line: 
executed in 1913. The City grew, its traffic increased, but nothing was done to build 	"A connection of this kind will tie up a $44,000,000 subway proposition with  
new subways until Commissioner John H. Delaney became Transit Construction Commis- 	the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Company (formerly the B. R. T.), to be operated 
sioner. His Chief Engineer was Daniel L. Turner. Under his direction Mr. Turner pre- 	by that company. Such a connection and operation will provide nothing but 
pared a plan which was made public on July 29, 1920, and provided for a comprehensive 	deficits to be made up by the taxpayers in the yearly budget, in addition to the 
program of rapid transit construction for 25 years, estimated to cost about $350,000.000 	$10,000,000 which the taxpayers are now forced to provide in the budget under 
(p. 78). He was requested by Mr. Delaney to work out the details of routes for immediate 	the present subway contracts" (p. 1044). 
construction. Before this could be done the Republican Legislature turned Delaney out of 	The 1924 amendment of Transit Laws creating the Board of Transportation was 
office, that was April 25. 1921. The Transit Commission was not concerned in the enacted May 1, 1924, but by its terms that Board did not come into office until July 
beginning with construction of new subways. It first wanted to insure the financial 1, 1924. 
rehabilitation of the traction companies. It was not even concerned with improving the 	Notwithstanding the Transit Commission had due notice that its construction powers 
service on the existing lines as has been pointed out. It promptly made public its would end on July 1, 1924, apparently for purposes of embarrassing the new Bt ar4, it 
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let a contract for the construction of one mile, in the middle of the proposed Brooklyn 
Crosstown line, at a cost of $3,500,000, and submitted this contract for approval to the 
Board of Estimate and Apportionment (pp. 143, 1010-1018). 

The matter was referred to Commissioner Delaney, who was about to become 
Chairman of the Board of Transportation, and he, in a letter dated June 3, 1924, 
addressed to the Mayor, recommended the disapproval of this contract (Delaney, 1016, 
et seq.). A copy of Commissioner Delaney's letter to the Mayor dated June 3, 1924, is 
annexed and marked Exhibit N. In it he said, among other things: 

"It seems to me that the new Board of Transportation should be given an 
opportunity to study the situation before your Board definitely adopts a policy. 
Otherwise the new Board will come into office on July 1st under conditions similar 
to those which prevented initiative in respect to the route by your recent Conference 
Committee" (p. 1017). 
The matter which received the principal consideration of the Conference Committee 

in the Fall of 1923 was the Washington Heights line. 
It will be remembered that the Transit Commission's plan for that route was, that 

it run under Central Park West (after it had been changed from Amsterdam avenue) 
and that it end at 64th Street, there to connect with the B. M. T. lines; that plan was 
rejected by the Board of Estimate in November, 1922. 

On May 15, 1923, the Transit Commission presented to the Board of Estimate for 
its approval a route beginning at 59th Street and 7th Avenue, proceeding under 59th 
Street, Central Park West, Manhattan Avenue, St. Nicholas Avenue, and terminating 
at 162nd Street. On June 1, 1923, it was the subject of discussion before the Board 
of Estimate. The result was the appointment of the Conference Committee to which 
rr,ference has been made. 

On June 15, 1923, the Conference Committee held its first meeting, and a report 
recommending the general approval of this route was submitted, as already indicated, 
and on August 3, 1923, the Board of Estimate and Apportionment formally gave its 
approval. 

On October 2, 1923, the Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission suggested to the 
Conference, that the route as adopted be changed so that it would proceed from 59th 
Street to 110th Street under Central Park ; then to 8th Avenue instead of Manhattan 
Avenue, to 121st Street, and then through St. Nicholas Avenue. 

The suggestion that the line be constructed under Central Park, instead of under 
Central Park West, was made because of an alleged estimated saving of $5,000,000. 
The matter was referred to the Board of Estimate, public hearings were held, and 
strong public opposition developed to such use of the park. Then Commissioner 
McAneny suggested a modification and a resubmission of the route through Amsterdam 
Avenue, which had previously bees rejected by the Board of Estimate. The Committee 
again took into account the existence of the extensive water mains and conduits under 
Amsterdam Avenue, the reconstruction of which would cost about $5,000,000, and 
reached the conclusion, that engineering and other difficulties which were the cause of 
the previous rejection by the Board of Estimate, were of sufficient magnitude to prevent 
concurrence in the proposed change of route, and the Committee notified the Transit 
Commission that it would not agree to the Transit Commission's recommendation of 
this Amsterdam Avenue route. That occurred on December 20, 1923. 

At that time a suggestion was made for the first time that consideration be given to 
a substituted route in Columbus Avenue. The matter had not been previously discussed. 
Chief Engineer Tuttle then stated that before making any definite commitment as to this 
proposed route, he desired further information as to the character of the subsoil and 
structures, cost of underpinning the elevated railroad structure and probable land 
damages which would be involved in joining the portion of the road under Broadway 
with the stub ends of the Broadway-Seventh Avenue line, and that he desired to consider 
other features of the proposition, and requested an adjournment until January 3, 1924, 
which was taken. 

There was no agreement or understanding that the Columbus Avenue route would 
be accepted in Place for the Central Park West route, which had been approved by the 
Board of Estimate. During the recess and on the eve of the publication of the 
Governor's message to the 1924 Legislature, which recommended the abolition of the 
Transit Commission, there unexpectedly appeared from Chairman McAneny of the 
Transit Commission a public statement, in effect that the Columbus Avenue route had 
been agreed upon in the Committee, with, to quote the Hon. Murray Hulbert, "the 
presumptuous declaration" on the part of the Chairman of the Transit Commission that 
"the other members of the Board of Estimate and Apportionment can hardly withhold 
their approval to start the shovels moving dirt." It is to be borne in mind, that on 
August 3, 1923, the Washington Heights line, proceeding along Central Park West, had 
been approved by the Board of Estimate on the Transit Commissioners' recommendation. 

This statement by McAneny indicated clearly, that his participation in the con-
ferences with the City's representatives was not in good faith, that it was never his 
intention to depart from the original policy of the Transit Commission, viz.: To 
embark upon such construction only, as would benefit the traction companies, and that 
his purpose was if this could not be accomplished, at the appropriate time, to end the 
conferences, which he did by this public statement. 

The Transit Commission did nothing further of a constructive character, in regard 
to either the Washington Heights line or the Brooklyn Crosstown line, except that it 
expended $361,000 in preparing useless maps and drawings (p. 140), and except that 
it let, to use the language of Mr. McAneny, a contract for a "very fragmentary bit 
of that line which happened to come under the site of a proposed public school—at 
something like $240,000 which was sent to the Board of Estimate and approved." 
Besides, on June 3, 1924, with knowledge that the Board of Transportation would 
take hold of construction work on July 1, 1924, the Transit Commission suddenly 
developed a great activity and advertised for a bid on a section of the proposed Wash-
ington Heights route covering 13 city blocks from 160th to 173d streets, St. Nicholas 
avenue and Broadway. No beginning point and no ending point had at that time been 
determined for this route. Without "rhyme or reason" thirteen blocks of subway in 
mid-section were to be contracted for. On the 6th of June. 1924, upon learning of this 
advertisement, Mr: Delaney wrote Mr. McAneny to discontinue the same, which he did. 
There ended the "inactivities" of the Transit Commission in relation to construction of 
new subways. 

The record in regard to proposed subway construction would be incomplete without 
a reference to the Ashland Place Cbnnection. Under the dual contracts, no provision 
was made for any additional rapid transit service to the central part of Brooklyn. 
It was left dependent on the Fulton Street line, which runs through downtown Brooklyn, 
over the Brooklyn Bridge to the Park Row terminal, but not through Manhattan 
(pp. 669-670). Under a "related certificate" granted with contract No. 4 this line 
was to be third-tracked. The third track was added from East New York to Nostrand 
Avenue, when opposition developed to further third-tracking. down Fulton Street. the 
main business district of Brooklyn, and, accordingly, the third-tracking ended in 1915 
or 1916 (p. 670). Then there developed a movement to connect this Fulton Street 
line at Ashland Place with the Broadway-4th Avenue line (p. 671). The B. R. T. 
was opposed to this connection because it involved an expense of several million dollars 
for new equipment ; the old rolling stock of the Fulton Street line was not serviceable 
for subway operation (p. 671). 

In 1917. it annears that the B. R'. T. indicated its willingness to consent to this 
ennnection (p. 672). But nothing appears to have been done in that direction until 
Mr. Delaney. as Transit Construction Commissioner, took no the matter and worked 
out a new agreement with the B. M. T. for this connection, but at that time the 
B. R. T. was already in receivership (p. 672) and nothing, of course, could be done. 

The matter was again taken up in the Conference Committee in the Fall of 1923 
(pp. 673-674) and with the B. M. T. in December of 1923 (p. 676). There had 
developed in November 1923 "a new agitation in Brooklyn for this line." The result 
of the negotiation with the B. M. T. was that an agreement of modification of Contract 
No. 4 was drawn, in which the B. M. T. proposed to consent to the construction of 
this Ashland Place connection but upon conditions, however, among others, that the city 
build the Broadway-Nassau line (pp. 676, 678, 684). 

Of course this proposal by the B. M. T. was not made in earnest, because it well 
knew that the City would not consent to these conditions (p. 692). Furthermore, the 
proposal for the Ashland Place connection has always been regarded, by those informed, 
as impracticable and not a solution of the transit problem of that locality, but rather, 
as tending to aggravate it. 

The connection was proposed to be made with the 4th Avenue line above DeKalb 
Avenue. thus adding the traffic from the Fulton Street line to the congestion, which 
there already is at DeKalb Avenue (p. 672). 

The engineers of the railroad company "fought the proposal steadily" and pointed  

out that the introduction of additional trains into DeKaib Avenue "would result. in 
further congestion at that ' ' int and reduce the service for the outlying districts:" 
Mr. Turner, the present «,-of Engineer of the Transit Commission, was likewise 
opposed to this construction (p. 780). 

CHAPTER X. 
DAWNING LIGHT. 

Board of Tr mzportatfon's Subway Construction Program. 
This Board was created by Chapter 573, Laws of 1924, signed by the Governor 

May 1, 1924, effective July 1, 1924. It transfers the power to construct rapid transit 
lines, from the Transit Commission to the Board of Transportation, named by the 
Mayor of the City of New Yq1rk. The members of that Board are John H. Delaney, 
William A. DeFord and Daniel  Ryan (p. 557). 

The Transit Commission still retains its regulatory powers over our existing transit 
lines. It also has regulatory jurisdiction over all future extensions and additions to 
the existing lines (p. 82). 

This law contains novel features. It provides that the city may operate all newly 
constructed lines, at a five-cent fare, for three years, but thereafter, they must be self-
supporting. 

It directs that, accompanying all proposed routes or general plans of construction, 
for the approval by the Board of Estimate, shall be a statement, signed by, at least two 
members of the Board of Transportation, and countersigned by its Chief Engineer. 
setting forth the estimated cost of construction and equipment of the proposed line, the 
estimated time required for its construction and equipment, together with an estimate 
for ten years, of the prospective results of operation of such rapid transit railroad 
(p. 1048). 

This Board of Transportation has proceeded expeditiously with the construction 
of new subways. It is working in harmony with, and has the co-operation of the 
city administration. Its Chairman is, by reason of long and varied experience in transit 
and kindred service, and natural ability and fitness, highly qualified to carry forward 
the work of new construction. There remains no doubt that under the directions. of 
this Board, the people will have the subways for which they have been clamoring, and 
which are sorely needed. 

The legislation of 1924 gives only partial relief. The Board of Transportation has 
no authority to direct better service on our existing lines. 

Immediately upon coming into office, the Board of Transportation proceeded to 
lay out a comprehensive new trunk subway line for the city, running from about 215th 
Street in the Borough of Manhattan, through Fort Washington Avenue, to Fulton or 
Wall Street, with projected tunnel connections under the East River, in the neighbor-
hood of 53rd Street and Wall or Fulton Street, to Queens and Brooklyn respectively. 
Beginning at 193rd Street and Fort Washington Avenue, it will be a four-track line, 
except possibly for a short distance at the northerly end, down Fort Washington Ave-
nue to Broadway, thence through St. Nicholas Avenue to Eighth Avenue, thence from 
110th Street to 64th Street, along Central Park West, then as a six-track line down 
Eighth Avenue to Greenwich Avenue, down to Church Street, and then running east 
under the river either at Fulton or Wall Street, with a connection west, across 53rd 
Street, to Sixth Avenue, and a two-track line down Sixth Avenue, and east through 
53rd Street under the East River to Queens, and another connection crosstown at 
139th Street to the Harlem River, a distance of about 154 miles, where there will be 
the terminal yards and shops for those lines, also a connection at Houston Street east 
to the Bowery with possible*extension to Brooklyn (pp. 1052-1055). 

Although it is generally conceded that it takes at least nine months to prepare plans 
for a subway construction, this comprehensive plan was proclaimed by the Board of 
Transportation on December 9, 1924 (pp. 1047-1048). The route in its entirety has not 
yet been validated by the Board of Estimate (pp. 1051-1052)., but the Board of Trans-
portation is proceeding to advertise for and let contracts for the portion of line between 
64th Street and 193rd Street, under prior validations (pp. 1054-1073). 

The route from Pearl and Wall Street to 193rd Street and Fort Washington Ave-
nue has already been laid out. Shortly, the details of the route from 193rd Street to 
Overlook Terrace will be completed. That will provide 18.53 miles of subway with 
65.57 single track miles (Ridgway, pp. 1880-1882). 

The cost of construction of the routes laid out, will be about $181,000,000, and, 
together with equipment, in all, $254,000,000. It will take three years to build and one 
year to equip the subway (Ridgway, pp. 1927-1928). Attempted comparisons were 
made at the hearings between the estimated cost of this new construction, and the 
cost of construction under Contracts 1, 2 and 3, operated by the Interborough. 

It appears that the old subway has 217.4 miles of single track. TlW its cost was 
$264,000,000 but of this construction 85.8 miles represents elevated structure, costing 
one-fourth of subway cost (pp. 1920-1922). Engineer Ridgway explained that the new 
structure will not be a mere duplicate of the present I. R. T. subway. It will be a 
"modern" rapid transit line. The bore of the tunnel will be greater to accommodate 
wider cars ; there will be emergency exits, and a proper system of ventilation lacking 
in the old subway. The stations will be longer and be adaptable for the use of at least 
12-car trains on both local and express lines (pp. 1924-1925), thereby adding not only 
to the comfort and convenience of the riders but to the passenger bearing capacity of 
the line. 

These estimates of cost of construction and equipment resulted in speculations by 
the Transit Commissioners and their specially employed public accountant, Mr. S. 
Herbert Wolfe, as to how much will be lost annually from operation of the new line 
on a five-cent fare. 

Mr. Wolfe and Commissioner Harkness both concurred that the result of opera-
tions on this new line, on a five-cent fare, will be an annual loss to the city of $7,500,000, 
according to the former, and $7,000,000 according to the latter. (See Wolfe, p. 2284; 
Harkness, p. 2298, 2302, 2303.) 

Commissioner Harkness says that the cost of carrying a single passenger in the 
new subway will be eight and three-quarter cents ; Commissioner O'Ryan says that the 
cost will be ten cents (p. 2461). 

Notwithstanding, the Transit Commission apparently approves the line of the Board 
of Transportation, so that there is unanimity of opinion as to the necessity for this new 
subway, except that there is the disappointment by McAneny that it will not be linked 
up with the B. M. T. and I. R. T. (pp. 2569, 2606, 2608.) 

It is difficult to conceive the purpose of the Transit Commissioners in venturing 
estimates of deficits from operation of the new line. Clearly it is necessary, and will 
serve to relieve the disgraceful congestion in our existing rapid transit lines. Are we 
to understand that the Transit Commission could construct new lines for less money?—
no such claim is made. Is the city to continue the McAneny policy of only talking about 
new subways and not building them, which the Transit Commission pursued for four 
years, because standards of living have changed and cost of construction is higher than 
in 1913? Concededly there are deficits aggregating $100,000,000 under the dual con-
tracts. Are we to understand that had the Transit Commission foreseen these deficits, 
the subways would not have been built ? Is it not the fact that McAneny anticipated that 
there would be deficits from the operation of the subways under the dual contracts? 

It is undoubtedly true that if the new subway be operated by the traction companies, 
who pay exorbitant rates of interest, indulge every now and then in receiverships, suffer 
waste and extravagance, there will be more deficits on a five-cent fare. But the city 
intends to operate the new subway itself, and these conditions will not obtain. 

Reference has already been made to calculations, set forth in annexed schedules, 
which demonstrate that even on the basis of an increase of 125 per cent. in cost of 
construction and equipment, subways can be operated by the City, of New York, on a 
five-cent fare, at a profit. 

Comptroller Craig called attention before Commissioner McAvoy to the fact that 
past experience has proved that the cost of operation and maintenance is about 60 per 
cent. of the gross revenue, and he says: 

"If you have forty per cent. of gross on the new lines to cover interest and 
sinking fund charges, you will very likely be able to build some new lines out of 
the surplus" (p. 2244). 
Besides, there is every expectancy that this 60 per cent, for operation will be reduced 

by the elimination of unnecessary expenses and extravagances and substantial savings 
in the cost of power and other items of service (Craig, pp. 2250-2251). 

Buses. 
The bus problem has been the subject of -discussion and litigation. The "bus" has 

come to be recognised as a satisfactory means of transportation. Reputed a 
have been made to secure from the legislature in recent years the paver for the 
of New- York to purchase and operate its own bus lines, without success. The 
Avenue Coach Company operates bases, on a ten-cent fare, at a cost of operatian it is 
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claimed of 8.4 cents per passenger (p. 2264). Our bus operation has been the subject of 
litigation in certain cases, resulting in injunctions secured by surface line companies 
(p. 2669). The buses in operation in the city are privately owned and operated, upon 
temporary permits issued by the Commissioner of Plant attd Structures of the City of 
New York (p. 2667). There are 36 of such bus lines, carrying approximately 188,710 
passengers per day (p. 2669). 

It was suggested at the hearings that the city's traffic problems have become aggra-
vated by the large increase in the number of taxicabs on the city streets. A record of 
the number of taxicabs in operation is as follows: 

1918 	  
1922 	  
1923 	  
1924 	  

It is estimated that the gross revenues from taxi operation is about $50,000,000 a 
year, as against $52,000,000 from all of the surface trolley lines operating in the city. 

The city is about to embark upon the program of acquiring and operating its own 
bus lines. Difference of opinion has arisen as to the power of the city under the recent 
Home Rule Law to undertake this municipal operation. Undoubtedly that question will 
be speedily determined and then the way will be open for an extension and enlargement 
of that service. 

4,700 
13,449 
15,000 
17,550 

Honorable Sir—The Board of Estimate and Apportionment of the City of New 
York hereby prefers charges of wilful neglect of and failure to discharge duty, and mis-
conduct in office, and inefficiency, against George McAneny, Leroy T. Harkness and 
John F. O'Ryan, as Transit Commissioners appointed pursuant to Chapter 134 of the 
Laws of 1921, and respectfully request and demand that each of them be removed by 
you from such office by reason thereof and by reason of the matters and things here- 
inafter set forth : 

First Charge—That in and by Section 26 of the Public Service Commissions Law 
of the State of New York it is provided that 

"Every corporation, person or common carrier performing a - service designated 
in the preceding section, shall furnish, with respect thereto, such service and facilities 
as shall be safe and adequate and in all respects just and reasonable." 
That in and by the Rapid Transit Contract No. 4 entered into by and between the 

City of New York and the. Railroad Company, for the unification, consolidation and 
extension of then existing subway, street and elevated car lines, and for the construc-
tion of additional subways, it was, among other things, provided (substantially same 
provisions in Contract No. 3) :' 

"The principal object of the City in making this contract is to secure for the 
public convenience an adequate, comfortable and rapid system of passenger trans-
portation in the portions of New York which will be served by the Railroad and 
the Existing Railroads. By the foregoing provisions of the Lease the Lessee has 
covenanted, among other things, to operate the Railroad and the Existing Railroads 
carefully and skillfully, according to the highest standards of railway operation; 
to supply adequate equipment; to run trains so as to furnish adequate service; to 
use the best safety devices; to keep the Railroad and Equipment and Existing Rail-
roads clean, dry, well lighted, heated and ventilated; and to do other things, as 
hereinbefore set forth, for the convenience and accommodation of the public. These 
covenants on the part of the Lessee are among the principal moving considerations 
to the City in making this contract, and any breach thereof will entitle the City 
to the remedies provided in this contract. If at any time Additions to the Rail-
road or Equipment or to the Existing Railroads or any change in the mode of 
operating the Railroad or the Existing Railroads or conducting the business thereof. 
are necessary in order to carry out the purposes of the Lease in securing service and 
facilities as shall be safe and adequate and in all respects just and .reasonable the 
Commission may direct the provision or construction of such Additions and the 
making of such changes in the mode of operation of the Railroad or the Existing 
Railroads or in the conduct of the business thereof as may be necessary to aceom-
plish such purposes." 
That in and by the Act, to wit, Chapter 134 of the Laws of 1921, Messrs. Mc- 

Anent', Harkness and O'Ryan, as Transit Commissioners, succeeded to the powers 
and duties of the former Transit Construction Commissioner, and as such were charrged. 
with the duty of planning and building of rapid transit railways in the City of New 
York, and of completing the subway work then remaining unconstructed under said con-
tracts, and of securing compliance by the Railroad Companies with all of the terms 

The Transit Commission's failure -to direct and secure better service was due 
entirely, as it admits, to financial considerations, and the insolvency of the traction 
companies, brought about by over-capitalization upon organization and reorganization, 
wastes, extravagances, costly and embarrassing receivership, and the diversion of about 
$100,000,000 in swollen dividends which should have been used for development and 
improvement of service. The Transit Commissioners approached every proposal for 
the alleviation of the public's suffering with a tender solicitude for the balance sheets 
of the traction corporations. 

That these things happened, and that these causes brought about the collapse of 
the traction companies, is not disputed by the Transit Commissioners. They say, in 
effect, we found these conditions when we came into office and it was our "duty" to 
rehabilitate these companies even at the expense of the public. The I. R. T. is still 
financially embarrassed and unable to make necessary capital expenditures, according 
to the testimony of its own President. The B. M. T. persists that it cannot give good 
service on a five-cent fare, but it can and does pay dividends on its preferred stock. 
The stock speculators have profited. 

The remedy is plain. The regulatory and construction powers should be vested 
in a single Board named by the local authorities, and that Board should immediately 
order necessary changes and improvements, such, among others, as the lengthening 
of the stations on the I. R. T. line, the addition of new cars, the furnishing of more 
guards and conductors, revision of schedules by increasing the number of trains during 
non-rush hours and the maintenance of full service before and after the commence-
ment of the rush period. By constitutional amendment our rapid transit bonds should 
be exempted from charge against the city's debt limit, thereby releasing nearly 
$275,000,000 for future construction; the proceeds, together with amounts from time 
to time otherwise available, should be applied to carry out the general plan of construc-
tion of the Board of Transportation, and for a recapture of all of our rapid transit 
lines under Contracts 3 and 4. 

The remedy will come only by less talking and more building of new subways, and 
by talking less and securing more and better service on our 

HARRY 
existin
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lines. 
 GORDON. Respectfully submitted, 

EXHIBIT A. 

Hon. ALFRED E. SMITH. Governor of the State of New York; 

CHAPTER XL 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The hearings before Commissioner McAvoy were dosed on January 8, 1925. I 
have attempted to set forth in this report a summary of the principal subjects of 
the inquiry amplified by evidence essential to a proper understanding of the problem. 
Owing to lack of space and time, many of these matters have received but skeleton 
presentation. I have felt that it is urgent that at the earliest moment you be advised 
of the outstanding factors in the situation, because immediate relief must come to the 
public by appropriate legislation, vesting in ar single body complete control over both 
new subway construction and the service on our existing lines. 

"Shameful" and "disgraceful" have been the words used in the inquiry as descrip-
tive of the treatment of the riders on our rapid transit lines. 'Undoubtedly a full 
measure of reliefl could have been given during the last four years, when the Legis-
lature first declared the emergency, but none has come. 

Our present intolerable conditions of service are due primarily to the persistent 
refusal of the Legislature to vest in the city the power to build its own subways with 
its own money. Until July 1, 1924, the State Transit Commission had the exclusive 
power to lay out new lines, subject only to veto by the local authorities. As the 
Governor well stated in his January, 1924, message : 

"Division of power divides responsibility, and in the case of the City of New 
York has resulted in a deadlock which can only be broken by placing the statutory 
powers in the municipality already vested with the constitutional powers necessary 
for authorizing construction." 
There is a promise of relief by the creation of the Board of Transportation 

appointed by the Mayor of the City of New York, but that relief will come only in 
the future when the subways which that Board has laid out are completed. For the 
present the people are helpless. 

and conditions of the aforà*ntiöned Rapid Ttanift Cont*cts Na+s. 3 d 4, and as 
successor of the Public Service Commission fo the Fir*t P 	

an 
District, as Well as of the 

Transit Construction Commissioner, of regula 	• and Insutuig to the public, , the 
safety, and convenience and operation of structure, 	'and trade of all rapid 
transit lines in the City of New York, and of securing tile performance and observance 
by all Rapid Transit Railroad Companies, of all of their dots and 6Miçaticns im-
posed by law and contract, and of making a study and invesbggtioti, a preparing 
a plan, for the relief of the intolerable transit conditions and title 	existing at 
the time of the appointtnem of -said Commissioners, and of etae ig al and per-
manent readjustment of the - then existing transit system. 

That said Commissioners entered upon the discharge of all their duties in or about 
the month of April 1921, and that at all times since, said Commissioners have failed, 
neglected and refused to secure . for the public rapid transit service and facilities such 
as are safe and adequate, have failed, neglected and refused to secure from the Railroad 
Companies performance of and compliance with the provisions of Contracts Nos. 3 and 4, 
but on the contrary, have permitted the said Railroad Companies to breach said contracts, 
and to evade and avoid the performance thereof, the construction of work and the 
rendition of safe, adequate and eoavenient transportation thereuhder; and have permitted 
the structure, cars and equipment to become and. remain dangerous and unsafe, and the 
public to be jammed, crowded and inconvenienced in the service thereof, and have per-
mitted, through their gross culpable negligence, said dangerous and defective conditions 
to be and remain unabated, and that as a result thereof, various and divers persons have 
been killed and large numbers severely injured by said Railroad Companies. 

That on or about June 25, 1923, a train operated by the Brooklyn Manhattan Transit 
System was wrecked at the curve of the elevated railroad from Fifth Avenue into 
Flatbush Avenue ; that two wooden cars which said Commissioners permitted to be and 
remain in the service and in operation, fell from the elevated structure into the street, 
and as a result thereof seven persons were killed and seventy injured. Said wreck 
occurred and said lives were lost and injuries sustained, by reason of the rotten and 
defective guard rails and wooden ties, and because the spikes holding the running rails 
to the ties were not in contact with the rails, and many of the bolts holding the ties to the 
steel structure were loose, and because the said Commissioners failed and neglected to 
abate said nuisance and dangerous conditions. That as a result of said accident, and 
at a meeting of the Board of Estimate and Apportionment held on July 13, 1923, of which. 
said Commissioners had knowledge, a resolution was adopted under which a Committee 
on Transportation Facilities was appointed by said Board, to investigate and report 
as to the condition of the cars and road equipment then in use on all of the elevated 
railroad lines in the City of New York, giving first consideration to the older structures 
in the Borough of Brooklyn, and next to the older ones in the Borough of Manhattan. 

That upon the appointment of said Committee, there was organized by said Coin-
mittee a Joint Commission consisting of three persons, representing the Board of Esti-
mate and Apportionment, the Transit Commission and the Railroad Company, as 
follows : Robert Ridgeway, Chief Engineer of the Transit Commission, Dr. George F. 
Swain, Professor of Civil Engineering at Harvard University, representing the Board 
of Estimate and Apportionment, and Eugene Klapp, of the firm of Parsons, Brinckerhoff 
& Klapp, representing the railroad. That thereafter the said Joint Commission was 
directed to investigate and report on the then condition of the cars and road equipment 
in use on all of the elevated railroads of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, 
and it commenced its work on July 26, 1923, and concluded the same on January 4, 1924. 
That a copy of the Report of said Commission was duly forwarded to the Transit 
Commissioners of the City of New York, together with a Supplemental Report made by 
the aforementioned Committee on Transportation Facilities to the Board of Estimate 
and Apportionment on or about April 21, 1924. - 

That in and by said Report of said Joint Commission it was, among other things, 
found, that the tracks of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation elevated lines 
were and had for a long time been in respects defective. unsafe and required replacement 
and repa±r; that many of the guards and rails, the purpose of which was to guide a 
derailed car, and to prevent the same from falling from the elevated structure in the 
event it was derailed by reason of defective equipment or track, were defective on 
alm..st all of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation elevated lines; that the 
safety of the traveling public required the replacement of the inner guard timbers, by 
steel rails, and the removal of. the many defective outside guard timbers; that the struc-
ture of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation elevated lines lacked necessary 
automatic signal stops or other means of insuring safety; that the method and system 
which for all time had been in force on the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation 
elevated lines, for the inspection and removal of railroad ties, was nondependable and 
did not insure safety of carriage; that the elevated structure upon which the Commis-
sioners tolerated and permitted the elevated cars to be operated, was insufficient and 
inadequate to sustain the •load, required steel bracing and supporting, was corroded, 
unpainted and unclean, and dangerous to life and limb; that there were operated and 
maintained on said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation elevated lines obsolete and 
unsafe wooden cars; that the danger was augmented and increased by the absence from 
said cars of the usual "dead man's button," a device by which if the motorman is 
rendered unconscious and his hand removed from the master controller, the power is 
automatically shut off and the brakes applied ; that the absence of said automatic device, 
coupled with the use of said obsolete wooden cars, rendered transportation of the public 
on said lines unsafe, and that said Joint Commission did recommend the installation of 
said modern automatic "dead man's button." 

That in and by the Report of the Committee on Transportation Facilities dated 
April 21, 1924, to the Board of Estimate and Apportionment, of which said Commis-
sioners then had due notice, the attention of said Transit Commission was called as 
follows: 

"The Board of Estimate and Apportionment has no power to take action to 
enforce compliance with any of these recommendations, such power being vested 
by law in the Transit Commission. As the report of the Joint Committee of Engi-
neers is unanimous, it is to be inferred that the Transit Commission and the operat-
ing company itself will recognize the justice of all the recommendations tnade and 
will co-operate to carry them out." 

'"It is recommended that the Transit Commission be requested to give its binned- 
fate attention to the elimination of the defects reported by the Joint Committee of 
Engineers and to the need for a general improvement of the elevated railroad 
facilities as disclosed by this investigation, giving particular attention to the report 
of the Equipment Committee of the Joint Committee of Engineers, contained ned in 
Appendix VI of the Joist Committee report." 
That the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit System's elevated and subway rolling stock 

consists substantially of 907 wooden cars and 900 steel cars; that substantially all of 
said wooden cars were constructed Many years ago and are obsolete, inadequate and 
insufficient for the safe, adequate and convenient transportation of 	 That 
in and by the Rapid Transit contract No. 4 it is pre 	that the Railroad Company 
shall, and the Railroad Company, a party thereto, has agreed to, provide money for 
new cars and to commence the retirement of such wooden cars not later than January 1, 
1924. In said contract, among other things, it is provided: 

"On the dates given in the following schedule, the Lessee shall pay out of its 
own resotn~ces into the . Depreciation Fetid for the Existing Railroads provided for 
in paragraph 5 of Article XLIX the following amountsy1 ~~ ~e 
accrued upon the properties stated in the schedule prior to January 1, 1914. 
"Scarzvca of Roumo Szncs or Exlsnm Rao so we Iwa.uumG D*'zs op Em- 

R&TilzMaNT AND Acxtvsa DEPPXcL4TXON. 

Item 	Date of 
No. 	Retirement. 	Depreciation. 
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"Group B comprises 236 rebuilt motor cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 600-683 inclusive. 
No. 700-743 inclusive. • 
No. 745-758 inclusive. 
No. 800-816 inclusive. 
No. 818-820 inclusive. 
No. 822-859 inclusive. 
No. 900-935 inclusive. 

"Group C comprises 306 motor cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 684, 817, 936, 998, 1079, 1081. 
No. 1200-1499 inclusive. 

"Group D comprises 268 trailer cars bearing the following numbers: 
No. 1-6 inclusive. 
No. 8-$1 inclusive. 
No. 83-125 inclusive. 
No. 127-271 inclusive. 

"The dates cited in the above schedule represent the estimated dates of retire-
ment of the car bodies, trucks and equipment named in the schedule." 
That the Transit Commissioners have failed, refused and neglected to secure com-

pliance by the Railroad Company with the aforementioned provisions of said Contract 
No. 4, and have failed, refused and neglected to secure the retirement, prior to January 
1, 1924, of the 118 wooden cars embraced in Group A ; that all of said cars are wooden 
and are old, obsolete, dangerous and unsafe, and that said Commissioners have permitted 
said cars to be and remain in operation and in the service of the Brooklyn-Manhattan 
Transit Corporation, and the operating companies whose stocks it holds and controls, 
after January 1, 1924, and at the time of the wreck hereinafter set forth. 

That among said wooden cars required by Contract No. 4 to be retired prior to 
January 1, 1924, and permitted by said Commissioners to be and remain in service and 
in operation, was car No. 1080 hereinafter referred to. That said Commissioners failed, 
neglected and refused to require the removal and replacement of the dangerous cars, 
structure and equipment in use in the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit System, reported by the 
aforementioned Joint Committee and the Committee on Transportation Facilities, and 
failed to secure the retirement of the aforementioned wooden car in pursuance of the 
provisions of Contract No. 4, and that such conditions continued and remained in force 
at the time of the wreck hereinafter mentioned. 

That on July 30, 1924, a wreck occurred at the Sunnyside Yards of the Long Island 
Railroad, as a result of which one human being was killed and many others were 
seriously injured. The Grand Jury of Queens County that made inquiry into the cir-
cumstances and causes of this wreck and the responsibility therefor, found that the 
direct cause thereof was the throwing by hand of a switch under a moving train which 
caused the derailment of the last three cars of this train; that there was no excuse for 
the operation of this switch by hand; that the operation of said switch should have 
been included in the interlocking system,  of the railroad which was in operation within 
ten feet of the switch. The Grand Jury, among other things, made its presentment 
as follows 

"The Transit Commission has a large number of experts and the operation of 
the Long Island Railroad in the Greater City of New York is under its jurisdiction. 
'he control and operation of this switch at the time of the wreck is now condemned 
by the engineers of the Transit Commission. As the Commission now condemns 
the switch and its operation as antiquated and obsolete, it must have been antiquated 
and obsolete before the wreck and that being so it was the duty of the Commission 
to have ordered and required the removal of the switch and the installation of the 
safe method of operation it now recommends. 

"The criminal responsibility for the wreck must be placed on the railroad com-
pany and its employees, but that does not relieve the Transit Commission for its 
failure to properly and adequately function in its control of the railroad.", 

-and concluded as follows : 
"We condemn the failure of the Commission to take proper action for the 

removal of this condition before the disaster and for its very evident policy that 
`anything Is good enough' until the contrary is proven by a disaster costing human 
lives, and we also condemn the officials of the railroad company above named for 
their neglect to take the initiative in the adoption of ways and means for the pro-
tection of human life and for their total disregard of their responsibilities." 
That said wreck was due to the culpable negligence of said Commissioners in 

failing to properly inspect the properties used at the place of said wreck by said Long 
Island Railroad, and in failing to require the installation of necessary automatic switch-
ing, interlocking and other automatic safety devices. 

That on August 5, 1924, a wreck occurred at the Ocean Parkway Station of the 
Brighton Beach Line of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation operating under 
Contract No. 4 with the City of New York. A train, consisting of six wooden cars, 
crashed into a train of seven steel cars which were at a standstill, with the result that 
the roof of the first car of the wooden train telescoped over the roof of the last car 
of the steel train. and the after part of the roof of the same first wooden car telescoped 
over the forward part of the second wooden car. The forward platform of the second 
wooden car was crushed, and as a result of, said wreck, one human being was killed, 
and thirty passengerswere injured, fifteen of whom were removed to hospitals. That 
said train of wooden cars was composed of wooden cars numbered as follows: The 
first and colliding car, No. 1080; and the following, Nos. 845, 1051, 47, 1078, 904. None 
of said cars was equipped with the modern "dead man's button" for the automatic 
cutting off of power and application of brakes. 

The first car, No. 1080, was built in 1903, and it, together with cars Nos. 1051 and 
1078, both built in 1902, were included in Group A required by Contract No. 4 to be 
retired prior to January 1, 1924, but permitted by the Commissioners to continue in 
operation. Car 845, built as a steam coach in 1887, Car No. 47 likewise built as a 
steam coach in 1884, and Car No. 904 built in 1898, were likewise of wood, old, obsolete, 
dangerous end unsafe. Cars Nos. 1̀051 and 904 were the subject of the aforementioned 
investigation by the Joint Committee and by the Committee on Transportation Facilities, 
following the aforementioned disaster of June 25, 1923. That at the time of said 
accident, the brake handle, controlling the brakes of the first Car No. 1080, failed to 
function, and the brakes were not applied, and that said accident would not have 
happened had said car the modern "dead man's button." 

That said wreck was due solely and only to the culpable negligence of the executives 
and officials of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, and the operating com-
panies which it controls, in maintaining, and the culpable negligence of the Transit 
Commissioners in permitting the use, continuance and operation of, and failing to abate 
and remove, the aforementioned wooden, dangerous and unsafe cars, and in failing to 
require the installation of the modern automatic "dead man's button." 

Second Charge.-That among other things, the Transit Commissioners were by law 
charged with the duty of effecting a radical and permanent readjustment of the entire 
transit system in the City of New York, with a view to its enlargement, extension and 
improvement, and for the purpose of providing the public with adequate, safe and con-
venient transportation. That in the year 1919 and prior to the appointment of said 
Commissioners, the lines of the Brooklyn Rapid Transit System and of the New York 
Railways Company were in receivership by reason of general insolvency and so continued 
until 1923. It was generally regarded and understood that said receiverships and the 
failure of the Railroad Companies to operate successfully, from a financial viewpoint, 
and to furnish safe, adequate and convenient transportation to the public, was due to 
waste, mismanagement and in a large measure to overcapitalization of the operating 
Railroad Companies, and it was the duty of the Commissioners to approve only a 
reorganization of the Railroad Companies in receivership at the time of their appoint-
ment, as would proceed upon an economic basis and would effect an elimination from 
the new capitalization of what was generally regarded as "water" and the product of 
corporation stock manipulation, and represented no real investment, acid to require that 
said reorganization be upon a sound financial basis, and that the activities and operations 
of the reorganized companies, both financial and transit, be conducted solely for the 
purpose of promoting the interests of said companies and the traveling public, and. 
not for the purpose of stock promotion or manipulation, or with a view to influencing 
the action of the securities and stocks: of said reorganized companies upon any stock; 
exchange. It was also the duty of said Commissioners to require and insist that the 
management and control of said reorganized companies be vested in directors, officers, 
and managers primarily and solely, interested in the welfare of said companies and the 
efficient operation and enlargement of their lines, and the safety, security and con-
venience of the traveling public, and not in persons interested solely in the manipulation 
upon any stock exchange of the corporate stock or securities of any holdinc or operating 
companies. That it was the duty of said Transit Commission  - to require and insist  

that adequate financial provision be made in said reorganization, for the immediate 
remedying and removing of the dangerous and defective condition that had been found 
to exist in the cars, structure and equipment of the rapid transit lines in the City of 
New York and failing which, to require and insist that the net income and surplus 
be applied to said purposes. That said 'Transit Commissioners failed,, refused aqd 
neglected to carry out and discharge any of the aforementioned duties, but. on the 
contrary, the said Commissioners permitted the New York Railways Company to be 
reorganized along the lines of its predecessor organization and upon the basis of an 
inflated capitalization, dividends and returns on which capitalization, m. a.large measure 
not represented by any real investment, can and will come only by the imposition of 
unwarranted and illegal burdens upon the public. That said Commissioners have like-
wise permitted the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company to be reorganized into the 
Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit .Corporation, a holding company for principally the New 
York Rapid Transit Corporation (the successors upon reorganization of. the New York 
Municipal Railway Corporation), and other subsidiaries, and permitted the over-
capitalization of its predecessor, the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company, to be continued 
and concealed by the issuance of both common and preferred stock, without fixing a 
par value therefor, and by permitting said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation to 
issue of said authorized stock, 249,468 shares of Preferred Stock, and 769,911 shares of 
Common Stock, and by permitting said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit. Corporation 
immediately after said reorganization, to set up said Preferred Stock on its books as of 
the value of $100 per share, and its Common Stock as of the value of about $54 
per share, thereby laying a foundation for prospective dividend distributions upon said 
stock upon the basis of said alleged fictitious values, and the diversion of the earnings 
of said corporation, from its legitimate purposes, of making safe, adequate and con-
venient the operation of its transit lines. 

. That in truth and in fact said stocks are of a value equal to but a small fraction of 
said amounts so set up as their value upon the books of said corporation ; that in truth 
and in fact, within one year prior to the date hereof, said Common Stock sold as low as 
$9.25 per share, and Preferred Stock under $35 per share, upon the New York Stock 
Exchange where said stock is listed for trading; that the difference between the value of 
said outstanding capital stock as the same has been entered upon the books of said 
Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, and their value based . on sales thereof as 
aforementioned in the open market, is about $50,000,000, representing water and fictitious 
investment, which the said Commissioners have tolerated and permitted to be carried 
upon the books of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, to the injury of the 
public of the City of New York, and as a basis for a false cry that has been raised that 
the ragid transit lines cannot be operated successfully in the City of New York on the 
existing five-cent fare, and for the purpose of accelerating a movement for the raising of 
such fares; that in truth and in fact, upon the elimination of its watered capitalization, the 
said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation can successfully operate its lines and 
remedy and remove the defects in its structure and equipment, and afford a fair and 
reasonable return upon its real investment upon the basis of a five-cent fare; that in 
fact the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation is 'governed by a directorate and 
officers some of whom are serving in dual, antagonistic and incompatible capacities; 
that certain of said parties are primarily and principally interested in the actions, 
manipulations and courses of prices and sales of the stock and bonds of said corporations, 
and that said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corppration is being managed and controlled 
largely with a view to the favorable action of the stock market on the stocks and securities 
of the said Company, and not in the interest of said Company or the traveling public. 

That the Transit Commissioners have permitted the said officials, directors and man-
agers, some of whom are engaged in stock brokerage, jobbing and manipulation business, 
to make public, facts and figures with respect to income, expense and surplus of the 
Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation since its reorganization, for the purpose of 
enticing an innocent and unsuspecting public into the purchase of the stock and bonds 
of said corporation, at prices largely in excess of their real value, by said means, and 
by means of unwarranted distributions to stockholders of moneys properly applicable 
to the operation, improvement and development of its lines. That it was the duty of 
said Transit Commissioners, with knowledge that said Railroad Company represented 
and claimed the existence of said income and surplus to require and insist, that the 
same be applied towards remedying and removing the defective conditions in the cars, 
structure and equipment, which had been found to exist, thereby preventing the wrongful 
diversion of said funds, and that the Transit Commissioners failed, refused and neglected 
to direct and require such application of said alleged income or surplus. 

That it has been reported that for the year ending June 30, 1924, the Bradklyn-
Manhattan Transit Corporation earned a net surplus, after payment of all operating 
expenses, interest, rent, sinking fund accruals and amortization, of $4,922,065. • Notwith- 
standing the matters and things hereinbefore set forth, and the dangerous and defective 
condition of the car, structure and equipment of said Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit 
Corporation, and its failure to comply with the provisions of Contract No. 4, the 
directors of said corporation, among other things for the purposes of influencing thereby 
the action of prices of its securities on the stock exchange, commencing May 1, 1924, and 
ever since, have paid dividends at the rate of $6 per annum on each share of Preferred 
Stock, an aggregate of about $1,500,000 per annum, or at the rate of 18°Jo per annum, upon 
the basis. of the low price at which said stock sold within one year prior to the date 
hereof. That the Transit Commissioners have permitted said dividend to be paid and 
to continue, and the funds of the corporation and its operating companies to be thus 
improperly diverted from the legitimate uses and purposes of the corporation and its 
controlled companies, to wit, for the purposes of removing its dangerous and defective 
cars, structures and equipment. That said Commissioners have permitted the said 
officers of the corporation to represent to innocent and prospective purchasers of stock 
of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, that after deducting the amount paid 
as dividend on the Preferred Stock, that there was earned during the year ending 
June 30, 1924, about $3.50 per share on the Common Stock, or at the rate of about 
40% per annum, on the low price at which said Common Stock sold during the period 
of one year prior to the date hereof. 

That contrary to law and in violation of the letter and spirit of the Rapid Transit 
Contract No. 4, the Transit Commissioners have permitted the officers and directors 
of the New York Rapid Transit Corporation to divert, unlawfully use and employ 
its moneys and funds and to charge the same as an operating expense under Contract 
No. 4, for purposes. of the advertisement and acceleration of its aforementioned move- 
ment to impose upon the public an increased fare, and have tolerated and permitted 
the use of its cars by the said corporation for the display of posters and advertisements 
calculated by misrepresentation and deceit to advance and further said movement for 
an increased fare, and to wrongfully arouse an unwarranted public indignation against 
the administration of the City of New York, and to wrongfully shift the responsibility 
for the present intolerable traction conditions in said City, from the Brooklyn-Man-
hattan Transit Corporation and operating companies to the City of New York 

Third Charge-That the Transit Commissioners have failed and neglected, and are 
still failing and neglecting, to direct and require that sufficient railroad cars, and 
adequate, efficient and proper train crews and other equipment, be furnished by the 
railroad companies under Contracts Nos. 3 and 4, as a result of which the traveling 
public, especially during the so-called rush hours, receives inadequate and insufficient 
accommodation upon the cars, and are crowded, packed and jammed beyond the capacity 
thereof, into the cars of the railroad companies and into more or less solid masses, to 
the detriment of the morals, health, decency and comfort of the traveling public, and 
in violation of the provisions of the Public Service Commissions Law, the Rapid 
Transit Act, and contrary to the provisions of Contracts Nos. 3 and 4. That said 
Commissioners have likewise tolerated and permitted said condition of jamming, crush-
ing and packing of the public to prevail as well during the so-called non-rush hours, 
without even pretense at an excuse from said railroad companies, and under condi-
tions which border on indecency and danger to health and morals. That said Com-
missioners have tolerated said railroad companies to deliberately embarrass, maltreat and 
inconvenience the traveling public by wilfully and without reason or cause, decreasing 
the number of trains and cars operated after the passing of the so-called peak hour, 
with the result that the aforementioned conditions of crowding, jamming, packing and 
crushing continue throughout the day and into the late hours of the night. 

Fourth Charge.-That said Commissioners have failed to properly administer and 
secure compliance with the terms, obligations and duties placed upon the rapid transit 
railroad companies under Contracts Nos. .3 and 4, and have failed to protect the rights 
and interests of the City of New York in said contracts. 

In lChapter Z Article XUX, paragraph 5, of Contracts Nos. 3 and 4, it is specifcafly 
provided as follows.: 

"Within thirty (30) days after the 30th day of June. fol 	the beghmine 
of such temporary ap `ion and 	y thereafter  the  1 	and die.  
Lessee shall ddermioe the classification and amount of depsedsoon, and excess 
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maintenance not covered by the amount set aside under paragraph 4 of this article, for the fiscal year e4gJune 30 1923, it reported a net return of 18 per cent. upon its 
during the preceding fiscal year, and the deduction for such year shall thereupon be $12,000,000 capital T outstanding, and that the said Commissioners have likewise 
adjusted to conform with such determination." 	 failed and refused 	said Railroad Company to restore the transfers in effect 

It was the purpose of said contracts to set aside systematically at the dose of each prior to the receiv 
year the amount of depreciation applicable to the properties operated under said con- 	Eleventh Chv 	hat the Transit Commissioners have permitted the officers and 

tracts during the preceding fiscal year, and to accumulate such depreciation funds for managers of the mo rn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, to nullify, avoid and evade the retirement and renewals of all units of properties. Said provisions were inserted the provisions of ConVaCt No. 4. That in and by said Contract No. 4 specific provision 
specifically for the purpose of preventing he gradual disintegration of the properties of was made for the re*enient from service, prior to January 1, 1924, of 118 wooden, ob- 
the railroad companies, such as had taken place during prior operation on the 

	o
f solete and dangerous 	tbst and Transit Commissioners wrongfully and contrary 

in the 

	

provisions of 	 ma 
street railway properties in the City of New York through the neglect of adequate to the 	

Contract, permitted said cars to rein to operation  

provision for depreciation and proper renewals and maintenance of property. 	
service of the Railr. Companies after January 1, 1924,o. and to the date hereof; and 

That the Commissioners permitted the operating companies and particularly the contrary to the 
to ~ 	Brooklyn 

public 
 scid ou d bet an 4 ted its eel c purpose and 

Interboro Rapid Transit Company operating under Contract No. 3 to continue char 	
to tha tent ultimately _e to time afix in 

said 
be transported in steel cars only, and 

charging to that end, that fr.., Mme to time as fixed in said rnntract, the wooden cars be retired, 
such inadequate sums for depreciation, that they are practically negligible for the pur- the said Transit Co,. :ssioners, for the purpose of perpetuating and continuing in oper-
poses set forth in said contract. That as a result, the financial integrity of said rapid ation said wooden .- . have agreed with the Brooklyn,Manhattan Transit Corporation 
transit properties has not been adequately safeguarded, insufficient funds for renewal and its operating •' ' I y, the New York Transit Corporation upon a policy of alleged 
and replacements have been provided, and. the properties permitted to deteriorate, with a reconstruction of abort one-half of the present wooden equipment of said Railroad Com-
resultant deterioration in service and a consequence that in the event of recapture by pany into 150 three-ce units, each consisting of two motor cars with a trailer car be-
the City of New York, said properties will be in an impaired condition requiring large two, permanently connected together and operated as a single three-part "articulated 
expenditures of money for repairs. 	 unit." That the continuance in use of said wooden ears so reconstructed, is contrary 

Fifth Charge.-That the Transit Construction Commissioner, the predecessor of to the provisions of Contract No. 4. That the Transit Commission, on June 10, 1924, 
the Transit Commissioners, had taken active steps to secure compliance by the operat- Approved the reconstruction of 50 of such wooden cars, contrary to and in violation of 
ing companies with the provisions in Contracts Nos. 3 and 4 for depreciation allow- the provisions of Contract No. 4, thereby perpetuating to the people of the City of New 
ance. Upon failure to agree with the Interborough Rapid Transit Company as to the York the danger from said wooden cars. 
amount of depreciation to be provided annually under said Contract No. 3, said Transit 	• Dated, New York, October 24, 1924. 
Construction Commissioner, under the provisions of Contract No. 3, demanded that  
the question be arbitrated, and named as his arbitrator the Hon. Milo R. 	 EXHIBIT B. Maltbie on 	 ~ 	TTO Sslut>~AN. March 16, 1921. In April, 1921, the Interborough Rapid Transit Company designated 
as its arbitrator Mr. Charles F. Uebelacker, and the two arbitrators then selected 	 January 6, 1925. 
ex-Judge Luke D. Stapleton. Said arbitration commenced, but no steps have been 	In re Management and Affairs of the Transit Commission before the 
taken to consummate said arbitration since the abolition of the office of the Transit 	 Hon. John Y. McAvoy. 
Construction Commissioner and the appointment of the Transit Commissioners. That Mr. HENRY L. SHERMAN, 42 West 44th Street, New York City: 
said Transit Commissioners have failed, refused and neglected to proceed with said 	Dear Sir-I imagine that the investigation into the affairs and management of arbitration, and thereby to secure adequate allowance for depreciation under the pro- 
visions 

	the Transit Commission is nearing its close. Si of Contract No. 3. 	 In rya of 	 McAv*s ruling at the-ewtset of the 	that the Sixth Ce.City That said Transit 
the rental 

Commissioners are responsible for the adminis- Nos. representatives of The City of New York would not be permitted to introduce evidence, tration in the.City of New York of the rental provisions contained in Contracts Nos. 
3 and 4. Under said contracts each Company is required to pool all revenues directly examine or cross-examine witnesses, Mr. Steuer and 1, who were ret&ined to make 
or indirectly derived from the operation of the properties, and then to pay out of the such proof and conduct such examination, withdrew from Participation on the second 
amount so pooled all necessary operating charges as fixed in the paragraphs in said day of the hearings and I have refrained from attempting, in any way, to interfere 
contracts defining the cost of operation. 	 with, the course of the investigation so determined by Commissioner McAvoy. The 

That said Transit Commissioners have failed and refused to secure observance by charges which the Board of Estimate and Apportionment made to Governor Smith 
said railroad companies of said last mentioned provisions contained particularly in Con- 	the Transit Commission remain unheard. I assume that at the appropriate time 
tract No. 4. That said entire revenues derived from the operation of the properties 	Board of Estimate and Apportionment will be afforded the opportunity of proving 
have not been pooled. That said Commissioners have permitted the said operating them. 
companies to exclude and retain from said revenues large sums received as rentals 	I have read the testimony thus far adduced before Commissioner McAvoy. 
from cars temporarily leased to other corporations, as well as the proper share of Although I have only been ptudying the Transit situation less than three months it is 
joint revenues with other companies, and the amounts received as interest upon bank clear to me that at least ninety per cent. of the evidence thus far presented is but a 
balances on current cash used in operation, the aggregate amount of moneys so improp- repetition of matters want' times previously stated and restated, and now to be found 
erly excluded being approximately $1,000,000. 	 in public records. 

Seventh Charge.-That said Commissioners have, contrary to and in violation of 	Apparently it was not your purpose to attempt in this proceeding, proof of the 
the provisions of the said Contract No. 4, permitted the railroad companies to include Board of Estimate's charges against the Transit Commission. Notwithstanding, how-
large, exorbitant and unwarranted charges for the maintenance of the receivership in ever, many of the allegations of neglect and failure to perform duty, charged against 
the cost of operation. That said Commissioners have permitted unjust, unwarranted the Transit Commission, have been sustained in the investigation before Commissioner 
and unlawful methods of apportionment of joint operating costs incurred in operation McAvoy, principally through the admissions of the Transit Commissioners, their 
with outside properties. That the Commissioners have failed and refused to provide associates and representatives. 
an adequate examination of the operating accounts of the lessees under Contracts 	It hardly needs extended argument that many of the essential allegations of the 
Nos. 3 and 4, and have failed and refused to exclude from the cost of operation of first charge are already proved. By your questiQttmg you showed from the mouth of 
the railroad properties, all items of expense which should • not be properly charged Mc neny that although an emergency existed in the Transit situation in 19,21 when the 
against operation under said Contracts Nos. 3 and 4. 	 law was passed which created the Transit Commission, and although the Transit Com- 

Eighth Charge.-That the Transit Construction Commissioner, the predecessor of mission was ostensibly created for the purpose of remedying these conditions, and 
the Transit Commissioners, had made objections to the inclusion of a number of sub- although the Transit Commissioners came into office in April, 1921, they took no steps 
stantial and important items in the Twelfth and Nineteenth Quarterly Determination to even conduct any public inquiry into the service of both the I. R. T. and B. R. T. 
of Cost by the Engineers under Contract No. 4. Upon failure to reach an agreement until March 15, 1922, and that no order affecting that service was made by the Transit 
with the railroad company and in pursuance of the provisions of Contract No. 4, said Commission until May, 1922, as to the I. R. T., and July, 1922, as to the B. R. T. 
Transit Construction Commissioner resorted to the arbitration provision contained in 	It is needless to refer to the report of the Joint Committee of Engineers made in 
said contract and appointed Hon. Charles S. Hervey, a previous Public Service Com- January, 1924; the result of the investigation made into the cause of the Flatbush and 
missioner, as the City's representative on the Board of Arbitration, and that the Rail- Fifth Avenue wreck of June 25, 1923. Mr. McAneny testified that that report had 
road Company likewise appointed as its representative, Benjamin G. Paskus, but upon the approval of the Transit Commission. In it attention was called to the imperative 
the abolition of the office of said Transit Construction Commissioner, and the appoint- necessity of immediately replacing 19,000 ties, 2,590 outer guard timbers, 1-5,000 joints 
ment of the Transit Commissioners, said Transit Commissioners failed and neglected to and 77;000 inner guard timbers, and of installing the modern "dead man's button", and 
proceed with said arbitration, to the detriment of the City's rights and interest under to the necessity of painting over the corrosions which prevailed in the elevated structure 
said contract. 	 of the B. M. T., and to the fact that notwithstanding the Transit Commission has never 

That prior to the abolition of the office of Transit Construction Commissioner, said made an order requiring the remedying of these defects with the resultant accident at 
Commissioner objected and excepted to a number of important and substantial charges Ocean Parkway station on August 5, 1924, which might have been avoided and human 
which the railroad companies had included among the operating expenses under Con- life might have been saved if the modem "dead man's button" had been installed. 
tracts Nos. 3 and 4, but that his successors, the Transit Commissioners, have failed to 	I direct your attention to the fact that Mr. McAneny testified that no order was 
urge such objections and exceptions, and have done nothing to cause the removal of even made requiring the B. M. T. to paint its corroded structures, because, to use his 
said unjust and unwarranted charges against the rights and interests of the City of own language, the company had no money with which to buy paint, and yet, that 
New York under Contracts Nos. 3 and 4. 	 during, that very month of April, 1924, the B. M. T. declared a dividend at the rate 

Ninth Charge.-That the Transit Commissioners have violated their duties to the of 6 per cent. per annum on its preferred stock, an outlay of about1,200,000 per 
public by creating and maintaining expensive and useless positions in the appointment annum-only nine months after the reorganization of the B. M. T. which occurred in 
of officers who by previous training and experience were unfitted for the duties and June, 1923; although in the certificate of incorporation of the B. M. T. it is provided 
responsibilities of their positions. 	 that the preferred stock shall not be cumulative as to dividends until July 1, 1926. 

That said Transit Commissioners in creating useless positions filled the same with Besides for the year ending June 30, 1924, the B. M. T. reported a net earning from 
appointees who secured their office solely because they were favorites of the Com- subway and elevated operation of $2,492,982.42, or at the rate of about 30 per cent. of 
missioners. 	 the price at which the common stoclq of the B. M. T. sold within nine months prior 

Notwithstanding that valuation reports have long since been completed and hear- to the date of that report. 
ings of the Commission on such valuations have been discontinued, the large organiza- 	I note from the testimony-of Mr. Harkness that he claims that some water was 
tion which said Transit Commissioners created has been continued without the accom- squeezed out of the capitalization of the B. R. T. upon the reorganization when R_was 
plishment of any object in the public interest. The said Transit Commissioners have, changed into an M. Be states the capitalization of $164,000,000 as follows: $139,000,000 
in connection with said organization, employed and continued to retain useless and bonds and $25,000,000 preferred stock. He places no value upon the common stock 
high-priced employees, as well as a large clerical force, at the expense of the City of because he says that it has "no par value". It is singular that he should fix "no value" 
New York. 	 on the B. M. T. common stock and at the same time fix $100 as the value' of the pre- 

That the total cost to the City for salaries and expenses of the Commission has ferred stock which is also of "no par value". He forgot to state that in the balance 
been about $7,500,000; that said sum is almost entirely a waste of the City's funds, sheet which the B. M. T. issued immediately after the reorganization the common 
and that the Transit Commissioners have failed and neglected to accomplish anything stock was valued at $40,000,000 which added to the amount of capitalizdtion which 
of a constructive character to relieve the emergency, and the danger and inconvenience Harkness figured makes a total of $204,000,000. I confidently feet that at least $100,- 
in the transportation facilities of the City of New York. 	 000,000 of that is unadulterated water, and of the remaining $104,000,000 a substantial 

Tenth Charge.-That the Transit Commissioners have failed and neglected to dis- part is represented by obsolete and about to be scrapped property. 
charge the duty resting upon said Commissioners under the Public Service Commissions 	You will remember that I directed your attention, over the telephone, to the .fact 
Law of restoring unified service which had been temporarily split up during the period that in the plan of reorganization of the B. R. T. on pages 6 and 7, it is recited that 
of receivership of the Railroad Companies in New York and Brooklyn, and of reinstating "power plants, repair shops, car barns common to the use of both surface lines and the 
a universal five-cent fare as it existed prior to these receiverships. The Legislature, in subway and elevated lines were operated by the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company itself, 
the Transit Law of 1921, which created the Transit Commission, had specifically, in and the power plants are also owed by the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company" and to 
connection with the proposed plan for the relief of the emergency then existing in the the fact that under Section 2, of Subdivision 8, Article 1, of the Public Service Commis-
transit situation, made provision looking to a unification and betterment of the street sions law, it is provided, that a railroad corporation includes "every corporation 
railway lines with a view, as far as possible, for the maintenance of the five-cent fare. 	* * * owning, operating or managing any railroad or other equipment used thereon 

That contrary to the spirit and intent of said Law and against the insistence of the or in connection therewith." Surely power plants, car barns, repair shops are equipment 
Corporation Counsel of the City of New York, that the Brooklyn City Railroad Com- and yet the Transit Commission permitted the organization of the B. M. T. as a business 
pany be included in the newly organized B. M. T. system, so that all of the surface lines corporation, not subject to control or supervision by the Transit Commission. 
in the Borough of Brooklyn could be operated as a unified system for the service of the 	You will remember that I called your attention to the fact that it is provided in 
public, the Transit Commissioners permitted the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company to Section 55 of the P4lic Service Commission Law, that the capital of a consolidated 
be reorganized into the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation, without the inclusion or merged corporation shall not exceed the capital of the corporations consolidated at par 
of the properties of the Brooklyn City Railroad Company, thereby continuing the split- value thereof and any additional sum actually paid in in cash, that necessarily this 
ting up of the lines caused by the receivership, on an arbitrary basis and a duplication section contemplated that a reorganized company could only be incorporated with "par 
of fares, and other interference with reasonable service, to the injury of the public. 	value" stock, because otherwise, it would be impossible to apply this section, and that 

That the Transit Commissioners, against the insistence of the Corporation Counsel apparently the Transit Commission approve a reorganization of the B. R. T. with"no~ par 
of the City of New York, refused to direct and require, in connection with the reor- value" stock, both coasmon and preferred, that so section 55 could not be applied. How 
ganization of the Brooklyn and New York Companies, that provision be made for the well the B. M. T. suceeedcd in creating a situation where for the purposes of the Transit 
restoration of transfers on all points of intersection as they had existed prior to the Commission the. 	 would be one amount, and for. the purpose of stock 
dissolution, following the receiverships. 	 manipulation another Jpsxtmt, tray be inferred from a comparison between Mr. Harkness' 

That the Transit Commissioners have failed and neglected to require the Brooklyn testimony before Con iiatoner McAvoy, where he fixes the capitalixationat $16$,O0O,0Op, 
City , Railroad Company to furnish proper service, notwithstanding that the said corpo- and the records in Vas Street which show the capital at $4I00O,O0G, not 	is> 
ration is conducting its operations on a profitable basis since the reoeirrrship, to wit, ac unt rnhtg and`sswptares since reorg"1 .tiou. 

P 



Operating expenses: 
Maintenance of way and structures 

(actual) 	  $2,586,152.82 
Maintenance of way and structures 

(depreciation 	  
Maintenance of equipment (actual) 	 
Maintenance of. equipment (de- 

preciation) 	  
Operation of power plant 	 
Operation of cars 	  
Injuries to persons and property 	 
General and miscellaneous (includ- 

ing traffic expenses) 	  

	

Total operating expenses 	 
Taxes accrued 	  

Operating income 	  
Non-operating income 	  

Gross income 	 

Total revenue deductions 

	

$2,495,030.09 $2,446,130.28 $2,378,855.53 $1,974,783.59 $1.645,634.53 $1,012,147.82 $881,809.19 $807,377.56 $848,435.42 	$766,505.71 

	

285,305.68 Cr 90,416.98 Cr 10591.32 	175,578.57 Cr 146,548.36 Cr 23,325.64 	57,907.00 	89,846.03 Cr 22,999.07 	10,804.65 
3,535,870.95 2,714,368.52 2,686,592,44 2,463,654.07 2,556,166.69 1,396,756.80 1,118,472.74 1,042,654.52 977,137.03 1,685,028.38 

	

Cr 137,682.79 	819,201.28 	865,803.84 	761,889.18 Cr 238.527.90 Cr 21,393.94. 	239,540.96 	301,894.84 	294,472.32 	63,919.94 
5,794,640.30 5,006,603.34 5,148,486.61 3,754,419.16 3,457,097.13 1,986,508.54 1,595,778.56 1,354,955.13 1,190,411.25 1,199,940.52 
8,406,687.93 8,205,235.69 9,488,772.33 7,758,184.33 6,070,658.07 3,939,386.87 3,277,000.29 2,491,394.66 2,248,870.89 2,132,691.24 

	

635,780.99 	417,900.45 	432,886.77 	502,236.80 	446,917.96 	390,482.51 	475,177.95 	428,604.26 	309,971.50 	250,947.87 

	

863,391.22 	939,505.57 	845,401.61 	838,497.49 	770,741.65 	586,500.87 	478,619.22 	471,915.59 	358.464.71 	356,770.78 	408,029.76 

	

$21,956,633.09 $21,955,138.72 $20,364,424.03 $21,829,303.69 $18,161,487.35 $14,377,898.99 $9,159,182.18 $8,117,602.28 $6,875,191.71 $6,203,070.12 	$6,517,868.07 
595,262.71 450,976.39 447,260.15 435,403.59 436,765.37 882,175.29 1,649,411.54 801,511.50 503,629.70 442,371.86 363,802.92 

	

$22,551,895.80 $22,406,115.11 $20,811,684.18 $22,264,707.28 $18,598,252.72 $15,260,074.28 $10,808,593.72 $8,919,113.78 $7,378,821.41 $6,645,441.98 	$6,881,670.99 

	

$15,840,738.81 $13,938,143.35 $13,83-1,156.69 $12,562,707.57 $13,024,720.32 $9,372,133.68 $11,031,854.18 $12,535;778.97 $11,978,431.23 $11,198,352.91 	$8,812,236.92 

	

318,492.42 	492,969.53 	581,677.85 	579,451.49 	534,845.81 	494,944.16 	495,424.54 	483,486.84 	467,450.25 	484,504.49 	1,253,430.54 

$16,159,231.23 $14,431,112.88 $14,412,834.54 $13,142,159.06 $13,559,566.13 $9,867,077.84 $11,527,278.72 $13,019,265.81 $12;445,881.48 $11,682,857.40 $10,065,667.46 

350,883.73 
4,065,310.55 

Cr 475,599.22 
5,358,138.15 
8,489,661.31 

718,694.53 

1924. 	1923. 	1922. 	1921. 1920. 	1919. 	1918. 	1917. 1916. 	1916.. 	. 1912. 
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The third charge needs but brief reference, namely: the charge of intolerable 
service and undue crowding and jamming in our subways. No better proof in support 
of this charge need be offered than the testimony of Mr. McAneny as to the inactivity 
of his commission for one year after its appointment, and the character of the service 
given today by the  traction companies. Besides there might be taken into account the 
testimony of the Transit Commissioners and the traction companies, that under Contracts 
1 and 2 involving a joint expenditure by the City and the I. R. T. of $100,000,000, 1,140 
cars were bought and used in the operation of the subways, whereas under Contract 
No. 3 which involved twice the expenditure, namely, $200,000,000, only 795 cars were 
bought until July 1923, and since, only 100 additional in 1923 and another I00 cars within 
recent months, and, that the total equipment for subway, operation. under Contracts 2 
and 3 to date, is only 2,135 cars, when, on the basis of 1,140, as necessary under Contracts 
1 and 2, there should be at least 3,500. cars today. 

Charges 4 and 5 need not be commented upon. No depreciation- reserve has been 
up under Contract 3. Commissioner Delaney attempted to secure such reserve,_ the 
Company failing to comply, he resorted to arbitration. The Transit Commission has 
conceded that it has abandoned that arbitration. It claims that that reserve amounts 
to about $12,000,000. Please bear in mind that that would be the City's money on 
recapture. Commissioner Harkness says that the reason the arbitration was abandoned 
was that everybody was good to the poor old I. R. T. ; it needed financial. assistance ; . 
that the Manhattan Railway Company agreed to reduce the rent it was charging; that 
the bondholders agreed to defer payment of sinking fund requirements, and it was for 
the City to make a gift to the I. R. T of this $12,000,000, at least temporarily. Of 
course it needs no argument that it was not within the power of the Transit. Commission 
to do charity with the city's money, but in any event the amount was not $12,000,000, 
but nearly $30,0000,000, payment of which, these charitable gentlemen have waived. 

The sixth charge namely, that the Company has not accounted fully for its receipts 
from operation is likewise substantially admitted. The alibi of the Transit Commission 
is that the contract with the City does not provide that objections may be made against 
such withholding of income by the railroad companies, until there is in effect;  a final 
accounting between the City and the Railroad Companies. I am not, and surely you are 
not in agreement with this interpretation of the law.. Surely the rights of the City to 
participate in this income could be determined upon an interlocutory accounting. I am 
not ready to believe that the City is without remedy. 

The charges that Transit Commission failed- to prosecute objections, which Com-
missioner Delaney had urged, to improper and unwatranted expenses of the railroad 
companies and to the. inclusion in the determination of costs of improper items, are 
answered by the Transit Commission, by the omnibus statement- that an adjustment has 
been made of ll the matters which were the subject of the objections. I am rather 
surprised that the inquiry was not pursued for the purpose of determining what the 
objections were and how they were "adjusted." I think you will find upon inquiry that 
in the largest measure the alleged adjustments consisted of the withdrawing of the 
objections and waiver of the City's claims. 

Of. course I need say nothing about the Brooklyn City Railroad situation. The 
unified transfer system between. the Brooklyn Heights and Brooklyn City was concededly 
disrupted. The reorganization of the B. R. T. was approved on that basis. The point 
is not, as the Transit Commission would have it, that the Brooklyn City could not be 
compelled to lease its lines to the Brooklyn Heights, but that, under the provisions of the 
Public Service Commission Law, the Transit Commission could have compelled these 
separate companies to issue transfers. to each other upon appropriate terms. 

I have referred to the foregoing matters because I realize that in the great mass 
of the detail contained in the two thousand pages of testimony already taken within a 
comparatively brief period of time, the significance of certain. of the evidence and its 
relationship to the basic questions presented in the inquiry, may have been lost, and 
in the hope that by my references suggestions may come to you for further inquiry 
from witnesses already examined along the lines that I have indicated. 

I am writing this letter principally because there has crept into the record matters 
emanating from both the Transit Commission and the Railroad Companies tending to 
excuse the intolerable service, on our rapid transit lines, because of alleged large-
deficits from operation, on a five cent fare basis. 

Of course from the time when figures first came into existence, there were always 
some who were able to distort them, and so it has been in this proceeding. The fact 
is that from the very commencement of operation under Contracts 1, 2, 3 and 4 the 
subways and elevated lines operated under those contracts, always brought a profit to 
the railroad companies, except during the years 1920 and 1921 of the receivership of 

the B. M. T., when besides there was an extraordinary cost of operation, due to strikes: 
I am sending you certain data which I have caused to be prepared to which I 

shall make references as exhibits. Exhibit A .shows that during every year; dom-
mencing 1915 and endue 1924, excepting 1920-1921, the Brooklyn Company operating 
under Contract No. 4 realized a net profit from operation of its rapid transit lines 
after paying all expenses of operation, maintenance,, interest, rentals and making pro-
vision for sinking funds and other contractual deductions. The profits in 1924, 1923 
and 1922 are respectively as follows. $2,492,982.43; $1,038,939:65; $1,106,623.12. The 
interest deductions include all the interest on all of the obligations of the Brooklyn 
Company including its watered bonds on the old elevated lines. 

' Exhibit B shows that the I. R. T. during every year without. exception commencing 
1912, made a substantial profit from operation of its lines under Contract No. 3, after 
likewise paying all interest, maintenance, operating expenses, etc., the profits. for the 
last three years being likewise as follows, respectively : $3,359,259.73; $2,0,854.82; 
$2,012,587.36. Please bear in mind that these are the company's figures, that none of 
the items of expense or income have been questioned, including the extravagance and 
wasteful and unbusinesslike expenditures, which should not be under municipal opera-
tion. They include what brokers and money-lenders exacted on loans, also charges 
which belonged to other and less profitable properties of the companies and not oper-
ated'as part of Contracts 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

As against the results of these operations I am submitting to you two schedules 
which I am sure you will find very illuminating. You will bear in mind that in the 
computation made in schedules A and B no account was taken of interest on the City's 
$250,000,000 investment under Contracts 3 and 4. 

If the City, instead of the Company, had operated the lines under Contract 3 and 
the City paid only the 4 per cent. interest, which it does, without in any way disturbing 
any of the expense items reported in Schedule A, there would have been earned from 
the operation of the I. R. T. subway lines during the year ended June 30, 1924, a sum 
sufficient to pay the interest on the entire investment of both the City and the Company 
and besides a net profit of $4,390,000. If the computation of. interest is made upon the 
basis 'of the investment of City and Company, properly depreciated as it should be, 
namely, on $250,000,000, after payment of all operating and maintenance expenses and 
interest there would have been a profit of $5,950,000 during the same year. 

Exhibit D will disclose to you the true situation with respect to the B. M. T. under 
Contract No. 4. Upon the basis of the operations of the B. M. T.'s-  subsidiary, for 
the first three months of the current fiscal year that corporation will earn from rapid 
transit lines after payment of interest at 4 per cent. per annum on the Company's as 
well as the City's investment, a total of $240,000,000, a net profit of $1,390,000. 

1 also in conclusion desire to direct your attention to another matter. You will 
remember that there is some evidence in the record as to what the cost of construction 
of new subways will be, in comparison with costs under Contracts 3 and 4. I believe 
there is some testimony to the effect that future construction. would cost about 125 per 
cent. more than the cost of construction, under Contracts 3 and 4.. There appears to 
be documentary proof which shows that the cost of construction will be much lower. 

I am sending you Exhibit E. That is a copy of a valuation report, made by the 
present Transit Commission, of properties of the Brooklyn Rapid Transit system as of 
June 30, 1921; showing both the original cost and the 1921 • basis. You will note that 
the New York Consolidated Railway Company then had invested under Contract No. 
4 about $75,000,000. Its total investment to date is $82,000,000, so that in 1921, 90 per 
cent. of its investment under Contract No. 4 had been made, and you will note that 
the 1921 price basis for this investment, was only $106,000,000; in other words, that 
the 1921 value was about 42 per cent. in excess of the original cost. I understand that 
costs in 1921 were fully as high, if not higher, than they 'are today. 

In connection with these figures you should also bear in mind that the so-called 
cost of construction set forth in this schedule represents a mass of items aggregating 
a substantial part of the whole, not representing real cost of construction, namely, 
losses from delay, duplications, renewals charged as additions, commissions, excess 
interest, loan brokerage fees; and other extravagant overheads, and that the 1921 
values were adjusted in relationship to these exaggerated costs. 

Lastly may I be permitted to again suggest, as I did on the day Mayor Hylan 
testified, that the names of the persons who shared in the $6,484,000 in part incurred as 
an expense of a reorganization of the B. R. T., and the amount which they received 
should be the subject of inquiry. Very truly yours, 

HARRY A. GORDON, Special Counsel. 

EXHIBIT C. 
INTERBOROUGH RAPID TRANSIT COMPANY—SUBWAY DIVISION. 

Results of Operation, Years Ended June 30, 1912, and 1915 to 1924. 

1924. 	 1923. 	 1922. 	 1921. 	 1920. 	 1919. 	 1918. 	 1917. 	 1916. 	 1915. 	 1912. 

Operating revenues: 
Passenger 	  
Other 	  

$35,746,659.35 $33,830,663.35 $32,248,773.70 $31,969,289.00 $29,299.777.05 $23,043,791.27 $20,898,226.47 $20,689,282.42 $18,550,564.65 $17,256,315.31 $15,129,818.60 
2,645,975.26 2,513,595.11 2,394,067.17 2,858,125.85 2,323,195.99 1,588,416.69 942,221.43 765,610.33 806,687.99 587,479.58 564,089.31 

Total operating revenues $38,392,634.61 $36,344,258.46 $34,642,840.87 $34,827,414.85 $31,622,973.04 $24,632,207.96 $21,840,447.90 $21,454,892.75 $19,357,252.64 $17,843,794.89 $15,693,907.91 

Deductions from gross income: 
Interest 
Rentals 
Sinking fund and other contractual 

deductions 	 

Total deductions 

	  $8,343,197.91 $8,128,522.55 $8,228,001.39 $7,939,445.83 $7,050,485.50 $5,931,802.86 $3,329,524.64 $2,872,165.06 $2,744,364.62 $2,670,072.97 $2,403,214.28 
2,637,173.46 2,611,273.96 2,501,085.29 2,435,793.09 2,429,987.52 2,424,237.70 2,396,957.57 2,389,024.80 2,381,419.76 2,360,865.95 2,312,943.28 

1,694,884.64 1,688,461.55 1,671,160.50 1,637,372.10 1,448,139.36 1,218,685.80 366,326.84 18,897.36  - 	 426,779.24 

$12,675,256.01 $12,428,258.06 $12,400,247.18 $12,012,611.02 $10,928,612.38 $9,574,726,36 $6,092,809.05 $5,280,087.22 $5,125,784.38 $5,030,938.92 $5,142,936.80 

Net income 	 $3,483,975.22 $2,002,854.82 $2,012,587.36 $1,129,548.04 $2,630.953.75 	$292,351.48 $5,434,469.67 $7,739,178.59 $7,320,097.10 $6,651,918.48 $4,922,730.66 

Total net income, 1918 to 1924, 
$16,986,740.34. 

Depreciation adjustment (a)—Depre-
ciation credits (net) included in 
operating expenses detailed above.. 	124,715.49 	 385,076.26 	44,719.58 

Net income adjusted ac-
cording to actual eX- 
penditures 	 $3,359,259.73 $2,002,854.82 $2,012,587.36 $1,129,548.04 $2,630,953.75 D$92,724.78 $5,389,750.09 

Total adjusted net income, 1918 to 1924, $16,432,229.01. 

Sources-1912 to 1921 transcribed from report of T. C. Bureau of Valuation, dated February 15, 1922; 1922 to 1924 from company's annual  reports to T. C: 
(a) The actual maintenance ecpenses in 1918, 1919 and 1924 exceeded the percentage of operating revenues which 'the eoaspany provided under its depreciation rules. It therefore eredibd 

depreciation account by the amount of the excess. In restoring the maintenance total to the actual expenses incurred, no depreciation whatever has as yet been provided for. The nd income 
adjusted is therefore still overstated by an amount required as a depreciation charge for the given period. 

EXHIBIT D. 
NEW YORK RApm Taaxsrr CoaroaArtoi (a). 

Results of Operation, Years Ended June 30, 1914 aid 1915 to 1924. 

Operating revenues: 
Passenger 	  $26,859,741.47 $24,045,043.51 $22,237,362.67 $20.250,842.06 $18,842.994.31 $15,255,720.12 $12,685,497.35 $11,100,527.19 0,703,18431 44m,5S&24e $7,9lSy64I.8B 
Other  	792,689.52 	605,320.27 	750,101.03 	744,384.51 	676,083.24 	411,378.25 	344.304.92 	247,530.73 	1$7,11S.33 	1a3r7iR.OS . 	.388,9.43 

Total operating revenues $27,652,430.99 $24,650,363.78 $22,987,463.70 $2kM.ZMJ7 $19.519.077.55 $15,667,09$.J7 $1399,80237 $11,34$,95t92 $9$0,499 54 $8,5S3,248.22 Ø,0Ø1.3I j  
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1924. 	1923. 	1922. 	1921. 	1920. 	1919. 	 1917. 	1916. 	1915. 	1912. 

Operating expenses: 
Maintenance of way and structures 

(actual) 	  $2,184,408.59 $1,600,722.47 $1,473,042.15 $1,413,333.82 $1,204,414.05 $735.372.82 028718.10 $558,624.37 $494,83.49 11443,199.14 	$405,659.64 
Maintenance of way and structures 

(depreciation)  	120,000.00 	114,666.67 	120,000.00 	430,506.22 	395,320.46 	121,828.69 	2S2,5668.28 	122,807.06 	98,026.43 	69,608.89 • 	9,407.39. 
Maintenance of equipment (actual)  	3,443,124.53 2,667,572.11 	2,619,606.31 2,750.461.78 	2,991,202.26 1,893,703.37 1,191,552.25 	1,022,239.33 	807,681.83 	718,881.44 	585,298.89 
Maintenance of equipment (de- 	 • 

predation)  	• 180,000.00 	172,000.00 	180,000.00 	645,759.34 Cr 881,731.67 Cr 408,753.71 Cr 18,870.06 	Cr914.15 	82,463.11 	50,910.60 	39,427.90 
Operation of power plant 	4,289,012.77 	5,168,687.45 	4,372,381.25 	4,444,864.33 	,837.67 3,114,094.48 	2,213,243.16 	1 744, 965.04 	1,553,417.29 .1,363326.92 	1,304.787.85 
Operation of cars 	6,610,944.82 6,095,976.01 	6,193,243.64 7,961,883.85 	6,245,742.31 	4,219,960.37 2,681,640.90 2,240,063.62 	1,946,310.29 	1,623,902.33 	1.528,053.14 
Injuries to persons and property 	801,176.71 	435,160.51 	340,466.30 	364,053.53 	407,813.68 	492,390.53 	284434.11 	230,55&41 	190,857.49 	150,382.67 	105,845.18 
General and miscellaneous (includ- 	 - 

ing traffic and paving) 	683,323.24 	656,876.50 	570,022.72 	732,879.78 	740,930.30 	438,134.62 	340,221.07 	303,978.04 	308,044.04 	259,708.15 	244,53441 

	

Total operating expenses $18,311,990.66 $16,911,661.72 $15,868,762.37 $18,743,742.65 $15,077,529.06 x10,606,731.17 $7,473,507.81 	222,321.72 $5,481,663.97 $4,679,920.14 $4,222,956.70 
Taxes accrued  	1,414,394.73 	1,344,287.40 	1,221,153.03 	1,080,773.01 	972,854.79 	864,451.10 	793,054.55 	734,362.03 	545,403.98 	.541,007.61 	616.678.77 

Total revenue deductions $19,726,385.39 $18,255,949.12 $17,089,915.40 319,824,515.66 $16,050,383.85 $11,471,182.27 $8,266,562.36 $6,956,683.75 $6,027,067.95 $5,220,927.75 $4,839,635.47 

Operating income 	  $7,926,045.60 $6,394,414.66 $5,897,548.30 $I,170,710.91 $3,468,693.70 $4,195,916.10 $4,763,239.91 $4,391374.17 $3,863,431.59 $3,332,317.47 $3,541,055.83 
Non-operating income  	331,021.33 	993,183.98 	722,669.75 	451,708.33 	374,387.18 	343,381.02 	287,000.01 	308,474.77 	398,702.98 	392,632.98 • 	172,676.23 

Gross income 	 $8,257,066.93 $7,387,598.64 $6,620,218.05 $1,622,419.24 $3,843,080.88 $4,539,297.12 $5,050,239.92 $4,699,84.94 $4,262,134.57 $3,724,950.45 $3,713,732.06 

Deductions from gross income: 
Interest 	  $5,460,262.01 $2,075,331.21 $1,238,684.23 $2,072,481.27 $1,958,908.48 $1,978,701.44 $1,984,870.80 $1,981,339.98. $1,998,280.62 $1,976,531.04 $1,665,252.11 
Rentals  	292,930.50 4,262,499.78 4,263,852.66 4,200,91&08 2,954,836.24 2,373;233.84 1,745,606.90 1,188,288.31 	746,563.14 	184,933.71 	447,743.49 
Sinking fund and other contractual 

deductions  	 10,892.00 	10,828.00 	11,058.04 	16,757.00 	6,046.50 	17,467.02 	4,511.00 	6,763.30 	4,094.01 	3,838.75 

Total deductions 	 $5,764,084.51 $6,348,658.99 $5,513,594.93 $6,290,156.35 $4,919,791.22 $4,369,402.30 $3,734,988.70 $3,176,391.59 $2,749,037.77 $2,165,303.50 	$2,112,995.67 
Net corporate income 	2,492,982.42 	1,038,939.65 	11106,623.12 D4,667,737.11 D1,076,710.34 	169,894.82 	1,315,251.22 	1,523,457.35 	1,513,096.90 	1,559,646.95 	1,600,736.39 

Sources-1912 to 1921 transcribed from report of. T. C. Bureau of Valuation, dated February 15, 1922; the other figures transcribed from annual reports to the Commission. 
(a) The New York Rapid Transit Corporation became, the latter part of 1923. the successor' to the New York Consolidated. The latter was organised in 1912. 

amount in operation during 1925 will exceed $240,000,000. 
Accordingly, with assumed earnings of 	  $10,990,649 00 
And interest requirements of 4 per cent. on $240,000,000  	9,600,000 00 

There will be an excess for sinking fund or for increased depreciation 
contribution or for increased service  	$1,390,649 00 

EXHIBIT F. 
I. R. T. ADJUSTMENTS FOR DEPRECIATioN—INTEREST COMPUTED AT 4 PER CENT. 

Earning Power of Subways Operated Under Contract No. 3 by the Interborougis Rapid 
Transit Company. 

For the year ended June 30, 1924, the Interborough Rapid Transit Company re-
,ported an operating income for the Subway Division amounting to $15,840,738.81. This 
consists of the gross revenues derived from subway operation, aggregating $38,392,-
634.61, less operating expenses and taxes incurred in subway operation, aggregating 
$22,551,895.80. These expenses include high salaries of I. R. T. officers as well as 
royalties paid to Hedley and Doyle, and other items which would be saved by • muni-
cipal operation. 

To the operating income thus reported there should be added something over 
$100,000 for interest on bank allowances and miscellaneous rentals derived from the 
various operating properties. This is classed as non-operating income. If it is added 
to the operating income, we have, in round numbers, a net income of $15,950,000 avail-
able as interest or return on the entire subway investment, both city and company, 
under the three contracts. 

For the operating period in question, the Company's investment under Contracts 
Nos. I and 2 was $36,011,000 and under Contract No. 3, $103,401,000; total under the 
three contracts, $139,412,000; while the city's investment under Contracts 1 and 2 was 
$62,676,000, and under Contract No. 3, $86,900,000 ; total under the three contracts, 
$149,576,000. These figures represent the cost of property in operation excluding cost 
of property not yet placed in operation. They represent actual cost, except for the 
company's investment under Contracts I and 2, which is placed at the net valuation 
recommended by the Transit Commission valuation report of February 15, 1<I22. The 
entire investment, company and city, was $288,9 :,000. 

Year Ended 
June 30,1924. 

1. Revenue. 	  $27,707,95176 
2. Operating deductions and Company's first Preferential 	  23,463,470 97 
3. Balance available for return on new money invested under contract 	 4,244,480 79 
4. Company's second Preferential representing interest and sinking fund 

on Company's contribution to construction and equipment under 
contract. .  	5,316,510 00 

5. Deficit representing amount by which revenue failed to equal interest 
and sinking fund on Company's contribution to construction and 
equipment under contract 	1,072,029 21 

6. City's Preferential representing interest and sinking fund on City's 
contribution to construction under contract, unearned and unpaid. . 4,076,918 85 

7. Deficit representing amount by which revenues failed to equal Comn-
pany's and City's interest and sinking fund on contributions to 
construction and equipment 	  5,148,948 06 

	

Restated to Reflect Municipal Ownership and Operation 	 
The above statement shows that during 1924, net revenue failed by $5,148,948.06 

to meet the amount necessary for annual interest and sinking fund requirements under 
the contract. If the lines operated under Contract No. 4 had been constructed exclu-
sively and entirely with the aid of City credit and were operated during 1924 by the City 
so as to exempt them from taxation and other public charges, what would have been 
the result ? 
Item 3 in the table above shows as a balance available for return on new 

money invested under the contract 	  $4,244,480 00 
To this should be added, the company's first preferential, which had been 

deducted in reaching said Item 3, namely 	  3,500,000 00 

Making a total earned by the company during 1924 of 	  $7,744,480 00 
This amount however reflects the deduction of taxes (local, state and 

federal), amounting to $1,414,394. (See report of New York Rapid 
Transit Co. for 1924 to Transit Commission). No taxes would have 
been levied against the rapid transit properties or earnings therefrom 
had they been operated by the city. Hence, to determine earnings under 
the assumption of municipal operation, there should be restored to 
income 	  

EXHIBIT E. 
B. M. T.—NEw YORK RAPID TRANSIT COMPANY (SUBSIDIARY)—RESULTS OF OPERATIONS 

FOR 1924 AND 1925—ELIMINATING TAXES. 
Return—Assuming Con,lete Municipal Ownership and Not Questioning Operating 

Expenses as Reported by the Company. 
The first annual report of the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation contains 

(page 6) the following summary statement showing the results of its operations under 
Contract No. 4 for the year ending June 30, 1924: 

1,414,394 00 

Making a total available for interest on City bonds and other purposes.. $9,158,874 00 
The determined cost and cost of property in operation, as of June 30, 1923, were 

as follows: 
Determined 	Cost in 

Costs. 	Operation. 

City's contribution 	  $149,494,970 00 $125,095,798 00 
Company's contribution 	82,829,150 00 	81,570,287 00 
*Or;ginal elevated lines 	28,534,060 00 	28,534,060 00 

Total 	  $260,858,180 00 $235,200,145 00 

*Original cost as of December 31, 1922 as estimated by Transit Commission's 
engineer. 

Included in the company's contribution under Contract No. 4 are the following 
items of cost: 
Debt discount and expense 	$2,310,000 00 
Taxes  	405,014 00 
Interest 	  . 11,058,025 00 

Total 	  $13,773,039 00 
If the city had financed the complete project, debt discount and taxes would have 

been saved and interest cost would probably have been reduced by about one-third. 
So on the hypothesis of complete city construction, there may be eliminated from cost: 
Debt discount and taxes  	$2,715,014 00 
Interest ..  	3,686,000 00 

Total ..  	$6,401,022 00 

So from the cost of property in operation, as of June 30, 1923, .... 	$235,200,195 00 
there may be deducted  	6,401,022 00 

Making a total assumed investment on which interest should be earned $228,799,173 00 

Assuming a rate of 4 per cent. to meet the interest on city bonds, 
earnings for 1924 should have been  	$9,151,967 00 

'The amount available, as recomputed above was  	9,158,874 00 

Leaving an excess of  	$7,107 00 
This excess leaves no margin for sinking fund payments or for more generous pay-

ments to depreciation funds. 

Restated to Reflect Increased Revenue for 1925. 
Taking due recognition of operating rentals and restoring "taxes" to revenue, we 

find that for the first three months of the fiscal year 1925, there was a net reveuae 
of $2,517 300 as compared with a revenue of - $2,024,765 for the corresponding three 
months of 1924-an increase of $492,535 or over 24 per cent. Assuming, however, that 
the annual increase will be only 20 per cent. revenue for 1925 should exceed that for 
1924 by $1831.775. making a total of $20,990,1549. This would provide a return of 4 
per cent. on about $275,000,000 of investment. But it is not likely that the average 

Estimated Actual Interest on Investmen'. 
To represent approximately actual conditions of the several groups of investments, 

we should allow 5 per cent return on the company's investment under Contracts 1 and 2, 
and 6 per cent on the company's investment under Contract No. 3. The difference of 
one per cent in the rate represents the amortization of the company's investment under 
Contract No. 3 during the life of the contract, while the property under Contracts 
I and 2 belongs to the company at the termination of the contract. On this basis the 
total interest on the company's investment in operation for the year 1923 amounts to 
$7,805,000. 

The city's investment was made, naturally, at varying rates of interest. But if 
we allow 4 per cent on the total investment of $149,576,000 we have a total interest 
charge of $5,983,000. Adding this to the company interest, we have a total interest 
burden against the entire investment, aggregating 
Company interest  	$7,805,000 00 
City interest  	5,983,000 00 

Total company and city 	  $13,788,000 00 
For the sake of round figures, we may thus place the total interest against the 

entire subway investment in operation in 1924, at $13,800,000. Deducting this amount 
from the operating income of $15,950,000, we have a surplus of $2,150,000. 

This surplus represents, on the basis of the company's own report, a return above 
interest on the entire investment operated under Contracts Nos. 1, 2 and 3, City and 
Company. This result shows the error of the claim, commonly made, that the sub-
ways are not paying their own expenses and fixed charges. This, it must be under-
stood, includes full interest, not only on the Company's, but also on the City's invest-
ment made under the three contracts. 

Provisions for Depreciation. 
It should be stated, however, that the net operating income of $15,950,000 did 

not make any provision for currently accrued depreciation. Instead of a charge in 
operating expenses for depreciation, there was a credit of $124,715.49, so that the 
expenses as stated were less than actually incurred without providing anything for 
depreciation. If, then, adequate depreciation were made, the surplus of $2,150;000 would 
be consumed almost altogether for depreciation. 

Interest Computed at 4 Per Cent. 
It is to be noted . that the interest on company investment was figured at 5 per 

cent on $36,011,000 and 6 per cent on $103,401,000, with a total interest charge of 
$7,805,000 on company investment. But if the entire property had been constructed 
and equipped by the city, at the interest rate available to the city, the rate would not 
have been 5 or 6 per cent, but on the average, probably less than 4 per cent. If, then, 
on the basis of the entire city investment and operation we were to allow 4 per cent. 
on the entire investment, we would have, in round figures, a total interest burden of 
only $11,560,000 on property in operation for this fiscal year ended June 30, 1924. If 
we deduct this amount from the net operating income of $15,950,000,  we  have a surplus 
of $4,390,000. This, then; would be available not only for the accumulation of an 
adequate depreciation reserve, but also for the establishment of a real surplus and for 
the improvement of service. 	 ' 

Past Acetwed Depreciation. • 

The investment figures used, for Company and City, under the three contracts, 
aggregate $288,988.000. This, as already explained, represents the actual cost of prop-
erty in operation for The fiscal year in question, with the exception of Company in-
vestment under Contracts - Nos. I and 2, where the recommended valuation of the 
Transit Bureau was used. As to this latter figure, both the original cost as used by 
the Bureau valuation. of the Transit Commission was excessive and the `deduction"for 
depreciation was inadequate. Othetwise, however, including ail of file properties prp- 

under Contract No 3., and City, as well an 	►  investhsent, were fill 
original cost as. _useed without s 	on for depreciation. Moreover, t cost is The 
case of the company investment •under Contract -No. 3 was exbcssi#e as tti 'Various 
items, particularly fpr interest~  discount and superintendence during coflstnlcflön.  

If, then, we were 4o make an .adjustment for the actual net iñveSthseflt,,3it lbding 
actual reasenajle cost of thr q operties, less devreciation for past ari tV and teat`. and 
obsolescence, we snow ld have a total of about -x,000,668 for tie omnoir1 nt'1 
during tb€ Fiscal year in 4iiestiOII If, on "Fins anmounf, t2ie infer is cawed alt -4 
per cent on the basis of the city credit we would have a total interest charm of 



1924. 	1923. 	1922. 

Statistics. 
Fare passengers  	537.194,829 	480,900,870 	444,747,229 
Passenger car hours 	5.341,538 	4.801,634 	4.267,812 
Revenue car miles—Number 	75,001,252 	66,973,552 	58,909,210 
Annual increase  	8,027.700 	8,064,342 	3,534,583 
Per cent. of increase 	12% 	14% 	7% 
Cents per car mile— 

Operating revenue  	36.87 	36.81 	39.02 
Operating expenses  	 24.42 	25.25 	26.94 

Operating ratio  	66.22% 	68.61% 	69.03% 
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$10,000,000. If this is deducted from the operating income of $15,950,000, we have 
a surplus of $5,950,000. 

The last computation is unquestionably the proper one to show the profitableness 	 Expenses. 
of the subway operation under Contract No. 3 on the basis of the city credit and Maintenance expended 	  $5,627,533 00 $4,254,961 00 $4,093,054 00 
municipal operation. There would thus be nearly $6,000,000 available for accumula- Operation of power plant 	  4,289,013 00 5,168,687 00 4,372,399 00 
tion of adequate depreciation reserve, as well as for surplus and improved earnings. Operation of cars 	  6,610,945 00 6,095,976 00 6,193,244 00 
These figures show, without any doubt, that the five cent fare on the subways operated Injuries and damages 	801,176 00 	435,161 00 	340,466 00 
under Contract No. 3 has been sufficient. 	 General expenses 	• 	 683,323 00 	656,877 00 	570,122 00 

The so-called deficits were due to the excessive fixed charges imposed on the sub- 
ways by the extravagant financial methods of the Company. But even under the actual 	Total (excluding depreciation) 	$18,011,990 00 $16,611,662 00 $15,569,285 00  
conditions, the company has shown a substantial surplus above fixed charges for every 	

The five main groups 	operating expenses of operation. 	 gr ps of operatin ex nses will be discussed in the order listed in 
The deficits as to the company preferentials under the contract are due entirely this table. 

to the unreasonable returns allowed to the company prior to any return to the city on 	 Maintenance Expended. 
investment under Contract No. 3. The remedy is not to increase the fare, but an ' 	Maintenance expenditures during 1924 may be classified as follows: 
equitable revision of the contract. 	 Superintendence  	$250,470 00 

Incidentally, it should be stated that while the subways have furnished a surplus Ties, rails, roadway and track labor, etc. 	724,563 00 
to the Interborough every year during the operation under Contract No. 3, the ele- Tunnels  	94,066 00 
vated lines, with which the city has nothing to do, have been operated at a large deficit. Elevated structures, bridges, crossings, etc. 	292,769 00 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, the subway surplus of $3,483,975.22, as re- Signal, telegraph and distribution system 	506,841 00 
ported to the Transit Commission, was balanced by a reported elevated deficit of Buildings  	355,305 00 
$2,412,798.39. 	 Cars and car equipment 	  2,819,585 00 

For the period of 1918 to 1924, inclusive, the subways operated under Contract Shop expenses and machinery repairs 	557,257 00 
No. 3, as reported, showed a surplus above all fixed charges amounting to $16,986,741.34 ; Cleaning track, etc. 	26,677 00 
but against this subway surplus there was an aggregate elevated deficit, as reported, 
amounting to $24,662,419.17. 	 Total 	  $5,627,533 00 

Here is the real difficulty of the Interborough, that profitable subway property 	The amount expended during 1924 exceeds that spent on maintenance during 1923 
is hopelessly burdened with the unprofitable elevated lines. As conditions are now, by $1,372,572—an increase of over 32%. Revenue car mileage increased in that period 
the prospect is that for the future there will be an annual elevated deficit of about by only 12%. During the four years prior to 1924, maintenance expenditures were 
$2,500,000 to eat up the subway surplus, and will thus prevent the accumulation of slightly over $4,000,000 per annum. During 1919 it was $2,628,000, and during 1918, 
adequate reserves and the rendering of proper service, as required under Contract 
No. 3, with the city. 

1924. 1923. 1922, 

EXHIBIT F. 
EARNINGS OF SUBWAYS OPERATED UNDER CONTRACT No. 3 BY THE INTERBOROUGH RAPID, 

TRANSIT COMPANY. 
Calculated on Four Different Bases, Year Ended June 30, 1924. 

Interest Coin- Interest Corn- Interest 
Fixed Charges puted at 5% puted at 4% Computed 

as Reported and 6% for 	on Entire 	at 4% on 
by the 	Company and Investment Depreciated 

Company. 	4% for City Company and Investment of 
Investment. 	City. 	$250,000,000. 

(1) 	(2) 	(3) 	(4) 

Gross earnings 	 $38,392,634 61 $38,392,634 61 $38,392,634 61 $38,392,634 61 
Operating expenses and taxes 22,551,895 80 22,551,895 80 22,551,895 80 22,551,895 80 

Operating income— 
As reported by Company 	$15,840,738 81 $15,840,738 81 $15,840,738 81 $15,840,738 81 
Adding $110,000 interest on 

bank balances and rentals 
(round figures) 	 15,950,000 00 15,950,000 00 15,950,000 00 15,950,000 00 

Interest on investment (or 
fixed charges) 	 12,675,000 00 13,788.000 00 11,560,000 00 10,000,000 00 

Surplus above interest (or 
fixed charges) 	 $3,275,000 00 $2,162,000 00 $4,390,000 00 $5,950,000  00  

Explanations—The gross earnings, operating expenses and taxes are taken from the 
company's 1924 report to the Transit Commission. The adjustment of $110,000 to operat-
ing income is to include interest on bank balances and rentals received from operating 
property. so  that in round numbers the net income available as return on subway invest-
ment is $15,950,000. 

In column (1) the interest deductions include the fixed charges as reported by the 
company ; rentals to City under Contracts Nos. I and 2, plus interest and sinking fund 
charges on Company's bonds and other obligations issued for subway purposes. The 
charges do not include interest on City investment under Contract No. 3 ; nor are they 
based on the Company's preferentials under the contract. 

In column (2) the interest is computed for Company investment at 5 per cent. on 
$36,011,000 under Contracts Nos. 1 and 2, and 6 per cent. on $f03,401,000 under Contract 
No. 3 ; for City investment at 4 per cent. on $149,576,000 under all three contracts. 

In column (3) the interest is computed at 4 per cent. on entire investment, Company 
and City, aggregating $288,988,000 under all three contracts. 

In column (4) the interest is again computed at 4 per cent., but is based on total 
depreciated investment estimated at $250,000,000, City and Company, under all three con-
tracts. In columns (2) and (3) the investment is taken at full original cost, without 
deduction for past depreciation ; except that Company's investment under Contracts Nos. 
1 and 2 is taken from recommended valuation of the 1921 Transit Commission valuations, 
and these represented original cost less depreciation, but the recommended value of 
$36,011,000 is excessive by about $10,000,000. The entire net present investment, original 
cost of the properties less all past depreciation, does not exceed $250,000,000. 

All the investment figures relate to property in operation during 1924. For Contract 
No. 3 they were taken from the 41st quarterly determination. 

The operating expenses made no provisions for depreciation, but on the contrary 
had a credit of $124,715.49 instead of a charge ; thus the indicated surplus would be 
reduced by proper depreciation charges. 

EXHIBIT G. 

B. R. T.—NEw YORK RAPID TRANSIT CO.—SUBSIDIARY OPERATIONS FOR 1924. 
Return, Adjusting Operating Expenses and Taxes, Assuming Complete Municipal 

Ownership and Operation. 
In an earlier memorandum, it was shown, assuming City ownership and operation of 

the B. M. T. subway and elevated lines, that earnings for 1924 would be increased to 
$9,158,874, merely by eliminating taxes. On a 4% basis, this would provide for year 
ending June 30, 1924, a small excess ($7,107) on about $228,000,000, the estimated cost 
of the entire system, assuming the use of City credit throughout. Taking into account 
the increase reflected by operations for the first quarter of the current fiscal year, it was 
estimated that operation for 1925 will pay 4% on an average investment of $240,000,000 
and provide an excess of about $1,400,000, available for depreciation, sinking fund or 
improved service. This—without questioning operating expenses, as reported by the 
Company. 

In the following, reported operating expenses will be scrutinized with a view 
to pointing out abnormalities and suggesting amounts that may reasonably be substituted 
therefor—continuing the assumption of municipal ownership and operation of the 
existing system, with the added supposition that the City has constructed and operates 
a new power plant. 

Operating Statistics and Expenses-1922, 1923 and 1924. 
Below is a table giving significant reported figures of operation for a three-year 

period:  

$1,720,270. 
However viewed, maintenance expenditures for 1924 are abnormal and burden 1924 

operations so as to bar the use of, the reported income figure as representative for 
present purposes. A normal figure for maintenance may be reached by any of the 
following methods: 

(1) Averaging last five years (including 1924) ; this gives $4,467,000. 
(2) Taking preceding year (1923) as normal and adding a percentage increase, 

equal to the increase of car mileage during current year over preceding year; 
this is 12 per cent. and gives a resultant of $4,765,000. 

(3) By eliminating from the reported figure some amount, identifiable as 
"deferred" maintenance. 
The Transit Commission valuation as of June 30, 1921, -recognized "deferred" 

maintenance of $2,357,117 on the old elevated properties. Its system of valuation did 
not call for a Fimilar figure with respect to construction under Contract No. 4; but it is 
fair to assume that there was some, let us say such an amount as to make the total on 
the entire system, $3,000,000. Assuming further, that the company's program called for 
the making good of "deferred" maintenance within three years, $1,000,000 may be 
eliminated from the 1924 maintenance figures. 

Of the three suggested methods, that based on increased mileage gives the highest 
figures, namely, $4.765,000, and that will be used in the revised income figures. 

Another possibility not considered in the preceding is that wholesale changes in the 
equipment (such as the installation of the "dead man's button") were in process during 
1924 and charged to "maintenance" instead of in whole or in part to capital account. 

Power. 	 . 
The New York Rapid Transit Co., purchases most of its power from the Williams-

burgh Power Plant Co., an affiliated company. Total cost of generating power plus 
percentages for profit and interest on power plant investment, are prorated among 
the B. M. T. subsidiaries. It is suspected that the rapid transit lines are burdened with 
more than their due share. The 1924 figures show that the rapid transit company paid 
5.72 cents per car mile (both subway and elevated operation) as. compared with 3.45 
cents for the Interborough Company (subway and elevated operation averaged). 

The point is frequently made that the Interborough. and Manhattan power plants 
are not of the mo: t modern and efficient type ; but notwithstanding it will be assumed 
for present purposes that the hypothetical plant that the City is operating will not 
produce power at less than 3.45 cents per car mile, a total for 1924 of $2,587,543. 

Although the Williamsburg plant is not of the most modern type and supplies most 
of the power necessary to run the rapid transit and all the Brooklyn surface lines, 
including those of the Brooklyn City R. R. Co., it will be assumed that the City would 
in effect have to reproduce that plant for its exclusive use in operating these rapid 
transit lines. 

On a 1921 price basis, it would cost as follows: 
Land  	$463,000 00 
Power Plant Buildings— 

Total owned by B. R. T. Co 	 . $5,930,900 00 
Deduct for central Power Plant included, estimated 
25 per cent.  	1,475,225 00 

4,455,675 00 
Power Plant Equipment 	8,968,319 00 

Total physical 	  $13,886,994 00 
Add for interest, engineering, etc. (company's figures for interest re- 

duced one-third and brokerage fees eliminated), 8/ per cent 	1,080,000 00 

Total 	  $14,996,994 00 
Add for material and coal, etc 	1,000,000 00 

Total 	  $15,996,994 00 

As Reported. 	Revised. 	Reduction. 

Round 	  $16,000,000 00 
Recognition of this additional investment will be given at another point, in its 

appropriate place. 
Operatk9s of Cars. 

This covers salaries of motormen, guards, station and car house employees and 
operators of the signal systems. These employees are presumably paid on an hourly 
basis. The rate per passenger car hour is $1.24 as compared with Interborough 
(elevated and subway) of $1.37, but per car mile it cost the N. Y. Rapid Transit 8.81 
cents as compared with the Interborough cost of 8.04 cents. This is due to the fact that 
the latter gets more mileage per car per hour. 

No suggestion can be made on present data for reducing this class of expenses. 
Injuries and Damages. 

During 1924, the total outlays made in this connection were $801,176, made up as 
follows: 
Claim department and medical expense 	  $88,367 00 
Injuries to employees 	  125,100 00 
Other injuries and damages 	  494,809 00 
Law expenses in connection with damages 	92,900 00 

Total 	  $801,176 00 
This amount is the largest in the history of these rapid transit lines and is more than 

double the average in the last many years. It certainly is not typical and probably can 
be reduced by at least one-half—to $400,000. 

General Expenses. 
This includes items for law expenses, insurance and general officers which under 

municipal operation can be reduced—it will be assumed to $600,000. 
Openoting Expenses Revised. 

The following table compares operating expenses, as reported, with revised figures 
and indicates the reduction: 

Maintenance 	  $5,627,533 00 	$4,675,000 00 	$952,533 00 
Power . 
Car  peration 	  6,,945 00 	6,610,945 00  000 	

1,701,470 00 



As Reported. 	Revised. 

400,000 00 
683,323 00 	600,000 00 

Injuries and damages 	801,176 00 
General expenses 
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Reduction. cent fare, so that the revenues will be adequate to pay all operating costs as well as 
	 interest on - the investment in construction and - equipment. 
401,176 00 , 	There are so many hypothetical factors involved in the .answer to this question, 
83,323 00 that the best course is to consider the present subways operated under the existing con-

tracts with the City, and figure. the return from operation on the basis of mtmicipaj 
credit and present day cost of construction and equipment. 

I. R. T. Subevays on Basis of Present Construction Costs. 
Let us assume the present lines operated by the Interborough Rapid Transit 

Company, constructed under Contracts 1, 2 and 3 and operated under Contract No. 3. 
Could these lines be operated now by the City at a five-cent fare if the investment 
throughout for construction and equipment were made at present day prices? 

This question assumes investment at present day prices and operation at present 
day range of operating expenses. Consequently the answer must assume also present 
day or modem facilities which would be provided if the properties were installed under 
present conditions. 

Total 	  $18,011,990 00 $14,873,488 00 	$3,138,502 00 

To which was restored in previous memorandum, for taxes not payable 
The company reported a return of 	  

by a municipality 	  

Return for 1924 Revised. 	
$7,744,480 00 

1,414,394 00 

$9,158,874 00 Total . 	  

	

To which may be added for reduced expenses, as per preceding dis- 	
3,138,502 00 cussion 	  

Making total available for interest on investment, etc. 	
 

$12,297,376 00 
Deduct interest-4 per cent. on $244,000,000 ($228,000,000 as per pre- 

vious memorandum plus $16,000,000 for power plant) 
	

9,760,000 00 

Leaving for additional depreciation, sinking fund and improved service. 	$2,537,376 00 

EXHIBIT H. 
TRANSIT COMMISSION'S VALUATION—COST ON 1921 BASIS—BROOKLYN RAPID TRANSIT 

SYSTEM. 
Summary Statement Showing by Companies the Valuation of the Property in Operation 

as of June 30, 1921. 

Original Cost 	1921 Price 
Basis, 	Basis, 

Original Cost. •Estimated Cost. 

Brooklyn Rapid Transit System, Brooklyn Rapid 
Transit Surface Lines— 

(a) Brooklyn Heights Railroad Company 
	

$791,076 00 
Brooklyn, Queens County & Suburban R. R. Co 

	
4,420,881 00 

Coney Island & Brooklyn Railroad Co. (Owned and 
Leased)  

	
4,870,186 00 

Nassau Electric Railroad Company 
	

10,183,007 00 

$43,798,945 00 

	

$456,670 00 	$1,001,058 00 

	

5,965,274 00 	9,411,074 00 

Total B. R. T. Surface Lines 	 $26,687,094 00 $54,211,075 00 

Brooklyn Rapid Transit Elevated and Subway Lines, 
New York Consolidated Railroad Co.— 

Original Property 	  $28,534,060 00 	$49,725,332 00 
(b) Contract 4, Construction and Equipment 	41,672,294 00 	59,758,985 00 
Reconstruction of Existing Railroads 	19,302,187 00 	26,885,801 00 
Additional Tracks  	8,194,726 00 	11,403,191 00 
Elevated Extensions  	 5,161,568 00 	7,933,762 00 
Undistributed Costs  	691,128 00 	589,588 00 

Total Elevated and Subway Lines 	 $103,555,963 00 $156,296,659 00 

Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company 	 $23,411,944 00 $39,419,518 00 

Grand Total, Brooklyn Rapid Transit 
System 	  $153,655,001 00 $249,927,252 00 

Notes—(a) Includes Bridge Operating Company. (b) Includes company invest-
ment only. 

State of New York, Transit Commisgion, Bureau of Valuation, April, 1923. 
EXHIBIT I. 

ADJUSTMENT TO MUNICIPAL OPERATION. 
• (Investment Assumed at 125 per cent. Above Cost.) 

I. R. T. Subway—Operating Results for 1924 Adjusted. 

(1) 	 (2) 
Adjusted to 
Municipal 

As Reported Ownership and 
by Company. 	Operation 

(Round Figures). 
Operating revenue: 

Passenger 	  
Other 	

 $35,746,659 35 $44,683,000 00 
2,645,975 26 	3,969,000 00 

Total 	  $38,392,634 61 $48,652,000 00 

Operating expenses: 

Operation of power plant 	  

Injuries to persons and property 	  
General (including traffic expense) 	  

Maintenance of equipment (actual) 	  

Operation of cars 	  

Maintenance of way and structures (actual) 
	

$2,586,152 82 	$2,586,000 00 

	

4,065,310 55 	3,233,000 00 

	

5,358,138 15 	4,500,000 00 

	

8,489,661 31 	8,490,000 00 

	

718,694 53 	500,000 00 

	

863,391 22 	500,000 00 

$22,081,348 58 $19,809,000 00 Total operating expenses 	  
Taxes accrued  

	
595,212 7.1 

	

Total revenue deductions 	
	

$22,676,561 29 $19,809,000 00 
Operating ncome 	  

	

Add $110,000 for bank balances and similar items not 
	15,716,073 32 	28,843,000 00 

	

included by company in operation revenue (round 	
15,826,000 00 	28,953,000 00 figures) 	 S 

Deduct return on investment, at 4 per cent. on 

	

$250,000,000 in column (1) and $565,000,000 in 	
10,000,000 00 	22,600,000 00 column (2) 	  

	

Net available for depreciation, amortization and im- 	
5,826,000 00 	6,353,000 00 provements 	  

Explanation—Figures in column (1) transcribed from I. R. T. annual report to the 
Transit Commission. The operating conditions assumed in column (2) are: A subway 
system of the same extent of modern build, owned and operated by the City. Under 
such conditions, passenger revenues were calculated at a 25 per cent. increase, and 
other operating revenues. at a 50 per cent. increase. The actual maintenance of way 
and structures were left unchanged although up to date operating conditions are 
assumed, because we assume 25per cent. increase in passenger traffic. Maintenance of 
equipment, according to years 1914 and 1918, average about 25 per cent. above 1924. 
Power costs were based on 3 cents per car mile, with the car mileage assumed to have 
increased 25 per cent. Operation of cars were left unchanged. Each of the items 
Injuries and Damages and General Expenses was rounded out to $500,000 because of 
the assumption that many law expenses, salaries of general officers, office expenses, and 
various bonuses would be eliminated. Interest was assumed in both cases at 4pe r cent, 
but the investment to date was adopted as being the remaining undepreciated cost of 
the properties. believed to be in round figures $250,000,000. For the modern system an 
increase of $125 per cent. of this remaining cost was taken as the basis. 

Operation of the New City Subways at a Fier-cent Fare. 
The question has been raised at the transit hearings before judge McAvoy whether 

the new city subway system, at present construction costs, can be Operated at a five- 

Modernising the Interborough Facilities. 
The existing investment in the properties operated under Contract No. 3 amounts 

to about $300,000,000 including company and city money, under all three contracts. This 
represents the official cost determinations under Contract No. 3 and the costs as. re-
ported by the Transit Commission in the 1921 valuations for investment under Con-
tracts Nos. I and 2. Not all of these properties are in operation, but for our purpose 
we assume that the entire investment is in, operation. 

In hearings before Judge McAvoy John H. Delaney, Chairman of the Board of 
Transportation, stated that the present construction costs are about 125 per cent higher 
than the general 'range of actual installation cost under the existing contracts. This 
125 per cent increase was roughly assumed by Mr. Delaney, and presumably did not 
represent a carefully established figure of how present day costs throughout would 
compare with actual costs under the existing contracts. While this percentage will be 
used in this computation, it would be accepted as representing the measure of present 
day investment requirements for subway facilities as compared with actual costs under 
the existing contracts. 

For our purpose, however, we shall assume a rough 125 per cent increase in 
investment compared with the actual figures under Contracts Nos. 1, 2 and 3. As 
already stated the original cost of all the properties under Contracts 1, 2 and 3 may 
be stated at $300,000,000. This is without any deduction for depreciation and present 
physical condition of the various facilities. The property under Contract 1 goes back 
mostly to 1905 and is about 20 years old and is therefore subject to heavy deprecia-
tion. This is especially true as to equipment but applies also to construction. Even 
the properties installed under Contracts No. 3 are subject to considerable depreciation. 
Roughly, we may assume therefore that the net investment, original cost less deprecia-
tion for past wear and obsolescence, is $250,000,000. If this amount is increased by 
125 per cent to represent present range of investment requirements, we have an equiva-
lent present investment of $565,000,000. 

But if we figure the present equivalent investment cost and adopt $565,000,000, as 
the present day capital equivalent, we must realize at the same time that the existing 
lines and the equipment would not be laid out at the present time as they actually 
exist. For example, the Broadway subway. above 96th Street would now be constructed 
as a four track line to its destination instead of the three track line which makes 
express service beyond 96th Street impossible. But the additional cost of putting in 
a four track subway instead of a three track would be negligible, while the additional 
service, the carrying capacity and the earning capacity would be tremendously increased. 

Likewise instead of putting in the existing short platforms for the local trains 
which makes 10 car trains impracticable, we could install the longer platforms with 
very little additional expense and provide 10 car trains which could be used as semi-
express during rush hours. In this way with very little additional cost we could in-
crease the service, the carrying capacity and the earnings tremendously. Again, in-
stead of the existing power house and power plant equipment we would have modern 
design throughout which corresponds to present actual requirements of service. With-
out any additional cost we could have modern power facilities throughout, which would 
mean a reduction in operating jexpenses. 

As to cars we could design the road throughout so that we could use the most 
economical and modern 1925 design, instead of being committed to the relatively heavy 
cay with small carrying capacity and high operating costs. With no additional invest-
ment we could have modernized equipment throughout, which would permit the most 
economical operation and much better service. This would mean greater carrying 
capacity, greater earnings and lower operating expenses. 
1924 Operating Results Adjusted to Present Investment and Modernized Properties. 

For the purpose of our problem, therefore, let us take the 1924 actual operating 
results as reported by the Interborough Rapid Transit Company under Contract No. 3. 
Let us see what actual return there was on the $250,000,000 net investment as com-
pared with the required 4 per cent under present city credit and consequently let us 
consider what would have been the corresponding result of operation of modernized 
plant and equipment as to the same routes but at an investment cost at 4 per cent 
on the basis of present day cost of construction and equipment. 

The total gross revenues for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, were reported at 
$38,392,634.61. The actual operating expenses, without any provision for depreciation, 
amounted to $22,081,348.58. The taxes were $595,212.71. 

Deducting the sum of the operating expenses and taxes from the gross revenues 
we have a net operating income of $15,716,073.32. To this figure, however, should be 
added about $110,000 for interest on bank balances and miscellaneous rentals. This 
would bring the net operating income, in round figures, to $15,826,000. This would 
be the sum available for interest on investment, without, however, any allowance for. 
depreciation. 

The actual net investment as stated at'$250,000,000 and interest requirement at 4 
per cent. is therefore $10,000,000 a year. Deducting this from the net operating income 
of $15,826,000 we have a net surplus of $5,826,000 above operating expenses, taxes and 
interest on the actual entire net investment. This sum would be available for deprecia-
tion, amortization and improvements. 

Adjusting the 1924 Figures to Modernized Properties. 
We now assume that the same lines have been operated in 1924 at an investment 

of $565,000,000 but with thoroughly modernized properties as already indicated. With 
#his assumption we believe that the passenger revenues would have been at least 25 
per cent. greater than those reported and that the miscellaneous other operating reve-
nue would have been at least 50 per cent. greater. On this basis we should have in 
round figures gross operating revenues amounting to $48,652,000 instead of the actual 
reported $38,392,634.61. The increase would have resulted from the express tracks 
on Broadway, the longer stations permitting longer local trains and semi-express 
service, as well as cars with greater carrying capacity and better service. 

Let us emphasize that we believe the present investment of $565,000,000 would 
have provided a plant and equipment which would meet present requirements and 
would !urnish proper service. On this basis the 25 per cent. increase in passenger 
revenues is obviously an understatement of the receipts that would have been realized 
under such conditions. 

Operating Expenses. 
With the modernized plant and equipment, properly proportioned throughout, there 

would have been an economy in operating expenses throughout especially with munici-
pal operation. The comparative computation of revenues and operating expenses and 
charges is given in the statement attached hereto. This statement shows that as to 
the maintenance of way and structures we have left the amount the same under the 
adjusted operation as under the actual, assuming that it would cost no more to main-
tain a modernized structure than the existing lines, but that otherwise no particular 
economy would be realized. 

. Mairste ce of Equipsxerst. 
As to maintenance of equipment we believe that under existing conditions the 

expenses are far too high because of • inadequate cars as well as insufficient- inspection 
and shop facilities. The company has been enormously handicapped throughout in 
the equipment maintenance, which. is reflected in the high range of expenses for main-
tenance of equipment. This is due, however, even more to inadequate number of 
cars, leaving an insufficient margin above the necessary service requsrelitelitS for regu-
lar inspection and systematic overhauling. Under modernized condit one we Assume, 
that there are enough  can  and enough shop facilities to provide for 'regtdai inspection 
and repairs under modern favorable circumstances. Under such eondit+oas with larger 
and modern cars, the t ttse- in proportion to traffic !would be test w1 Ch Wbuld be a 
further factor in addition to the UneCononsH0ml pfd.1ayotet. 

Total Receivership Surface Companies 	$20,265,150 00 

Coney Island & Gravesend Railway Co 	 
South Brooklyn Railway Co. (Owned and Leased) 	 

$1,474,469 00 
9,858,646 00 

9,989,712 00 
22,476,116 00 
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For our purpose to determine the proper charge for equipment we have taken the 
five year period prior to 1917 when presumably a reasonable proportion between service 
cars and shops existed. We found that during that period the average annual cost for 
maintenance of equipment was 25 per cent. greater than for the maintenance of way 
and structure. For our purpose, therefore, we assu{ne that normally, under proper 
proportion of service cars and shops, the cost of maintenance of equipment would be 
25 per cent. greater than the maintenance of way and structure. 

Power Costs. 
The actual power costs were reported at $5,358,138.15. We believe these are exces-

sive, due partly to the lack of thoroughly modern power facilities and partly to excessive 
charges to the subways as compared with the elevated lines. The lnterborough's 1924 
report shows that on the average the power charge per car mile on the elevated lines 
was 1.9 cents while for the srubway it was 4.5 cents. While unquestionably the power 
consumption per car on the subway is greater than on the elevated, there can be no 
such disp: oportion as is indicated by these figures. 

For the purpose of our problem we have assumed a modern power plant and 
modern operation, with larger cars, greater amount of express service, and consequently 
a. better distribution of traffic. Under these conditions we believe that 3 cents per 
car mile for power would be adequate and probably the lower cost would be realized. 
We therefore have computed the power costs at 3 cents per car mile and have increased 
the assumed mileage by 25 per cent. The reason for this increased assumed mileage 
is to provide relief from the existing congestion, so that the 25 per cent. additional 
car mileage with the larger cars would give proper relief for reasonabl-- service. 

Other Operating Expenses. 
As to other operating expenses we have assumed that there would be a consider-

able saving in injuries to persons and property and general expenses. We have elim-
inated excessive salaries, legal expenses and various overheads that would be avoided 
under City operation. There would of course be a complete saving as to taxes. 

The total operating costs under the assumed modern conditions are stated at 
$19,809,000. Deducting this amount from the $46,652,000 operating revenues and add-
ing $110,000 for bank balance and miscellaneous, we have a net operating income of 
$28,953.000. 

This sum would be available for interest on the $565,000,000 investment. At 4 per 
cent. the interest charge would be $22,600,000. Deducting this from the operating in-
come we have a surplus above operating expenses and interest amounting to $6,353.000. 
This amount would be available for depreciation, amortization and improvements. These 
figures represent conservative estimates as to results of a modernized plant operated 
under present range of operating expenses and prevent investment costs. There is no 
doubt that the operation could be profitably conducted at a five-cent fare, giving rea-
sonable service, paying all operating expenses, as well as interest on the investment, and 
leaving a sufficient surplus for depreciation, amortization and improvements. 

Equivalent Present Investment. 
For the purpose of this problem we have increased the net actual investment of 

$250,000,000 by 125 per cent. to an assumed present equivalent of $565,000,000, to take 
into account the higher present cost of construction and equipment. 

In reality, however, the 125 per cent. adjustment to present day costs is excessive, 
even if we assume a thoroughly modernized layout. In the first place, costs of construc-
tion and equipment have not increased on the average 125 per cent. above the actual costs 
incurred under Contracts 1, 2 and 3. At the present time materials entering into con-
&truction are about 108 per cent. higher than in 1913 and 1914; but this is not 125 per cent. 
Further, not even all the construction contracts were let at the pre-war prices, so that the 
average construction cost under Contract No. 3 was probably less than 100 per cent. 
above 1914 prices. But, as to equipment, most of the installation was at a much higher 
level than 1914, and much of it at a higher range than prevails to-day. Altogether, it is 
doubtful whether to-day the construction and equipment costs would be more than 
75 per cent. higher than the average actual costs under Contracts Nos. 1, 2 and 3. This 
relates merely to the matter of price changes. 

A second point should be considered in taking $565,000,000 as the equivalent present 
investment in modernized properties provided under the three contracts. While the basic 
prices of materials are much higher than the average actual costs under the contracts, in 
many respects, especially as to equipment, the net installation per unit in terms of capacity 
has increased much less and in some important matter not at all. Thus, in the case of 
power plant and power plant equipment the net investment cost per k.w. capacity is not 
greater today than prior to 1914; probably less. The cost per car is much greater, but 
the modern car is larger and more convenient of operation, so that the net investment 
per passenger mile capacity today is probably not over 25 per cent. greater than before 
the war. The same principle applies to other equipment and construction. 

Extravagant Overheads. 
A third point establishing present equivalent investment relates to the huge over-

heads which were incurred under the existing contracts, but which would be avoided 
if the City were to build the same lines now as a modern system. 

Under construction. Contract No. 3, the various overheads, including interest, superin-
tendence, discount, etc., averaged over 33 per cent. on top of the cost of labor and 
materials. This represents the costs of delay, duplications and extravagance. There is 
no reason why these overheads should exceed 15 per cent. if the City is given full power 
to proceed with construction and installation of equipment. This would provide 8 per 
cent. for interest on the basis of two full years for the average investment prior to 
operation, and 7 per cent. for engineering and other superintendence. 

Return on $400,000,000 Investment. 
If the City were given full power to proceed there is no doubt that at present costs 

and with present knowledge and experience it could build and equip a modern subway 
system in place of the actual subways operated under Contracts Nos. 1, 2 and 3 for 
probably less than $400,000,000, instead of the $565,000,000 assumed in our computation. 
On this basis the annual interest at 4 per cent. would be only $16,000,000 instead of 
$22,600,000 in our computation. And accordingly the surplus above operating expenses 
and interest would be $12,953,000 instead of the stated $6,353,000; or about double. 
This is the proper basis of judging City operation at present day costs of construction 
and equipment, compared with the Interborough operation under its contracts with the 
City. This is more accurately the amount that would be available for depreciation, 
amortization and improvements. 

EXHIBIT J. 
LINES WHERE SERVICE SHOULD BE INCREASED-DECEMBER, 1924-HYLAN. 

Lexington-Fourth avenue subway. Increase in the express service during the non-
rush hours, with a corresponding increase in the local service during these periods of 
time past Grand Central station. Midday express service from Woodlawn extended 
beyond its present termination point at South Ferry to Brooklyn. Extension of all 
service on this line now terminating at Atlantic Avenue, Brooklyn, to Utica Avenue, 
as express service. 

Extension of the local service now terminating at Hunts Point Road, on the Pelham 
Bay branch of the above line, through to Pelham Bay Parkway during all hours, at 
an interval not greater than operated by the shuttle service now in operation between 
these points and the abolishment of the shuttle service. 

The extension of the service during the rush hours on the East 180th Street branch 
of the Lexington Avenue subway, through to 241st Street, on at least the same interval 
as now operated during these hours by the shuttle service, and the abolishment of the 
shuttle service during these hours. 

The extension of the present midnight service now terminating at Bronx Park, 
West 180th Street, through to 241st Street, and the elimination of the shuttle service 
during these hours between 177th Street and 241st Street. This will necessitate the 
establishment of one car shuttle service between Bronx Park, West 180th Street and 
the 177th Street station. This should prove a comfort and convenience to the patrons 
of this line. 

Ninth Avenue "L." Part of the present rush hour service on this line terminates 
at Fordham Road. Alternative service should be extended through to Woodlawn, to 
which point this service was operated prior to December 1, 1924. 

Third Avenue "L." On the Webster Avenue extension of the above line, the 
present through service during the rush hours is operated to 241st Street—should be 
augmented by additional service to enable the abolishment of shuttle service between 
Fordham Road and 241st Street during these hours. Extension of the shuttle service 
now operated during the non-rush hours between Fordham Road and 219th Street, 
north to 241st Street. 

B. M. T. Corporation—Lexington Avenue "L" line. The extension of the Park 
Row branch of this service during the a. m. and p. m. rush hours to 11th . Strdet 
and Jamaica, the service to divide equally to and from each point. 

$123,042,936 00 
In approving the B. R. T. reorganization plan, the Transit Commission had before 

it the following values for physical properties, reached by the Engineers of the Tran-
sit Commission. 
Estimated original cost, less cost of reconditioning as of December 31, 

1922. 	  $164,992,589 00 
Cost to produce at 1921 prices, less accrued straight line depreciation, 

as of June 30, 1921 	  184,116,678 00 
The Codaemon', ,epiwio- (p.~ 11) refers also to $3+1,235293, of current assets, but 

includes in its coV44V 	oNr-au1y.#n,989,033 without deciding however that the remaii* er 
was worthless. This 	se . for current assets is probably as of March 31, 1923.. By 

Myrtle Avenue "L." Operate all trains to and from Park Row during all hours 
of the .day. . Extend the present service originating at -Wyckoff Avenue during the 
morning rush hour, so as to go into service from Fresh Pond Road, reconstruction 
of the Metropolitan Avenue station. Through service during the p. m. rush from both 
Chambers Street and Bark Row. 

Fifth Avenue "L." Bay Ridge extension of the service now terminating at Sand 
Street, through to Park Row at all hours. The extension of this service should have 
a beneficial effect in relieving traffic on the Fourth Avenue subway during rush hours. 

Broadway-Manhattan subway. Service on above line now operated during midday 
hours should be resumed about 7.30 p. m. and continued in operation until about 
12.30 a. m. This service should be short line from Whitehall Street during these hours, 
in order to take the place of the Brighton Line which is operated over the Manhattan 
Bridge, and on the express rails in Manhattan during the above period of time, during 
the hours, a suggested operation of but one local service. The Fourth Avenue local 
is operated north of Whitehall Street, while three branches of the express service are 
in operation between Canal Street and Times Square. 

West End line. The extension of service beyond Bay Parkway station to Coney 
Island during rush hours, and the abolishment of shuttle service between these points. 

Sea Beach line. Inauguration of a short line service say from Kings Highway 
to Chambers Street, during rush hours, via the south roadway of the Manhattan Bridge, 
while on the lines of the B. M. T. Corporation, it may be well to call attention to the 
fact that on a number of lines of this company, one car trains are in operation during 
midnight hours. This method of operation has proved a serious complaint on many 
occasions, as usually one car trains have been heavily loaded at times, and if there is 
any time of day where adequate service can be supplied, it, is surely at these hours. 

Following is a short description of the time during which one car trains are 
scheduled : 

Sea Beach line, from 3.14 a. m. to 5.14. 
Brighton Line, 2.32 a. m. to 5.23 a. m. 
West End Line, from 1.47 a. m. to 5.24 a. m., leaving Times Square Station. 
Fourth Avenue local, from 12.58 a. m. to 4.47 a. m.. leaving Queens Plaza. 
Culver line, from 12.55 a. m. to 5.23 a. m., leaving Park Row. 
Bay Ridge, from 12.55 a. m. to 5.23 a. m., leaving Park Row. 
Broadway-Jamaica, from 1.39 a. m. to 4.51 a. m. 
14th street-Eastern line from 12.50 a. m. to 6.01 a. m., leaving Broadway. 
Astoria-Queens-Corona line, from 2.10 a. m. to 4.07 a. m., leaving Queens Plaza. 
It may be interesting to note that two car trains were operated during the mid- 

night hours above quoted on the Sea Beach, West End, Culver, Bay Ridge, Brighton 
and Broadway lines, 22 years ago. 

Lines where service can be increased. I. R T. Company. On all lines of the above 
company during the non-rush hours on both local and express service. 

White Plains Avenue extension, rush hour service can be increased to meet the 
traffic demands for same. 

Ninth Avenue "L" rush hour service can be alternated from Fordham Road 
and Woodlawn. 

Third Avenue "L" service can be increased on Webster Avenue extension during 
rush hours and shuttle service can be extended from 219th Street to 241st Street during 
the non-rush hours. The extension of service suggested in different branches of the 
above companies' lines beyond their present terminating point can be made at the pres-
ent time. 

B. M. T. Corps. All the service increases mentioned and answered in Question 
No. 1 can be made and cars should and can be added to one-car trains during thel 
midnight hours. 

The Transit Commission and the operating companies claim maximum operation 
on East and West side subway trunks passing Grand Central and Times Square re- 
spectively has been reached during the traffic rush hours. 

Third Avenue "L." Maximum operation is in effect between 129th Street and 
Chatham Square during a. m. and p. m. traffic rush hours. 

Sixth Avenue "L," maximum operation has been reached during a. m. and p. m. 
traffic rush hours south of 9th Avenue and 53d' Street. 

Eastern Parkway extension, operation over local trunks between Atlantic Avenue. 
and Franklin Avenue reaches maximum point from 8 a. m. to 9 a. m. and 5 p. m. 
to 6 p. m. 

B. M. T. Corporation. Maximum operation has been reached during the peak 
of the rush hours on the Broadway-Canarsie, Broadway-Jamaica, Broadway-Myrtle 
Avenue and Broadway-Short line, owing to the fact that the Williamsburg Bridge, 
the point of control in this operation, reaches the limits of its track capacity between 
7.30 a. m. and 9 a. m. past Marcy Avenue Station. 

EXHIBIT K. 
BROOKLYN RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM. 

Estimated Cost of Acquiring Property by Security Purchase and Debt Settlement, 
about June 7, 1923. 

On June 7, 1923, the United States District Court approved the sale of the prop-
erties of the B. R. T. System. The accompanying schedule "(A)" shows that on or 
about that date, the securities of that system owned by the public had a total valuation 
(at then prices) of $112,113,507. As explained by foot-notes, the prices used in that 
statement were derived, wherever possible, from the Financial and Commercial Chronicle 
and the Standard Bond Book. Where no quotations as of June 7, 1923, or thereabouts 
could be found, the highest figure in the 1923 price range was always taken. And where 
not derived from the sources above mentioned the par value of the security was used 
or the equivalent of market value (maximum in 1923) of the B. M. T. securities given 
in exchange for said security upon reorganization was adopted. 

To become the free and clear owner of all the assets ,f the various t ompanies as 
of June 7, 1923, besides purchasing the outstanding securities, it would have been 
necessary to pay for or assume the debt not represented by these securities (such as 
trade and tort claims, unpaid taxes and interest, receivership expenses, etc., etc.) Where-
as in the reorganization, cognizance was taken of and settlement made for unpaid inter-
est on bonds and bank Joan of over $27,000,000 (Schedule "B") the purchase of the 
defaulted bonds in the market would have rendered unnecessary the payment of any 
back interest on such bonds. In the absence of default, bonds are quoted in the mar- 
ket at a price plus interest; but where there has been default, they are quoted flat. 
Thus in acquisition no sum would need have been added for accrued or past due inter-
est. On underlying bonds, however (which had not been disturbed by the receivership) 
and receiver's certificates, interest accrued up to June 30, 1923 and payable by bond 
purchaser, totalled $872,164 (see Schedule "C"). In reorganization, settlement was 
also made with banks, general and tort creditors by payment of cash and B. M. T. 
securities, which had a combined maximum market value in 1923 of $7,057,265 (see 
Schedule "D"). 

As of the dale of this assumed purchase, most of the companies in the system 
were in receivership and, to discharge the same, additional outlays would have been 
unavoidable. The reorganization plan (page 10) provided for disbursements of $6,484,-
119 on account of receivership expense, foreclosures, past due taxes, reorganization 
expenses, syndicate commission, etc., etc. By avoiding the reorganization and refinanc-
ing that was effected by the plan, a large portion of this could no doubt have been 
saved. For present purposes, it will be assumed that $3,000,000 at the extreme outside 
would have been necessary. 

Thus—to acquire the complete ownership of the B. R. T. system, including its cur-
rent assets and to discharge liabilities of every nature the following investment would 
have been necessary. 
To purchase securities in open market 	  $112,113,507 00 
Plus interest on underlying bonds, etc., accrued to date of purchase 	872,164 00 
To pay general and tort creditors  	7,057,265 00 
To discharge receivership  	3,000,000 00 
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1,991,468 00 

$7,963,038 00 
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16,121 
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June 30, 1923, it should have increased, because of earnings before interest by about 
$2,800,000 (see Company's 1922 figures-plan p. 4]). On June 30, current assets would 
therefore be somewhere between $18,000,000 and $37,000,000. It will be assumed for 
present purposes that they aggregated $25,000,000. 

Without considering physical property, additions from June 30, 1921, or Decem-
ber 31, 1922 (the dates as of which the Transit Commission valuations were made)  

we find that assets (physical and current) which could have been acquired, by the pur-
chase of securities and a settlement with creditors, for about $123,000,000 had been 
valued by experts of the Transit Commission at about 190,000,000 net on an original 
cost basis and about $210,000,000 net on a 1921 price basis. These values are in excess 
of the above calculated aggregate market value of securities and other debt of the 
B. R. T. system as of June, 1923, by $67,000,000 and $87,000,000 respectively. 

EXHIBIT K-SCHEDULE A. 
B. R. T. SYSTEM SECURITIES HELD BY PUBLIC, ABOUT JUNE 7, 1923. 

Approximate Total Market Valuation. 

Quotation 	Price Range 1923.** 
Security. Amount. 	On or About r 	 Price Used Total Market 

June 7, 1923.* 	Low. 	High. 	Herein. 	Value. 

Receivers' certificates and car lease warrants (Total System) 	  
Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co.- 

First - gold 5s-1895-1945 	  
First refunding gold 4s-1902-2002 	  
Three year secured gold notes, 7s-1918-1921 	  
Six year secured gold notes, 5s-1912-1918 	  
Common stock 	  

Brooklyn Heights R. R. Co.-First mortgage bonds, 6s-1891-1941 	  
Bridge Operating Co.-Common stock (owned by N. Y. Ry. Co.) 	  
Brooklyn, Queens Co. and Suburban R. R. Co.- 

First mortgage bonds, 5s-1894-1941 	  
First consol. bonds, 5s-1894-1941 	  
Jamaica and Brooklyn R. R. Co. 5s-1889-1930 	  

Coney Island Brooklyn R. R. Co.- 
Real estate mortgages 	  
First consol. gold 4s-1898-1948 	  
Consolidated gold 4s-1904-1955 	  
Brooklyn City & Newtown 1st gold 5s-1889-1939 	  
Common stock 	  

Nassau Electric R. R. Co.- 
First consol. gold 4s-1898-1951 	  
First consol. gold 5s-1894-1944 	  
Atlantic Av. gen. con. gold 5s-1891-1931 	  
Atlantic Av. impr. gold 5s-1894-1934 	  
Bklyn., Bath & West End 5s-1893-1933 	  

Preferred stock 	  

	

Brooklyn & North River R. R. Co.-Common stock (owned by N. Y. Rys. & 3d Av 	 
R. R. Co. ) 	  

New York Consolidated R. R. Co.- 
Brooklyn Union 1st mort. 5s-1899-1950 	  
Kings County El. 1st mort. 4s-1899-1949 	  
Preferred stock 	  
Common stock 	  

New York Municipal Ry. Co.-First mortgage 5s-1912-1966 	  
Prospect Park and Coney Island R. R. Co.-Income bond, 6s-1880-1920 	  

$12,397,044 00 

6,963,000 00 
3,433,000 00 

57,253,700 00 
465,000 00 

74,422,959 00 
250,000 00 
50,000 00 

1,497,000 00 
2,803,000 00 

231,000 00 

231,200 00 
1,986,000 00 
1,500,000 00 
1,988,000 00 

297,400 00 

10,337,000 00 
660,000 00 

2,241,000 00 
215,000 00 
118,000 00 
105,225 00 

50,000 00 

15,956,000 00 
6,980,000 00 

214,015 00 
469,169 00 

1,997,000 00 
7,600 00 

$100 	$12,397,044 00 

	

764-78 	.. 	.. 	78 	' 5,431,140 00 

	

63%-65 	 .. 	65 	2,231,450 00 

	

93/ 	 93/ 	53,532,210 00 
74 (a) 	344,100 00 

	

2 - 2/ 	 2/ 	1,860,574 00 
50(b) 	125,000 00 

	

........ 	 100(c) 	50,000 00 

	

80/ 	 80% 	1,205,090 00 

	

66 	 66 	1,849,980 00 

	

68 	68 	68 	157,080 00 

	

100(c) 	231,200 00 

	

50 	60 	60 	1,191,600 00 
47(d) 	705,000 00 

	

66 	70 	70 	1,391,600 00 

	

100(e) 	297,400 00 

	

60 	.. 	 60 	6202,200 00 
85 (e) 	561,000 00 

	

72 	86 	86 	1,927,260 00 

	

72 	80 	80 	172,000 00 

	

75 	90 	90 	IO6,2O0 00 
.. 	 100(c) 	105,225 00 

	

100(c) 	50,000 00 

	

81.2-82.2 	 82% 	13,163,700 00 
70.1-71 	 71 	4,955,800 00 

	

32(f) 	68,485 00 

	

29(g) 	136,059 00 

	

100(c) 	1,657,600 00 

Total 
	

$112,113,507 00 

*From Financial and Commercial Chronicle, June 9, 1923. **Standard Bond Book. 

(a) Value based on exchange in reorganization for B. M. T. 6% bonds. (Price 
range 1923, 65-74.) 

(b) Value based on exchange in reorganization for B. M. T. preferred stock. 
(Price range 1923, 34%-497/.) 

(c) No quotations or other basis for valuation found; placed at par notwithstanding 
the fact that, in view of condition of companies, stock was worth considerably less. 

(d) No quotation found; price based on $13 margin between 1898-1948 issue and 
1904-1955 issue existent on Sept. 1, 1922, as per Transit Commission Valuation Report, 
p. 340. 

(e) No quotation found; price based on $25 margin between 1898-1951 issue and 
1894-1944 issue, existent in Sept. 1, 1922, as per Transit Commission Valuation Report, 
p. 340. 

(f) Value based on exchange in reorganization of one share of N. Y. Consolidated 
preferred stock for $50 of preferred stock and / share of common stock of B. M. T. 
Co.: 

Low. 	High. 	Low. 	High. 

$50 Pfd.  
	

34/ 
	

47? 	17'4 	25 
/ share  

	
9/ 
	

14% 	43 	7 

22 	3254 

(g) Value based on exchange in reorganization of one share of New York Con-
solidated common stock for $40 of preferred and 6/10 shares of common of B. M. T. 
Co.: 

$40 Preferred 	 
6/10 shares Common 	  

EXHIBIT K-SCHEDULE B. 
B. M. T. REORGANIZATION. 

Settlement with Creditors and Arrears in Interest-Reduced to Market Value Equivalent. 

Amount 
of Debt. 

Cash. 

	

$20.038,795 00 	$4,007,759 00 

	

116,250 00 	23,250 00 

	

1,653.712 00 	348.150 00 

	

617.940 00 	137,320 00 

	

499,250 00 	99,850 00 
53,125 00 

	

937,166 00 	937,166 00 

	

23,600 00 	23,600 00 

	

43.000 00 	43,000 00 

	

132,000 00 	132,000 00 

	

1,860,660 00 	413,480 00 

	

270,000 00 	270,000 00 

	

336.825 00 	336.825 00 

	

560,600 00 	140,150 00 

Settled By 

Interest in Arrears- 
B. R. T. 3 yr 7% notes 	  
B. R. T. 6 yr 5% notes 	  
B. R. T. 50 yr 5% bonds 	  
B. R. T. 1st refunding 4% bonds 	  
N. Y. Municipal 5% bond 	  
Bk Hts 5% Bonds 	  
B. R. T. bank loans 	  
Bklyn. Bath Beach & West End-5% 	  
Atlantic Av. Impr, 5% 	  
Nassau Elec. 1st mort. 5% 	  
Nassau Elec. 4% 	  
Coney Is. & Bklyn. 4% 	  
Bklyn. Queens Co. & Sub. First 5% 	  
Bklyn. Queens Co. & Sub. First Con. '5% 	  

Total interest 	  
Bank loans 	  
General creditors (5/l/24-$1.411,245) 	  
Total creditors 	  

Total 

SUMMARY. 

Highest 	Market 
Amount.. 	Price, 1923. 	Value. 

Cash 	  
Preferred stock  	$13,633,526 00 
Bonds  	7,963,038 00 
Common stock  	 16,121 

Total  
	

$24.008,706 00 

EXHIBIT K-SCHEDULE C. 
B. R. T. SYSTEM. 

Interest Accrued on Underlying Bonds, June 30, 1923. 

Interest 

	

Interest Dates. 	Outstanding. 	Accrued 
June 30. 

Kings County Elevated 
4% Bonds  	Feb. and Aug. 1  

Brooklyn Union Elevated. 	Feb. and Aug. 1 
Atlantic Avenue 5% Bonds 	Apr. and Oct. 1 
Coney Island & Brooklyn 

4% Bonds  	Jan. and July 1 
Brooklyn City & Newtown 

5% Bonds  	Jan. and July 1 
Jamaica & Brooklyn 5% 

Bonds  	Jan. and July 1 

Total 	  
Receivers' Certificates, 6% 	Feb. and Aug. 1 

$11,065,543 00 
0) 50 	6.816,763 00 
0 74 	5,892,646 00 
(u 14/ 	233,754 00 

	

15,956,000 00 
	

332,417 00 

	

2,241,000 00 
	

28,013 00 

	

1,500,000 00 
	

30,000 00 

	

1,988,000 00 	49,700 00 

	

231,000 00 	5,775 00 

$56Z23800 

	

12,39?,044 00 
	

309,926 00 

$6,980,000 00 	$116,333 00 
	

Total interest accrued ' 
	

$672164 00 



Market Value E uitalent. 
	 $1,991,468 00 

986,843 00 
5,090,157 00 

Bonds 
Preferred stock 	  
Cash 	  

	

$8,616,712 50 	B. R. T. 5% Bonds 	  
4,050,940 00 B. R. T. 4% Bonds 	  

	

4,237,166 00 	Loans secured by B. R. T. 4% Bonds 	 

	

29,000,000 00 	B. R. T. Consolidated Bonds (all pledged) 

	

581,250 00 	B. R. T. 5% Notes 	  

	

77,292,495 00 	B. R. T. 7% Bonds* 	  

$138,794 06 

142,011 90 
39,015 43 
10,00000 

652,654 54 
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EXHIBIT K-SCHEDULE D. 
B. R. T. SYSTEM BANK LOANS AND OTHER DEBTS (ExcLUDING BOND DEBT). 

Settlement in Reorganisation-Market Value Equivalent. 

New 6% 6% Pfd. 
Bonds. 	Stock. 	Cash. 

Bank loans 	 $3,300,000 00 
Plus unpaid interest 	  937,166 00 

General creditors 	

 $4,237,166 00 $1,991,468 00 732,613 00 
$1898,689 00 

Tort Creditors 	  
(May 1, 1924-$1,411,245) 	

2,200,000 00 	 2,200,000 00 

Total in settlement 	  $1,991,468 00 $986,843 00 $5,090,157 00 

$8,068,468 00 	 $7,057,265 00 

EXHIBIT K-SCHEDULE E. 
B. R. T. REORGANIZATION. 

Values Considered by Transit Commissicn. 

Original Cost 
December 31, 

1922.* 
	

June 30,1921. 

1921 Price 
Basis, 

Property under Contract No. 4 	  $82,600,000 00 
Other property 	  86,452,523 00 

Less reconditioning cost, other property 	 2,729,398 00 

Less Straight line depreciation 	  

Less Straight-line depreciation . (Contract 
No. 4) 	  $1,330,536 00 

Total property 	 $169,052,523 00 $249,927,252 00 

	  4,059,934 00 	
65,810,574 00 

$184,116,678 00 Net valuation 	 $164,992,589 00 
Current assets (as per books, $34,235,923) Included 

	
11,989,033 00 only 	  11,989,033 00 	

5,000,000 00 New Capital-to be paid in 	  5,000,000 00 

Total 	
 $181,981,622 00 $201,105,711 00 

EXHIBIT L. 
DISBURSEMENTS ON B. R. T. REORGANIZATION. 

B. R. T. Reorgani.ation-Cash Payments Made to Date by Reorganization Committee 
to Consummate Reorganiation and Terminate Receivership Lasting Approximately 
Five Years. 

Paid to Trustee under First and Refunding Mortgage of N. Y. R. T. 
Corporation as Improvement Fund to be drawn down from time to time 

	  $5,000,35000 to pay for additional cars and equipment 
	  11,845,000 00 Paid to holders of Receiver's Certificates 	 -  	1,000,000 00 Paid to B. M. T. Corporation as working capital 	

1,000,000 00 Paid to N. Y. R. T. Corporation as working capital 	
1,759,000 00 Paid in settlement of tort claims for personal injuries 	

836,000 00 Paid in adjustment of general contract claims 	 
Paid to syndicate consisting of over 170 batiks, financial institutions and 

individuals the 5%% commission provided in Plan for underwriting pro- 
vision of $26,048,015 of new money 	  

Paid to holders of $3,000,000 B. R. T. Bank Loans, pn account of adjust- 
ment of claims as provided in Plan 	  

Paid to holders of $250,000 B. R. T. Bank Loans, secured by special 
collateral in adjustment of claims including interest 	  

Paid to holders B. R. T. 7% Notes on account of adjustment of claims as 
provided in Plan in respect of $57,253,700 face amount of notes with 
$20,038,795 of interest in arrears 	  

Paid to holders of B.R.T. 5% Notes on account of adjustment of claims 
as provided in Plan in respect of $465,000 face amount of notes with 
$116,250 of interest in arrears 	  

Paid to holders of N. Y. Mun. Ry. Corporation 5% Bonds on account of 
adjustment of claims as provided in Plan in respect of $1,997,000 face 
amount of Bonds with $499,250 of interest in arrears 	  

Paid to holders of BRT 5% Bonds on account of adjustment of claims 
as provided in Plan in respect of $6,963,000 face amount of Bonds with 
$1,653,712.50 of interest in arrears 	  

Paid to holders of BRT 4% Bonds on account of adjustment as provided 
in Plan in respect of $3,433,000 face amount of Bonds, with $617,940 of 
interest in arrears 	  

Paid to holders of B. B. & W. End R. R. Co. 5% Bonds in adjustment of 
$23,600 of interest in arrears on $118,000 face amount of Bonds 	 

Paid to holders of Atlantic Avenue R. R. Co. 5% Bonds Improvements 
Bonds in adjustment of $43,000 of interest in arrears on $215,000 face 

amount of Bonds 	  
Paid to holders of Nassau Electric Railroad Co. First Mortgage 5% 

Bonds in adjustment of $132,000 of interest in arrears on $660,000 face 
amount of bonds 	  

Paid to holders of Nassau Electric Railroad Consolidated Mortgage 4% 
bonds on account of adjustment as provided in Plan in respect of 
$10,337,000 face amount of Bonds with $1,860,660 of interest in arrears 

Paid to holders of B. Q. & S. Co. First Mortgage 5% Bonds in adjust-
ment of $336,825 of interest in arrears on $1,497,000 face amount of 
Bonds 	  

Paid to holders of B. Q. Co. & S. R. R. Co. Consolidated Mortgage 5% 
Bonds on account of adjustment as provided in Plan in respect of 
$2,803,000 face amount of Bonds, with $560,600 of interest in arrears 	 

Paid to defray cost of foreclosure proceedings extending over five-year- 
period of receivership, including expenses, and compensation of trustees 
and counsel and bondholders' committees and counsel, in connection with 
defaulted bond issues (with defaulted interest) as enumerated below: 

Bonds and 
Interest. 
	 Issue. 

Bonds and 
Interest. 
	 Issue. 	 Cost. 

	

2,496,250 00 	N. Y. M. it Co 5% Bonds 	80,00000 

	

303,125 00 	Brooklyn Heights RR. Co. 5% Bonds 	9,306 74 

	

141,600 00 	B. B. & W. End R. Co. 5% Bonds 	12,289 43 

	

12,197660 00 	Nassau Electric RR. Co. Cons. 4% Bonds 	69,203 66 

	

1,833,82 5 00 	B. Q. Co. & S. R. Co. 1st Mtge. 5% Bonds 	36,964 26 

	

3,363,600 00 	B. Q. Co. & S. R. Co. Cons. Mtge. 5% Bonds 	38,973 02 

* Includes representation of B. R. T. 5% Notes and New York 
Municipal 5% Bonds by Note holders' Committee. 
Paid to defray cost of representation of stock and general claims during five years 

of receivership, including expenses and compensation of 'committees and counsel: 
$74,422,959 00 • B. R. T. Stock  	$242,008 33 

	

2,200,000 00 	Tort claims for personal injuries against N. R. Con- 
(Est.) 	solidated R. R. Co., B. R. T. Co. and surface com- 

panies  	155,000 00 

	

1,600,000 00 	General Contract Claims against B. R. T. Co., N. Y 	 
Mun. Ry. Co., and surface companies 	43,500 00 

Paid to defray cost of depositing old securities and distributing new, 
including expenses and compensation of Depositaries and Registrars 
in respect of the issues enumerated below: 

Amount. 	 Issue. 	 Cost. 

	

$6,963,000 00 	B. R. T. 5% Bonds  	$1,035 85 
(Depositary Charges still unadjusted) 

	

3,433,000 00 	B. R. T. 4% Bonds 	  

	

3,300,000 00 	Bank Loans secured by B. R. T. 4% Bonds 	 5 	8,078 77 

	

465,000 00 	B. R. T. 5% Notes  	465 00 

	

57,253,700 00 	B. R. T. 7% Notes  	45,431 95 

	

1,997,000 00 	N. Y. Mun. Ry. Co. 5% Bonds  	1,997 00 

	

250,000 00 	Brooklyn Heights R. R. Co. 5% Bonds 	1,782 80 
118,000 00 B. B. & W. End R. R. Co. 5% Bonds 	$60 00 

	

10,337,000 00 	Nassau Elec. R. R. Co. Cons. 4% Bonds  	12,445 15 

	

1,497,000 00 	Brooklyn, Q. Co. & S. First Mtge. 5% Bonds 	2,000 00 

	

2,803,000 00 	Brooklyn, Q. Co. & S. Cons. Mtge. 5% Bonds 	2,803 00 

	

74,422,955 00 	B. R. T. Stock  	33,646 34 

Paid to defray organization and mortgage recording taxes, documentary 
stamps and filing fees in connection with organization of new companies 
and issuance of securities  	$784,013 73 

Paid to defray cost of printing and stationery  	51,793 84 
Paid to defray cost of publication of official notices  	50,875 17 
Paid to defray cost of printing and executing new securities issued under 
Plan  	18,920 29 

Paid to defray cost of engineering and accounting services 	51,500 00 
Paid to defray cost of receivership proceedings of B. R. T. and al: sub- 

sidiary compainies, including expenses and compensation of Receiver and 
his solicitor, Special Master and record parties in creditor's mar- 
shaling suit  	254,500 00 

Paid to defray cost of stenographic services, minutes of hearings, clerical 
help, incorporation incidental expenses and other miscellaneous expenses 	15,060 94 

Paid to defray Reorganization Committee's compensation, including sub-
committees, secretary and counsel, as follows: 

Committee  	40,000 00 
Sub-Committee in charge of details of reorganization 	85,000 00 
Purchasing Committee  	45,000 00 
Counsel  	225,000 00 
Secretary  	5,000 00 

Paid to defray cost of expenses incident to securing deposit of securities 
under Plan and distribution of new securities, including expenses and 
compensation of Reorganization Committee's depositaries 	92,885 21 

Total Cash Payments by Reorganization Committee to 
December 15, 1924 	  $34,336,642 39 

Note-The cost of the foreclosure proceedings listed above related to bond issues, 
including defaulted interest, aggregating $144,114,623, and the total cost of such fore- 
closure proceedings averaged approximately 8/10ths of 1 per cent. of such issues. 

The cost of representation of stock, tort claims and general contract claims listed 
above related to stock and claims of an aggregate face amount of $78,222,959, and such 
cost averaged approximately 5,/10ths of I per cent. of such face amount. 

The cost of depositing the old securities and distributing the new, as listed above, 
related to $162,839,655 aggregate face amount of securities, and such cost averaged 
approximately 7/100ths of 1 per cent. of the face amount of such issues. 

EXHIBIT M. 
LETTER, MAYOR HYLAN TO BOARD OF ESTIMATE. 

City of New York, Office of the Mayor, March 21, 1924. 
To the Hotwrable the Board of Estimate and Apportionment: 

Gentlemen-In accordance with the suggestion made at the meeting of the Com-
mittee of the Whole on Monday, March 17, 1924, I present the following communication. 

The Brooklyn Crosstown Subway, as now proposed, will connect with the Queens-
borough (60th Street) Tunnel operated by the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Company 
through Queens plaza and Jackson avenue in Long Island City, through Manhattan 
avenue and Roebling street in Greenpoint and through Bedford avenue in Williamsburg, 
with a connection from Bedford avenue to the Fourth Avenue Subway in Flatbush 
avenue, now operated by the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Company. 

A connection of this kind will tie up a $44,000,000 subway .proposition with the 
Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Company (formerly the B. R. T.), to be operated by that 
company. Such a connection and operation will provide nothing but deficits to be made 
up by the taxpayers in the yearly Budget, in addition to the $10,000,000 which the tax- 
payers are now forced to provide in the Budget under the present subway contracts. 

A Brooklyn crosstown route, self-sustaining from the beginning of operation, could 
be provided by the construction of a line through the large industrial section of Green- 
point, crossing the East River to connect with the mercantile sections of Manhattan, 
for example, from the vicinity of Huron street, Brooklyn, to the neighborhood of from 
23d to 34th streets, Manhattan. 

This independent line would likewise give access to larger residential areas along 
the greater portion of the route than would the proposed route. On the Manhattan end, 
running crosstown from 23d street and the East River, it could connect with either of 
the proposed 6th or 8th avenue subways in Manhattan for operation into the Central 
Park West-Washington Heights Route. The Brooklyn end need not turn down Fulton 
street from Bedford avenue, but could be continued across Fulton street to Franklin 
avenue to Flatbush avenue and eventually to Sheepshead Bay and Coney Island, operat-
ing through territory which has no adequate transit facilities at the present time. This 
route is possible because the Ashland place connection will link up the Fulton Street 
Elevated with the Fourth Avenue Subway in Flatbush Avenue Extension for direct 
operation into Manhattan and thus provide a subway connection to Manhattan for central 
Brooklyn. 

The Lafayette Avenue Subway should continue from a connection in downtown 
Brooklyn easterly rn Lafayette avenue to Broadway, then through the Ridgewood section 
into Queens Borough. This route would be a self-sustaining line and provide direct 
access to downtown $rooklyn and Manhattan for. Ridgewood and communities of Queens 
entirely without rapid transit facilities. 

The Brooklyn crosstown trains should not be operated through the Queensborough 
(60th Street) Tunnel Tha►  tunnel should be reserved in its full capacity for the 
demands of the Borough of Queens. The next logical rapid transit rgpte for Queens 
Borough should ttaierae Queens boulevard to provide transit facilities for thepeople in Jamaica and points beyond, and hasten the development of a large area of ~Is 
Borough mtsutary to the Queens boulevard. With such a route connecting into the 
60th Street Tunnel no particular purpose would be served in coistructing a subway 
connection for the Brooklyn Crosstown Line coating $10,000,000 afros Newoawn Creek, 

the network of Long Island Railroad tracks, to Queens plaza and the-60th Street 

at $74 00 $1,473,686 00 
50 00 	493,422 00 

5,090,157 00 

Total 

Property additions to June 30, 1923, not included. 
*In their valuation report, the Commissioners' engineers concluded "That a fair 

valuation for the exis'ting properties of companies other than that included under 
Contracts 1, 2, 3 and 4 and their related certificates would consist in allowing the 
original cost less the expenditures necessary to put the property in first class operating 
condition-Valuation of the property paid for by * * # The New York Municipal 
Railway Corporation tinder Contract 4 and * * * certificate for extensions 
should he based on th determination of costs by the Chief Engineer of the Commission 
as provided in such contracts with the deduction therefrom of the accrued depreciation 
also 'therein provided for." 

1,432,640 82 

1,977,815 57 

281,165 59 

4,007,759 00 

23,250 00 

99,850 00 

348,150 00 

137,320 00 

23,600 00 

43,000 00 

132,000 00 

413,480 00 

336,825 00 

140,150 00 

Cost. 
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It is requested that this communication be referred to the Transportation Facilities 
Committee for consideration and report. Very truly yours, 

JOHN F. HYLAN, Mayor. 
EXHIBIT N. 

LETTER, COMMISSIONER DELANEY TO MAYOR HYLAN. 

June 3, 1924. 
Mon. JOHN F. HYLAN, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole, Board of Estimate 

and Apportionment: 
Dear Sir-Responding to the request of the Committee of the Whole for an 

expression of my view in respect to the pending contract with the Oakdale Contracting 
Company, Inc., for the construction of a section of the Brooklyn Crosstown Subway 
Route which was submitted by the Transit Commission, the situatipn appears to be about 
as follows: 

1. Approval of the contract before you would definitely commit your Board to the 
construction of the next Brooklyn subway along Bedford Avenue and Roebling Street. 
The funds avaliable will permit the immediate construction of only one Brooklyn line 
and therefore I suggest that the Board should consider the comparative advantages of 
more than one route before committing itself to any construction. 

2. The action of the Legislature in continuing the State Transit Commission in 
control over the existing City-owned subways with power to increase fares and postpone 
recapture for municipal operation seems to compel us to construct a new system of 
independent lines. It appears indisputable to me that the route of any new independent 
lines should be designed for service of the largest number of people, so that such route 	 4. Debt Expense. 
may be made self-sustaining in the shortest possible time. No subway can ever be 	Being in particular a three thousand dollar fee for listing the $60,000,000 of New 
self-supporting at a low rate of fare when the population is all on one side. The York Municipal Railway Corp. bonds on the New York Stbek Exchange. The facts are 
existing crosstown route all the way from the turn of Bedford Avenue and Wallabout fully set forth on the Thirteenth Quarterly Determination, in which the writer called 
Street to McCarren Park would have population only on one side, because there will attention to the item but did not recommend objection. 
be no residential development in the three or four blocks adjoining the river front. 	 5. Rental for Yards cf South Brooklyn Railway Company. 

3. The crosstown route can be designed that will give a subway to the populous 	Of two items, the objection to one has been discontinued as heretofore reported. 
central section of Brooklyn that can be self-sustaining at a five-cent fare, and that will The remaining item is the following: 
be a logical part of an independent system passing through the boroughs of Brooklyn and 	$14,625.00 quarterly rental paid under lease between the South Brooklyn Railway 
Manhattan. It seems to me that the new Board of Transportation should be given an Corporation and New York Municipal Railway Corporation of the premises bounded 
opportunity to study the situation before your Board definitely adopts a policy. Other- by 37th Street and 39th Street, 2nd and 3rd Avenues, in the Borough of Brooklyn. 
wise the new Board will come into office on July 1st under conditions similar to those 	Two rentals are paid for this property. A quarterly rental of $14,625.00 Is paid by 
which prevented initiative in respect to the route by your recent Conference Committee. the New York Municipal Railway Corporation and an annual rental of $20,000.00 by the 
When the appropriating body that has constitutional control of the streets takes its Transit Development Company, which in turn recovers this rental from the New York 
position in regard to routes there remains nothing to be settled except details of con- Consolidated Railroad Company in its maintenance charges. Objection has been made 
struction. 	 to this rental on the ground that the condition required an adjustment of one or the other 

4. I believe that before any construction contracts are authorized the New Board rental or both. The adjustments have not been made in the Determination or the 
of Transportation and the Board of Estimate and Apportionment should adopt a plan Redetermination and may be submitted to arbitration or the Court. 
to serve at least three of the boroughs. The cost of such a comprehensive plan should 6. Accrued Interest Receivable from the New York Consolidated Railroad Company 
be estimated and the available funds should be equitably apportioned to each of the 	

o the Cost of Railroads in Operation. 

routes. The points at which construction should begin will be a consideration to be 	The basis for this objection is the p
r
acti

ce 
ce• of the New York Consolidated Railroad 

Company of making a deduction from operating revenue for interest on the difference 
decided when it is known what construction is to take place. Every borough would between the company's expenditures as estimated by them, on account of the cost of 
then have an interest in supporting a city plan to have subway bonds exempted from the construction and equipment and the cost as given in the latest available Determination 
debt limit by substituting them for water bonds or else all must face the necessity of but failing to credit the New York Municipal Railway Corporation with a corresponding 
providing funds for construction by local assessment. The alternative is to put all the amount in adjusting interest charges between the portions in operation and those not in 
available money into the Washington Heights Line and the Brooklyn Line and let the operation. The failure to credit the New York Municipal Corporation is detrimental 
other boroughs wait. But I think we should consider the construction on an equitable to the interests of the City, in that such failure affects the amount of bank balances of 
basis. 	 the New York Municipal Railway Corporation and consequently the amount of interest 

5. I believe that a crosstown route through Central Brooklyn would be the line received on such bank balances. As Contract No. 4 provides that the cost for interest 
of greatest public benefit, but the Bedford Avenue Line would certainly be the line of be reduced by the amount of interest received on bank balances, the effect of the practice 
least resistance. If you do not approve this contract you will be assailed with the now followed is to increase the capital cost of the railroad. 
charge that you are wilfully obstructing the progress of subway building. An organized 	This credit has not been allowed in the determinations or in the redetermination 
group of property owners working to enhance the value of real estate in the vicinity of and may be submitted to arbitration or the Court. 
Bedford Avenue and Fulton Street at public expense will fight bitterly to keep the 	 7. Cost of Lawrence Street Station, Section 3, of Route 33. 
crosstown line on Bedford Avenue. Some of the loudest haters of this administration 	The Chief Engineer has excluded from the Determinations the cost of constructing 
are in this group. Unless you build a new subway so as to pass through Bedford the Lawrence Street Station, Section 3 of the Route 33. The reason for excluding 
Avenue at Fulton Street you will not be deemed fit to hold public office. This group these costs is given in foot notes in the Determinations which read as follows: 
will be energetically supported by all the agitation that the elevated and surface railroads 	"The Co,t of constructing the Lawrence Street Station under an agreement 
can arouse, because central Brooklyn is regarded as a private railroad preserve. You 	modifying the contract is not included pending the consummation of an agreement 
may expect hot denunciation from any quarters if you set up any competition to the 	modifying Contract No. 4, so as to provide for the construction of this station." 
Fulton Street or the Broadway elevated lines of the surface railroads. So put on your 	The fact that the station when completed will be an integral part of the railroad 
gas masks if you decide to reject this contract. 	 was the basis for objecting to the failure to include its cost in the Determinations. The 

6. Your Board is not required by law to either adopt or reject this contract cost has been excluded from the Determination and the Redetermination and may be 
immediately. The only compelling feature at all is that the contractor may withdraw submitted to arbitration or to the Court. 
his bid after the expiration of 45 days from the time it was tendered. As to the 
technical features the engineers certify that the contractor is responsible and that the 
price is reasonable under present conditions. Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN H. DELANEY, Chairman, Committee of Transportation Facilities. 
EXHIBIT O. 

OBJECTIONS TO DETERMINATIONS OF COST. 

Items Which Have Been Subject to Redetermination. 
Following are listed the items which have been objected to on behalf of the City 

and which are now before the Commissioner for decision as to whether these should be 
submitted to arbitration or to the court. After each item is given the several Determina-
tions as to which the objection to the item was filed. 
1. Interest on Amount of Debt Discount- 

(a) On $40,000,000 of bonds issued April 4, 1913 	 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 
(b) On $20,000,000 of bonds issued November 4, 1915 	 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 

2. Excessive Rate of Interest, being the difference between 
5%, the rate of the bonds, and 6% 	  12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 

3. Salaries of Executives, being the objection to the salary of 
T. S. Williams, President, at $25,000 per annum 	 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 

4. Debt Expense, being fee of $3,000 for listing of New York 
Municipal bonds on New York Stock Exchange 	 13 

5. Rental for Yards of South Brooklyn Railway Co.- 
(a) $14,625, representing quarterly rental for yard 

bounded by 37th and 39th Streets, 2nd and 3rd 
Avenues, Brooklyn 	  15, 16, 17, 18,19 

(b) $6,250, semi-annual rental of yard at 38th Street, 
West of 2nd Avenue, Brooklyn. This objection is 
discontinued as per previous report 	  16 

6. Accrued Interest Receivable front New York Consolidated 
Railroad Co. on Cost of Railroads in Operation 	 18, 19 

7. Cost of Lawrence Street Station, Section 3, Route 33 	 19 
The following is a further description of the items above listed: 

1. Interest on Amount of "Debt Discount." 
To provide the money required for Contract No. 4 and the Related Certificates, the 

Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co. sold its 5% notes on a 6°fo basis. With the proceeds from 
the sale of these notes, the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co. bought the bonds of the New 
York Municipal Railway Corp. at 97 per cent. of par. The loss through the discount 
on the sale of the notes, was billed by the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co. to the New York 
Municipal Railway Corp. on the theory that it was acting for the latter company, and 
this was allowed by the Public Service Commission by resolution adopted June 30, 1913, 
and thereafter included in the Prior Determination, see Page 46 thereof. On this same 
theory of agency any profit which the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co. made by the trans-
action should be credited to the New York Municipal Railway Corp. The interest on 
the amount of the 3% discount ($1,200,000 on $40,000,000 bonds issued April 4, 1913, and 
$600.000 on $20,000,000 bonds issued November 4, 1915), on the purchase by the Brooklyn 
Rapid Transit Co. of the New York Municipal R'way Corp. bonds, was a profit of 
this nature until the maturity of the notes when the amount of the 3% discount would 
be needed for retiring the notes. 

This credit has not been made in the Determinations nor in the Redeterminations 
and may be submitted to arbitration or to the court. 

2. Excessive Rate of Interest. 
The Chief Engineer has included in each of the Determinations mentioned the 

following item: 
"Additional interest accrued at 1% on $20,000,000 bonds issued 

November 4, 1915, to conform with intent of Contract 4 and 
Certificates that Company's interest charges during construction 
be figured at 6% per annum rather than 5% per annum, the rate 
borne by the bonds 	  $50000 00" 

The purpose of this item was to make an allowance of 6%, assumed to be the actual 
cost of the New York Municipal Railway Corporation through the sale by the Brooklyn 
Rapid Transit Company of its 5% notes on a 6% basis. This office would not have 
made this objection on its own initiative. The objection has been made acting upon the 
request of the Corporation Counsel. The allowance is for the same purpose as the 
allowance for prepaid interest on $40,000,QUO of bonds, .which item is now before the 
Supreme Court in an action by the City of New York to annul the Prior Determinations 
on this account. Acting Corporation Counsel George P. Nicholson, in his letter to you 
of January 31, 1921, requests that "written notice be given the Lessee that you require 
such Redetermination to be submitted to arbitration or to the Court as provided by 
Article XXX of Chapter VI of said contract." 

3. Salaries of Executives. 
The particular objection being to the salary of T. S. Williams, as President, at the 

rate of $25,000.00 per annum. 
It has been pointed out in previous reports that the salary of the President of the 

New York Municipal Railway Corporation and the associated companies was increased 
by $25,000.00 to $75,000.00 per annum at about the time Contract No. 4 was executed, 
and the increase charged to cost under Contract No. 4 and the related certificates. This 
was done without the approval of the Commission. Subsequent to the period covered by 
the determinations under discussion, the Chief Engineer has arranged with the Company 
for a reduction of the charge for the President, the difference being charged to other 
companies in the B. R. T. system. 

Objections to the 20th Quarterly Determination Interest on Company Money. 
Objections should be filed as in the case of previous Determinations, to the following 

details of Interest on Company Money: 
(1) $15,000.00 interest for the quarter year at S per cent. per annum on the 3 per 

cent. discount on $40,000,000.00 bonds issued April 4, 1913. 
(2) $9,000.00 interest for the quarter year at 6 per cent. per annum on the 3 per 

cent. discount on $20,000,000.00 bonds issued November 4, 1915. 
(3) $50,000.00 interest for the quarter year at 1 per cent. per annum on $20,000,-

000.00 bonds issued November 4, 1915. 
The reason for these objections has been set forth in reports on previous Determina-

tions. The item of $50,000.00 is the one to which Mr. George P. Nicholson, Acting 
Corporation Counsel, in his letter to you of January 31, 1921, requests you to file 
objections on behalf of the City. The amounts objected to are included in the following 
items of the Determinations among others (page 79, interest on moneys provided by 
Company) : 
Interest accrued during the months of January, February and March, 1918, 

on $40,000,000.00-5 per cent. bonds issued April 4, 1913 	  $500,000 00 
Interest accrued during the months of January, February and March, 1918, 

on $20,000,000.00-5 per cent. bonds issued November 4, 1915 	 250,000 00 
Additional interest accrued during the months of January, February and 

March, 1918, at I per cent. on $20,000,000.00 bonds issued November 4, 
1915, to conform with intent of Contract 4 and Certificates that Company's 
Interest Charges during Construction be figured at 6 per cent. per annum 
rather than 5 per cent. per annum, the rate borne by the bonds 	50,000 00 

Also on page 4, Summary for 	
s 00 

 P 	 ry 	Quarter Year Ended March 31, 1918, Undistributed 
Cost, $225,282.97; page 4, Summary of Total at March 31, 1918, Undistributed Cost, 
$11,162,889.74; page 9, Summary of Expenditures by City and Company, Interest during 
construction, $229,945.07; page 10 and 11, Summary of Expenditures by the Company 
Quarter Year Ended March 31, 1918, Interest during construction, $229,945.07. 

Salaries of Executives. 
Objection has been made in several of the previous Determinations to the allowance 

of $6,250 for the Quarterly salary of T. S. Williams, President of the Company. The 
amount of this charge for the 20th Quarter (ended March 31, 1918) is $1,250.00, or at 
the rate of $5,000.00 per annum. This is a reduction of $20,000.00 per annum from the 
rate previously charged. In the schedule to become effective on January 1, 1920, given 
in a letter from Mr. Turner to you dated March 30 1920, no charge is to be included 
for the services of the President. The variation in this charge has been as follows: 
To December 31, 1917 	  $25,000 00 per annum. 
January 1, 1918, to September 30, 1918 	  5,000 00 per annum. 
October 1, 1918, to December 31, 1919 	  4,000 00 per annum. 
Subsequent to January 1, 1920 	 000 

The charge for the 20th Quarter at the rate of $5,000 per annum does not seem 
to be unreasonable. Objections were made to this item in the 12th to 19th Quarterly 
Determinations inclusive. 

Rental of South Brooklyn Railway Yards. 
A quarterly rental of $14,625.00 is paid by the New York Municipal Railway 

Corporation, and an annual rental of $20,000.00 by the Transit Development Company  
for the premises bounded by 37th and 38th Streets, 2nd and 3rd' Avenues, in the Boroug h  of Brooklyn. The rental paid by the Transit Development Company is recovered 
by that Company in its maintenance charges to the New York Consolidated Railroad 
Company, operating assignee of the New York Municipal Railwaystion. This 
situation seems to require the adjustment of one or the other rental ~; I recom-
mend, therefore, that objection be filed to the item of $14,625.00 quarterly rental 
included in the 20th quarterly determination. This item is included but not identified 
in the Summary on Page 4, item Cost of Equipment of the Railroad For Initial Opera- 



Invoice 	Received 
Dates or 	in Depart- 
Contract 	meat of 
Number. Fingnce. 

Finance 
Voucher 

No. 
Name of Payee. 	 Amount. 

College of The City of New York. 
1-30-25 Electrical Testing Laboratory 	77 75 
Department of t.orrection. 

2-11-25 Henry J. Fink Co., Inc 	38 00 
2-10-25 Burton & Davis Co 	59 00 

71870 1-23-25 Fleischmann Co.  	73 80 
73205 2- 7-25 L. R. Wallace 	 J 	 908 00 

District Attorney, Richmond County. 
2-11-25 John S. Ware 	10 00 

District Attorney, Queens County. 
2- 3-25 Henry D. DeMuth 	It  	2 70 
2-14-25 James A. Dayton 	10 00 
2- 9-25 West Pub. Co 	300 
2- 9-25  N. Y. Law Journal 	9 50 
2- 9-25 S. B. Hamburger's Hardware House 	1 80 
1-27-25 Baker, Voorhis & Co 	222 00 

District Attorney, Bronx County. 
2- 4-25 Loren C. Horton 	645 00 
2- 9-25 Underwood Typewriter Co., Inc 	1 50 

District Attorney, New York County. 
1-26-25 John F. Daly 	68 45 
1-26-25 John F. Daly 	38 00 
Department of Education. 

2-11-25 A. S. Barnes & Co 	4 30 
2-11-25 Brooklyn Daily Eagle 	3 30 
2-11-25 Boni & Liveright 	16 55 
2-10-25 Samuel E. Hunter 	12 75 
2-11-25 D. C. Heath & Co 	1 06 
2- 2-25 Julius Haas & Son 	138 35 
1-30-25 Jandous Electric Equipment Co., Inc 	157 00 
2- 5-25Friedman  	349 60 
2- 2-25 

 

	

J. Jos. Unger 	256 58 
2- 5-25 L. P. Gfroerer Co 	361 66 
2- 6-25 Albert E. Castle Co., Inc 	211 00 
2- 6-25 All Steel Equipment Co 	428 04 
2- 6-25 John Wanamaker  	450 00 
1-24-25 Dennis & Baird 	258 60 
2- 2-25 L. E. Knott Apparatus Co 	219 17 

71581 	 577 27 
710087 7-25 Simes 	 50 
71008 	 1,613 84 
70372 	 2,885 40 
70819 2 6-25 S 	 1,350 00 
70619 	7 	 2,250 00 
70889 	 675 00 
72604 	 1,260 00 

1,440 00 
7~i 	 1,440 00 
69875 	 3,555 00 
70817 	 2,520 00 
70274   22,182 75 

12000 
173 88 
57 96 
354 29 

1,44000 
1,305 00 
765 00 

1-14-25 W. E. Pruden Hardware Co 	 
2- -2 	imes Co., Inc 	  
2- 7-25 Simes Co., Inc 	  
2-10-25 H. F. Fischbach, Inc 	  

	

Simes Co. Inc 	  
2- 7-25 Simes Co., Inc 	  
2- 6-25 Peter Reiss 	  
2- 6-25 Navy Construction Co 	  
1-30-25 William Swirnow 	  
1-31-25 H. A. & R. J. Moore 	  
1-31-25 Philp & Paul 	  
2- 6-25 A. Hones 	  
2- 7-25 Austin Engineering ineering 

71178 
67447 
67447 

66093 

72549 
72827 

72827 

70165 
71184 

68711 
71185 
67814 
69485 
61040 
70501 
59448 
67899 
66532 
68789 
68501 
69222 
69007 
65280 
68618 
68575 
68505 
68504 
68505 
68499 
72190 

61060 

669064 
71128 
71128 
71124 
71123 
66823 
68711 

32082 11-29-24 

37010 1-17-25 
36605 1-15-25 
29085 
35718 

37443 

33492 1-22-25 
38399 
36226 
36225 12- 7-24 
36224 1-15-25 
30087 1- 1-24 

34115 12- 4-24 
35939 1-22-25 

29695 1- 5-25 
29697 1-14-25 

37034 
37027 
37029 
36378 
37030 
96068 
32959 
34399 
33091 
34626 
29466 
25134 
35135 
28427 
33184 
25061 
35776 
35777 
36482 
35166 
35770 
35139 
35364 
32361 
32726 
32728 
35380 
35744 
29391 
34360 
34361 
33314 
35764 
36467 
36465 
36469 

11-24-24 
12-15-24 
10- 1-24 

12-22-24 
8-20-24 
4-17-24 
11-26-24 
9-24-24 

20692 
165'09 
165709 

26505 

35151 
35157 

36478 

26508 
24236 
36089 
36022 12-23-24 
30421 
36483 
35750 
35774 
37088 12.13-24 
36901 1- 5-25 
23089 
35748 
35178 
31639 
36878 12-15-24 
37928 12- 4-24 
37779 12-27-24 
36913 1- 5-25 
36808 12-18-24 
37784 1- 3-25 
37785 1- 3-23 
37105 
37112 12-11-24 
37107 12- 8-24 
37841 11-28-24 
36150 
37761 12- 1-24 
34281 12-17-24 
32974 12- 1-24 
34316 12-24-24 
34300 12-17-24 
36077 12-13-24 
32109 
36941 12-15-24 
33013 9-29-2 
33016 12-30-24 
36394 9-27-24 
36393 12-24-24 
38626 9- 2-24 
36395 1- 8-25 
36397 1- 8-25 
36407 6-19-24 
35749 
35754 
35736 
35735 
35742 
35741 
35180 
36497 

Co. 
12- 4-24 	 James F. Carey 
12-13-24 	2- 4-25 Standard Gas Equipment Corp. 
12-13-24 	2- 4-25. Standard Gas Equipment Corp. 

71475 2- 2-25 Eckerson Co. 	  
70864 2- 7-25 Louis Koplovitz 	  
72548 2-10-25 Dooley-Stapleton Corp. 	 
71645 2-10-25 
72835 2-10-25 

B. Diamond 
Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee of Leonard 
de Young  	450 00 

l- 3-25 Dooley-Stapleton Corp.  	600 00 
12- 5-24 F. & P. Const. Co., Inc.  	16 00 
12- 5-24, Joseph Weinstein, assignee of F. & P 	 

Coast. Co., Inc.  	615 00 
1-17-25 Midwood Trust Co., assignee of J. D 	 

Engineering Corp.  	520 00 
2- 6-25 Dooley-Stapleton Corp. 	  1,980 00 
2- 6-25 Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee of Braun 

Co. 	  1,800 00 
2-10-25 Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee of Braun 

Co. 	  2,250 00 
1-17-25 Joseph A. Lee  	810 00 
1-13-25 S. Gottlieb, Inc. 	  1,800 00 
2- 9-25 A. B. Dick Co.  	116 84 
2- 9-25 American Child Health Assn.  	155 00 
1-27-25 R. & P. Mfg. Co., Inc. 	  1,629 00 
2-10-25 Joseph A. Graf 	  5,554 66 
2- 7-25 Jandoos Electric Equipment Co., Inc. 	 1,440 00 
2- 7-25 T. F. Hull, Inc. 	  9,443 79 
2-11-25 D. C. Heath & Co.  	197 52 
2-10-25 Imperial Brush Co., Inc. 	  1,719 40 
1- 9-25 Howells Cine Equipment Co., Inc. 	 1,923 60 
2- 7-25 Croker Electric Co., Inc. 	  2,430 00 
2- 6-25 Manhattan Supply Co. 	  1,620 00 
1-29-25 Pacific Printing Co., Inc.  	87 00 
2-10-25. Clayton Mfg. Co.  	19 05 
2-13-25 Kny-Scheerer Corp. of America  	20 94 
2-13-25 J. L Hammett Co.  	24 80 
2-10-25 Charles Scribner's Sons  	37 50 
2-10-25 Poirier & Lindeman Co.  	19 75 
2-13-25 Devoe & Raynolds Co., Inc.  	3 73 
2-13-25 Sam'l Gabriel Sons & Co.  	2 25 
2-11-25 Alfred Field & Co., Inc.  	29 28 
2-11-25 Sam'l Gabriel Sons & Co.  	1 90 
2-11-25 John P. Carlson, Inc.  	4 51 
2-13-25 Henry Holt & Co.  	14 88 
2- 9-25 Chicago Apparatus Co.  	10 05 
2-13-25 John C. Winston Co.  	1 13 
2- 4-25 Thomas F. Ford  	41 92 
2- 2-25 Henry Saal  	92 25 
2- 4-25 Hyman Jackel  	54 80 
2- 4-25 Daniel J. Rice  	64 93 
2- 9-25 Atlantic Monthly Press, Inc.  	1 20 
1-30-25 Stillman Appellate Printing Co.  	18 25 
2-10-25 R. Solomon & Son, Inc. 	25 00 
2- 2-25 Wuthe Cadillac Service 	73 05 
2- 2-25 Plaza Auto Supply Co. 	76 95 
2-10-25 Chemical Rubber Co 	1 05 
2-10-25 Standard Oil Co. of N. Y. 	24 95 
2-14-25 C. H. Congdon 	22 50 
2-10-25 L. L. Poates Publishing Co., Inc 	45 00 
2-10-25 Old Town Ribbon & Carbon Co., Inc 	27 00 
2-10-25 Blyn Paper Co. 	800 
2- 7-25 Almirall & Co., Inc. 	  4,018 79 
2- 7-25 Croker Electric Co., Inc. 	  1,341 00 
2- 7-25 Almirall & Co., Inc. 	  1,910 32 
2- 7-25 Almirall & Co., Inc. 	  2,971 62 
2- 7-25 Almirall & Co., Inc. 	  5,551 65 
2- 7-25 Almirall & Co., Inc. 	  5,543 93 
2- 6-25 T. Frederick Jackson, Inc. 	900 00 
2-10-25 • R. & P. Mfg. Co., Inc  	519 30 
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tion, $412,726.49, and in the summary Pages 10-11 item Cost of Equipment, Broadway-
Fourth Avenue Line Labor and Materials, $316,185.41. 

Accrued Interest on Interest Chargeable to Operation. 
It is recommended that objection be made to the failure to include a credit, in 

an amount undetermined, or accrued interest receivable on the cumulative amount of 
interest chargeable to operations on the cost of the parts of the railroads in operation. 
This credit should have been allowed in connection with Interest on moneys provided 
by the Company as shown on page 79 of the Determination. The basis of this objec-
tion is the practice of the New York Consolidated Railroad Company of making, a 
deduction from operating revenue for interest on the difference between the company's 
expenditures as estimated by them, on account of the cost of construction and equip-
ment and the cost as given in the latest available determination, but failing to credit 
the New York Municipal Railway Corporation with a corresponding amount in the 
Journal Entries adjusting interest charges between the portions of the railroad in opera- 
tion and those not in operation. The failure to credit the New York Municipal Cor-
poration is detrimental to the interests of the City in that such failure will affect the 
amount of the bank balances of the New York Municipal Railway Corporation and 
consequently the amount of interest received on such bank balances. As Contract No. 4 
provides that the cost for interest be reduced by the amount of interest received on 
bank balances the effect of the practice now followed is to increase the capital cost 
of the railroad. This is one of the objections made to the 18th and 19th Quarterly 
Determination as to which the Chief Engineer in his Redetermination states, "Upon 
a careful examination of the above objections the engineer is unable to find any grounds 
for altering his original conclusions." 

Cost of Lawrence Street Station. 
The following amounts paid on account of work done in constructing the Law-

rence Street Station have been excluded from the amounts included in the statements 
on page 56 of the Determination Details of City's Cost for Labor and Materials, 
Quarter Year Ended March 31, 1918. 
Route 33, Section 3: 

Regular Estimate No. 34, January, 1918 	$3,474 90 
Regular Estimate No. 35, February, 1918 	1,239 30 
Regular Estimate No. 36, March, 1918 	5,143 50 

The reason for excluding these amounts is given in a foot note reading "The 
Cost of constructing the Lawrence Street Station under an agreement modifying the 
contract is not included pending the consummation of an agreement modifying Contract 
No. 4, so as to provide for the construction of this station." This station when com-
pleted will be an integral part of the railroad and objection should be made to the fail-
ure to include its cost in the City's Cost for Labor and Materials. ' This objection 
was also made in the 19th Quarterly Determination. 

Harry A. Gnrdnn anneared. 
The following resolution was offered: 
Resolved. By the Board of Estimate and Apportionment that the Secretary be and 

hereby is authorized and directed to have two thousand (2,000) copies of the report of 
Harry A. Gordon, Special Counsel, Law Department, in relation to the charges for the 
removal of the Transit Commission, printed by the CITY RECORD for public distribution. 

Which was adopted by the following vote: 
Affirmative-The Mayor, the Comptroller, the Acting President of the Board of 

Aldermen and the Presidents of the Boroughs of Manhattan, Brooklyn, The Bronx, 
Queens and Richmond-16. 

Department of Plant and Structures-Approval of Expenditures Chargeable to 
Budgetary Funds for 1924 (Cal. No. 396). 

The Secretary presented a communication, dated January 26, 1925, from the Com-
missioner of Plant and Structures, requesting approval of certain emergency work done 
in dry dock on the craft of the department, chargeable to Budget Codes 2782 and 2788 
for 1924, as follows: 
Ferryboat "Bird S. Coler" 	$1,150 40 
Ferryboat "William R. Hearst" 	6,645 00 
Ferryboat "Mineola"  	1,116 00 
Ferryboat "Gowanus"  	5,300 00 
Ferryboat "Nassau"  	5,209 26 
Steamer "Service No. 2" 	3:000 00 

.Ferryboat "Wyoming"  	4,756 00 
William Wirt Mills, Commissioner of Plant and Structures, appeared. 
The matter was referred to the Committee of the Whole 'and to the Secretary for 

report to said Committee. 

President, Borough of Queens-issue of Special Revenue Bonds for Removal of 
Snow and Ice During Winter Season of 1924-1925 (Cal. No. 397). 

The Secretary presented the following: 

City of New York, Office of the President of the Borough of Queens, Long Island 
City, January 25, 1925. 
To the Honorable the Board of Estimate and Apportionment: 

Sirs-Request is respectfully made for the issuance of one hundred thousand dollars 
($100,000) in special revenue bonds, to be used during the Winter Season 1925, for snow 
removal purposes. Very truly yours, 

MICHAEL J. SHUGRUE, Acting President, Borough of Queens. 

On motion, Rule 19 was waived in this matter and the following resolution was 
offered: 

Resolved, That the Board of Estimate and Apportionment, pursuant to the 
provisions of section "546 of the Greater New York Charter, as amended by chapter 
615 of the Laws of 1917, hereby authorizes the Comptroller to issue special revenue 
bonds of The City of New York to an amount not exceeding one hundred thousand 
dollars ($100,000), redeemable from the tax levy of the year succeeding the year of 
their issue, the proceeds thereof to defray the cost of emergency removal of snow 
and ice in the Borough of Queens during the winter of 1924-1925, as certified by the 
President of the Borough of Queens and audited by the Department of Finance. 

Which was adopted by the following vote: 
Affirmative-The Mayor, the Comptroller, the Acting President of the Board of 

Aldermen, the Presidents of the Boroughs of Manhattan, Brooklyn, The Bronx and 
Queens and the Acting President of the Borough of Richmond-16. 

On motion, the Board adjourned to meet Friday, February 6, 1925, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m. 	 PETER J. McGOWAN, Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE. 
(Continued from First Page.) 

Invoice 
	

Received 
Finance 
	

Dates or 
	in Depart- 

Voucher 
	

Contract 
	ment of 
	

Name of Payee. 
No. 	Number. 	Finance. 

35916 	 2- 9-25 Wilson Stamp Co. 	  
35911 	 2- 9-25 Atlas Stationery Corp. 	  
35910 1-14-25 	2- 9-25 T. C. Moore 	  

Court of General Sessions. 
40254 	 2 18-25 Thomas A. Callahan 	  

Supreme Courts. 
32439 12-31-24 	1-30-25 Tiffany & Co 	  
33963 1-26-25 	2- 4-25 Hecktograph Corp. 	  
32428 	 1-30-25 Brown & Wilson 	  
35888 2- 2-25 	2- 9-25 Direct Line Tel. Co 	  
33965 1-27-25 	2- 4-25 B. Altman & Co 	  

County Clerk, Bronx County. 
30305 	 1-27-25 Century Rubber Stamp Works, Inc 	 

Amount. 

980 
12 30 
1() 30 

350 00 

43 30 
75 00 
29 15 
760 
3459 

3850 



Burt H. Falkenstein 	  
Louis Monaco 	  
Simon, Davis 	  
Bushwick Hospital 	  
Presbyterian Hospital 
John A. Ferguson 	  
Grazia Ruffo .. 	  
Elizabeth K. Thompson 	  
Rosa Washington 	  
Florence M. Burgess 	  
Margaret E. Dampman 	  
Margaret Dunn Doyle 	  
Julia Duggan .. 	  
Emma Farrell 	  
Rose De Miedi 	  
Grace Dougherty 	  
Paul Giggia 	...- 
Anna S. Harrison 	  
Win. Horn 	  
Richard J. Hurley 	  
Catherine Limone 	  
Anna Melamed 	  
Catherine Musto 	  
Sarah Ginsberg as administratrix of 
goods, chattels and credits of Isidor 
Ginsberg, deceased 	  

2- 9-25 Metropolitan Trust Co. 	  
New York Public Library. 

N. Y. Public Library 
Bronx Parkway Commission. 
2- 7-25 Ice Service Co., Inc. 	  
2- 7-25 Geo. S. Howlett 	  
1-24-25 Runyon & Carey 	  
2-26-25 Runyon & Carey 	  
2- 4-25 Stillman & Van Siclen Chemical Lab- 

oratory Co., Inc. 	  

2-16-25 Regina F. Heyce 	  
2-16-25 Barbara Zimmerman 	  
2-16-25 Annie Thompson 	  
2-16-25 Mary Handy Casey 	  
2-16-25 Annie Sheeran 	  
2-16-25 Edwin M. Beery 	  
2-16-25 F. D. Gulliver 	  
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25. 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-16-25 
2-18-25 

27 32 
20 75 
46 16 
20 76 
3000 
2000 
2900 
8 45 

2800 
100 

13 00 

76 92 
1660 
2984 
3462 
34 62 
36 9

2 
2298 
6924 
7692 
4333 
34 62 
13 33 
96 67 
48 24 
34 
57 70 

5,500 00 
212 97 

	  70,411 25 

7 56 
125 19 
350 17 
195 60 

75 00 
Department of Parks. 

2- 7-25 General Fireproofing Co.  	18 12 
2- 7-25 F. N. Du Bois Co., Inc.  	20 00 
2- 7-25 Bruce & Cook  	23 00 
2- 7-25 American Mfg. Sales Co.  	18 00 
2- 7-25 David Killoch Co.  	20 25 
2- 7-25 F. N. Du Bois Co., Inc.  	17 49 
2- 7-25 Beckwith, Chandler Co.  	17 50 
2- 7-25 D. B. Fleming & Sons, Inc.  	15 95 
2- 7-25 Benj. Schaeffer & Bro., Inc.  	37 50 
2- 7-25 Vought & Williams, Inc.  	15 42 
2- 7-25 M. H. Dingee & Co., Inc.  	9 50 
2- 7-25 Dalton Balch  	10 50 
2- 7-25 Stromberg Motor Devices Co.  	16 88 
2- 6-25 A. B. Dick Co.  	4 00 
2- 6-25 F. F. Fuhrman  	11 40 
2- 6-25 Monarch Towel Supply Co.  	4 25 
2- 6-25 Unity Sanitary Supply Co.  	4 84 
2- 6-25 Cudahy Packing Co.  	14 40 
2- 6-25 Rudolf Bass  	3 75 
2- 6-25 Smith-Worthington Co.  	24 75 
2- 4-25 Flockhart Foundry Co.  	65 85 
2-11-25 Teddy's House of Sea Food  	74 82 
2- 7-25 Apollo Magneto Corp.  	46 00 
2- 4-25 Alois L. Hofaker  	44 00 
2- 6-25 Yawman & Erbe Mfg. Co.  	23 65 

65869 2-10-25 McKim, Mead & White  	759 43 
71540 12-23-24 Galco Contracting Co., Inc. 	 1.038 47 
67946 2- 6-25 P. J. Carlin Construction Co. 	 40,500 00 

Police Department. 
2- 5-25 Montgomery & Co., Inc. 	  
2- 5-25 Granville-Sellers, Inc. 	  
2- 6-25 Burrelle's Press Clipping Bureau 	 
2- 6-25 Gallagher-Shand, Inc. 	  
2- 6-25 Underwood Typewriter Co., Inc. 	 
1-30-25 John F. Ferguson 	  
2- 6-25 Hull, Grippen & Co. 	  
2- 6-25 Granville-Sellers, Inc. 	  
2- 6-25 Cudahy Packing Co. 	  
2- 6-25 J. E. Coonan 	  

72265 	 S. Weinstein Supply Co. 
69857 	 Commercial Coal Co., Inc. 	 

Strickland Foundry & Machine Works, 
Inc. 	  
Westinghouse Traction Brake Co. 	 
Howells Cine Equipment Co. 	 
Egleston Bros. & Co., Inc. 	  
William Gaskell & Son, Inc. 	 
Morene Products Co, Inc. 	  
Swan-Finch Oil Corp. 	  
Topping Bros., Inc. 	  
A. F. Brombacher & Co., Inc. 	 
Manning, Maxwell & Moore, Inc. 	 
Brooklyn Sign Co. 	  
Egleston Bros. & Co., Inc. 	 
E. F. Keating Co. 	  
McGraw-Hill Co., Inc. 	  
Paul Bituminous Composition Co., Inc. 

34773 12-26-24 
34776 12-31-24 
35243 
35225 1-19-25 
35251 
	

1-12-25 
32200 12-20-24 
35249 11- 7-24 
35237 1-12-25 
35236 1-12-25 
35235 
	

1- 2-25 

35515 1-27-25 
34673 10-28-24 
35494 f-21-25 
35499 1-21-25 
35533 
35535 2- 2-25 
35534 
35501 1-27-25 
35538 1- 1-25 
35537 1-12-25 
35508 
35505 1-22-25 
34687 
35503 1-30-25 
34660 
35506 1-29-25 
32885 1-12-25 
28165 
35188 
35529 1-22-25 

35532 1-16-25 
34656 1- 9-25 
34655 1-21-25 
34688 1-20-25 
34689 1-22-25 
34680 
31462 12-30-24 
34681 1-27-25 
34682 1-28-25 
34657 1-20-25 
34646 1-19-25 
34644 
34647 1-26-25 
31798 12-29-24 
34650 1-12-25 

Departmen 
2- 6-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 6-25 
2- 2-25 

1-21-25 

2- 6-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
1-29-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
2- 5-25 
1-29-25 
2- 5-25 

1-27-25 
2- 6-25 

Co 	 

t of Plant and Structures. 
A. F. Brombacher & Co., Inc. 
Topping Bros., Inc. 
Railway Utility Co 
Independent Salt Co 
Thos. A. Christopher Co., Inc. 
Tower Mfg. Co., Inc. 
Thos. A. Christopher Co., Inc. 
Stanley & Patterson, Inc. 
Thos. A. Christopher Co., Inc 
McElraevy & Hauck Co. 
E. B. Latham & Co. 
Topping Bros., Inc 
A. F. Brombacher & Co., Inc. 
Independent Pneumatic Tool 
Stanley & Patterson 
John J. Tighe 
Tidewater Electric Co., Inc. 

23 23 
17 93 
10 47 
28 75 
11 67 
85 00 
19 50 
2240 
21 12 

132 02 

19 90 
31 50 
22 75 
15 50 
14 30. 
15 00 
760 

17 01 
24 26 
14 87 
17 10 
14 54 
61 13 
21 50 
58 31 
25 42 
48 01 

1,482 82 
90502 

22500 
124 77 

750 
14 93 

. 23 63 
1300 
2950 

12908 
18 40 
21 60' 
11 75 

10 87 
500 

925.00 
53403 
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Finance 
Voucher 

No. 

Invoice 
Dates or 

: Contract 
Number. 

Received 
in Depart-
ment of 
Finance. 

Name of Payee. 
Finance 

Voucher 
No. 

Invoice 
Dates or 
Contract 
Number. 

Received 
in Depart-
ment of 
Finance. 

Name of Payee. AtYotsnt. Amount. 

3450 
28 87 
200 
180 
1 50 

60 72 
48 65 
36 00 
62 00 
67 00 
41 92 
39 27 
59 44 
90 27 
42 30 
3 32 
2 31 
2 76 
1 35 
800 

12 60 
4000 
57 55 
8 14 

48 20 
5 44 

45 00 
9000 

35 00 
58 83 
49 30 
89 11 
500 

44 90 
27 13 
81 89 
37 25 
95 60 
64 92 
88 33 
6499 
58 68 

2- 2-25 Robert C. Vernes 	  
2- 2-25 A. D. Evertsen Co. 	  
2-I0-25 Torbell Co. 	  
2-10-25 Modern Publishing Co. 	  

	

2-11-25 Franklin Publishing & Supply Co. 	 
2- 2-25 Harry Starkman & Bros. 	  
2- 7-25 Frank Kiebitz 	  
2- 7-25 H. Pfund 	  
2- 7-25 R. Isaacson 	  
1-20-25 A. W. Brauer 	  
2- 4-25 Isaac Brenner 	  
2- 4-25 Benjes & Stiefel 	  
2- 4-25 J. D. Gordon 	  
2- 7-25 J. D. Gordon 	  
2- 2-25 Edison Storage Battery Co. 	 
2- 6-25 Burroughs Adding Machine Co. 	 

	

2-10-25 Powers Photo Engraving Co., Inc 	 

	

2- 5-25 Underwood Typewriter Co., Inc. 	 
2- 6-25 Adding Machine Resales & Service Co. 
2-10-25 Annin & Co. 	  
2-10-25 Clarence S. Nathan, Inc. 	  
2- 4-25 Anthony A. Elnitsky 	  
2-14-25 American Viewpoint Society, Inc. 	 
2-14-25 Longmans, Green & Co 	  
2- 2-25 Dess & Talan Co., Inc. 	  
2-11-25 Little, Brown & Co. 	  
2-14-25 Alfred Dell 	  
2- 6-25 Radich Asbestos Mfg. Co. 	 
2- 6-25 Godfrey Keeler Co. 	  
2- 4-25 Sanitary Scavenger Service, Inc. 	 
2- 4-25 B. E. Gfroerer 	  
2- 2-25 Joseph Martinz 	  
2- 2-25 Benjes & Stiefel 	  

	

2- 2-25 Sengbush Self-Closing Inkstand Co 	 
2- 2-25 Benjes & Stiefel 	  
2- 2-25 H. Pfund 	  
2- 2-25 American Ornamental Iron Wks. 	 
2- 5-25 G. H. Niver 	  
2- 6-25 James H. Draper 	  
2- 5-25 F. J. Canavan 	  
2- 2-25 E. Harley 	  
2- 6-25 Lignum Carpenter Wks 	 
2- 4-25 Duncan Stewart 	  
2- 7-25 Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee of Wil- 

liam Schuetz 	  
2- 5-25 J. D. Johnson Co., Inc. 	  
2- 2-25 Frank E. Crosby & Son 	  
2- 2-25 William J. Olvany, Inc. 	  
2- 2-25 Frank E. Crosby & Son 	  
2- 2-25 William J. Olvany, Inc. 	  
2- 2-25 Philp & Paul 	  

Department of Finance. 
2-17-25 Charles L.Craig, Comptroller, as cus-

todian of funds of N. Y. City Em-
- ployees' Retirement System of City of 

N.Y.  	264 
2-17-25 Frank H. Wright 	52 36 
2- 5-25 Atlas Stattionery Corp. 	72 90 
2- 5-25 Library Bureau  	63 00 
2- 5-25 Simplex Photo Specialty Co 	65 00 
2- 5-25 Remington Typewriter Co. 	32 55 

Fire Department. 
2- 9-25 Topping Bros.  	1 13 
2- 9-25 Montgomery & Co., Inc 	13 17 
2- 9-25 Swan & Finch Co. 	22 73 
2- 9-25 Walldorf, Hafner & Schultz 	8 16 
2-13-25 Granville Sellers, Inc. 	39 07 
2-13-25 Wisconsin Motor Mfg. Co 	270 54 
2-14-25 Louis Harris  	2 70 
2- 7-25 Edward V. McGovern 	  1,710 00 

Department of Health. 
1-31-25 Porter Bros. & Co 	 
2- 5-Z5 Allied Window & House Cleaning Con- 

tractors, Inc. 	  
Commissioner of Jurors, Bronx County. 

2-13-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
Law Department. 

2- 4-25 N. Y. Frame & Picture Co 	 
2- 4-25 Langton Co. 	  
2- 4-25 Burroughs Adding Machine Co. 	 
2-17-25 Nathaniel Gold 	  
2-17-25 A. S. B. Little 	  
2-17-25 Benjamin Cohen 	  

Miscellaneous. 
2-17-25 John Tinsley 	  
2-17-25 James Campbell 	  
2-17-25 Michael Casale 	  
2-17-25 Daniel E. Duffy 	  
2-17-25 Robert E. Johnston 	  
2-17-25 Campbell Lane 	  
2-17-25 Robert J. O'Neill 	  
2-17-25 Fabio Ruvo 	  
2-17-25 Nicola Tozzi 	  
2-17-25 Wolff Industrial Service 	  
2-17-25 Wolff Ind. Service 	  
2-17-25 Wolff Ind. Service 	  
2-17-25 Wolff Ind. Service 	  
2-17-25 Frank H. Garvey 	  
2-17-25 Broad St. Hospital 	  
2-17-25 Lincoln Hospital & Home 	 
2-17-25 John A. Ferguson 	  
2-17-25 Francesco Marino 	  
2-17-25 Frank C. Skinner 	  
2-17-25 S. I. Hospital 	  
2-17-25 Wolff Ind. Service 	  
1-24-25 New Amsterdam Gas Co. 	 
2-16-25 Dyckman Street and Englewood Ferry 

Corp. 	  
2-16-25 Elizabeth Barbato 	  
2-16-25 Magdalene M. Dunn 	  
2-16-25 Caroline Bridson 	  
2-16-25 Esther Haven 	  
2-16-25 Antonia Laurita 	  
2-16-25 Mary Sullivan 	  
2-16-25 Kathleen C. Carey 	  
2-16-25 Aniello D'Arbenzio 	  
2-16-25 Mrs. L. Reed Deickert 	  
2-16-25 Giovanni Vendatta 	  
2-16-25 Margaret Sheehan 
2-16-25 Anna Kileen 	  
2-16-25 Mrs. Olga Holmes 	  

39873 
34557 
	

1-15-25 
34559 1-13-25 
34561 
	

1-20-25 
34554 

35896 
	

1-21-25 
35876 12-29-24 
35891 
	

1-22-25 
35892 1- 8-25 
38321 
	

1-31-25 
38371 
	

1-27-25 
38551 
	

1-31-25 
35814 

32661 	1- 2-25 
34752 12-31-24 

33044 12-31-24 
33069 12-17-24 
36383 1-18-25 
36384 10-31-24 
37035 
33055 12-15-24 
35701 12-23-24 
35691 1-12-25 
35692 12-12-24 
31333 12-30-24, 
34243 12- 1-24 
34327 12-24-24 
34320 12-23-24 
35694 11-28-24 
33005 9- 1-24 
35407 11-14-24 
36382 11- 1-24 
34193 11= 5-24 
34194 12-20-24 
36402 10- 7-24 
36411 	1- 6-25 
34245 12-15-24 
38608 
38635 12-15-24 
32983 12-24-24 
37020 12-16-24 
38600 1-19-25 
35426 12-31-24 
35424 12-30-24 
34366 	1- 5-25 
34282 12-29-24 
33115 
32973 11-24-24 
33173 12-29-24 
33114 11-17-24 
33117 12-18-24 
33094 12-10-24 
34610 9-26-24 
35322 12-23-24 
34629 12- 8-24 
33060 12.6-24 
35293 12-21-24 
34322 11- 5-24 
35688 11- 7-24 

34587 12-20-24 
32961 12-13-24 
33084 12-31-24 
33063 12-13-24 
33067 12-15-24 
33066 10- 8-24 

39873 

39303 
39303 
39303 
39303 
39303 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39298 
39301 
30301 
39301 
39301 
39301 
39301 
39301 
39301 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
39300 
40773 

36201 

1261 

38334 

34014 12-19-24 
34017 12-10-24 
34016 
	

1- 7-25 
39568 
39566 
39567 

39955 
39955 
39955 
39955 
39955 
3955 
39955 
39955 
39955 
39953 
39953 
39953 
39953 
39956 
39954 
39954 
39954 
39954 
39954 
39953 
39953 
29308 
39149 

39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39302 
39303 
39303 
39303 
39303 

47 29 
25 99 
4084 
25 00 
25 00 
53 21 
54 20 

71830 

57 60 

77 50 

16 75 

2 65 
120 

22 85 
390 00 

1,00000 
275 00 

12000 
 67 

36 67 
2 57 

160 00 
18000 
8000 
30 00 

173 07 
10 00 
59 00 
32 00 
600 

18000 
16 00 
700 
600 

11 75 
13 00 
8 50 

2000 
2985 

2,500 00 
3462 
36 92 
2644 
2768 
2308 
27 70 
57 70 
46 67 
2308 
19 65 
3462 
3460 
46 16 

35684 
35679 
29563 1- 5-25 

175906 12- 8-24 
34009 

35791 1-19-25 
35795 1-20-25 
35804 1-24-25 
35803 1-21-25 
35802 1-26-25 
35801 1-23-25 
35800 1-23-25 
35796 1-19-25 
35806 
35807 1-19-25 
35785 1-22-25 
35799 1-26-25 
35808 1-12-25 
35195 1-31-25 
35194 1-23-25 
35193 
35199 1-25-25 
35198 1-30-25 
35206 1-22-25 
35567 11- 8-24 
34422 9- 9-24 
37402 1-31-25 
35715 1-20-25 
34430 11- 1-24 
35200 1-14-25 
36587 

173725 
35211 



Finance 
Voucher 

No. 

Invoice 
Dates or 
Contract 
Number. 

Received 
in Depart-
ment of 
Finance. 

Name of Payee. Amrnmt. 

35517 1-22-25 	2- 6-25 Topping Bros., Inc. 	18 75 
35518 1-17-25 	2- 6-25 Hansen & Yorke Co., Inc. 	18 89 
34678 1-17-25 	2- 5-25 Paul Schaad  	11 75 
34677 1-17-25 	2- 5-25 Galena Signal Oil Co. 	19 47 
35519 1-19-25 	2- 6-25 East Coast Electrical Supply Co., Inc 	7 50 
34674 12-24-24 	2- 5-25 Bemis Car Truck Co. 	38 00 
34679 3-18-24 	2- 5-25 Consolidated Car Heating Co. 	4 91 
35495 1-21-25 	2- 6-25 Galena Signal Oil Co 	16 31 
34692 	 2- 5-25 Benj. Schaeffer & Bro., Inc. 	23 50 
35507 1-27-25 	2- 6-25 Scandinavia Belting Co. 	4 90 
35511 12-15-24 	2- 6-25 Davis & Kass Co., Inc. 	19 95 

170456 9-22-24 	2-16-25 William F. Kenny Co. 	803 00 
President, Borough of Manhattan. 

31728 	 1-29-25 Sicilian Asphalt Paving Co 	65 10 
163661 	 71212 12- 1-24 Asphalt Construction Co. 	  3,457 93 
33631 12-24-24 	2- 3-25 Charles H. Lawrence 	89 75 
36262 	 2- 9-25 John J. Leahy Electrical Supplies, Inc 	12 83 
36257 1- 8-25 	2- 9-25 C. T. Walton 	18 00 
33321 	 60607 2- 2-25 Riverdale Construction Co 	  8,596 90 

President, Borough of The Bronx. 
32536 	 1-30-25 A. P. Dienst Co., Inc 	9 00 
32552 1- 8-25 	1-30-25 August Giese & Son 	29 10 
32542 	 1-30-25 Keuffel & Esser Co 	49 02 
32539 1-17-25 	1-30-25 Austin Nichols & Co., Inc 	11 85 
32537 1-15-25 	1-30-25 A. B. Dick Co 	7 00 
32538 	 1-30-25 J. Schapiro  	64 16 
33388 	 2- 2-25 Charles L. Craig, Comptroller of The 

City of New York, Trustee for Account 
Street Opening Fund 	  1,052 29 

31746 	 68560 1-29-25 Calvin Tomkins Co 	  1,690 92 
36248 	 70232 2- 9-25 Max Hausle 	  3,126 20 
36250 	 70739 2- 9-25 Balaban, Gordon Co., Inc 	  5,130 00 
33676 	 69692 2- 3-25 I. F. Cavalluzzo 	  4,561 10 
34872 	 72773 2- 5-25 Joseph Spadaro, assignee of Bronx 

Sewer Construction Co., Inc 	 4,913 00 
21227 	 70738 1- 5-25 Asphalt Construction Co 	  1,513 16 
36249 	 70122 2- 9-25 Alfred Beyrodt 	  2,250 03 

President, Borough of Brooklyn. 
32034 12-31-24 	1-30-25 Keuffel & Esser Co 	75 72 
32033 1-16-25 	1-20-25 Lithoprint Co. of N. Y., Inc 	381 87 
29743 12-31-24 	1-26-25 Hooper Snow Shovel Co 	51 00 
28947 	 71992 1-23-25 Galco Contracting Co 	  3,143 61 
30430 	 72001 1-27-25 Tar Products Corp., assignee of James 

Kearney 	  2,718 95 
32051 12-31-24 	1-30-25 Barber Asphalt Co 	424 00 
32069 1-15-25 	1-30-25 Godfrey, Keeler Co 	140 65 
32066 1- 5-25 	1-30-25 Theo Peterson  	720 00 
32067 1-12-25 	1-30-25 Theo Peterson  	690 00 
28951 	 71037 1-26-25 Cleveland Trinidad Paving Co 	864 83 
28948 	 69988 1-26-25 Cleveland Trinidad Paving Co 	 1,987 25 
28949 	 72230 1-26-25 Brooklyn Alcatraz Asphalt Co 	 3,857 12 
36981 	 70610 2-10-25 J. Sarstield Kennedy 	738 15 

President, Borough of Queens. 
29935 11-29-24 	1-26-25 Empire State Hardware & Supply Corp. 	28 88 
33545 1-13-25 	2- 3-25 Frank J. Clancy, Inc 	32 00 
30535 	 1-27-25 Rech Sales & Service, Inc 	31 55 
30539 8-20-24 	1-27-25 J. L. Quimby & Co 	60 50 
30536 	 1-27-25 Madison Union Auto Sales 	44 08 
30545 12-23-24 	1-27-25 Stove Repair Corp 	21 47 
33530 1-10-24 	2- 3-25 C. J. Tagliabue Mfg. Co 	31 20 
30544 12-15-24 	1-27-25 Southard, Robertson Co 	22 00 
36636 11-28-24 	2-10-25 Imperial Paint Co 	62 50 
36637 12-23-24 	2-10-25 Nicholas P. Donohue 	6 50 
31409 12-31-24 	1-29-25 Whitney's Cadillac Service, Inc 	20 00 
33533 12-31-24 	2- 3-25 Triangle Litho Print Co 	69 28 
33544 1-23-25 	2- 3-25 James Flanagan  	45 00 
35280 1-24-25 	1-27-25 Frank J. Clancy, Inc 	218 75 
24838 11-10-24 	2- 6-25 Walldorf, Hafner & Schultz 	379 50 
33534 	1-23-25 	1-14-25 Filmlab, Inc.  	225 00 
30530 12-31-24 	2- 3-25 Stagg & Hungerford 	718 58 
30527 12-10-24 	1-27-25 Benn Rigel Lumber & Supply Corp 	337 50 
30554 	 4-17-24 B. & J. Auto Spring Co., Inc 	106 17 
36648 1-23-25 	2-10-25 Commonwealth Fuel Co., Inc.  	337.50 
33528 12- 5-24 	2- 3-25 Eimer & Amend  	110 00 
31419 10-31-24 	1-24-25 John J. ]Michels  	25 00 
30529 12-19-24 	1-27-25 Frank R. Smith  	28 50 
30526 12- 8-24 	1-27-25 Philip Dietz Coal Co.  	81 90 
30532 12-11-24 	1-27-25 West Disinfecting Co.  	57 50 
30534 	 1-27-25 Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co.  	78 14 
31401 12-19-24 	1-29-25 College Point Garage  	6 67 
30533 	 1-27-25 John J. Roberts  	37 60 
33523 	 2- 3-25 Postal Garage  	59 21 
31412 1-14-25 	1-29-25 Perfect Typewriter Key Co.  	7 20 
29950 7-18-24 	1-26-25 Steiner Electric Corp.  	34 00 
31404 11- 9-24 	1-29-25 Lewy Auto Sales Co.  	2 00 
30543 12-20-24 	1-27-25 United States Rubber Co.  	15 76 
30547 11- 8-24 	1-27-25 Greenpoint Fire Brick Co. 	,. 	13 60 
29940 12-15-24 	1-26-25 Philip Stein  	31 50 
30549 1-23-25 	1-27-25 Jake Rudnick 	 22 00 
30553 12- 3-24 	1-27-25 L. C. Smith & Bros. Typewriter, Inc. 	2 25 
31416 1-10-25 	1-29-25 Kemp & Mulligan, Inc.  	6 15 

President, Borough of Richmond. 
31969 5-22-24 	1-30-25 James Goold .. .  	15 75 

172453 	 71237 12-19-24 Joseph Johnson's Sons  	513 89 
35452 11-11-24 	2- 6-25 Richmond Electric Service Co.  	100 00 
33526 12-18-24 	2- 3-25 L. I. City Auto Supply Co.  	129 24 

Department of Public Welfare. 
34470 	 73090 2- 5-25 Abt Bernot, Inc.  	86 86 
30001 	 71870 1-26-25 Fleischmann Co.  	82 80 
31387 1-21-25 73170 1-29-25 John Minder & Son, Inc.  	9 90 
35066 2- 3-25 	1- 5-25 West Disinfecting Co.  	60 00 
35080 12-31-24 	2- 5-25 Morris Glass Co., Inc.  	84 68 
35065 1-20-25 	2- 5-25 C. M. Sorensen Co., Inc.  	11 40 
35062 1- 2-24 	2- 5-25 Richmond Engine & Machine Wks.. Is z 	31 00 
35057 1-26-25 	2- 5-25 George C. Meurer Co., Inc.  	63 75 
35272 	 2- 6-25 Charles Kurzon of N. Y.  	6 61 
35273 1-23-25 	2- 6-25 Anchor Packing Co.  	21 00 
35274 1-23-25 	2- 6-25 Topping Bros., Inc.  	23 66 
35268 1-27-25 	2- 6-25 Marine Wks., Inc.  	7 20 
35269 1-20-25 	2- 6-25 Anchor Packing Co.  	20 53 
35266 1-19-25 	 2- 6-25 W. B. McVicker Co.  	16 02 
35265 1-22-25 	 2- 6-25 Brillo Mfg. Co.  	380 
35070 	 2- 5-25 R. C. Williams & Co., Inc.  	58 15 
34471 	1-15-25 73114 2- 5-25 E. A. Coles Co., Inc.  	119 94 
36335 1- 6-25 73146 2- 9-25 Hoffmann La Roche Chem. Wks., Inc 	300 00 
27095 	 71793 1-19-25 Quaker Oats Co. 	  2,700 70 
34477 	 73192 2- 5-25 Edwin Smithson Co., Inc. 	 3,296 02 
34479 1-15-25 73093 2- 5-25 Armour & Co.  	210 00 
31380 1- 7-25 73209 1-29-25 James A. Webb & Son, Inc.  	504 00 
31371 	 71292 1-29-25 Institution Equipment Co., Inc.  	165 91 
34465 	 72081 2- 5-25 Simon Manges & Son 	  1,684 44 

1578 
	 THE CITY RECORD. 	 WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1925. 

Finance 
Voucher 

No. 

Invoice 
Dates or 
Contract 
Number. 

Received 
in Depart- 
meat of 
	

Name of Payee. 
Finance. 

36835 
	 Commissioner of Records, Kings County. 

2-10-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
Sheriff, Richmond County. 

2- 6-25 Staten Islander 	 35349 1-28-25 	
2- 6-25 Staten Island Advance 35348 1-29-25 	

Sheriff, Queens County. 
2- 2-25 Nason Mfg. Co., Inc. 	 1-12-25 	
2- 2-25 Edward Laherty 	 1-15-25 	
2- 9-25 S. Kaufman 	 2- 9-25 	

Sheriftf, Bronx County. 
2- 5-25 Uppercu Cadillac Corp. 35013 	
2- 5-25 Tredwell Ketcham 	 35011 	
2- 5-25 National Consumers Paper Corp. 	 35006 12-15-24 	
2- 5-25 Charles Sowa 	  35004 1- 1-25 	
2- 5-25 Monarch Towel Supply Co., Inc. 	 35003 	
2- 5-25 Clover Farms, Inc. 	  35001 	
2- 5-25 Fred M. Schildwachter & Sons, Inc 	 34995 	

Department of Street Cleaning. 
1-30-25 Moran Towing & Transportation Co 	 31986 12-31-24 	
1-28-25 Vulcan Iron Works 	  30641 1- 6-25 	
1-28-25 James Tregarthen & Sons Co., Inc 	 30627 1-10-25 	
1-30-25 Quality Tool Service 	  31979 1-1723 	
1-30-25 Foxboro Co., Inc. 	  31982 10- 9-24 	
2-13-25 New Dorp Coal Corp. 	  37707 1-22-25 	
2-13-25 Arnold Hoffman & Co., Inc. 	 38339 1-13-25 	
2-19-25 Interne' Tonal Postal Supply Co. 	 40228 1-25-25 	
2-16-25 John J. O'Brien 	  38939 	
2- 4-25 Frank J. McConnell, receiver for Na- 33800 1-10-25 	

tional Dry Dock & Repair Co., Inc 	 
1-30-25 Vulcan Iron Works 	  29350 12-30-24 
2- 6-25 Mahoney Clarke, Inc. 	  31989 1- 3-25 
1-30-25 A. P. Dienst Co., Inc. 	  31988 
1-30-25 Cahill Towing Line, Inc. 	  31987 
1-20-25 Lambert Hoisting Engine Co. 	 29351 12-13-24 
1-20-25 Abendroth Bros. 	  31983 12-29-24 
2- 4-25 Marine Repair & Supply Co., Inc. .. 	 33787 12-16-24 
2- 4-25 Frank J. McConnell, receiver for Na-33799 

tional Dry Dock & Repair Co., Inc 	 
2- 4-25 Auto Electric Specialty Co. 	 33792 
2- 4-25 L. R. Connett & Co., Inc. 	 33803 1-17-25 
2- 4-25 Moran Towing & Transportation Co.: 	 33805 1-21-25 
2- 4-25 Bronx Towing Line, Inc. 	  33804 
2- 4-23 McGirr Stevedore & Auto Trucking Co 	 33798 12-31-24 
2- 4-25 L. R. Connett & Co., Inc. 	  33795 
2- 4-25 Metal Hose & Tubing Co., Inc. 	 33781 1-22-25 
1-30-25 E. Krieger & Son 	  31984 1-14-25 
2- 4-25 Denman & Davis 	  33783 1-15-25 
1-28-25 Topping Bros. 	  30645 

Tenement House Department. 
1-30-25 Real Estate Directory Co., Inc 	 1- 6-25 
1-30-25 L. C. Smith & Bros. Typwriter, Ire 	 
1-30-25 National Luggage Co. 	  12-26-24 
1-30-25 Knickerbocker Towel Supply Co. 	 
1-30-25 Keuffel & Esser Co. 	  
1-30-25 Atlas Stationery Corp. 	  12-19-24 
1-30-25 Charles Broadway Rouss, Inc. 	 12-30-24 

1- 5-25 
	

1-30-25 Fred M. Schildwachter & Sons, Inc, 	 
1- 1-25 
	

1-30-25 Gramatan Springs Co., Inc. 	 
1-30-25 A.. E. Voege 	  12-31-24 

Transit Commission. 
1-17-25 
	

1-30-25 Clark & Gibby, Inc. 	  
1-30-25 M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	 1-22-25 

1-24-25 
	

1-30-25 Van Doran Iron Wks. Co. 	 
1-20-25 
	

1-30-25 M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	 
2- 5-25 Theo. Moss Co., Inc. 	  

1-20-25 
	

2- 5-25 Brooklyn Daily Eagle .. 	 
Board of Transportation. 

2-11-25 United Cigar Stores Co. of America 	 37541 
37540 
	

2-11-25 Gait Realty Corp. 	  
37539 
	

2-11-25 Civic Centre Co. 	  
37544 
	

2-11-25 John W. Tammany 	  
2-11-25 Samuel Williams .. 	  37543 

37542 
	

2-11-25 Thomas F. Ritter, individually and as 
attorney for Wm. G. Ritter, Katie M. 
Ritter, Jennie V. Langdon and Agnes 
S. Lawall 	  

	

68448 1-15-25 Slattery Engineering & Construction 'Co 	 25299 
Inc. . 	  

62616 1- 8-25 Chelsea Exchange Bank, assignee of 175188 
Jacob Schlesinger, Inc. 	  

2- 4-25 Campbell Motors, Inc. 	  1- 9-25 
2- 4-25 Atlas Stationery Corp. 	  1-16-25 

	

72768 1-29-25 Fox Reynolds Co., Inc. 	  
2- 4-25 J. B. Lyon Co. 	  1-23-25 
2- 4-25 A. B. Dick Co. 	  1-23-25- 
2-11-25 Allentown Steam Heating & Power Co 	 
2-13-25 Comptroller of The City of N. Y. .. 
2-11-25 'N. Y. & Queens Electric Light & 

Power Co. 	  
United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps. 

1-31-25 Euclid Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	  1- 2-25 32861 
Board of Water Supply. 

37297 	 2-11-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
37298 	 2-11-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
37299 	 2-11-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
37302 	 2-1I-25 Pierce & Peaslee Rural Tel. Co 	 
37301 	 2-11-25 N. Y. Tel. Co. 	  
37303 	 2-11-25 Rose Tel. Co. 	  
34542 1-21-25 	 2- 5-25 Pedersen & Flanagan, Inc. 	 

35919 1-16-25 	2- 9-25 Eugene Dietzgen Co., Inc. 	 
35920 1-26-25 	2- 9-25 Hammacher Schlemmer & Co., Inc. 	 

35918 1-26-25 	2- 9-25 Bainbridge Kimpton & Haupt. Inc 	 

35922 1-31-25 	 2- 9-25 L. S. Winne & Co. 	  
32021 1-21-25 	1-30-25 Office Appliance & Equipment Co 	 
35931 11-15-24 	1- 9-25 Recorder 	  
32027 1-22 25 	1-30-25 Engineering News-Record 	 
34541 12-31-24 	 2- 5-25 Lithoprint Co., of N. Y., Inc. 	 
34538 1-28-25 	2- 5-25 Pat Jordan 	  
34539 	 2- 5-25 Knickerbocker Towel Supply Co. 	 
29846 1- 2-25 	1-26-25 M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	 

Department of Water Supply, Gas and Electricity. 
1- 2-25 	2- 6-25 E. M. Sergeant Co. 	  
1- 1-25 	 1-29-25 East Coast Electr+cal Supply Co., Inc 	 

2- 7-25 Kings County Lighting Co. 	 
2-- 7-25 East Coast Electrical Supply Co., Inc 	 
1-26-25 United Electric Light & Power Co 	 69129 
2- 9-25 N. Y. Edison Co. 	 69111 
1-29-25 Northern Union Gas Co 
2- 7-25 Amos V. Pearsall, Inc. 
1-30-25 Manhattan Supply Co. 12-13-24 

Amount. 

53 48 

2640 
27.00 

9860 
8928 

75 

19 30 
2380 
650 

15 65 
4 75 

12 45 
22 40 

40 50 
75 00 
50 00 
44 70 
30 35 

240 02 
659 87 
344 47 
250 00 

65 00 
327 00 
968 75 
762 50 

5,300 51 
99000 
933 05 
215 00 

830 00 
204 62 
262 00 

3,670 38 
86650 
88650 
240 00 
11 55 
85 50 
59 27 

191 00 

2500 
5 10 
800 

41 65 
19 15 
2028 
16 63 
260 
360 

15 60 

9000 
6200 
32 50 
38 50 

 50 
1 60 

75 00 
458 34 
833 34 
170 00 
108 33 

110 00 

3,434 30 

33,062 69 
7 95 
1 25 

5,157 02 
19 50 
12 00 
43 20 

1,92940 

8 64 

25 00 

18 94 
28 95 
334 
3 10 
380 
334 
2 40 
10 54 
180 
720 
5 42 
16 20 
17 60 
52 80 
9 85 
900 
2000 
103 00 

7 50 
6200 

2.224 56 
4,51430 

1,825 82 
119 6t 

33294 
33293 
36244 

t 

31933 
31921 
31930 
31925 
31922 
31923 
31924 
31928 
31927 
31926 

31894 
31892 
31891 
21902 
34577 
34570 

34045 
34044 
31220 
34046 
34049 
37545 
37716 

 37546 

35578 
31854 
35868 
35870 
30032 
36349 
31863 

32275 
I. 



Invoice 
Finance Date 
Vouch- or Con- 
er No. tract 

Number. 

Name of Payee Amount 

42484. 
42485 
42486 
42487 
42488 
42489 
42490 
42491 
42492 
42493 
42494 
42509 
42510 
42511 
42512 

42513 
42514 
42515 
42516 
42517 
42518 
42519 
42520 
42521 
42522 
42478 
42479 
42480 
42464. 
42465 
42466 
42467 
42468 
42469 
42470 
42471 
42472 
42473 
42474 
42475 
42476 
42477 
42450 
42451 
42452 

42453 

42454 
42455 
42456 
42457 
42458 
42459 
42460 
42461 
42462 
42463 
42436 
42437 
42438 
42439 
42440, 
42441 
42442 
42443 
42444 
42445 
42446 
42447 
42448 
42449 
42416 
42417 
42418 
42419 
42420 
42421 
42422 
42423 
42424 
42425 
42426 
42427 
42428 
42402 
42403 
42404 
42405 
42406 
42407 
42408 
42409 
42410 
42411 
42412 
42413 
42414 
42415 
42388 
42389 
42390 
42391 
42392 

42393 

42394 

42395 
42396 
42397 
42398 
42399 
42400 
42401 
42429 
42431 

R. Isaacson 	  
Pyramid Elec. Cont. Co 	 
John D. Gordon 	 
William Truswell 	 
A. Pearson's Sons 	 
John Wanamaker 	 
Irving Glasser 	  

	

East Coast Elec. Supply Co 	 
Robert A. Keasbey 	 
Frank Eliam Co. 	 
Godfrey Keeler Co. 	 
H. J. Happel 	  
Louis Imersheim 	 
Godfrey Keeler Co. 	 
Combination Rubber Mfg. 
Co. 	 
Albert J 	 Kelting 	 
Couse & Bolten 	 
William Kroepke 	 
Thomas A. Corwin 	 
E. A. Shank 	  

	

Underwood Typewriter Co 	 
W. E. Pruden 	  
Haff Supply Co. 	 
Spencer Lens Co. 	 
Retail Music Corp. 	 
J. H. Bunnell & Co. 	 
Jacob D. Ausenberg 	 
A. W. Brauer 	  
H. J. Happel 	  
A. W. Brauer 	 
Library Bureau 	 
Philip Dimentstein 	 
Philip Dimentstein 	 
Henry Pearl & Sons Co. 	 
John Abet 	  
John F. Boyce 	  
R. Solomon & Son 	 
B. E. Gfroerer 	 
D. J. Carey 	  
D. J. Carey 	  
D. J Carey 	  
James I. Kelly 	 
Thomas A. Williams 	 
E. J. Stanley 	  
American Ornamental Iron 
Wks. . 	  
American Ornamental Iron 
Wks. . 	  
Gottfurcht & Teicher 	 
Hyman Jackel 	 
William Hahn Contr. Co. 	 
Henry Saal 	  
J. D. Gordon 	  
Louis Messer 	  
Joseph Martinz 	 
Schrell, Schultz Co. 	 
Pyramid Elec. Contr. Co. 	 
H. & J. Happel 	 
W. F. Peters 	  
Kopta 	  
Charles N. Schneider 	 
Charles N. Schneider 	 
W. F. Peters 	 
M. J. McCann 	 
Kopta Bros. 	  
Kopta Bros. 	  
Louis Messer 	  
Louis Messer 	  
I. Youdelman 	  
Charles Tisch, Inc. 	 
National Carbon Co. 	 
Harlem Door Check Co. 	 
Philp & Paul 	  
W. E. Moss 	  
W. E. Moss 	  
W. E. Moss 	  
Thos. A. Corwin 	 
Gottfurcht & Teicher 	 
John F. Boyce 	 
Sam Herson 	  
Philip Dimentstein ....... 
James I. Kelly 	 
Thomas Atkinson 	 
Julius Haas & Son 	 
Frank May Tunning Co 	 
D. J. Carey 	  
D. J. Carey 	  
James I. Kelly 	 
F. J. Canavan 	  
L. P. Gfroerer Co. 	 
Thomas F. Ford 	 
B. E. Gfroerer 	 
B. E. Gfroerer 	 
James I. Kelly 	 
Goidrose Window Mfg. Co. 
James J. Fay 	  
Collins & Horan 	 
Philp & Paul 	  
Robert C. Vernes 	 
Louis Messer 	  
Harlem Door Check Co. 	 
Isaac Brenner 	  
R. Rihm 	  
Rciyal Co. of N. Y.. assignee 
of Reid. King & Co. 	 
Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 
of Reid, King & Co. 	 
Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 
of Reid. King & Co. 	 
Joseph D. Duffy, Inc. 	 
Joseph D. Duffy, Inc. 	 
William C. Crowe 	 
H. J. Happel 	  
Sam Herson 	  
Sam Herson 	  
John F. Boyce 	  
W. F. Peters 	  
Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 
of Jules F. Valois 	 

122 41 
70 14 
11 55 
2830 
57 55 
19 01 
49 50 
40 25 
1Z 70 
29 25 
12 50 
13 45 
10 00 
800 
900 
6 10 
2 75 
700 
300 
8960 
13 20 
12 15 
10 00 
3 49 

218 54 
174 93 
6320 
12 30 
22 50 
95 73 
61 78 
168 12 
10 00 
17 00 

15630 

59 91 
200 

473 67 
58 
43

04 

1985 
57 17 
112 38 
542 97 
587 37 
38 45 
5000 
26 33 
57 06 

223 44 
57 19 
46 01 
9064 
95 42 
2700 

13 6D 
40 95 
82 10 
18 61 
12 00 
15 45 
41 56 
14 20 
8 10 

15 00 

61 00 

39 35 

77 50 
254 25 
105 00 
4800 
6000 
38900 
20 05 
1522 
11 51 

26~ 
50 

13 80 
6400 
80 
750 
10 00 
53 33 
6408 
21 29 
61 15 
79 57 
3? 51 
24 80 

654 87 
192 79 
175 33 
4662 
53 24 
101 10 
74 20 

273 00 
665 00 
18550 
325 00 
127 80 
5060 

469 00 
15020 
28300 
19000 
79 00 
100 
41 90 
154 00 

24 2I 

Invoice 
Finance Date 
Vouch- or Con • 	Name of Payee. 	Amount. 
er No. tract 

Number. 

42868 	M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	$82 50 
Board of City Record. 

42869 	Remington Typewriter Co 	150 00 
42870 	J. J. Curtin Co.  	9 28 
42871 	Edw. A. Davis Ptg. Co.  	11 00 
42872 	Remington Typewriter Co 	60 00 
42873 	William Bratter, Inc.  	272 25 
42874 	Davis Ptg. Co.  	30 00 

Board of Elections. 
N. Y. Tel. Co.  	195 48 42854 68930 
Joseph P. Detroit, Jr.  	60 00 42855 
Geo. J. Jaeckel  	2 50 42856 

of Estimate and Apportionment. Board 
165 06 42311 	Jesse B. Snow  	
690 42312 	N. Y. Tel. Co. 	 

961 00 42566 	 M. A. Singer 	  
1,500 00 52567 	Motion Picture Lighting Co 	
150 00 42568 	 Masters Dectorators 	 

9,11800 42569 	Lieut Francis W. Sutherland 
8430 42570 	Geo. J. Koch  	
200 40 42571 	Geo. J. Koch  	

2,700 25 42572 	Marezi Mazzetti 	 
2,71280 42573 	Everett T. Chappell  	
Z49 00 42545 	Hotel Shelburne 	 
741 44 42546 	N. Y. Tel. Co. 	 

	

County Court, Kings County 	 
42857 	H. A. Farnell & Co. 	 
42858 	Timothy E. Griffin 	 
42859 	August Hasenflug 	 
42860 	Fallon Law Book Co. 	 
42861 	Fallon Law Book Co. 	 
42862 	J. H. Higgins 	 
42863 	Steel Equipment Corp. 	 

City Magistrates' Courts. 
42613 	Gimbel Bros. 	 

Supreme Courts. 
42807 	Frank F. Lisiecki 	 

Hunter College. 
42565 	M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 

Department of Correction. 
42578 	Paramount Elec. Supply Co. 
42579 	C. H. & E. S. Goldberg.... 
42580 	Chas. Tisch 	  
42581 	Advance Rubber Co. 	 
42582 	U. S. Tire Co. 	 
42583 	Granville Sellers, Inc. 	 
42584 	Hansen & Yorke 	 
42585 	Candee, Smith, Howland 	 
42586 	Cavanagh Bros. 	 
42587 	R. W. Geldart 	 
42588 	 Spool Cotton Co. 	 
42574 	William J. Donovan 	 

William J. Donovan 	 
42575 	73192 Edwin Smithson Co. 	 
42576 	73655 Prever Lumber Co. 	 
42577 	73655 Prever Lumber Co. 	 

Department Qf Docks. 
42614 	71009 Arindel Corp. 	  39,976 65 

Department of Education. 
42377 	 William Bratter, Inc. 	23 40 
42378 	M. J. Tobin Co. 	59 00 
42379 	Frederic M. Davidson 	32 35 
42380 	A. E. Osborne 	75 00 
42381 	N. Y. Belting & Packing Co. 	1 00 
42382 	National Industrial Confer- 

ence Board  	41 75 
42383 	Review of Reviews Corp 	4 00 
42384 	R. A. Fife Corp. 	2 76 
42385 	J. Fisher & Bro. 	5 40 
42386 	Business Ability Institute 	21 00 
42387 	L. E. Knott Apparatus Co 	14 32 
42363 	Burroughs Adding Mach. Co 	5 59 
42364 	H. J. Happel 	110 00 
42365 	M. Kalmus  	34 00 
42366 	I. Goodhart  	48 00 
42367 	 Frank E. Crosby & Son 	13000 
42368 	George W. Beere 	58 00 
42369 	Henry Schmerzler  	410 00 
42370 	Laurence Belting Co 	68 00 
42371 	 Robert C. Vernes 	325 00 
42372 	Paul C. Taylor 	910 00 
42373 	Otis Elevator Co. 	79 08 
42374 	Burroughs Adding Mach. Co. 	2 71 
42375 	M. B. Brown Ptg. & Bdg. Co. 	12 50 
42376 	 H. Kornahrens  	633 40 
42310 	James J. Smith 	43 00 
42523 	Musical Courier Co 	5 00 
42524 	National Child Welfare Assn 	17 00 
42525 	National Weekly Corp 	3 0 
42526 	National Weekly Corp. 	2 50 
42527 	Montgomery Co.  	10 00 
42495 	Stephen Krajci  	85 00 
42496 	Harlem Door Check Co 	397 00 
42497 	Isaac Brenner  	140 00 
42498 	J. E. Donovan 	75 00 
42499 	Geo. M. Thomas 	74 00 
42500 	John Wanamaker  	41 91 
42501 	Louis Guerr  	718 00 
42502 	Louis Guerr  	348 00 
42503 	R. Isaacson  	73 00 
42504 	Yorkville Woodworking Co 	460 00 
42505 	John Wanamaker  	195 91 
42506 	Library Bureau  	85 00 
42507 	Lyon Metallic Mfg. Co 	30 00 
42508 	E. A. Shank Sign Co. 	48 00 
42481 	Atlantic Decorating Co 	315 00 
42482 	 Max Levine  	519 00 
42483 	William C. Crowe 	616 00 

1 80 
500 
10 00 
74 00 
201 00 
6 50 

285 44 

19 20 

600 

700 

36 00 
43 41 
3000 
122 00 
155 60 
38 00 
63 50 
41 26 
42 00 
221 53 
454 50 
13 66 
2 25 

958 58 
188 52 
222 41 
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VOUCHERS RECEIVED IN DEPARTMENT OF 
FINANCE TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1925. 

A statement is herewith submitted of all vouchers 
filed in the Departneet of Finance on this date, in 
which is shown the Department of Finance voucher 
number, the date of the invoice or the registered 
number of the contract, the name of the payee and the 
amount of the claim. Where two or more bills are 
embraced in one voucher the date of the earliest is given, 
excepting that when such vouchers are submitted under 
a contract the registered number of the contract is shown 
instead. 	CHARLES L. CRAIG, Comptroller.  

Invoice 
Finance Date 
Vouch- or Con- 	Name of Payee. 	Amount. 
er No. tract 

Number. 

42430 	- M. J. McCann  	.700 
42432 	Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 

of Jules F. Valois  	7 50 
42433 	Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 

of Jules F. Valois  	450 
42434 	M. J. McCann  	6 50 
42784 	John F. Boyce 	23 25 
42785 	John F. Boyce 	70 80 
42786 	D. J. Carey 	44 10 
42787 	D. Carey 	47 90 
42788 	L. P. Gfroerer Co 	58 50 
42789 	ThomasFord  	45 00 
42790 	Louis Bingmann  	S 00 
42791 	 D. J. Carey 	4620 
42792 	 Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co 	5 98 
42793 	'Daniel J. Rice 	92 20 
42794 	Frank Elian & Co 	104 60 
42795 	John Wenning  	7 66 
42796 	Leonard C. L. Smith 	190 00 
42770 	 F. J. Kloes, Inc 	100 00 
42771 	 L Youdelman  	15 20 
42772 	 I. Youdelman  	24 40 
42773 	 D. Stein  	3 61 
42774 	 D. Stein  	 23 57 
42775 	 James E. Delaney' 	11 95 
42776 	 American Ornamental Iron 

Works 	77 69 
42777 	 Kramer, Meager, Inc 	51 64 
42778 	 Kramer, Meager, Inc 	47 66 
42779 	 A. D. Evertsen Co 	22 50 
42780 	A. D. Evettsen Co 	31 50 
42781 	Louis Guerr  	11 55 
42782 	 I. Youdelman  	5 45 
42783 	Philip Dimentstein  	14 87 
42756 	Chas. H. Shay 	51 10 
42757 	 W. F. Peters 	2 00 
42758 	D. Stein & Son 	600 
42759 	Louis Messer 	_... 	12 70 
42760 	Harlem Door Check Co.... 	25 50 
42761 	 W. R. Ostrander & Co 	56 25 
42762 	D. Stein & Son 	600 
42763 	East Coast Elec. Supply Co 	2 73 
42764 	 Globe-Wernicke Co.  	10 40 
42765 	Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co 	4 50 
42766 	Daniel J. Rice 	92 82 
42767 	Lorenzo & Byrns 	47 47 
42768 	Joseph D. Duffy, Inc 	38 19 
42769 	Royal Co. of N. Y., assignee 

of Reid, King & Co 	45 47 
Fire Department. 

42707 	69856 Burns Bros.  	819 95 
Department of Health. 

42684 	N. Y. Bottling Co 	15 00 
42685 	C. H. & E. S. Goldberg 	7 14 
42686 	M. Helfstein  	840 00 
42687 	Charles Marcus  	30 00 
42670 	F. W. Woolworth Co 	25 00 
42671 	 Agent & Warden, Auburn 	66 00 
42672 	Rapid Addressing Mach. Co 	23 00 
42673 	S. S. White Dental Mfg. Co 	13 00 
42674 	Seabury & Johnson 	24 00 
42675 	Krakaur Poultry Co 	1 25 
42676 	C. H. & E. S. Goldberg 	124 80 
42677 	 John W. Williams 	2 80 
42678 	Sarah Goldstein  	15 00 
42679 	Swift & Co., Inc 	6 00 
42680 	Speed Key Mfg. Co 	2 75. 
42681 	Medo Photo Supply Corp 	9 25 
42682 	L. Rosenberg Hardware Co 	6 75 
42683 	Junius Young  	75 00 
43656 	Tablet & Ticket Co 	11 00 
42657 	L. I. Wood Co 	21 75 
42658 	George Schaefer  	102 48 
42659 	I. Frank  	108 63 
42660 	I. Frank  	110 00 
42661 	I. Frank 	102 58 
42662 	Seeman Bros., Inc 	49 50 
42663 	Dry Milk Co 	18 00 
4264 	Geo. N. Reinhardt & Co 	85 68 
42665 	Slater, Robbins Co 	21 42 
42666 	Hospital Supply Co 	18 00 
42667 	Eastern Gas Appliance Co 	72 90 
42668 	Precision Thermometer Co 	8 21 
42669 	Claflins, Inc.  	25 00 
42644 	73266 North Western Fruit Co 	847.18 

North Western Fruit Co.  	125 60 
42645 	73119 Conron Bros. 	  1,919 50 
42646 	73119 Conron Bros. 	  1,548 27 
42647 	69833 Commonwealth Fuel Co. .. 	78 45 
42648 	73177 Wm. Ottmann  	815 20 
42649 	72513 Commonwealth Fuel Co. .. 	422 08 
42650 	72513 Commonwealth , Fuel Co... 	12 61 
42651 	69885 Wyoming Valley Coal 	 2,858 44 
42652 	69882 Titan Fuel Corp. 	 3,859 50 
42653 	73424 Standard Oil Co.  	99 37 

Standard Oil Co.  	40 61 
42654 	73149 Ice Service Co.  	135 34 
42655 	72197 Henry Allen 	  1,919 60 

M1seelaueous. 
42435 	Mizaachi, Inc.  	600 00 

Mizaachi, Inc.  	75 00 
42528 	U. S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co 	 5,000 00, 
42529 	Chas. Mosher  	500 00 
42530 	Samuel Goldberg 	 2,500 00 
42531 	Abraham Goodman 	 50000 
42532 	Leonard A. Snitkin  	50000 
42533 	Robert C. Manley  	50000 
42534 	Abraham Robbins  	2400 
42535 	Emelia C. S. Felio  	104 61 
42536 	Madelene L. Coke  	10 40 
42537 	Virginia Grace  	42 90 
42538 	William F. Cullahan 	 450 
42539 	 36 70 
42540 	Elizabeth S. Vogel  	69 48 
42541 	 Margaret Scott  	21 10 
42692 	John Campbell 	 .470 77 

42542 	Alice Lm Wood 	 .. 71 

42544 	Katherine Reif 	 . 1 88 


