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Abstract 

 

The paper reviews the evolution of the PRT concept from its modern beginning in 1953.  

The early inventors, the projects, and the response of government are discussed.  PRT ac-

tivity diminished to almost nothing by 1980, but then revived strongly as a result of activ-

ity by the Northeastern Illinois Regional Transportation Authority.  Their interest ignited 

enthusiastic activity on a growing front to the point that today one can truly say that the 

concept is coming of age. 
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Introduction  

 

The evolution of Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) can be traced back to at least 1953.  Some of the 

ideas embodied in PRT go back even to the last century, but were premature, briefly flowered 

and died.  Since 1953 the evolution has been continuous, though fluctuating ī continuous per-

haps mainly because the concept of automatic control, essential to PRT, had been firmly estab-

lished by the early 1950ôs; and fluctuating for reasons that had little or nothing to do with the 

technical feasibility of the idea or its potential value to urban society.   

 

The development of automated urban transportation systems, among which PRT is considered to 

be the goal, has been a highly interactive process among a wide variety of professionals, politi-

cians, and dedicated citizens.  In examining the writings, it is clear that these people saw the need 

for a viable complement to the automobile, and they understood that such a complement could 

not be just more conventional transit.   They were willing and able to invest freely of their own 

time and treasure to realize a dream.   

 

Others, however, dreamed of a return to the glory days of the streetcar, the use of which had 

peaked in 1917 [1] and, due to preference for and availability of the automobile, declined in the 

30 years thereafter as rapidly as it rose in the 30 years before.   Many in the latter group saw that 

if the concept of PRT matured, the hope of return to the streetcar, even under a new name, would 

be gone forever.  The resulting clash between the new and the old was severe and must be un-

derstood if the process of evolution of PRT is to be fully appreciated [2].   

 

If PRT had advanced in a neutral environment, its evolution would have been far different.  In 

fairness, however, one must add that some of the opposition to PRT came from people who ge-

nuinely thought it was not feasible for technical or other reasons.  A full discussion of the oppo-

sition would require another paper [18]. 

 

An important part of the interest in PRT in the late 1960s and early 1970s in the United States 

was due to completion of the Apollo Moon Landing Program and the consequent need to find 

alternative government-funded projects, rather than a deep understanding of the need for alterna-

tive transit and the characteristics and requirements such systems would have to have to meet 

contemporary needs.  In his budget speech to Congress in January 1972, in which he announced 

a federal PRT development program, President Nixon said: "If we can send three men to the 

moon 200,000 miles away, we should be able to move 200,000 people to work three miles 

away."  For a variety of institutional reasons, the later turned out to be much more difficult. 

 

A successful PRT developer will  examine every technical, social, and economic argument of its 

infeasibility, and must be satisfied that each and every argument is either wrong or implies as-

sumptions about certain physical parameters that need not be made.  Many parameters and phys-

ical alternatives must be examined in development of a PRT system.  I once made a list of 46 

categories of trade-off areas that need attention in design of a PRT system and the various alter-

natives that could be selected in each [20].  Upon calculating the number of possible combina-

tions among these classes of alternatives, I found roughly ten quadrillion (1016) possible PRT 
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systems, only a few of which could be viable.  It is not surprising therefore that many PRT de-

velopment programs failed because of lack of understanding of PRT as a system within an urban 

environment serving real needs and meeting requirements of safety, security, dependability, and 

ride comfort.  Successful development of PRT required a theory of transit to guide choices [3], 

which was not available in the early 1970s. 

 

Even if one becomes convinced, as I have, that with certain carefully selected features there is a 

technically and economically feasible PRT system, its development is a much more demanding 

task than the invention and development of a device that you can put on a table, say a personal 

computer.  The unit of sale of a PRT system is large, there must be a consensus among many 

people that it is worth the expenditure of substantial resources, it does not easily fit within the 

jurisdiction of an existing bureaucracy, the time horizon for return on investment is long, and it 

has no clear military application.  While a stateôs fear of an external enemy compels the devel-

opment of new military systems, a civil  industryôs fear of becoming irrelevant, real or not, causes 

its leaders to argue against the development of new systems that they perceive to be disruptive. 

 

During the past four decades, several billion dollars worth of work has been done on the devel-

opment and application of automated forms of conventional rail or guideway transportation. This 

work was a necessary forerunner to PRT and has shown in many applications over decades that, 

notwithstanding a well publicized 1972 failure of a BART train, automated transit works in daily 

practice and has been accepted by the public.  While it seems that almost every investment ana-

lyst who was an adult in 1972 was aware of the BART control-system failure and subsequent 

accident, very few were aware of the accident-free operation of many automated systems such as 

the Lindenwold-Philadelphia line, the Tampa and SeaTac systems, the Duke University system, 

and many others that have run routinely for decades with no sensational events to report. 

 

If these more or less conventional systems work, why the interest in PRT?  Because the combi-

nation of small, private-party vehicles and nonstop trips collectively offer the possibility of a de-

gree of cost reduction, service, and accessibility not achievable with conventional forms of au-

tomated transit, in which large, scheduled vehicles stop at all stations.  Moreover, because it uses 

very little land, is quiet, and does not pollute the air, an optimized PRT system offers the possi-

bility of design of cities of livable higher density; and, because a proper design also uses little 

energy and material, it has been referred to as an essential technology in a sustainable world.  A 

PRT system that meets all of the needs and requirements is a substantial technical challenge, but 

one that a growing number of people have seen is worth the effort. [24]  

 

In this paper I trace the more important early contributions to the development of PRT that, as 

chairman of the 1971, 1973, and 1975 International Conferences on PRT [4], I was privileged to 

study.  As a Professor of Mechanical Engineering in a Research University (Minnesota), I had 

access to a much wider variety of programs than possible for someone in industry working on a 

specific PRT program.  I was and am a participant, not a social historian; therefore, notwith-

standing my efforts to the contrary, this discourse must be to a degree subjective.  A full treat-

ment of the topics would require many books.  For the sake of brevity, I have left out events and 

developments I would rather have included, and apologize to those who may feel I did not do 
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them justice.   Since many things were happening simultaneously, the discussion necessarily de-

parts somewhat from chronological order. 

 

Early Beginnings in the United States 

 

There is little question that the basic ideas embodied in the system now called PRT came from 

many sources.  PRT is a natural idea that has been invented and reinvented to my knowledge at 

least a dozen times and quite likely many more.  Quite often I hear from a person who claims to 

have conceived the major ideas and is surprised to learn that others had been thinking along simi-

lar lines.  Each of the inventors discussed below I am quite sure independently invented the PRT 

concept in varying degrees of detail, and with no awareness of the work of other inventors.  My 

hat is off to them.  I am not one of them.  I began to learn about PRT beginning in Fall 1968 

from UMTA sponsored reports [5]. 

 

Donn Fichter.   To my knowledge, the earliest PRT inventor is Donn Fichter, who is now retired 

from the New York State DOT.  As a transportation graduate student in Chicago, he started in 

1953 to think seriously about cities and their transportation needs, and made his first sketches of 

a system he called Veyar [6].  He gradually developed a total system concept, not only a hard-

ware system but a system integrated into a city, and in 1964 published his ideas in a book [7] in 

which all of the essential ideas embodied in PRT are explained.  Having an appreciation for the 

problems of introduction of a new 

transit system into the cityscape as 

well as the transportation needs of in-

dividuals, he strongly stressed the ne-

cessity for the smallest and lightest-

weight cars and hence the smallest 

and lowest cost guideways possible.  

He designed his car for one person.  

Although Fichter did not initiate the 

development of a hardware system, 

his well-reasoned and thorough ex-

planations had considerable influence 

on later developments.    Figure 1.  Donn Fichterôs Veyar. 

 

Monocab.   Also in 1953, a Dallas contractor, Edward O. Haltom, was faced with the task of 

constructing a monorail system.  Monorails are not new.  One was built and operated in St. Paul, 

Minnesota in the 1880's.  Another, called Meigs Elevated Railway, was tested in Boston in 1885.  

A third begin operation in Wuppertal, Germany, in 1902 and has been in continuous operation 

ever since as the backbone transit system of the city right through the two World Wars.  A major 

difficulty with monorails of the conventional type, Haltom found, was that with the stations on 

the main line the requirement that vehicles be allowed sufficient time to stop at each station 

meant that the spacing between vehicles had to be so long that it was only possible to get 20 to 

40 vehicles or trains per hour past a given point.  This meant that, if the system was to carry 

enough people per hour to make the venture worthwhile, each vehicle had to have a capacity of 
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several hundred people.  To obtain this capacity large, heavy vehicles must be used and they 

must be trained.  They therefore require large, heavy guideways.  Haltom found that these large 

guideways not only drove costs outside the range of economic feasibility, but were so visually 

obtrusive that his project stalled.
1
  Haltom reasoned that to reduce the guideway size and cost, he 

had to reduce vehicle weight substantially by using many small, automatically controlled ve-

hicles running at close headways.  The first version of his system, which he called Monocab, 

used six-passenger vehicles suspended from an overhead guideway, but it suffered the major dis-

advantage associated with most monorail systemsðthe switch.  In his first version, switching 

required movement of the entire guideway. This was cumbersome, slow, unreliable, and limited 

the capacity of his system.  

 

In the 1960s, Haltom sold his ideas to Vero, Inc. of Garland, Texas, at which time a new means 

of switching with no moving track parts was invented.  A full-scale test track was built and oper-

ated at Vero in 1969.  In 1971 Vero sold Monocab to Rohr Corporation.  Rohr decided that a 

combination of magnetic suspension and li-

near induction propulsion was necessary [29] 

and developed and tested such a system on a 

test track in Chula Vista, California.   The 

previous wheeled version, however, was 

demonstrated at Transpo72 at Dulles Airport 

(discussed below) and in 1973 was selected 

for installation in Las Vegas.  A combination 

of factors including a 50% drop in the stock 

market in 1974 due to the oil crisis stopped 

the project.  Boeing bought the patents from 

Rohr and continued to develop the system 

under UMTA's Advanced Group Rapid Tran-

sit (AGRT) program until that program was 

terminated in the 1980s.          Figure 2. Ed Haltomôs Monocab. 

  

Monocab had the smallest guideway of any of the PRT systems of the early 1970s, but its hang-

ing vehicles required that the guideway be higher in the air than required for a bottom-supported 

system, which coupled with the required cantilevered posts increased visual impact and cost 

[30].  This countered the natural advantage of a hanging-vehicle system in curves.  I believe, 

however, that diversion to an undeveloped combination of magnetic levitation and propulsion 

was the major factor that delayed and ultimately ended the program.   

 

TTI, Inc.   In the late 1950's and early 1960's, a group at General Motors Research Laboratories 

had been working on ground-effects machines for the Army.  These were air-suspended vehicles 

that could run on a variety of surfaces, but with such low power on paved roads that air suspen-

sion appeared applicable to transit.  Since an air-suspended vehicle made no direct contact with 

the roadway, a new type of motor was required that did not use wheels for traction.  The logical 

choice was the linear induction motor (LIM), and thus the combination of air suspension and 
                                                           
1
 I am well aware that a Monorail Society still functions. 
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LIM propulsion was born.  The development program was impeded at General Motors because 

of anti-trust laws that made it difficult for GM to be involved in development of transit systems.  

As a result, the air-cushion-vehicle (they called it Hovair) development group separated and 

formed a corporation they called Transporta-

tion Technology, Incorporated. TTI developed 

the idea into what became one of the leading 

candidate PRT systems.  They carried their 

system to full-scale testing in Detroit in 1969 

and in 1972 moved to Denver at which time 

they became a wholly owned subsidiary of 

Otis Elevator Company and demonstrated at 

Transpo72, which is discussed below.  In 

Denver they constructed a second test track 

and participated in the AGRT program until its 

funds were withdrawn.               Figure 3. A model of the TTI PRT System. 

 

An operating version of TTIôs Hovair+LIM system has been in daily operation at Duke Universi-

ty Medical Center since the mid 1970s. The vehicles in the Duke system hold about ten standing 

passengers and shuttle between three points.  The major problems with the TTI system were the 

visual impact and cost of the wide U-shaped guideway required to support an air-cushion ve-

hicle, and the fact that it is a snow catcher, which made it unsuitable in northern climates.  I also 

suspect that the lack during the 1970s of variable-frequency drives that markedly increase the 

efficiency of any induction motor must have been a contributing factor to their limited success.   

Otis has since sold several cable-drawn versions of their Hovair system. 

 

Alden staRRcar.   In 1960 William Alden, a graduate of the Harvard Business School, invented a 

system of small electric vehicles that could be driven from one's home to a guideway, then auto-

matically on the guideway to a destination. This was quite possibly the earliest dual-mode-

system proposal [25].  Alden called his system staRRcar, and formed a company called Alden 

Self-Transit Systems Corporation.  Several years later it was realized that the development of a 

dual-mode system would be more difficult than a captive-vehicle PRT system, as a consequence 

of which the emphasis was shifted to wheeled captive vehicles driven by variable-speed hydrau-

lic motors.   Each vehicle had a seating capacity of six persons.  Full-scale testing of staRRcar 

began on a test track in Bedford, Massachusetts in 1968 and the system later won a competition 

at Morgantown, which is discussed below.  

 

An important feature of Alden's system was the invention of an on-board switch that made op-

eration at short headway feasible.   In 1968 they operated a 1/20th-scale model with ten vehicles 

and four off -line stations.  The Alden system was essentially a series of cars, much like street 

vehicles, on a U-shaped guideway with power rails mounted on the inside surfaces of the U, 

making removal of snow by plowing impossible.  Thus, the system required guideway heating, 

which on an annual basis in northern climates consumes several times as much energy as re-

quired to propel the vehicles.  This operating-cost disadvantage plus the visual impact and cost of 

the guideways were factors that caused them to find no customers after Morgantown.   
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Uniflo.  Another of the principal types of PRT had its beginnings in the mind of Lloyd Berggren 

in 1961 while he was working in the Planning Department of the Military Products Group at Ho-

neywell, Inc.  At that time Berggren's principal task was to try to develop ideas to diversify Ho-

neywell's product line.  He approached the problem of urban transportation from a system point 

of view by analyzing the weaknesses of present transport systems.  He sought to lay down basic 

ideas that would enable a transport system to be competitive with the automobile, and thus ar-

rived independently at all of the key features of PRT.  He felt it was very important to keep the 

cost and weight of the vehicle to a minimum and thus felt it would be best to keep the motors in 

the track rather than on the vehicle. 

 

Having a strong background in fluid-operated devices he saw how air jets could both suspend 

and propel the vehicles.  This resulted in a very simple vehicle designða passive people-

carrying pod.  All of the active propulsive and control components were in the track.  Berggren's 

system had the advantage that electrical power is not required on board for propulsion and that a 

great deal of redundancy can be built into the control system.  But it had the serious disadvantage 

that the vehicles had to be run in an enclosed tube, which ended up being 14 feet high and 6 feet 

wideða considerable visual impact and expense.  Berggren called his system Uniflo.  He was 

able to obtain support to build a full -scale test track from Rosemont Engineering Company and 

later from Stone & Webster.  

 

 

Jet Rail.  Another idea that contains some of the concepts of PRT is the Jet Rail System, invented 

and designed by George Adams, who was president of Mobility Systems Control, Inc. of Los 

Angeles.  At Love Field in Dallas, Texas, Braniff Airlines had wanted an automated system to 

carry people from a remote parking lot into the Braniff terminal.  Braniff executives had been 

aware of the Monocab system, but felt based on rough estimates that it would be too expensive to 

be a candidate. They felt that a much less expensive system for that limited application could be 

built and George Adams showed them how.  He designed, built, and in 1972 began to operate an 

overhead monorail system that looks very much like Monocab.  It had Monocab's early difficulty 

in switching because the wheels that support the vehicle straddle an I-beam, so that the entire 

beam had to be moved to switch.  Jet Rail was automatically controlled and demonstrated that a 

very lightweight guideway could be built and would adequately support the vehicles.  A LIM 

version of Jet Rail was developed and has been marketed by Titan PRT Systems, Inc. 

 

Urbmobile.  In the early 1960's, a dual-mode concept called Urbmobile began to be developed by 

Morton O. Weinberg and Robert A. Wolf at Cornell Aeronautic Laboratories.  This system made 

an important contribution to the development of PRT mainly because the Cornell people recog-

nized the need for operation at headways down to one half to one second to get adequate capaci-

ty.  Having strong backgrounds in the technology of automatic control, they attacked the prob-

lems directly and were able to show how it would be possible to operate vehicles safely at such 

short headways.  The Urbmobile system was, however, never built. 
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M. I. T.  In the mid 1960's a PRT concept was developed by a large senior-engineering-design 

task force at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  A report was published called Project 

Metran, which embodied most of the basic ideas of PRT and influenced its development. 

 

Bartells.  While Robert J. Bartells was Director of Planning for the City of Hartford, Connecti-

cut, he conceived of all of the basic ideas of PRT and, in 1962, explained them in a paper. The 

importance of Bartellsô ideas is that they came from a planner who was faced with the practical 

problems of improving the mobility of people in a city. Bartells continued his interest in PRT as 

Professor of Planning at Syracuse University and later in retirement. 

 

Kieffer.  During the middle 1960's, Dr. Jarold A. Kieffer, while Head of the School of Public Af-

fairs at the University of Oregon, was asked to advise the Governor of Oregon on transportation 

planning.  He too wrestled with the problems of solving urban transportation problems with train 

systems and recognized that the costs were so great that not enough of such systems could be 

built to make a significant contribution in most cities to reducing the needs for automobiles.  Af-

ter having thought about these problems intensely for a period, he and his wife took a vacation at 

a ski resort.  While there one glance at a cable-suspended ski lift caused all of the basic features 

of PRT to manifest in his mind.  In 1967, he wrote a paper in which he described his concept of 

PRT.  As a founding member of the Board of Directors of the Advanced Transit Association he 

has continued to provide essential leadership in the advancement of PRT, a kind of leadership 

made possible by his extensive experience in a variety of important positions in the federal gov-

ernment. 

 

The Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

 

The Act.  Up to 1964, PRT activities were going on more or less independently.  There were 

very few people in influential positions who had ever heard of the idea of automating horizontal 

transportation with small vehicles.  One exception was Congressman Henry S. Reuss of Milwau-

kee, Wisconsin. Congressman Reuss had become aware of PRT and Dual Mode systems in the 

early 1960's and at that time gave speeches in which he urged political support for the develop-

ment of new transit concepts.  Because of his interest, he was assigned to a subcommittee that 

developed the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964.  Through his efforts, a Section 6 was 

added to the Act entitled Research, Development, and Demonstration Projects.  The key para-

graph of that section read as follows:  

 

"The Secretary shall undertake a study and prepare a program of 

research, development, and demonstration of new systems of urban 

transportatio n that will carry people and goods within metropol i-

tan areas speedily, safely, without polluting the air, and in a 

manner that will contribute to sound city planning.  The program 

shall (1) concern itself with all aspects of new systems of urban 

transporta tion for metropolitan areas of various sizes, including 

technological, financial, economic, governmental, and social a s-

pects; (2) take into account the most advanced available techno l-
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ogies and materials; and (3) provide national leadership to e f-

forts of st ates, localities, private industry, universities, and 

foundations."  

 

The HUD Studies.  The work of the early inventors had finally produced an important political 

result!  At that time the U. S. Department of Transportation did not exist and the Urban Mass 

Transportation Act therefore established the Urban Mass Transportation Administration as a unit 

of the Department of Housing and Urban Development.  The new UMTA followed the directive 

of Congress and initiated a series of studies in 1966 to carry out Section 6 of the Act.  Some 17 

studies were authorized each at a level of $500,000, and became known as the HUD studies.  The 

work was done mostly during 1967. The reports were finished in late 1967 and released in 

Spring 1968 while I was on an exchange visit to the Soviet Union working in an entirely differ-

ent field, but almost daily experiencing a variety of mass transit systems.   

 

The most influential of the HUD reports were these: 1) A study by Stanford Research Institute 

whose task was to develop on paper various new concepts from moving sidewalks to PRT to 

dual mode and to estimate their economic benefits for the United States; and 2) a study by the 

General Research Corporation of Santa Barbara.  GRC's major task was to model alternative 

transport systems in actual cities to determine how they would perform compared to convention-

al systems.  A team of 17 specialists in various fields chose Boston as a typical large transit-

oriented city, Houston as a typical large auto-oriented city, Hartford as a typical small transit-

oriented city, and Tucson as a typical small auto-oriented city.  The results of these computer 

modeling studies strongly favored new transit systems.  They showed that, with the projected 

population growth and growth of the use of automobiles, if only conventional transit systems 

were developed, the problems of cities would continue to worsen. Only by deploying personal 

transit systems would it be possible to reverse the direction of worsening congestion in our cities.  

The GRC study has been the most influential of the HUD studies for two reasons:  The first is 

that the results were summarized in a very readable article in Scientific American [8].  This ar-

ticle has become a classic and has been the starting point for much more thinking about the prob-

lems of new transport technology.  The second reason is that the GRC work convinced its chair-

man, Ben Alexander, of the importance of trying to create a national commitment to develop 

these new transport technologies.  He talked to politicians and testified before congressional 

committees, in this way bringing PRT and Dual Mode more strongly into political thinking in 

Washington.   

 

The HUD studies were summarized in a report, Tomorrow's Transportation, authored by Wil-

liam Merritt, who was at that time an UMTA official.  The report was optimistic about the pros-

pects for developing the new technologies in the United States, and influenced the start of a great 

deal of industrial work in the U. S. and elsewhere. 

 

Then came an event that had unfortunate consequences for the development of PRT systems in 

the United States ī a change of administration.  The HUD studies were released only a few 

months before President Nixon's new administrators had warmed their chairs.  It is far less im-

portant that the change was from Democrats to Republicans than that it was a change.  Here was 
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a new group of people heading UMTA that had no commitment, indeed no detailed understand-

ing of the implications of the HUD studies.   Moreover, R&D played a minor role in UMTA's 

agenda. Their main task was to prevent the collapse of existing transit systems in the United 

States and to do so by providing capital grants for the purchase of buses and rapid rail systems.  

The stage of development of the new systems was too early for them to make a contribution to 

immediate improvements, and the new administration wanted results prior to the 1972 elections.   

At the time UMTA was understaffed.  When they received a flood of proposals from the 17 

HUD-funded companies as well as from others for development of all kinds of new transit ideas, 

there was simply no way they could handle these proposals in an orderly manner.  The reaction 

was to fail to consider any of them, which resulted in a great deal of frustration among people 

interested in new transit systems and a period of inaction at the Federal level. 

 

In retrospect, it seems clear that placing both development of new systems and funding of exist-

ing systems in the same agency could only squeeze out the new systems.  Existing systems had 

powerful lobbies at a time when federal money was abundant.  The lobbyists were not about to 

be denied funds by competition from new ideas, and the lobbies for the new systems were rela-

tively weak.  If  an agency responsible only for R&D in ground transportation had been estab-

lished similar to the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, which was established by 

Congress in 1915 to study the problems of flight toward their practical solution, the evolution of 

PRT may have been more orderly, but because of the politics maybe not. 

 

Activities in Other Countries 

 

On various trips outside the United States I made many inquiries of developers of PRT and in the 

process sought to determine if any of the ideas were invented independently there.  In every case 

I found that the stimulus came from contacts with U. S. inventors or later from study of the HUD 

reports.  There were probably at least three reasons:  1) the impacts on the urban environment of 

large numbers of automobiles became a serious problem in the U. S. before it did in most other 

countries, 2) the frontier spirit that prevailed in the U. S. provided a climate of tolerance for ma-

vericks rather than forcing them by social pressure to conform, and 3) during the 1950's, all of 

the other leading industrial nations were recovering from World War II.   

 

Cabtrack.  The British Cabtrack System, a true 

PRT system, was initiated by activities of L. R. 

Blake, who then worked for Brush Electric Com-

pany.  Blake had gone to the United States and 

examined the Alden staRRcar, Urbmobile and 

some other automated transit systems.  In 1967, 

he wrote an article [9] in which he described his 

own synthesis of his findings into a system he felt 

was suitable for British cities and towns.  He 

called his system "Autotaxi."   Blake's work 

started as a private venture and was later sold to 

Brush Electric.                Figure 4. Cabtrack. 
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Brush executives later convinced the Minister of Transport to carry on the idea.  A joint ar-

rangement was made with a National Research and Development Board to fund 50% of the work 

of developing Cabtrack to the state of a test track.  The total budget was £250,000.  

 

The Royal Aircraft Establishment at Farnborough Hants had established an urban-transport 

group and was asked to study Autotaxi.  They renamed it "Cabtrack."   The first phase was a 

nine-month study with a comprehensive report issued in December 1968.  As a second phase the 

RAE got an 18-month contract and then further contracts that culminated in testing of a one-

fifth-scale model.  The last report was issued in March 1974. The RAE work was the first com-

prehensive system study of PRT by a large government organization and considered not only 

technical development but extensive demand and layout analysis. They examined a wide variety 

of control schemes and became confident of operating at a minimum headway of 0.6 sec.  A con-

tract was awarded to Robert Matthew, Johnson-Marshall & Partners, a large British architectural 

firm, for a study of the integration of Cabtrack into a section of London.  The results of that 

study were reported in May 1971 issues of the Architects' Journal and at the National Confe-

rence on PRT in Minneapolis in November 1971 [4].   It was the earliest serious study of the vis-

ual impact of overhead-guideway automated transit systems.   

 

In early 1972, after a new election in Great Britain and the appointment of a new Minister of En-

vironment, the Cabtrack program was stopped.  I heard that the new Minister read of the Cab-

track program through the newspapers before he had any detailed briefing.  His reaction was 

strongly negative and he refused to approve extensions of the program.  The British Cabtrack 

program was the earliest serious development program in the world on high-capacity PRT and 

the final reports are still of great value both in methodology and results. It is a pity that they were 

never summarized in readily available book form.  

          

CVS.  The Computer-Controlled Vehicle System (CVS) is a one-second-headway, 2000-lb, four-

passenger-vehicle PRT system developed in Japan beginning in 1968.  Scale models were built, a 

1000-vehicle network was simulated, and a 

full -scale test facility began operating in 1972 

in a suburb of Tokyo with 4.8 km of guide-

way and 60 vehicles.  Extensive planning and 

costing studies were done including one for 

Baltimore in the late 1970s. The CVS pro-

gram was discontinued for a number of rea-

sons.  As an external observer, I became 

aware of the following: 1) The size, cost and 

visual impact of the guidewayðthree meters 

wide by about 1.8 meters deep; 2) problems 

of traction in wet and icy weather; 3) a rough 

ride; and 4) lack of understanding of how to 

obtain adequate capacity in stations by use of 

multiple berths and simultaneous loading.            Figure 5. CVS 


