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ASSEMBLYMAN ROOERT P. HOLLEN3ECK (Chail'111an): I would like to 

apologize for starting late. I was trying to wait for a few other 

Committee members who sa1d they would be here. It seems they are being 

delayed. Since people have been good enough to c001e to testify today, 

I don't want to impose on then time. So, I think we should start the 

hearing. There is a record being made for the rest of the Committee 

members so they will be able to review the testimony of the briefing we 

are going to receive today. 

I am Assemblyman Robert Hollenbeck; I am the Chairman of the 

Assembly Agriculture and Environnent Commit tee. This Commit tee was 

directed by the Assembly, by a resolution, to hold hearings with 

regard to the water supply problems in the State, if there are any. 

The Committee is well aware, of course, that there has been a shortage 

of rainfall. There is no human being ~o can take care of that 

particular problem. We are well aware of that. This is not 

necessarily a defense, because water mana_;]ement and water supply are 

based upon coping during periods of shortages so that you can move 

water from areas v.tlere there is an abundance, or a safer yield at the 

moment, and bring it to areas where there are shortages. That 1s the 

whole objective of water supply management in the State of New Jersey. 

I think some things have been done in a lot of areas; however, I think 

i'h some areas maybe the planning process has delayed some of the 

action. 

That is v.tly a lot of the hearing information will be more 

technical, and that is why this 1s a bneflng, rather than a full 

legislative hearing ~ere we ask the pub lie to testify. What we are 

trying to do is obtain information dealing with a lot of the techmcal 

aspects of water supply and how they are handled. For that reason, we 

have members of the Department of Environmental Protection here to 

testify before us. 

To my left is Mark Smith, who is the Committee A1de. 

left is Glenn Beebe, a Commit tee Aide fr001 Minority Staff. 

members of the Committee arrive, I will introduce them to you. 

On his 

As the 

We will start with Assemblyman Bennett Mazur, v.tlo 1s the 

legislator who put the resolut1on before the General Assembly d1rect1ng 



this study. I thought to start this off we should hear fr001 the 

Assemblyman, so Assemblyman Mazur would you please come forward? 

ASSEMBLYMAN 0. E£Nt£TT MAZI.fi: Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for 

inviting me to testify at the openirw;J of these hearirw;Js. 

As you know, these hearings were requested by the Legislature 

in response to an Assembly resolution. As you also know, in 1981, the 

voters of New Jersey authorized the issuance of $350 million for 

improvements and repairs to New Jersey's water supply system. The 

approval of the bonds reflected the concern of the voters about the 

previous droughts \'klich have been COOling with increasin;;~ frequency and 

increasing severity, in 1965, 1966, 1976, 1980, 1981, and, of course, 

now, four years later. 

The Byrne Administration completed a 1981 water supply master 

plan. That was four years ago. With the advent of the drought of 

1985, the citizens of populous northern New Jersey are wonderirw;J what 

happened to the water. The plan was prepared and c001pleted by the same 

bureaucracy which exists at present. The same personnel were involved 

in both Administrations. The fl.llding for water supply improvements was 

also available. My office has received many telephone calls from 

constituents asking for answers to all of these questions, particularly 

1n light of the many newspaper articles, and the investigative 

reporters' reportirw;J 1n The Record, formerly known as The Bergen 

Evening Record. Now it is The Morning Record. 

There are some speci fie areas I think you should look at. I 

served on the Capital Budget and Planning Commission for three years. 

In the early days of the Kean Administration, we were constantly 

bombarded with lectures by members of the Governor's Cabinet about the 

necessity to hold down the bonded indebtedness of the State. 

Representatives of Wall Street inst1tutions were brought in to tell us 

how easy it would be to damage the State's credit ratirw;J by issuing any 

more than the present outstanding bond. The level of debt should not 

rise; it should be kept in a speci fie ratio to the wcane of the 

State. That reluctance to spend permeated the State House, wh1ch may 

have led to reluctance to spend the moneys the people of New Jersey had 

instructed be spent for our water supply system. 
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I also have newspaper accounts fran The Record of sectional 

or parochial concerns about speci fie projects and the objectives of 

political leaders in the Morris/Somerset area. The Round Valley/Spruce 

Run reservoirs were the objects of these complaints. They are both 

State-owned projects. A pipeline only six miles lorg could have been 

connected to the Passaic River, which would, in turn, have brought 100 

million gallons of water a day to the Hackensack Water Company, the 

Jersey City Water Company, and the Passaic Valley Water Company -- or 

Commissions. Plans for that project were in place awaiting 

implementation. That project was put on the back shelf due to 

interference on the part of some local political leaders. One of them 

said, "The region is growing rapidly and cannot afford to share this 

valuable water source." But, if all the rural growing areas of the 

State refuse to part with water, where then will this parochialism 

leave New Jersey? Where wi 11 the water cane from? Obvious! y, it is 

not going to come out of the highly urbanized areas of the State 

because it is not available in tt"X>se areas. I think more should be 

explored as to why this particular project changed fran a top priority 

in the water supply master plan to a back-shelf project. 

Since I presented the resolution to the Assembly, I have come 

under some criticism from the Commissioner of the Department of 

Environmental Protection. He said that planning delayed these 

projects, but the plans were alreooy in place. Was it really necessary 

to rework the existing plans, to restudy the studies? The planning 

process has tradi tiona11y been a senes of steps. If you wi 11 bear 

with me I will run through than quickly. We call this the rational, 

deductive model. 

The first step 1s, one determines goals. The second step is, 

one attempts to evaluate the present situation; how short do we fall of 

the goals? The third step is a search for alternatives, for means of 

attaining the goals. The fourth step is the weighing of the 

consequences of each alternative. The fifth step is the selection of 

that alternative ~ich most closely approximates the desired goals. 

The sixth step is implementing the alternative, and the seventh step is 

to set up feedback to assure at tainnent and to modify the alternative 

if that is necessary. 
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The Department seems to have gotten as far as the fifth step, 

to select that alternative which most closely approximates the desired 

goals, but it has been bogged down there for 40 roonths and 1s now 

desperately trying to make up for lost time. I quote from The Bergen 

Record: "We got caught short by two years, and we have egg on our 

face, a DEP spokesman said in defendin;J a decision to shelf the Round 

Valley project." That was the front-page story in the April 21 

edition. 

I also have the progress report of the statewide water supply 

master plan of September, 1984. On the first page, we have the 

following-- It is the very, very first thin;}, almost a preanble to 

this report, and it says: "The important feasibllity study concerning 

additional water supply for the northeast and its accanpanying safe 

yield and demand studies were completed, discussed at public meetings, 

and improved. These studies indicate that there will be no need for 

any State-supported water supply project for northeast New Jersey for 

some years." This was just last September. This shows the position of 

the Department as it relates to State-supported water supply projects. 

The people of New Jersey are now facing restrictions, rationin;Js, and 

surcharges because of th1s inact1on. 

I want to thank you aga1n for the opportunity to appear 

before your Corrmittee and, also, for lookin;J into this matter. If I 

can be of any assistance to the Committee, please feel free to call on 

me. The people of this State will be grateful for your efforts. They 

certainly deserve answers to their important questions. As they watch 

their lawns parch, their swimming pools collect dirt, and one thing and 

another this summer, they will want answers frcxn us. I think all of 

us, as members of the Legislature, are going to want answers too 

reasonable answers, logical answers, not just rhetoric. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Assemblyman Mazur. 

Please sit there for a minute. I would like to introduce Assemblyman 

John Bennett and Assemblyman Robert Shinn, both members of this 

Committee. Does anyone have any questions for Assemblyman Mazur? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Not at this t1me. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Assemblyman Mazur, I would like to 

invite you to sit up here at the Committee table to listen to the 

testimony, if you so desire. I don't know that I will allow you to ask 

questions of anyone appearing here. I think that is the Committee's 

job. If you have somethirY:;J important, I am sure you will find some way 

to communicate it to the Chair. (laughter) 

I would like to ask Commissioner Hughey to cane up to the 

witness table. He has a group of people with him, and I have asked 

them all to sit up front because I know they have a presentation to 

make and some charts they want to show us. 

Good morning, Commissioner Hughey. Would you like to 

introduce your associates? I know than all by name, but I don't know 

their official titles and I wouldn't want to get them wrong. 

CCMMISSIOt£R RmERT E. lt.JGIEY: Mr. Chairman, let me start on my right 

with Rocco Ricci, who runs the State Water Supply Authority. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Is he the Executive Director? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes, he is the Executive Director of 

that Authority and has been since-- He is our first Executive 

Director. On my far left is Dirk Hofman, who I think you all know. He 

has been involved in water supply in this State for the better part of 

his professional career. Between Dirk and myself is John Gaston, who 

has alternately been a part of the water supply systan of this State 

throughout the course of his career. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for inviting us today. We 

have had a number of opportunities to discuss water supply, but never 

in this kind of a formal setting. I think it is an advantage. Before 

I turn this over to a brief summary for the purpose of giving the 

Committee the same kind of background I think we should all start with 

as a base for questioning, let me respond very briefly to some canments 

that have been made, not necessarily today, but mostly repeated today. 

I, also, bring to this profession a background in planning. 

Since I have taught planning, I have also taught all of the theories 

for planning. I would suggest to you that by the time you are finished 

with our testimony today, you are going to find that no matter what 

method you want to use by the textbook, there is another step in the 
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public process, particularly with major projects, and that is called 

the environmental process. That is where you get permits, and it 

precedes implementation. I think that is a major iten to keep 1n 

mind. You just don't get a good idea, dec1de H is good, and move 

forward. 

Secondly, I think there was a question raised which I think 

was unfortunate, but I guess we have to deal with questions like that, 

about who is responsible for water supply am who takes credit for 

water supply? It never occurred to me that a major progran like water 

supply for the State of New Jersey was anyone's special project, that 

it was done because someone decided to do it, or that someone else had 

decided not to do it. The fact is, we all work together in this State 

to develop water supply and any major progran we work on works the 

same. The ideas of one administration become the plans of another 

administration and the implementation of a third. There seems, to me 

at least, to be enough in that process for everyone to take credit for 

it, and that is the way it should be. 

We are working on a long-range plan. Many components of that 

plan were put into place before we got here. Some of the major 

components of that plan were not even anticipated three years ago. But 

that is as it should be. They Wlll be implemented through this 

Administration and the next administration and the third 

administration, and everyone will be responsible for a water supply 

plan that works. 

The third thi~ I would like to do in terms of a speci fie 

correction is talk very briefly about the one project am we are 

going to talk about it in far more detail that Bennett raises each 

time he talks about what has not happened in water supply. You talk 

about the Raritan/Passaic pipeline and it seems to me that everyone has 

developed a remarkably short memory. The Raritan/Passaic pipeline was 

not stopped by a group of people in any one part of the State because 

they did not want to lose water supply. I think it depends really on 

which newspaper column you want to quote from, three and a half or four 

years ago, who stopped the Raritan/Passaic pipeline. The fact 1s, 

nothing political stopped the Rantan/Passaic p1pellne. What we d1d 
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was-- We had a chance to evaluate 1t and we did a series of studies -

actually three studies -- all of which are goirg to be presented to 

this Committee today. They start W"tere you should start on water 

supply, which is yield analysis, and they move all the way through to 

the most economical alternative. 

But, for the record I want everyone to know that when that 

project was being discussed, there were a lot of people \ttlo did not 

like it on both sides of the mountain. On the one side there were 

people who, obviously, did not want to lose water. On the other side 

was a group of people wh:l weren't sure that they wanted to pay for the 

water for backup emergency purposes. There were also people on that 

side who thought that moving forward on that project jeopardized a far 

more significant project that had been discussed for years. It was 

only four years ago that there was a legislative committee which did 

not want to let out a bill that included a $5 million appropriation for 

the Raritan/Passaic pipeline. We ha\e covered a lot of ground in those 

four years. I think the legislators' wish at that time was to take a 

longer look at it. We did take a longer look at it; we took a 

professional look at it. We are prepared to stand on the professional 

recommendations that came out of two independent studies and a summary 

done by the Department. 

Mr. Chairman, we have made sigm ficant progress in this State 

on water supply. This year, we happen to be in a pos1tlon W"tere we 

face a drought. We have taken some actions under that drought. We 

have been joined in th:lse actions by Connecticut, New York, 

Pennsylvania, and Delaware. It is not a drought that pertains only to 

New Jersey. It is a drought that pertains to the Northeast. It is not 

remarkable. Since June of last year, which is now a year, we have lost 

16 inches of rainfall in the Northeast. Since August of last year we 

have lost 14 inches of rainfall. In April, which is one indicative 

month, we anticipated 3. 7 inches of rain and we got just over half of 

it. May was the first month where we got more rainfall than was 

anticipated. 

So, we have a drought, but we also have working with that 

drought, a series of regulations that we have never had in this State 
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before, a series of major projects moving alorg as they were outlined 

before I got here in the 1983 to 1986 canponent of the master plan. 

They are all on schedule. We have ~rked into that ground water 

analysis that was never anticipated, which should have been for 

southern New Jersey, and ~ have ~rked into that critical area, water 

supplies. Beyond that, we have started to adopt our plan to fit the 

needs of today, l'k1ich are the pollution problems we find in a Pomona 

Oaks or a Beachwood. Those problems have all been addressed in water 

supply in the last three years. Those are add-ons; those are new 

things. 

We sit here today with a plan ~ich I think is a better plan 

than we have ever had in this State. We SIt here today with more 

projects ongoing than we have ever seen in this State at any one time, 

probably more than any state 1n the Northeast has seen. They are all 

on target; they are all moving exactly the way they were anticipated to 

move in that plan a long time ago; and, they are being done the right 

way. And, there is a right way. As you are going to flnd out as we 

start to talk about some of these projects, the Water Supply Authority 

doesn't simply decide to move on a project. Rate hearirgs, last year 

alone, took us 14 months for one project. We just moved the Manasquan 

River project forward fran an idea, to reality, to ~ere it is now 

Deady for permits at both the State and Federal levels in 14 months. 

In doing so, we involved over 100 members of the canmuni ty and we ended 

up with an environmental impact assessment, which when it was discussed 

publicly for the first time, there was one negative canment in the 

whole room in Monmouth County. That is pretty remarkable. 

So, we have projects at every stage of the planning process 

and we are now, through the critical areas analysis, and through 

looking at pollution problems In southern New Jersey, moving to the 

next stage of the projects. I think that this State should be proud of 

its record. When I say that, I mean the State. I didn't do it; I 

didn't get the bond issue passed; I haven't been responsible for the 

appropriations bills. Members of this Comm1 t tee have. But, we have a 

good plan. It is a good plan because the people who have worked on it 

have worked on it consistently, and let me make just one other point 
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here. I don't refer to anyone in my Department as a bureaucrat, but 

as a professional in water supply. These people are some of the best 

in the country. They have moved these projects forward as quickly as 

possible. I think, as we outline the current situation for you today, 

the projects underway, and the next stage of the projects, which is the 

planning stage, the Committee will share my opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, allow me to introduce first John Gaston, who, 

along with Dirk Hofman, IS going to summarize for you the status of the 

drought in a very summary fashion, because I don't think that 1s the 

key to today's discussion. I an goirg to ask John to take it from 

there to the projects, the plannirg stages, the implementation stages, 

and the stages we anticipate for the future. We have all of the 

information we are going over today in summary form for the Committee, 

including the appendixes which are the backup reports that have created 

these summar1es. John? 

JDHN GASTON: Thank you very much, Commissioner. Let me begin by 

highlighting where we stand and v.My we have a drought today, usirg some 

of the diagrams we have put together over the last several months. 

This first diagran shows accumulated reductions 1n precipitation for 

two of the droughts which are the most recent in our memory, the one 1n 

~981 and, of course, the severest drought of record 1n 1964-1965. The 

powder blue (referring to diagram) shows you why we are concerned about 

the current situation. Accumulated precipitation in March, April, and 

into the first of May has fallen significantly below the drought of 

record in the 1960s, and caused us to beg1n thinking we were go1ng to 

get to the granddaddy of all the droughts, the drought of 1985, and 

t he rea ft e r . 

More recently, we have had an uptake in precipitation. May 

has been a good month. We ha-. e had o-. er five inches of rainfall, and 

that has put us in somewhat of a better position, but certainly not in 

a recovered state of affairs. 

This next diagram shows you the status of the reservoirs and 

aga1n why we were concerned with this drought. The black line shows 

the reservoirs normally full and empty, 10D?a 1n good times, and during 

the summertime down to about 70?ci. The droughts of 1964 and 1980/1981 
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are shown on here. You can see that at the minimum levels the 

reservoir is back down to 20% or 25%. The drought of 1985 really 

skipped the first year because there was no rain dur irr:J the winter, so 

we went down on an empty cycle and really did not come back up again 

until we got the rainfall we saw in the last four weeks. 

The reservoirs have gone up. They are now at almost 70% of 

capacity, but they are still tracking just et>ove the situation W"lich 

occurred in 1964. It is a situation where streans, strean backs, and 

the residual water available to us isn't there because of past months 

of a rainfall deficit. So, we are expectirr:J the worst, which we 

should, and that is, as we turn over, if we do not continue to get 

average or above average rainfall, the reservoirs will empty faster 

than normal because they will not be filling up at the rate we would 

like to see them filling up. At any rate, we are at about 70%. We are 

a little bit better than we were -- considerably better than we were In 

one drought and not quite where we would want to be relative to 

1964/1965. 

In the Delaware Basin -- there are too many lines on here 

(referring to diaJran) -- basically W'lat H says is, in the Delaware 

Basin we are in-between the regulatory curves that have been set up. 

We are delineatirr:J W"len you should be in a drought warnirr:J concli tion 

a~d when you should be in an all-out drought condition. In this 

instance -- again powder blue -- it shows that we are in a drought 

warning state, but because of the fact that we have been in a drought 

warning state far many, many months, a deci sian has been made to 

declare a drought in the Delaware Basin. I might add that this week 

New York City will move toward increasirr:J the level of restraints that 

are taking place in the City. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO£ECK: John, do you mind If we ask 

questions with reference to the charts? 

MR. GASTON: If you want to. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, I think we will ask questions 

on the charts, all right? The other thirr:Js are numbers. I have a few 

questions on the charts, and I think maybe some of the other members of 

the Commit tee have some too. Wi 11 you please put the last chart up 

again? 
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MR. GASTON: The Delaware situation? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, that chart. If the black 

lines, and in-between them, show the period W"len we go into a drought 

warning, when did that first occur? 

MR. GASTON: Dirk, why don't you handle that? 

DIRK C. I-lTMAN: Okay. The process on the Delaware side-- You have to 

remember, on the Delaware side you have four states and the Federal 

government involved in the regulatory aspects of the Delaware Basin. 

We have a procedure. We have adopted these lines based on a negotiated 

agreement between the states. What the negotiated agreement says is, 

when you go below the line, and you are below that line for five 

consecutive days, you are automatically in the drought warning status. 

We went bel ow that line about the first of December; 

however, we only stayed there for four days. On the fifth day, we 

bounced above. You can see that the blue line ran parallel to that 

line until we got to the point of about the second week in January. 

So, since the second week in January, we have been in this drought 

warning status. At this stage of the game everyone assumed we were 

going to bounce all the way through the line in February. Fortunately, 

we got enough rain to keep us in that line. 

You have to remember, the whole concept of these two lines 

was only developed since 1981. We were negotiating that type of an 

arrangement during the last drought. We started our negotiations in 

about 1978, but had not come to any conclusion. We had never entered-

You see, this W.ole chart clips back over here now and starts again 

when you begin the first of June. This is a year which begins the 

first of June and runs to the first. of May. So, we automatically, at 

the end of May, bounce over here and enter over at this point. We had 

never entered the draw-down cycle at such a low level before on the 

records. So, based on that, and based on the ability within the 

agreement, it was determined, about. two or three weeks ago, to declare 

a drought. We declared a drought within the Delaware, even though we 

are not below the drought line. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Actually though, we were 1n a 

drought period since January. 
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MR. HCfMAN: We have been in a drought warning period since 

January. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE N3ECK: A drought warn1ng period since 

January. 

MR. HCfMAN: That is correct. We declared a drought warning 

back in January. The City of New York took cuts in its diversions and 

the State of New Jersey took cuts in its allocated diversions from the 

base. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: That is the question I had on that 

chart. Are there any other questions? Bob? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Yes, I have a quick question. The data 

base you use for your reservoir capacity -- how diverse is that? In 

other words, what are you using as that data base to plot your graphs? 

MR. HOFMAN: The capacity of the reservoirs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That's using all reservoirs, not 

individual reservoirs? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Are we talking just--

MR. HOFMAN: (interruptlng) The chart that John d1d not show 

you talks about the four major systems in northeastern New Jersey. We 

rely on the Hackensack system, the Jersey City system, the Wanaque 

system, and the Newark system. These four major reservoir systems make . 
up the northeastern part of the State. 

MR. GC\STON: Because of the 1nterconnections, we have the 

ability to treat those as a single entity and this is what we call our 

canbined chart which puts them all together. 

ASSEMBLYf~AN HOLLENBECK: So, as you talk, you're talking 

about four reservoirs? 

MR. GASTON: We're talking about four reservoir systems. 

There are actually more than four reservoirs. 

ASSEMBLYI~AN HOLLENBECK: When you come up with your total 

figure, are you talking four or all? 

COM'-iiSSIONER HUGHEY: We are talking all but four systems, 

which means more than four reservoirs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: But, there 1s no aqUl fer level 

interjection 1n that, just reservoir level? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !\BECK: In other \'tUrds, \'Alen ~ talk about 

Oak Ridge--

MR. H(J"MAN: (interrupting) That is part of the Newark 

system. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !\BECK: Part of the Newark system. There 

are other reservoirs, right? 

MR. H(J"MAN: That's right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: We use the Oak Ridge low level and 

we average it out with a high level then? 

MR. HOFMAN: Total capacity in the Newark system versus total 

available storage in the Newark system. The same with the others. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The same thing w1th Hackensack? 

MR. HOFMAN: Hackensack, right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Where Lake Tappan is added in? 

MR. H(J"MAN: That's right. Hackensack has three. Lake 

Tappan, Oradell, and Wood Forest. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Wood Forest, is that Hackensack's? 

MR. HOFMAN: Which one? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE 1\BECK: Does Wood Forest belong to 

Hackensack? 

MR. H(J"MAN: Yes. 

MR. HOFMAN: What about Woodcl1ff Lake? 

MR. HOFMAN: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That's empty though. 

MR. HOFMAN: That's right. That is very small. 

MR. GASTO~: What we are plotti~ here is total reservoir 

yielding and volume in gallons, and for the systems in the Northeast, 

it's 69.2 billion gallons of capacity versus time. We're doing that on 

a percentage bas1s. When we talk about the low, low point, it was 

about 22% in the drought of 1980/1981, and normally at this time of the 

year we like to be above 90%. Of course, we're not; we are around 70%. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, but that occurred in 1980/1981 

in the fall, didn't it? 

MR. GASTON: That's r1ght. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEr-.EECK: That was after the summer, and this 

time we are going into the summer. 
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MR. GASTON: It's a very dangerous situation to be in. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Actually, the potential for this one 

is far worse. 

MR. HOFMAN: If you just look at this black line here, this 

is the normal cyclical operation of a reservoir, being full the first 

of June, and bottoming out in November. This is where we are now as we 

enter the first part of June, ~ich \\Uuld indicate that normally we 

would start going down. If that is the case, we are much worse off 

than we were in the 1980/1981 period, and we are only slightly better 

than we were in the 1960s. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEI\f3ECK: And that even included the 

conservation figures of 1980 and 1981. 

MR. HOFMAN: That is correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: And we still showed that going down. 

MR. GASTON: We want to show you a little bit more about that 

if we may move on to one of the others, that is if there are no further 

questions. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Are there any other questions on the 

charts? (negative response) All right. 

MR. GASTON: Now, just a quick overview of what has taken 

P,_lace as far as the drought is concerned. This dil:~Jran shows you the 

areas of the State that have been put in d1fferent classifications. On 

April 17, Governor Kean declared the first drought emergency in the 93 

towns that are crosshatched up here. That provided for mandatory 

restrictions on the use of water for non-essential uses and for outdoor 

uses, which I will cover 1n a moment. 

On May 16, the drought was expanded to be a statewide 

declaration for all 567 municipalities and the municipalities along the 

Delaware Basin. Consistent w1th the action of the Delaware R1ver Basin 

Corrrnission, a mandatory phase one set of restrictions was applied to 

those towns W"lich were impacted with respect to surface water use, or 

those which had ground water problems we were aware of. So, stretching 

from Sussex all the way down to the borders of Gloucester and Camden, 

there were a number of towns 122, I believe -- that went on phase 

one mandatory restrict1ons. 

14 



In the northeast, we added several towns. In northwest 

Bergen County, we added to the phase one mandatory restrJ.ctions those 

towns or canmunities which used ground water. Where ~ noted that 

ground water problems were beginning to be experienced because of the 

relative storage capacity of aquifers bei~ used, we also added a 

couple of towns -- Roseland, Essex Fells, and another one -- to the 

phase one restrictions. The towns which were impacted by the phase one 

declaration were moved over to phase two, the rationing status, on May 

17. Those towns really are the purveyors of those towns, 37 of them, 

that furnish water to their customers. The phase two mandatory 

restrictions include continuation of the mandatory phase one 

restrictions. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. Before you proceed, we 

have another chart so we would just like to get some--

MR. GA.STON: (interrupti~) I can flip back to that. This 

1s a two-part story. Let me finish the second part and then-

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Yes, because I would 

like to clarify something. 

MR. GL\STON: Before I do that, as you can see, most of the 

State 1s covered by the voluntary restrictions, which say, in common 

sense terms, "Don't use water at a tlme when it is not raini~ as it 

should." Now this gives you the articulation of what the restrictions 

are. The phase one restrictions are voluntary. Practice water 

conservation and reduce water use as best you can. Phase one mandatory 

restrictions involve no lawn watering; plants, shrubs, and gardens may 

be watered only by bucket or hand-held hose with an automatic shut-off 

valve; no car washing except at canmercial sites; no serving of water 

in restaurants; pools may be filled once dunng the season; no washing 

of streets or dnveways; and, no water may be used 1n ornamental 

fountains. There are restr1ctions on the use of water at sod farms, 

nurseries, and golf courses, and a ban on outdoor recreational water 

uses, including golf courses, tennis courts, and sw1mm1ng pools, except 

under special conditions as articulated in the order. There must be 

reduced water use by commercial and industrial users without affecting 

employment, and conservatlon metrods and f1xtures should be installed 
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to be used in all non-residential facilities. So, it is a fairly 

comprehensive set of requirements directed at curtaHirg the use of 

water in areas where we have demonstrated concerns. 

The rationirg phase which gets added on to the phase one 

mandatory restrictions involves all the mandatory restrictions, a goal 

of a 25% reduction by all users, and the means by which to attain that 

through the imposition of emergency surcharge schedules W"lich are 

included in the regulations that have been reviewed by the pub lie and 

adopted by the Commissioner earlier this year. The charge that is 

imposed across the board is 1. 33 times the normal rate for 

non-residential users. If you are a non-residential user and they 

curtail your water use by 25%, your water bill doesn't change. 

For the residential users there is a surcharge of $5.00 per 

100 cubic feet for all residential use above SO gallons per capita per 

day. The purveyors that are impacted are in the process of getting the 

administrative mechanism in place to have this set of emergency 

surcharge restrictions imposed. 

So, those are the mechanics of the job, the areas that are 

covered, the various phases that are appllcable, and the terms that go 

along with that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: My question deal1ng only with the 

c'hart was-- Let's take the hatched area, all right? That part went 

into phase one on what date? 

MR. GASTON: April 17 • 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEI\SECK: April 17. And what about the pink 

portion? When did that go into phase one? I'm talking about along the 

Delaware. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The Delaware. 

MR. GASTON: Oh, the pink portion, May 16. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: May 16 they went into phase one. 

MR. GASTON: Right behind the action of the Delaware River 

Basin Commission to declare a drought in the Delaware Basin. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE t\BECK: Even though you show on your other 

chart that in January we were in that condition. 

COMt>iiSSIONER HUGHEY: No, Bob. I think 1n January we were 1n 

a warn1ng condition. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: If 1\e are showing the regulatory 

lines and the warning, what is the difference--

COMMISSIONER HUQ-JEY: (interrupting) A drought warning, in 

typical conditions in the Delaware, has no impact except for a drought 

warning. But, what is unusual this time, which relates to W"lat you 

said before about the time of the year, is that we are still in a 

drought warning sta;~e according to the categories, but ~<E ~<Ere in a 

drought condition as of the thirteenth. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: But, we are now in phase one-- the 

pink portions along the Delaware? 

MR. HCFMAN: No. What happens here--

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: (Interrupting) Yes, we are now. 

MR. HCFMAN: We are now. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. You say you are now 1n 

phase one along the pink portions, along the Delaware River. 

MR. HOFMA~: That is correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: You did not go into that in January. 

MR. HOFMAN: Oh, no. 

C!J.1MIS SIONER HUQ-JEY: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Because you are saying that was only 

for a drought warning. 

MR. HOFMAN: That's right. A drought warning--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) What was different 

between January and where we are now? Why would you be in phase one 

now? Why weren't you in phase one in January? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: There are two differences which I think 

Dirk sort of alluded to. One is that the Basin made a decision based 

on where we were in the time of the year, which means that at the end 

of this curve you pick up in June. If you look at that compared to a 

regular year, it was time to go to a drought condition even though we 

had not reached that on the scale. The second difference was, the 

Delaware River Basin Commission -- of which we are members -- met on 

May 13 and said that because they were entering June at a pJint on the 

scale they had never seen before, they were going to take the drought 

warning to a drought condition. We followed that on May 16. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOULNJECK: But, that curve automatically 

changed. Your regulatory curve already takes that into position, and 

you have been falling into that position since January. They only did 

it in May. 

MR. HCFMAN: Well, ~en we entered here, we took steps W"lich 

were consistent with our agreement in entering a drought warning. We 

cut back the diversions to New York City. We cut back the diversions 

to the State of New Jersey. So, we took those actions which were 

prudent to take at that !XJint in time. At that time, we didn 1 t know 

whether we were going to continue to go on down or whether we were 

going to bounce up. What has happened is, we have been tracing this 

thing since we got into that situation, ar£1 we noticed that we have 

cane up and started to even out. If we had continued to cane on up, 

chances are we would not have done that. However, since we completely 

flattened out since April, and even the storms we have gotten in 

northeastern New Jersey we did not get in the Delaware to the same 

degree-- Back on April 13 we held a public hearing and there was 

overwhelming support for the idea that we needed to do something. We 

could not afford to enter this period over here and not be in a 

drought. So, we took prudent actions -- at least we thought they were 

prudent actions -- to declare a drought at this sta;;~e of the game. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Although we had the same conditions 

we knew had occurred in January. 

MR. HOFMAN: Well, in January you entered the drought 

warning. You don 1 t know \!'that is going to happen. You take action 

based on the information which is available at the time. At that t1me, 

we declared a drought warning, W"lich was the automatic thing to do. 

However, when we got over to here (referring to chart), we were in a 

situation where we did not know what was going to happen. We wanted to 

begin to save as much water as possible. This allowed us to do a 

number of things. This allowed us to begin to store water in some of 

the flood control facilities. This allowed us to begin to manage the 

big power canpany reservoirs within the Basin to make water available 

for drought management purposes. You couldn't do those things if you 

remained in a drought warning because they do not trigger until you 

enter a drought. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What did you do on January 1 in the 

hatched area? 

MR. HOFMAN: This is the Delaware. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I know, the one is Delaware. Now I 

am asking, on January 1, what did you do at that time in the hatched 

area? Did we go into a drought warning? 

MR. HOFMAN: Let's go back to W"lat was transpiring here. 

Please bear with us on this. On January 1, we were still on an empty 

pattern -- this drought. we are talking about here. There was a 

reasonable expectation that the rest of January, February, March, and 

April would produce significant water and carry us back up again. In 

previous droughts, 1980/1981 and the 1960s drought, when we got to 

January, we were in sad shape as far as the reservoirs were concerned. 

They were very, very low. So, in January, we began to watch what was 

happening from the precip1 tation standpoint to see whether or not we 

were going to get add1 tional precipitation and go up, or whether we 

would have what has happened, which is a smat. tering of rain and a level 

situation with respect to the reservoirs. 

When February came around, we began to become significantly 

concerned, particularly when a warming trend took place and instead of 

:ain running off into reservoirs, it went up into the atmosphere. So, 

in February we began to take action to minimize the amount of flowing 

streams. We also began to take action to move water fran reservoirs 

that had excess capacity to those systems--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) I am just trying to 

find out under the drought warning condition in the other area, other 

than the Delaware Basin, what actions were taken for phase one -- not 

phase one -- just a drought warning. We went into a drought warning 

situation. What d1d we do at that time? Wnat occurred? In other 

words, was Hackensack Water taking water from their own reservoirs and 

from the Wanaque reservoir? Were they taking it through Passaic Valley 

at that time? 

MR. Gll.STON: Before Dirk answers that, let me just make one 

point. In the Delaware systan you can have a need rule curve, which 

tells you where you are because you are dealing with a single system 
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entity. In New Jersey, we do not have the same ability to have a rule 

curve. We may in a few years as we develop our systan and our 

management sys tern. So, we have been looking at our system based on 

what historic patterns have taken place and what we see in terms of 

rainfall materializing. Based on that, we did the following. Dirk, 

why don't you pick up here. 

MR. HCFMAN: Okay. I think one of the things you have to 

recognize, as John just stated, is that in the Delaware we're talking 

about the three huge New York City reservoirs W"lich totally dwarf 

anything else. In the northeastern part of the State, we're dealing 

with four separate systens, each one independent! y by itself. However, 

we do have the ability to manage then during drought periods as a 

single entity because of the interconnections we have. We started to 

look seriously -- obviously, we were tracking it in December -- at the 

situation in January vilen it was obvious we were dropping down below 

the point where we were concerned. We started to meet with the major 

purveyors, these four and the other major ones in the northeast, and we 

began to do a number of things we call "whee ling water" in order to 

maximize the availability of water and utilize· that resource to the 

best points available. 

We started to maximize the use of the Jersey City system 

because that system is so much higher than all the rest of them. So, 

we started to draw on the Jersey City system. We started to shed lo~s 

between systems. We started to have Jersey C1ty begin to supply, for 

instance, Bayonne, in an effort to relie"e the burden on the Wanaque 

system, which normally would supply Bayonne. The Hackensack Water 

Company began to take water from Jersey Clty in order to help their 

situation out and maximize, again, the use of the Jersey City water. 

Valley? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Did they also take it fran Passaic 

MR. HIFMAN: Pardon? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: D1d Hackensack also take it from 

Passaic Valley? 

MR. HOFMAN: They did for a period of time, yes. You see, 

one of the things you had to do if you wanted to maximize the 
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resources, maximize the use of the available resources, and balance the 

system, was put as much of a load on Jersey City as their system could 

take, because they were in such good shape. In add1 tion to that -- an 

extremely important point -- we began to conserve water by reducing 

passing flow and let-down requirements. Now, \ttl at do I mean by that? 

There is a passing flow requirement, for instance, at the Ramapo Pump 

Station. They have to have a certain passing flow before they are 

allowed to pump water out. We reduced that passing flow so that we 

could max1m1ze the intake of water by the North Jersey systems. We 

began to reduce the letdowns out of the various reservoirs. There is a 

let-down requirement out of the Wanaque reservoir and we began to cut 

that down. We began to cut down the passing flows for the Hackensack 

Water Company so they could take more water out of Sprout Brook and 

some of the other streams. We began to reduce passing flow 

requirements for Commonwealth Water Company so they could take more out 

of the Passaic. 

We went through the \tklole scenano of opportunities to 

maximize the management of the resources and to maximize the 

resources. In February, we advertised under the New ManaJement Act. 

We have a requirement that in order to order passing flows on let-down 

requirements, we have to go through the process of mlding a public 

hearing. We advertised for that in February, and held it in the first 

part of March in order to get pub lie rev1ew of ~at we were doing in 

that area. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 

MR. HOFMAN: This was 

That's right. 

That was your drought warning phase? 

all in the drought warning phase. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. I an just trying to say, 

there are different stages. 

taken by the Department. 

There 1s a drought warning and actions are 

Then you go into phase one, which is 

restricted use, and then phase two, the rationing program. 

understand there are three d1fferent phases. 

So, we 

MR. HOFMAN: That is correct. The actions taken under the 

warning phase are taken str ict.ly by the Department prior to any action 

by the goverment. In order to get into the phase one and phase two 
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actions, a declaration by the Governor is required, which, obviously, 

has already taken place in New Jersey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: We did the phase one action; that 

requires a declaration by the Governor. 

MR. HCTMAN: The first act Ulder phase one was done on April 

17. At that time, it was--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: ( interruptirYJ) That was far the 

hatched area? 

MR. HCTMAN: That was the 93 towns in the hatched area. They 

were put on--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE ~ECK: ( interruptirYJ) So, that was on 

April 17, phase one in the northeast section. 

MR. HOFMAN: That is correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: But not in the pink section. 

MR. HOFMAN: The pink section was added on about a month 

later on May 16. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: May 16 -- that one in phase one and 

the other part in phase two? 

MR. HOFMAN: Yes. It all happened at the same time. The 

Governor declared a drought in the entire State on Thursday, and on 

Friday, under the procedures we have established-- Dr. Richard 

Dewling, as the Drought Coordinator, placed these areas under phase one 

mandatory. He placed the entire State, other than those areas, under 

phase one voluntary, and the 37 purveyors which service all or a 

portion of the 93 municipalities mder the rationing progran. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Are there any questions on that so 

far? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I have a question on the line that cuts 

Bur ling ton County in half. Is that an aquifer line, or is that some 

sort of an arbitrary line? 

MR. HOFMAN: What happens here is, we're talking about the 

Delaware Basin. We have placed those areas in the Delaware Basin that 

depend, down in this area, on the Raritan/Magothy aquifer, and several 

other smaller aquifers here that receiVe a major portion of their water 

as a direct recharge of the Delaware River. One of the main th1ngs 
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that New Jersey is concerned about during droughts is that the salt 

front remains far enough downstrean so that it does not impact on well 

supplies in that Camden metropolitan area. That is one of our big 

pushes. We need to protect the well supply in this area. At times, 

better than 9ma of the wells located adjacent to the River-- Ninety 

percent of that water comes right out of the River. On an over all 

avera:.:Je, we 1 re tal king in the neighborhood of Smo of that water caning 

as a direct recharge fran the River. So, the location of the salt 

front becomes a paranount concern to us. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you. By the way, we have been 

joined by the Vice Chairman of the Committee, Assemblyman Stephen 

Adubato. 

COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: All right. .:bhn? 

MR. GASTON: Let 1 s shift gears and look at the question of 

water use in the Northeast, including the Raritan Basin. Th1s takes us 

to two points that I think are worth making. One, to talk a little bit 

more about the Raritan/Passaic pipeline, and two, to talk about W"lat 

conservation can mean, should mean, and will mean as far as water 

supply management in New Jersey is concerned. 

This chart shows water use in the northeastern part of the 

State, including the Raritan Basin, but exclud1ng Mercer County, 

Monmouth County, western Hunterdon County, all of Warren County, and 

all of Sussex County. So, it 1 s the portion of the Northeast that is 

developing, and developing very rapidly. 

We have millions of gallons on one axis and we have dates 

goir«;:~ out to the year 2000 on the other ax1s. We have charted the 

increase in demand beginnir«;:~ back in 1950 as below 400 million, and 

peaking in 1980 at about 700 million gallons of water a day, at which 

time the drought of 1980/1981 took place and we had a rather dranatic 

drop in the use of water in that region down to some 600 million 

gallons a day. Then in the post 1980/1981 recovery period, we had 

about a 35~o to 4mo recovery of that which was lost during the 1980/1981 

period. 

Now, there are some important ties that go into this 

information. F1 fteen percent reduction in water use was experienced in 
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the 1980/1981 drought, ~ich only partially cane back. Why did this 

happen? Well, we know institutionally that there were businesses in 

the Northeast that aren't there anymore. But, more .importantly, we 

know that the 1980/1981 period caused businesses to look at their water 

use picture fran both an energy use standpoint and fran a total dollar 

standpoint. Significant changes were made in-house, plumbing, 

recycling, etc., that have led to lower use levels as a consequence of 

the post recovery period. We also know that the New Jersey Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System Permit Progran and all of the concern over 

hazardous waste has caused businesses to make decisions to use less 

water and, therefore, put us in a better position in terms of the water 

supply equation, wh1le they are getting a double benefit of saving 

money on water and saving money on the treatment and d1sposal of water. 

In addition, we know that the long-term elements of 

conservation are being put into place in this State. Through our 

regulatory initiatives in the General Water Supply Management Act and 

the regulations ~ich go along with it, three things are happening. We 

have designated critical areas in certain portions of the State, the 

first of ~ich is down in Monnouth County. There we are mandating 

and we haven't specified exactly the amount thus far -- a reduction 1n 

the amount of ground water use for all of the users under the 

allocation system. We will give those users a choice as to how to make 

up that reduction. The reason, of course, 1s the saltwater intrusion 

and overuse pattern that has taken place in the past. One way of 

eliminating or getting away with the reduction that is going to be 

mandated wi 11 be to institute a very vigorous conservation program. 

Secondly, our General Management Act prov1des for a progran 

to deal with the so-called unaccounted for water, aka, leaky p1pes. We 

are going to be requiring purveyors ind1 v idua lly to report to us the 

amounts of unaccounted for waters, and for those systems which have the 

most serious problems, we wi 11 be mandating actions to be taken to deal 

with that. 

Thirdly under the Management Act, conservation plans are 

required in the permits. So, certain of the systems 1n the State have 

already begun to implement those plans. Here in Mercer County, the 
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Pennington Water Company and the Lawrenceville Water Company are two 

that are activatirx;J water conservation programs to deal with then 

responsibilities under the Water Management Act. 

Coupled with the regulatory initiat1ves in the conservation 

area again, we have the Loan Progran for the rehabilitation of 

infrastructure. We had $46 million worth of loan applications 

submitted to us. We put applicants in a position to receive over $16 

million of that money through loan agreements with us and contractual 

arrarx;Jements to use the money for projects that are goirx;J to rehab the 

infrastructure and plug up leaks and problems that exist in the 

infrastructure. 

In our regulations, we also have a mandatory 10% reinvestment 

requirement, wh1ch is again going to have a salutary benefl t as far as 

reducirx;J leaks is concerned. The BOCA Uniform Construction Code has 

been modified to provide for only low-flow fixtures to be installed in 

houses. The BPU, through their Energy Conservation Program -- the Home 

Energy Conservation Progran -- has made low-flow shower heoos and 

low-flow fixtures available to homeowners at modest rates, again, an 

element of improving the use of water in the home. 

Finally, our Office of Water Conservation 1s publicly 

promoting water conservation through pamphlets, through education, and 
•' 

through other things. I guess what I an say1ng 1s, on the water 

conservation front and looking out into the future as to W"lere we are 

heading, we have a very vigorous progran of water conservation. The 

gallon you save is the cheapest gallon you are ever go1ng to produce as 

far as the investment in water infrastructure is concerned. 

Now, the second thing that this llne going out into the 

future tells us is related to the Raritan/Passaic pipeline. In that 

regard, when the Department, in the aftermath of the 1980/1981 water 

crisis when the Rari tan/Passa1c pipeline was initiated-- Part of the 

disagreement as to W"lether or not it could mo\e forward stems from the 

fact that proper studies had not been done indicating that that project 

was the best project, and that it could be built in an environmentally 

responsible fashion. We went back in the aftermath of the 1980/1981 

period and commissioned a study by the URS Corporatwn, which is an 
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engineering firm, to examine the cost-effectiveness of the 

Raritan/Passaic pipeline in comparison with the cost-effectiveness of a 

variety of other projects in the Northeast. The results of that study 

showed clearly that the Raritan/Passaic pipeline was the most 

cost-effective of the projects available for consideration. 

At the same time, we did two other things. First of all, we 

had NJI T do a comprehensive analysis of the yields of the reservoir 

systems up there. We got up-to-date information regardirr;;~ what the 

yields were of the systems. The third basic ingredient in the decision 

making was an examination of demand projections through the year 2000. 

Our staff did that using information back through the 1950s and, also, 

through the current .1nformation that has been produced. We developed a 

number of scenarios regarding W"tat we thought the use of water could 

be, and we picked a conservative assLJTlption of a·1-1/2~6 per year 

increase .1n water demand as the means by v.hich we would make our 

projections out into the future. 

When you combine the projections through the year 2020 with 

the available water that is beirr;;~ produced from the Wanaqoo South 

project, 80 million gallons of additional water for northeast New 

Jersey, in the NJIT analys.1s one .1s led to the conclusion that 

additional water for the northeastern part of the State -- the 93 towns 

we are talk.lng about that are in rationirr;;~ right now -- would not be 

required at least through the year 2010, and perhaps would not be 

required through the year 2020. 

So, on that basis the Raritan/Passaic pipeline was put on a 

deferred status as far as implementation was concerned, and a 

commitment was made--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Was that the 

recommendation of URS? 

MR. GASTON: Pardon me? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Was that the recommendation of URS? 

MR. GASTON: URS looked at the engineerirr;;~ and economic 

aspects of the project. UiS concluded that the Raritan/Passaic 

pipeline southern segment was the most cost-effective of the projects 

analyzed. It was still a relatively expensne project, but of the 

projects ava1lable to be implemented, it was the most cost-effect.lve. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In other ~rds, they suggested 

splitting it into two parts, the southern portion and then the other 

portion? 

MR. GASTON: Well, there were two options as to how the 

project could be implemented. The southern JXl rtion didn 1 t include the 

use of the Jersey City reservoir, which was the more economical 

project. 

We combined the results of that analysis with the results of 

NJIT 1 s, which looked at what the yields were of the reservoir systems 

using up-to-date information, along with the demand studies that were 

available from the Department 1 s work, and we concluded that the 

Raritan/Passaic pipeline did not need to be implemented at this time. 

Therefore, the project was put on a deferred status. However, the 

pumping station site for that project in the Raritan Basin was acquired 

on the assumption that perhaps in the future, and it could have been 

this year, a drought more severe than the drought of the 1960s would 

occur and we would want to rethink the fact that we had deferred this 

project based on it not being necessary under the restraints of the 

drought of the 1960s. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Which one did you find more 

efficient? Which State project dld you find more effl.cient than 
•' 

constructing-- You said we could get 80 million gallons a day from 

Monksville. That is a privately built project; it lS not a State 

project. The State is not involved. 

MR. GASTON: The most efficient project that can and is being 

built is the Wanaque South project, including Monksv1lle. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That is not a State project. That 

is a private project. 

MR. GASTON: Well, it is a pri\<ate/pubhc partnership. The 

North Jersey District Water Supply Commission is a State agency. It is 

a different form of State agency than the Water Supply Autt-ority. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Except it 1s a much smaller thing. 

It is not really a State agency; it is a private agency for that 

particular area dealing with water, isn't it? 
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MR. GASTON: The North Jersey District Water Supply 

Conmission covers the 13 colJlties in the northeastern part of the 

State. It has operated facilities--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) I guess Ideally we 

could say every mlJlicipali ty is a State agency lllder the same type of 

thing. 

COMMISSIONER HUGiEY: I think this is significantly 

different, Bob. The North Jersey Water District has supplied, or is in 

the process of supplying, most of the area we are talking about here 

today. It is a State agency and the project they are anticipating, or 

started construction on last week, or two weeks ago, is a 

public/private partnership, or a public/public partnership. It does 

involve State moneys. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Where is the State money? 

C().1MISSIONER HUGiEY: It is a bill that is either--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Does it start 

at construction? 

involvement? 

If we are dealing with loans, where is the State 

COMMISSIONER HUGiEY: All of the Water Supply Bond Act is 

loans. Our involvement is either $50 m1ll1on or $70 mill1on, depending 

on W"lether you believe W"lat we recanmended, which was a $50 million 

a'ppropr iation, or a $70 million appropriation, which is what came out 

of the Senate. So, there is a minimum of a $50 million canmi tment to 

that project in terms of loans fran the State, fran the Water Supply 

Bond Act. The bill passed in the Senate is a $70 million bill. The 

difference is water treatment. We have always maintained that water 

treatment is not a part of the Water Supply Bond Act moneys. We have 

had that discussion on a number of projects. To tell you how important 

that can be as a precedent, the Manasquan project, wh1ch we are going 

to cover for you today, would double if you included treatment. So, we 

maintain that the water system is the thing we're buying. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I think this is one of Assemblyman 

Mazur's major concerns. I sat in on the orig1nal hearings. I was a 

sponsor of most of this, the creat1ng of the Authority, the management 

plans, and the bond issues. I guess this is where we are going to have 
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most of our questions dealirY:;J with that pipeline. So, let's just talk 

about it for a minute, all r 1ght? 

The ~ S stu::ly was canmi ssionoo by ~om? 

MR. GASTON: The Department. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLEt-BECK: OCP, not the Authority? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, the Department. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: Okay, this was canmissioned by the 

Department. \'there did you pay for it and how much d1d it cost? \ttlat 

bond issue? Wlere did the money cane fran to pay for this particular 

report? 

COM MISSIONER HUG1 EY: Do you rBTlember W"lich bond issue? 

( addressirY:;J Mr. Hofman) 

MR. H(FMAN: I'm pretty sure it was the 1980 Bond Act. It 

was part of the money that was appropriated--

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE N3ECK: ( interru ptirY:;J) Okay. I should look 

under the 1980 Bond Act or the 1981 Bond Act. Are you talkirY:;J about 

the Water Supply Bond Act? 

MR. GASTON: The 1980 Bond Act. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: \'that 1980 Bond Act? 

MR. GASTON: The Nat ural Resources. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: The Natural Resources Bond Act, all 

right. How do we list those, because I have a few of those here 

myself? (Chairman goes thrrugh material in front of him.) The George 

Washington Bridge, Lake Hopatcong interconnection, Hackensack Water 

Company, Newark, Jersey City, North Jersey District Water Supply-- Was 

that what you took out of the Natural Resources Bond Act for the water 

supply interconnect ions? Wlat did this one cane out of and how much 

did it cost? 

MR. GASTON: It was arrund $215,000 or $225,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Two-hLndred and henty-five thousand 

dollars for this report? Wlere was the appropriation fran? I can't 

find it. We can't find \'here the money was appropriated for this 

study. At least, I can't fird it. 

Regarding the NJIT study, \'hat d1d that come out of? Was 

that on a yield analysis? 
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COMMISSIONER HUQ-fEY: On a yield analysis, yes, and, again, 

it was paid for by the Department, but I an checkHYJ the source. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, because 1<€ are interested in 

where it came from. I think that one came out of the bond issue, out 

of the water supply bard issue-- $239,000. Is that correct? 

CO~ISSIONER HUGHEY: I don't think so, Bob, because I don't 

think it was that much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right, let me just find it here, 

because I have it. lk"lder the Water Supply Bard Act, we have let's 

see--

COMMISSIONER HUQ-fEY: ( interruptiry;;J) Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, Commissioner. 

MR. GASTON: Both the URS study and the fust NJIT study came 

out of the 1980 bard issues. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What was the first study, if there 

1s a second study? 

MR. GASTON: There is a follow-up study \'€ are goirg to talk 

about which deals with regional management in an effort to rm the 

reservoirs to produce more yield for everyone's benefit. That is being 

done by NJIT. It will be funded out of the 1981 Bond Act. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I know I pulled it out of 
.. 
something; I am just trying to see where. I think it came out of the 

water supply bard. It is listed in there for $239,000. It is out of 

the Water Supply Bond Fund 1981 for feasibility studies. All right? 

We had a feasibility study, a safe yield analys1s --to NJIT, 

$239,000. So, that $239,000 was for the safe yield analysis. 

MR. GASTON: That is the second NJIT study. The first study 

was funded out of the 1980 Bond Act. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: So, which one is this now? 

MR. GASTON: The one you are questioning is the first study. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That is the safe yield analysis? 

MR. GASTON: Yes, the safe yield analysis. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That one there? 

MR. GASTON: That was funded out of 1980 -- that one. There 

1s one that you don't have. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The 1980? 
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MR. GASTON: Bond Act. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Which Bond Act? 

MR. GASTON: The Natural Resources Bond Act. 

C0t-t1ISSIONER HUGHEY: Both of the studies you talked about, 

Bob-- The two studies that have to do with the Raritan/Passaic were 

done out of the 1980 Natural Resources Bond Act. The one you find with 

reference to the 1981 Bond Act is an OrlJOirwJ study by NJIT, what we are 

calling the second study. So, the first two studies that have to do 

specifically with the Raritan/Passaic cane out of the 1980 Natural 

Resources Bond Act, probably out of the study money provided fran one 

of the emergency appropriations. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I can't find where this was done in 

the 1980 Natural Resources Bond Act. That is \\flat I am questionirwJ. I 

can't find where the appropriation was for it. There were a couple of 

appropriations dealing with it. It actually came out in 1981, Chapter 

29, $8 million. Where are the studies? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Bob, I don't have that. I am having 

someone look for it right now. I can't pull it out, but both of thdse 

studies were paid for out of 1980 Bond Act money, at least to the best 

of my recollection. I an havirg someone check that. The study you 

find directly referenced in the 1981 Bond Act is an appropriations bill 

that applies to a second study being done by NJIT. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What is the name of that study? 

MR. GASTON: That is the Regional Management Study of Safe 

Yield. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The safe yield analysis? 

MR. GL\STON: Right. The safe yield analysis for regional 

management. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Isn't this the safe yield analysis? 

(Chairman holds up material he 1s referrirwJ to) 

MR. GASTON: That 1s a yield analysis for the--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) The safe yield study 

of proposed projects to provide a:::tdi tional water for northeast New 

Jersey. 
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MR. G4STON: Well, let's just put thirgs in context. The 

purpose of that project was to look at individual reservoirs and 

articulate W"lat the yield was of those individual reservoirs using the 

most current up-to-date information. The purpose of the second study 

we are having done is to look at all tt-ose reservoirs together to see 

if they can't be operated in a way to produce more water. Ultimately, 

that is the cheapest water that anyone can produce. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: This particular report -- the safe 

yield analysis -- was paid for from the Natural Resources Bond issue of 

1980, Chapter 29 of 1981? 

COMMISSIONER 1-l.JGfEY: That is the information we have right 

now, Bob. I have someone checking it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !\BECK: How much did that one cost? 

COt+iiSSIONER HUGHEY: Approximately $90,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !\BECK: Ninety tt-ousand dollars for this 

report. What about the $239, 000? Now we have another report that 

shows you have taken the money, and we have a $239,000 study. 

MR. GASTON: Bob, if we could produce 10 additional million 

gallons of water out of that second report far $2 39, 000, that would 

ul t.imately be the cheapest water anyone could ever find up in the 

northeast. The cost of water on a dollars-per-thousand-gallons basis 
•' 
~s enormous. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !\BECK: I am only trying to find out-- You 

see, all of a sudden you're tal king about a second NJIT study, and you 

made the decision before in the Department about URS and NJI T. There 

is the NJIT report; there is the URS report; and, now we have another 

NJIT report. 

COt+iiSSIONER HUGHEY: But, they are also different studies, 

Bob. The next thirg on our agenda for you, is to take you through the 

studies that are being done now. Historically, there were two studies 

done on the Raritan/Passaic pipeline. Actually, there were three; the 

two studies you just talked about, and the third one, which was done by 

the Department. John summarized those three studies. We are now doing 

a system analysis, which is a second study. It is totally different; 

it has nothing to do with the Rar i tan/Passa1c pipeline. 
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ASSEJ.1BL YMAN HOLLE t'f!ECK: We Lnderstand certain thirtJs. I 

just want to get straight in my mind how many studies have been done, 

how much they cost, and W1ere the money came from? I'm sure we have 

other studies besides the three that were done. How much did they cost 

and W1ere did the money come from? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That's a good question. 

ASSEJ.1BL YMAN HOLLENBECK: You know, let me have the contract 

numbers on them. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Fine. That takes us into our next 

point. 

ASSEJ.1BL YMAN HOLLEt'flECK: I am trying to flnd out W"lere the 

money came from and how much the studies cost. 

MR. GASTON: We will have to report--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) All right, this 

particular report, $90,000? You know, it's a 20-page report. This 

might seem unfair, but I would like to know where they got the 

information because the information, for $90, ODD, has been available 

for 30 years. 

MR. GASTON: The information in that report was--

ASSEt~BL YI~AN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) That information 1s 

held by all of the water purveyors. All of the water purveyors have 

this report. It is just a matter of comp1lation. You know that and I 

know it. A majority of this for the North Jersey D1strict Supply came 

through the Clinton-Bogarde Associates. D1d they purchase it from 

them? I don't know, but that is where the information came from for 

$90,000. 

MR. GASTON: May we get on with our other presentation? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Well, no, because I am interested in 

these reports. You made a decis1on within the Department, as 

Assemblyman Mazur said, and this is the point we would like to get 

into. We said it was going to be the most controversial portion of the 

hearing. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think that is flne, Bob, but I don't 

want it to be the only part of the hearirtJ. I thought we were supposed 

to summer 12e--
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: (interrupting) No, I don't want it 

to be the only part of the hearing either because there are some other 

parts I complete! y agree with you on. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Let us get back--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: (interrupting) No, let us proceed a 

little bit further. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I would like to go back and just 

summarize this because I think somehow we are not getting it through. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: Well, you're getting it through, but 

what happens is, we get kind of misled, Bob, if we don't realize that 

some of these things-- I mean, you made one report, two reports, and a 

third report. We have a statewide master plan, completed in 1981, I 

guess, which is now being changed because we had studies done. Yet, 

they had the same information that was in here when they made up the 

master plan in 1980. 

COt+liSSIONER HUGHEY: That's really not accurate, Bob. I 

think it's fine to say that, but--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) I think anyone would 

agree that safe yield analysis 

around for a long time. 

the information fran it -- has been 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Let me summarize again where we were on 

the Raritan/Passaic, how we got there, and what I found, and let me be 

a little more specific this time. 

The Raritan/Passaic pipeline was anticipated as one of the 

emergency projects l.flder the last drought emergency. It happened to be 

the most controversial. I have said that more than once. It was 

controversial because it did not anticipate doing an environmental 

impact assessment and because people on both sides of the mountain were 

unhappy with it. The people on one side-- I think, Bob, that the 

person wro held up the appropriations because he didn't want payment 

for the Raritan/Passaic was you. So, there were two isst.Es here. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I think you w1ll find that I was the 

one ~o submitted the bill for construction of the Raritan/Passaic 

pipeline and, also, for the Manasquan reservoir. I submitted the bills 

in 1982. I also met with the Department, with you, 1n reference to 

them, and you asked that they not be mO\,ed. Let us put it clearly. 
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COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: Well, let's be real clear Etlout it. 

You submitted the bills. Bob, I think you have always submitted the 

bills that the Department has requested. You objected to money for the 

Raritan/Passaic pipeline and wanted it pulled. Now, if we are going to 

be candid Etlout it, we will all be candid Etlout it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That is not absolutely true. I put 

the bi 11 in. That is ~at you are refuting. I filed the bill. 

C0t+1 ISSIONER HUGHEY: I didn't question whether or not you 

filed the bi 11. I said that you were LJ"lhappy with the part of that 

bi 11 which applied to the Raritan/Passaic and you asked most of your 

questions on it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I have always been unhappy with the 

Raritan pipeline, but only regarding questions of dealing with it 

without environmental impact statements. Weren't you unhappy with it? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Bob, you and I happen to agree on 

that. So, this is what we did. We committed ourselves to three 

studies on the speci fie question of the Raritan/Passaic pipeline. One 

was the URS study; the second was the NJIT study, and we can all now 

say we had the data, but. we felt there was a need for the data or we 

would not have collected it; and, the third was a Department study done 

to summarize those two. We have copies of all three of those analyses 

for this Committee. 

The summary of those three stud1es said that the 

Raritan/Passaic pipeline, under the terms and conditions we face today, 

the yield we know about today, and the demands we know about today, 

would not be necessary in that basin to the year 2010, possibly 2020. 

But, we didn't stop there. We are in the process of buying the pumping 

stations at both ends should it become a necessary project. So, we did 

what we were asked to do, which was to study that project on both sides 

of the mountain. We came to the conclusion that it wasn't necessary at 

this point in time. That is the basis for our dec1sion. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 

ordered for it? 

Where are the pumps that were 

COt+l ISSIONER HUGHEY: They were never ordered. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: They were never ordered for the 

Raritan pipeline? 
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COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That was the controversy, Bob, that you 

and I both addressed when that bill first went up. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: LRS said they ordered them though, 

didn't they? 

COM MISSIONER HUGHEY: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: URS does not say they were ordered? 

MR. GASTON: The pumps were not ordered. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Was the Raritan pipeline engineered 

designed? 

MR. HOFMAN: It was partially designed. What we really need 

to do is step back in time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What was the $2 m1llion for? 

MR. HCFMAN: At the time ~ ~re moving ahea:!, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I asked what the $2 mill1on was for 

then. In other words, we appropriated over $2 million for the 

engineering design of the pipeline. I was surprised. They said in 

this report that the pumps were ordered. 

MR. HOFMAN: There is no question. They were proceeding with 

the design. Then the rains came and ~ had the respite. Because of 

all the controversy surrounding th1s project, there was a dec1sion made 

at the time to hold back and to go out and have the consultant look at 

other alternatives, i.e., the report that you have now -- to look at 

the report you have now, and to look at the other alternative projects 

which everyone who was opposed to the project advocated as being a 

project that was better to put forth. 

Because of the respite that Mother Nature prov1ded us, we 

went through and did those reports and analyses. Based on those 

analyses, it was determined that we didn't need that project, on the 

main assumption that the Wanaque South project would be on line before 

we had another drought. That is a major assumption that we have taken 

into consideration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Have we gotten any bills 1n dealing 

with the appropriation for the engineering design of the Washington 

Valley reservoir? 

MR. GASTON: There 1s nothing ~ are sponsonng to do that, 

no. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO.BECK: Do we have any bills in dealing with 

any appropriation for the construction of the Dunkers Pond reservoir? 

MR. Gl\STON: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How about Longwood Valley? 

MR. HCTMAN: No. Longwood Valley is being studied at our 

request by the Corps of Engineers as a multi-purpose project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: The LRS report says, the way I rea:t 

it: "Of the seven alternatives investigated for this feasibility 

study, the Raritan/Passaic diversion project, the southern section 

only, appears to be the most economical if constructed in the near 

future." I assume they had the safe yield analysis at the sane time 

they did this report. "However, its construction is delayed to the 

more distant future. Its relative advantage would require 

reexamination." The project's relative advantage over the reservoir 

alternatives-- A disproportionate rise or fall in the energy costs 

would change these costs, right? But, an apparent, viable 

alternative-- Now, if you didn't want to go this way, the viable 

alternative, by the report, was the stage implementation of the 

Washington Valley reservoir, the Dunkers Pond reservoir, and the 

Longwood Valley project. We have not done anything on them, so we have 

ignored this report. 

MR. GASTON: Not so. Let me just--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: (interrupting) That is \ttlat they 

recommended in it. 

MR. Gl\STON: We read that just recently again ourselves. 

What that means is, if you needed 20, 25, or 30 million gallons of 

additional water, a viable alternative would be those three reservoir 

projects. What our demand studies showed is that we did not need that 

quantity of water with Wanaque South. So, that recanmendation 1s also 

a recommendation that we will consider in the future if the demand 

analysis leads us to conclude that we need the additional water. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Wanaque South, and you are including 

Monksville with it, for 80 million gallons a day yield, does that add 

anything as a watershed area? 

MR. GASTON: It adds l~onksville, which IS seven million 

gallons of storage. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE t\BECK: 

reservoir; that is the tank. 

Monksville reservoir? 

That is the capacity of the 

What fills up Wanaque South, the 

MR. GASTON: Fran an engineerirg perspective, you can add 

additional supply by using reservoir capacity more efflcientl y or you 

can add additional reservoir capacity. This uses the reservoir 

capacity more efficiently. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Don't you take water from the Ramapo 

and divert it up into the Wanaque reservoir? 

MR. GASTON: Yes, under the stringent permit conditions 

provided for in the operation of that project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. Isn't that how you fill 

Monks ville? 

MR. GASTON: Yes. 

MR. HCFMAN: Partially. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. How much is Monksv i lle 

allowed to draw to fill Wanaque South for that project? How much do 

they draw from the Ramapo River? 

it? 

MR. GASTON: Well, there is a schedule of speci fie-

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Is there a number on 

MR. GASTON: Yes. I think the yield of that pumpirlJ station 

l.S 250 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much are they allowed to draw? 

MR. GASTON: One-hmdred and f1 fty m1llion. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: But, there is another proviso, isn't 

there? That is not all the time, is it? Can they draw that 150 

million at all times from the Ramapo to fill MonksV!lle? 

MR. GASTON: The permit was a str irlJent perm1 t. They 

considered both water quality and water supply needs. To balance those 

needs, no pumping is permitted durirlJ the summer months. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In other words, we are dealirg with 

water quality now, aren't we, so that at periods of low flow and low 

quality of the water, there are restr 1ctions about usirlJ that water to 

fill up those resenolfs. 
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MR. GASTON: Those restrictions were taken into consideration 

when computing the yield of the reservoirs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. Now, \'ilen you have done 

that-- How many sewerage plants are on the Passaic River, the Ramapo 

River, and all the tributaries of the Passaic? 

MR. GASTON: The water quality of the Ramapo is rather good. 

That is one of the reasons vtly the pump station was expanded there to 

provide for the use of the Ramapo. The other pump station was located 

at the confluence of the Pompton and the Passaic River in such a way 

that it could take advantage of water coming out of the Pompton, and 

provide the very best water quality available for filling the 

reservoirs and, therefore, for transmission on to the customers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You didn't answer my question. How 

many sewerage plants are on the Passaic River and its tributaries? 

MR. GASTON: There are quite a number. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What is the figure, 10? 

MR. GASTON: I'll estimate 40. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Would you estimate over 40? 

MR. GASTON: I Ill even go a step further. During low flow 

periods, when--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE N3ECK: 

t'o 100 than to 40? 

(interrupting) Would 1t be closer 

MR. GASTON: It would depend upon ~'that size you are talking 

about. But, during low flow periods--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: 

to 100 than it is to 40? 

(interrupting) Well, is it closer 

COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: He gave you an approximate number, but 

we will get you a specific number. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEI'BECK: Well, this canes from the URS report 

we studied so carefully and made our decision on. It's 1 00; they say 

100, approximately 100. 

MR. GASTON: The question you are really ask1ng 1s, is the 

Passaic R1ver made up of sewage during certain periods of the year? 

The answer to that 1s, it 1s made up of substantial amounts of waste 

water during certain periods of the year. That is one of the reasons 
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why we have an a;Jgressive progran of pranoti~ the expansion and 

cleanup of the wastepaper plants. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE ~'>BECK: What I am leading up to is, what 

have we done as far as those treatment plants are concerned to make 

sure that they are meeting standards? Are they all meeti~ standards 

up there for their effluent discharge, BOD, dissolved solids, and all 

the other stuff? Are they meeting those standards? 

MR. GASTON: Same are and some aren't. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE ~'>BECK: What are we doi~ then? Do we still 

allow them to add on? Are there any buildi~ restrictions or anything 

in that area so that they do not add to the overburdened system that is 

polluting the water, where Passaic Valley takes an Bma surge into their 

system, treats it, and feeds it to people? 

MR. GASTON: I think you will be seeing that many of those 

towns recognize they have to meet water quality discharge paraneters by 

1988. Those that do not meet the discharge requirements are themselves 

under a ban on additional connections to their treatment facilities. 

If they do not remember that, we will be remindi~ them as they submit 

additional applications to us. We are taking a very hard line in 

deali~ with improvements to water quality in the Passaic, as well as 

the rest of the areas in New Jersey. 
•' 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Didn't they just lift some building 

restrictions up on the \'ttlippany River? 

MR. GASTON: If they did it was because--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEt£ECK: (interrupting) Is that because that 

plant is now meeti~ the standards of effluent discharge? 

MR. GASTON: (continuing) --the town responded positively. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do the plants meet the effluent 

discharge standards? 

MR. GASTON: Which plants are you talki~ about? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE ~'>BECK: All the ones on the \'tlippany River. 

They had a bui ldi~ ban up there on that. They had a buildi~ ban on 

it because the sewera;Je plant couldn't do it; however, the building ban 

was recently 1i fted. I assume it was lifted because they are now 

meeting the standards. 
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COMMISSIONER HUG-iEY: The only reason a building ban canes 

off, if capacity is given, is that we enter into a consent agreement 

which time lines every improvement that has to be made to a system. If 

this is not done -- and I can take you into any city where we have made 

that kind of a negotiation -- we stop progress. It is that simple. I 

think one of the major differences in the last couple of years is that 

we have made municipalities certify capacities and suffer criminal 

penalties if they certify capacities they do not have. We are having 

very few illegal connections these days. So, there is a ban unless we 

get a consent agreement that puts someone on the line for the 

improvements they have to meet by the 1988 clean water standards. It's 

that simple. There are no variations to that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I just wanted to show that there is 

another thing when you start talking about drawing the amol.llt of water 

to go for the Wanaque South project fran the rivers. There is a 

limitation dealing with the quality of the water, and what the quality 

of that water is at the moment. We assLITle, of course, that during 

periods of drought it is on a low flow and the quality of the water is 

poor. That means, of course, that you don't really have that water 

during periods of drought, do you, other than what you reserved in the 

reservoir? You put a big tank in. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: But, the whole capacity of the 

reservoir system, Bob, is built on the same kind of factors you are 

asking us to build in. They were all built in -- low flow, high flow, 

augmentation, and W"lat's happening in low flow periods. We are not 

assuming that we can fill that reservoir in low flow periods. As a 

matter of fact, it is a condition of the permit. So, the capacity is 

built on the same kind of considerations you are asking us to take, 

and they have been taken. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: When you did the interconnections, 

you did a fine job, all right? It was a major job, something that was 

needed. When we put interconnections in, we could change fran one 

system to the other and augment one system with the other. If one 

system has problems, we can take 1t fran another system. That 1s very 

good management. I th1nk we all agree with that; however, one of the 
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things we do not have the capacity for is interfacing transfer. Now, 

in 1980/1981, we ha:l a drought condition in the Passaic and Hackensack 

Basins, and yet the Raritan Basin was fairly good. I think we were 

overflowing in the State reservoirs. They had the capacity. Do we 

have the capacity there now, a safe yield capacity, and an excess in 

the State reservoirs? 

MR. GA.STON: Yes, we have the capacity to produce \'ilat is 

necessary in the Raritan Basin. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: Now they have a safe yield for 

diverting water out of that, don't they? 

MR. GA.STON: A safe yield-- Well, Rocco is here, why don't 

we let him answer that. 

ROCCO RICCI: The yield of the combined system, includ1ng the D&R, 1s 

225 million gallons a day. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: They have a safe yield for a 

diversion. The URS said they had a safe yield for d1version. What was 

that figure? It was 93 million gallons a day, wasn't it? 

MR. RICCI: The difference between the safe yield of the 

system and our present contracts is 75 million gallons a day. That is 

the uncanmit ted water at this time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: They show a safe yield of 93 million 

gallons a day. 

MR. RICCI: They may not have reflected the fact that during 

droughts we cannot take more than 6 5 mllllon gallons a day from the 

Delaware River. I don't know what constituted that particular number. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: So, do we divert that water? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Which water? 

MR. RICCI: I'm sorry, you will have to be more specific, 

Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO-BECK: Well, we have this extra capacity 

right now in State reservoirs. 

MR. RICCI: The water 1s in sto raJe. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Is it diverted? Is there any way to 

divert it right now, an interfacing transfer? 
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MR. RICCI: At the present time, through the direction of the 

Department, some 30 to 35 million gallons a day are being sent into the 

Newark system via one of our customers, the Elizabethtown Water 

Company. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Is that an interconnection? 

MR. RICCI: It is an interconnection. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That was a beefed up 

interconnection. There was always a little one there, but I think it 

was beefed up. 

MR. RICCI: Substantially so. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. Who paid for that? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: It was done in the form of a loan, 

Bob. Those loans that \<lent out for the interconnects \\ere made to 

either communities, municipalities, or the companies. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: No, no, I'm talking specifically 

about the interconnection between the Elizabethtown Water Company and 

the Commonwealth Water Company. There is an interconnection there, the 

Newark system. 

MR. HCTMAN: That was part of the money that was made 

available for the emergency projects, and that was one of the emergency 

projects. That money was to be paid back based on a benefiter's pay. 

The Department and BPU went through a process to develop the percentage 

of payback by the seven major purveyors in the Northeast. We 

ultimately promulgated a set of rules and regulations. There have been 

several bills kicking around in the hopper to forgive that money, but 

as far as we are concerned, \<\e are in the process of collectirrJ it. 

Some of the purveyors had already started to make those payments back--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) That original 

appropriation was from the Clean Water Bond Act for $6.4 million. 

MR. HOFMA!\J: There were two bond acts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Primarily, there was the Clean Water 

Bond Act and the Natural Resources Bond Act. 

MR. HCFMAN: Right, 1976 and 1980. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: It was $6.4 million that was 

appropriated to do that part1cular project, that interconnection. 
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COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: That's right, Bob. We have a chart 

that shows all of the interconnections and their costs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: Okay, except that what I want to get 

into is how you say "on a loan." You said on a loan. How was that 

money being loaned? You know, we have looked into the appropriation 

bills ard we have not fourn that there is anythin;;J about paybacks in 

them. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: You didn't see anythin;;J that required 

paybacks? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: No, not within those appropriations. 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-fEY: That ~uld surprise us because the 

Legislature told us that that was payback money. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: I can't find 1 t in there. That is 

why I am questionin;;J you on it. You can see why my curiosity has been 

aroused a little bit about it. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Bob, what we were told to do a couple 

of years ago was-- We were told that we had to collect. It was water 

money that had to be paid back. We were left with that as a part of 

the drought emergency. BPU and the Department had to develop a system 

for the collection of that money and, so far, I think we started to 

receive payments frOOl all of the privates for the money that was 

spent. The ones which are not paying are the mumcipals. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: What do you do with the money you 

get back? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We don't do anythin;J with it. It goes 

to the bond act. 

MR. HOFMAN: Yes, it goes back to the bard act. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How do you get it back, because you 

have already taken the money out? 

MR. HOFMAN: It goes back into the bond act account. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: I think we are all going to have to 

look very carefully at how the money gets back. I can't understand how 

you are goin;J to get it back wi tmut some legislative action. I mean, 

what we are going to have here are interconnections, all right? Let's 

talk about the George Washin;Jton Bridge. That was appropriated, again, 

during the emergency period, $5.2 million. Right? 
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COMMISSIONER HUGlEY: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Who paid for it? 

CIJ.1MISSIONER HUGlEY: It cane fran the same fU1d. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Who removed it? 

MR. HOFMAN: The Hackensack Water Company. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Who paid for that removal? 

MR. HOFMAN: They did. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Did the Hackensack Water Company 

have to pay you back for that construction, that $5.2 million? Are 

they supposed to pay you back for it? 

MR. HOFMAN: Sir, that was lumped together in the whole pot 

of money. The Department and BPU were to determine a method, at least 

the way we rea::l the bond act -- pardon me, rea:! your appropriation -

ard were to develop jointly a procedure to recover the money from those 

who benefited fran the project. We -- the Board of Public Utilities 

and DEP -- went through the process of holding a public hearing. We 

then developed a procedure \'there all the parties would pay back; the 

seven purveyors had to sign an agreement to pay that money back. When 

we were going through the process of sigmng on the dotted line, 

several municipals refused to sign on the dotted line. We then sa1d, 

"~ey, we have an obligation." 

We then went through the process of developing, through the 

Administrative Procedures Act, an agreement v.hich had been signed by 

the majority, although not by everyone, regarding a loan rate to 

collect that money. That loan rate went into effect at the pub lie 

hearing in January of last year. Everyone had one year to make their 

first payment. On January 17 of this year, the fnst payments were 

due. The investor-owned systems have all made their first payments, 

and I believe they have all made their secord payments. They are due 

on a quarterly basis. The ones who have not paid back are the 

municipals. The mLJlicipals have been waiting for a bill that has been 

kicking arourd in the hopper here to forgive them fran paying it back. 

The way we rea:! the appropriation, our job is to collect the 

money. We have done everything we could to collect the money. We have 

even threatened the mLJlicipals with court action. 
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COMMISSIONER HUGiEY: Bob, what you are telling us today is 

that we shouldn't try to collect that money. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: No, I am trying to find out whether 

everything has been equal throughout the State. When we are dealing 

with various areas, I want to know if it is payback moneys. In other 

words, you're sayin;;J that the interconnection of the Elizabethtown 

Company is gain;) to be paid back. That was paid far by the State. The 

Washington Bridge is going to be paid back, and that was paid for by 

the State. The Delaware River/Raritan Canal, the $20 million, is going 

to be paid back. It is being done by the State; it is a State 

project. That is \\hat you are telling me. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That is the way we read it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. I just want to find out 

where the payback money is going. How do you pay it back to the 

Natural Resources Bond Act, when the revenues and \\hat you are dealing 

with are in the Water Supply Bond Act? 

MR. HCFMAN: That is just a regular transfer. Wherever that 

money came from, that is where it goes back. I am not an accountant, 

but that is a regular accounting procedure. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That only sounds easy. It doesn't 

sound like you could do that wi trout a legislative act. That is all I 

am saying, and I have said that before. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: You can't take money back to the same 

account--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Oh, I said that you 

could get your money back to your Water Supply Bond Act, no problem. 

If you took it out of the Water Supply Bond Act, you can get it back in 

there very easily; you can revolving fund it. That is a revolving 

fund. But these others ~re not rev a 1 ving funds. They were not 

revolvin;;J fund accounts. 

MR. HCFMAN: But the bi 11 tells us-- The appropriation 

bill--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: ( interruptin;;J) I don't know whether 

you might be in a "Catch-22" situation. This is just a problem that we 

have seen develop. 
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MR. HIFMAN: Well, we have al rea::ly collected money, and as 

far as we know-- Look, some of them have already paid a portion of 

their money back, and according to our records, that money is now 

sitting back in those bond act accounts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: In the Clean Water account? 

MR. HOFMAN: Well, in the 1976 and 1980 accounts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I don't understand ~y you haven't 

sued. That is what I don't understand. 

MR. HIFMAN: Well, we have been threatenin;;~ the 

municipalities since January, and it is getting to the point now where 

that is the next step. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Having been engaged in so many lawsuits 

with you people, I know it takes forever. My own direction would be-

l mean, the bill is clear to me. I think you have a duty; I think that 

if they are not paying back, you have to sue for it. If there is going 

to be legislative relief, well, so be it, if it gets passed. But, 

until it is passed, I don't think you have a choice. You have an 

obligation to get that money back in so it can be utili zed. The 

Legislature octed, and if I remember correctly, Bob, we moved that 

legislation rather qu1ckly, particularly for a Legislature to 

appropriate and to then move the appropriations. There was every 

assurance made to every member of the Committees which dealt with those 

appropriations that those moneys would be paid back. I am kind of 

surprised that it is four years later and we don't have it all back, 

and that we are even taking it in payments. 

That just started this January. I mean, I an kind of 

surprised. We were supJXIsed to be getting 30-day monthly reports, but 

I don't think I ever saw one. It would have gone to the Speaker, and 

he doesn't always give me every report he gets. (laughter) Not that I 

ask for every one he gets, either. I an concerned at this point that 

if we are talking a:>out a total of $18 mlllion out of that 

appropriation, and those moneys are supposed to come back, I think it 

would be helpful if we knew \'tlat has cane back, what hasn't cane back, 

what hasn't come back fran whan, and why there has not been court 

action instituted. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: Excuse me. I am going to break for 

lunch at this time. Commissioner, I would like to invite you and your 

associates from the Department to have lunch with us. We will resume 

after lunch. It is 12:11 right now; we wlll proceed at a quarter after 

one. 

(RECESS) 

AFTER RECESS 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right, ladies and gentlemen, we 

are ready to reconvene the hearing. There was a discussion this 

morning, and we were talking with reference to some of the 

interconnections v.hich have occurred. We will try to get back on the 

track here, back to the Department's presentation. Somehow one of the 

members of the Committee seaned to get us distracted from the 

presentation. His initials are Bob Hollenbeck. However, I know you 

want to do something dealing with some charts you have regarding the 

interconnections. That was where you were leading, so why don't we 

pick it up at that point? Is that fair? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That's fine. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: The only thing 1.s, it has been 

requested that if anyone goes up to the chart to point out something, 

that he please take one of the microphones out of its stand and take it 

along so we can get a recording. 

COMt~ISSIONER HUG-lEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Rocco Ricci 

had to go to a Water Supply Authority meeting, so the Chairman said 

he would speak to him again at another session. 

We have a series of things that we would like to go over with 

you very briefly, and we will keep it brief. Then we will flll it out 

as we get into questions. 

I said before that there are a number of d1 fferent kinds of 

projects going on all at one time. The basis for these is the drought 

emergency projects which John has on the board that is up there now. I 

will let him do those, and then we have a series of major water supply 

projects, then the ground water stud1.es, and then the ground water 
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feasibility studies. If we can hit all of those, that wi 11 take us 

to a question we got into very briefly this mornirg, which was loan 

progress. Essentially the loan progress -- and we are going to give 

you a surrmary report on that -- is, after doing what we thought was 

called for in the appropriations bills, we have started to get paybacks 

fran everyone with the exception of the municipals. The mlrlicipals 

mean essentially the same canmunities that are involved in the drought 

this time. So, we will lay all of that out for the Committee and 

present a summary letter to the Committee Olairman with regard to 

how we set the limits, what the limits were, and what the mlrlicipals 

have or have not done with regard to those limits. 

Mr. Chairman, let me also just fill in an answer to a 

question that you asked this morning that WE' did not have a pranpt 

reply to. You asked where the study money came fran for the three 

studies we tal ked a> out. Do you want that now, or do you want me to 

lay that out for you later? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Let's try it. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Okay. The URS study came fran the 1976 

Bond Act. That was $220,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Two-twenty? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Two-hll1dred and twenty. The NJIT 

s.tudy, the first phase that we talked about this mornirg, was also 

funded from the 1976 Bond Act. The second phase cane fran the 1958 

Bond Act • 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The 1958 Bond Act? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Yes. And, the management study done by 

NJIT--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) How much did the 

second one cost? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The second one was $90,000. The costs 

of all the studies were: the first phase study, 1976 Bond Act, 

$185,000; the second phase, 1958 Bond Act, $90,000; and, the NJIT 

management study came from the 1981 Bond Act. That is the one you 

referred to this morning, and it cost $239,000. 

ASS8v1BL YMAN HOLLENBECK: What was the 1958 Bond Act? Was 

that Natural Resources? 
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MR. HCFMAN: That was the original first Water Bond Act 

passed by the Legislature ard the voters of the State of New Jersey. 

That was the Bard Act--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) That was the old one 

that we constructed Spruce Run and Round Valley with? 

one? 

MR. HOFMAN: Spruce Run/Round Valley, that is correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: And the 1976 Bond Act, what was that 

MR. HCFMAN: That was a Bond Act that had several canponents, 

one of which was water supply. It had some sewer money in it. 

COMMISSIONER HUG-iEY: But, Bob, if my memory serves me 

correctly, I think it was referred to as the 1976 Clean Water Bond 

Act. All right, John--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Did we have an 

appropriation for the other one? 

C0tvt-1ISSIONER HUGHEY: Did we have appropriations for--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) D1d we have an 

appropriations bill on that one, the one in 1958, the $90,000? 

COMMISSIONER HUG-iEY: I'm sure we have appropriations bills 

that merge all of those moneys into the Water Supply. 

MR. HCFMAN: Yes, as a matter of fact, the last appropriation 
•' 

bill-- The 1958 Bond Act only has a couple of hundred thousand dollars 

in it and it was appropriated to be used to fllld those projects 

recommended in the master plan -- master plan updates and master plan 

orders. Anything that is included in the master plan is eligible. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: This deals with all the feasibility 

studies and engineering designs. 

have been contracted out? 

Do we have all those numbers that 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, we have them all, but I don't 

have them all on the tip of my tongue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right, but would you make it a 

point, Commissioner, so we can see what has been spent or what has been 

contracted to spend on ~ich stud1es or engineerirl] designs? 

C0tvt-1ISSIONER HUGHEY: Fran what bond acts? 

ASSEJv1BL YMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, for the whole thing. 

CO~~ISSIONER HUGHEY: We w1ll do that. 

50 



ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEI\BECK: We have some of them, but this one 

here for the $90,000 we don't have. I don't show that one on any of my 

lists. I don't show the 1976 one either for $185,000. I don't have 

that one. 

COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: All right. What we will do, Mr. 

Chairman, is give you the study, the appropriations bill, and the bond 

act they were drawn fr001. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. 

C().1MIS SIONER HUG-lEY: I want you to know that I think Mark 

asked for that information a week ago. I d1dn't know he asked for it 

and I just don't have it for today. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right, very good. 

CCMMIS SIONER HUG-lEY: John, please do the interconnects; then 

move right fran that to the major drought projects. Please take the 

microphone. 

MR. GASTON: As far as interconnection projects are concerned, 

we have four of them we would like to p:Jint out here on the board, the 

first of which is a small project that is very significant now, the 

Delaware and Raritan Canal/Raritan River interconnection. It provides 

for taking Raritan Basin water from Spruce Run and Round Valley, 

putting it in the Canal, and allowing the Canal rehabilitation project 
•' 

to proceed. At the same time, it furnishes water to all the customers 

along the Canal. I will show you that in a little more detail. 

The second major interconnection that we talked about before 

is the Newark/Elizabethtown interconnection. It is an expansion of a 

main, a pump station expansion, and an expansion and rehab in Newark. 

It allows for a:idi tional water to be moved through to Newark. 

Approximately 20 million gallons of additional water moves through to 

Newark. 

Up at Great Notch, a multlple exchange facility was 

constructed. It allows the purveyors in the Northeast to exchange 

water fully between them and to take full advantage of strong systems 

in any given drought, furnishing water to weak systems during that 

drought. Of course, the George Washington Bndge interconnection was 

built. During the last drought, it was taken down and stored and it is 
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now in the process of being reinstalled and relocated on the lower tier 

of the George Washington Bridge. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: That was the one you cited the other 

day. You said it would be ready by when? 

MR. GASTON: The ~reanent acknowledging the movement of 

Delaware Basin water to New Jersey was announced by Mayor Koch last 

Tuesday, I believe, and the exact schedule for the canpletion of that 

project has to be established by finalized engineering plans, which are 

in the development stage. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You gave a figure last week. When 

we had our briefing, I know you had a date. 

MR. GASTON: Yes. 

CCJ.1t~IS SI ONER HUGHEY: Our target, Bob, is August 1. The only 

thing that could delay that target is that this time we want to put the 

installation on permanently, not temporarily. We don't want it taken 

down again. Because of that, we have to work with the Port Autmrity 

to put it on a lower level ~ere the support system is in place, and we 

have to work around some traffic patterns. So, we have more detailed 

engineering to do than we had the last time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Isn't there some discussion about 

putting it on the steel on the upper lev e 1 also? 

COt-fvliSSIONER HUGHEY: No. As I th1nk you know, we looked 

into us1ng the same area of the bridge that was used the last time, 

which was a sidewalk. That 1s no longer a s1dewalk. The problem with 

doing that is that we would have to reenforce that whole area. It is a 

very weak area of the bridge, which might be okay for a temporary 

facility, but is not okay for a permanent facility. I think this time, 

if we are going to spend this kind of money, we ought to end up with a 

permanent backup system. So, we are going to try to get it at a lower 

level and engineer it for permanency. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: That decision hasn't really been 

made yet, has it, about where it 1s going? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think the decision is very close to 

being made that we are going to go to the lower level because that 1s 

the only place where we can put it on permanently. 
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ASSD-lBL YMAN HOLLE f\BECK: I know that up mtil the other day 

"on the side" was still being discussed, as was "at the top." A woman 

engineer for the Port Authority disagreed with that position. So, I 

know that the decision had not been reached as of the other day. 

COMMISSIONER HUQ-JEY: I think that all of the engineers, for 

the State, for the Port Authority, and for the water company, are 

convinced that the upper level is the wrong place for it, so the bottom 

level has been pretty much agreed upon. 

ASSD-lBL YMAN HOLLEt\SECK: Yes, but it created some other 

problems dealing with the swaying and the stress of the bridge, etc. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Traffic patterns are really the biggest 

problem. 

ASSD-lBL YMAN HOLLEf\BECK: Yes. 

MR. GASTON: Okay. The other two drought emergency projects 

that are being put back into operro le condition are, number one, the 

Lake Hopatcong diversion, which was operational during the last 

drought, and operated for 100 days pumping 20 million gallons of water 

a day into the Jersey City system. That project has been the subject 

of a contract between the State Water Authonty and CVM Engineers. We 

expect to have the project in a position to be operational in early 

July. 

The other project that is being put back into operational 

condition is Lake Wawayanda, which is a State Park lake that produced 

10 million gallons of water per day during the last drought. It will 

do the same again this time. 

So, those will be supplements, particularly 1f we have a 

problem later on this year. Lake Wawayanda feeds the Newark system; 

Hopatcong feeds the Jersey City system, and right now even if we had 

it operational, we wouldn't need it because Jersey C1 ty is basically 

spilling. 

ASSD-lBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: If Jersey Clty is spilling, why 

aren't we using some of their water so that it doesn't spill? 

MR. Gl\STON: We are us1ng very slbstantial amounts of their 

water and we are rerouting it to the other purveyors. 

ASSD-lBL YMAN HOLLEf\BECK: And still not enough to keep it from 

spilling? 
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MR. GL\STON: It is close to spilling; I don't know that it is 

actually spilling. It is at 98% or 99%. 

MR. HOFMAN: It was not spilling on Friday, but I am not sure 

what the rain over the weekend did, whether that caused it to spill or 

not. We are milking that system. The treatment plant has a capability 

of about 80 million gallons a day. We are taking about 85 to 90 

out of that system in order to maximize it. That is putting some of 

that water into the Hackensack system and some of that water into the 

Newark system. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How does that water get into the 

Hackensack system? 

MR. HOFMAN: Through an interconnection that was constructed 

in the 1980/1981 drought. It was paid far by the Hackensack Water 

Company. It interconnects their two systems. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: In Secaucus? 

MR. HOFMAN: In Secaucus. Then there is the interconnection 

that was built with the 1980/1981 money between Jersey City and Newark 

at Chi ttenton Road, which is part of the Great Notch complex. That is 

putting water from the Jersey City system into the Newark system. In 

addition to that, Bayonne has gone off of the Wanaque system and onto 

the Jersey City system, relieving the Wanaque system of that liability. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do you have a chart that would show 

the Committee members what we are talking about? I happen to know, but 

I don't think they all realize what we are talking about. What we are 

talking mout is Wlether a system is the watershed for that particular 

system and how you divert water. Some numbers on there show you where 

you can divert. 

MR. GASTON: Assemblyman, we put together such a chart. It 

wasn't really the clearest chart, so we decided to leave it rome, as 

opposed to bringing it here for you today. If we have another 

opp:~rtunity to see you, we wi 11 bring it with us. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I can see that some of the Committee 

members would have difficulty with this. I know the systems, but I 

don't think they realize what they are. It becomes very difficult to 

understand how this water can be moved back and forth between points --
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I mean one way between systems; I don't know about back and forth -

how they interconnect between the systems, and how they can control 

where they are drawing from. You know, if you don't see it, it is very 

hard to visualize. 

MR. Gt\STON: We made an attempt at that, but ~en we looked 

at it-- More importantly, when I had my wife look at it, she didn't 

understand it; therefore, I thought it didn't pass the test of being 

for the layman, so we left it home. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO.BECK: You thought for us it had to be very 

simplex. 

MR. Gt\STON: Well, I think that for me it had to be very 

simple. So, she was my test. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE t£ECK: Thanks a lot, John. 

MR. GASTON: Now, let me move on to the things we have done 

to make the water supply system better 1n New Jersey, beginning with 

the Delaware and Raritan Canal. As you all know, that Canal extends 

for, I guess, about 50 miles from up near Frenchtown down to Trenton, 

across through Princeton, over to the Raritan River, and to New 

Brunswick. The major purveyors al o~ the Canal are Elizabethtown Water 

Company, North Brunswick, Elizabethtown again, New Brunswick, and the 

Middlesex Water Company, right at the bridge in New Brunswick. The 

Delaware and Raritan Canal had undergone a situation where it had just 

not been maintained since 1948 when it was made operational a;~ain. It 

silted up duri~ the summertime. There were nutrients there, weeds 

grew, and the flow had been constricted to the point where you only had 

10 or 20 million gallons of water passing through the Canal, when New 

Jersey's allotment in the Delaware Basin was a full 100 million gallons 

a day. So, that created a problem. 

The Canal Rehabilitation Progr an was designed, managed, and 

is now bei~ implemented by the State Water Authority at a cost of some 

$20,500,000. When the Canal is fully operational, and for the most 

part it will be operational in late summer -- August, 1985 -- at 

Princeton, New Jersey wi 11 be in a position to take its full 

allocation, which, in all likelihood at that time, will be only 65 

million gallons under the constr 1cted conditions W"lich exist in the 
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Delaware Basin. Eventually, New Jersey wi 11 use its full 100 million 

gallons of flow ard the project itself will be canpletoo later this 

year. 

The funding of this project has been somewhat interesting in 

that short-term notes have been utilized to flnance the project. The 

difference between what was spent ard what was available under those 

short-term notes has been reinvested, and the earnings from trose 

short-term notes have resulted in about a $4 million benefit to the 

users of the Canal. So, the reason \'1e have not used 1981 Bond Act 

money as of now is that an alternative financing scheme under the State 

Water AuU-ority -- really one of the advantages of the State Water 

Authority is that they can do that -- has been implemented to provide 

short-term money to finance the project. Once it is canplete, 

long-term arrangements will be made through the 1981 Bond Act for the 

Autt-ority to finance that project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In other words, the Authority passed 

a bard resolution? 

MR. GASTON: Yes. Well, Bob, a bard resolution--

CCJ-1MISSIONER HUGHEY: (interrupting) Bob, what \'1e did was 

use the appropriations bills which appropriated the bond money. The 

Treasurer had certified that the bard money was available, and we used 
•' 

that for collateral for the short-term financing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO-BECK: So, the Auth:nity itself did not 

float or pass any bond resolution? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No. It was done based on a legislative 

appropriation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\BECK: All right. But, the Authority has 

the right to float its own bonds. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: R1ght. 

MR. GASTON: Okay. So, the first of the major initiatives in 

water supply was the D&R Canal improvement. That was in the master 

plan action progran and 1s well along the way to being fully 

implemented. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What was the total flow we 

anticipated out of the Canal? 
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MR. GL\STON: The flow through the Canal would be 100 million 

gallons a day. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEt\BECK: One-hundred million gallons a day is 

our allotment from the Delaware River? 

MR. GASTON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much is our draw on that right 

now? 

MR. GASTON: It has been limited to $75 million in firm 

fixed-price contracts because of the constrictions that exist. The 

delivery has been another matter, as I mentioned. Durirg periods of 

the summer they were unable to get that flow through the Canal. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: But, assumirg it is at its flow and 

we are drawing the 100 million gallons a day of Delaware water, how 

much of that is going to be drawn down on? Does that leave an excess 

capacity in that system? 

MR. GASTON: Well, when Mr. Ricci was here before he 

indicated that the combined capacity of the two systems was 260 million 

gallons, and that commitments existed for all but 75 of those. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEt\BECK: So, there is a $75-million surplus 

projected in that system? 

COMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: A 75-million-gallon surplus, if you do 
•' 

not factor in a drought. In other words, v.e have restricted draws 

under the drought anyway. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: And, when it comes up with 100 

million gallons and we have an interconnector-- How much is in that 

interconnector, 80 million gallons? 

MR. GL\STON: Sixty million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Sixty million? 

MR. GL\STON: Sixty million max. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: So, actually 160 million gallons can 

go into that? 

MR. GASTON: Well, physically you cannot flow more than 100 

million gallons through the Canal. You can replace the absence of the 

Canal water up to 60 million gallons with this interconnection pump 

station. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !"BECK: Is that pump station going to be 

working all the time because you are going to be drawing water off it? 

COMMISSIONER HUtliEY: No, this interconnection, Bob, was put 

into place simply so we could do the dredging .process, so it would 

allow us to go forward with dredging and still--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Is that 

interconnection a temporary setup, or is it permanent? 

C01+1ISSIONER HUGHEY: It is a backup in a drought situation. 

It is now necessary for interconnecto rs because a dredging project is 

going on. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE !"BECK: Yes, but once you stop the dredging 

ard you have the capacity, that Canal will carry 100 million gallons. 

COM MIS 51 ONER HUtliEY: Right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Or you disconnect it? 

COMMISSIONER HU(}!EY: No, you keep it in place for just this 

type of a situation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEI"BECK: 

m1n1mum flow? 

Do you keep a low flow in it, a 

MR. HCFMAN: We have to look at the total picture. As far as 

the total picture is concerned, you ha~we the capability of moving 100 

million gallons of water a day through the Canal v.hen it is canpletely 

t'epaired. If you look at the Delaware system, we have the rights for 

100 million gallons a day. During a drought, when you are 1n the 

drought status, you cut back to 65 mi lllon gallons a day, a diversion 

fran the Delaware. How will we use that 65 mllion gallons? Right now 

we are tal king about taking a portion of that water through the George 

Washington Bridge. The water that canes across the George Washington 

Bridge is basically a diversion fran the Delaware Basin through the New 

York City aqueducts into Manhattan and back across into Northeastern 

New Jersey. That is 20 million gallons a day. 

Now, if we take water out of Lake Hopatcong and put it into 

the Jersey City system, that is another diversion out of the Delaware 

Basin. That is another 20 million gallons a day. So, if you are cut 

to 65 and you are taking 40 million gallons a day, you are down to 25 

through the Canal. You have to make up that add1 tional water that 1s 
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lost in order to satisfy the customers alorg the Canal, i.e., use the 

pump station from the Raritan to put the water into the Canal. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: That is \'ttlere you are goirg to use 

that interconnection. 

MR. H!FMAN: That's right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That is what I wanted to fim out. 

Did the State construct that? 

MR. HOFMAN: Yes, that was done as part of the emergency 

interconnections. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Am that is goirg to be paid back 

through the rates? The born issL.e wi 11 be paid back through the 

rates? The others have to pay it back, why not that one? 

MR. HIFMAN: I don't ranember ...nether that one was included 

in that pot of money or not. I don't remember at the moment where that 

money came from. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Well, if the policy for one is that 

they pay it back, then it should be for all. 

MR. HOFMAN: That is the policy. I just can't say right now 

that that is included in the lot. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That is one we ha~e to look at. 

MR. ~STON: May we go on? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, thank you, gentlemen. 

MR. ~STON: We may as well continue with the State Authority 

project, the Manasquan reservoir project. The Manasquan reservoir 

project is a pump stora]e project. The availability of on-line sites 

for reservoirs is sigm ficantly lessened in New Jersey. One of the 

last that we looked at was the Hackettstown reservoir \'ttlich was 

neither economically or technically feasible. In Manasquan \'ttlat we are 

goirg to do is pump 150 million gallons out of the Manasquan River and 

store it in a reservoir of some 770 acres up off of the River. The 

water from that project will go in two directions, to two purveyors, 

through treatment adjacent to the pump station, and, also, a small 

amount wi 11 go through treatment and on to purveyors up near the 

reservoir. 
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The project is designed to produce 30 million gallons of new 

water down in that area of the State. The Manasquan area, which 

includes most of Mormout h County, northern Ocean County, and eastern 

Middlesex County, is an area which has been designated a critical area 

far water supply mana:Jement purposes. What that means is that the 

ground water dependence that has been developed down there is too great 

for the resource. We expect that as time goes on through the 

implementation of these critical management responsibilities, there 

will be a diminution in the use of ground water. Manasquan water will 

be used as one of the principal replacements, although we are allowing 

in the regulatory operation here for other supplies to be furnished or 

for towns to meet their d1minished use through conservation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLO-BECK: What is the canpletion date on the 

D&R Canal? 

COMMISSIONER HUQ-lEY: The D&R Canal should be done and back 

in business this fall. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE f\.BECK: What 1s the canpletion date 

projected on this one? 

MR. Gti.STON: The canpletion date for the Manasquan project is 

1990, if we are able to meet our dates for obtaining permits for the 

initial construction of the facility. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Again, for clan fication, just so we 

understand, who are the purveyors? You have two sets of purveyors 

going there for the pump stat1on. 

MR. G\STON: The Mormout h Canso lid a ted Water Company is one 

of the principal purveyors down in that area, but there is also a whole 

fanily of smaller municipal operations that would benef1 t from the 

Manasquan reservoir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEf\.BECK: Do they all have the pipeline 

systems needed to take the water from that River? 

MR. GA.STON: There would be a cost associated with 

distributing the water and interconnecting the systems. That is a cost 

that ought to be undertaken under any circumstance because systems that 

stand alone are getting to be more anachronistic every day. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: And, where we have areas along the 

shore that are on their own ground water wells, 1f they ran pipes in 

the street, would they have to go to those pipes· in the street and lose 

their own ground water supply? 

MR. Gl\STON: The concept of the Manasquan project is to 

relieve the pressure that has developed over the years as it relates to 

ground water use in Monmouth County, northern Ocean County, and part of 

Middlesex County. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLE~ECK: I guess the answer is yes. 

MR. GASTON: The scheme involves limiting the amount of 

ground water wi th:lrawal and, therefore, allowing the ground water to 

stop falling-- and the level is falling down steadily -- and lessening 

the threat of salt water intrusion. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The answer was yes? 

MR. GA.STON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 

your curiosity a little bit. 

John, I thought that might arouse 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Is all the water com1ng out of the 

reservoir going to be treated before it is passed off to the purveyors? 

MR. GASTON: Well, this small one up here (referring to 

chart) may show that some of the water will be sent on to t-t>nnouth 

Consolidated in an untreated fashion for them to treat it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BE NNE TT: That has been the request. There has 

never been a commitment by anyone that they would go along with that. 

Now the way it is being projected, the consumer is going to be pay1ng 

to treat that water twice. 

MR. Gl\STON: That is still somethi!YJ that is up for debate 

and discussion. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I think the treatment facility located 

iiTinediately north of the Manasquan reservoir is even up for discussion 

because there has been talk of having all of the treatments done down 

at the pump station. That is another problem. Therefore, the 

purveyors up here may have to pay for it to be sent down, treated, and 

then sent back to their treatment plant, at double cost. What is the 

date of that map right there? 
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MR. GASTON: This is oomethirrJ that ~ made up recently. 

It's a week old, or thereabouts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: So, as of this ~ek, that is the 

perception of what it is going to be? 

COMMISSIO~R HJGIEY: This is just a graphic, John. The 

things you have seen fran the Water Supply Auttriri ty are far more 

sophisticated than this. The Water Supply Autt-ority has just now 

finished the hearing process, oo there is goirrJ to be discussion on 

treatment. I guess that wi 11 be the next stage. We have taken the 

position that the reservoir itself is the principal issue. The second 

issue is how the water is to be treated as it is lifted from the 

reservoir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BE NNE TT: So, that may or may not accurate! y 

reflect--

MR. G\STON: (interrupting) It shows you the kind of project 

that Manasquan is. Its principal feature is a pump station to an 

off-strean reservoir K'lere you have the distribution of the water 

directly to the purveyors, or through treatment and directly to the 

purveyors. It is the kind of project that is viable in New Jersey, 

given the fact that the on-strean sites have either been taken or are 

not available these days. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Well, if the canpletion date is 1990, 

is the saturation point the year 2000 or somethirrJ? 

MR. GASTON: When it would be fully utilized? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Yes. 

MR. GASTON: Well, if you assume that all of the water 

Manasquan produced would go to new customers, it would extend you out 

into the future. The fact that a good deal of Manasquan water is going 

to be needed for replacement of ground water will shorten its life, but 

certainly its useful 1i fe ought to go for 10 years beyond 1990. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Is that without taking into 

consideration the Mount Laurel decision and what demands w1ll be made 

because of the increased musing? 

MR. GASTON: We have not been planning Mount Laurel through 

this water supply progran. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: Right. Will there be a PJint in time 

when Mount Laurel will become a factor, because it ~s almost like the 

Supreme Court and the people dealing with water are operating on two 

different planets. I would think that somewhere along the line the two 

would have to get together. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, John, one of the things we 

started to do, not because of water supply, but because of a senes of 

issues we deal with-- We have started to put together a primer for the 

court and for court masters on the environnental isst.es that have to be 

addressed with development. I think you can make that same argument 

not just in water, but in almost any natural resource area. 

We have taken the best ava1lable information in projections 

and built into trose projections 1-klat we see happening in Monnouth and 

northern Ocean. There is probably some flex in the numbers because we 

are not sure v.hether we are going to be able to bring back the ground 

water supply system as quickly as we anticipate fran an engineering 

standpoint. We are not sure 1-klo is going to connect to this in the 

first round. So, there is probably some play in terms of capacity, but 

the ground water information is really irreversible. At this point, 

the reservoir system is the only thing that can reverse the demand on 

the ground water system. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I know, but the reservoir itself is 

located in the midst of v.hat this State has determined is a growth 

area. The critical water area that was just set by the Department runs 

right through the growth area of this part of Monnouth County. We are 

not supposed to place any increased demands on the water supply there, 

but yet it is in the very area that, by court direction, 6, ODD new 

units are going to have to be built within the next five years. I 

mean, somerow we have to try to get people to get then act together. 

I know the Supreme Court doesn't call you up and say, "What are we 

supposed to do?" but there is definitely a serious problem in this part 

of Monmouth County with the demands of Mount Laurel being placed, when 

we don't have a supply of water, nor are we even goirlJ to have the 

capabilities fran anythirlJ that is up on that chart or anything being 

proposed to have a water supply for that area. 
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In five years ...e are supp::lsed to have the reservoir built. 

We are supposed to have 6,000 tnits on the line in one mtnicipality 

alone, and it has always been my tnderstancling that the capability or 

the capacity is going to be obsolete 10 years after it has been 

constructed. 

MR. GASTON: Once you have the project, there is always the 

possibility of moving to the next stage in a water management scheme, 

which would be to operate the reservoir systems in conjunction with 

your ground water wi ttrlrawals. If you adopt a scheme that is 

inclusive, as we began to discuss this morning, for the reservoirs in 

the Northeast, sometimes you can produce additional water wi trout 

producing additional facilities. So, that is something that w1ll and 

can be looked at as kind of the next incranent of water for Monnouth 

County. 

Additionally, the studies we are doing up in the South River 

area, and the purveyors up in the South River area, are beginning to 

look east, you know, "Look east, young man; look east." They are 

looking east to see the possibilities of expanding their territories 

out toward the canmunities in Middlesex County \o\hich are along the bay 

shore, and that gets you to start thinking about expanding even further 

under the bay shore area. 

So, we can see that those possibilities aloo exist as the 

dynamic and positive growth characteristics have continued to unfold up 

there. 

COMMISSIONER HUQ-lEY: But it is a good argument, John. I 

think it is one of the reasons why we support some updated mapping, 

which we really think is going to be necessary as a result of the Mount 

Laurel decision. I don't want to get into that today. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: It sounds like another study. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: No, I don't think it is a study. I 

think a number of studies have already been done, or that there are 

studies which are ongoing, Bob, that have to find then way into new 

base maps in order to make intelligent Mount Laurel decisions. I think 

that is a part of the proposal that was recommended last year by 

Senator Stockman, which we supp:Jrted. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I just mpe we don't run out of time 

before these decisions start coming down. 

This is my last question. When the Wall Township seweraJe 

facility was sandbagged in order to require all of the people in this 

part of the county and State to send their seweraJe down to Ocean 

County and I don't know the numbers one of the basic 

environmental p:Jints that I tmught I had learned was that we were not 

supposed to take water out of one basin and divert it into another 

basin. We are going to be taking, I don't know how many millions of 

gallons of water, out of the Manasquan Basin do~ into the Metedeconk 

Basin down there in Ocean County? Will that have any impact upon the 

amount, as those other storage facilities that are going to have to be 

closed off? W1ll the waters that are now goi!YJ into this basin then be 

deferred down into the southern part of the State basin? Will that 

impact dramatically upon any of the water supply in this area, which is 

already a critical water supply? 

MR. LAS TON: Well, I believe that in terms of the surface 

system, that was looked at and was found not to be a material factor as 

far as the hydrology is concerned. 

ASSEMBLYt~AN HOLLENBECK: Hey, John, 1f it is all right for 

the people up in Passaic to drink treated seweraJe water, why can't 

you? (laughter) 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: I know, but vklat we are supp:Jsed to do 

in planning is learn by our mstakes so we don't end up with mistakes 

1n other areas. What has happened, unfortL.nately, is that it is not 

even the sewerage system. The present plants that are discharging into 

the existirYJ facilities-- They are a secondary treatment and the water 

is not a problem; I mean, it is clean. They are all being closed 

down. They have to be closed down because all of the waste has to go 

into the Manasquan project so that the Manasquan project can go down to 

Ocean County, and we can fill up an l.lldersized plant there in order to 

keep it on line. When this is done, we are taking millions of gallons 

on a daily basis from the Manasquan Basin and shlppi!YJ them down to a 

different basin, which has to have some impact on the water supply. 
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Maybe someone's rej:Xnt says no, but I don't have to pay 

$225,000 to realize that if I an going to take millions of gallons out 

of one basin it is goirg to have an impact on it. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: John, in all fairness to us, I think 

you know that this was based on a couple of court actions. We didn't 

just decide that that was the way it was go1ng to go. It was based on 

a series of crurt actions that involved both t-bnnouth and Ocean 

Counties, and I think that is still going on. 

ASSEMa YMAN BENNETT: There are goirg to be more too, Bob. I 

fully expect I will be a witness 1n 1t before it 1s over. I was told 

by the State that that was not a problan, that it 1s no problan to take 

water out of one basin and put it into another basin. I did not 

believe it then, and I don't believe it now. I am going to keep asking 

the question until I find out that it is a problan. 

MR. Gl\STON: The last po1nt I would llke to make is that the 

30 mgd yield took that concern into account also. 

ASS EM a YMAN BENNETT: ()(ay. 

MR. lAST ON: May we move on? 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEI'BECK: Th1ngs didn't total out there, John, 

on that last chart. Pull it back again, all right? Pump station, 150 

million gallons a day. 

MR. HOFMAN: That is just a pump station. 

MR. GASTON: That is just to move water. 

ASSEt~BL YMAN HOLLENBECK: All nght. Treatment of 25 million 

gallons a day? 

MR. GASTON: Then there are the other five up there. 

ASSEMB_ YMAN HOLLEI'BECK: That's 30. Wnere are the other 120? 

ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: They go back into the reservoir. 

MR. lAS TON: In any one day, the amount that the reservoir 

can produce on a sustained basis 1s a ill fferent number. That is com1ng 

out of the reservoir, as opp:Jsed to goirg in. So, you fill it as fast 

as you can. You take advantage of the high flows in the wintertime to 

fill it up. The amount caning out is controlled by the length of bme 

you need it dur1ng the dry penod. That is how you get a yield of 30 

million gallons. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN BENNETT: But out of the river itself it is 30 

million gallons a day, right? 

MR. GASTON: No. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Out of the system itself, out of the 

reservoir itself, the safe yield is 30 million gallons a day. The 

ability to pump is higher than that because when you get a high flow 

period you are going to pump at a greater capacity. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: John should have had his wife look 

at that chart too. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: John's wife understood though. 

(laughter) 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: That is another black mark. 

MR. GASTON: I want you to know that those two sets of 

remarks are going to get me in trouble tonight. 

We have had a fair anount of conversation through the 

schematic of what Wanaque South is all about. The Panpton River and 

the Passaic River-- There have been two pump stations constructed to 

make Wanaque South work. One is the Confluence pump station on the 

Passaic and the Pompton; the other is an expansion of the Ramapo pump 

station. The Confluence pump station is designed to move 250 million 

gallons of water a day into the reservoir. Ramapo has been increased 

from 100 to 150 million gallons of water into the reservoir. 

Additionally, you have water coming out of the reservoir into a 17-mile 

pipe to the Oradell reservoir for use by one of the two partners in the 

Wanaque South project, the Hackensack Water Company. The other partner 

is the North Jersey District Water Supply Commiss10n, and they share 

equally in the system yield W"lich v.e say is about 80 million gallons a 

day. 

The other feature of this project is the fast new reservoir 

capacity that has been commissioned in quite some time, the Monksv ille 

reservoir, seven billion gallons of capacity, in addition to the 29 

billion gallons of capacity that is in Wanaq~..e South. The total 

project cost, W"lich v.e have updated from our prev1ous numbers, is about 

$151 million, Monksville being $21 million of that. The schedule for 

the Ramapo pump station project is open. The Confluence pump station 
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will be ope r atlo nal 1n the summer of 1986, and the Monksv ille reservoir 

project will be on line in t he s pn rY;J of 1987. So, that lS a project 

that after a very lorg hard pull through the approval process, 

includirx;:J all judicial rev1ews that were pass ib le, has gone to 

construction and is on an expedited schedule to be canpleted. It is 

the reason we have said if the drought were delayed two years we would 

have a different scenario beirx;:J played out, particularly for the 93 

commmities in the Northeast, because this 80 million gallons a day 

would make a big, big difference up there. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That's the North Jersey District 

Water Supply Commission and the Hackensack Water Company? 

MR. GASTON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLEN3ECK: What about Passaic Valley? 

MR. GASTON: Who are the partners on--

MR. HCFMAN: ( interruptirg) Passaic Valley 1s a partner 

under the existirx;:J Wanaque facility. 

ASSEMEl. YMAN HOLLHBECK: But not part of the Wana::Jue South? 

MR. HCFMAN: The new capacity, no. The new partners are the 

North Jersey D1strict Water Supply Commiss10n-- One way to describe it 

is to consider the North Jersey District as a holding canpany, mld1ng 

a municipality's wterest in a project. So, you have the North Jersey 

District which is in it for 5a'o of the project, and Hackensack, which 

1s in it for 5Cfo of the project. If you lad< at North Jersey District, 

their largest Slrx;:Jle partner in th1s particular project was the C1 ty of 

Newark. Passaic Valley did not go into this project at all. Newark 1s 

the largest owner of that share of the North Jersey r:nrt ion. There are 

others, Nutley, and a few others. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The State did not let any of those 

contracts out, did it? 

MR. GASTON: ~at do you mean? 

ASSEMEl. YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: In other words, this 1s not a State 

project. 

MR. HCFMAN: Well, it is a State project 1f you consider the 

North Jersey Distnct as be1 ng a State agency, wuch they claim they 

are. I thirl< lt was creatoo by the Legislature as a State agency. 
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ASSEM a YMAN HOLLH.SECK: My town was also created by the 

Legislature; that doesn't make it a State agency. County government 

was also created by the Legislature. 

MR. HCTMAN: I think the employees of North Jersey District 

consider themselves to be State employees. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I want to see how you make these two 

into State agencies. ( refe rrirg to chart) I an just cuneus because I 

know where these are; these are in Pennsylvania. I want to see how we 

can rationalize that these are State agencies. 

MR. C'ASTON: We're talkirg cbout major water supply 

projects. We have gone over three major water supply projects that are 

scheduled to happen. They are either under contract now or are 

imminent! y at the sta:Je vklere they wi 11 go to design pnor to goirg to 

contract. 

The fourth one we have on our list is the Delaware River 

augmentation project. NEW Jersey's obligation under the good-faith 

agreanent is to provide reservoir capacity to do its fair share in 

keeping the salt water wedge in the Delaware River down south of our 

well fields in the Camden area. The resJDnse to that has been a lorg 

negotiation among the States of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware 

to figure out a way to most efficiently prov1de additional capacity in 

the form of reservoirs. The cone lusion of these analyses is that the 

best, the most efficient, and certainly the most implementable project, 

is the expans1on of two reservoirs in Pennsylvania, one on the Leh1gh 

River, the Francis E. Walter reservoir, and one on the Lackawaxen 

River, the Prompton resenoir, W"lich would provide for a water supply 

canponent to flood protection reservoirs built by the Army Corps of 

Engineers, which would be the project sponsor and implenEnter. 

The Francis E. Walter reservoir is under design at the 

present time to expand to provide a water supply canJDnent, which New 

Jersey, Penrsyl van1a, and Delaware will be resJDnsib le for financirg. 

This project, we hope, will be financed through an arendrent to the 

so-called 15-1-8 provision of the canpact, which will allow for charges 

to be imposed across all basin users for the benefits that are derived 

fran these faci 11 tles. If all goes well, and if the Corps' schedule 
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follows, we expect that the project will be canpleted in 1991, that the 

cost of Francis E. Walter will be about $114 million, and its y~eld 

will be 170 million gallons a day. 

The storage that is available now will increase fran 0. 6 

billion gallons to 23.9 billion gallons for water supply purposes. So, 

what they have to do is go up. They do not have to take a new site. 

ASSEMa 'rMAN HOLLEr-BECK: Actually, they vere flood control 

projects. 

MR. lA STON: They vere flood control projects that vere 

operational. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE f\SECK: They were made to t-old back water 

during periods of heavy flow, and then release it in per~ods of lesser 

flow. That is just what we are going to do now too, isn't it? 

MR. GASTON: Well, we are going to store it. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLEf'-BECK: We are goirg to t-old the water back 

during periods of heavy flow W"lere we can draw from the river and 

release it durirg per10d3 of light flow so we can augment the river. 

MR. GASTON: We are going to stretch the time frame for that 

hapr:enirg. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Unless, of course, we have a heavy 

rainstonn, and then we have to release. 

MR. GASTON: There will be 

reservo1 r. A portion of the reservon 

separate fmctions ~n the 

wi 11 be ded~c a ted to flood 

purposes. That will not interfere with the p::JrtlDn of the reserv01r 

that is ded1c a too to water supply purposes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I will have to look at that 

carefully. It sounds interestirg. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Actually, that makes sense, Bob, when 

you se e the- -

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Well, I was just 

curious abrut how it is done. 

C().1MISSIONER HUGHEY: The way the e~sti ng flood control 

project was plannoo, it was warped. The augment to that \'tGuld be a 

water supply comp::Jnent. So, you can actually look at lt as two 

separate un 1 ts. 
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MR. G4STON: Pranpton reservoir, a little further north in 

Pennsylvania, has a yield of 37 million gallons at a cost of $45 

million. That one wi 11 cane after the scheduled actions on Francis E. 

Walter. Dirk, why don't you do about two minutes on W1ere we stand 

with resJEct to Francis E. Walter and the negotiations. 

MR. HOFMAN: Okay. John has alluded to the financing and the 

cost of Francis E. Walter. There are two thirgs we have to look at. 

One, we are negotiating with the State of Pennsylvania and the State of 

Delaware as to row we are goirg to allocate the shares of that 

project. We have already made the determination that the Delaware 

River Basin Commi. ssion would serve as the non-Federal S!Xlnsor of that 

project. We, the three down-basin states, in accordance with the 

good-faith aJreenent which all of the parties to the decree have 

signed, would be the supJ:nrters of that project. 

We are also negotiatirg w:i. th the Corps of Engineers to 

determine what would be the non-Federal share of that project. They 

own the project. Both the Walter and the Pranpton projects were built 

as flood control facilities. We are modifying existi rg projects. We 

ha:l gone thrrugh a process with the Corps of Engineers \'therein they 

were trying to charge \'that they call "shared benefits." In other words, 

charging us, the new participants in the project, for the benefits that 

were derived from the project that was constructed by than for flood 

control. We have argued that point, and Assistant Secretary of the 

Army Dawson, a month ago, made a plblic statement that we won. He has 

now with:lrcwn that lSSlE, so we do not have to worry abrut the Corps of 

Engineers making a profit anymore. 

I thirl< ~ are proceeding alorg on target. Everyone is 

satisfied with the progress that is being made toward ultimately 

implementirg that project in the time frane that has been set forth in 

the good-faith agreement. 

MR. G4STON: There are two thirgs about this project W"lich 

are really outstanding. One is that the Corps is doing it, which means 

that our reoources are not tied up; and the second is, the financirg 

mechanism may not require any New Jersey capital, although we may want 

to have the bond act moneys available to back us up should we not be 

71 



Sl£cessful in the negotiations to arran.Je financin.J throogh the basin 

itself. We have a project that was implerrented by sorreone else and 

financed by reoources that were not direct debt reoources of the State. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think there is a third benef1t that 

we lod<ed at, Bob, and that 1s, since there are oodi tions to two 

projects, we are not in a position W"lere we have to look at all the 

environnental impacts of trying to place one, which we have done before 

on the New Jersey side. So, if we can buy in, we will get an 

environnentally sound project at probably a fraction of the cost of a 

project which would have to be started from a:::ratch. 

MR. CASTON: And it would rreet our obligations under the 

good- faith agreement to protect our 1 DO-million- gallon-a- day D&R Canal 

wi tt-d r~al. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Before you leave that chart, John, could 

you talk abrut that systen relative to Camden -- the drari-down 

situation? Does that interface with Camden's system? 

MR. LAS TON: We 11, it is directly New Jersey's down payment 

to protecting Camden's systan. The reason we have to come up with a 

project to augment the Delaware flow, is to provide for control of the 

salt wedge 1n the Delaware River. We are do1ng that by implerrentlng 

this project, ~ich is a reservoir project for release dun~ the low 

flow periods. This will make up our contribution and a p:lrtion of 

Pennsylvania's contribution directly to protectirl,J and controlli~ the 

salt wedge. 

ASSEM B.. vt~AN HOLLE t-BECK: Where is New York's contr ibutlon? 

MR. GI\STON: It 1s already up there in those enormous 

reservoirs they have. In this instance, they are a step ahead of all 

of us. 

MR. HCF MAN: The quid pro qLD for New York's pe rm1 ss1on to 

take water out of the basin was to provide a passing flow of Montague, 

which is the point at the junction of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and New 

York, ~ere the borders come together. In order for than to ga1n 

pennission to build those facilities 1n accordance with the Suprane 

Court decree, they have to prov1de a pass1 rg flow at that point. In 

essence, when you reach a drooght situation, better than 5a'o of the 

72 



• 

' .. 

flow that passes Trenton is as a result of the direct releases fran 

those New York City reservoirs. 

MR. Gt\STON: Let's move quickly to the last project, which we 

are listing as a major initiative. This is also a project we are not 

involved with. It is the Meryl Creek pump stora;Je project sponsored by 

the Electric Utility User Group. Meryl Creek is located between 

Harmony and, I guess, GreellNich Township, Warren County. There is a 

pump on the Delaware River that has a three-mile conduit to Meryl 

Creek, a 650-acre reservoir on top of Montana Mountain up in Warren 

County. The capacity of that reservoir is 16.3 billion gallons; its 

yield is 129 million gallons a day; the cost is estimated at $217 

million; the approximate date of ini tlation of construction will be 

within six to eight weeks if the New Jersey permits are issued on this 

project; and, completion should be 2. 5 years fran the start of 

construction. 

So, we are at the doorstep of having that project go 

forward. It is a significant addition to the supply capabilities of 

the basin. It is the way the Electric Utility User Group chose to meet 

their resp::>nsibili ties for the takeouts they have for their consumptive 

cooling towers. We expect it w1ll be a reality. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLO-BECK: How much is the total capacity we 

ate putting back in here for \~'that we are taking out? 

MR. Gt\STDN: Everything that canes out goes back. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In other I'.Ords, if we are taking 100 

mil lion gallons out of the D&R Canal, we have to put 1 DO million 

gallons back in from other points during low flow. 

MR. rASTDN: What is New Jersey's lao~ flow canmitment 

obligation? (addressing Mr. Hofman) 

MR. HCFMA~: For instance, the City of New York is allowed to 

take BOO million gallons of ~ter out of the basin a day. Their 

obligation is 1,750 cfs at Monta;Jue. That was estc:blished by a Suprene 

Court decree. The Supreme Court decree did not tell New Jersey that it 

ha::l to provide any lao~ fl a-~ augmentation at the time it was passed. 

They required New Jersey to participate, with the State of 

Pennsylvania, in the de'llelcpment of a mainstrean dam. That mainstrean 
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dam at the time was consideroo Walpack Bend. Walpack Bend was later 

turned into locks Island. Wlat we are saying now 1s, the wmle basis 

of the good-faith agreanent was that the locks Island project was not 

going to move forward. It was not going to be implemented and, 

therefore, you ha:i to lock at the water res:>urces of the basin, taking 

into consideration that all of those numbers -- the 800 million gallons 

a day, the 1, 750 -- were all based on the drought of the 1930s. Alorg 

came the drought of the 1960s, ~ich was \t£lrse than the drought of the 

1930s, and you could not meet tmse same conditions in a recurrence of 

the drought of the 1960s. Therefore, a good-faith agreement was 

startoo with the idea of locking at the reSJurces of the basin, 

bringing them up to I!Ddern times, and deallng with the shortfall. The 

sm rt fal 1 that exists is to provide water for low flow augmentation, 

particularly to meet the Camden situation, as the salt wedge becomes 

one of our pr1me concerns in the State of New Jersey, i.e., the 

development--

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE N3ECK: ( interruptirg) Tacks Island was not 

originally projected as a water supply project; it was a flood control 

project. 

MR. H CFMAN: You're absolutely correct. T ocks Island was 

originally conceived as a flood control project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You are trying to imply that then we 

would have met the oon.imum flow requiranents, but the dam wasn't 

designed for that reason. You can say it now vtlen you talk about water 

supply, and water supply only beirg passirg. It is not water that is 

going into a p1pe system. It was a flood control project. Some people 

thought it should have stayed there as a water supply. 

MR. HCFMAN: There 1s no question, Tacks Island was 

originally conceived as a flood control project. However, it did not 

take Congress long to recognize that there was also a need for a water 

supply canponent. The State of New Jersey and the State of 

Pennsylvania supp:Jrted that water supply canp:Jnent. In the studies 

that \foere done in the 1960s and 1970s regarding Tocks Island, all 

considered locks Island to have a major water supply canp:Jnent. 

Governor Hughes wrote a letter askirg that New Jersey be allocated 300 
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million gallons a day fran the water supply canponent of the Tacks 

Island project. So, water supply has been a c001p:ment of that project 

for a good many years. I a;Jree with you, there is no question that 

when Tacks Island was originally conceived of in 1955, it was as a 

result of the trenendOJs floods \'.e had in the Delaware Basin in 1955. 

It was not long after that that water supply became a COOlJXlnent. 

You also have to rec CXJn 1ze that as the years have gone by' 

many of the areas that suffered flood damages-- The area of Trenton 

down by the Labor and Industry E1Ji 1 ding was all homes in 1955. They 

have all been removed and you now have State office buildings ~ich 

have all been eleva ted. Many of the benefits that ~uld have been 

derived out of a flood control fac1h ty no longer exist. Water supply 

then becane a critical issue in whether that project was a go or no-go 

project. As the studies showed, we didn't need that project, assuming 

we could go ahea:l and move forward with converting F. E. Walter and 

Prompton into multi-purpose projects. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEI'BECK: When was that? 

MR. HCFMAN: That was all done as part of the good-faith 

agreenent ~ich was develcped after the decision was made on Tacks 

Island not to move forward. 

ASSEMB._ YMAN HOLLE !'BECK: What year? 

MR. HCFMAN: The good-faith agreement was s1gned roughly 

three and a half years ago. It was neg at i a ted fran about 1978 on. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Did 1t have anyth1ng to do with the 

dea..~Uurization of Tacks? 

MR. HCFMAN: It had a tremendous impact. The wt--ole inception 

was based on the fact that the decis10n was made by the governors of 

the four states at the time not to proceed with Tacks Island. As a 

result of that, it was determ1ned that we needed to sit down to develop 

a good-faith agreement as to how we would proceed without a major 

o n-s tr ean dam. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: That was the basis, Bob, that would 

have formed a basis for the anginal agreenent as Tacks becane more and 

more a water supply project. Wren that effort was -voted down -- and it 

was literally vote:l down by the governors at that time -- we had to 

reenter a good-faith agreement, l'iuch started, as Dirk said, in 1978. 
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ASSEMa YMAN HOLLH8ECK: Our Governor was the one who threw the 

deciding vote. 

MR. HCFMAN: That is not entirely correct. It was a canbined 

decision made by the governors of New York, New Jersey, and Delaware. 

The State of Pennsylvania voted for it, and the other three conferenced 

and decided not to go with it. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE !'BECK: Delaware said it would go the way 

the others went, didn't it? (no resp.:mse) 

C(}v1MISSIONER HUG-lEY: Let's move on to the slJTlmary, and then 

we will open it up to qLEstions. 

MR. Gl\STON: Assemblymen, besides the activities we discussed 

before -- the major projects, the drought emergency projects, and the 

ground water stLdies we have ongoing in several areas of the State 

numerous other water supply feasibility studies have been started or 

wi 11 be startoo in the near future. The Water Supply Loan Progran and 

conservation initiatives are all tabulated in dollars and cents based 

UJXln what we have done to date in bond act activity. There have been a 

series of appropriations that have been made by the Legislature; the 

first one totaled some $35 million in 1983, and covered the initial 

operation, the Rehab Loan Progran, rroney for conservation, aquifer 

ground water protection, storm water mancgement (~ich was never 
•' 

implemented), special water treatment analyses, and numerous 

feasibility stu:lies, includin;J now contanination well fields, which had 

not been mentioned in the initial framing of the Water Supply Bond Act. 

About $25 million of that $35 million was canmitted to 

various activities; about $10 m1llion rema1ns available. Two 

slbseqLE nt ap!Y q::>r i ations were reqLE sted for interconnections for the 

D&R Canal, and through the recently enacted Assembly Bill 2267, the 

amount of rroney apJiq::>riated by the Legislature has risen to $115 

million. Of that amomt, we have tabulated that about $57 million has 

been canmittoo to project activities. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much has been spent? 

MR. Gl\STON: Between $5 and $6 million has been spent. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: There is a b1g difference between 

c an mi t ted and s pe n t. 
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MR. GI\STON: There is a big difference between canmi tted and 

spent, and there is lead time that we all know has to go into these 

projects. In addition, the $2 0 million that has been li steel as D&R 

Canal, committed but not spent, is, in effect, being spent. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLL08ECK: Is that because you taD< the moneys 

from another issue? 

COMMISSIONER HUGiEY: No, that is because we financed it with 

short-term debt. So, it is spent as collateral. We financed it with 

short-term debt while we were under construction. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: But, we did take it fran other 

issLPs also, didn't we, the D&R clearup money? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: We took It fran this issue as 

collateral, Bob. We tad< the two appropriations bills passed by the 

Legislature and used them as collateral for short-term debt. We have 

to go onto the bonds, obviously, when the project is canpleted this 

fall. If we held out any longer than this fall, then we would be in an 

arbitrary situation with regard to debt, W"lich is not legal. So, we 

have to cash in those bonds upon completion of the project. 

MR. GI\STON: In addition to the $115 million that has been 

appropriated by the Legislature, we have appropriations pending \tilere 

we are carrying Wana:Jue South, W"lich v.e di~ussed at length, at $50 

million. That could easily be $70 million if the project oWlers' view 

of the apprq:>riation becanes a reality. We are calling the Manasquan 

reservoir system canmi trrent at $72 million. W"len you total those up, 

along with the apJropriation, you get a total appropriation, or 

appropriations pending, of $237 million using our math, or $257 million 

using the math of the North Jersey District sponsors. From that, $179 

million has been canmitted, leaving a net of about $57 million 

available to be canmi.tted. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How many applications for 

rehctlili tation have we had? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: For the $57 million we have in that 

cata:;~ory, we currently have in front of us $47 million in applications, 

and $16 million is on its way out. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: I'm sorry, I didn't catch the 

numbers. 
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C()vtMISSIONER HUG-1EY: By our count, we have aboot $57 million 

allocated to that comp:ment, Bob, W"lich is rehab. We have $47 milhon 

in applications in front of us, and \'€ have signed aJreanents W1 th 

various people who are starting to take the money out, of $16 million. 

So, we are reviewi~ $47 million, we have signed on $16 million, and \'€ 

have a total appropriation available of $57 million. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE ~ECK: How much did you have canmi tted on 

January 1? 

C()vtMISSIONER HUG-iEY: I don't think the situation has cha~ed 

dramatically. I think the nurrbers I just gave you are about the same 

numbers fran Jaruary 1. 

MR. GI\STON: We have not been updating our numbers on a 

day-by-day basis. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Had you approved any rehabilitation 

loans before January 1? I an not asking for canmitments; I want to 

know if you had any approved before January 1 of this year. 

MR. GI\STON: \\hat does approved mean? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In other \'10rds, how many had you 

granted? You had the applications, how many had you granted? 

MR. GI\STON: The way this loan progrcrn 1s working, 

Assemblyman, causes-- We tried to work to the benefl t of the potential 

applicants. In the loan progrcrn, you can apply for a loan and llne up 

without doirg anyt hirg, which is different than the construction grant 

progran, where in order to get a grant you have to do everything. In 

the loan progran, we allCl\1 applications to be made in a relatively 

simple form. Upon acceptance at the beginning of the process, we reach 

a point W1ere \'€ make a canmi tment far the loan. This puts the 

applicant in a position to design the facility with an assurance that 

he has fundirg for the specified anount with certain levels of interest 

rates and terms. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEr-BECK: The answer is, by a report put out 

by the Department: "Through Dec ember 31, 1984, applications tot allng 

over $46 million have been received. 

through that date." 

No loans have been awarded 

C()vtt~ISSIONER HUG-iEY: I think that 1s acrurate, Bob. 
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ASSEM a YMAN HOLLO-BECK: That was the question I asked. The 

answer should have been "none. 11 

CCJ.1MISSIONER HUGlEY: EUt, canmi tments have been made. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes, but there ~re none granted. 

The answer was none. We have canmi tted a lot of moneys for other 

things and, all of a su:lden, it doesn't even get spent. 

CCJ.1MISSIONER HUGlEY: I thiri< this is considera:>ly different. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: This JTDney has been around for a 

lorg time, and as of the beginnirg of this year, there ~re no 

approvals; no money was spent. This is your reJDrt (Chairman referring 

to reJDrt he is holdirg), unless we ~re havirg a feasibility study 

done. 

MR. GI\STON: Once the projects are canmi ssioned, they go to 

design. The design is based UJXln our c001mi tment so they will know 

where they st. and. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How long have we had applications 

caning in for that? 

MR. GI\STON: The first round of applications came to us in 

October of 1983. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: In 1984 we still had not approved 

any. We just started to approve them a short tlme ago. 

C()v1MISSIONER HUGHEY: No, no, that's-- Bob, I admit it, 

always, \\hen you hit me with an answer that I agree with. The answer 

you gave yourself to your former question was "none," and I agree with 

that. But John just explained how this progran \'tOrks. People first 

came in in 1983. I think if we have learned nothing else in this 

State, we have learna::! that we don't ask people to make major 

commitments to projects before they have a c001mitment from the State. 

We gave those people a canmi tment, and based on that 

commitment they went to design. Now we have a lot of projects sitting 

around that have never moved forward because they went into the process 

and made a m ajar c 001mi tment of funds without a c 001mi tment fran the 

State. This is an exception. So in 1983, after we reviewed the first 

round, those people spent six months to a year or a year and a half in 

design, and they are now in a position to begin drcwing those dollars. 

I don't see anything inconsistent about that at all. 

79 



ASSEMEl.YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: Do you see any need to dra.-~ any more 

moneys from the Clean Water Bond Act for water supply projects? 

CCJ.1MISSIONER HUG-lEY: The 1976? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes. 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: That is pretty well tapJ:Ed out. 

MR. GA.STON: If we could get that JTDney back we would use it 

to canplete some unanswered canmi. tments on the sewer grant side. As a 

matter of fact, we have t\'«J different types of recipients wtn are 

unhappy. We have the water supply peq:>le W'lo want to keep the money, 

and we have the sewer people who \lEnt to take it out. 

ASSEMEl. YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: How many feasibility stt.Dies have 

been done? 

MR. GA. S TON: Let me giVe you a digested vers1on of 

feasibility studies we have ongoing. We talked about the Manasquan 

River, W"lich is not a feasibility stu:ly in the same sense, but we have 

feasibility studies under the bond act in South River for \Eter supply 

purposes. That is eastern Middlesex County. Regarding the Camden 

metropolitan area lfeter supply feasibility study, that has been 

awarded and is moving along nicely. 

The Atlantic County area water supply feas1bili ty study w1ll 

be started 1n the current fiocal year. We have a statewide 

interconnection feasibility study that is in its second half, and it 1s 

being canpleted. We have set up an account for the evaluation of 

contaminated wells and well fields. As you know, that was someth1ng 

that was not contsnplated in 1981, and 1t has becane more and more of a 

problem. We set up a r evolving list of consultants whan we can call 

upon to cane in to do a preliminary engineering analysis in areas like 

Pomona Oaks and others W"lich have critical lfeter supply needs, but not 

to supply obvious answers as to how we stnuld go about solving them. 

We have four county demonstration projects W"lich are being 

fU1ded under certain provisions of the progran. We have a long-range 

watershed protection program that 1s being funded under the Water 

Supply Bond Act through a contract with Rutgers University. We have a 

study of the var1ous rrethods that one can use 1n provid1ng safe 

driti<ing water to our canrrunitles, 1n the sum of some $600,000. The 
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purpose of that is anticipation that what we have been finding through 

the A-280 testirg progran will become rrore and rrore prevalent. The 

nero to provide a reaoonoo means by W"lich \E can guide an approved 

treatment technology is apparent. So, a special water treatment study 

was canmi ssionoo and is just beirg initiated. 

I think that gives you a flavor-- Well, we have a whole 

series of grwnd water stu:lies W"lich are not exactly feasibility 

studies, but they are studies W"lich improve our l..flderstanding of the 

science of ground water supply and ground water reoources through the 

United States Geological Survey and the New Jersey Geological Survey • 

We are doirg \'\Orkin Camden, Atlantic, and South River. We will be 

moving to North Jersey to study the Bedrock and Berry Valley aquifers 

as part of this lorg-tenn progran to ll1derst.and and to utilize that 

understandirg in our allocation progran to extend the ground water 

reoources of the State for use by our citizens. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You even had a couple that I didn't 

have. Of course, you are goirg to submit to us where the moneys are 

coming from, how much they cost, the contract nurrbers, etc. so we will 

have that information for our review. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Bob, some of that is in the package we 

have for you today. Anythirg that isn't in the package will be put 

into an addendUll. 

ASSEMB.. YMAN HOLLDBECK: I wish Mr. Ricci \Ere still here 

because I have some questions with reference to the .Authority. You are 

the Chairman of the Authority by your position-- How many employees 

does the Authority ha"e? 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: Roughly 120, Bob. Those are the people 

who were trans fer red over W"len the Authority was created. 

ASSEMB.. YMAN HOLLO-BECK: How many people of the Department of 

Environmental Protection are working within the area of water supply? 

MR. Gt\STON: Broa::lly, the water supply element now has about 

60 people working on water supply and safe drinkirg water. 

ASSEMB..YMAN HOLL08ECK: So, we're talking 60 people then 

within DEP and 120 employees of the Authority. 
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MR. GL\STON: Maybe I can exterd that. In addition, we have a 

number of people in the New Jersey Geological Survey who are working on 

water supply. I thiri< maybe you could say between 10 and 15. Under 

our contractual relationship wi. th the United States Geological Survey, 

a slbstantial anount of the reSJurces over there are being fl.Jlded by 

the joint ground water studies we have. So, I think we have well over 

1 00 people, if you tabulate all of the people who are working on water 

supply related activities. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: Okay. I guess you are deferring 

them from the Department, plus the 120 of the A.Jthority itself, so we 

are talking abcut 220 people directly related in the State. 

CIJ.1MISSIONER HUGHEY: Related to the water supply system. I 

would thiri< that is a conservative number. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Wlat are the total revenues of the 

Authority? 

CIJ.1MISSIONER HUGHEY: I don't have that off the top of my 

head, Bob. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: \\hat are the total expenditures of 

the Authority? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I don't have that off the top of my 

head either. I do have an annual report, which I thiri< was just issued 

about a month ago. I can get you a copy of that. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEN3ECK: I want to determine -- and this is 

really why I wanted Mr. Ricci here because I think he would have these 

numbers -- whether the rate schedule of the Authority is bearing the 

full expense of water supply. 

I want to see whether or not the general revenues are being 

used to support any debt service of any of the State water supply 

systans. You say there are delinquent payments of revenues on return 

of payment. I would like to see that. The reaSJn why and this 

might SJund like nitpicking to SJme of the plb lie 1 s that the 

general policy set by the Legislature in 1981 dealing with water supply 

was that those who use it should pay for it. That was the reaSJn \ttly 

we created the Authority, why we used revenue bonds W"lere possible, 

etc., and that was the policy, because we had known previously that it 
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was not ope ratirg that way. We knew that the rates for State water 

were held artificially low by being supplenented very heavily within 

the DEP for the debt services of the State reservoirs. We felt it was 

unfair for the people of South Jersey, who are on well \\Ster and groiSld 

water, to have to pay for somebody else's water so their rates would be 

held low. That was the whole IX> licy question. I want to see if that 

policy is beirg follOrled thrrugh. As I said, it sounds like 

nitpicking. 

ClJ.1MISSIONER HUG-lEY: Bob, not only is it a fair question-

I can give you the annual reJDrt numbers -- but I can give you an 

answer to it. We follOrl, within the Authority, the policy set up by 

the Legislature, W"lich is reflected in the annual reJDrt and, more than 

that, is reflected in the rate hearirgs we hold. I mean, we have to 

have an Authority \tilich collects, plus a reserve, that \tilich it 

spends. In addition to that, as I thiri< you are aware, we negotiated 

past due payments on things that yere put into place, so there was an 

agreanent reached wi. t h the TreasLC er on \til at had to cane back fran 

former bond issues from the Water Supply Authority as part of the rate 

structure. 

There are 

with the Authority. 

two variations to that \til1ch have nothing to do 

The debt we talked about before was the debt that 

was issued by the State for interconnects, and the State was having 

trouble collectirg that money, not the Authority. The other variation 

to that is the variation that we got through the modification in the 

bard money last year to all011 us to do some of these critical area 

studies W"lich do not necessarily transfer themselves to a specific 

project. So, there are some thirgs within the bond issue dollars -

not the Authority's operations, but the bond issue dollars -- \tilich are 

not directly tracemle to a final project. Critic8.1 area studies are 

not going to be in that category; contamination studies are in that 

category. So, there are goirg to be some projects here done for the 

benefit of the State as a whole, particularly in the ground water area, 

that I thiri< wi 11 be hard to charge back through the bond issLe. 

However, with your help, we clarified that language. 
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Therefore, I thiri< the answer to the first question is, the 

Authority pays for W"lat it does. It sets its rates accordi rrJly through 

a fairly lengthy process. The only two variations fran bond issue 

moneys are the things ~ are doing in ground \'later, W"lich the 

Legislature knows abrut, and the second variation is the loans that we 

can or cannot collect, depending u p:m W"lether m t.rlici pa li ties choose to 

pay us back or not. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: There are always ways of getting the 

money. Assanblyman Adubato had a couple of questions too. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: The only question I had really centered 

on the New Jersey pollution diocharge elimination systan. Mr. Gaston, 

you stated that in that particular program the Department had done a 

great deal to make the enforcanent of, or the givirrJ out of, permits to 

mlJlicipalities and industry that w:!re discharging into our \'laterways-

You said that the Department had been very diligent in that process, 

and then you outlined the reason why -- we improved \'later quality. You 

talked abrut that. Was that before or after the $1 million the 

Department received for 48 new positions to do away with the very 

dranatic backlog in that progran, W"lich \'ISS addressed by the Joint 

Appropriations Commit tee last year in a budget resolution? 

COv1MISSIONER HUG-lEY: It was before, during, and after, but 

it certainly stepped up, as you know, fran our Joint Appropriations 

appearance this year. It certainly stepped up after the Jo1nt 

Appropriations supplemental last year. 

ASSEMB._ YMAN ADLBATO: When you were outlining the number of 

staff positions, if I may restate the Chairman's question, the number 

of people involved in the Deparbnent in the area of water supply, or 

dealirrJ with \'later -- did that include the 48 positions? 

MR. GASTON: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: Why do we separate the NJPDES program 

out as employees who are involved w1 th water quality or water supply? 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Well, I think ~at we are trying to do 

is give Bob an acrurate answer to his question, W"lich is simply to deal 

with the water supply projects ~ discussed today. Almost everything 

in John's Divi sian is interrelated, and there are over 500 people 
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in that Division. There are 588 people as of today, and they are all 

related in one way or another to water supply, water quality, or water 

enfo rcenent. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: My final question is, ~ ~re talking 

abrut ml.l1icipali ties that the Department was finding it difficult to 

get rooney back frcrn based on the interconnect dollars that ~re given 

back at the time of the last drrught. The City of Newark owes the 

Department how much? 

C£J.1MISSIOt-ER HUGiEY: I don't know W"lat their rumber is, 

Steve, but they do owe us some. 

Hofman) 

MR. HCFMAN: It is probably as much as $5 million at least. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Around $5 million? (a:::ldressing Mr. 

MR. HOFMAN: At least. 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: Steve, it is about $5 million. 

MR. HOFMAN: It's at least $5 million. 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: But they are not there by thsnselves. 

I mean, Jersey City is there in North Jersey, Passaic Valley--

ASSEM a YMAN ADLBATO: ( interruptirg) I an particularly 

interested in the City of Newark because they own the water supply w1 th 

the Pequannod< sys tan that services a very significant percentaJe of 

the people in my legislative district. So, I an particularly 

interestoo in the Pequannod< Water Systen. Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Assemblyman Shinn? 

ASSEMa YMAN SHINN: The municipalities ~ere you are hav1ng 

problems with collection ~re a part of the whole system. They were 

canponent parts of that. They do not have a contract for repayment, as 

I understand it, because they wouldn't sign one. Is that right? 

MR. HCFMAN: The way that ~rked was, we tried to get a 

negotiated agreement with the seven major purveyors. Let me tick those 

off so that everyone understands: Newark and Jersey City would be the 

two municipals; then you have the two commission types, North Jersey 

District and the Passaic Valley Water Commission; and then you have 

the three investor-oW"led systems, the Hackensack Water Company, the 

Elizabethtown Water Company, and the Commorwealth Water Company. 
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The Elizabethtown, Hackensack, and CanrronNealth Canpanies 

have all made payrrents. Passaic Valley made one payrrent. The others 

have not made any payments. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: ~at is the prov1s1on for nonpayrrent? Is 

there a penalty, do you get interest on the deferred payment, or what? 

MR. HCTMAN: That was not set forth specifically in the 

la;;Jislation. The last letter that went out to than threatened that if 

they did not begin to pay immediately, we would turn them over to the 

Attorney General's office for proserution. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Fran their point of view, would the debt 

service that would reduce their debt to the State be part of their 

expense for a rate increase? 

MR. HCFMAN: I would assune so, yes. The Treasurer has set 

an interest rate, so anything they don't pay now, they are being 

charged an interest--

C!l-1MISSIONER HUGHEY: (interrupting) No, I think W"tat Bob 

means is, that is the way it was designed to work. Obviously, it would 

have been consistent with the legislative mandate. We would have 

developed a charge with BPU, W"lich we did. We ~uld structure an 

agreement with the \'Bter supply purveyors, pl.bllc or non-pl.blic, to pay 

back that charge in some reaoo ncb le fashion, and they would put it onto 

their rate structure. I'm sure the reason they are not paying back is 

that they do not want to put it onto the rate structure. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I was just tryirg to ferret out W"lat 

their reaoon is -- since the improvement should be a benefit to their 

overall system -- for not \'Bnting to pay, and if it were strictly a 

rate charge. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: I think that improvement is a benefit 

to their overall systan if we are in a position like we are in today. 

Up lrltil three rmnths ago, I think a lot of them questioned \'tlether 

that improvement was somethirr;;J they even wanted. They want it W"ten 

they have to trans fer to their benefit. Wlen they don't have to 

transfer their water, I'm sure it becanes a snaller itan on their 

agenda. 
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ASSEMB._ YMAN SHINN: The other question I have is related more 

to water quantity. On the previous chart you showed us, it looked as 

if August was sort of the key in the graph WI ere you had signi flcant 

water usage in July and August, WllCh is the next 60 days. 

Historically, how does that canpare to the last 60 days in water USa.;Je; 

for instance, April and May versus June, July, and August type 

utilization? How big of an increase in water utihzation is there 

during the summer nnnths? 

MR. HCFMAN: Well, in the sunmer months it goes up at least 

25%. 

ASSEM a_ YMAN SHINN: Twenty-five percent? 

MR. HCFMAN: At least 25~6. Here again it varies, depending 

on W.ether you are in a real urban area or vtlether you are 1n sl.burbia 

Wlere people wash their cars, w:~ter their lawns, and things of that 

nature. So, you have a lot of factors, but generally speaking it goes 

up about 2 5~6. 

MR. ~STON: The results of the imposition of the first sta.;Je 

requirements in April and now the rationing are still to be determined, 

but our usage durirg March, April, and now through May is basically 

flat, alt. hough 1n the last several days, ~ have gone down maybe 

3-1 /2~6. vtlat we are see1rg is that at a time l'klen water use would be 

rising, we're flat. So, sorrething is happening, and we consider that 

to be a positive resr:nnse. The base fran l'kl1ch it is happening changes 

on a month-by-nnnth basis because of the changing use patterns in May, 

Jme, July, and IUgust. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Okay, thank you. 

MR. HCFMAN: I would like to correct one statanent, if I may, 

in answer to Assemblyman Ad L.bato' s remarks about Newark. Newark's debt 

is not quite $5 million; they owe about $3. 7 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: That doesn't mean they have paid any 

fran \tilat it was before. That was always the figure, and they haven't 

paid any. 

MR. HCFMAN: No, no, no. That was the figure. From memory, 

we said $5 million, but I have been hmting through my records here and 

I found that it is really about $3.7 milllon. They have a duect bill 
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of $2,334,000, and then they also have their share of their ownership 

in the North Jersey District, ~ich is about 40% -- roughly 37%. So, 

that would be another--

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: How much does North Jersey owe? 

MR. HCFMAN: North Jersey owes $3,590,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ADLBATO: Okay, thank you. 

ASSEM a YMAN SHINN: I don't see any incentive bui 1t into that 

scenario we are discussing for the towns to pay the bill if there is 

not an interest penalty for late payment. Maybe that is somethirg the 

Legislature needs to address. I would think that should be built into 

this whole structure to treat cost, and more for late payment than they 

can sell bond anticipation notes for, or else they are using arbitrage 

on their end. Wlile this whole process is orgoirg, the State should be 

gettin;~ interest on that rnney so that other municipalities are not 

beirg penalized by a lack of use of the funds. Do you follOrl what I am 

saying? 

CCJ.1MISSIONER HUGlEY: I thiri< that probably would be a good 

idea. The only penalty we can impose is to hold back, for exanple, a 

rehltl loan, which just shoots us in the foot. That doesn't do us a 

whole lot of good. You should know, Bob, and I know the Committee 

Chairman knows, that the preponderance of bills in the Legislature 

addressing this issue are forgiveness bills. They are not penalty 

bills. They are retroactive forgiveness bills for the full anounts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: If the North Jersey District Water 

Supply is a State agency, why can't we get the money back from one of 

our own State agencies? 

CCJ.1 MIS SI ONE R HUGlEY: We have the sane pr oblen with them. 

Bob, we went through a process, we designed a process--

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLE~ECK: ( interruptirg) It seens to me that 

you can't have it both ways. If you want to call it a State agency, 

then you should be able to get the money back fran that State agency 

very easily. I would bring that to their attention, 1 f they are not 

aware of their State statu~ 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Ptblic status is a better way to say 

it. Public status is, I thiri<--
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ASSEM a YMAN HOLLEr-BECK: ( interruptirg) There are a couple 

of other things, all right? One is, the ground water of the State 

belorgs to \\hom, just so \'.e can clarify this? W"lo owns the ground 

water of the State? 

C(}1MISSIONER HUG-lEY: That's a tough question. I thiri< the 

ground water of the State belongs-- We have taken the position, 

particularly recently, that it bel orgs to the State. We have testified 

within the last six months on the first divers1on of a private company 

on ground water, which I thiri< the Chairman knows • 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 

bel orgs to \l'thom? 

The surface water of the State 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: The surface water of the State, as the 

systan is coordinated, belor-gs to the State. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Unless the State has given a 

1 e.;Ji sl ative grant to--

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: (interrupting) Unless a company has a 

grant--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) A legislative 

grant? 

MR. HCFMAN: The State owns the waters of the State. 

ASSEMa YMAN HOLLEr-BECK: Unless the State has given away the 

r~ghts of some of the waters of the State. 

MR. HCFMA~: That may wind up being litigated some day. 

Right now, as a matter of agreement, I think the State supremacy would 

resJ:Ect--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (lnterrupting) Well, there has been 

litigation on that particular question, haSl't there? 

MR. HCFMAN: Yes, and there may be many, many times in the 

future. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Of course, you know the one I am 

referrirg to is Dundee. 

MR. HCFMAN: Right now I think we have an agreement with 

resJ:Ect to \!'that Dundee's--

ASSEMBL YMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) Somehow 1t was 

anicably settled. That 1s what made Wana:JLE South work. You know it 
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and I know it. That was part of the settlenent. I knew the answer to 

that, but I just wanted to get it on the record. 

Another JXlint is one that I brwght up earlier. It is 

something that still bothers me no end. I don't agree with you with 

regard to Ranapo pipeline, but that's okay. Reammble people 

disagree. I personally think that maybe we should have proceeded with 

the southern JXlrtion, even if it was just deali~ with augmenti~ a 

flow into the Passaic River for other areas, particularly the Passaic 

Valley Water Can mi. ssion. No one likes the quality of their water. I 

have said it before; 80'Jcl of it was se~rage during 1980 and 1981. It 

was treated; it was super-chlorinated to the JXlint of formirv;;~ 

chloroform ~ich caused some problems with the water. 

In the meantime, I thili< it is imperative for the Department, 

if they haven't been doing it, to look at the permits on the Passaic 

River and its tributaries to see that those plants are operati~ at 

their permit level on W"lat they are allowed to do; to see W"lat we can 

do; and at least to see if that portion is beirg followed through. If 

they are not, then so be it. I think we are going to have to apply 

sane restrictions because we can't contirue. 

Again, we are going to have further heanngs. I would like 

to have mme of the purveyors of the water arwnd the State appear. 

There are a stri~ of little water companies around the State, and a 

lot of big ones. ~at has happened here, of course, is, we are talking 

about the most heavily populated area of the State \'11ich is having this 

problen. Granted, thirgs have piled up on us much faster than anyone 

anticipated. I can't blame the Department; they can't make it rain, as 

we said. Personally, I thili< there are some thirgs we could have moved 

a little faster on. That, again, is a matter of opinion. You can 

argue with it. 

I would hate to think that if we go into W"lat we anticipate 

this sunmer -- because this is not over we are goi~ to have 

problems if we have water in one area of the State and we are not 

prepared to move \'eter on an interbasin transfer. I an primarily 

thinking about the State reservoirs. To me, not only interconnections 

were important in 1980 and 1981; the other thirg of importance was 

interbasin transfers. They became very imp:Jrtant. 
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The other thin;J, of course, is the concern about the salt 

water intrusion in the Canden well fields, and along the shore area 

because of the hea.:y slfTlrrer crCJA~ds. 

I think we are going to have some real problems with that. I 

want to thank the Commissioner, John Gaston, and Dirk Hofman for caning 

to brief the Committee. I realize that sometimes we get heavy in our 

questionin;J. It is only in the elan of the situation that you get the 

fervor of it. But this is so impntant to the State. We should all 

realize, and the plb lie should realize, that eve ryt hin;J ~ talk about 

in the State, from toxic \'Eiste to so lid \'Eiste and everything else, is 

to protect the water of the State. Everyt hin;J ~ talk about in this 

Committee reverts to the quality of \'Eiter. That is how imJDrtant 1t is 

to the State. We have to handle it right. If we have a problem within 

that legislation, Commissioner, and the mandate ~ gave you doesn't 

give you the auttn rity, or if you have problems dealin;J with any 

appropriations, see the Committee, and~ will gla:Hy try to hanmer 

those thin;Js out for you. It is not the Legislature's intent to have 

anything go wron;J with this progran. From ~at we did in 1980 and 1981 

-- Dirk was here, John was here, but you were not here, Commissioner -

I an sure there are mistakes. There had to be mistakes made. This was 

a 11 new; it was different. No one else ha:l the experience, and ~ did 

it. If we have to correct it, we will gladly correct it. Reasonable 

people will do that for you. 

So, again, I want to thank you very much. 

CCMMISSIONER HUG-lEY: Mr. Chairman, we don't really have any 

complaints about the resJDnse of the Legislature. We think you d1d a 

pretty good job in 1981. The one correction ~ wanted was the 

correction we got on the ballot last )ear for the purposes of studies. 

We are satisfied that the Legislature gives our appropriations bills 

the attention they deserve. Wlen they take a little longer 

occasionally, we understand ~y. We think we have a very good plan in 

this State, and we think we built H with the Legislature. We think we 

are on target. We appreciate the time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: John, one other thi n;J. You said 

you would cane up with the chart that your wife couldn't understand. 

You are going to simplify it so that we can understand it. 
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Again, thari< you very much. 

COMMISSIONER HUGHEY: Thank you. 

ASSEM a YMAN HOLLE N:iECK: And, thari< you, members of the 

Committee. 

(HEARl NG CON:L UII:D) 
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