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SECTION I 

OVERVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION IN NEW JERSEY 



TRANSPORTATION IN NEW JERSEY 

For more than two decades, public transportation throughout 

the United States has experienced a constant decline in patronage. 

In spite of the fact that it is the most densely populated State 

in the nation, New Jersey shares this dilemma with all other 

states. 

Transportation in New Jersey is a critical problem as a 

result of financial failure of railroads and bus companies and 

the increasing density of automobile traffid over the State's 

street and highway network. 

Combined State and Federal funds of almost $28 million 

annually are being spent on public transit systems in order to 

assure continuance of operations on the five railroads (all 

bankrupt) and many bus companies. It is now quite apparent 

the policies of preserving marginal rail and bus services can 

no longer continue without change in view of the poor economic 

posture of the public transport system of the State. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF STUDY 
To set the framework, identify existing conditions, and 

outline available governmental policy options, the Department 

of Transportation (NJDOT) authorized a comprehensive study under 

provisions of P.L. 1972, c.73. It will examine public transport 

operations with the goals of preserving and extending bus ser-

vices in response to public requirements; considering the needs 
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I of persons w o are totally dependent on public transp rtati,n; 

achieving b~tter coordination, regulation and operati©n of 

needed ~erv~ces; and optimization of State and Federa fiscjl 

assistance programs. 

The fi~st study objective, the subject of this s atemeJt, 

is to: 

1. Pr. vide ar,1 overview of the total transportat. on 
• I • 

2. 

s1.1 uation;:, and, 

Prpvide a statement of practical governmenta 
po[licy alternatives with respect to all publ·,· c 
trl nsport modes in the State. 

GEOGRA~HY 
sey is situated about midway between Wash'ngton 

and Boston !. n the northeast travel corridor and is th Stat 

of resiqlenc for many workers and visitors to two of he 
I 

nation' s lal 

Its locatio! 

State of ma 

,It is 

New York, 

i 

cities -- New York and Philadelphia (Figur 

has contributed to the fact that it lead as a 

ufacturing, industry, and economic growth. 

settled in the nine counties adjac nt to 

four counties near Philadelphia, and in Merce 

1) • 

County in~ e vicinity of Trenton. In other parts of the Sate 

where urba1 has not yet developed, an agricultural 

eco~omy prJI ominab3s in the rural area. The marked contrast 

between th~ characteristics of the urban and rural areas in the 

State stro~ ly influences travel habits and the trans ortat'on 
I 

system peed and ci:>mplicates th~ development, acceptance an 
I 

adoption o:5 a Statie-wide policy on public transportation. 

2 
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TRAVEL IN NEW ~ER~ Y 
• I The importancj of travel in New Jersey can best be meas1red 

by reference to tofrl da.i,.1.y person trips. Order-of-magnitud! 

esti~ates have been made of daily person trips by both drives 

and passengers in brivate vehicles and passengers in the var ous 
I 

public transportati n services available. The following tri s 
I represent 1970 avefage daily travel in New Jersey: 

ESTIMATED DAILY PERSON TRIPS 

NTERNAL THROUGH __ TOTAL 

Per 
MODE 

Automobile 
Trucks 

N: er Cent Number 
Per 
Cent Numb r 

I 

12,365,000 83.5 
925,000 6.2 

Bus 1,192,000 8.0 
Rail 3'14,000 2.3 

TOTAL , , <1.>100.0 

50,000 
10,000 

8,000 
14,000 
82,000 

61.0 
12.1 

9.8 
17.1 

100.0 

Per Cent 
of Total 

I 

! 

I 

99.4 0.6 

(1) Does not inclf e 480,000 N.Y.-N.J. and 300,000 N.Y.-Pa. trips 

Source: NJDOT anal estimates by Wilbur Smith and Associates/ 
Ford, Bacp & Davis, Inc. (Figure 2). 

I 

Auto/truck trli.ps predominate and represent 89 per cent f 

total person trips~ Buses account for only 8.0 per cent and 

rail passengers oniy 2~6 per cent of the total person trips. 
I 
I 

Corridor or tprough trips, with both origins and destin tions 

outside the 

ment. This 

in a State, 

I 

st,te,i account for only 0.6 per cent of the tota1 move 

is a tt ical s;ituation, the principal travel pat,berns 
. I 

metropbli tan ctrea, county or town being intra-ar a. 
.. . I . 

I 

i 

I 4 
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Travel th - Projections made by NJDOT indicate hat b 

1990, motor ve!'cle travel will increase by 73 per cent nd ra'l 

patronage ~ill 'ncrease by 75 per cent (Figure 3). Ass lption 

anticipate impr ved rail systems and some new highways. More 

· · I · h 1 ·1 d .. congestion is f recast. for State hig ways as ane-mi.e .ns1t1. s 
I 

should rise 

vehicles by 

Travel 

fr<D 
I 

199 • 

about 5,200 vehicles at present to over 6,000 

by[ us would increase 24 per cent as a resul of 

anticipated i~t 

forecast to rl.r 
• • I general av1.at1.o 

I a new Newark Ai 
I 

vative operating techniques. Air operations a e 

about 215 per cent. This assumes an in,~ease in 

activity throughout the State and opera 1..on o 

port. 

POPULATION AND GROWTH INDICATORS 
I 

The 19!70 er: nsus found over 7,168,000 people in New 1..ersey, 
II I 

an increase of [ 8 per cent from approximately 6,070,000 'n 196 • 

Forecasts rece, ly prepared by NJDOT as a part of the "M ster 

Plan for Trans~, rtation, '72", and accepted by the U. s. Depar -
I ment of Transpo 
I can be expected 
I .pared by the Ne 
I 

tation, indicate that by 1990, 9,457,000 resid nts 

in the State. Estimates of 1990 populat'on pr:-

Jersey Department of Labor and Industry, Divi. i.on 

Research suggest a 1990 population of 9 'jl98, 01 

of population based on the NJDOT figure, wou 

nation-leading 950 per square mile in 19 0 to 

of Planning an1 

The densit. 

increase from J 
1,260 persons p 

I Table 1. 

Vehicle I re 

tion, • • I 1.ncreas1.1 
I 

r square mile in 1990. These figures ar give in 

istration has grown at a rate in excess If pop la-

by almost 50 in the per cent 1960-70 pe iod an 

6 



1,000 -
934 

900 -

800 _,_ 

- 700 _,_ 
C 
0 

600 --fJ) 
a:: 500 w _,_ 
<.!) z w 423 
fJ) 400 _,_ 388 
fJ) 
<( 
a. 313 

300 -I-

200 _,_ 

100 _,_ 89 75 

0 

44 43~ .,, , .... ,,,,,~x,_x"x 
A A A ,,,,,,, V 

. 1947 1961 1970 1990 1947 1961 1970 1990 
(PROJECTED) (PROJECTED) 

RAIL BUS 

ANNUAL PATRONAGE TRENDS· 
SOURCE: NEW.JERSEY DEPARTMENT 

•. OF TRANSPORTATION 

WILBUR SMITH AND ASSOCIATES 
FORD, BACON AND DAVIS INC. FIGURE 3 



T~ble l 

!NEW. ERSEY GROWTH TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS 

Populatiort 
· (Millions): 

Develqpme11t 
Density .. 

(Persons ~er 
Square Mille} .· 

vehicle 
Registrqtio 

(Millionst · 

Employment 
(Millions)' 

Motor VehiJcle 
.Travel ' 

(Vehicle-ijile . 
Millions): 

Rai 1 Patr~:hag • 
(Daily i:rr~ps, 
Thousand~) 

Bus Patronage 
(Daily Triips 
Mill ions): 

Aircraft Qpera ion 
(Annual Fliigh 
Millions}. 

l 1966 dataJ 
I ·. I 

l,960 1970 
Per Ceht. 

Number ·Chanse NUlllber 

6.07 7 •. 168 . +18 9.457 +32 

950 1,260 +33 

2.401 3. 794 +58. 5.384 +42 

2.791< 1> 

39.8 68.9 +73 

358,.0 626.5 +75 

1.2 1.6 +24 

7 .924 +216 

(2) 1986 ~roj4r tion. 
SOURCE: NO"DO; "Master Plan for Transportation 1 72 11 • 

I 
i 
I 

8 



is forecast to grow an additional 42 per cent by 1990 to reach 

5,384,000 vehicles. 

Employment in the State is forecast to grow by 33 per cent 

over the 20 years covering 1966 to 1986. A total of 3,704,000 

jobs in the State are projected for 19&6. 

These projections have been based on assumption that past 

growth trends would continue but may have to be revised down-

ward in keeping with the national trend. This projection approach 

could be questioned, however, in view of environmental-ecological 

implications of building new transportation facilities, avail-

ability of funds, opposition to capital improvements, new com-

munity developments, an expected shortage of fuel in this country 

and other factors. In the latter context, with expected escala-

tio-n in costs of fuel, travel patterns and modal choice may be 

affected quite substantially. 

THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
New Jersey has an extensive, complex system of highways, 

rail and bus routes, air facilities and seaports. Its population 

density, industrial activity and service functions to adjacent 

large metropolitan areas place great importance and demand on all 

transport modes. The economy of the State, therefore, is closely 

linked to the tempo of its transportation system. 

Highways - It has be~n estima.ted that 9'7 •. 4 per cent ot all 

person trips within New Jersey, are made on the State's roads and 

streets (Figure 4), with an average of 0.009 lane-miles (Table A) 

per New Jersey resident. This ratio is only one half to one 

9 
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quarter of the lane-miles per capita available to highway users 

in many other states. The density of daily highway travel per 

lane-mile in the State has risen nearly 60 per cent in the last 

20 years. 

In short, New Jersey has the most intensively utilized highway 

system (Table B) in the nation and its congestion has increased 

each year because funds available for highway improvements have 

not kept pace with growth in .automobile and truck traffic volumes. 

Air and Water Transportation - A total of 84 airports serve 

some 3,400 aircraft registered in the State. Airports at Newark, 

Trenton, and Atlantic City also afford service to interstate com-

mercial airlines. A major impact of these airports is in the form 

of ground transportation demands by passengers and visitors, freight, 

and employees. 

Passenger ferry service is provided, under a subsidized operation 

between Bridgeport, New Jersey and Chester, Pennsylvania; and by the 

Delaware Bay and Bridge Authority from Cape May, New Jersey to Lewes, 

Delaware. 

Rail Passenger Transportation - Rail transportation facilities 

in the State today are largely the residue of historical routes es-

tablished early in the century. Most commuter rail lines follow 

the routes established to move freight from the West to the Hudson 

River waterfront for trans-shipment to Manhattan, Long Island or 

other northern reaches. Some lines, such as the Greenwood Lake 

and Gladstone branches of the Erie-Lackawanna and the New York and 

Long Branch Railroad,.were built to provide service to outlying 

11 



- --
_ ... ..:~--· ' :,.2, -~ -•··.,.:- .... 

residentia and hill arid seashore resorts. Ex ept fr 
I 

the Penn Ce line to Penn Statiop, New York, rail 

1 . "f; - I . ines _ pcu on N1ew Jersey terminals with short-run ferry ccess 

to Manhb:tt which remains the predominant destination of ail. 

C:Omntute1J:'S. 

Fijve presently operate rail commuter services over 

erson 
-

trips. e are the Penn Central Transportation Co the 

Central_ of 

· Seashor1e L -

(PATH' :New! 

route-mile• 

The rl 

rail-pa1s set 

per cent sl 

6). All fi 
- I 

and two are 
. I 

Erie-Lackawanna, the Penn ylvania Reading 

Reading Railroad. Rapid trans't rail service 

Subway, and the Lindenwold line) is pr vided over 26 

generating 192,000 weekday person trips. 

1 systems serve 15 of the State's 21 Cou ties. Total 

route-miles in operation have decline near y 60 

1950 (from 1,100 to 467 route-miles) Figur s 5 and 

e commuter railroad companies are now in bankr ptcy, 

facing· almost immediate financial crises The Newark 

in financial difficulty. Subway :is r 
Bt!,S T+ ort:ation - Today's bus routes are gen ------+-+---'------- the 

after 

ects 
carry-over 

World War 

the ac~uis1 

these ~a:.rlt 

A larf 
and have er 
change•to 

s treiet car and jitney alignments estab 

The Transport of New Jersey (TNJ) syst 

ion, amalgamation and some coordination 

street car and bus routes. 

numbeir of other small private bus compa 

tinued operations throughout the State. 

me of these routes has been to substitut 
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terminals for original ferry terminals in Weehawken, Hoboken, 

and Jersey City. Bus routes terminating in Paterson, Passaic, 

Newark, Elizabeth, and New Brunswick, still terminate in the 

central business districts of these cities, even though the cities, 

as focal points for industry and commerce, have lost much of their 

earlier importance. Traffic on interstate bus routes has remained 

fairly stable, except on those routes affected by the inauguration 

of the Lindenwold rapid transit line serving Philadelphia. 

Many intrastate routes are sustaining substantial operating 

deficits due to loss of patronage. 

In sharp contrast to the continuing growth in automobile 

travel, bus transportation in New Jersey has declined. 

An estimated 1.2 million daily passenger-trips -- 8.0 per 

cent of all person trips -- are carried by approximately 289 bus 

transit companies, which operate more than 4,700 vehicles. One 

bus company, TNJ, serves more than half of all bus passengers in 

the State. However, the current bus passenger volume is only one 

third that attained in 1947 immediately after World War II. In 

t he last decade alone, bus ridership has declined about 25 per 

cent. 

As ridership has receded, so has the fiscal status of the 

bus companies. In order to meet operating costs, financial assis-

t ance from outside sources has become essential in many cases. In 

the 1971 calendar year, 17 bus companies received a total of 

$1,304,000 in operating subsidies to support intrastate services. 

The State contributed $980,000, the balance was contributed by 

15 



I 
county and 1 ot governments. With 19 companies receivi g 

I 

subsidie·s li.n total payment exceeded $2 million, of 
! 

which the Sta ' s shaJ.t:'e amounted to $1 , 5 5 8 , 0 0 0 • 
i 

Locat~on f Bus <.:ompanies - The myriad of independe t bus 
! 
I 

. companies in Jers1:ay is a paramount consideration in he de 

·velopment ~nd dministration o.f any overall policy desig ed to 

preserve, ve, coorclinate and extend public transpor ation. 

Hudson Couhty as 155 bus companies listed as based wit in it 

boundaries: (Fi Other Counties with large of 

regis·tered: com anies are Essex (35), Bergen (18), Passai (16) 

Union (14) Middlesex (14)~ 

From~ ancial standpoint, bus transit operations show 

mixed pict~re. Many c::ompanies, including TNJ, report a 

able commuter but show losses at the local leve 

ever, eveniTNJ 

loss is pr<j,jec 

tailments 

the universal trend, and a $12 mi 

1972. This could result in substa 

or possible bankruptcy unless subs 

increases in f'nancial assistance are forthcoming. 

Vehicle 01 nershi> - The function of bus service 

communitie~ re from the major metropolitan 

et 

ur-

Trenton, A~lan ic City, Asbury Park, and others, the mov ent f 

local resident on loc:al trips remains the key function. To 

assist in the ssessmemt of functional requirements int ous 

16 
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and on car owners ip by :Eamily groups have been assembled. 

Subdividing he population by age groups defines segme ts of 

the potential.dem nd for transit service since the young an 

old, in most casJ, are captive transit riders. Those unde 

and over 65 years of age, constitute between 37 and 45 per 

the 

16 

ent o 

the total reside!.) population in the·state when listed by C unty 

(Table C) • Cape Llay Cou11ty has the largest percentage of oung 

and old peopl'c'-
1 

f th~ total 86,000 residents, about 14, 00 are 

under 16 years an about 12,000 are over 65 years of age (F'gure ) • 

Essex County has he lar~:rest absolute number of potential t ansi t 

riders in these a e groupings with 266,000 young people and 94,00 

over 65 years,old. 

The number o families owning no cars is also in indic tor 

of potential tran it ridE~rs. From regional planning agenci s, 

numbers of famili sin the Tri-State and DVRPC regions with, ut 

vehicles rang'!' frl m six per cent in Morris County to about 1 

per cent in Hudso, County (Table D). The potential for loc 1 bus 

service appeai,s ti be greatest in the New Jersey portion of the 

Tri-State Region here almost 20 per cent of the ve no 

cars (Figure 9). 

~NNOVATIVE NEW S VICES 
Three innoval ive public transportation services are pr sent-

ly in operation i, New JE~rsey: 

The Lind~nwo d Line,, (Port Authority Transit Corporati n of 
I 

Pennsylvania ~nd I ew Jersey - PATCO), Haddonfield Dial-a-Ri e, 
. I 

and I-495 Exclusi e Bus Lane. 

18 
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Lindenwold Line - The Lindenwold Line was constructed new 

by PATCO on former rail rights-of-way connecting Lindenwold, New 

Jersey, and downtown Philadelphia, a distance of 14.5 miles. In the 

six years of its operation patronage has tripled to a figure in 

excess of 40,000 weekday person trips. Its parking lots have 

had to be enlarged, and it has had a favorable economic impact on 

the area it serves. Recently the State contracted with TNJ to 

provide coordinated feeder-bus services over an enlarged service 

area. 

Haddonfield Dial-a-Ride - This demonstration project has been 

operating on a seven-day week basis since May, 1972. It is a per-

sonalized demand-responsive service utilizing a fleet of 12 mini-

buses which serve an area of about five and one-half square miles in 

which live 25,000 people. The buses are radio-controlled and 

operate on a 24-hour basis providing a basic feeder service to the 

Lindenwold high-speed line but responding to origin-destination 

demands of the riders. 

Fares for this service are based on a regular cash fare of 

$0.60 and include a 40-ride discount rate{$0.50), a ten-ride 

family or group discount ($0.40), good only during certain off-

peak hours, and a senior citizen discount ($0.40). 

Patronage has been increasing steadily as passengers familiar-

ize themselves with the services. From an initial level of 300 

passengers per day, volume has increased to 750 per day. While 

manual dispatching has been used to date, computerized control of 

the buses is expected to be initiated in the near future. 
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I-495 E~., . usive Bus Lane - The New Jersey Departme 

Transportatio+ cooper:ated with the Port Author:i. ty of 

and New Jerset and the New Jersey Turnpike Authority 
I 

sponsorship· Of the Tri-State Regional Planning Commissi 

place a 2. 5 ml e exclusive bus lane on the I--.495 

the Lincoln Tt 
carrie·s 44, OOI 
in New Yorlk ea 

The projec:t ra, 
minutes and 

nel in service in· December, 19.70. This. 

commuters into the Port Authority 

h weekday between the hours of 7: 3·0 and 

uces travel time for these commuters by 

a result of a successful operating recor 

York 

to 

25 

and 

favorable pub c response this innovation has been mad perma-

nent. 
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THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

During the year following World War II, railroad commuter 

patronage declined and carriers reported significant losses. 

Failing to obtain any relief from this burden, and unable to 

obtain permission from the New Jersey Public Utilities Commission 

to discontinue the service, one of the carriers sought and ob-

tained permission from the Federal Interstate Commerce Commission 

to discontinue interstate commuter services which were shown as 

an undue burden on interstate commerce. 

Faced with the possibility of progressively losing the bal-

ance of its rail passenger commuter services, the tegislature 

created the Division of Railroad Transportation within the High-

way Department (P.L. 1959, c.14), which was approved on March 12, 

1959. This Division was empowered to administer a program to 

preserve these commuter services. The Commissioner of the State 

Highway Department negotiated contracts with all major commuter 

lines assuring continuation of essential commuter passenger ser-

vices in the State. 

The early service contracts were innovative and were on a 

per-car-mile basis. Subsequently, assistance payments approached 

coverage of the financial losses which could have been avoided if 

the carriers were not required to furnish the specified services. 

The payments the first few years were less than $6 million annual-

ly. From 1961 to 1971 the total payments appropriated by the 
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.l . i 

Legislai\lre or th$.s purpose amounted to more than $8 mill· on. . . •. I 

TRANSP$JAI OT!I ACT O.F 1966 {P.L 1966. c.301) 
. · . The pas .age of this Act centralized the transpor ation func-i . I . .. . . . 
t;ions o~ St . e Government. 1.mder a Co1nntissioner., in a ingle De~ 

I 
partment ransportation, with overall objectives o adini ister-

! 

ing and. :coo :i.pat:i.ng all transport modes. hasis was 

placed qn i roving and pres~rving the commuter railr .. ads. This 

transforin.ed he predecessor Highway Department into t e fir. t 

State Delpar, Transportation other than Hawaii. Its 

to: objectivks i 
:Pro'f de a transportation network equitable to all 

gments qf the State populace; 
~ed"t e adverse impacts on the natural enviro ent; 
:rnc1, ase comfort and convenience of travel; 

• pro~ te desired pattern of land development; 
~nc1, ase safety; 

• ··. Red9 e trav,el time and cost per trip; 
pro'1 de a choice of travel modes; and, 

• ;se :tj alisti,c in terms of physical, social, 
ad environmental restraints. 

Co~utJ 
! 

O e:ratin9: Agency - The 1966 Act for a 

tated 

Commuter, Op (COA) consisting of issio er of 

Transportat' n, the State Treasurer, the Deputy 

Public T:\:"an ortation, and the Public Utilities 
' I 

sioner of 

sioner. 

The COA was powers to administer financial aid.t 

public t:j:ans 

The:Ag cy was empowered to investigate and dete 

required!for each rail carrier to offset all o~ part 

indicate~ by the carrier. Agency actions were to be 
.! 

majority:vot of at least three, subject to veto by t 
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The COA continues to function within the framework initially 

established. It relies upon NJDOT for staff assistance, which is 

limited. Funds are provided by the Legislature by appropriation. 

Determination of the need for financial aid for an operating 

facility, subject to public hearings, can lead to negotiation of 

new contracts between the COA and the carrier. Contracts which 

the COA may enter into with bus companies are limited to those 

which the Agency shall determine essential to provide or encourage 

adequate commuter or intercity bus service. Profit to a bus com-

pany in such cases is limited to six per cent on its investment. 

The Agency is somewhat limited and could accomplish more if 

expanded, given additional authority or different responsibilities. 

The Act recognized a need for planning and coordination between 

modes, but restricted the responsibility of the Department of 

Transportation to assisting only those carriers which were in 

financial difficulty. 

The 1966 Transportation Act required State funds to be match-

ed by Federal funds for the capital improvement of motor bus opera-

tors, although no such restriction:was placed on funding for rail 

commuter operations. 

1969 Amendment (P.L. 1969, c.134) - The 1969 amendment 

initiated the requirement that the county or counties requesting 

preservation·of essential bus services shall reimburse the Depart-

ment for 25 per cent of the cost of providing such passenger ser-

vice. 

1971 Amendment (P.L. 1971, c.216) - This amendment, approved 
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June 17, 1971 removed the necessity for obtaI~iri~{ m~tc ing 

Federa'.1 '1 ftiriaJ , o',, as Si.st 'inot8:f . bi.is.•· ca;r ier ~· . The Stat.~· 

ad£·:~16rig :£hi:· 
p:t'6gt fuls -1 ·' · 

COA in pfovidirig , f 1riancial ~id·. 'fo capi 

t !972 .. 'Am~h ~At· {P'.i,. 1972 ;-· d~ 164 >· · j ·on bctober · 25, 1972, . thi$ 

n the formulation of an overall plan inv lving o-

ord:i.na:tion of 11 mOd1es of transportation, with special focus n 

public t:ransp1 ti.Hon and c6mmuter railroads. ies 

ocofn· sse1.· .. ·.vset. _renatl wof1.·.~ ces outlined in the law have been formal y chart ed, 
their present duties. 

Limi ta ti I s of Present Law - The present law appears desi ned 

to promote ate enterprise operation where possible. 

through the , is authorized to encourage the type of 

its overall 

with the avail 

ns require through negotiated contracts, 

funds. 

ent' 

In actual however, COA's activity with respect o 

coordinating e {Sential services is restricted primarily 

carriers which are in financial distress. 

Presei;itly, profitable bus operations directly compe ing 

State subsidiz d rail commuter services, do not come und rol 

of t:.I-le.NJDQT, reg\llc:lted by th~ State ;Fublic Util'ties om-

m,iS$:i..pn (PtJC). Therefore; while $erv:i..ces suqh a$ bus fe r-

vie~~_ t9 r~i,l [Jnes fcL~ be acl~ed ,_ tl1ere i,s no i;irovisi,<im 

coordillating -P ral,lel cQmpeting rqutes .. until .all. a,re in 
,'' .', '·, ' . .';:, ,r. j ,.' •• , ,• • • • ' •• ,. 

diff;culty. 

or fu ly 

inane al 



PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
There were some 206 bills awaiting action by either the 

Senate or Assembly at the end of 1972 which relate to transporta-

tion problems. Some of these bills would have a major impact on 

the administration of transportation in the State and relate to 

major policy alternatives posed in this report. Another group 

of bills deals with vital but more specific subjects, the resolu-

tion of which appears to be dependent upon the outcome of major 

policy decisions above, or further study and evaluation. 

REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCIES 
The State of New Jersey has been assigned ten areal sub-

divisions for comprehensive planning and clearance of federal 

programs (Figure 10). 

The Tri-State Regional Planning Commission comprises nine 

northeastern counties in New Jersey including Bergen, Passaic, 

Morris, Essex, Hudson, Union, Somerset, Middlesex, and Monmouth, 

as well as portions of the New York Metropolitan area in New 

York and Connecticut. 

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission is respon~ 

sible for four counties including Mercer, Camden, Burlington and 

Gloucester, suburban to Philadelphia. 

Salem County is under the jurisdiction of Wilmington Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission (WILMAPCO) covering the Wilming-

ton, Delaware, area. ~he seven remaining counties of Sussex, 

Warren, Hunterdon, Ocean, Atlantic, Cape May and Cumberland have 

individual identity as regional planning agencies and utilize 
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their individual pl.anning commissions to serve that purpose. 

One of the major functions of each of these planning agen-

cies is to review all programs involving Federal financial par-

ticipation in accordance with the A-95 review process. 

SUPPORTING COMMITTEES 
In the administration of transportation in New Jersey, the 

·Department of Transportation is supported by a number of public 

and quasi-public agencies, which have either planning or review 

responsibilities over transportation matters (Figure 11). At 

the State leve+, four committees are organized to ensure coordina-

tion between the various operating agencies and the establishment 

of mutually acceptable goals. These agencies include: 

New Jersey-Pennsylvania Governor;=;' Committee - The Governors 

of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, together with the Transportation 

Commissioner and Director of each State constitute a Committee 

for the resolution of interstate transportation conflicts involving 

jurisdictions in either State. 

Inter-Agency Task Force - This group includes senior admin-

istrative staff from the Metropolitan Transportation Authority· 

(MTA) in New York, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, 

andNJDOT. Technical support for the activities of the Task Force 

is provided by the Port Authority staff. 

Governor's Transportation Committee - This is a loosely struc-

tured group of representatives of inter-state transportation agen-

cies and representatives of the New Jersey Turnpike Authority, New 

Jersey Highway Authority, Atlantic City Expressway Authority, 
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Delaware River Port Authority, and Delaware Bay and Bridge 

Authority. This Committee meets on call of its Chairman, the 

New Jersey Commissioner of Transportation, to discuss specific 

problems of mutual interest. 

Commuter Advisory Committee - This Committee, comprised of 

10 members appointed by the Governor with equal representation 

from local government, railroad unions, transport management, 

commuters and the general public, meets at the call of the Com-

missioner with respect to the affairs and problems of commuter 

railroads. 
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FU~DING NEW JERSEY TRANSPORTATION 

In geneJ 1, New Jersey's public transportation fu ding ·s 

y Legislative Appropriation, General Obligatio accomplished I 

Bonds, Federj 

of governmenti 

participate~ 

Aid, and/or a combination of these. Ot er le els 

(State, County and Local) ca~ and in som cases do, 

planning and funding public transportat'on. 

NEW JERSEY 11 ANSPOFnATION SUBSIDY PROGRAMS 
Financi~ subsidy for Ne~ Jersey's public transportation 

system is av1·1able in the form of capital grants, operating 

grants, equiJ ent and facility grants and purchase rvice 
I 

contracts. D~ring the past three years, these dollar ounts 

have aggregat; dover $3 million for buses from State an locail. 

sources and ol er $33 million on rail systems from rail ~ssist 

program payments (Table F). The amounts of su[sidy 

given are base upon public need as demonstrated at the time 

1 .. · .I d h h f ·1 b 'd app ication 1~ ma e tote State. Int e case o rai u si 

the avoidable! ost for the preceding year is the determkning 

for amount of
1 

ubsidy to be granted the following year. Bus 

t . b .d. I a ion su s1 ie are based on actual cost less revenue a set 
I 

nee 

n 

es, 

301. in P.L. 1969,\ hapter 134, an amendment to P.L. 1966, Ctapter 

A 1972 amendm~ t to Chapter 301, however, provides for !he fi 

cial support fr bus companies without receiving the 25 ,er ce t 

county partic1 ation. 

an-

i For the rn st part, subsidy policy in the State for 
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public transportation has evolved from crisis, mandating that 

public officials devote their energy reacting to crisis. Under 

this type of response, no true definitive action programs can 

effectively be developed. Prepianning transportation needs and 

developing programs and strategies to maximize the cost-effective 

modes for each service corridor is mandatory. 

TRANSPORTATION BON.D ISSUE 
The $640 million Transportation Bond Issue of 1968, support-

ed by public referendum, was a strong endorsement of the willing-

ness of the residents to invest in improved transportation facil-

ities. Of this issue, $440 million was allocated for highway im-

provements and $200 million for rail improvements by Act of Legis-

lature; approximately $100 million of rail funds are yet to be 

committed (Table F). 

In 1972, a Bond Issue of similar magnitude was narrowly 

defeated. Many think that most of the "for" votes were endorsing 

public transportation expenditures. This defeat has resulted in 

a need for establishing new priorities based on reduced available 

funds. 

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION GRANT PROGRAMS 
In the normal course of events, Federal monies allocated to 

all states ,by the U. S. Department of Transportation originate 

from either the Federal-Aid Highway Program; the Airports and 

Airways Development Act (ADAP); or the Public '.Transportation 

Assistance Act. 
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I 

Federal! id Hiqhway Program - The highway program is th 

most def:Lnitli.ve in terms of dollars available to the S· ate o New 

Jersey. It l1so is tte most restrictive with regard t, meth 1 d of 

allocation. l. 

New:Jer, ey receives an annual allocation of funds from he 

Federal Highway apportionment equal to approximately 2 5 per cent 
! 

of total funds avail.able. The definitive nature of th allo ation 

makes possible detai.led planning for use of these fund and l11ows 

the State Le~'slature to annually appropriate the requ'red slate 
. I matching funcfl.. 

I 
Historically, the State has done, and conti ues 

I 
to do, an ouf tanding job in utilizing available Feder 1 Aid High-

way Funds. 

the State 

e Fedeiral Aid Highway Funds available annually to 

age approximately $132 million, as follols: 

Federal id Highway Funds Apportioned to New Jers y 
for the 1972 Fiscal Year 

Excludes 1.5 er cent Hi hway Plannin and Research Fu 

DESIGNATION AMOUNT 
I Inters ate $100,700,100 

Primar 6,831,100 
I 

Seconql ry 2,221,700 
urban 11,579,900 
Rural1 oads - Primary 1,042,200 

- Secondary 338,300 
4,210,900 

Urban ystem 4,768,000 

TOTAL $131,692,200 

Federal irport and Airway Development Program - he me hod 

of allocation of funds under the ADAP does not produce a fin'te 
I dollar amount which can be considered for purposes of tate 

planning and
1 

egislative appropriation. 
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Planning and discussion of a fourth regional jetport to serve 

Metropolitan New York has had a dampening effect on airport 

planning and the resultant application for Federal funds for 

aviation in the State. 

The State of New Jersey has received ADAP grants averaging 

over $6.5 million annually for the past two years from this 

source as follows: 

Federal Airport and Airway Development Grants 
to State of New Jersey 

FISCAL_YEAR 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

4-Year Average 

Average 1971-72 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT 

$ 3,287,400 
1,174,800 
8,661,000 
4,417,700 

$17,540,900 

$4,385,200 

$ 6,534,800 

As in- the case of highways, the State is taking full advantage 

of available Federal Aid Funds for Airport and Airways development. 

Public Transportation Assistance Programs - The maximum 

annual amount that the State can receive in Federal grants under 

the Urban Mass Transportation Program is 12.5 per cent of the 

total amount appropriated by Congress in that year. New Jersey 

has received a total of approximately $83million in Federal grants, 

but might have received,theoretically,in excess of $136 million in 

the period 196~ through 1971, had the State been able to develop 

qualifying projects. 
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Many ft tors •r~ present ~ich make it difficult, if n,t 

impossiQle,1 or the State to take advantage of these funds. One 

of the princ'pal road blocks is Section 13 (labor stafldards of 

the Public J ansportation Assistance Act. The fragme1.ted claracter 

of public tt nsportation, the numerous labor unions, ·he fitancial 

condition o1 many of the transportation companies, an the tjreneral 

lack of trul between labor and management make compl.' ance i1i th 

the provisi4 s of Section 13(c) all but impossible. 

Despite the difficulties of compliance with the edera1 re-

quirements, I State has received directly and indir ctly tederal 
I 

funds under UMTA grants totaling approximately $8' .5 mi lion 

(Table G) . 

I 

PENDING FEDE AL GRANTS ' . I 

The Stq e has made application for Federal funds not yet 

received, iJ two instances. Each totals $1.7 million and i! 

expected toi e used to purchase new and used bus roll·ng stick. 

An additiona $0.8 million, in each instance, of Stat mate ing 

funds are pJ dged. Total funds anticipated for the c pital 
I 

improvementJ so noted amount to $5.0 million. 

36 



FEDERAL PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION LEGISLATIO'N 

During the last decade the Federal Government has recognized 

the importance of preserving, extending and improving all modes of 

public transportation in the nation's urbanized areas. The need 

for financing transit improvement beyond revenues obtained from 

users was recognized in the Mass Transportation Act of 1964. 

This Act provides Federal financial assistance to State and 

local governments for developing mass transportation systems. It 

authorizes the use of Federal funds for financing two thirds of 

net project capital costs with State and local governmental agen-

cies financing the balance. 

The appropriated funds for capital improvements and for 

d_emonstration projects have been continuously increased in the 

last several years and have been administered by the Urban Mass 

Transportation Administration. While the Act provides for aid 

for new systems and improving, extending or acquiring existing sys-

tems, the Act does not allow for operating subsidies. This must 

come from local and State sources. 

To qualify for Federal financial aid a number of minimum pre-

scribed standards must be met. Among the most important of these 

are protection of private transportation companies, labor practices, 

and environmental considerations, as follows, 

PROTECTION OF PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION COMPANIES 
"Projects which involve (1) the acquisition, directly or 
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-r 

indirectly', bJ a public agency, qf the propE!rty of a 

ownecl urban •IllJ s trart;sportation company, or .( 2) the co 
. I . . .. · . reconst:11uctaon of imp,r;ov8-ment pf property acquired from 

OW1>ed urba~·,.s transportation company after July 9, 1 64, or 

( 3.·} the p. rpvi. j on o:f . i.cap;i. ta,l ;i.mprovemerits . for use . in co 

with, or s~ppj eiervice being provided })y an 

privately-owni urban mass transportation company, are Jigible 

only if all tl:1 following requirements are met:" 

. "The urbJ mass transportation program provides, t 
maximum ~·- tent f,easible, for the participation of 
owned ur I nmass transportation companies." 

the 
rivately-

"Where a9 uisition of the franchise or property of a 
privatel~ owned urban mass transportation company ·s . 
involved 'I just and adequate !=Ompensat;i.on will be p id 
to the ex ent required by State.or local law~" 

LABOR 
Section 

I 
i 

(c) of the U. s. Urban Mass T:tansportati 

intended top tect employees of transit systems affect 

Federal grant ssistance ( Exhibit B .). It stipulate~ 

and equitable rrangenents be made, as determined by th 

of Labor, to otect the interest of transit employees, 

the grant 

ments. 

act sp,ecify the terms and conditions of 

In practi e, where transit employees are members o labor 

unions, the uj · ons usually draft a "13 (c) Agreement'·' fo 

is 

e-

and manageme;,J approval. And, as in the case in 

management neg tiations involving wages, working n-

sions, seniori y, job relocation, or consolidation of o 

which may some elimination of employment; many co ial 
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issues are raised. 

Unlike New York with a single Authority (MTA), New Jersey, 

with many agencies, exp•=r iences legal problems which prohibit a 

single negotiation of a "13(c) Agreement". This condition is 

further aggravated by a "frcJ.gmented" transit system with so many 

entities, as well as such a large number of labor unions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Environmental considerations today have become a popular 

issue and have introduced new and complex problems that sometimes 

completely override the original program objectives. Man-made 

facilities, such as the vehicles to transport people and goods, 

give off certain negative impacts to the natural environmental 

quality. The Federal Government has recognized the importance 

of assessing these positive or negative impacts in the planning 

review process for all major capital improvement projects. 

The declaration of national environmental policy is outlined 

on PL91-190 83 Stat 852 (S1075) termed, "The National Environ-

mental Policy Act of 1969 11 • The Act creates in the Executive 

office of the President, a Council on Environmental Quality, one· 

of whose duties is to review Federal Programs to ensure they are 

in compliance with the policy set forth in this Act. It requires 

all agencies of the Federal Government to review their present 
. 

statutory authority, administrative regulations and current poli-

cies and procedures, to see that they comply with the policy of 

the Act. 

In April 1970, the Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 
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1970, Sec. 2011 
I 

of Environment 

Environmental I 

prove the envil 

In complii 

the U. s. Depa 

porta tion Admi! 
I 

(FRA) , Federal! 

of PL91-224 was passed. It created the 1ffice 

1 Quality, which will support the Counci of 

uality with men and money in its effort o im-

nee with these acts not only the departm~nts of 

tment of Transportation (DOT) , Urban Massi Trans-

istrat:Lon (UMTA), Federal Railroad Administration 

Highway Administration (FHWA), Coast Gua d, 

Federal Aviat~on Administration (FAA), and the Department 

of Housing and! Urban Development (HUD), have each set don their 

individual spe~ific re~quirements for preparation of environmen al 

impact statemel ts on all projects under their jurisdiction seeing 

Federal particii.pation .. These impact statements involve a compete 
I 

investigation pf all direct and indirect benefits and losses t the 

parties by the project. 

As an exairt le, from a standpoint of evaluating envi onmenl al 

impacts of trahsit use versus private vehicles, UMTA requires hat 
I 

investigations! ddress at least the following issues: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

d-use implications; 

ilable land being dedicated to transport tion 
facilities; 

ect upon traffic congestion; 

eration of established travel patterns; 

ential need to displace people; 

ect upon aesthetic values; 

ient noise levels; 

pollution implications: 
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9. Impact upon natural resources; and, 

10. Ecological implications. 

Wherever essential transit services can be expected to reduce 

the use of private vehicles, the environmental impact statement 

usually results in positive response. 

The departments mentioned above, each have similar 

but different lists of items including other specifications which 

the Federal law requires in their particular areas. Each dictates 

full disclosure of the facts to all interested or affected parties, 

groups, and other governmental departments, including public hear-

ings on the subject to permit airing of objections. 

From these Federal requirements NJDOT had developed its own 

instructions, Inst. No. 1-128 in order that its applications might 

be properly prepared by its own people for environmental impact 

statements. The magnitude of these instructions does not permit 

a full analysis in this report, but they appear to follow Federal 

guide lines, and are satisfactory. 

As important as the specific wording of the law, however, is 

the trend of public awareness and involvement in environmental, 

sociological and economic programs, which indicates that considera-

tion of these subjects will become intensified, rather than dimin-

ished in the ensuing years. 

Obtaining federal grant approval, however, for new highway 

rights-of-way, transit systems, property for airports, inter-modal 

terminals, or parking facilities poses serious problems environ-

mentally. The sheer enormity of the undertaking today, before 

condemning property for a right-of-way or any major capital 
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undertak~ng, with the required analy9es, impact statem1 nts, 

public heari 1 gs, and demands of special interest groqpk, aim 

makes co~sidrratiCln of.projects recjuirill<J new rights-+way 

possibl. e .•.. · .. ·. T.·. h·.!1 .is is E.!sp. e. ci. a.ll·y··· t .. r·.·. u. e •· if any. pu.bl. ic la.nd c,[r p.ar 
area is invol ed fo:r- conversion. 

I ·. . . . . .. . . . •· . .· .. . . 
For thrse reas:ons present ~ights~~f-way represe1t per 

the only. a vat. able .co. rridors. obtain. abl. e .in urb .. a. n locattons .• 
the present s'tuatieirt, as the courts permit railroad a,ando 

I . 

to take pl.~dci, if the State or cities fail to obtain clntrol of 

these corri ms, they may be lost forever. . 
I 
I 

Implict in this context is the fact that transp1rtati n 

planning .is At an end in itself because of its servici and 'mpact 

on land usesl nd variables of personal and business-industri 1 

activity. Q, te clearly, land adjacent to a highway 01 rail 

facility muti lly supports commercial, industrial or rrreat·onal 

land uses. Ir example, a quiet, modern rapid rail fa,ility, 

such as the I ndenwold line can be more harmonious to ,eside tial 

development I an the older, noisier, and dirtier Penn entra rail 

system. I 

I 
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GOVERNMENTAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES 

This overview of the transportation situation in New Jersey 

was designed to provide a basis for discussion of practical 

governmental policy alternatives which may contribute to the 

preservation a nd extension of bus services in the State. Several 

factors outlined before are regarded to be of paramount importance 

to the discus sion of governmental policy alternatives. These 

factors are stated briefly below. 

KEY FACTORS IN NEW JERSEY'S TRANSPORTATION SITUATION 
Highway vehicular traffic has g rown at a rate in excess of 
of the rate at which funds were made available to con-
struct new facilities. Highway congestion has increased 
and this trend is likely to continue. 

Even with adequate funding, development of new or ex-
panded rights-of-way for major highways under constraints 
of environmental protection regulations would be extreme-
ly difficult. Furthermore, assembly of a major highway 
right-of-way through a highly urbanized area would be a 
lengthy, time-consuming process involving many legal 
proceedings. 

All five commuter railroads are now in bankruptcy, and 
over 20 private bus companies are presently receiving 
subsidies to preserve essential operations . Transport 
of New Jersey, accounti ng for about 50 per cent of the 
State's bus services , is in financial distress, and many 
smaller bus companies are on the verge of fi nancial col-
lapse. 

ThEi! bus industry is sevei:ely fragmented and comprises 
some 289 companies which operate independently and with-
out overall coordination. Simplification of the total 
bus system is a practical necessity and prerequisite 
to the development of a bus transportation system which 
could provide needed services at optimum costs. Coordina-
tion o f bus operation with other modes of travel, and 
admin istration by modern, efficient, management techni ques 
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i 

are I lso essential elements of improvement. 

Bus land railroad subsidy programs, although ad inistered 
on d fferent bases, have been aimed at preser ing ex~st-
ing I ervices. These have not been well-coordinated (nd. 
neiti er service improvements nor the optimiza ion of costs 
havJ been achieved. Specifically, continuation of t 1 e 
preJ nt basis for determination and payment of bus o 1 eration 
sub~ dies m.p1.y be expected to bring most private bus om-

In 
of 

I 

s under the subsidy program in the near f ture. This 
make the Commuter Operating Agency respo sible for 

egulation of routes, levels of service, ad far s for 
of New Jersey's bus system. 

ort, t:i:-ans ortation in New Jerse is now in a state 

Social J institutions in metropolitan areas re 
I 

organized and structured so that no one organization or group has 
! 

overall respol sibili ty for making basic decisions affec ing t ans\ 

portation. C nsequently, there are no overall co9rd~na ed po icies 

that cover 

Present trans 

most "acciden 
I 

cope with pasl 

transportatiol 

than optimum 
I 
I 

Identifi 
I 

nning decisions for the total transportat'on sy tern. 

ortation decisions and investments represrnt an al-

al" aggregation of many individual decisirns made to 

crises. This problem has had a profound impac on 

decision making in New Jersey, often pro ucing less 

deficiencies in the present transportat'on sy tern 

administratio: , planning and operation include the foll wing: 

1. T. he I ack of coordination of transportation plapning ith 
landl use planning by all public and quasi-publ~c bod es 
havi, g jurisdiction throughout New Jersey, inc!l.uding 
regi: nal and interstate agencies. The large rbgiona 
plan or~anizations, such as the Tri-State ~egion 1 
Plan 1 Commission and the Delaware Valley Regional 
Plan: ing Commission obviously function at a much hig er 
level of comprehensive planning activity cover~ng in 
grea

1 

er depth administrative, review and coord'nativ 
funcrions U1an do the individual county planni g uni ts 
Row aesignated as regional agencies in the sev n 
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northwestern and southern counties. 

The technical planning at each appropriate governmental 
level should interrelate all transportation modes, give 
consideration to comprehensive land-use planning and 
environmental concerns, be evolutionary in character 
and be coordinated at the State government level: 

2. The lack of a plan for integrated bus and rail opera-
tions to respond to the varying travel requirements of 
different regions within the State. Such a plan might: 

a. Coordinate services at transfer points and establish 
new and improve existing terminals, provide adequate 
parking facilities to enhance the attractiveness 
of the public transport system; 

b. Restructure services provided by the many independent 
operators to better respond to changing development 
patterns and travel desires; 

c. Coordinate rail and bus services in established 
corridors to develop a cost-effective system; 

d. Plan bus operations of a charter-type in off peak 
periods to serve schools, shopping centers, hos-
pitals, employment centers, and other major traffic 
generators; and 

e. Incorporate organized planning procedures in con-
nection with decisions affecting implementation, 
operation, and funding of public transportation. 

3. The lack of an educated community response to transpor-
tation issues involving the operational and financial 
transportation dilemma now confronting the State; 

4. The lack of resolution of labor-related issued with 
reference to public transportation services as reflect-
ed in the difficulties in negotiations under Section 13(c). 

5. The widespread misunderstanding concerning the division 
of responsibility between the Public Utilities Commission 
and NJDOT; 

6. The deferred maintenance of both rail and bus facilities 
which reduces safety factors and impairs reliability of 
the transit systems; and, 

7. The lack of criteria for effective allocation of local, 
county, State, and Federal funds in support of transit 
operators. 
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Defici :ln the existing system of public tr 

for ey suggest a variety of immediate and lon e .;;.;.;.~~;..._..;.;.I-"'--

treatments upported by governmental policy. The 

simple nor [ asily accomplished, particularly in view 

plexity I of rurisdic:tion involved in New Jersey's deci 

Furthermore! they intricately relate to levels of tra 

management-r nership agreements, and public funding. 

e not 

com-

king. 

rvice, 

Policy\ 1 terna.tives which follow are broad and o 

wide range© choice in future transport policy. The 

sequenc<1s it terms of cost, extent of local involveme 

changes 1in 4 vernment, local, State, and Federal legi 

have con-

, and 

funding 1mecJ 
I 

The pri cipal alternatives for public transporta 

for imrnediaJ consideration by the State adrninistrati egis-

lature a;re: [ 

1. · Ma~ tain present activities and funding proc 

2. 

3. 

4. 

re9i rd to planning, operations, and manageme t of 
pu~ ic transportation systems. This could be 

· tel'.1'zed as .the status-quo approach, requiring 
am nts of subsidy without commensurate impro 

ices. 

ngthen and expand the functions of the Co 

ith 

sing 
in 

Ope ating Agency to achieve better coordinati een 
pla, ning, operation, and administration of pu ans-

·por1 ation. This could include establishment f cri 
. for abandor,unent or extension of existing serv · ces a 
ere tion of new services in response to opera ing e -
perti.ence and shifting population demands. 

R';'1~~ine r':'sponsibilities of the Public .utili 
mission and the State Department of Transport 
resp ct of administrative and regulatory func 
,publ'c transportation, including routes, sche 
and I ublic information. · . . . 

·Expt re labor-related impacts of changes·in t ic 
tran portation system, and conclude agreement can 
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be completed without adverse effects on labor and 
UMTA funding regulations, including the requirements 
of Section 13(c). 

5. Utilize wherever possible Federal revenue sharing funds 
to the end that the State can obtain additional UMTA 
Federal funds for system improvements. 

6. Establish a regional cost-sharing policy by which State 
and local governments would obligate payment of portions 
of net operating deficits and possibly capital improve-
ment costs, as demonstrated in the case of the Mercer 
Metro operation. 

This study is designed to provide a better understanding of 

the role of bus services in public transportation and to develop 

factual bases for decisions in management, operating, and fiscal 

areas as may be required in the implementation of governmental 

policies outlined above. 

Longer-range options of governmental transportation policy 

include plans to: 

1. Establish a State Transportation Authority with broad 
powers to coordinate, plan, finance, and implement 
public transportation programs. 

2. Establish regional and/or local transit districts to 
aid in recognition of unique requirements of areal 
planning. These districts could also be given local 
taxing powers. 

3. Establish and seek agreement on a basic policy calling 
for priority consideration of rail transport in the 
key long-haul corridors of the State, with buses to 
serve as rail feeders and intra-state carriers, with 
the objective of securing coordination between modes 
in major corridors. 

4. Establish a policy to favor bus operations in long-haul 
corridors where a preference for bus service is clearly 
indicated. 

5. Establish liaison with those agencies responsible for 
special service for minority, senior citizens, or 
underprivileged groups and determine a basis in which 
funds can be made available through these agencies. 
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7. 

Akford NJDOT the review authority of all la1d-use pro-
posals to local governments to determine ne d for and 
fµfction of existing and proposed transport facil ties. 

crbate alternative sources of additional fi cal s pport 
tb the public transit system through: 

a r Increiased fare box revenues; 

b. Additional General Fund revenue through 
I (1) Sales tax on gasoline; 

(2) Increased vehicle registration fee. . I 

(3) Business tax; 

(4) Mortgage tax; and/or 

(5) Payroll tax. 

c~ Elimination of all special use taxes an, toll 
i charged to transit operations; and, 

d Statewide bond referendums specifically orien ed to 
public transportatio~ projects. 

\ 

This J 
all the aboJ 

and allocati 

udy is expected to include recommendatiofs covering 

options and be specifically related to ieterm'nation 

n of subsidy funds. 

I 

IMPLEMENTAT ON 

basic 

The p1 icy alternatives outlined above revolve round 

adminl 

. Short-+ 

trative options with reference to bus op ratios: 

Ma: ntain present division of administration and r g-
u:U tory functions of COA and PUC, or 

RJ allocate and expand COA and PUC faciliti s. 
I 
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Long-Range 

Establish a public transportation system based upon 
private enterprise operations, or 

Establish a government-owned and operated public 
transportation system. 

Evaluation of administrative options requires a statement 

or itemization of goals and objectives. Present policy in support 

of private operation has, as an implicit goal, the maintenance of 

a viable private operation of public transit similar to the classi-

cal concept of a public utility. 

Looking ahead, based on current trends in experience of the 

private bus operators, it appears likely that, as more private 

operators run into financial difficulty, State-takeover of the 

total bus system could be expected. A State Tra·nsportation Author-

ity may be the ultimate form of public administration of the bus 

system. 

Comparison of the administrative structures which might be 

anticipated suggests that the regulatory agencies, PUC and ICC, 

could be retained with private or public operation of the bus 

system. A State-level agency, responsible for overall administra-

tion, long-range planning and funding could be implemented under 

either private or public operation of the bus system. In short 

range, this agency could be the strengthened COA; longer-range 

a Transportation Authority could be the agency. 

SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE POLICIES 
The accompanying diagram depicts two possible alternative 

organizational structures, together with possible assignments of 
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I . 

principal functions, with respect to public bus 

A prerequisi tE! of adopting either of the two arr ngeme ts 

would be a rimplification of the present structure of the i,dustry 

from some 289 indi:\r'idtial Operating 'entities to a mana eable group. 

For optimum! results, a policy of one OJ?:\:rator (public or pr vate) 

for one area (or re!gicm) might: be adopted. This woul elim nate 
. . I destructive ompeti.tion and make possible the assignm nt of area 

I 
I 

responsibili 

the as signmrl I 

maintenance . 

tion, manage 

spreading ti 

I 

y to a single operating unit, provide fl xibil1ty in 

t of buses and manpower, and enable use f cenJralized 

acilities. Additionally, fixed costs fo, admi istra-

ent, and service functions could be 

mover a larger operating base. 

y 

• I Pr~vat$ O eration - Operation under private 

minTzed 
enterprise could. 

range betwee 
I 

the extremes of a service contract with a pri ate 

operator usi g government-owned facilities and equipm nt, ad an 

arrangementl herein a private operator receives only iodest finan-

cial assist ce from governmental sources and provided the esired 
I I 

services emp oying his own equipment. Various arrangements would 

be poss~ble[ including both operating and capital sub,idies, wifhin 

these limitJ. Regulatory functions would be maintainjd by xisting 

agencies, wf ·1e overall direction, planning, coordina~ion, nd 

funding fun~ ions could be vested in a State-level boy (Fi 12). 
! 

Goverrlf!l o eration - Bus service could be prov~ded b 
I goverrime]nt o a sir1,gle agency basis cov~ring the .wholJ 

by several organized on a regional basis. 
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REGULATORY 
AG ENCIES 

JURISD ICTION OVER 
ROUTES 
FARES 
SERVICES 

PRIVATE OPERATOR 
MANAGEMENT 
OPERATION 
MAINTENANCE 
FINANCE 
PUBLIC RELATIONS 
SHORT RANGE PLANNING 

STATE-LEVEL AG ENCY 
OVERALL AOMINISTRATION 
LONG-RANGE PLANNING ANO COOROINATION 
FUNO ING 

GOVERNMENT AGEN CY 
OPERATOR 

MANAGEMENT 
OPERATION 
MAINTENANCE 
ACCOUNTING 
PUBLIC RELATIONS 
SHORT-RANGE PLANNING 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 

FIGURE 12 



As with private enterprise operation, a government agenc 

operator cou a be assigned responsibility for managemen 

tion, mainte ance, and short-range planning.· The level 

in the finan ial are~a, however, might be limited to gen 

ing and payr 11 bookkeeping. Other financial functions would be 

delegated tol the State-level body. 

Private! versus- Public Agenc O eration - The princ'pal d ffer-

e_nces betwel; n private and public operations would probely r late 

to degrees ol administrative control over operations ana the ,es-

• 
1 bl. d b / 1 t' I h' . pensiveness o pu 1c nee s. La or management re a ionI~ ips, in 

the instance of government operation, would probably be on a tate-

wide basis, 
1 
bile, with private enterprise operation,~ aditilnal 

relationshipk might be preserved, depending on the exte1t of Jublic 

financial as$istance. It appears that the alternatives of pr vate 
I 

or governmenf operations have many characteristics in c,mmon, and 

that optimum! us services could be developed under eithtr ~lt rna-

tive. A funaamental development which is a prerequisite for it.her 

alternative,: .is the establishment of integrated operatitns wh · ch 

may be subjeb ed to modern, efficient, managerial contr,ls. 
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EXHIBIT A 

SCOPE OF WORK 

NEW JERSEY BUS STUDY 

The preparation of this Overview Statement is a part of a 

transportation technical study of all bus and rail carriers in 

New Jersey, recently initiated. The study is to be performed in 

two phases, and the significant aspects of the work scope are 

briefly summarized below. 

"Phase A 

Tasks: 

1. Prepare and submit an Overview Statement, including 
policy alternatives; 

2. Inventory all bus carriers in the State to develop 
information and data relative to: 

a. Routes and areas served; 

b. Corporate structure and ownership; 

c. Complete financial and operating data; 

d. Operating ~ights; 

e. Schedules and fares; 

f. Rolling stock; and, 

g. Type, kind and location of all physical 
facilities. 

All of this information to be put in a form that may be 
readily updated and retrievable through electronic data 
processing procedures. 

3. Prepare recommendations for immediate-action program 
which would make optimum use of available buses and 
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s pporting facilities, including: 

J 
J 

Public information; 

Roub9S; 

Schedules; and, I 

cl 
d Transfer points. 

for 
Addi~· onal ri::!commendations would be made, where appli able, 

the us
1 

of: 

1. P eferential bus lanes; 
I 

2. Pl rk-RidE~ facilities; 

3. N w charter services; 
I 

i ' 4. Ci anges :Ln fares; and, 
I . 

5. C anges in routes. 

Also 1. dentify those corridors and/or areas Wherf' furt er 
study is rFquired for the development of a long-rang coor,inated 
transporta ion plan. 

Phase B 

The 

part on 

I 

w~rk program for Phase B would be detailed, based in 

t~e findings of Phase A, taking into consid ratio con-

sultant rec mmendations and subject to the direction and a proval 

of the Pail y Coil1Illittee. Phase B would be undertaker subs quent 

to complett n of Phase A, subject to the availabilitf off nds and 

the concurf nee of: UMTA in a Supplemental Agreement· 1 

It is 1 nticipated that in the work program for jhase , several 

travel cor:t'dors a.nd/or urban centers would be selec1ea fo in-depth 

study. Thk selection of situations for such study wcould t ke into 

account tht character of results expected and the apll licat · on of 

study findi gs, concepts,. and recommendations to oth.r sim'lar 
I 
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problem areas. 

For the selected situations, deficiencies in planning data 

would be identified and the required supplemental.data would be 

developed. Such data might include, but not be limited to: 

Characteristics of present and potential bus 
riders based upon the findings of on-board 
and home interview surveys; 

Route inventories including bus stop identi-
fication, shelters, special bus lanes, ter-
minals, and parking facilities at transfer 
points; 

Quality of available bus service based on 
travel speed and delay studies; counts of 
passengers boarding, leaving, and riding 
buses; coordination of schedules to facili-
tate transfers within the public transpor-
tation system; time and distance studies 
for bus travel and principal alternative 
modes including the private automobile;· 

In the performance of this work, full use would be made of 

existing available data from prior and current transportation-

related studies and information and data which may be available 

from the 1970 Census. 

A final report would be prepared covering the study methodology, 

operation and findings, identifying areas for further study, and in-

cluding recommendations for the development of a public transporta-

tion program. 

The report would contain the following material with respect 

to each selected study situation: 

Evaluation of existing conditions, giving 
special consideration to persons totally 
dependent on public transportation and 

•. describing past and present financial 
assistance rendered by governmental or 
other agencies. 
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Recommended improvements in management, 
operations, facilities, and coordination 
of services. 

Justification of all recommendations based 
upon analysis of impacts on ridership and 
estimates of future revenues, costs and 
benefits, and capital requirements for a 
minimum period of five years. 

Sources of funding for anticipated capital 
financing and operating subsidies. 

Assignment. of responsibilities for imple-
menting the program. 

Recommendations related to bus services and 
traffic congestion including provision and 
regulation of parking facilities, work hour 
staggering in business and/or industrial areas, 
exclusive bus lanes, and improvements which 
might involve combined funding through UMTA and 
the FHWA TOPICS program. 

Applic ation of study results to other similar 
transportation situations. 

It is anticipated that the findings of Phase A, pertinent 

to the structure of the bus industry and the inventory of its 

operating factors -- routes, schedules, and fares,supplemented 

by the findings of the in-depth studies of the selected trans-

portation situations in Phase B,would provide additional bases 

for discussion, analysis, and recommendations with respect to 

future planning, coordination, and development of an optimum 

network of bus services in the State. In this area, particular 

emphasis would be placed on identification and discussion of 

problems attendant to creating an administrative structure which 

could deal in an effective manner with the preservation and ex-

tension of bus service in response to future public needs." 
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STATE 

Florida 

Illinois 

Michigan 

South Carolina 

New Jersey 

Arizona 

Table A 

COMPARISON OF HIGHWAY SYSTEMS 

Selected States 

1970 

LANE MILES 
Urban Rural TOTAL 

53,750 115,200 168,950 

42,120 217,250 259,370 

47,100 194,130 241,230 

14,830 98,500 113,330 

35,800 27,640 63,440 

12,000 72,700 84,700 

LANE MILES/ 
CAPITA 

.0415 

.0236 

.0278 

.0425 

.0091 

.0508 

.Source: Highway Statistics, 1970, prepared by USDOT, FHWA. 
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Table B 

COMPARISON OF USE OF HIGHWAY SYSTEMS 

STATE 

Florida 

Illinois 

Michigan 

South Carolina 

New Jersey 

Arizona 

selected States 

1970 

ANNUAL VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA ON: 
Arterials Collectors Local Streets Total 

3,961 901 760 5,622 

3,115 516 1,142 4,773 

3,882 1,003 655 5,540 

3 ,681 884 752 5,317 

3,436 722 1,177 5,335 

4,914 691 419 6,024 

Source: Highway Statistics, 1970, prepared by USDOT, FHWA. 
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Table C 

PUBLIC TRANSIT POTENTIALS 
POPULATION BY AGE GROUP - UNDER 16 AND OVER 65 YEARS 

New Jersey Counties 

POPULATION POPULATION COMBINED 
UNDER PER CENT OVER PER CENT YOUNG PER CENT 

COUNTY 16 YEARS OF COUNTY 65 YEARS OF COUNTY AND OLD OF COUNTY 

Atlantic 48,445 28.1 26,751 15.5 75,196 43.6 

Bergen 251,202 28.2 82,511 9.2 333,713 37;4 

Burlington 104,603 35.5 17,667 6.0 122,270 41.4 

Camden 142, 502 31.6 39,278 8.7 181 9 780 40.3 

Cape May 14,577 2 5. 5 11,511 20.2 26,088 45.7 

Cumberland 37,383 31. 7 11,430 9.7 48,813 41.4 

Essex 266,494 29.2 94,349 10.3 360,843 39.5 

Gloucester 57,495 33.8 12,552 7.6 70,347 41.4 

Hudson 158,020 26.3 66,943 11.2 224,963 37.5 

Hunterdon 21,533 31. 7 6,742 9.9 28,275 41.6 

Mercer 85,005 29.2 27,812 9.6 112,817 38.8 

Middlesex 185,634 32.5 35,993 6.3 221,627 38.8 

Monmouth 148,222 33.2 41,791 9.4 190,013 42.6 

Morris 126, 187 33.8 25,537 6.8 151,724 40.6 

Ocean 61,776 30.0 32,177 15.6 93,953 45.6 

Passaic 131,975 29.0 45,668 10.0 177,643 39.0 

SJ. lem 18,784 31.1 5,607 9.3 24,391 40.4 

So:nerset 63,985 33.0 12,976 6.7 76,961 39.7 

Sussex 26,024 34.1 6,673 8.7 32,697 42.8 

Union 149,046 27.7 53,082 9o9 202,128 37.5 

Warren 21,944 30.2 7,990 11.0 29,934 41..3 

TOTAL 2,120,836 30.2 665,340 9.5 2,786,172 34.7 

·source: 1970 Census of Population. 
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COUNTY 

Bergen 

Essex 

Hudson 

Middlesex 

Monmouth 

Morris 

Passaic 

Somerset 

Union 

Tri-State 
Subtotal 

Burlington 

Camden 

Gloucester 

Mercer 

DVRPC S ubtota 1 

TOTAL 

Table D 

AUTO OWNERSHIP 1970 CENSUS 
BY HOUSEHOLDS 

I 
I 1~ 5,230 
I 

1. 9,873 
I li4-7, 214 

f7,013 
1'71,580 

I 

1,5,8,627 

8 ,788 
I 

138,408 
i 

f9,693 
~3,486 
I 

3~ ,375 

N~ 
Ii~R PER THREE PLUS 
d AUTOS CENT ONE AUTO TWO AUTOS AUTOS, 

28,701 10.3 124,126 106,001 

95,489 31.6 129,464 66,003 

84,558 40.8 97,653 21,915 

16,860 10.0 75,271 63,366 

15,481 11.4 59,887 50,588 

6,568 6.0 72,485 51,287 

30,756 20.9 62,860 44,410 

3,965 7.0 20,590 27,007 

24,292 14.2 76,301 58,986 

306,970 19.4 688,637 489,563 

5,999 7.1 38,555 34,432 

22,592 16.3 66,301 42,461 

4,505 9.1 24,325 17,466 

16,294 17.4 42,056 29,556 

49,390 13.5 171,237 123,915 

356,360 18.3 859,874 613,478 

20,782 

11, 26 

3,073 

12,579 

9,274 

9,483 

9, 88 

5,451 

12,001 

93,457 

5,802 

7,054 

3,397 

5,5 0 

21,8e3 

115,290 

Source:. Tri-Stctte i gional Planning Commission. 
Delaware v111ey Regional Planning Commission. 
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TABLE E 

OPERATING SUBSIDY PAY Jl·ENTS BY STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Expenditures By Fiscal Year - For Passengers Except as Noted 

Amboy Coaches, Inc. 

Associated Bus Company of Hawthorne 

Atlantic Transportation Company 

Boro Buses Company 

Coast Cities Coaches, Inc. 

Community coach Lines 

Dover-Mt. Hope-Picatinny Bus Line 
(Fiscal '73 name changed to Jersey Bus, Inc.) 

Garden State Coachways 

Garfield and Passaic Bus Company 

Garfield and Passaic Transit Company, Inc. 

Intercity System (5 companies) 

Marathon Bus Line, Inc. 

South Amboy, N.J. 

Haledon, N.J. 

Atlantic City, N.J. 

Shrewsbury, N .J. 

Neptune, N.J. 

Clifton, N.J. 

Dover, N.J. 

Bridgeton, N.J. 

Garfield, N.J. 

Garfield, N.J. 

Fairview, N.J. 

South Amboy, N. J. 

Trenton, N.J. 

Clifton, N.J. 

!22.Q. 

$221,666.00 

52,996.00 

11,525.14 

18,545.40 

5,557.00 

124,999.00 Mercer County Improvement Authority 

Passaic - Athenia Bus Company, Inc. 

Plainfield Transit Inc. 

Rockland Coaches , Inc. 

Somerset Bus Company, Inc. 

South Philadelphia, Penna. 

Bergenfield, N. J. 

Westfield, N .J. 

Summit - New Providence Bus Line New Providence, N.J. 
(Fiscal '73 name changed to Watchung Mtn. 
Transit Inc.) 

Transport of New Jersey (formerly Public Service) Maplewood, N.J. 
Cross County Route (B-2) 
Other Bergen County Routes, {B-1) , (B-3) , 
(B-4) and (B-72) 
Subway Service 

Total 

(1) Includes County contribution which is paid back to State. 
(2) Payment of Insurance Premiwn for 10 - 11/71. 
(3) Taken over by Maplewood Equipment Co., a subsidiary of TNJ, 

operated with State owned buses. 

Central Railroad of New Jersey 

Erie-Lackawanna Railway Company 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company 
(Changed in 1970 to Penn. Central Trans-
portation Company. ) 

Pennsylvania-Reading Seaal!ore Lines 

Port Authority Ferry Corporation 

Newark, N.J. 

Hoboken, N.J. 

Philadelphia, 

Camden, N.J. 

Camden, N,J, 

Penna. 

Total 

(4) Subsidy for freight service included ($2,000,000). 
(5) Figures for 1970-73 rounded. · 
(6) Capital Impr~ement Program in lieu of operating subsidy. 

Sources NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus 

$ 

24,615. 00-

41,666.65 

$501,570.19 

4,601,014.33 

5,197,258.78 
(6) 

25,500,00 

257,195.35 

75,000.00 

$10,155,968.46 

1971 

$232,000.00 

48,885.47 

110,690.00 

120,000.00 

47,477.46 

16,000.00 

35,613.60 
(2) 

200,000.00 

50,000.00 

100,000.00 

23,811.00 

46,721.12 

100,000.00 

$1,131,198.65 

(4) 
$6,314,213.56 

4,846,257.52 
(6) 

58,999.00 

350,000.00 

75,000.00 

$11,643,531.08 

61 

1972 

51,710,00 

310,000.00 

150,000.00 

141,848.07 

129,000.00. 

42,490.51 

32,000.00 

77,590.20 

303,883.00 

44,927.00 

100,000.00 

.20,200.00 

27,641.00 

46.991.12 

76,134.28 

147,511.00 

$1,7;01,926.18 

$4,776,796.80 

7,454,000.00 
(6) 

86,200.00 

329,928,98 

75,000.00 

$12,721,925.78 

!212. 
39,660.00 

79,000.00 

357,500.00 

176,000.00 

180,000.00 

154,000.00 

120,000.00 

27,600.00 

37,000.00 

88,7Blo00 
(3) 

68,000.00 

100,000.00 

75,000.00 

36,568.00 

6,000.00 

46,115.00 

67,250.00 

94,000.00 

100,000.00 

176,000,00 

$~,020,·414.00 

$5,115,101.00 

9,106,000.00 
(6) 

51,600.00 

676,212.00 

75,000.00 

$15.023,913.00 

39,660.00 

130,710.00 

1,121,166.00 

374,885.47 

485,534.07 

403,000.00 

221,493.11 

27,600.00 

. 85,000.00 

220,530.20 

503.883.00 

168. 484. 00 

424,999.00 

95,200.00 

88,020.00 

6,000.00 

46,115.00 

185,557 ,24 

170,134.28 

100,000.00 

465,177.65 

$5,363,169.02 

$20,807,185.69 

26,603,516.00 
(6) 

221,300.00 

1,613,336.33 

300,000.00 

$49,545,338.32 



New York & Long Branch 
Erie Lackawanna 
Central Railroad 
Penn Central 

Miscellaneous: 
Operating Costs 
Engr. & Design 

Total Railroads 

Bus Total 

Mass Transit Planning 
Studies 

Total 

Unallocated 

Table F 

1968 TRANSPORTATION BOND ISSUE 

Status of Public Transportation Funds 

November 30, 1972 

$200 MILLION PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 
FEDERAL Balance 

GRANTS Allocated Transfers Committed Not Committed 

$ 41,960,000 $ 402,82 38,914,952 
91,719,772 150,000 46,329,451 45,540,321 
29,783,342 (2,337,367) 11,184,147 16,261,828 

~19,747,419 ?4,lti6,3H6 3. 781.771 34.211.983 13.473.613 

19,747,439 187,619,500 1,191,581 94,767,805 113,790,715 

2,700,000 {287,500) 518,500 1,894,000 
1,680,000 {1,143,604) 510,724 25,672 

19,747,439 191,999,500 (239,523) 95,797,029 115,710,387 

1,492,350 1,700,000 298,878 2,394,231 1,096,997 

140,000 140,000 

$21,239,789 $193,839,500 $ 59,355 $ 98,331,260 $116,807,384 

$6,160,500 

Source ~ew Jersey Depar·t:ment: orTra:n~sportatron. 
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GRANTEE 

State of New 
Jersey 

Port Authority 
Trans Hudson 

State of New 
Jersey 

Port Authority 
Trans Hudson 

Mercer County 
Improvement 
Authority 

State of New 
Jersey 

Rutgers 
University 

State of New 
Jersey 

Mercer County 
Improvement 
Authority 

Table G 

UMTA GRANTS TO NEW JERSEY 

1965-1972 

Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 

DATE FEDERAL GRANT 

June, 1965 $ 4,826,298 

June, 1965 $ 5,100,000 

October, 1966 $ 6,661,250 

March, 1968 

September, 
1969 

May, 1970 

March, 1966 

February, 
1971 

January, 
1969 

$ 39,166,000 

$ 1,573,722 

$18,733,333 

$ 197,106 

$ 3,295,700 

$ 11,666 
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PURPOSE 

Rerouting of Jersey Central 
commuter service from Jersey 
City to Newark. 

Purchase 44 rapid transit 
cars in connection with 
above project. 

Purchase 35 electric com-
muter cars for Penn Central 
Trenton-New York service. 

Construction of Journal 
Square Transportation Center 
in Jersey City. 

Acquisition of private bus 
company, purchase 20 buses, 
signs, and shelters. 

Purchase 70 additional 
commuter cars for Trenton-
New York City service. 

Evaluate use of airspace 
for transportation in urban 
environment. 

Haddonfield Dial-A-Ride 
Demonstration. 

Short range bus study. 



Table G cont'd. 

Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 

GRANTEE DATE FEDERAL GRANT 

Atlantic County June, 1969 
Improvement 
Authority 

Delaware River June, 1970 
Port Authority 

Tri-State May, 1971 
Regional Plan-
ning Commission 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(NOTE: These grants are part 
of a larger, umbrella grant to 
Tri-State which also includes$ 
funds for regional transporta-
tion planning of benefit to 
New Jersey.} $ 

$ 

Newark College June, 1970 $ 
of Engineering 

Newark College March, 1971 $ 
of Engineering 

Princeton March, 1972 $ 
University 

Tri-State July, 1970 $ 
Regional Plan-
ning Commission 

$ 

11,666 

993,726 

170,000 

20,000 

45,000 

20,000 

60,000 

148,000 

107,440 

149,055 

98,000 

500,000 
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PURPOSE 

Short range bus study. 

Study of future requirements 
of Lindenwold Line. 

Study of proposed extension 
of Newark subway system. 

Feasibility study of trans-
portation center in 
Plainfield. 

Updating of Newark mass 
transit plan. 

Feasibility of transportation 
center in Hoboken. 

Middlesex County mass transit 
technical study. 

University Research and 
Training. 

University Research and 
Training. 

University Research and 
Training. 

Phase I - Planning I-495 
Exclusive Bus Lane. 

Phase II - Implementation 



GRANTEE 

Tri-State 
Regional Plan-
ning Commission 

State of New 
Jersey 

City of 
Philadelphia 

Table .G cont'd. 

Urban Mass Transportation Act ot.l964 

PATE 

July, 1970 

February, 
1971 

December, 
1971 

'lbtal: 

FEDERAL GRiillT 

$ 655,000 

$ 1,014,106 

$ 944,333 

$ 83,458,735 
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PURPOSE 

Phase IIL - .I-495 and Rt. 3 
Traffic surveillance, autornatic 
bus identification program, 
park and ride. 

Construction of a new 
suburban commuter station 
for Penn Central's North 
Jersey Service. 

Construction of a power 
substation for Lindenwold 
Line. 



Exhibit B 

LABOR STANDARDS 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT 

11SECTION 13. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

The Ad inistrator shall take such action as may ~e 
necess ry to insure that all laborers and mechanics 
employ d by contractors or subcontractors in the 
perfordance of construction work financed with t e 
assist nee of loans or grants under this Act shall 
be pai wages at rates not less than those prevailing 
on sim'lar construction in the locality as deter ined 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the 
Davis- aeon Act, as amended. The Administrator shall 
not ap rove a.ny such loan or grant without first ob-
ta1.· nin. ade.qmite assurance. that required labor st!land-ards w'll be maintained upon the construction work. 

The Se retary of Labor shall have, with respect to 
the la or standards specified in subsection (a), the 
author'ty and functions set forth in Reorganizati n 
Plan N bered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267; 
5 U.S •. 133z-15), and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 
1934, s amended (48 Stat. 948; 40 U.S.C. 276c). 

It sha 1 be a condition of any assistance under(l~) 
sectio 3 of this Act that fair and equitable arrange-
ments 
to pro 
assist 
withou 
necess 

re made, as determined by the Secretary of Labor 
ect the interests of employees affected by such 
nee. Such protective arrangements shall i elude 
being limited to, such provisions as may I e 

ry for 

(1) t e preservation of rights, privileges, and 
b nefits (including continuation of pension 
rights and benefits) under existing collec-
tive barsraining agreements or otherwise; 

(2) the continuation of collective bargaining 
rights; 

( 3) the proteiction of individual employees 

(11) Section 2(b) (2) of Public Law 89-562, approved Septel ber 8 
80 Stat. 715, 716 substituted the words "under section 3 of this 
for the words "under this Act." 
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1966 
ct" 



against a worsening of their positions with 
respect to their employment; 

(4) assurances of employment to employees of 
acquired mass transportation systems and 
priority of reemployment of employees ter-
minated or laid off; and 

(5) paid training or retraining programs. Such 
arrangements shall include provisions pro-
tecting individual employees against a wor-
sening of their positions with respect to 
their employment which shall in no event 
provide benefits less than those established 
pursuant to section 5(2) (f) of the Act of 
February 4, 1887 (24 Stat. 379), as amended. 
The contract for the granting of any such 
assistance shall specify the terms and condi-
tions of the protective arrangements. 11 
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