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. . . . 

SENATOR WA~ DUMONT,· JR. (THE. CHAIRMAN):- We. will start 
. .. . . . 

this morningts hearing w!th th.e insertion of two letters into 

the record; which Senator Crane will read. 

SENATOR ROBERT· C-. CRANE: ·. The first. letter ls from 
I . . 

Mr. :Paul 1M. VanWegen, President. of the Stony'. Brook-Millstone 

waters'heds Association:·· · 

(Reading} 

"In response to.a.question from Senator Crane 
last Thursday .I said Qtar A,ssociation hiJ,d ~ever had. 

· a water e~pert as an employee. -That is correct but 
lest it detract from any_mer·lt our presentation 
might otherwise have, ,:-r·woul d 1 ike to add 'the · 
fo 1 lowing: · · 

_ "O:tr executive .dlreetor, a full--.time empl9yee,-
holds a graduate degree iri cons$rvatio~ •. While_ .. 
this does not make bim an e~pert on water, he is. 

'familiar with, all phases. of .cC>ilservatlon atid a wry_ 
capable director of our affairs. · There. are also 
members._ of the A!llsociatlon with outstanding ( sonie 
with international} .e~gin~ering records who have 
voluntarl ly consulted .. with us as. need arises •. A,dd 
to these t~e many. e111inently qual-tfied engineers, 
hydrologists and geologists wit.h whom we have con"".' .. 
sulted in St'eite and federal .service, and .from 'Rutgers 
and Princeton Universities:,· as well as private , 
individu·a1s. For our. whole exis.tence we have had 
the rt'nest. klnd of cooperatiipn from such individual~ 
and. organizations.·. 

tt1 w, uld like to. reiterate a ve~y strong con- . 
vict!on. This parade of •e:Jtperts • by· the. proponents 
obscures the teal. isS;niss of. t}1e ma.tter. The:ir most 
s!gn!ficarit testimony h•s been Jp,,..tQ¢.. realm of 
op J~ion_ rather than fact •. · .The ·ra.cts·· b~!rig ,c.!-.sked to,r· are 
take lines at dlff~ren~_eleva.t!ons and .. borings to. 
determine the. practica,bil ity 9!'_,,~,., gam site as _well as 
tQ estimate· its cost~ These facts can only be· gotten 
on the ground, al.1 of th~ expe.rt -'opinion•_ to the 
contr.ary notwithstanding, ._ I\_ fs .,9U t\ Judgm~nt t~iat 
people want and ar~' ~atitled to_, facts, not ,opinion, 
before voting for a J;,on.d issue on huge projects .. 

"We belieV'~ the po$si ble r~charge. from -small 
mu! t_iple. purpose: d~s have tremeJ19-ous_. poss!b_ll !ties. 
To th is end we woulci J ike · to see an approp riatlon 
for· the: -Department ot Conserv.ation and. -~conomic 
Development to participate· with the 'United states 
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Depat't.nie,at.· of· Ag.rJ.cultul"e a11:d. our,·eives in try'!ll!g . 
Qttt. two· Gr three as- a pU.ot project • .. 

. .. . . . !'We b~:l ieve: th-is d :i:;,; ·p~;rt. '(jf. a $~{ mi J iloxi · •, . 
. ·. (our, guess} appropriation .fG:r· thfi clet.ail'd engJ,ne.ring 
-and .geo.logiccitl .!n.ve~_tlg_a.tic,ns th~t 'a.ire ':needed fer the· 
whole_ ·Ran-tan watefrs4~d. W:Ef_ fe:el that lt· is_.Jm.portant · 
thiat : tpre-des .tgrlf. . st•cUe~ be ma.d.e at_ ~he . va·r·!ous · -.- -•. 
reservoir sites· .. 1~. tll• entt~e l>asln be.:f0re: any one ... 
sit.e ts· approved for corist:ruction~. for .only 0 ~:fter .t~Js· 
informal ion -J$ .• at< hand. cari ·a truly 'integrated and wel 1- . -
planned dev,lopnient of_ Fiarftan wate'ir be acco.mpl ished~ · - . 
Tlle rel11tiv~ mEU"its of tlie small dams an~ U>.e lafgEU' · · 
ones·: should be weighed at .. all locations by $UC'.fi studie~so 

. .. _ .. "You geritleme,i: stfem dete·tm.ine¢ to Come up with ~o~e-
thlng c:.oristructi'VEh I tlHrik .you, will, and I admire you . 
for the splendid Job you are doing. · 

cordi;)ly you-t"s, ••· _. . . . 
l•l Pau..1 · M •.. vanwegan 

·- · · - ·president.·" 
~-

The tl!9ond hf a lletter: trom George R. Shankl tn, ,Chief 

Engineet and A¢flng tJ!rectQt' 'of ~ft~ Dl"lsio~ of ·:Water ip~l!cy and 

· -~;p~~~:~,t Jt~! ·quite a t•chii1,c~l l•tter and it has to do with the 

t~king _<l:f' ·w~ter from th.~ Riari.'.t.an t?y· -the )#Iiddlesex Coiinty lx-unk 

. s.ewer. , Since many or U$. ar,f n~t ·englneers} · .. 1 think there are 
s;~ :parta,·of t.hls ·1ett.er whlch we can skip, -but tt.s'· 61lti:r; .· 

conients· vtill be. in ···t.11e. tecot<i.· 
(ij.eacii"ng)-: 

'-"pear:Senator t>wnont:, 
. . ... . . ... . !, . . ' ,.. . . . : . . . 

· . "In rep lY to the req•est. subml tted to, me· a-t the . 
legislative hearing on June 13 relative t.o the. above. -

· wa;t.er legislat.to·n. hill$ ·by. Senator Edward J. JOVMara.11 
Counsel- for the· Cit-i'zenst Committee for a Sound Water••-·· 
Policy$ I- arn pleased t.o :su~J11.lt-the-f~~lowing report en. 
d!vert!/$l~n on the, lowei;- Raritan Rhter by the Middlesex· 
County trunk sewer • 

. . ; . ~Acco~ding to lnto-nmLt:i;n given me: <by Mr. Oiaries · . 
. J. ){upper, Engineer: tor the M~.d-d°te~ex CoUnJy: .. se:wera·ge . 
Auth.orlty, .. the 1951 }\4edealf ,an~ Eddy. r,~port. on thi.s, ... _ 
.trunk sewer. listed -the i'Gllowing ~~t,1~tes of effltient. ,.i -
sewag~ to be. dls-cha;rgecl ·1at'G ·the: trunk s:ewer hy tlie ·· · 
various -j:,art!cipants. 





"Source 

Somer.set· County Line 
Plainfield Joint 

Meeting 
s. Bound Brook Boro. 
Bound· Brook Boro. 

Middlesex Boro. 
Bakelite Corp.;. 

0.,2 
o .. 6 

· diry--·i· 
. O;l'llz 

Five Mile Dam to Ra:r !tan 
City of· New Brilnswldk 

Highland Park Boro .. 
Ra:ritan(E'.dison} Twp .. 

Metuchen Bo:ro o 

Hayden Chemical Coo 
National t.ead Co., 
Catal in co.~} 

South River 
South River Boro .. 
Sayrev-ille Boro. 
Peter J., -schwe:ltz~r 
Anll~:1JJ;~~~1>A:ata:s:ih' rt v•;,;' 
Denz~l . • .. 
He rcuie s · Pow de :r Go., 

1• .. l· o.6 
2.1 
o .. 6 
0,,07 
7,,0. 

(MGD) 

(Fieldvil}e) Dal!!· .. ·. 
Principally. served by 
Pl a inf ie 1 d ... Uni on w. Co., 
Bound B:rook W .. Goa f:rom 
sto.:r:age :rese rvo iii' on 
Mldcile Broook 
Elizabethtown w. Co .. Corus 9 

Delaware & Raritan Canal 

Storage ;reservoir on 
Lawrence. Brook and Del., 
& Raritan canal 
Elizabethtown. w .. co,,Cons,, 
Elizabethtown W,.Go a.Cons., 
mU.nicipal wells and 
Middle21ex W., Co., 
Mlddle5lex W., Co. 
Private wells 
Private wells 
Source; not kno'iJ\Jl1 

MunicipaJ well supply 
Perth .Amhoywell supply 
Private wel 1 s 
Private wells 
Source ne>t known 
Private wells 

New customer not listed in Medcalf and Eddy rieport., 

ftFor cla:rlty, the, sewawe effluent d!~charges have been 
tahulated in three reaches;;•- Somerset Cou.nty line to Fieldvllle 
Dam wherein the nat.u:ral stream flow maY be considered to be 
suitable .for lndust:rial u.sei the.tidal reach from head tide 
at the Fleldville Damto the Rarltan Bay and South River, one 
of the major t:ribu.taries of the Raritan Basin which Jol:!'is the 
lower rive:r dowri.streain of New Brunswick., 

nFrom the above tabulatlon 9 it is apparent Ukat no 
rir,aria:n · water from the lower ri Ver is 'to be .. dfsch:arged at 
present into the trunk sewer., Under vcomments 9 u .I h~~ve 
attempted to summarize briefly 1:.he> sources from which l under= 
stand the participants obtain >the water which is ,tQ be discharged 
into the trunk sewer as sewag,e eff'luerit" It is to be noted that 
such water ls obtained f:rom grottnd-water source~ in the Plain= 
field and South Rlver.areas 9 from.the Middle Brook.~to:rage 
reservolr of the Bound Brook Water Company 9 from the Farrington 
storage reservoi :r on taw:rence, Brook of the City of Nev.r Brunswick, 
from the Delaware ·and Rarft~n cailaland from the pubiic water 
supply system of: the Eliz~Joethtown Water company v;rnich obtaJ.n:;i 
its supply from the Delaware and·.Rat"itan Canal and f:rom river 
intakes on the Raritan and Millstone River:s at their confluence,, . 





The municipal sewage effluent is derived from existing·public 
water supplies and possibly also from some private industrial 
wells. The industrial water on South River and the lower 
rive_r below Fieldville ·Dain is from ground-water sources with 

. possibly one or two small exceptions. The Bakelite Corpor-
ation does have a river intake for riparian. use of Raritan 
water upstream .of th~ Fieldville Dam but such water, l under-
stand, is used solely for fire protection., The water 
discharged into the trunk sewer is_ part of the supply 
purchased from the Delaware and Raritan Canal" /The company 
also has wells whlch. I understand are not used at present.;· 

. . . . . 

11The flow of the lower river will, ·or course, be reduced 
by the amount of sewage which was formerly discharged into it 
by local treatment plants.. But, as previously stated, there-
does _not appear to be any appreciable diversion of what is 
truly riparian water., · 

. Your~ very truly, 
· /s/ George R. Shanklin 

Chief Engineer and Acting Director.,'·' 

SENATOR DUMONT:· Thank you very mu:ch., s.enator·cra.ne., 

Now, .Mrs. Ann Hughey was here for two days waiting 'ror her. 

opportunity to testify, and I won-der if she is he re today •. 

Well, she will be given an opportunity if she.does· come ln 

later. I thought that at long last she could be given 1:,he 

opportunity to be the :f'-irst witness.· 

We will start, th.en, with Henry G. Po Coates of the 

Stony Brook-Millstone Watersheds ASsociation. Mr. Coates" 

G c P. C O A T E .S: Senator Dumont, 

Senator Crane: l reside in Hightstown and I am not interested 

as a landowner in any of these proposed projects in_the Stony 

Brook area. I speak for the Stony Brook-Millstone Watersheds 

. Association. 

One of the ingredients of desirable legislation from the 

. standpoint of al 1 persons. concerned, is · that it·. have sound 

found~tions. 
1 • 
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The Water Resources Advisory Committee was appointed by the 

Honorable Joseph £,. McLean, Comm!ss.ioner of the Department of 

Conservation and Economic Development in September 19.56. 

On October 31, 19.56,the :r-,rew Jersey Water Resources 

Advisory Committee formulated a statement of guiding principles, 

one of which was No. 2: 

nwe would want to point to the immediate 
acquisition of the sites necessary to the 
complete program to avoid higher costs later 
and to minimize inconvenience to the public .. 
Cost estimates of such acquisitions will be 
needed. n 

It will be suggested by other speakers for the Stony Brook= 

Millstone Watersheds Association that it is the belief of that 

Association that the Committee has not done all the: homework 

that should be done be.fore. the tegisl ature submits such an 

important .question to the public for a vote. It is only 

necessary to point out that the Committee uses the phrase 

Uimmediate acquisition of the sites necessary to the complete 

program,'' and then to compare that statement of a guiding 

principle with the limited scope of the present bills to find. 

that the pr:ogram suggested to the people., and which the 

Legislature is asked to enact, is but a partial effort and 

in complete d..is:regard of what the Committee itself has indicated 

as its second guiding principle. 

This is no irmnediate solution and two dams to supply one 

part of this State do not constitute a complete program. 

Recommendation No .. 2 of the Committee ts Report says: 

0 The 10 billion gallon Stony Brook Reservoir,!) 
located a.bout two miles west of P:rinceton 9 

should be constructed two to,. f'ive yea:rs after 
.Spruce Run is completed unless the demand for 
water indicates that an ~arli¢r construction 
of this reservoir is required~" 
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If the Stony Brookreservoir is a two to five yea:r 

situation after Spruce Run is complete, why such haste and 

why such incomplete physical data; 

The third guiding principle., under date of October 31, 

19.56., reads as follows: 

"We :regard it important to provide comp 1 ete., 
satisfactory assurance to up-:ri ver counties that 
there would be no lowering of their optimum 1ake 
and st:ream levels· and that .such counties would 
always have sufficient water ,for their own needs 
and growth e iU 

This established., that pol icy would be to assure upriver 

counties that their water needs would not be adversely 

affected by taking from them l?tke and· stream water which they 

could not recapture., However, a study of the bills points to 

the fact that no consideration is being given whatever in 

their content to the situation in Mercer County'; where it· is 

as important as it is anywhere else, that water be.ma.de avail""' 

able for industrial and other purposes. It is true· that in 

parts of the bills the suggestion is made that the water would 

be made available to all persons, corporations, etce, who 

applied, but the plain emphasis of the bills is .to provide 

water for the use of upstate counties and there appears to be 
\ a disregard ·of basic needs of the home county of Mercer, so 

far as its water needs are concerned. While Mercer County 

is not specifically excluded by language in the bills., it is 

nevertheless excluded by inference. Further, the clear 

impact of Mr. Shank.lints testimony .of last week was that the 

needs and demands of the users to the north of Mercer County 

would,, as a matte:r · of pol icy, be first served. 
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Another guiding principle of the Comml ttee is set forth 

in No. 11, which is as follows: 

nwe want to achieve the maximum of 
protection against· soil erosiono In these 
and in other respects we want to give con""'. 
sideration to the federal aid 'W'.h.ich may be 
available for such purposes .. n 

Tli'.:ls gttiding principle talks about protection aga,inst soil 

erosion and giving consideration to federal aid., The plain 

truth of the matter is that this Committee has disregarded the 

work of the Association for which I speak., Despite the fact 

that the Stony Brook-Millstone Watersheds Association had 

progressed to the point of m ving federal aid assured for its 

conservation program and dams, this Committee ignored the work 

of years, and this, guiding principle is also a mockery in . 

view of the record., Thef'e is !lot one reference to soil 

erosion in either bill, and i.t is manifest that should these 

reservoirs be built they would be things in being and that 

soil. erosion programs would 1:>e on a hit or miss basis, so far 

as these bills a.re concerned. .It may be that problems of 

flooding have been carefully considered, but if so there is 

no factual information. that I know of availableo 

Mro VanWegen testified last week that the Stony B:rook-

Millstone watersheds Association 9 together with other agencies 

and including prominently the Department of Conservation and 

Economic Development 9 has been working on conservation 

reservoirs on the t:ributa,:rles of Stony ·Brook. In view of 

his testimony and the :rich background of information al :ready 

acquired, would it not be the part of wisc:lom and in th<a>. best 

interests of al 1 our people to have this thoroughly, explored 
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, r 
before pl tinging ahead? This Watershe,ds ':Associat !on 

. . . / 

would we11ome 

the opportunity to assist -in a study to :rela-te lt.s progI"am to 
. . . 

the needs of- the s.tate on their water probienis~ And i ·submit 

on its behalf that Federal Aid should not be ignored_ by 
. . . . . . .. 

-New Jersey 1n these matters nor should the work' of thi$ 
. . 

agency,which does not depend on New Jersey tax money, be 

thoughtlessly obliteratedo 

A fourth'guiding principle was No .. '14,,to the effect.that 

"any water supply project will be self-U'..quida.tirig.n While it · 
. . . . 

may be proper in bills of this natute to authorize the_-- use of 

the Slate 1 s funds for -the payment -of' bonds and to provide 

that ultimate levies shall. be against the home'owners of this· 

State., this guiding principle i•s also· mocked in the absence _ 

of any s'tatistical iri.~orination or evidence that, lndeed~- these 
·-' projects will.be self-l!qti!dating. In effect, the people of 

New Jersey are being -asl{ed_ to s_ign a blank check. 

A further evidence of the haste and lack of firm founda-

tion of ,these bills is the fact that; despite the importance_ 

of planning in this State and in the various cemmuni ties, 

t_hese· projects, whJch by their very ~at.ure requil'e, over-all 

planning to -a great degree, have not :resulted in any sense -

from consultation with l-ocal plamd.ng boar.d,s and other -
_ governmental agencies below the s.tate level.. thts faU.ure 

to cons~lt, _ in• itself~ ·constitutes an -indictment of the -

program suggestedo 1 would further point out tb.a.t this in· 

lts~lf is a ~Jor reason why_ the Stony Brook ... Mi1lstone wate:r-
sheds Assoc tat.ion -shou.1 d, to: Just.J.fy its -existenc~, .· opp0$-8 

-the- haste with which this program is being put forths- for it 
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is a matter of the record that this Association has instituted 

studies over the past two year's which it makes available to 

interested planning agencies th:roughout its areao 

To ignore the people who have establ !shed these local 

planning boa:rds which safeguard their interestsi) and to ignore 

this Association which has labored to conserve the water and 

soil of ;the a:ceas ls unjustifiable and smacks of paternalism., 

We are not opposed to sound water prog:rams 9 but we do say 

that the Committee has ignored and twisted at least tour of !ts 

basic guiding principles,, and we u.:rge that the two bills in 

question be not adopted for the above and other rea~~,ns which 

will be advanced by other speakers., 
call 

In closing, I would/the Legislative Comrnit:teeus attention 

to page 14 of the proposed On=River Water Supply Law of 1957., 

There are no specific standards established for the ascertaining 

of the amount reasonably contracted to be paid to school 

districts and municipalitiesi). and it is my view that ~his 

portion of the act is legally unsound as now writteno 

Thank you very much., 

SENATOR DUMONTg Mr,, Coates~ what type of program does 

your Association have with :rega:rd to these conservation dams 

and reservoirs that you. speak about? 

MRe COATES: Well.9 I think that Mro Malcolm C:rooksp our 

Executive Diirecto:r.9 i:s better qualified to speak on that 

subject than 1 am., He knows all the detail$i Senatoro I 

don 1t want to avoid your question but I am not as familiar 

with those details as he !s.., I do know that under this 566 

act that the Association has engaged with the De:pa:rtment of 

Economic Development and with the Federal Government and 
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they we:re al 1 · set to go ahead on at least two of the dams, 

as I unde:rsta:m.d it, having gone to the point where they had 

obtained easements, and so ono But as to these specific 

details, I would defer to Mra Crook~h 

SENATOR DUTu'IONT: I would like, before we go any further,. 

to note the presence o.f Senator Donal F<>x of Essex County, a 

member of the Comm.itteeo 

Senator Crane has a question.,. 

SENA.TOR CRANE: M:r<l> C@ates 9 just what is your position? 

.IVJR .. COATES: I am a.trustee ofthis:Wa.tershed Assoclationo 

SENATOR CRANE.: And what11s your normal liwl ihood, sir?, 

· MRo · COATES: I am an aU:.orney at law o 

SENATOR CRA.NEf Have you had an acqttalntance with water 

programs prior to this. time 7 

MR., COATES: I would say· only slightly, Senator., 
. . . 

SENATOR CR.A.NE.: Now 9 .I heI ieve you have the same state= 
, . ,. , : ·. 

ment that I have ... probably itns typed updifferentlyo In 

the sixth paragraph, you are t~lking a.bout complete programs 

and the desirability of having a complete one offered to the 

people :rather than fragmented programs.,. I believe that was 

your pointo 

MR., COATES.:. Yes s that is SOo .. , ~:-
SENATOR CRANE:·:· Sir$ a.re you aware of the various. 

studies that have been undertaken by the State and· by 

federal authorities on water? 

· MR., COATES: I am somewhat aware of them, having waded 

th rough the 1955 Report:@ ,.s,aato:r., 
I••\. 

SENATOR CRANEr Well 57 · do yott believe· tt11s fair to state 
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· that lf we developed th~ Tock•ts Is'hind Reserv~fr. in the 

, Delaware,_· thiit would take. ten-yea.r'I' amd' ~ould you ~lso com~·ede • 
that if we we~ked to devefop, Reund J/aliery as TS.]li<iiy as· 

p,ess i.b1 e that mi ghi take :from t!ve ~- si)c ~r :seven j~ars. l>efore. 

we could ,take water :r·r~m !t7 · 
. . ..' .. · '.·· .. 

Mlt.· COATES": I am. n-ot familia;. with all the eiigineering 

· data on tha,t. . ir in.at is wha.,t: 'tb.e engineers say it would. t~ke., / 
I would agree with the;,i:~ est!mate·s i~f ft, lnJthe absence, of any 

·.,1;_,, 
·:*· 

con-tradictory evidence., 
. . .. . - . 

-SENA.TOR CRANE: · · I: bel feve we . d.c, -have those s·tatemeats in 
the record& But ·.I wan,ted to' point: out to· you.,. slr,, tb;~t· t~is 

very program was ome whfch. ~s $t1ggested .in th;. TAMS R.epo~·t/ 
the Tipp~t ts ;,..Abbett-McCartliy-S:tra.tton R~port,· and are', y~u .... 

\ . . . ' \ - . . .. 

asking. that tµey bring out the en.ttte plan fer th.e developm,,11t 

ot' the Ra:ri,tan River :aas:tn before tlie · peC>pli are asked to ·Judge' 

it? 

. _' MRo ,•· COATES:- l would think., s!r:,. that' t.llat wc;,uld be Uie, . 

pa·:rt o:f wl$dom in New Je.rsey. we have had a sad experience. · 
. . '· . : ' . -· . . :· .. 

with Chimney.Rock,. The- peopt~·vot~d ft:d~ri.····x wou.ld,tllbik;_' 
. .· .. . . . . 

that unless the people had the, fttl l' iaforinafi~n .. thejr wiff 
' ' 

vo-te this- down.. I think th.at· you have. to lnst 'the peor,:iet.; . 
Judgmenl in. these mat tirs. J don rt: lhfnk thaf you can go · in 

with a program that is not cotnpleteo • What i am attem:ptlng to 
' ' . 

say is th.ts·:: ' We haw lieard test.l111~ny·h~re that 'ii1t~inately.. th~. 
. ', 

solutlc,n may be 'the· Delaware River and iliat may. take -ten. ye'arso 
we· are · in, dire· ~eed of wat;r, there lS ·ll<l>. ~ues.tloi of it 9 l>ut 

ther.e ,are many other. states -_ fn t.hr$:: tftiie>Ii which haV$'. far . 

less wat~r than we do and ifoey regufat,t tt far urore:_ stringently 

' ii· 





than we do., and when we compare our situation with some of 

our western statesv situations ti we have nowhere nea.:r the problemo . 

.And., therefore,. I think that., where we have an available natural 

resource_, such as the Delaware River 9 even if it takes five or 

ten years., we should be loathe to plunge into programs which 

are not well conceived and we11 · consideredo NoW9 it may be 

that ultimately the work of the engineers will develop.that 

this is a good sound p:rogram<i If so, I tJ:link then that, once thatus 

established, this Watershed Association would be in favor of a 

sound pro gram .. 

SENATOR CRA'NE: Well, now., sir, what would you consider 

a sound program? You know the Elizabethtown Water Company 

investigated 15 sites on the Raritan for possible small dam 

development.. The TAMS Report suggested seven or eight sites.11 

and now Whitman.11 Requardt & Associates., of the.Water Resources 

Advisory Committee, has :recommended two., Now, which of those 

programs do you think are sound and· 1ook to over-all develop= 

ment? 

MR" COATES: Senator Crane., you co,mpliment me in thinking 

that I could answer that question,, I do not have enough 

background--

SENATOR CRANE: No., Itm trying to point out., sir 9 that 

there are· three different choices. as to what might be con ..... 

sidered a competent program - fifteen, seven or eight 11 or two .. 

Possibly it might be that in the integration of our wate:r 

programs throughout the State., I am suggesting that it may 

not be necessary to develop more than two reservoirs on the 

Raritan. 
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MR. COATES: That .~Y be so; but l think at thls point 
that the fou.il.dations have nit been 1a1d. 

' ' -- . . . 

SE11A.TOR CRANEt Well., ·the11,. 1 ·would like to get on·t.o the 
, ' .. -·· : .. -.. '·. ,._ 

next polrit: _ on page 2 of this rele.atse you b,aw, it seems to·· 

me you are. trying to ma.(ke: a ,pobtt Gf haste and incomplete 
physical. data. What,!~ yo~; op!ni~n. o.f the Tippett·s-Abll>ett-

McCarthy.:;.Stratt.oa Rep(}tt.? · 
·MR •. COATES: Well; I•m. not a.a engineer. But I wo1dd point 

thts ou.t_lo y(l)u.,·s¢nator~ tlaatthia'Commfttee was appolnte'd·-
. . . . 

' with all :due 'respec:t .. t~ the' capabilities oi the engineer$ whe> 
. . . I 

participated - 111 September of 1956 and ;they come eut with a 
report just a few months lat.er,.'· and 1 submit. that' this 

. . . 

preliminary re-port ts not. anywher~ near--

SENATOR CRANE: l•m ll()t. 'refer~ing t.o lha:t ~ep0rt. I was 
asking yoar opinion 9f the ·Tippetts-Abbet.t .... McCarthy·-Stratton 

Report. 

MR~. COATES: 'Well, i'.tm not an eng!:fleer, Senator. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, 'it co~t $167.,000 and: they ·lnvesti":' . 

gated .. both. the groun .. dwa.ter ·sources of th:e State_ aiild · the -· 

source_s :from r~n-off waters, and was believed to_ be qv.ite 

comprehensive.. _ln fact; the Army Englne~rs· llave stated · 
that it·'was c~nsidered excellent !n every.phase. 

MR. COATE:$: . Well;- you .~re speaking of .the 1955 Report., 

!$' that so? 

SENATOR CRANE:_ That is co·rrect;,. 

· · MR.· COATES:f Well/ as I recall it/ there was. J1,1s\ 

about 14 1 ines devoted to this S.ton)r Brook Reservofr in that. 

Report; andj as I also reca11 it., the figures ,in that Report 
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. . 
the facilities for developing the water, .and so· :forth.. lt 

may not be the correct technical term but the cost.estimates 

there were ba.sed on a different basiso This is considered to 

be :raw water., 

SENATOR CRANE: It offered three different plans for· the· 
.\ . 

development of the Raritan and I was under the impression it 

went into· U1em at quite .some lengtho Perhaps it didnnt have 

more have 14 1 Ines in one particular section with regard to . 
. ' . - . . ' . 

Stony Brook but-- it certainly considered these various sites., 

One plan was to provide simply regulation of flow in the 

stream., another plan was for regulation of flow in the -

stream ptu:s diversion., and another was for development of 
. - . 

these small dams in conjunction with such projects as Chimney 
\ 

Rock or Round Valley., and it was my impression that it was 

quite comprehensive, hut tt evidently was not to your mind;, 
. . ' ' 

l\JlR., COATES: Well, I think'it was quite comprehensive·9 

but if it was quite comprehensive., why is it., senator, . that 
. . . . . 

. . 
we hear tlifs testimony day art er day that we don, t have the 

. facts on thls 9 we donut have the facts. on that.. I Just can•t 

understand that,o 

SENATOR CRANJJ~:: . Well,!) I would 1 ike to point out that 

these objections that we have received have been mainly 

from the stony Brook-Mi 11 stone 9 from Hunterdon County9 but 

that other very competent sources have· testified here in 

behalf of these measures and have seemed to back up the fact 

that competent statistics a,re available on which to make a 

start; in other words, that at this time we have ample 

sta.tistics 'on which to at least say thfs seems feaslble, and 

then., from that point, when they authorize the project» they 
, 
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make the detiiled englnee~ing Investigations wb.i.cll fix the 
. . ' -

site of the dam. 

· lWl., COA.TE'S: I understood from the heal'ing last week 

that that. was the way to· do it;.. i simply disagree wltll/ that · 
·- . ·-

method of procedure.· I donft :t,:b.iak ltts sound. 

SENATOR CRANE:· wedt.,: ·;hy do you recommend. that New Jersey 

. do. any differently than ihe federal government or any.;otner · 

agency of g0ve:rrunent? 
. . 

, . . . . . 

. I think,· 9-EuiatoF, you pay me a compliment 

. in 'thinking I can answer ail these i questions. ·. l.Um not a.n 

engineer:. Bttt as I see the picture, this program has been· 

- presen.ted or is being presented t~ ihe t.egisla tuTe with ·a lol 

of tlilngs lacking and ! don.ft ;think that the Le°gislature should 

be asked to enact· legi$1atlon of this sort unless yett h,ave 
. . 

more detailed information awl1ibfe11 • A!)parently from 'What 

··I.haw heard, unless·my ea:rs·d~ceive-1lle, you dc>n•t-.have·a11'· 

th.at information. availahl~. . It i$ true you have thes_e 

different reports,; but as Mr. yan1$fegen Pointed out in this 
. . 

letter you read this morn!n,g, as .I understand ft, and I may 

he wrong a.n<f would be glad to be corrected, there i\ave been ·. 

no test borings made., the contour tines. wh·i ~h. appear to be 

sJ.gnifica.nt have not been established~ and all tho'ite things. 

I think are. important hefote we. begin askiag the. people. to 

spend. money. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well.,- mow, let•s at· least establJ.sl( 

this, sir~. that this is a. mat,te.r of' your own· persomal 

op inion., 

lv.tR.. COATE$:- -I thi'nk that· thls op·i~ion: may be share.d . 

by others. 
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SENA'I'.OR CRANE:: Yes, but I mean, so far as you are 

concerned, this is your own. personal op inion and you are 

rendering it as a lavzyer and as one who is a member of the 

S.t.ony Brook-Millstone. Is that correct? 

MR. COATES: I would say that i·s true., yes. 

SENATOR CRANE: Now, to enter a phase of questioning; sir., 

that might be in more agreement with you, I noted · in about the 

middle of your report you were talking about Mercer County as 

not specifically protected, and you are talking about. being able 

to get water in the future., I would 1 ike to ask you ... · At the 

first hearing we had a statement entered on the record.by 

Thurlow Nelson of the Di vision of water Policy of the State 

and he is considered by 1I1any to be an expert, and he, himself, 

proposed that more consideration be ·given this point. 1 know 

that in his statement he said specifically that. we should think 

of the immediate areas and that they .should be safeguarded., 

and since there is no actual language in the bills which states 

that speciflcal ly, he suggested it as an amendment.. I· was 

trying to find that ,..; page 85-A; that•s where it starts hut 

the specific statement isn•t thereo 

Would you like to see that provision written into the 

hill., sir? 

·. I\JIR., COATES: I most certainly would., · r think that in 

simple Justice to Mercer County and as a potential for 

industrial users, etc., it should he written in .. I would 

like to point out that, I think .lt•s senate 273, on page 5, 
paragraph 6 (a), states that the departmentg meaning the 

· Department of Conservation and Economic Developmenf.,ttshall. 
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have. Jttrlsdiction and control ;over t.he use and disposition of 

all additional wate; ma.de available for public use, p.ursuant· 
. . ' ' . . . 

Now, l ·. understood Mr. Shanklin to s~y, 
unless I heard incorrectly; . that ·prim~:rily .t.he waters· befe 
woufa be for the., use ~f. the people up north, in the D.orthern. . 

counties., before anybody liiMereer County would :be considered~ 

No'W, l may have mfsund·erstood hi.m, 1:,U.t .I think that Us .what he 
said at this- desk the oth~r day •. That· being so, l -th!itd~ most 
emphatically ther~ 0sb,ould k some othe.r provision written· in 

. ' •. . . 

here., and I would like t~ point out that it•s· quite important 
. . 

because ef where some of this water springs fromo l liapperi , 
. . . 

· to 1 ive · in Mighstowri and ·1 know that the· flow there <;f t.he 

water is. sometimes. wry slack iia the summEn·time, and it.Vs US8·d 
. . . . . 

a great deal bj' agricul tura1 interests there~ sometimes thiu1e· 

lakes. and ponds are p:ractlcallY' drained. ·. If yo'u. are. going 
.• ~· r 

to have ibis ~itua'tlon.i) .I think it I$ most important, !1.0t ,only 

for industry bu't for our far.tners 't.'60, ihat these things be 
considered and. some prot-ec.tive provisions insert~do : 

SENATOR CRANE:: Dr. Nelson had ln .hf$ stat.~ment, ttimay . 
. . 

l for emphasis repe~t the last 'two linesg •particular- Con~ 
sideration being given to th.eir_present and future necessities 

. . -
for sources of water supply .. 1tt with respect to ihe local• are:as, 

which would 't,e the taking areas. 
. ·, .. . 

Then; too,· in· t.he latter part of your spee.ch, sirp · do 

you conceive that this program, which .I wide:rstand Mr;. Crooks 

will testify to, that is, the S;tony Brook-Millstone ... do 'you 

.feel that a program such as that. is one Which could posslbly .. 
meet the state•s needs? 
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MR" COATES: I ail suggesting this, which l think Mro 

VanWegen was suggesting~ that it ought to be consideredo Now, 
, ';:·, . 

here you have an association which for a number of years has 

been gathe:ring dat.a on water and the availa~ility of it, etc.;; 
. . 

primarlly for conservation purposes, erosion 9 and that sort of 

thlngo But there is no reas0i"l, as l uridersland its why t,his 

could not be developed furtner so .tha t wate:r could :be used for 

other pul"poses which are conceived by this bill., Now9 no doubt 

there would not be the quantity of water that these hU ls 

anticipate being provided in th! s smaller system of darris, but 

.if this were to be considered possibly on a wlder basis through;,., 

out the s.tate., it might he u.1 t.imately that it would he a ·very 

desirable thing for this State from several points of ,v.fewo · 

You might be able to mitigate the water. problem at far le1;1_~ CO.its 

with aid from the Federal .Goverrunent, you certa!nl.y wo\ul.ldrf,m.t 
. ,,, 

dislocate as many people as th~seplans contemplate; and 

ultimately you· might be able to' get enough water to mitigate 
' the situation until thfs five or ten year program with the 

Delaware is resolvedo I think we -are entifled to look to the 

future and investigate these things., 

SENATOR CRANE:· w·eti., do you think on an over=all basis 

that such a program as this could he ut11 !zed to the benefit 

of a. state-wide water program; in other words, our desire to 

meet the needs of more potable water supply;. 

MR .. COATES: 1 th.ink it should be explored; s~natoro I 

would not say after study whether or not it would be :feaslbleo 

1 donrt know enough to tell you thato But l thlnk definitely 

it should he explored .. ' 
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S~NA'fOR CRANE::- NCl>w, sir, you talked or questioned .the 
. . 

fact as to whether the project was seif-llquldatlng ·or n0to 

I would ask you,. sl r, was the Bun~vale project or Chimney Rock 

or Round va.fley self-liqitidat ing? 

MR .. COATES( I dontt consider myself qual lf.fed to speik om 

those, Senatore· I am only basing my ~tat~ment on what I. have · 

heard here, what I 11,ave been told about these bll'is, and what I· 

have. :read, 'and I haven ft heard any test unony here from anyone 

to establish a~ythlng but an idea or an opinion or an estimate 
' 

.that it would be sei.f-liquidatingo 

SENATOR CRANE:- Bttt you felt· qualified enough to criticize 9:. 

thougho 

·MR.· CQA'l'ES: I certainly feel that ;I have th~ right as a 

citizen o:f." this Sfate, ~ven if l were not a trusi~e of the 
Stony .Br~ok Watershed Association. l think it ts Just f ime 

that the members. of the publ i'c can come here and you gentlemen 

gracf.ously 1 i ste:n to us •. 
. . . 

SENATOll CRJ,\,NE: Did you crit!clze at any time the Btinnvale, 
. . . 

the Chimney Rock or the Round Val1ey·proJect·as 'befng not 

self-llquidatlngt 

MR. 'COATE,S: I did mot 0 

SENATOR.CRANE: 
. . ... 

All right,. siro · Md my. last ques'tion ot 
you: . you refer~ed again to.· that experimental paragraph which 

is included in the hill for. negotiating purposes., It was put 

there solely to.put the people on notice that we wo1i!ld like 

to develop· a paragraph related to re.bate to communittei., Are 

·you aware that.that•s an ex.perlmentalparagraphand we ~re. 
.... 

attempting to g~t · better language? 
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. ·· .. "CrtA ~s· ... 
.JV'-0.~ . . \...lr\_J. .C. . ·•• 

the language' would b; studied, Senator-. .I t.liink:ihere at-•· 
. . , I 

v-arious areas here where pr<:>bably th~ :_se·na.te· w9uld~ before-· 
' ' 

these bills a:re enacted.,, improve the· language and change it. 

I. think that's the . normal couise c,f legls'.1.atlon •. 

SENATOR. CRANE: Dfd you hear · senator iance and · I. de bate 
the subJecti 

MR. Co.A tE'S: ' No, I did not • I missed that. • 

$NATOR CRANE: Comm!S$io~~fr McLean enjoyed it. 

·Have you ~ny language .t.hat you would like· to ·rec~mmend· 
t0r that paragrap\; for: rehat:• to ·commu11itles7.· · 

MR.·. COATES: ,Not sp~c!flcal'ly. 
\ 

,.. . 

· SENATOR cRANE: · All .. ri.ght. That:•s all l haw •. 

SENATdR DUMONT: Senator Fox, have you any questions.? 

· S~NA.TOR FOi:, No, sir • 

. SEN.A,TOFt DUMONT: Are t?ie·re any ·que-stioris that a.ayone des!re·s 

to ask·or this witness? 
' ' ' 

EX-SENATOR 0 1MARA.: Mr. chairman -
SEN,A.TOR DtJMONT:: ,, 'senat.or·C)llKara. 

EX-SENA.TOR O•MARA: . il\Kr. Coates., were you ia the ch~ml>er 

here when Commlssiomn• McLean t•st;!fiedJ . 
.. .. . 

· MR. COATES.;- 'No, .I wasa• t. 
EX•SENATOR 6 1MA.RA.f · Well,· let J11e read you an excerpt. from 

' Comm!ssicuier McLean.is te•timony wh1ch a·ppeaf's on page. 52•A of ,. 

the record: 

. <"Whi.te my testimony_, 15$ obviously favorable to · 
the provisions. of .the legislation, . l do not wish for. 
the .. te:npr · of _my remarks .. to. seem dogmatlc •.. ·· My c:~n- .• .. . 
ci·~s loris are based on prel !minary data Qbtainsd in the . 
course of broad engineering surveys., Let rpe. acknow:ledge. 
the necesslty of additional infor,maticm~ . The tac.ts and· 
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fHJilres now avai !able must go through a process 
of refinement. Or.11 to express it· as clearly. as possible, we must go beyond the general . inquiry 
that tias led to our present. concltisioris. We do not 
have all the da.ta. we need to have; and obviously 
there. are many questions that cannot be neatly 
answered at this time .. 

''The next log.ical step ls to gather more detailed 
information reiating to the geology of these areas 

· as wel 1 as the amount .or land required for the 
reservoir sites and the value of real estate which 
must be acquired., . Detailed information of .this kind 
is essential in determining the proper location and 
design of the reservoirs aµd in establishing con= 
cl usi vely the i:r general soundness •. As . a niat;er of · 
common sense and· as a matter· of fai rness-.,and responsj,-
billty to everyone concerned, under no circumstances 
would I be wi11ing to proceed with purch:ase of 
land until more detailed fact and,.,,figures have been 
compiled., 11 · / 

I take it from the tenor of your re~~rks, Mr<> Coates, that 

you are in thorough agreement with the testimony of Commissioner 

McLean that I have Just read to you. 

KIIR .. COATES: l would commend him for such a.statement. 

EX-SENATOR .. 0 11VIARA: And you agree with it?· 

MR. COATES:, l certainly do. 

EX-SENA.TOR 0 1Mara: Again· 1et me read from Commissioner 

Mct..eants testimonyo lVll go back a question or two so that we 

can put it in proper context: 

Question by Senator· Crane~ . "How much do you propose would 

be spent for such. a survey?'t · (This question is directed to Mro 

Ritter.) 

1'Mr .. Rittert' It's in the category of maybe one to two 

hundred thousand dollars, something like that.,'' 

11Senator Crane: A hundred to two, hundred thousand dollars.'' 

''Mr .. McLean:: Senator, I might add that Mr., Shanklin - and 

I am not trying to.pin George down to an estimate.!) this is a 

wild estim.at..e on h.is part, but he threw up the figure of about 
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a hundred thousand." 

Did you hear that testimony? 

IVIR., COATES: No., I did not, sir.. I wasntt here., 

EX-SEN.A.TOR ·otMA.RA: 

that it is inaccurate? 

Have: you any reason to suppose 

MR. COATES: I have not, no .. 

· SENATOR CRANE: I have one further question,· Senator 

Dumont .. 

· Mr. Coates., I wonder if you. wouict lose faith,. then, 

in Conmissloner McLean if I read to you a question that was ,Put 

to Commissioner McLean by Ex ... SenatQr O•Mara. At the conclusion 

of a debate which led up to these very points which he was 

bringing out, we were cletermin!ng that this survey was one 

which would' normally be conducted afte.r a project was authol"iZed., 

At the.end of f'inding out the cost of such surveys and every= 
I·• . 

thing else, we came back to.the original point and Ex=Senator 

QtMara, according to the record, asked this question: 11Well ; j) 

do I take it that in your judgmeat the informatlon presently 

at hand is sufficient to submit to the people the question of 
C 

adoption of a referendum?tt 

"Mr. McLean: I believe so .. n 

MR .. COATES: I think hets inconsistent. I think further 

that the commissioner is inconsistent in this, and! think 

the Senate would be 9 in this planning aspect -that I spoke of. 

In 1953 the New Jersey· laws. on planning were passed and. they 

have been of great aid to thei State and the municipalities 

since. Mere we have a situation where one of the departments 

of the State Just ignore through this comm! ttee al 1 · the local 

·planning people, and so forth and so on. I think there are 
,. 
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many inconsistencies and I agree that that is inconsistent. 

SENATOR CRANE: They may be inconsistencies, sir, but, 

as I asked you to previously acknowledge, certainly the 

federal and state programs of record point to the fact that 

they more or less paralleled present procedures that we have 

instituted on these dam projects, and that no further 

investigations were necessary before authorization was granted 

or the State submitted it to a :referendum,. You are aware of 

that? 

MRo COATES: I may be wrong in my entire concept of thiS 9 

but as a matter of putting it tC> the people of New Jersey 9 

I should think that we ought to have these things in hand first,. 

I may be entirely wrong; I'm not an expert on these things, . 

but it doesnut seem to me to be the part of good sense, Senator .. 

SENATOR CM.NE~ Well, that us the sense .of your opposition 9 

then., that you would like to haw further investigation .. 

MR .. COATESr I certainly would., 

SENATOR CRANE:, . Thank you 9 s i r o 

SENATOR DUMONT: MY further questions of Mr,. C0ates? 

Thank you Very much, Mr,. Coateso 

I will now call on M:r." Malcolm Crooks, Executive Director 

of the Stony Brook=Millstone Watersheds Associationo 

M A L C O L M . C R O O K S: Senator Dumont and members 

of the Committee:, lVIy name is Malcolm Crooks., I am E~ecutive 

Director of the Stony-Brook-Millstone Watersheds Associationo 

It is as an employee of that organization that I would like to 

read the fol lowing statement from. the Board of Trustees of 

the· Stony Brook-Mi 11 stone Watersheds Association:, 

The 23 Trustees are: From Hopewell.., Mr., John Fausett 9 Mr,. 
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F:re:deric 'Peterson and Sol Posner; from Hightstown, Mr .. Henry 

Coates; from tawrenceville, Mr., Lloyd Carver; from Princeton 9 

Mro William Flemmer, 3rd, Mr .. Edgar Gemmell, Mrso Harry Hart, 

Mr., Edward Ao MacMillan, Mro David H .. McAlpin, Mr., lo Russell 

Riker, and :Mro Herbert H., Smith; from Pennington 9 Mr., Harold 

Blackwell, Mro William Po Howe, .Jro., Mr., Robert Jones, Mro 

Fred Raswe!ler, Mro T., P., Reed, Jr.,, M:r., Paul vanWegen., and 

Mro Donald Woodward; from Titusville, Mro Charles. Oldis; from 

Blawenburgj) Mro Albert Vanzandt; from Skillman 9 Mro. George 

Drummon and Mro Eo H., We 11 emeye:r., 

tast Thursday, Mro Paul Van Wegen, president of the Water= 

sheds Association, criticized the lack of data in the Advi~ory 

Committeevs reporto Inasmuch as Senate Bills 272 and 273 are 

based upon this report, Mro VanWegen properly questioned the . 

wisdom of asking the citizens 0f New Jersey to sign a check 
. . 

for a $14 million dollar bucket of water of unknown dimensions., 

He made s_ome. posit Ive suggestions for immediate and long ... :range 

programs for the full and economic development of water for 

New Jersey. 

Mro VanWegen endorsed two principles which haw receiVed 

popular approval in this room; that is 9 the developmen;t of 

Round Valley to partial capacity with Raritan water and the 

. speedy advancement of comm! tments 1 ooking to the future use 

of Delaware River watero Further 9 he urged a modest pilot 

study to test the Sanford theory for use of surface and under.., 

ground water in the sands of the Upper Millstone and South 

Jersey areas., 

Reminding u.s that "with. water in scarce supply we should 

no longer act as though it were plentiful ,n he· said, "the 





State should lose no time in enacting legislation requiring 

certain minimum standards of water conservation in municipal 

and industrial useoq 

Mro VanWegentts water policy proposals were highlighted by 

the suggestion that the Stony B:rook=Millstone Watersheds 

.A.ssociationrrs existing small dams program be the core of water 

supply development in the Stony B:rookl> as welll> possiblyl> as in 

other areas of New Jerseyo 

These dams which are being bull t by the Watersheds Asso=. 

elation, the United States Soil Conservation Service 9 and 

numerous Federal, State and local agencies, could be redesigned;, 

in some cases relocated 9 to fulfill the multi=purpose functions 

of water supply, conservation.i and recreationo Their economic 

justification would .be simple:ri> their disruptive: dislocations 

less, and their value to the local area far greater, than with 

the one large reservoir which is now being considered., 

Mr., VanWe:gen emphasized in his Thursday statement positive 

alternatives to the recommendations of the Advisory Committee 

rather than dwelling on the numerous flaws and shortcomings of 

this :report" 

The Watersheds Trustees would not have you th ink for one 

moment that we do not find grave omissions in the proposal 

before uso However, although it is tempting to pick this 

document apart piece: by pieces in:fe rence by infe re:nce, this 

would not serve the Watersheds Trusteesn desire to help solve 

the water problemo 

Whether it knows it or not 9 modern society is becoi;ning 

attuned to and dominated by principles of conservat!on 9 
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psychotherapy and physiotherapy for the mentally and physically 

disabled, social :rehabilitation:ror the curable criminal, .land 

and water conservation for natural :resource waste, an~ now, 
finally 9 regional planning for community disorders.. And so, 

for this proposal, we wish to be non=destructlve 9 unwasteful i 

that is to say, we wii3h to be completely construct! ve in our 

criticisms .. 

That is why we feel compelled at this time to call 

attention to the remarkable neglect in these two bills of any 

integration of the water· supply proposals with other vital 

. aspects of. the :region us . growing needs o 

We believe that any proposal o:r recommendation of such 

far-reaching consequence as the development of water-supply 

reservoirs should be carefully related to a study of existing 

land use patterns and futu:re development potentials within the 

affected areas; as we11 as to studies projecting and anticipating 

future land uses o 

The problem of water supply =to paraphrase a famous line 

of poett'y-- "is not an island unto itselfo" It cannot be 

treated as a separate entity within those areas where it happens 

to fall.. It rs part o.f a complex whole.. .Any project for 

reservoir locations should be carefully plotted and planned 

for harmonious relationships with other vital instH.utions,i) 

not carelessly superimposed= like some tremendous bomb-

crater senselessly wiping out :roads and buildings - on 

an unprepared communityo 

This proposal shows little: :respect for the affected 

counties and. municipalitieso It heedlessly violates their 

necessary sense of integrity and orderliness .. How wasteful 
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and traumatic it isf It thinks ta be a long-range plan, 

forward looking into the futu:reo And yet to those of us who 

have dedicated ourselves these many years to conservation and 

planning for the orderly development of our area for gener= 

ations to come, this hasty proposal seems shortsighted in the 

extremeo 

We prefer to go more slowly = take time to collect the 

facts which are necessary and to :relate our plans to the 

requirements of all phases of the region~s needs., A thing worth 

doing being one worth doing wello 

Let us list briefly several of the specific disruptions 

which the affected municipalities and counties may expect of 

these proposals .. 

First, po,ssible dislocations in transportation systems 

which must be mended and inserted into alte::rnative sites at 

unestimated expense and with incalculable upheaval of present 

social and economic values o 

One of the most important aspects of :regional planning 

is that of prope:r traffic circulationo Major arterial highway 

and secondary road systems are increasingly fundamental to the 

economic well being of established communities and growing 

urban fringes .. The New Je:rsey State Highway Department and 

our local municipal planning boards have long been developing 

master plans for an orderly circulation system keyed to the 

major highway and traffic patterns0 The Job still remains 

to correlate all of these 9 but work to this end is under way 0 

The Advisory Committee, apparently bljnd to all problems 

except that of water 9 ha$ not advanced any solutions to this 
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majo:r probl em9 except to aU oca te a ~1Jcontingency fund u in 

its proposals o Thus existing :roads may be blocked off with 

no p:vovfsion made fo:r the redirection o:r relocation of traffic 

facilltieso The municipalities and counties will be saddled 

with these additional problems if the proposed reservoirs a:re 

huilto 

Second 9 a great deal of discussion has occurred concerning 

the promised recreational potential of these :reservoirso This 

aspect of the proposal is being sold without sufficient factual 

evidence to guarantee lto If these reservoirs are going to be 

multiple purpose facilities which will se:rve both water needs 

and recreational opportunities, then the questions should be 

asked - what studies hav~ been made for the: need$i\ of this area? 

What standards have bean established to decid,e how much land 

is needed beyond the actual watet' level, and where? What 

techniques wi 11 be used to mi:rdmize the adverse effects draw= 

dovm. has on recreational use of the :reservoirs? 

As a result of regional planning studies which our 

Association is jointly conducting with the Rutgers Planning 

Service, we have already i:r:nreatigated some of these aspectso 

We have made a p:rel imina:ry study of the :recreational facilities 

for the Wa.tersl).ed and the :regions We have suggested standat'ds 

for recreational facilities based on our studies in land uss, 

populatlon 9 traffic 11 zoning,, topography, and water rese.tu";ceso 

Se:rious consideration is indeed in o:rde:r before a major change 

in land use is thrust upon any areao Picture the effect of 

this sprawling, muddy water rese:rvoiro It is not a temporary 

structure.; The people in the vicinity will be living with it 
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for generations to comeo It should be planned with se:ricH1s 

thoughtto the future potential for recreation and other local 

uses. It should be so designed and land should be so purchased 

that it offers maximum benefits instead of haphazard benefits 

for this increasingly important aspect of living.,· 

Third, water is becoming :m:o:re and more the economic base 

to our communitieso wate:r, .its abundance o:r scarcity, is 

regulating., in a la:rge measure~ our population expansion, indus= 

trial expansion, and all the facilities which g6·to make up a 

well-balanced and happy community .. It appears that very little 

consideration has been given to the over-all effect of this 

proposal upon: the economy of the immediate vicinity of the 

proposed sites., 

In planning for water needs.11 letts look into the crystal 

ball projecting the futu:re·rath~r than stick our heads into the 

mud -of' the lower Raritan., Yes, present water rieeds of the New 

Brunswick-Manvi 1 le areas far exceed the requirements of the 

less populated upstream areas. But will todayns :ratio hold 

true 25 years from now1· All indications point to a rapidly 

increased water demand in the Upper Millstone Watershed, 

along the Pennsylvania Railroad.11 along Route 1, and near 

Hightstown.., This area is about two per cent urbanized..- A 

neighboring township.)) East Brunswick, grew 300 per cent in 
nine years., 

At present the Stony Brook Watershed is only 7 per cent 

urbanized., This area is immediately adjacent to the congested 

Trenton area and ls within 20 o:r 25 miles of a number of other 

urban developments which are 3,0, 40 .and 5o pe:r cent uI'ba.nized. 
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This forms the pattern for many of our rural areas some 10 to 

20 years hence. Those municipalities of most rapid growth in 
. . 

the past decade will _be supplanted by others which are only now 

showing these s lgns. 

A few moments ago l referred to the regional planning 

studies 'Which are being carried out by our organization and 

Rutgers University., Incomplete as they now are 9 they indicate 

a very serious water' problem developing in the near future in 

the Stony Brook, watersheds because qf an anticipated rap,J,d 

population growth as well as some industrial development in 

this area., 

You will note on the zoning density map of our Millstone 

Regional Studies that-I have put up over here beside Senator 

Crane that there i.s a z.oned indust:ria.1 strip (the gray area) 

which travels along the Reading Railroad 1 ine o It is no mere 

coincidence that this zone straddles tn.e Stony Brook., The 

industries which will move into this zone will be best served 

by the multi-purpose type reservoirs which were suggested by 
: . ' . . . 

the Watersheds President last Thursday rather than,by a 

larger reservoir some distance down$t:ream .. 

I would like to quote from the section on water in the 

pre! iminary Progress Report of our Millstone Regional 

Planning studies which was issued last February::, n In a time 

when the urban areas of ou:r State are,clamoring for water 

and reservoirs, ,it is questlonable how much attention: would 

be paid to the future needs of an area such as the Stony Brook 

or the Upper Millstone Watersheds 9. which have yet tCJ reach 

a peak demand., However.I) t:tle area 1 ies in a pattern of rapid 

development., There ls a 'strong need. for an analysis of the 
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water potential and supply of the area so ·th.at the interests of 

the watershed may re protected in a long-range p:rog:ram..,tt 

We did not know at the time this was written how clo~e 

the clamoring was to be upon us.., 

In concluding th~se rema!'k@l; the Trustees of the Watersheds 

Association wish to make three suggestlons for yotu• consideration: 

lo MY proposal for water :riitention reservoirs in the 

Raritan Watershed should he a pa:rt of a thoroughly studied 

integrated plan for the full development of the water potential 

in this region., 

.Specifically 9 we urge that pre=design investigations be 

made at the various :rese:rvcd.r sites in the entire basin befo:re 

any one site is approved for ccmstructiono For only after 

this information is at hand can a t:ruly integrated and well.;. 

planned development of Raritan water be accompU.shed., The 

relative merits of th.e smaller' multiple=pu:rpose dams and the 

larger ones should be weighed at all locations by such studie~o 

We would 1 ike to quote from a paper recently giver1 :before 

the State Planning Conference 1DyLt6 Colonel John tee of the 

Philadelphia District Army Engineers o · You a:re no doubt aware 

that Colonel tee is in.cha.:rge of the comp:rehen.sive Delaware 

Ri ve:r stu.dieso He said» nunless there . is al :ready prepared a 

basin or watershed plan to which to refer 9 · the errors o.f the 

past will be :repeatedo The planner' will project a :rising 

demand curve.i, determine: when and by how much exf:sting i1rater 

resources will become inade:quate, 9 and eng1nee:r the di:rect. 

solution.. The competing uses, fo:r water will he la:rgeljf 

ignored 9 since the mach;l',necyof basln""wide coo:rdiriation is 
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not normally available., Therefo:re.1 water supply planning is 

nearly always piecemeal and er::rat,lc,,, 

tt In any such procedure, waste and inefficiency are 

inevitable .. Water supply structu:res a:re usually either too 

big or too small, and too early OJ." too late., But, far more. 

important to the local economy,. since these structures are 

designed and built for Just the one purpose~ they preempt a 

dam and reservoir site that normally can also be used for 

many other purposeso It has been found that multi=pu:rpose 

structures make it possible: to spread the cost of their con-

struction and operation over a.· number of purposes so that the 

charges on wate:r supply are lessened., Thus the usual v.,ater 

supply plan not only is too costly, but also takes fo:r its own 

use an irreplacable natural :resource that should. belong to all 

the people for all compatible uses., Although w~ter is itself 

a renewable resource i1 dam and r~servoir sites ,are note They 

are the critical· :resource that must be conserved and used 

wisely for tre highest and best purposes fo:r the benefit of 

mankind., 

2.. Water supply investigations should take their proper 

place with Raritan regional planning studies which would 

include an inventory of traffic.ci:rculation;11 population growth9 
economics 9 recreation and all the other important aspects of 

community growth and well=being. The approach which the Water-

sheds Association and Rutgers Planning Services have found 

workable in our pilot study is the type of approach we feel 

should be used in any program of such far=:reach!ng con= 

sequence as that of water supply. 
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With bills S-272 and S-273l) the citizens would be asked to 

vote on a 14 mil 1 ion dol l~r bond issue for a water supply 

proposal that not only is lacking in essential information but 

has been made., it appears., with little regard for other 

essential aspects of the growing population and industry in this 

region. 

It has been estimated that for a cost of about $500,000 

a comprehensive study (the type that should be made) can be 

accomplished for the Raritan Watershed. This study would 

relate water supply., traffic, population, :recreation., and 

economics. It would produce a survey of present and future 

water customers in the various sections of this region. It 

would- give a better idea of who ls going to pay for the water -

now and in the future, where the water will need to go and 

where it•should be developed. We might find that ou:r customers 

are not so much around Elizabethtown, Linden, and so forth, 

but around the other future industrial and residential areas 

developing in other areas. 

It is possible with such studies. to more nearly direct 

the future growth because the planning studies are implemented 

with capital expenditures by municipalities and by th:: State. 

The Highway Department builds the roads which are planned and 

are needed. The municipalities zone areas appropriately so 

that the watershed and other values may be protected. · All 

this is a part of a comprehensive planning study. The 

reservoirs would fit into such a study and would be thereby 

much more sound economically, physically, as well as socially. 

Inserting a comment, it has b?en estimated also that this 

study could be accomplished within a year•s period. 
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The logical group to hea.d such a study is the State 

·Planning Bureau which is within the Department of Conservation 

and Economic Development. 

3. As the Tri.1.Stees ·see it,, the need for speed in this 

matter of water is most u.rgent in the temporary. "freezi:ngU of 

good potetntia.l reservoir sites .. 

The lands. in the several Raritan basin rese:rvotr sites 

a:re daily rece hring capital improvem:ent;s that in most cases 

could Just as easily be located elsewhere., In looking back to · 

earlier water supply propos·als we note with dismay that several 

of the best reservoir sites are no longer i'eastble.,_ Mushrooming 

population and industrial growth on these lands make it. 

impossible to ever reclaim these .sites for water storage., 
. . 

In his report on the water resources of the State of New 

Jersey in 1922, Allen Hazen proposed a reservoir at the 

Juncture of the North and South .Branches of the Ra:rltaa.. This 

is the location of the TAMS• No:r'th Branch reservoir. The TA.MS 

Report reco:mmends a 10 or 30 billion gallon storage resEu•voir 

at this site. Hazents Report called for one of 300 billion 
-

gallon capacity, cove;ring 48 square miles. Mr. Hazents 
,. 

water supply for the. Raritan would have been 1,500 m.,god., 

in contrast to the present day expected development of about 

300 m.g.d. · .In 1922, Mr .. Hazen _foresaw a problem, and we 

quote:-_ "to find a market for so much water .. " The same problem 

could exist today if we still had the reservoir sites of 1922 .. 

Let•s save what•s left .. 

But how? The first step is to make the basin-wide 

investigation which can then be drawn into a ma.star plan for 

Raritan water supply dewlopment., Then WfP11 know the 
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reservoir s ltes that are needed as wel 1. as their dimensions. 

The second. step is to tie doWJ1. th~se areas - .freeze them from 

add it ionai capital imp rov~men:ts • Thi$ can be a probiem., We '11 

suggest fo·tt:r metho.ds ·- there .-afe doubtless othe:r·s. First. w0uld 

be the adoption of an ·official state drainage Jriap' wblCh WGUld 

include demarcation of th~ .reservoir areas. This we>uld c,perate 

in a manner ·similar to th~ :e:id.itti,.g ,Ho:f'fic!al map~ leg!~:lati<!>n. 
' ' 

It would legally dedicate- tlie land involved to this par~lcular 

use. Should any of the landowne:rs · !rivo1wd wish to make 

capital improvementsir the State would have a year 9 or some 
otheI' specified time·, in whi~h to decide whe.ther to rel.ease the 

land so held or purchase tt at cif:.he ·market va!Ue. Since ·there: 

would be relatively few wlshlng -t<> make cap'ital improvements 
' . 

under these conditions in any on$ year~- acquisition of the 

properties would be at a slow pace·.. Of course, at the time 

a reservoir is needed,!) ·the state could Immediately purchase 

the a.creage involvedo 

A second method migh-t be to ptu•chase flowage easements; 

in other words, pay rent to. landowaers In the reservoir sites 

in return for the privilege of holding those lands fo:r water 

storage use. Third, and closely related to the latter scheme 9 

is to option the land for a short· period of. time, perhaps 5 
yea.rs, with the idea that during that interval the State would 

.. ' ... ·. 

find a means Gf purchasing al 1 of the s 1 tes. A fourthqn•9.:.. 

cedure would involve the cooperatfon of the municipal i tes 

with the water study greup and the state by .local zoning ... 

zoning to p:rewnt adcHt.ional development. from coming inte> 

these vital ar8as. · The municipalities could give this ct1>= 





operation if they were assured that·. these water prospects are 

good for them. 

But whatever method is used to save these ir!'eplaceable 

water storage sites 9 letns be on with it. We have no time 

to lose.. Is it unreasonable to ask for money NOW for these 

investi~ations that are needed - and to ask that as soon as 

these studies a.re complete to clevis~ some way to immediately 

stake out a claim on the economt-cal and des i:rable areas? Can· 

we afford delay? 

Senator Dumont and member~ of the Committee 9 the Water-
. ' . 

sheds Trustees appreciate this opportunity to bring before 

you our thoughts on the development of waler· supply in the 

Raritan: Basin. 

Thank you .. (Appla:use) 

SENA.TOR DUMONT: How many dams and reservoirs does your 

Association contemplate J)n the area where this map is? 

MRe CROOKS: We not only contemplated them; we had them 

actually designed and located nine of them., That does not 

mean, of course, that there necessarily would be nine o:rany 

other specified n:umber 9 should they be :recies igned for wate:r 

supply. The:re could be th:ree,. four; there could be fifteen 

or eighteen., we wouldnnt know until studies were made., 

SENATOR D1.Jl\lIONT: What would the1:r size be? 

MR., CROOKS~ . It would be according to thei:r location. 

and the justificationo We found that in justifying these 

reservoirs for conservation purposes and· for local water 

supply9 t:ra sites where they were located could take various 
/ 

size reservoirs,· but in order to justify them on a benefit 

cost ratio, theycould oo pretty much only one size., more or 
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less. So the size would be dependent upon the justification.· 

·1r water supply is includedj they coul.d be considerably larger 

than they now are e "A few of the sites which are now held for 

our rese.rvoir sites could not be used for water supply, as l 

see it; they would be too smalla ·.On· the other hand., several· 

additional areas which we could not use for our 'sites·could 

possibly be used now., using water supply as an additional 

justification., 

SENATOR DUMONT: Did you plan these sites j1.1st for con-

servation or for water supply? 

MR. CROOKS: We planned them for most a11 uses except 

downstream water supply!> We had no information that would 

lead us to believe that downstream users were willing to pay 

a portion of the cost.. 1 would like to point outJ) by the way, 

that in the 566 federal legislation, these dams for water control, 

as these dams are, may be built with federal cost sharing on 

them. Should additional local· benefits be desired for water 

supply or for any other :reason which would mal:rn their size 

larger than for the specific purposes of the Act,· the local 

people would pay the entire cost of the additional storage• 

capacity requi redo In other word$.,. the sftde ral government 

will cost-share on the original size of the dams, which w . .ill · 

suit the federal government.ts specificaticms.. Then tl;le local 
. I 

interest . - in ·this case it might be the• wate:r supply interests -
. . . \ 

. would pay fo:r the additional storage capacity., 

. SENATOR DUNIONT: Well, now, wo\11 ct:nu t the federal gcnrernment 

only contribute money for the purpose of conservation as 

distinguished from water supply? 
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lVlRo CROOKS:- Flood control» de=silting 9 and conservation, 

yes. They would not cost""share on water supply it'self, but 

water supply can be bull t into these reservoirs and take full 

advantage of the federal aid., So the cost to the peop 1·e 

. interested in water supply would tliereby be lessened. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Welt'» therr 9 on a smaller scale this would 

be the same idea so far as federal participation is concerned 

as we hope to get· the federal government involved in the Delaware 

River., 

MR. CROOKS: I would say so~ There is a 1 ittle difference., 

The federal government,,. as I umdersiand with the Delaware 

River, !·s cost-sharing=- yesj) for one purpose,, isnrt it 9 and 

not for'two purposes., Tha.t1ts true .. 

· SENATOR DUMONTg As 1 understand .it., the federal government 

considers wate:fr· supply peculiarly a state problem; therefore.,. 

they dontt participate tlnanclally in that. 

:MR .. CROOKS,: That would be a very good simile. 
' SENATOR DIDJIONT~ To what extent would the fede·ral govern-

ment actually participate in that?' Have yeu ever figured it 

out on a percentage basis or an actual amount basis? 

lVlR. CROOKS~, On· the reservoirs which. we have planned and 

located, it was :roughly a 50=50 split on the over.,;;all projec•t 9 

the dam construction and the conservation and land treatment 

that went along with ito 1tn$ a two-base program - treating 

the land with conservation practices and building reservoirs 

to supplement theseo lt was about a half million dollar 

project., The federal governmentns shares I would say,. would 

be about $240,000 9 but that·was on the basis of' the dams 

that we could justify alone~ l couldn•t say 'What their 
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cost=sllaring would be on a new scheme such as we propose.e 

SENATOR DUMONTg How· long has yoiu• Association_ been in 

existence'] Is it eight years as one witness said? 

MR, 0 CROOKS: .That ns right&> eight yearso We have been 

officially incorporated -for sbc&> ·but w-e: ·have been in existence 

and working for e ight 9 carryin.g on research as well as other 

projects., 

SENATOR DIDJIONTg Has youir Association bought any of the 

land th.at you contemp-late in any of these reservoir sit.es? 

MR 0 CROOKS: .We have purchased no lando That is part of 

the local contribution to this Tl3$81"VOi:r progiram:i,that,t.he 

local people would contribute the land for· these res1ervo•ir 

sites., 1, might say that we have had tremendous cooperation 

from the landowners (on this w:ry po !nt&i but no 1 arid was 

pu:rchasedo 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Do you believe that on a1L these reservoir 

sites that you contempla.te:s you calli get the property owners to 
con tribute land 1 

MR., CROOKS:··· I am not sure., If you inc.rease the $lze: o~ 

them9 as they would have to be increased fp:r water supply, 

I very much doubt that all the lQ.nds would be contributed., 

l can foresee that part qf tllem would be contributed,, because»' 

Y,tlu see» when there are -isnwJL1Ler d~ d:L&tribtited throughout 

the countt•ys.ide 9 the:re ar~t a·l491t,:. of local benefits and the 

people there re:a1 ize ~hat they are local t:enefi ts and they 

are willing to give up something in rettu•n for those ll>enefits., 

I·would like to add 9 by the wa:y,, that the first dam 

which wa·s to haw been :bull t, and originally was. slated for · 

construction sometime in A,pril er May and then l:>8C:aus.e of 
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government red tape it was delayed a little bit.? was to have been 

cost-shared by the Howe Nursery property and they were going to 

pay a. portion of the expense because they wanted the dam a little 

bit larger than th~ federal gove;rr.unent wanted it so they would 

have irrigation beneflt$o So there was a point in which this very 

way of .1oea'.L¢ontrihutiOn for additional beni)fits would have .been 

carried out in our particular programo 

SENATOR DUMONTg You think the property owners would be 

much more inclined to provide some land if this were an 

al tern.a tive to the Stony Brook project 1 

MRo · CROOKS~. My goodne$S !iJ ye:s 9 becau$e their hou~es would 

. not be covered., None would mntrlbute land if their houses 

were going to be covered 9 but if you can still live there and 

you have additional benefit$ from this water in you.r back yard 

and it is desir,0,ble r:rom your standpoint 9 I would foresee that 

there could very ea$ily be cooperation on that point., 

SENATOR DUMONTg Did you say the fi:rst such dam was 

actually planned ftnr May? Of this year 9 you mean? 

1\.lfR,; CR00KSt Thatu!i right., our plan was to let contracts 

in late winter or1 early spiring.I' :around March or .A.p:ril9 an~ I 

would Judge that some six week!\ after the letting of contracts 9 

fou:r to six weeks 9 construction would begino It ca.me down so 

that the first of May= 1u11 tall yout the day that this thing 

broke of the Advisory Committee~ I was going to 90 out and 

get signatuire;S; on threEll of the easement~ that dayo Contracts 

were to have been let by Mel!"l('.:6f' County = they were cooperating 

with this - around the f i F$t or second week of Juneo 

SENATOR Dl.JMONTg Did you colltemplate thr'ough these dams 

and :reservoirs the supplying of water to any other a:rea of 
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the State than the local a:reas · involved? 

l\/IR 0 CROOKSg · No 9 except in so far as it would regulate 

stream flow" There would b,!; some stream flow regulation 

possibly in theseo We did offer to local municipalities the 

proposition of water supply 9 but they did not feel that they 

could afford at this particular time to pay for the additional 

cost of water supplyo They knew they would have water needs 

coming up but they had Just had a school bond that they veted 

on and they were deeply in debt and could not see putting out 

additional money this year fo:r building water supplies for the 

future o They thought it was desirable but they could not see 

putting out the money at, this timeo 

SENATOR DUlVIONTg Well 9 then 9 these communities at the 

present time have enough wate:r supply fn your area to take 

care of themsel vesz 

MR., CROOKS~· Ba:relyo A:nothe:r thing 9 I notice by the 

pape:rs 9 ls rest:ricting undu.e waste in wate:r this week., You 

see, and I would like to point this out 9 whatever.has been 

said about the comparabl~ qua! i ty of Stony B:rook water w! th 

the quality of wate:r in other sections of the Raritan Water= 

shed 9 itns very clear that the quality of our Stony Brook 

water is quite low9 unfortunatelyo We are sorry" In addition 

to paying for water supply 9 the$e municipalities would .also 

have to put up quite elabot>ate treatment plants for t:reating 

this watero The soils in our area are highly colloidal.9 

clayo It stays in suspension a long tlmeo Letns not fool 

ourselves that this lake on Stony Brook that is proposed 

by the Advisory Commit tee wou.1 d be a crystal cl ear 1 ake 1.I ::(;. 
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like we see· in ther mou11tainso It would not; it. would be mudayo. 
"· ,. 

Look at t.ake Carnegieo Thatc«s the type of lake it would he.,-
.;· " 

lt~s leW' quality water 9 but itvs water and it should J:>• .· 

developedo 

SENATOR. CRANE:t . Firist. of all, Mr~ -Croo'ks, I weuld ccrtainl°y -
1 ike to· C()mpl inient you on the very fhie presenta.tien n.e~e this . 

• " < ••• , • - • 

mo:rnimgo It certainly ·supplements that whl.eh Mro VaRWegen. gave 

us last week and.9 SQ! far as i am concerned, I thlrik f~' shows 

a very ce:ristruciive attitudeo But there is one thing that'l 

would l·ike tG- point' out: .TWO stat.emeri,t;s by Comm.!ssioner McLean 
were read .to a previous w!tnes,·s, and while }le felt the .first· 

one was good, he said th~ second Olle was inc~nsistent,which 

more or less points up that th!$ depends on. whic~ side ty'oun re: 

on., .In your se9qnd. paragraph you refer. te principles which 

- have received popttlar approval in this room~ W.ould yeu. tell_·. 
'. .· 

f}le Lf thewre a:r~ more than Just Princeton and Hunts rden Couty 

people in the balcc,nyo 

· (Applattse r~oin balc~riy}· 
MR .. CROOKS:' New you d~ntii( kn~Wo I ha~ seen !m. tlie p'ast ' 

others from other sections9 hut I dor1Yt ,know aoou,t toda.y.o 

SENA';l'OR CRMJE: · Wel 1 u m,tr,st, of the. applause has come when 
. . ' 

you good people have made your presentations, and I doubt 

that there will be any ~pplause for the billso 
- . . . . . . 

MRo -CRo:)KS: I would 1.ike to say tha·t we ha.vs 4$0members 
. . . ' 

and we certa.-in_ly hope that our znembetsbip is $uppo:rt..ing us.,. 
all the· trustees · in thereo 

SSNATOR. C:RANE: wev11 concede that .. 
. .. . ··-· .. 

Novr., sir., further on in. your· talk=·-
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MR. CROOKS.:, May I comment f 1 rst of al 1 on the remarks 

which you first made, that there seems to be an inconsistency 

in Commi ss i oner Mete an o s :remarks o I was he re ·tha t day and 

.from reading to Mro Coates those statements, they did seem in= 

consistent., Btit in thinking back to Commiss!cmer Mcte~nus 

test!mony 9 I believe those: statements may not be inconsistent 

because on the one hand 9 he said 9 ''Further studies a:re ,needed 

before the land is acquire:d 11 ; .in the second point, he said~ that 

there was adequate: information for the passage of these Dillso 

lsntt that more o:r less what he said?'· 

SENATOR CRANE: Thatns true., 

MR,, CROOKS: All :righto They are·two different things., 

He was saying that these bills should be passed and then 

. inves,tigations made., arid that is what the Association is 

objecting too we fel:!l that the bill should not he put out 

for a public vote., We feel it is very dangerous for the water 

supply of New Jersey for this bil 1 to be put out for public 

vote without this detailed information first .. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well$ this we drew from Mr .. Coateso 

MR .. CROOKS:: Y<!;S 9 but it Vs the p rocedu.re the reo Are 

we going to have the bi 11 before or after these facts.? 

SENATOR CRANEg Well 9 again,. 1rr11 ask you. then the same 

question: Why is it necessary for New Jersey to go further 

than any federal or state authority has gone before? 

MR~ CROOKS::- 1 vm very glad you asked that questian 

because if you had not, I would have made comments on it 

before I left the stando 

SENATOR CRANE: Why 1 
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lV)R. CROOKS:: The procecture:s of the-· federal gove:rnnilent,•'.:as · 

we have, experlen.ceo them and as I h~.ve und~rstood, ~re tpis;, 
. . . . . . . . ) 

A preliminary survey is made .. . That wou-1d. c0mpal"e tQ ·the TAMS . 

. Report: .· Then., if th:ose •prelimina~y ,surveys. ind_ica.t~ that 
! /. 

whatever it is is desirable:, tenta.tiveiy,,_de'sirable, ihe·n 

further investigations are made and _money {s. appropri'ated at · 
. . . 

that peint to carry out those invesiigations~ · In our .case, we 
applied first· in 1954 to t,lie Federal Government - first to 

the Department of c~nservat ion: and 1::co11om.ic ~velopm~nt and 

the Governor and· got.' their apPr~vai/ and then to the Fede'raL 
, . . . ' . 

· Government for a watershed p;rote·Ction proJect, fo look i.:nto ·. 

- tb.e problem and poss U:>l e: so lulion. · That' approval came: ea.rly .. 

ln 19$5, I . guess it was r then.,. at the 'time that _approval was 

glven9 money·was set up for-,ths:St~t• Office of th~_.Soil · 

conservation · _ssrvice in New '.Brunswick. 'tt, send a work p.lan 
party ottt to our. area to ~ake on-the.,..g:round invest.!gatioas& 

They also hired Economisf$J. they,'brought·· in the. Uo~'oFish and. 
. . . . . - - . 

Wildlife Service·; they brou§ht ·in th~ U.,, s.: Fore.s-t Service~ ·· 

althoiigh the U.So Forest Service was a_ pat-t 0f this., actuallyo .· 

Several divisions of Comrnis'$1one'r :Mcteanvs own qepa·rtment. :I_· . ' \, 

came out on, the grdund and made· f'oI'eatry iiives:tigations 

what were the fo.nst prohlemsi what could ba done about ·tllenq 
The 1sanie thing with wildlife •. The counties ,W$re con${de:redj 

·. the Soil Cori:servation District"s: were part of. it; "hi fact., 
' . 

there are 17 different fedel".al and state and local agencles. 
- -. . . . 

which have coordinated in this thing" These engtneers made _ • r . 
i 

on-the--ground ·. SU rveys; . they spent, from about . May. to Cictobe r fl' 

as I recalt, ?1-nd then went out>ln the: fleld.:a few times later· 





for spot checks on information which. ~he·y were not sure of, and 

it.wasn't until February, from about APril or May to February·, 

that the final information was availahl'e upon which the. f1nal 

work plan•'was drawno Then that work plan, contafriing the 

specific informatlon, which included two foot contour intervals., 

by the way., analysis of the soil of each one of the ·dam sites, 
' ' 

and other pertinent. information . .,. was <submitted to Washington, 

to the Soil Conservation Service, to the Army Corps of Engineers·., 

Department •of Public [/Heal th,.· Welfare., etc.,. by way of .Com-

missioner Mct.eanrs Office arid_ the Governo:r•s Office; receiving 

approval o.f both offices, and then,.· in August of last year., the-
. ' 

' ' 

money was appropriated for the first year• s proJe'ct. which was 
' ' 

to include two dams. We anticipated .. they would b~ bull t before 

July 1st, 19.57; but we would only have gotten one- started as it 

turned out, before July 1., 19.57. That was.the pfocedu.re ... · That•s 

different from the~:procedure in ,th.is case. 

SENATOR CRANE'f:. That I s on. your ·dams •. •· 

MR. CROOKS:-; You. spoke abot1t the fede ra.l governn1erit 
, . . . - . . . . . . . . 

procedure., And that ls federal government pr~cedure., 1 would 
' ' 

also like to point· out municipal procedure, and I don•t have 
. '"\\,.l 

personal experience here but I have talked i;.o municipal 
. ' 

engineers on this. When ·municipal iti'es want to. build ·a ·• 

highway or dam or· any other engineering project,·· they 'have to 

get pre-design information and sound engineering estimates 
' ' 

based on these pre-design studies and submit them be for~ the 

bond companies .will take up " the bonds,. Sometimes now:, the 

bond companies even require that actual bids be made on 
the structures. But that is most often not true..- BU:t vii th 

45 





mu.:rl.icipal bon~,lhg., and you mentioned municipal ,pvoc~d.µ.res and 

federal procedures, so I want to discuss them - the municipal 

procedure has to include these pre~designs we are asking for., 

The federal procedure, so far as we know it~• requires pre-

design information as we ask for .. 

SENATOR CRANE:: I am unaware as to when I asked about 

municipal procedureo 

IVIR .. CROOKS:· When you were talking to Mr .. Coates., I believe .. 

SENATOR CRANE: 
the Delaware River .. 

. . 

The point that I wanted to a.sk about was on 
. ·' 

An investigation is now being cenclucted by 

the u.,s,. Army Engineers·,. by a person who .was mentioned here, 

Colonel Lee, and he reported last wee}{ that after completion 

of a survey being conducted there,. which was approximately 

the same in every respect as the TAMS survey, the project . .,· if 

it recommended itself., was considered a'l,lthorized by the V .. So 

Government and., after that, further more intensive surveys 

would be ma.de;; · My point was that the federal authorization was 

somewhat comparable to the peoplets approving a referendum 

hereo 
. . 

l\JIR., CROOKS:- May l ask what project that was? 

SENATOR CRA.NE: Tockas Island,. 

l\JIR., CROOKS: I do know, letme peint out 9 that the Army 

Engineers have made surveys of the Delaware River, the last 

one complete<t in 1955, just a month or two, as I recall, prior 

to the :flood - a preliminary survey, such as in the TAMS 

Report - and they indicated that flood hazards did not war.rant 

flood control structures on the Dela.ware .. It is very evident, 

then, that preliminary surveys can be quite far ·rrom the truth., ' 
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because they immediately then wer~ authorized to go into ful 1 

· study of the Delaware Basin. •· In other words, Flood Diane 

completely reversed the informatfon which they had on. tbis 

preliminary data. 

SEN.A.TOR CRA.NEr Well, they•ll release no information on 

that investigation up there in the' Delaware beyond their pre-

1 iminary report. The final report won•t be in until 19$90 

But leaving no stone unturn~d, bot,h Senator Dumorit and I have 

invited Colonel t.ee to come here so tha;t we may have these facts 

set before us •. I bel !eve he •11 be here at our next hearing. 

MR. CROOK~: Fine. 

$EN.ATOR CRANE: Now, you talk, again early in your pre-

sentation, about the .value of these dams te the local area, 

far greater than the one large reservoir which is now being· 

considered.. Therefo.re., you are talking to the point of local 

benefits. Have you at any time considered state•s needs in 

implementing this program as far as it staU,$? 

M,R 0 CROOKS:· · You mean., at what timer have we contemplated 

that. We ·certainly are now, y~s .. 

·. SENATOR CRA.NE: You are now. But when did you rirst 

think of that? 

· MR. CROOKS: we · have been · tldnk!ng of the Stony Brook 

Watershed as a part of the Millstone 'and, in the lc:>ng distant. 

future, as a part of the Rar.itan. · The Raritan has been some-
. . 

what remote from our thinking, I 111 admit, and we may have 

been incorrect ln that, but our immediate concern first of 

all was with the Stony Brook, and then with the Millstone., 

and lastly with the Raritan. You see, we d.f.dn•t come to any 
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. . . . . ,•• 

because we foresaw a lot ~f- problems,. so. far as water supply, , -

.tndust.rtal ·aevelopment, ·:pop1dat1oa eXp~$:lon1:~and such~- we got. 

t-eget.l:ier with Rutgers University aad· have· l>•'ea de-ve'lQplng. ~or 

going 0n· two yeat$· now regional .pla~ning' stit'c{Je·s of tlte J.VIill- -. . . ' . } 

stone Watershed whlcb, by the way, is 300 ~qua.re m.ilecso ' Yeu ·ca.il, 

see.·some of the re-sults ·or these slt.1.tdies outside ia ·the 

corridor and ori. this map hereo . we: have be~:n -trying· to collect 

hifo~tlen which weuld -t·etl. us what' ·the ppob1erns. ar~ 110w and 

what we might expect tn: the way ·~r problems~, Yes, slr,: we 

liave beeJt- ·trying ,to rel~t·e, · and we hbpe in ;,:the future to:_• --
' ,' .• 

relate, our: t.hinldng--and eur- problems and our water suppty 

to tht broader plcturer. ·_ 

iSENA.TOR ~WE: You were talking f irs:t. of all in terms 
, , 

of -a local -project beca:use you said the pe~ le wottlc:1 donate. -

land to it, 

· ;am. CROOKS:· That• s ·tight. _. Th-re are . al 1 types or· ·· 
• !' • 

. . .. 

cl.eest ·• to u'S -because they -are right : in_ our·--back yard and, -. 

- naturally,. :thote a.re of high' concern t<:> us. 
-SENATOR CRANE: We_ll,- tllat was the pr~mary interest 

behind your t'nvestigations, the:. local benef'i·t.s, wa.8• lt not? , 
. , . 

MR.· CROOKS: Behhid our ·plariat'ng, studies- and tnvesti• 

gat!on, or behind _the dams which we foa:ve built? 
. . . . 

- SJ;:NATOR CRANE: . The smal I dams that you -are talking . 

about. 

IVlll. · c,ROOKS: · Small dams? Yes, becai1$e they had to: be 
Just.tried locally. 





SENATOR CRANEg 
. . -

'" that you propose.11 sediment -dams? 

l\llR 0 CROOKS: About 120s actually flooded acres.. Itfs a 

little higher than that,I} but !tris about' 120,. 

SENATOR CRANEg Thatfsthe total taking area? 

MR .. CROOKS~ No .. 

SENATOR CRANEg ,· Thattrs the water area., 

l\llR., CROOKS:· That, is the water area., I donut recall the 

taking area.. There is a figure but 1 donut recal 1 ito 

SENATOR CRANE: Well 9 since itUs been $ttggested that we 

are looking for raw water first ·of all, to help maintain the 

flow and, secondlys to divert some water». perhaps to :render 

it potable» how much.9 in terms of millions of gallons 9 would 

be impounded behind these· nine' dams?' 

MRo CROOKS: May 1 answer' you in this way? rtvs not 

fair, I do not bel hnre 9 to Judg¢ the worthiness of the nine 

dams on ou:r maps to the possible development of water 

resources and other side resourcesi in the watershed for future 

dams., because the design of these dams was for 0ne set of 

purposes - the design. of wate:r, supply :re:servoi:rs in addition 

to this would be of completely different design.I) would take 

in different acreages 9 would be in different locations, and 

would be of different slzesli' 

SENATOR CRANEi Yes 9 but you were talking of development 

of water for other uses,. 

MR., CROOKS~ In getting around to that.jl I can foresee 

very easily the full development of the water rescrurces 

in the Stony Brook by the small dams program= by a small 

dams program, not the present one that we have" 
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SENATOR CRANE: Would you have any idea as to how many 

dams you would have?' 

MRe CROOKS: ·· I do not.. I would anticipate there might 

be two or three on the main st~m,.;, .1tts just an anticipation, 

we would have to get engineers on it to find out.11 plus some 

supplemental ,smal 1 ones.,. N6WD to answer you:r questi@n 

di :rectly as to the number of mil .lLion gallons sto:red 9 I do not 

know., First of a.11 9 we have been thin.king in te:rms of ac:re= 

feet.I) and we would have to co:rlvert acre=fe~t into mi11ions of 

gallons£) and itns a little difficult to do in the head,. But 

I recall one of our :reservoirs has a capacity of about 

40 9 000 gallons .. Thatns not much but on that pa:rticula:r site 

it could be enlarged cons!de:rably., 

SENATOR CRANEg Well.11 would it be :rather a rough guess 

that it wou,ld take about 540 of these dams to equal that 

which is proposed as the Stony Brook Reservoir? 

MR,, CROOKS: No 9 because we a:re not proposing that the 

dams - this term "sma11n is perhaps confusing us., We are 

not proposing that the dams which we think should be in= 

vestigated fo:r water supply would be nea:rly as small as the 

ones which we were able to justify under one single Justi= 

fication under the fede:ral governme:nA:,» and that was silt 

controlo They will have to be la:rge:r; they will need to be 

larger, and they can be larger£) I•m sureo 

I would like to emphasize that small dams may not be the 

answere We don8t knowo But on the basis of our eight years of 

working in this area, of reading widely on these problems, of 

meeting with others, nationwide as well as regionally 9 on the 
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same problems at the watersp.ed confer~nces and soil conservation 

conferences 9 etc,, 9 we have co!Ile to the conclusion that this 

type of program might very well be the most feasible and the 

most economical and the moat desirable. 

SENATOR CRANEg For you:rarea., 

MR ... CROOKS: No~· Totally•· 

SENATOR CRANEg ·For the State? 

MRo · CROOKSg For the State as wel 1 as fo:r our area. If 

they can provide for the full clevelopment of water resources 

in our watershed» you canttt get any mo:re than that fo:r benefits 

for the State 9 can you? 

SENATOR CRANE~ Wel 1 s you cbuldnJt do· it with nine sediment 

dams .. 

lVfRo CROOKS::· You mlsundetstand mes si rfl We are not asking 

that our nine dams that ;\v~ have on the books be usedo They may 

be in different locations' entlreiy11 Some of the locations.11 · I 

am sure,, would not be used :for water supply;,, We a:re saying 

that there are a· lot of smaller sites possible on which dams 

and :reservoirs could be built$ both off the main stem of the 

Stony Brook as we 11 as on it .,.. each one of a smaller 

dimension but with possibly as much or more total capacity., 

I don!t think it could be more because that capacity,() I think,, 

is fully developing the water thattr~i r-unning down the stream., 

But certainly I think the:re11s a wry good possibility that the 

water held behind these several :rese:rvoi:rs could be equal to 

the one 1 ar ge one ., 

SENATOR CRANEg How about .the cost factor? 

lV!Ro CROOKS: I have talked to engineers and they will not 

stick the Ir necks out and say it will cost less o:r it wil 1 
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cost more, or it will cost the same~ They donvt know. But 

you might think at the outset that the cost of several dam 

structures would be more than one large structure3 That~ I 

do not believe is necessarily true,:, One of the large costs in 

a reservoir is the spillway$) the concrete work~ and the larger 

the dam the la:rger that concrete work= not by arithmetic bu.t 

almost by geomet:ric progression; fu:rthe:rmo:rep the land acquisition 

on the smaller sites would be conside:rably less because there 

would be less displacementp less interference with the highways,, 

and so forth,. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well, now, that brings us to the next 

point~ You used the term:concerning these rese:rvoi:rs = you 

likened them to bomb craters and that they were carelessly 

superimposed~ Now.i would you agreej si:rs that wate:r sto:rage 

is rather an inflexible problem rather than flexible? 

MR. CROOKS~ In a way!i) in a measurec You are pointing 

out that the:re is one place that a v,ater supply reservoir 

could go in in the Stony Brook watershed and therefore with 

no matter how much planning and looking to the other phases 

of community needs 9 that reservoir necessarily has to go in 

that one place~ 1 would not agree in the Stony Brook water-

shed necessa:rily. There are several places where a reservoir 

could go. In fact, Mr~ Ritter conceives that this dam could 

go half a mile upstream o:r downstream9 == 

SENATOR CRANE~ Tnatns correct., 

MR .. CROOKS~ That the volume may va:ry from nine, and 

other engineers make it eight,, maybe up to eleven or twelve· 

million gallons. Thatts a lot of difference~ Then this 

proposition of the small dams raises the question that there 
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very well may be other sites. We know there are other sites, 

actually 9 so I do not agree that there is necessarily just 

one site in the Stony Brook or in any other afeao They are 

restricted and that is what I point out in the last part of 

this paper, that itus so important that we take and reserve 

the best of our sites as soon as we know where they are. But 

letts find out where they are first be.fore we reserve land. 

SENATOR CRANEg Mr., Crooks, 1 am overlooking purposely 

the human factor involved in this question9 so I don•t want 

to be tagged with it" But I wou'1d a.sk you., sir, which is 

easier to locate - a home, a utility, a roadway, or a 

reservoir?, Or, conversely, which is the hardest . to locate? 

MRo CROOKS: Generally speaking~ and you have to speak 

generally on that question 9 a reservoir site. 

SENATOR CRANEg You. talked of highways = I have before 

me the only map that I have for :ready reference this 

morning, the Stony Brook Reservoiro On page 17 9 it shows the 

proposed Stony Brook Reservoir» of.cour~H3 9 obliterating quite 

a few roadso I couldnut tell how many; I would have to count. 

But of thosel) which a:re key :roadways - 5697 
MRo CROOKSg· It us according to who you a:re and where 

you live. 

SENATOR CRANEg Well" yes, but I mean,,. 

MRo CROORSi, You are speaking fr.om t:oo county plano 

SENATOR CRANEg Now.\) in your estimate» sir 9 would it be 

absolutely necessary to :restore every single road there.I) or 

are there some secondary roads of little use? 

MR.; CROOKS~ l hope that you will ask that question of 
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Mr. Edward Mount when he is on the stand, the engineer for 
. . 

Mercer county. I would not care to answe~ that question, 

S13;NAT0R CRANE:: Well, I 11 l. defer tre quest! on~ 

MR. CROOKS:· I would say,_ ye$,, 569 is a major highway. -

Elm Ridge Road, which goes parallel to the main section of 

the reservoir, and is crossed, it shows here, in three different 

spots; it may be crossed only in one ... it• s according to which 

map you use - is a key roadway for the people of the area, 

and -the one going from Pennington to Centerville and out to 

Mount Rose. Those are the main key ones. · But the picture 

I would like to leave is this: People living in Pennington 

and people 1 iving in Princeton travel .back and forth, as do 

people in_ Hopewell and the surrounding areas. When a bomb-

shell is dropped and a crater is opened up, we•ll say, s1.1,ch 

as this, their circulation patterns must be changed necessarily 

considerably unless those roadways are aga'in rebuilt. Their 

social patterns may have to be readjusted .. many patterns. 

You ask which is the most difficult to locate of the.s.e 

various things .., utilities, highways., reservoirs, etc. 

Naturally I answered that a reservoir is. But we are not 

starting with a .blank map; we are starting with a map on 

which utilities., roadways and houses are located. 

SENATOR CRANE: I said we were overlooking the human 

factor. 

Now, again, I repeat that you have said that these were 

carelessly superimposed; in other words, the reservoir 1 site 

was set do\.Vl1. on a map., thereby being carelessly superimposed. 

Do you think that' any state government wouict ever so care-

lessly superimpose such a thing as a reservoir without 
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incur;ing th.e obligation to :restore maJo:r routes? 

MR ... CROOKS:·. Not without wanting to do so., But could 

they?. I don t t know o 

SENATOR CAA.NE: All right., Now, were you here when 
) 

Senator Lance and Commissioner McLean were talking about this 

problem of rebuilding the roa<ls ·and building bridges across? 

MR .. •. CROOKS:: Y@$ 9 I waso 

SENATOR CRANE: · Do you remember that Senator Lance brought 

up the point that he felt this could be reconciled if we saw 

it in terms of the difference b$t.Ween duty and. obligatlon» and 

I was trying to draw from him an amendm~nt that would be 
: . . . 

. . . .. 

acceptable to him which specified that it was a duty of the 

State io restore cert'ain• roads and to bull d bridges., took, 

would you be satisfied with such an amendment? 

MR .. CROOKS: Noo Let.ts start froIIl scratch., Who is the 

State.? The' State . is us and •the people outside.. Who is paying 

for it? us.. We donut want to h.~ve a reservoir built by us 

· or by the water users» :whichever th~ case may be 9 and then 

the relocations paid for by ttSit telv$ figure first of all 
. . . 

where the reservoir sites should go so that the minimum of 
\ 

conflicts will be established and then the people of the 

State will be paying a minimum amount o· I wish I had Colonel 

teets paper here with me., Colonel Lee concluded his :rcemarks 

last May 22 before the plannets by asking a question: If 

Commissioner McLean acquires a stretch of stream and its 

boundaries for a future reservoir site and then, at the same 

time, the Commissioner of State Highways has on his master 
. . . , . -

plan a highway crossing that sit.ei will that highway cross 
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through. - tbe valley or wi U. it be cros~-ed by. a ltiridge? Cel9nel 
. . . . . 

tee contiP:ued, 11Unti 1 th~ problem ls re.solved of wh~ther or not. 

we are'going.to plan in a C©ordinated fashion •• tr Then he says 

. that the people will ·be 'p.aying for the -crossing. in the Valiey. 
- . . . 

and then l~te·:r a ~cress.Ing $Vet '.th~ reservoir. And ·I submit 

that that i's a wry 9 very thought-p.rovokfng question to me i, 
·. -• . . .. ·: ., .· . . . . 

W:e want to minimize .disruptions; we want tG minimize c·osts. 

I think fhat can be done but ft cannot be done by thinking 
·_. . . : 

·'':~ want water, let•s develop wate•r, put a reservoir het• because 
;: • I M • • 

lt•s 'th~ best' pla.c~ .. n We must ~ay, "we want water., we need 

water, let •s look at the. possible soluti0ns to our water• 

problems· .. in rela't{on to, the over-all plan·of· the, State." .. And 
. . - : 

I would 1 Ure' to point out, sdr, that the Department. of Con"!" 

se.rvathm and Econemic Develop'ment has bee'n spending ccnu~iderable 

a$ounts of money; I unde~stand in the' fl.eignborhood ~f maype 
. . . . ' . ··. 

thirty or forty thousand dollars a :year, in develop big a state 

plan for a period of fifteen to twenty-five year'S. · tt does 

net appear that the. Advisory. Committee con$µlted with this 
. . .. 

state plan froin the recommendations which they here put for.th. 
' ' ' 

_If they- did, l·am sure that their reservoirs and theiI' all•~ 

gations to upstream communities would have been different 

SENATOR .CRANE: We 11 ,- now, by the way 9 the re is no one 

sit ting here cl,t this head table who dreams otherwise than: 
' ' 

that the people are supreme in thi's State. So letts have that 

-sett led once arid for . al 1. · 

MR •. CROOJ{S:: 1 did not mean to imply that, sir. 

SENATOR CRANE'.: No, but you were talking about the people 
.- . :. . . -·._ . 

being the State.' Now; overlooking-the matter of salf-1 !qulda-

tlon of these proposed P.I'oJects, let tt$ say that theoretically 





this water ls to be paid for by the u.s.ersj isn•t that true? 
MRo · CROOKS:' It is. Jttppos.ed to be and should be. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Thatts true o 

lv'IR. CROOKS:, And I think it can be o 

SENATOR CRANE~ The next question l have fs 9 do y@u believe 

that these bonds as they are sold- do you feel t_hat that is 

taking your money and my money and spending it for.something 

on which there is no return? Isnnt that rather confused 

thinking? 

MR., CROOKSg I am trying to think of a comparison., I can 

buy a bucketful of marbles and I think I am getting so many 

marbles; maybe I don•t. get that many when I pay my money., . I 

am essentially not a gambler., I want· to know before I pay 

my money how many marbles Inn getting. I want to know before 
. ' . ' . . ' . 

my money ls jeoparlzed,. Now, it may be that my money will not 

be jeopardized., Maybe the tax dollar will not have to go into 

these ,reservoir .sites. I don,rt think it has to., But as long 

as it, s written in to the bi 11 the way it is, there is jeopardy 

that my tax dollar wi.11 go into or mi.ght go into these reservoirso 

I don't want to he buying the most expensive or the next mo.st 

expensive; l want to be buying the best solution., 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well.9 wevve labol'ed rather long to estab-

lish that al 1 these various procedures involved here have J.)een 

,mor§'.: or less normal and have adequate precedento There is a 

question that many have raised as to self-1 iquidation. Sut 

have you ever known of any large reservoir that was ever 

built that was completely.paid for when lt began operation'2' 

Mllo CROOKS: No .. 
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SENATOR CRANE* Therefo~;it 1s normal to ,tlilnk that we are 

· going to have to take care of tbis .by some bonding program and 9 

. ' . 
out of the moneys that are realized by the sale of these bonds, 

these various things such as roads and bridges and the like 

wil 1 be taken care of~ then it us for u$ to get. in here the 
\ . . . . . . . prpper amendment that would satisfy people thatthese roads would 

be rebuilt and the bridges would be built so that there would be 

no great interruption of traffic flow., Isn•t tllat correct? · · 

.MR. CROOKS:~ Yes, but l get back to my other point again. 

These may not be the best sites. I do not knew and I dontt 

think the Commit tee knows., Before we have a bond issue., let ns 

find out what are the best sites and their dimensions. 

SENATOR CRANEg . Well, then, you also brought up recreation 

which was discussed quite at length with Commissioner McLean and 

then again wl th a gentleman from Hunterdon, · and I would ask you:, 

Isntt it true that we think mainly in terms of water when we 

are building a reservoir?' 

MR. CROOKS: . Natura.llyo I would hope so. 

SENATOR CRA.NEg Well 9 now; if we have a reservoir and. in 

time of drought, which is more important, the water, ()r the 

recreational facil i.ties? 

Iv1R .. CROOKS: You are asking a question a,gain which has 

no yes or no answer.. Of course., water is of prime concern. · 
. . . -

. But may I reiterate my question: What techniques will be 

used to minimize the adverse effect draw-down has on the 

recreational use of the reservoirs? Thetre are techniques., 

SENATOR CRANE'; Were you here when they discussed the 

times the :reservoir will be down? 
(,•' . . ' -- . ' . 

We discussed, I believe, · 

cycles at one time, that there would be a Vf!.ry infinitesimal 
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drop one year out of five., .a modem.itedrop in the reservoir level 

once in every ten years., . and a greait drop once ln every twenty. 

At thE)se. times ,r think we· would be happy that we had a 

reservo'ir; though a lew one mfght p~~sent art u.gly •pictureci: :: · .·· 
' ' ' 

MR~ CRCX)KS:; .I was here ;heri that te·stimony was given and 
' ' 

!t conflicts with the 1n.fo:rrna-ti.ert which we got. from Mr. Roy · 
. . - . 

Ritter when lieb and Mr. Bau.merr met .. wi-th the Association on May 

10th:• Mr·. Ritter read from the record: "Ia 1955 it is estimated 
.. . dam .. 

the stony .·Brook/would have be•en drawa down eight feet I' These 

are .from his calculations. · ftl954 - eight feet. 11 • Before· 1 go 

further, I ·would like to remind 3'€>U that., besides .the fl.gures 

which you Just gave, a nu.mber of tliepropon.nts said the 

average draw-down would be_-~bQtt.·t f.!ve r,et. Is that not. 

correct? 1•1955 - eigh,t f•etj 1954 ·~· eight. feet; 1953 - 15 :feet;. 

1952 - 2 feet; 19-.51 ... 2_fee-t; 19~0 "!''rou.r .feet; 1949 -15 fee•t; 

1948• 14 feet; 1947 and 1946 are also 14 feet.tt 

Mr. Ritter did not continue on down., except he Jumped to 
. ' 

1932 - I do not know; the intervenln.g year$ ... but I would be · 

interested in knowing. In· 1932 ... this was on the tape and I . 

'had a 1 i•t,tle · di ff !cul ty in· 11s-tening to it., -but· l th.ink it: was 

32 feet in l932. l :wli1 stani -corrected. "I'n 19~1 - 1) feet 
., . . . 

and 1930 - 28 feet .n .· 

He further said that lie ~uld es,timat~ that an average 
. ' 

draw ... dCl>wn might .be around 8 _feet. 1te exnphasf.zed that you 

cannot say there will be an average. draw..;.dow.n because no year 

is -an average year. 

-SE?,fATOR CRANE: · That• s ,t·rue, but over the years we do have 

what are called ''cycles•" 
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IVfR. CRCO JS: That 's right • _ The average he re, by th~ way, 

of the figures h.e read is 13 feeto With a planimeter 11 I went 

around the 150 and the 140 contour 1 ine ori the contour maps.? 

on the state geologic contour maps which were on the ground 

surveys, by the way. .And there are -inaccuracies here, very 

possibly of 9ourse., But with a ten foot draw-down 9 and this 

averages 13;· there would be approximately 625, or we will say 

in excess of 625 acres exposedo I do not want to dwell on this 

point because l dontt want it ,to detract from the testimony 

that the Association is giving, which we hope will help in the . 

solution of water problems in New Jersey., But this point 

which you just raised has been kicked around here an.d it has 

not been settled in my mfncl what the draw-down would be and 

the effect upon recreation. 

SENATOR CRANE: · We 11, t.hen, my 1 ast quest ion to you, s l r, 

and then I'm through:: Even in its drawn-down state, which of 

course when it •s drawn. dovm represents the dry period, perhaps 

a drought, !snit it true that·a large reservoir would still 

hold more water ·than your small dams would have in them at 

-that time?· We are considering State•s needs 9 not Princeton9 

or other communities, 

MR .. CROOKS: I would assume, and again I can•t say for 

sure because the studies haven•t been made, that with a 

comparable draw-down in th.e small dams, the comparable area., 

even perhaps more., sir, would, be exposed. But I would like 

to point out also that the exposed areas would not con·stitute 

more or less a solid block. In the case of the proposed 

reservoir on the Stony Brook, tbe large one, the largest 
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portion of the draw-down would be in the neighborhood of 

Pennington. 

May I be exGused for just one second to get a map? 

SENATOR DUIVIONT: Yes, surely .. 

MR .. CROOKS: (Indicating on map)• The red area is the 

portion between the water 1.evel, estimated now, that is,-

the portion between the high wa.ter level and the take 1 ine. · 

The black portion of the map is estimating what an eight-foot 

draw-down would be. It would expose about 500 acres by rough · 

estimate. And you will notice, sir, that the area I just 

pointed to is Pennington., The largest port ion of the draw-

down, exposing mud flats, would be·_. adjacent to Pennington, 
. ' . ' . 

which would be a wry undesirable thing for that' community .. 

It• s a very high-class residen tlal ne igh.borhood, we feel, 

Pennington and the local Hopewell Township communities., Now, 
. . 

the draw-down in these small dams would be scattered throughout 

the countryside. 

houses, I am sure. 

Some 

It 

of it 

would 

would expose 

have to. On 

mud flats next to 

the other hand., a 
. . 

lot of it would be out next to hayfields and cornfields, which 

is quite another matter~ 

SENATOR. CRANE: Well, thank yQu very much., 

I have been asked to ask you if you have any conception 

as to the number of small dams that would be required in your 

program. 

MRo CROOKS: Well, anything l would say would be just a 

concept ion., I am hesitant to answer that because we have not 

made studies for that purpose. I said before, itts possible·•· 

the re would be two or three Qll the main ·stem.. I picture 

there probably would be one for the Elizabethtown Water 
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company which has originally made Investigations. There might 

very well he one at the site of the present reservoir, or at 

Hunts Mill Dam, which 1$ above Carter. Road., Route 569. Or 

there might be cme in 80me ether reach,· maybe farther down 

toward Princeton, · ma.ybe fa rt.her up. I •m not sure. Then there 

would be supplemental ones to the sideo I would picture that 

the Honey Brook area would receive, one of these r~servoirs 

and it 1 s the largest of the tributaries. You know, anything 

from four up to fifteen -. probably not the higher number, 

though. 

SENATOR DUMONT: My further questions 0f Mr.· Crook$? 

Thank you very much, Mr .. Crooks .. l think we will now 

recess for one hour· for lunch., so we'' 11 sta:rt about f.i.ve 

minutes after two. 

(Applause} .. 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Crooks, would you. take the 

~tand for ome quistion, please? 

MR. CROOKS: ·yes, siF. 

$ENATOR DtJMoNT: Mr. Vandeventer has a q:uestion·lle 

would like to ask of you. 

MR. FRED VANDEVENTER: Mr. Crooks, y0u went to some 

length this morning in explaining your story of the small dams 

onStony Brook. In the TAMS :Report and other reports whlch 

have been submitted to the Legislature"at various times theI'e 
. ' 

was also mention of a rather .large .dam on Bedens Broo~: at 

Rocky Hill •. 1 wonder if .you would• 1 ik.e to comment on the 

possibility ·of .a series of sma.11 ,dams in the Rocky Hill 
\ 

vicinity which might augment the series of small dams on· 
Stony Brook and make' a c:omparison, with' the proposal 'in' 

the Senate Bills under discussioa~ 
' ' MR. CROOKS: Yes~ sir. The dams that we have been 

talking about that might be possible to serve multiple. 

purpose, including water supply in the Stony Breok - I.··. 
certainly would hope that that same idea. would be thought 

' - . -. - -. 

of wherever water supply ls thought of in New Jersey. It 

might not be as likely in so.uth Jersey but in the Piedmont 
·. . ·. . . . . 

. ' . ' ' ' . . . ' " . ) ' ' . 

area..,-and that's the section that we':re in, it certainly., 

1 .think, is a distinct possibility for the wltole Piedmont 

section. It should not be overleeked. The topography 

the soils, the type of drainfi.ge area, the slopes of Bedens 

Bro.ok are very':much the same as Stony .BI'ook. Se I should 
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suspect that the same proposition could hold true in 

Bedens Brook, in Neshanic, in many parts of Hunterdon 

and possibly a few sections in Union County., Mercer County, 

some sections of Middle.sex and Somerset Counties .. 

MR. VANDEVENTERg Then it would be a possibility that 

by combining the Rocky Hill Reservoir site, which has been 

pretty much excluded from any, consideration., - by combining 

Bedens Brook and Stony Brook they could get a water supply 

equal to or superior to, in quantity, what is proposed in 

the Stony Brook dam? 

MR. CROOKSg Yes. As I tried to point out this 

morning, while we donnt know what can be developed in the 

smaller reservoirs, I would foresee that we should develop 

nearly all the potential water resourc®s in the Stony Brook 

area with these small da:ins, else they may not be Ju~tified. 

The same thing should hold true in the Bedens Brook area. 

I would like to point out that the reservoir in tne Stony 

Brook, as wdth the reservoir in the Rocky Hill,area, are 

not ideal reservoir sites. It was pointed out, I think the 

first day of t~stimony here, that the T.AJVIS Report itself 

says that one disadvantage to all of these sites, except 
. . . . 

possibly Spruce Run, is that a large portion of them would 

be sf\allow and marshy. That does not make them ideal sites 

for water supply because of the drawdown involved. So 

since they are not ideal sites, every opportunity should be 

taken to look at all the possible alternatives to the 

development of water in Stony Brook, in Bedens Brook and 
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similar areas. I think it cpuld very well be that the total 

quantity of water developed for water supply in these two 

reservoirs corild be the same in th~se two systems of 

reservoirs could be the same or nearly the same as that 

proposed by the Rocky Hi 11 reservoir and the Stony Brook 

Reservoir in the TAMS Report. 

SENATOR CRANE: Mr. Crooks., isn~t it rather true, 

though, that here you have already mentioned three sites which 

are known as small dam sites on the Raritan in the TAMS Survey -
. . . 

Neshanic., Stony Brook and Roc:ky'Hill - and wouldn't you, 

therefore, be imposing this smaller dam structure to the 

detriment of future development of supply in terms of ten 

billion gallons reservoir sites which the State needs? 

MR. CROOKS: I am talking about this proposal of 
' 

small dams for State needs, as well as local needs. The 

purpose of developing these small dams is not to develop 

them primarily for the local areas., it is to develop them 

primarily for the local and state area. I donut want you 

to misunderstand me. We do not want these small dams 

bull t if it w(i 11 not serve the ftipotlo:m ,Qf, the state ne.eds. 

These small dams should be built only if they do serve the 

function of the state needs as well .as local needs. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well your original testimony this 

· morning., you were talking of additional water supply· 

beyond your sediment dams as more o~ less a secondary feature, 

and in a state project, of, course, water supply., raw water 

and maintenance of flow would be the prime object. 
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MR. CROOKS: Yes, insofar as the Justification of 

that portion of the reservoir which supplies water supply. 

It would not be the prime consideration of that portion of 

those reservoirs which do not supply water for potable 'or 

for minimum stream flow regulation. I would like to point 

out that the Stony Brook-Millstone'.~Watersheds Association 

is a grass roots movement. It started with 26 people. In 

about 3 years it grew to about 160 people. It has now 

grown, as I mentioned before, to 450. It has not been 

superimposed from the top down. It started to grow- from the 

bottom up. It started to grow in the Stony Brook area. 

It has grown and expanded to include parts of Bedens Brook 

and the Upper Millstone Watershed. We are likewise growing 

in the scope of our thinking,from local problems to water 

problems in Bedens Brook and in the Upper Millstone and now 

in the Lower Mi.llstone and yet we are continuing to gtow, 

our thinking is continuing to grow to include state needs 

insofar as it relates to our local problems. 

SENATOR CRANE~ A superficial examination of this 

last proposal, about the utility of very small dams on. the 

Rocky Hill site, looks as though you are proposing the 

utilization of several of these major sites to accomplish 

one purpose, and that is to find the alternative to the 

complete development of Stony Brook. Isn't that true:7 

MR. CROOKS: Could you rephrase that question? 

I didn't quite understand it. 

SENA.TOR CRANE: Yes. You have in this latest sug-

gestion by Mr. Vandeventer mentioned three sites that were 
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specified in the TAMS Report, ten billion reservoir sites or 
.,:· 

thereabouts, as related there to the'.StateVs needs. You have 

talked of these small dam programs this morning relative only 

to Stony Brook. Now, Mr. Vandeventer's proposal is that if 

the State perhaps needs more water that we could also develop 

Rocky Hill the same way~ and you added Neshanic to be 

developed the same way --

MR. CROOKS: Al);d · others. 

SENATOR CRANE: An-ct others. But at the same time you 

are tending only toward the goal of replacing what would be 

in Stony Brook if it were develop~d to the ten bil 1 ion gallons 

reservoir that was proposed there. 

MR. CROOKS: What I am proposing is this; that this 

idea of small dams - smaller dams we should say. Let's not 

say small dams - smaller dams be studied along with the 

large ones. It may be that the best thing for the Stony 

Brook Watershed, for the B•dens Brook Watershed, and for 

the Neshanic River Watershed, might be a large dam. We 

don't know but neither does the Advisory Committee nor 

anyone else that we know of. This is a proposal which we 

feel is rather unique and should be studied and has a lot 

of basis in fact to make it a possibility. We don't say, 

instead of building this one reservoir build'these others; 

we say, let's look at both, let's compare and build the best. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, you don't know, however, how 

much water this would yield for State needs? 

MR. CROOKS: In the development of the plans or 
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the development of the information, from looking at these 

various watersheds on·the basis of studying them for possible 

utilization, on the basis of smaller dams, prime consideration 

must be given to the amount of water supply that .could be 

developed by these small dams. If it is insufficient, if it is 

considerably less than would be developed by one large dam, 

or is considerably less than could be developed by a medium 

size and several small size dams, any kind of combination, 

then le~'s take the proposition which will give the maximum 

water yield considering, now, other aspects, considering local 

needs, considering local disruptions. You will note on this 

map that there is an industrial zone. That could best be 

served, as I pointed out.in ;my paper, - the Trustees, rather_,, 

pointed in the paper which I presented - that area could be 

best served by a reservoir upstream from that. There isn't 

enough groundwater there to supply them. Itis a matter of 

500,000 gallons a day per square mile of water yield. That 

will support about a family for every two-thirds of an acre, 

average. You get variations from that but that's the 

average yield for groundwater. The groundwater supplies are 

going to be short in the Stony Brook watershed, as they wil 1 

be in Beden$ Brook and similar watersheds in areas of 

industrial expansion and in areas where there is a population 

expansion. So, you need to look at the State needs and 

part of the State needs is the local Mercer County, the 

local Hunterdon County needs. The State needs do not 

comprise only - and I don't want to infer that you a.re 
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saying this -~but they don 11 t include only ·the1river -- the 

lower R~ritan River ~atershed needs of the industries or 

the municipalities down there. 

SENATOR CRANE: But you. wi 11 need water. 

MRo CROOKS:: There and upstream too . .And I tried to 

point out this morning that the popalation and industrial 

growth is coming in the Stony Brook and the. Upper Mil !stone 

areas, itVs coming fast. Maybe - I don 11 t know what Mr. Agle 

will give in his testimony this .afternoon but he is a 

Member of the Association, we have been talking with him over 

the past years, and he and Herbert Smith and other people, 

who have been studying this•pqpulation and industrial growth 

and the various changes that are going on in our·State, see 

this change, this rapid growth in these more :unpopulated 

areas. And as far as State needs are concerned, we need to 

look to State needs now and in,.the future, both. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, the point is that the State 

can only be satisfied with the larger reservoir. 

MR. CROOI{S: l beg your pardon? You say the State 

would only be satisfied 

SENATO~ CRANE: The State~s needs could only be 

satisfied ~ith the larger reservoir. 

MR. CROOKS: I couldn 9 t agree. On what basis do 

yott say that? tha.tTthe State 9 s needs could only be .s11ppliecl 

by the larger reservoir? 

SENATOR CRANE: The State's needs - if we took 

your testimony of this morning, relative to Stony Brook, 
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and yon pinned it down., you didnrrt know yot1rself how many 

small dams it would take, but using your arithmetic and 

your schedule there it would take many, many small dams 

to deve 1 op the water that i $ needed or wil 1 be needed 

within three years. You have heard people sitting here 

talking in terms of ten and twenty million gallons a day, 

and I don 8 t believe that you could divert ten to twenty 

million gallons a day from theie 9 dams that you were talking 

about. That 8 s why I say it is relatively true that the 

State needs larger dams to take care of the developments. 

MR. CROOKS~ Senator Crane, 1 think you still mis-

understand me and 1 am sorry that I hay:e not made myself 

clear. We are not proposing the 9 dams which we now have on 

our books as water supply dams. Let's forget the 9 dams. 

Let 1 s think that we are looking to other possible alternatives 

which would be better for the local area and at the same time 

serve the State. The nttmber of dams does not matter, or 

matters very little. What matters is the social displacement= 

I am not even rating these sspecially in order of importance -

social displacement, interruption with traffic circulati@ni 

in social patterns, we a:re concerned with State water supply 

needs and in local needs= that may be irrigation, that may 

be fire control, that may be recreation, that may be all 

kinds of things. Now, these dams that we are oposing, 

we donfft know how many there are but we see no reason why a 

study should not be made to see if an equal amount of water 

could come from those dams as would come from the large 

reservoir. Why does it take a large reservoir to supply 





40 million gallons a day rather than. several ,sma.1ler ones? 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well, by your formula. this morning, 

how many small dams would it have taken t0 supply that much 

water? 

studies are made. Letgs mot try to $olve the problem.hefere 

we ·nave the informatiom. The studies must .be made to find 

out if the smaller dams are pQssible and will supply the 

·40 million gallons a day or whatever the Stony Brook Watershed 

will produce. But there is no reason at all why tllese small· 

dams, as we see it, can~t produce an equal quantity of water 

as tbe one large dam, and be in a lot greater harmony with 

the needs ·and the desires of tbe local people., It can serve 

.both the local people and the StateWs needs equally. Have 

I gotten this idea across to you that just as much water can 

come from the small dams as can come from_ a large onel 

SENATOR CRANE: Letlls call it a standoff. 

think you have impressed me and I donllt think that I hay-e 

reached you with my question .. 

Now the last thing I would like te say, sir, relative 

to Rocky Hi 11 - You talked about the TAMS Repert and you 

talked of the paragraph in there which I cited the first 

time that I spoke on the yery first day, about the over-all, 

you might cal I it, criticism of the small da.m program as 

to the·type of water it produced as compared .to the water 

that would .be stored. in Chimney Rock or Round Valley. 
•- -, 

Now., are you a.ware that Rocky Hill is the only small dam 
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location to which this criticism of marshland was specifically 

had'Z 

MR. CROOKS: No. I would like to refer to the TAMS 

Report, if I may, - I see you have a copy there - I believe 

it says and 1u11 paraphrase it but I think it is very close, 

that the disadvantage of these water supply reservoirs, 

on-stream reservoirs which have been suggested in that report, 

are,with the exception of Spruce Run, shallow and marshy. I 

don't think it related only to the Rocky Hill one. I think 

it related to all of them except Spruce Run. 

SENATOR CRANE: That 0 s the general paragraph I was 

talking about. However, in a specific description of each of 

the small dam sites:, Rocky Hill was the only one to which 

they appended that description of the marsh area. 

MR. CROOK: Yes, but lest we forget, that is a 

preliminary report. They did not have actual contour lines., 

close contour lines, to tell. When there ls a fall of 8 

feet in the Stony Brook Reservoir and if our figures are 

anywhere near cor:rect and they are as near correct as can 

be had at this time - with an 8 foot drop on the Stony 

Brook Reservoir, when there are about 500 acres exposed 

that means that there are 500 acres that are less than 8 

feet deep, which means marshy area. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Senator Fox. 

SENATOR FOX~ Mr. Crooks., m.:.ay I just ask a few 

questions for my own satisfaction. You are the Executive 
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Director of the Association, is that correct~ sir7 

MR. CROOKS: Correcto 

SENATOR FOX~ I see. And you have been for 8 years? 

Is thatcorrect? 

MR. CROOKS: No. 1 have been 

SENATOR FOX: For how long? 

MR. CROOKS~ About two and a half. 

SENATOR FOX: About two and. a half years. And are 

you an engineer? 

MR. CROOKS: I am not an engineer. I have been trained· 

as a Biologist and a Conservationist. I have hact·agr1cultural 

engineering training in school and I have had a small amount 
C 

of engineering experience in the field. 

SENATOR FOX: I see. Then I take it that the technical 

data that you have supplied us with today has been provided to 

you by those who have made a technical study of the matter? 

MR. CROOKSi Yes, from the information which the 

Association, Rutgers University, the U. So Soil Con'S'ervation 

Service, the Department of Conservation and Economic 

Development, and others have provided us, yes. 

SENATOR FOXg I see. Has there been or has the 

Association itself conducted any specific survey with 

respect to the small dam theory as contrasted with that of 

the large reservoir7 

MR. CROOKS~ No. We have not done that and the 

reason, very frankly, is that in two weeks, which has been 

the length of time since we first fully developed this. 
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idea,as an alternative now, in two weeks we could not d~ 

that. We have carried on research projects in the Stony 

Brook Watershed for several years. We have instigated, as 

Mr. Paul VanWegen said, the conception of a stream gauging 

station. We have been taking surface water flow records from 

that since 1953. 
SENATOR FOX~ Well may 1 ask you this question then, 

has Rutgers University or the United States Conservation 

Department or any other group.expounded this theory of small 

dams versus large reservoir during the course of the 

existence of the Association or during the last two and a 

half years that you have been affiliated with it7 or is 

this just of recent origin, of the last two weeks? 

MR. CROOE.S~ Of course, this matter of a large 

reservoir is only of recent vintage. 

SENATOR FOX~ That was not my question. The question 

is a very simple one. Has there been any study made by 

Rutgers University, the Department of Conservat'ion, or the 

technical experts that have been utilized by the Association 

with respect to the theory of small dams versus a large 

reservoir, or is that of just recent origin, comparatively, 

say within the last month or two7 

MR. CROOKS~ It is of recent origin. We have con-

sulted 

SENATOR FOX~ How recent, may I ask. 

MR. CROOI{S~ Two weeks, as I said. 

SENATOR FOX: Thatis what I wanted to know. 
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MR. CROOE.S~ And we have consulted with engineers 

during that two weeks but all you can get are guesses. I 

l;lave tried to emphasize that we donut know that this is 

the alternative but we think it is a plausible suggestion. 

SENATOR FOX~ . Yes, in other words within the realm 

of speculation. 

MR" CROOl{S Exactly. 

SENA.TOR FOXt Thank you very much. 

SENATOR CRANEi Mr. Crooks, I felt that I should say 

something to you because my last remark drew a response 

from the gallery and evidently they considered it personal. 

When I said that you hadn.ut reached me., it was 

not with the sense that I was immovable, faced with the 

impact of your argument. What I wanted to say, sir, was that 
one 

I feel your presentation has been an excellent/but that, 

unfortunately 1 I had hoped that. there might have been more 

fact to back up this small dam so that I could actually 

relate it in my own thinking with these other dams~ And 

I am hopeful that in the nrc::ar future p·erhaps you wi 11 have 

some of those facts that we can consider so that we can 

make a fair comparison because these small dam sites, 

which have been talked 0f, Neshanic and Pottersville and 

Rocky Hill and the rest, are~ of course, not comparable 

to what has been suggested in this legislation by way of 

development of Spruce Run and Stony Brook. And while we 

are looking for alternatives I wanted to make a very strong 

point of the gallonage which was testified to as being 

needed within the next one, two and three years. That was my 

13=A 





point, sir. I didn 9 t want to offend you by saying you just 

haven•t reached me. Did you understand that? 

MR. CROOKSt Yes. I would like to bring up a pojnt 

at this time. In 1922, as I referred to Mr. Allen Hazen•s 

report on the New Jersey Water, and in the section on Raritan, 

the Raritan System, he had a dam, as I pointed out, 48 square 

miles of 300 billion gallons storage. Let 9 s take that as a 

comparable situation with ou:r proposal versus the one in the 

TAMS Report. This reservoir would have been fine in 1922, 

perhaps. As an alternative to that at this date the TPJVIS 

Report suggests 7 smaller dams for the supply of water in 

the Raritan Valley. Likewlse 1 rather than one dam on the 

Stony Brook or any number of other watersheds, we are 

suggesting that you look at other smaller sites which can 

furnish water supply for the State as well as for local 

people. 

I am still disturbed by your comment that only the 

large dam can serve the water supply needs of the State 

and I wonder, as a consequence of our discussion in the· 

last few minutes, if you could say anything further about 

whether that is your feeling and, if so_, why. 

SENA'TOR CRANE~ I had hoped that you would take 

my rebuttal there. Rather than use the term ";dams", letYs 

use the word "supply". 

MR. CROOKS: All right. In other words, you feel 

that the supply developed by the large reservoir is in 

excess of what could be developed by small reservoirs? 





SENATOR CRANE~ No, without respect to that. I am 

talking in terms of looking for a water supply that has 

a diversion or a potential of somewhere in the neighborhood. of 

40 .million gallons a day. Let~s Just talk in terms of supply 

when we are talking of comparison, that~s a11 9 not $ize of 

dams. 

SENATOR FOXg Mr. Crooks, may I just ask yoa this, 

the name of the organization or engineers that have supplied 

the Association with their technical data, or do you have 

that? 

MR. CROOKS~ I could give you a whole list of them. 

What data were you talking abottt, sir 9 any specific data? 

· SENATOR FOXg The data that you have given us here 

today,· or have you consulted with a series of organizations? 

MR. CROOKS~ The data that I have presented here 

today has been the result of= some I will forget, I am 

sure, but I shall mention some - The U.S. Soil Conservation 

Service, Department of Agriculture; the Ru~gers Planning 

Services, Edward Wilkins, principally; Austin Palmer; 

Mr. George Shanklin; Mr. McJVlil lan from Pennington who has 

been associated with a very well=lmown engineering firm, 

he is a Member of the Association and has been helping us 

over the years; The State Geology Department; Dr. Kimbell 

Woodmer; Mr. George Moorehead. Offhand I couldnvt give 

you all of them. 

SENATOR FOX; Thatgs all right. I just had this 

one other question. Using the term "dams", I mean the 





small dam theory versus the large reservoir, by virtue 

of your own experience, do you know of any comparable 

situation such as we face In New Jersey where this theory 

has been resolved? 

MR. CROOKS;; Of small dams verstrn. large --

SENATOR FOX:; Yes" I would just like to satisfy 

myself on that point. 

IVIR" CROOI{Sg Yes, there are a number developing and 

they are recently developing because of the 566 program 

throughout the country. I kn~w of one in Salem, West 

Virginia, for instance, .that is well in operation now. 

They had a flood control problemo They had terrific floods 

down there. They built dams to control the floods but in 

addition to that they tacked on the top of one or two 

of the reservoirs water supplies for the City of Salem. 

The Salt Wahoo Watershed== 

SENATOR FOX~ Where is that? 

MR. CROOE.Sg In Nebraska, outside Lincoln, Nebraska. 

developed flood control structures and, as I recall, 

they also have water supply along with it. It 9 s not a new 

idea insofar as the last few weeks, it 9 s been used 

throhghout the country. 

SENATOR FOX~ Thanks very much. 

MRo CROOKS~ You are ·very welcome. 

SENA.TOR Dtf!ViONT~ Any further questions of Mr. Crooks? 

Thank you, sir. 

At this time I would like to call Mr. Edward LD 

Mount, Engineer of Me:rcer County. 
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EDWARD Lo MOUNT:; Mr. Chairman and Members of 

the Commi t';tee:; I am Edward L. Mount .'I Mercer County Engineer. 

The Mercer County Board of Chosen Freeholders has 

directed me on their behalf to enter an objection to Senate 

Bills 272 and 273 predicated on the fact that there is 

insufficient engineering, real estate and financial data, 
\ 

to permit a proper consideration of the effect the con-

struction of the St Brook Reservoir will have on Mercer 

Countyo 

By admission of representatives of the State, the 

Water Resources Advisory Committee and their Consulting 

Engineers, there is not available sufficient engineering data 

to acquaint Mercer County with such information as (1) 

the exact 1.ocation·of the dam; (2) the cost or what is 

supposed to be done with county roads that would evidently 

be inundated; (3) if the assumed elevation of d52.0 ls 

to be the final flow line elevation that is to be held; 

(4) the elevation that should be selected for the taking 

of land adjacent to the proposed reservoir sites. 

The Mercer County Board of Chosen Freeholders 

further requ@sts that more complete information be forthcomingi 

1. As to a firm estimate of the number of feet 

of drawdown of ·water in drought $easons, in order· tha.t the 

question of approximate area of m:udflats that will be 

prevalent during the drought season can be determined, 

particularly in the upper region of the reservoir, namely, 

Hopewell Township and Pennington Borough. 





2. Clearly state as to whether the proposed 

reservoir will provide a potable supply for Hopewell 

Township, Pennington and the Princeton areas, together 

with a guarantee that an adequate volume of water will be 

maintained in the upper region of the reservoir to provide 

such. 

3. Determine and.make available informationas to 

the availability of water that could be pumped 0 from the 

Delaware River into Stony Brook ~eservoir during the low 

flow months and show concrete figures as to the amount of 

water that may be diverted from the Delaware River to the 

Stony Brook site, in view of the 1954 Supreme -Court ruling 

setting a definite gallonage per day as New Jersey's quota 

of water from the Delaware. 

4. Tb.at the bil 1 should spell out as to whose 

responsibility, financial or otherwise, it is to reconstruct 

roads and bridges that wi 11 be necess;i tated due to the 

construction of this reservoir,and that the State must 

receive the county'ls approval as to any change in the county's 

facilities. 

5. The Board of Chosen Freeholders of Mercer County 

also urges that provisions be made in the legislation in 

order that areas to be affected would not suffer financially 

through the loss of ratables, to reimburse these areas from 

the income of the sale of water in lieu of the lost ratables. 

6~ The Mercer County Board of Chosen Freeholders 

also strongly urges that in a.x1y legislation ·proposed to be 

written in conjunction with the construction of any 
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reservoir in Mercer County, that any concessions that may 

be leased by the State or any authority having control 

of the reservoir be asseS$ed by the governing body in which 

locale it may exist. Mercer County was very cognizant of 

this item due to the legislation that was imposed upon them 

for the New Jersey Turnpike Authority where no concessions 

were allowed to be taxed or assessed. 

7. Mercer County Board of Chosen Freeholders also 

requests that the rights of riparian owners along the site 

of the proposed reservoir be spelled out as well as the 

rights of riparian owners along the Millstone and Raritan 

Rivers, in order to determine whether or not the latter be 

assessed for benefitsderived either for potable ?r industrial 

water supply by the proposed reservoir. 

8. The Mercer County Board of Chosen Freeholders 

stongly urges that moneys be appropriated in order to 

permit the Department of Conservation and Economic 

Development to make surveys to provide the public with the 

essential details so that the public may be properly 

enlightened as to the effects any such construction will 

have upon them and the areas in which they reside. 

Therefore., in conclusion., the Mercer County Board 

of Chosen Freeholders contends that the electorate of the 

State and more important the citizens of Mercer County.must 

be fully acquai~ted with all the facts and data concerning 
before 

the proposed legislation before placing/them a referendum 
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asking them to act on a $14,000,000 appropriation withottt 

knowing the facts. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Mount, is this.report that you 

have here.based upon your own investigation of the area or 

surveys of it., to some extent? I know you. have recommemdatioris. 

about ameriding the legislation, too. 

MR. MOUNT: We have no surveys on this. We have 

information that cottld be available for y:o,ur consulting 

engineers which we have told them we wot1ld make available to 

them. However, it isnvt forthcoming in our report. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Senator.Crane, any questions? 

SENATOR CRANE: Mr. Mount., have you been here since 

the first day? 

MR. MOUNT: I was here the, first .day, Senator, but 

I have not been here since that time except for a few 

minutes. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, I believe you only missed one 

day but I do believe that we discussed the matter of 

fixing the responsibility for roads during the first day. 

That was a three,..,waydebate between Commissioner Mct,ean, 

Senator Lance and myself. We also discussed the rather 

exper,imental rebate clause, paragraph 14, and also we 

discussed the matter of the review of riparian rights which, 

of course, may be somewhat of a thorny problem due to our 

past.legal precedent in this State. But do you believe 
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there are amendments along these lines that would make 

these bills more attractive to Mercer County? 

MR. BLACK: We are only asking, Senator, that they 

be written in the bill and spelled out so that we could 

study them. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, sir, 5,ince our experimental 

paragraph, particularly, didnit elicit favorable commentary 

from you, and yours would be a county that would be affected, 

would you care to submit to us your thoughts as to a good 

rebate clause to cover communities that might suffer damage 

from the imposition of a reservoir? 

MR. BLACK: I can't answer for the Board of Freeholders, 

sir, but I will be glad to take that back to them and have 

their Counsel offer something in that respect. 

SENATOR CRANE: We would be very glad to receive it. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Any further questions of Mr. Mount? 

That 8 s all. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Frank J. Black, Freeholder, Mercer County. 

FRANK J. BLACK: Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank 

J. Black. I am a Member of the Mercer County Board of 

Freeholders and Director of the Mercer County Industrial 

Commission. 

The Commission is a county agency which offers 

information, cooperation and assistance to prospective new 

industries interested in exploring the possibilities of 

locating and expanding in Mercer County. 
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We regard water as one of the most essential 

commodities I'equired for industrial development. Our 

position in Mercer County somewhat parallels that of the 

State as a.whole, in that certain areas have plenty of water 

while other areas do not have sufficient water because of a . 
lack of adequate distribution. 

Mercer County has three readily available sources of 

water - the Delaware River, Delaware and Raritan Canal, and 

the ground water supplies. Of these the Delaware River is of 

greatest significance since it is a source of supply of 

water for industries in Trenton and the areas of Ewing, · 

Lawrence and Hamilton Townships, served by the Trenton 

Water System. The Delaware and Raritan Canal is available 

to us for industrial development in Lawrence and West Windsor 

Townships along the Pennsylvania Railroad. It may also be 

possible to pipe canal water to parts of Hopewell Township 

from the canal feeder. According to the Sta:te G-eologist, 

groundwater supplies .are abundant in Washington Township 

,and in East Windsor Township areas~ 

We face a problem, however, in a large part of 

Hop~well Township served by the Reading Railroad. There 

is substantial area zoned for industry with all the nattl:ral 

advantages for industrial development if adequate water 

supplies are available. In the past year or more Mercer 

County has taken action on several occasions, along with 

the Chamber of Commerce and interested municipalities, 

to oppose the granting of large quantities o.f the remaining 
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water in the Delaware a:nd Raritan Canal to water .companies. 

and municipalities in Middlesex County. 

O~r position has been that the approval of one or 

two of these requests would quickly us~ up al 1 of the 

water available to the Raritan Valley Watershed and thus 

deprive Mercer County"municipalities in the R,-aritan Valley 

Watershed of the 0 i:ndustrial waters needed to supply continued 

industrial expansion. 

The demand .for water is so great, however, in the 

counties above Mercer that we realize that a comprehensive,·· 

lcmg-range program is necessary to serve the industr ia.1 and 

residential growth botb in Middlesex., Somerset and Union· 

. Counties., and still have adequate water supply in the 

northern section of Mercet Cdunty. 

The development of the Raritan Valley Watershed 

appears to be an absolttte necessity to any compreheE.sive and 

long-range program for Mercer County as well as f.or ottr 

neighbors to·the north of ~s who should be incltlded in the 

project.· We had hop~d that the proposal before us today 

would be the.answer to a very serious problem. However, 

we cannot support the legislation because we feel there is 

not sufficient information at this time to use as.a basis 

for considered approval. Many citizens throughout the 

County have risen to protest the proposed Stony Brook 

Reservoir and I believe this is due primarily to the 

fact that the people of Mercer County do not have adequate 

information to accept the proposed legislation as the best 





solution to the State's urgent need for the new water 

supply. 
f 

I talked to residents in the area which would be 

covered by the proposed reservoir and same have said, in 

effect, "Maybe we need the reservoir and maybe we will have 

to accept it eventually but, unless I get enough facts to 

show me that it is necessary and that it is well planned, 

I am going to fight It as hard as I can." 

I have been told that there is a good chance that. 

the Legislature will drop the whole question because it 

has become a hot potato. Now this, to my mind, would be a 

serious mistake. The State needs new water supplies and 
• the development of the Raritan Valley Basin certainly seems 

essential to any state-wide program. But I do not see how 

Mercer County can go along with the present proposal until 

more facti are made available. I feel that the New Jersey 

Legislature should take the initiative to see that adequate 

facts are developed on the proposed Stony Brook Reservoir 

so that the people of this area and probably other parts 

of the State will be in a better position to determine 

whether it is· a good idea. 

It is quite possible that some of the people who 

are now violently opposed to it may be in favor of it if 

more information is made available. I know that there are 

many people interested in getting increased water supplies 

who will take no position one way or another until the 

information is produced. Therefore, I believe the 

24-A 





•. 
Legislature should supply the funds to make the detailed 

studies needed. In view of the importance of the devel,opment 

of our water resources to the future economic progress of the 

State, the expenditure involved for detailed studi•s would. 

be amply justified. If we can get the facts, it should be 

possible to decide thi qtiestion without further disput•. 

·Such studies.would answer decisively the question of 

Mercer County's right t'o take our full share of water from 

th~ Reservoir to support out industrial expansion and 

res ident.ial needs. There are many other quest ions., such as 

the need for positive assurance that the municipalities 

will be fully compensated for the loss of tax ratables and 

that the property owners will receive a realistic price-

for the land. taken fr-om them for the reserve i r. 

I respectfully urge th.at the Legislature accept 

this responsibility.and provide the funds to make 

detailed studies of the reservoir proposal and to make that 

information available to local citizens and officials. 

At this time I would like to read into the record, 

you have a copy of it Senator, the resolution that was 

passed by the Mercer County Board of Freeholders on 

June 11th: 

"Whereas,the New Jersey Water Resources Advisory 

Committee has recommended a program for the construction 

of d~ms for the purpose of creating reservoirs, part 

of. which wi 11 be .in the various townships and municipalities -

in the County of Mercer; and 
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"Whereas, the Senate has im,troduced Bills 272 ano .· 

273, pertaining. to tlli,s program ttpon which pub! ic hearings 

are now being held; and 

0 Whereas, it appears that the. implementation. of such. 
., ' 

program is being ur9ed witt:r t.musual haste and that there ls· 
insuffic,ient engineering, reai estate~ a.'nd financial data to 

. ' . 
permit a proper consideration. of. the program of ll!lt1Cb magni.t11de 

and importance; therefore, 

"Be It Resolved, that the Board of Chosen_ Freeholde.:rs 
. . . 

. . 

of the County of Mercer.,··. in order to protect the. interestsr 

of .the people of our County, oppose.this.program for the 

-reason that full and complete lnforniat ion is not avai la.blcif 
. ', i . 

upon which tb base a thorough and comprehensive understa.nd.img 

of the proposed program; and 

"Be It Further Resolved, that a copy of this 

resolution,opp~simg·the C<?nstr-uctio:n Or dams creating 

reservoirs in Mercer County, be for.warded . .by the Clerk of 

the .Board to Senator Wayne D~ont., Chairman of the Sena.te 

Committee, for consideration,. and that it he .. ma·de part of 

h . s . '. ff t,e record of the. enate hearings now pending~_ 

SENATOR DUMONT: That resolutfon, not only by ·your · 

having read it, will ·be made a part of the record. 

Any quest ions?·· Th~nk you very much. Wait. You. 

have a question? . Excuse me, l'm·sc;,rry. 

SENATOR CRAf\JE: Mr. Black~ have you read either the 

TAMS Report or th_e· pamphlet published by the Water Resou;ces, · 
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Advisory Commit tee?. 

MR. BLACK: I have not. 

SENATOR CRAl\rE: Neither onel 

MR. BLACK: Neither one. 

SENATOR CRANE: Are you, sir, by professlon an 

engineer? 

MR. BLACK: I am not. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Was the statement that you read to 

us, not the resolution, sir, but the statement that you 

had prepared, was that your O'Wil opinion., sir? 

MR. BLACK: Yes. Oh, it reflects the opinion of 

the Industrial Commission. 

SENATOR CRANE: 1 ·· allow that, sir, but you say you 

are not an engineer and you haven't ·read the~e reports, yet 

you accuse the Water B,esources Advisory Committee and their 

engineer of insufficient facts. ~1 

MR. BLACK: That ts right. 

S;ENATOR CRANE: on which to base a conclusion. 

MR. BLACK: That vs rig ht. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well, how can you draw that 

conclusion,. sir? 

MR. BLACK: From the information that I received 

from our engineer and the various members of the I:ndastrial 

Commission and t:he Stony Brook.:.Mil lstone Wat~rshed, sir. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Now, sir, you have advocated that 

we obtain further information to reassure you, is that 

correct? 
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MR. BLACK: That's right. 

SENATOR CR.A.NE: Amd you know tha.t .t}l.at type of 

information they talk of, in terms of a survey,,-may'CQ~t: a 

hundred or two hundred tl'lousand dollars, and one proposed 

this morning $_500,000. Are you proposing, sir, that the 

State pay that? 

MR. BLACK: I am. 

SENA.TOR CRANE: .And then on top of that, sir, since 

thatis your recommendation, are you aware that that type 

final survey is accomplished in the engineering report which 

is usually conducted after authorization of tne project? 

MR. BLACK~ I feel that a project of the magnitude 

of $14~000,000 we should nave more infonnati9n on it. 

SENATOR CRANE: I nave no further quest ions. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr ... Black, are you Direct.or of the 

~ercer County Board? 
i 

MR. BLACK: No. 

SENATOR DUMONT: No further questions. Does anyon~ 

else have any questions of Mr. Black? Thank you very much. 

(Applause) 

SENATOR DUMONT: I'm sorry, th.ere 1 s a quest ion 

from the gallery1 Mr. Black. 

GENE NELSON: My name is Gene Nelson. This ls the 

first session I have attended but I have heard through other· 

witnesses against the dam that they have stre,ssed the fact 

that there is insufficient evidence. I would like to know 

if anyone from the Smith Committee has made an attempt to 

get this information to sat h,fy these people. 

28-A 





SENATOR DlJlvIONT: Mr. Nelson wants to know, having 

listened to the. witnesses in opposition testify, whether 

anybody can furnish him with an answer as to why the Smith 

Committee or their engineer has not furnished or does not 

furnish additional information to those who say there is 

insufficient information. 

Is there anybody who wants to volunteer an answer 

to that? Mr. Ritter? I don 8 t think it was directed to 

you so there is no reason why you have to answer it. 

SENATOR CRANE: I would like to say this, that this 

is a public hearing at which we hear the criticisms and 

approval, such as there might be, of any program. It is 

quit~ a democratic process. However, it is impossible 

to respond at the given moment at the hearing to any 

request that might be made of us at that time. It may be 

that after our Committee has finished its deliberations 

we might decide that further information_ is necessary. 

However, I know from acquaintance with the people who 

have propounded these various reports that more informati~n 

was obtained than they expounded in their written reports 

and that probably, in carrying on any educa.t ional program 

thereafter, the State will make use of all the information 

such as Mr. Shanklin has available, Mr. Ritter and the 

Water Resources Advisory Committee might have available, 

republication of certain parts of the TAMS Report - every 

effort will be made to place adequate information, based 

on what we consider adequate and reasonable routine., in 

the hands of the people~ 
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Now, as to answering any specific questions you 

might have here at'the ti~e of these hearings; I.don't· 
' think that it would be possible. for us to rebut it point 

by point because that is not actually the purpose. of thes~ · 

hearings. A hearing is held so that the Senate may make up 

its mind, or the Legislature, .as to the tenor of public 

react ion to .see whether a bl 11 is aimed correctly or not. 

SENATOR DUMONT~ 1 thin~, Mr. Nelson, what you better 

do is ask anyone privately, that is anyone who is here, if 

you want to, when the heating is concluded so as to try to 

.get any information that you desire .. But untll you direct your 

question to a specific person, itis pretty ha~d ~or us to 

do much about it. 

MR. NELSONt Could I ask a. specific question? 
, - . . I 

If this proposal goes through and in the futur.e wi 11 cost• much 

greater than anticipated now, will the water still sell for 
. . 

$25.00 per million g~Ilori$ or·will the cost go up accordlhgly? 
. . . . 

SENATOR DUMONT: To whom are you directlngthat 

question? I certainly dcin~t know the.answer to it. 

MR. NELSON~ I wi U ask Senator Crane. 

SENATOR :CRANE: Slr, it would be inconceivable if 

the cost were proven te be more than $14,000,000 that the 

State could proceed with this project. We are setting forth 

a program based on a, $14,000,000 bond issue a!ld have no right 

to proceed further. Actually th~ ~nginetring studie~ that 

would be conducted to fix the site, the final site, everything 

thatffs final in the whole engineering job., would certainly 
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determine if it could·be built reasonably within those 
' ' 

specifications and therefore that the charges are correct~ 

MR. NELSON; One of the witnesses or,. the first day, 

Mr. Otto Nelson, pointe4 out ~hat the cost of land would be 

much greater than Mr~ Ritter ij s f h·m had est iniafes on. I 

am interestec:l primarily as a land owner -- ( inaudible} 

. SENATOR CRANE: We! 1, as 1 said this morning, if the .· 

price was right I would probably sell the Elizabeth Dally 
' . 

Journal~ But what I wan.t to say to you~ i!Sir, is that before 

these hearings are over you will prohably hear that there 

are several people who would ·refute General Nelson's estimate 

as to $5,000 per acre. So far all that we have had se~ forth 

is that double the amount has been allotted for Stony .Brook 

in condemnation than was allotted in the TAMS Report, and 

that there is a contingency reserve for anything beyond that. 

But I do believe that as we go further and some reJ:,.ut tal ts 

entered into the record you wi 11 hear those points brought 

up and it will be proper at that time to ask questions 

because 1· believe that· one of the: persons might be a real 

estate expert. 

I just want to jnter one thing in the re6ord - itls. 

just an observation as a newspaper man. T:tlere are $Orne 

things that are rather interesting in all this. Actua.1 ly 

it depends on who you are.for as to whether the advice 

is acceptable, but when I said that there was more informa-

tion available than was actually r_educed to a printed 

record, we know that Mr. Shanklin worked with the Stony 





Brook-Millstone Watershed Association in this smaller 

dams program that they have advocated, and it is true that 

they at the State level approved that project for the reasons 

which the Stony Brook-Mi lfstone people wanted it. At the 

· same time Mr. Shanklin's services were approximately the same 

as Mr. Ritterus. He drove through the area in a car.· At that 

time that was acceptable •. Mr. Ritter's drive through the 
I 

area was not accepfable. So at some point there is a humorous 

parallel. 

MR. CROOKS~ 1 wonder if I could just make a comment. 

SENATOR DUMONT: The only thing here is that I want to. 

'get on everybody this afternoon who has issued a prepared · 

statement. I think it is important because .it keeps the 

newspapers and the witnesses ~onsistent with the fact that 

the · issued statements are now already in the. press. 

MR. CROOKS: Well, I will save it. 

SENA.TOR DUMONT: All right, sometime later. 

Mr. Alfred Hess, Chairman of the Mercer County 

Planning Board. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He is not here today. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Harold Coleman, Solicitor 

for Lawrence Township. 

HA.ROLD COLEIVIAN: Mr. Chairman, Members of the 

Committee, La.dies and Gent.lemen: 

My name is Harold Coleman and I appear here today 

by direction of the Mayor and other members of the Township 

Committee of the Township of Lawrence in the County of 

Mercer· as attorney for said Township. 
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I should like to state first that Lawrence Township 

is one of the comm.unities that will be most directly and 

most seriously affected by the co~pletion of the program being 

considered here. The approximate location of the Stony Brook 

Reservoir covers an extensive portion of one of the few remain-. 

Ing ~hoice, residential areas in Mercer County, together with 

many of the established means of access thereto. I emphasize 

the words ";approximate 1 oca. t ionu because we have not yet 

received any accurate and proven data upon which to estimate 

with any appreciable degree of certainty the perimeter of 

this proposed reservoir. 

I should now like to read into the record a resolution 

, duly adopted by the Lawrence Township Commit tee on June 5, 
1957: 

nwhereas, it has come to the attention of the Town-

ship Committee of the Township of Lawrence, in the County 

of Mercer, that the New Jersey Water Resources Advisory 

Committee has recommended a program to construet dams for 

the purpose· of creating reservoirs, part of which will be 

in the said Township of Lawrence; and 

"Whereas, it appears that the implementation of 

such program is being-urged with unusual haste; and 

"Whereas, it is the opinion of this body that 

insufficient data is available to permit proper consider-

ation of a program o~ such magnitude and importance; now, 

therefore, 





"Be It Resolved, that full details and complete 

information concerning said program be obtained and made 

available to affected municipalities prior to the taking of 

any definite action towards the implementation of said 

program; and 

"Be It Further Resolved, that the implementation 

of said program be delayed until sufficient time has lapsed 

to enable such affected municipaliti~s to study the complete 

information to be made available." 

This resolution is directed toward the two bills 

now under study by this Committee. We find ourselves in the 

difficult position of being unable properly to evaluate 

this program because there are numerous questions which 

remain as of now unanswered or only partially answered. I 

shall not raise all such questions at this time partly because 

others who have appeared or will appear here have already 

raised the same issues and partly because the mere fact that 

there are so many loose ends, at least in the minds of many 

of us, would s~em to indicate that considerable further 

study is necessary before we become committed to a program 

of such magnitude. To list just a few of our questions, 

however, I would ask: 

Has sufficient consideration been given to 

alternate proposals to accomplish the same purposes without 

such upheaval in the midst of existing communities? 

Has it been established that the benefits claimed 

for this program outweigh the aaticipated detriment to the 

areas most affected? 





Have the estimates of the cost of this p~ogram been 

based upon complete and accurate information and u.pon 

consideration of all pertinent factors? 

Are such provisions as those regarding reimburse~ent 

of municipalities for the loss of tax ratables, regarding 

public use of the reservoirs, regarding the continued 

Common Law rights of riparian owners, and many others, 

spelled out in s~fficient detail and with such degree of 

certainty as will enable local .officials and the local 

public to comprehend the impact of the program? 

These, and numerous additional questions leave us 

in an unhappy state of confusion and uncertainty. 

In past years a practice, which I certainly hope 

has long since been discontinued, was, unfortunately, 

fairly common. Many persons who acquired a new litter of 

kittens which they did not desire to keep or which they did 

not want to feed took the simple expedient of disposing of 

these helpless animals by tying them in a sack and dropping 

it gently into the nearest body of wate,r. Such wanton 

behavior could be rationalized, I suppose, by the 

assumption that such acts were necessary for the benefit 

of those more fortunate kit tens which survive.d. Gent 1 emen, 

· today we feel like those poor kittens -- except that we 

are being informed ln advance cf what may occur. But unlike 

them, we, happily, have a system of .law and government which 
. . 

provides that our voices be heard~ Thus our appearance at• 

this hearing. If we must be subjected to the deliberate. 
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drowning which is proposed in the bills now before you, 

then, at least, we ask that you .first make every possible 
) 

inquiry to determine that no more feasible alternative is 

available and that you make every possible inquiry to 

determine that this program is the efficient and practical 

solution to the problems involved. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Any questions of Mr. Coleman? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. I. Russell Riker. 

I. RUSSELL RIKER: Senator Dumont and Members of 

the Committee: 

My name is I~ Russell Riker. I live on Herrontown 

Road, Princeton. I hold a Civil Englneering Degree from 

Cornell University and a Professional Engineergs license 

in New Jersey'and New York. I was Sanitary Engineer for 

the State of New Jersey from 1916 to 1931 dealing with public 

water supplies and sewage disposal. Incidentally, I sat· 

through the hearings in the Assembly Chamber in the early 

twenties when New York City first moved to take 800 million 

gallons per day from the Dela~are. There was much discussion 

at this time about the Delaware being the most likely 

future water supply for New Jersey communities. I remember 

statements that New Jersey was facing a water famine in 

the near future if steps were not taken immediately to go 

to the Delaware for water. 
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Since 1931 I have been Engineer for Princeton and 

vicinity and have lived on land bordering on the Millstone. 

I have taken frequent samples and measured the flow in both 

the Millstone and Stony Brook. 

I own no property in the Stony Brook Watershed or 

proposed Reservoir. 

I am appearing here not as a water expert but as a 

Trustee of Stony Brook Association., which I joined soon 

after it was organized., .because of my professional interest 

in watershed problems in general., and Stony Brook in 

particular. I have continued my interest in the water supply 

problems of the State, as well as my membership in the 

American Water Works Association. 

There seems to be some confusion as to the 

engineering procedure connected with such a water project. 

I would like to state my experience in numerous public 

works projects. First, there is the Engineerimg report., 

similar to the report of the Water Commit tee. Soroet imes the 

report is supplemented by an opinion of citizens appointed 

by the Executive or Governing Body. The Governing Body 

then reviews the report and authorizes preliminary plans 

from which the Bond Attorney writes the Ordinance. He 

also requires a detailed statement of the project, 

preliminary field surveys with levels, description of the 

property to be purchased or condemned, soil tests and/or 

soundings., approximate construction quantities deriv~d 

from the field survey. I understand that the bond houses 

will not market the bonds unless a responsible bond 
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attorney approves the Ordinance~ After the Ordinance is 

passed, final construction plans are drawn and an 

advertisement for bids made. No bonding ho~se or attorney 

will recommend an ordinance without actual preliminary 

plans with quantities from which the cost or the amount 

asked for in the ordinance is computed. 
' There are two points I would like to make in the. 

interest of bringing facts·out in the open - so they are 

a matter of public record and knowledge. 

First, I believe it is important for everyone to 

understand that the proposed Stony Brook Reservoir ie/ 

entirely different from the reservoirs of North Jersey, 

such c1us the Wanaque, Macopin on the ·Pequannock, Boonton 

and other smaller reservoirs.. Th.ese reservoirs collect and 

store water and transmit it through pipes to its destinathm, 

be it factories, dwellings, or other. This is the usual, 

recognized, type of reservoir. 

The reservoir that is being contemplated here is 

something else again. There is much confusion on this 

point. And, as a consequence, the general public has 

tended to think of this reservoir in the traditional sense. 

From the evidence submitted here·., the Stony Brook 

Reservoir is What is called a "com.pensatingff reservoir. 

Water is stored in the Reservoir to .be releas~d through 

gates whenever the flow downstream, in this case, below 

the confluence of the Millstone and Raritan, reach.es a 

low point. This, of course, depends upon the rainfall. 

It would be, used only during a long, dry period. This 
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means that the reservoir might possibly not be used in 

one year. Another year, it might be used for only a few 

days or a week - or, at its maximum a few-weeks. It is 

like insurance guaranteeing a minimum flow downstream, or 

like a fire hydrant held in reserve for later demand. 

It is insisted that the cost of the reservoir is 

Justified because it increases the natural minimum flow 

downsh·eam, in dry weather, so that a minimum flow is . \ 

available all the year round. It is expected that sufficient 

water :will be obtained during this dry period from the Stony 

Brook Reservoir to maintain a minimum flow downstream of 40 
million gallons per day. Just how much.will have to be 

released -from the Stony Brook Reservoir to secure this 40 
million is an unknown quantity~ We know there will be 

much loss between the reservoir and the point where the 

minimum flow ls to be maintained, some 27 miles, due to 

evaporation, absorption, riparian users and other factors. 

May 1 digress a moment and say that the matter of 

evaporation has been waived aside as infinitesimal, the 

fact that it is compensated by rainfall, but it was 

astonishing to find out that the evaporation during the 

year from this Stony Brook Reservoir will be about 1.8 
billiort gallons, and if 1t wer~ divided evenly throughout 

the year it might be compensated by the rainfall. But 

the evaporation takes place during the summer months. 

At the present time of the year the evaporation from this 

Stony Brook Reser'\foir., the acreage, may be as much as 10 
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million galloias per day·in evaporation, from it alo:ne. 

The average for the year wottl.d be 5 mill ion gallons .but 

it may be as much as 10 million. dt1ring the hot S1i11llll'ler.mon.t11s 

due to tbe fact that eva.p0ration during the summertime ls. . . 
. - ·. . . 

. - -·. . 

twice as much as it is in the wint,ertime • 
.. 

We, therefore, _cam.not-say absolutely how many feet· 
. . 

the reservoir will . .be _drawn down. It should be ·clearly • 

waderttood, hcrwever, that- the-average yield of the reservoir 

over the year could not possibly .be much over half of the 
) 

40 millions •eationed. 

· l wil 1 · digress again for a moment. The. average yield 

for this reservoir fig1t1.res oUt about 20 to 23 :rnillios·gallons 
. . .·· . . · .. ·, .. ·. . .. 

per day-. Am,d the general conclusioas you get from certain· · 

paragraphs is that lt. will supply 1:j.0 nillliC>n gallo~g per 

day.. I am speaking of the av~rage yield 9f the· re:$ervoir, · 
'' . . " 

about ha'rf of the 40 mi Ilion gal Ions per day;- . 

. When the reservoir. is drum. down d1;1.ring' a dry peried, 

it must be filled, and dttrimg this period a minimmn.. f1ow 
must be a.I lowed to discharge into Stony Brook below the dam, 

so that· it may be: several weeks en-· even months before the 

reservoir can be fiiled again to its normal level. 

Incidentally., it may take nearly two years to fill the 

:reservoir. What's goiag te> happen during those two yea.rs?· 

ls there a. guaranteed mi_nimum flow during ~.!J.,o.s-e two yea.rs 

of filling the reservoir or f.illing it has been 

drawn down to almost its minimum capacity ? 

All references.by the Smith-C.ommitteereport to 

minim'tlDl stream flow, and varying -amounts of water for sale,· 
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.are based on the stream flow at the confluence of the 
Millstone and the Raritan Rivers. This point is .32 miles 

bel~w Spruce Run dam and 27 miles below Stony Brook. 1t 

can be readily understood that there are many other streams 
. . . 

besides Spruce Run and Stony Brook that are contributing tG 

this floW. In fact, there are only 79 square miles in the· 

two streams mentioned while there. are 700 square miles in 

the other water5!1heds which contribute to U1e flow at the 

confluence. 

This brings me to my second po h11t, which is that 

the economic features of this reservoir have not been made 

entirely clear. 

The yield of salable water from the Stony BroQk or 

the Res'ervoir cannot possibly be 40 million gallons per day, 

that is, from the Reservoir itself. 

The charge of $25 per MGD wil 1 be primar Uy for 

water flow from tbe Upper Millstone River, Cranbury Brook, 

Bedens Brook and others, not from the Stony Brook. 

The income, therefore, for water act1:1ally secured 

from the Stony Broo,k Reservoir per year may range, from 

nothing to $30,000 to·$50.,000 based on taking water from· 

Stony Brook for from none to .six to ten weeks at 40 m.g.d. ,, 

and $25 per million gallons, 

Compare this with the amortization of the bonds for 

Stony, Rrook for a 35 year period which will cost· $350,000 

per year. 

The Report states that after 35 years, the State wi 11. 

enjoy a clear profit of ~700,000 per year from both 

reservoirs. This clear profit, which even if the figures 





werecorrect, would not.be from water seeured from 

· Stony .)3rook Reservoir .·but rather from al 1 of the stl"eams 

which flow into the Millsfo:me and Raritan.Rivers ~hove 

their confluence. 

Thes.e are the two points which .r:!elt should be 

clar'if ied so that there would be no mj.sunderstandlng about. • 

the .role of these r'eservolrs,., thelr limitations and their•·•· 

cost Justifi~ation. 

Now, it would appear, from the information available, 
. .- . . . 

that the.cost of the project is under~stimate:d. And I might 

say tha.t, of <:ourse,. this repo,rt dcHtS not give the details. 

We have been told that. there ls a lot of other· info.rm:atfo:11: 
. . . . 

from which the details of the ·cost have been . secUred. · 

None of that i:nforma. t ion has been ava i'lable to anybody as 

far :as 1 ·know~ 

Tne Stony Btoolt~Mil stone Watersheds. Association 
. . . . . : 

requests that a complete breakdown of the.cost of 
. . . 

co:Bstruction, includi~g land acqf:\iSi ti0ri, damages, road 

relocation, the cost: of constrttct!ng new bridges, dam, · 
·: . ' . : _, .. _.· ' .. 

and engineering. services, be. made publi~ . 

. Nothirit at •11 ha• been iald about the cost of 

operation. Will not a complete staff be reqt1!I'e.d to poliee, 

operate and maintain the reservoir and datn? 

. .· · .. · .. ' . ·.·' ·_ ' . ... . . . -·.: 

·what about the warm and stagnant water? What about the· 

cost. of control .of tl,1~ algae and-p(ant 1 ife, . JTl.O$qttitos 

and the cost of dredging? 
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But let's go beyond this picture a mome~t. Letis 
\ take up the broader picture. ls this dam even a partial 

solution·or the water problem in New Jersey? Is it not 
. . 

merely a drop-in-the-bucket? This would appear to be a 

very feeble attempt to solve the problem. 

Is it Justifie:d to spend five millfon doll<iirs, or. 

even more, possibly much, much more, for such a reservoir' 

as Stony Brook? 
I 

The Stony Brook-Millstone Watersheds Association 

is ·not opposed to compensating reseivoirs guaranteeing 

a minimum flow, but we are opposed to the kind of public 
I 

information which tends to give one the impression that the 

Stony Brook Reservoir will be self-sustaining and it alone 

will provide such a profit to the State ~fter 35 years. 

Gentlemen of the Legislative Commift.ee, the Stony· 
. . 

Brook~Millstone Watersh~ds Association Trustees submit 

these questions, facts, and opinions for your consideration. 

I. thank you for the opportunity to·speak. 

· (Applause) 

SENATOR CRANE:· Mr. Riker, did I hear you correctly 

when you said that the average daily evaporation would 

be ten mi 11 ion gal lens a day? 

MR. RIKER: Th~ average daily evaporation would 

be 4-97, to be exact, bttt the ten million would be during 

the hot spells such as we ju~t passed through, during the 

summertlme, inasmuch. as evaporation is not even throughout 

the year. It is much greater dttring the summertime than 
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during the. winter, by fart. 

SENATOR CRANE: - Sir, were you )1ere the· flrst day? 
-t ' 

MR. RIKER; _- Part of the f il"st day. 
,. . . 

. . . . . . .· . , 

SENATOR -CRANE: - W_ere you.here when I mentioned that -
' .. \ . 

they had experimented in Austr~llia with. a film of Cynol 

aleohol? 

MR. RlKER: Unfortunately, I was not here when 

you gave your presentation.; 

SENATOR CRANE: If you will wai~ Just a -moment~ si~, 
- -

i1 would like to ~-sk Mr. _Ritter a question,. - Would yo_u care 
. .. . 

to comment on -U1e use, Gf averages as given by Mr. Riker -here 

as a basis ef comparison for.this reservoir, Judging its 

1.V.IR._ RITTER: __ -

. . . :_ . : ' 

whi~h wilt neve.r _be returned_.; That 9s one thing th~t l don't 
. ---~. ~~-•-.J"-;1 ··.. • . ',": ··:- ·--·- 1 .. ~-··· ,·,. __ .,_: ·:·•. 

think has been emphasized enough, -Senat~r. - '.The water that 
... ... - . ,..: ... ,., .. " . '••·• - ... ·- . 

. . : . . 

is used over' and o·ver again --
.· . . 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Ritter, wo11ld yo~ mind steppiilg 

over to ~ne of t-e mier~pl6nes. 
. . . -· 

MR. RITTER: Ail•right. Perhaps T haven't exp)al)1ed 
. . . . . : . '.·. ,· . 

it fully to Mr. Riker. We are.not. thinking of a yield from 
- - -

the reservoir as we are talkin,g aloout .a yield from 'Wa~aqtie. 

Wanaque Reservoir -a$ a p:i:r::,~line directly from the res~rvoir 

into Newark. -- Only the water behin.d that reservoir ea:n be 

sold and revenue ~an be obta!ned from it. -On these on-river 





reservoirs half the time no water is let down from the 

reservoirs. So wnen we say 40 million gallons per day 
I 

. . 

for sale and Mro Riker says 20, w.e are virtually in. 

agreement because you onlyh,ave to release the water during, 

say, six months of the year when it 8 s dry. The other six 

months of .the year, on the average, it is very., very wet and., 

therefore., the St.ate could guarantee that a hundred million 

gallons a day of water would be available for export outside 

the basin because by releasing the water in the sumITH~rtime 

months you would have a guaranteed summertime flow. As 

Mr. Riker said., this is a different concept tb.an any other 

types of reservoir, and the money comes from the water which 

is exported outside the basin. And in our estimate we have 

assumed no revenue from water used locally. If Mercer 

County would use this water and treat it properly and put 

it back in th'e reservoir., in the stream, water can be 

used over and over again down the entire .30 mile$ a.nd 

whatever income would be received from that would be in 

addition to our .amount. 

Senator, does that sort of partly clarify this7 

SENATOR CRANEi I am still in rather a turbid 

state., sir. ,One question I did have on these statistics 

as to evaporation. 

MR. RITTER: Yes, sir. · I believe, as both Mr. 

Riker and I studied in school, the general method in 

the Atlantic Seaboard is to assume that the rainfall on 
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the water surface area itself is equal to the evaporation. 

About 45 inches a year wi 11 fall on top of the water ff s 

surface and the evaporation is roughly 45 inches a year. 

So if a reservoir area has 38 square miles and there is 2 
( 

square miles in the water surface, we assume only the yield 

.from 36 .square miles is available. Now, since the 

reserve i r in the great. drought of 19 30 would not quite fill 

up, what you capture in the wet months is available to you 

in the dry months. And Mr. Riker is substantially cor.rect, 

that the average evaporatio:n. is in the category of 5million 

gallons a day, yearly average. 

· ~ENATOR CRANE: Well then, sir, is it fair to assume 

that on an average the evaporatio:n. is replaced and on an 

average there is 40 mil lion gallons per day available for 

diversion from the River. 

MR. RITTER: For diver si-on and export beyond the 

shed, thatffs right, sir. But, Mr. Riker is correct, you 

could not put a pipeline and take the water behind 

Stony Brook Reservoir and sell you could only sell about 

20 million gallons a day if it was piped from the reservoir., 

sir. 

SENATOR CRANE: All right. That answers niy question, 

sir. , 

MR. RIKER: May I comment. The point that 1 make 

is that the evaporation iS taking place at a time when you 

need the water. That's the point that I want to make. 

We don't care a.boat the evaporation that occurs. in the 

wintertime, but the greatest evaporation is occurring 
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during June, July, August and September, and thatis when 

you need it., - by far the greatest evaporation. 

SENATOR FOX~ What was the rate of evaporation 

that you gave before, Mr. Riker2 

MR. RIKER~ Well I would say at this time of the 

year the rate of evaporation is between 9 .and 10 millibn 

gallons per day. 

MR. FOX~ Thank you. 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Any further questions of Mr. Riker? 

Sena.tor o 0Ma:ra. 

EX SENATOR 0 1MARA~ Is it true that on the average 

throughout the year the evaporation approximat~s the 

amount of rainfall on the surface? 

MR. RIKER: That's right. 

EX SENATOR 0 1MARAi But during the hot months, I 

suppose, the rate of evaporation is very much greater than 

the average, is it not1 

MR. RIKER~ That 0s correct. Yes, sir. 

EX SENATOR 0 11 MA.RA: Take,, for instance, the last 

two·or three weeks that we have had when there has been 

no rainfall at all, practically, and what would be the 

rate of evaporation per day, approximately? 

MR. RIKER: . Well I would say right now that the 

rate of evaporation from a reservoir of this size would 

be at 9 and perhaps 10 million a day. 

EX SENATOR 0 9.MA.RA: And, if our· experience of the 

lalSt few weeks is any criterion, that would not be supplied 
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by any rainfall at all, would it7 

MR. RIKER: That is correct. May I comment a 

little further on that point? 

EX SENA.TOR 0 1MARA.: Go right ahead. 

MR •. RIKER: We had a guage installed on Stony Broo.k 

just be,low the point .of this dam, back in v54 - it was in 

December of '53, I believe. We hadn't been able to get the. 

record until a couple of days ago. I plotted one of the 

records ... this is 44 square miles that this drains whereas 

the reservoir would drain 38 square miles. But the most 

significant thing that I think this indicates is, for the 6 

Members of the Committee, just what is happening today, 

in June - see, those high points are the storm and the 

runoffs - and from June on through to December there was 

practically no runoff, the runoff stopped in May, the 

latter part of May, and then started again in December, 
' the latter part of November. In the meantime there were 

little thundershowers and little storms in which you have 

those short peaks. But for all that long period~ this 

year is an exact repetition of this year that I showed 

here. We hope that we0 will get a greater rainfall later 

on but this is an exact duplication of what is happening 

this year. 

SEN!\.TOR DUMONT: Do you want to enter that as an 

exhibit, Mr. Riker, or do you want to keep it wi.th you7 

MR. RIKER: Well, 1 want to give it some more 

study because we just got the information. I just plotted 

it up yesterday. 
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SENA.TOR DUMONT: AB.y further questions? 

EX SENATOR O1MA.RA: May I ask, Mr. Chairman, 
. . .. . . . 

when Mr .. Riker has given this. some more· study that that . 

sketch be. entered as an exhibit? 
. . 

SE.NA.TOR DUMONT: Are you wil 1 ing to enter. it as an. 

exhibit when yot1 have finished with it? 

MR. RIKER: Yes. 

SENATOR DUMONT: - We wi 11 b.e back here again -so you 

wi 11 have time. 

Mr~ Ritter. 

MR. RITTER: The chart that Mr. Riker gave here 
... ·. 

I am s11re. is c0rrect but we a.fe working with 'a st i 11 worse 

drought than th.e last., two or three yea.rs, we a.reworking 

with the 1930 drought.when in fact it was very dry in_ 

December and part of January, sir •. Mr. Riker ·is absolutely 

right. There is no water here for sometimes as great as 

200 days and that's why we have a. reservoir. Mow, with 

respect to evaporation, t~kingthe ten inches, ten million 

- gallons per day, and asS""ume every day of a month is the 
. . 

maximum evaporat Jon, you only·· 1ose one/tbird. of a bi 11 ion 

gallbns ~nd if you had that extreme evjporitiort·for 90 

, continuous days it would st 111 be '. 1 ess. than 10 pereerit of 

this -t.en billion- gailons reservoir that we are talking 
-

about. So evaporation is to be considered :but it is not a. 

major item in the volume, and we have assumed that in all 

cases at least 25 percent would remain in tae.reservoir. 
. . . 

. ,. . . 

SENATOR DUMONT: l\ll;r. Ritter, do you want to make · 

any_similar compilation of inforit1a.tion and present it here. 

0 



~. 



as an exhibit? 

MR. RITTER: · I don't think it'.s necessary, sir. 
. . . . . , . . . 

SENATOR DUMONT: All Fight. Mr .. Riker. -

MR. RIK.ER: The point that I wamt te make,_0f course, 

is, it has been state_d here that the water would not be· drawn 

down in this reservoir before Septembe.r. Maybe I am wrong but 

that's the way I understood it, that it would he late in the 

fall. Well, at this time or say ten days or two weeks later, 
. .. . . . .. 

. . .. .. 
the water would go dowm in this reservoir, according to the 

evaporations and t_here would also have· to be something l.et. out. 

of the reservoir to ma.intaina minimum flow in the streams, 

·.· and the sum of t.hose two; of course,. would ha.vre some bearing 
. ' 

on the drop. in the reservoir •. Then, of course, · the draught 

dom1 at tile Millstone and Raritan River·would have to be 
. . . 

added to that. to, instead of ~a.king 40 million from the 

res.ervoir, you may be taking 50 or 60 million a day from 

tb.e reservoir. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Senator Crane.·. 

SENATOR CRANE:· Sir., this pro_gram, as I see it 

from the layman's- viewpoint, _is one of buildi,ng an on-:-rivet 

dam to capture flood flows and to impound tkem. so that we 
. . 

can have maintained flow in the streams during abnormal 
. . 

periods, not only to ,guarantee tho·se flows but to divert. 

water., as well, for potable or-conmiercial purposes. 

Do you believe there are suff-iclent flood flows in the 
. , 

Millstoni to fill that reservoir?· 





MR. RIKER: Well, as I say, it would probably take 
.. 

two years. With the heaviest runoff it would take at least 

a year, and if you had a bad year or a year, say, that was 

below normal, i.t might take two years, verjr easily; to fill 

it. 

SENATOR CRANE: Because Dr. Thurlow Nelson; is 

testifying on the first day, stated: "A single flood on the 

Raritan-Millstone rivers durim.g the last days of 1948 a~d 

the beginning of 1949 pa.ssed our automatic gaging station 

at Bound Brook in volume whic::h in less than four days would 

have•filled every major reservoir in northern New Jersay to 

overflowing, start Ing wi_th dry bas ins in each." 

Now, sir, are you what is considered a water, 

engineer in the same sense as, perhaps, Dr. Nelson'? 

MR. RIKER: Well, no. fieVs been Chairman of the 
' . 

Water PoliCJ' Commission for a number years. I don't think 

he's an ~ngineer at that. I think he's a biologist. 

SENA.TOR CRANE: Excuse me. I should use the word 

"expert", sir. 

MR. RIKER: WeJl, let me say that I think this 

thing has got to be arrived at a:n.d dee ided .on through 

comm<;>n sense rather than engineering opinion. I think 

you gentlemen can make a common-sense deduction, but 1 

thim.k engineering is not an exact science when it comes 

to water. You have too many variables, you have too many 

assumptions that you have to make. 
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SENATOR CRANE: Well, sir, I don't know of any 

major water supply project that was ever built without 

engineering advice. 

MR. RIKER: That is true but when it 9 s so close to 

the margin like this, then I think a great deal more study 

shoul Et, be made of l t . 

SENATOR CRANE:. Sir, are you a.ware of the many 

studies that have been made on the Raritan Basin, .back 

through 1929 and then another one was just introduced 

today, made· in 1922?, 

MR. RIKER: Yes, 1 have follcrwed those through and 

Do you want my opinion? 

SENA.TOR CRANE: ItUs an open hearing, sir. 

MR. RIKER: Well, my opinion is that the Round 

Valley is a natt1ral. That's my opinion, from all the 

studies that have been made. 

SENATOR CRANE: That Vs yottr recommendation as to 

a project. 

MR. RIKER: Yes. If you asked me for a 

recommendation, that is what I would give. 

SENATOR CRANE: Then. what was your opimion of 
I 

the TAMS Survey?. 

MR. RIKER: Well, the.TAMS Survey was a very nice, 

excellent report, well gotten up. There were some very 

wonderft1l maps in .there and very wonderful over-all 

pictures, but most of that report was devoted to Chimney 

· Rock which was natural because that was their recommendation.. 





As was said here this morning, there was 17 or 19 lines 

devoted to Stony Brook, as a possibility .. But there was no 

rating as to Stony, Brook first, or Rocky Hill seconc;i,or 

some oth.ers, it was just mentioned as a possibility of this 

type of reservoir~ 

SENATOR CRANE: No, but they ha.Ve been cited over and. 

over again in all these varying reports. To your mind was 

there any special engineering report that recommended 

Round Valley to you? 
' MR. RIKER: Well, this report right here recommends 

Round Valley, tpe one of the Water Resources Committee. That 

was one of the first questions I asked the representatives -

of the Committee when they met with the Stony Brook 

Assoc ia·t ion. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well did you ask for any more 

statistics at that time on Round Valley than you are asking 

for· now? 

MR. RIKER: I did, yes. 

SENATOR CRANE: Did you receive them? 

MR. RIKER: I was told that that was a political 

issue and they couldn't ,give ~hem to me. 

SENA.TOR CRANE: I think you will agree with me 

tnen that we are about at a routine position. Is that 

MR. RIKER; A routine --

SENATOR CRANE: Routine. In other words tha. t we 

have proceeded on State·projects based on this very 
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same advice. Isn't that correct? 

MR. RIKE:R.: That's right. 

SENATOR CRANE: All right. Thank you., sir. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Any further questions of.Mr. 

Riker? Mr. Crooks. 

• MR. CROOKS: Mr. Riker, was engineering information 

. available before Round Valley was purchased? the type 

·,of engilleerip.g data we are talking about, the borings and 

the actual --

MR. RIKER: Oh, yes. The North Jersey Water Supply 

Commission has made numerous borings in that area. They 

have that ··information. 

MR. CROOKS: Then the situation is not t.he same with 

Round Valley as it iS with this bec:ause Round Valley,.,is it 

true then, had the borings and had the accurate contour on 

.the ground surveys made even though·it was not by the State? 

MR. RIKER: That's right. We 11 it was done by a 

State Commission· 

MR. CROOKS: And that information was in hand 

before the authorization for the purcha$e of .Round Valley. 

Is that correct? 

. MR. RIKER: That's right. 

SEN.ATOR DUMONT: What State Commission were you 

referring to, Mr. Riker, that checked on Round Valley. 

MR. RIKER: Well I believe the. North Jersey Water 

Supply Commission had investigated Round Valley ,~nd done 

considerable work there. 

54-A 





SENATOR DUMONT: Do you know when they did that, 

approximately? 

MR. RIKER: I am not exactly sure, but I think it 

was done within the last 8 years, 7 or 8 years. 

SEN.A.TOR DUMONT:: Mr. Sha.nkl in, do you remember? 

Was it within the last 7 or 8 years, approximately, as 

Mr. Riker says, when -- what did they do in Round Valley, 

make test borings? is that what you are referring to? 

MR. RIKER: Oh, yes. They made test boringso 

MR. SHANE.LHJg The North Jersey District -- . 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Water Supply Commission? 

MR. SHANKLIN: =- had made a topographic survey of 

the dam sites and had borings. That information was 

available to the State. There was no contour map available 

until last week, this week when we received them. I 

just received a five foot contour map on the Round Valley 

property, this present week. 

Iv1R. RIKER~ This report is. dated 1 54. 
SENA. TOR DillUNT: Sena tor O llMa ra. 

EX SENATOR O 11 IVIARA~ Mr. Riker.9 I show you a 

report entitled::· Round Valley Project for the Metropolitan 

Section of the North Jersey Water Supply District, dated 

November 1, 19511-, and ask you if you will examine that 

and tell us from that what work was done by the North 

Jersey Water Supply District on the Round Valley project 

up to 1954. 
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MR. RIKER: Well, I' have never gone through this 

report in detail but from a casual examination of th~ 

report it appears that they went into the cost of a 30 
mil_lion gallons reservoir pretty much in detail, giving 

the breakdown of cost and the conclusions, the water borings, 

the borings of the dam, the dam lbcations,_ and the 

preliminary plans of the dam. 

MRS. BIGELOW (speaking from the gallery): The test 

borings for Round Valley were made, I believe, in the 

spring and summer of· 1953. 
SENA.TOR DUMONT: You were here. the first day of 

the hearing and are a resident of Round Valley? 

. MRS. BIGELOW: Yes. 

SENA.TOR DUMONT: Well the report., of course, is 

here and I understand Mr. Capen, who at' that time, I 

believe, was Engineer for the North Jersey District 

Water Supply, is here 

EX SENATOR O'MA.RA: May I say, Mr. Chairman, that 

Mr. Capen is going to testify further on and maybe we 
' . can get detailed information from him when he takes the 

stand, unless you want it now. 

SENATOR DUMONT: As long as we are on this 

question it might be better to clear it up now. 

MR. CAPEN: It was in 1954. 
SENA.TOR DUMONT: 1954. 
MR. CAPEN: That's right. 

SENA.TOR DUMONT: Any further questions from Mr. 

Riker? Thank you ve·ry much, Mr. Reiker. 
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(Applause} 

SENATOR DUMONT: Mr. Fred Rasweiler, Member of 

the Township Committee of Hopewell Township. 

FRED RASWEILER: My name is Fred Rasweiler. I 

reside in Hopewell Township, am a Member of the Hopewell 

Township Committee,, and also a Director of the Stony 

Brook Watershed Association. 

Statement of the Township of Hopewell in the 

County of Mercer, State of New Jersey, before the Senate 

Committee on Revision and Amendment of Laws, on S-272 

and S-273, June 13, 1957: 

Hopewell Township i: the northern-most in Mercer 

County, having an area of 65 square miles. By accurate 

computation of Stony·Brook-Millstone Watersheds Association, 

71 percent or 46 square miles of Hopewell Township lies 

in the Stony Brook-Mi 1 lstone Watershed. 38 square, mil es 

or 24,320 acres drain directly into Stony Brook and the 

proposed reservoir. Of the 2300 acres estimated for 

reservoir needs, both flooded and fringe areas, 60 percent, 

or 1400 acres,falls in· the Township of Hopewell. 

Mr. Chairman, we submit that these few statistics 

justify our keen interest and immediate claim to specific 

consideration. 

Hop ewe 11 Township is principally a rural residential 

community. The residential is growing because of nearness 

to the industrial areas of greater Trenton and the 

Princeton area. This brings school and other service 
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areas. In order to. help balance our local economy., 

straining under a $13.10 tax rate., an industrial belt has 
. I 

been zoned through the middle of the Township along the 

Reading Railroad. This indu~trial zone comprises 2335 
I 

undeveloped acres. Serious efforts are being made by 

several agencies to attract. usage of this territory. 

A critical and limiting factor is water. If water is not 

assured, this industrial area will never be developid. 

Several proponents of the Smith Rtport., who have 

preceded me, have issued some fine phrases in defense 

of upstream rights but, Mr. Chairmal"l., we do not consider 

these phrases to .be adequate. If such statements are 

sincere., we believe that any legislation proposing the 1)1Se 

of Stony Br~ok W_ater should carry a section specifying 

in definite terms and formuiae amounts to be held fol" local 

use. This may even include the future erection of 

reservoirs for local industry above the present ~reposed 

Stony Brook Reservoir. 

Without repeating the details, Hopewell Township 

supports the views taken.by the Stony.Brook=Millstone 

Watersheds Association and endorses the program they 

propose for the development of the .said watersheds as 

being the most constructive and comprehensive for the area 

involved, which. we feel has Just prior claim. 

Mr. Cb.airman, to summarize Hopewell Township's 

views, permit me to read into the r~cord a resolution 

passed at a meeting of the Hopewell .Township Committee 

on May 28, 1957, and already distributed to Governor 
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Meyner, Commissioner McLean and the Chairman of the Senate 

Committee and other Senators: 

"Whereas, a report of the New Jer$ey Res011rces 

Advisory Commit~ee, dated April 25, 1957 has been presented 

to this Committee and' has been considered by it; and 

HWhereas, members of this Committee have had the. 

opportunity to discuss and explore the proposals contained, 

therein at public meetings and at a meeting held by the 

Stony Brook-Millstone Watersh_eds Association; and 

"Whereas- the alleg~d but unproven merits of the 

proposal were advanced in talks by Roy Ritter and William 

Baumer, representatives of the New Jersey Resources, 

Advisory Committee, responses made by them to questioning 

revealed many glaring and manifold deficiencies to the 

proposal; and 

"Wh ereas, the Committee has from its study and 

independent research found the proposal to be lacking, 

deficient and imperfect in the following respects: 

'¼. Engineering studies were predicated upon old, 

inadequate and imperfect data. Not an accurate single 

survey was made of the area by the engineering firm hired 

to support the proposal. 

"B. Real estate appraisals were not competently made, 

same having been made by maps. No local realtor. in the 

area was consulted as to the actual fair market value. 

Estimated condemnation costs do not approximate one= 

fourth of that which may reasonably be anticipated. 

"C. The estimate of the New Jersey Water Advisory 
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Commit tee as to the number of dwe 11 ings wt thin the l,?00 

acre area ls inaccurate, incorrect and fallacious, and 

undoubtedly advanced for the purpose of misleading. 

There are many more properties within the area involv.ed 

than that represented by the proponents. There,wa~ nq 

. inclusion of properties that would be subject to severance 

damages. 

11D. There has been no provision made ?ncl. mo 

provision appears in the report as to the cost, relocation 

of roads and .oridges and upon whom the costs would eventually 

be placed for these and other projects resultfng from 

creation of such reservoir. 

"E. No provisidn has been ~ade for the_treme~dous 

loss of tax ra tables that will be sustained by each · 

municipality involved. No provision has been made to offset 31 

counteract· or make up for such tax loss·. Such a· loss would 

only result in the imposition of greatly increased taxe~ 

upon remaining properties in. the municipalities affected. 

"F. The comp:rehepsive legislative survey made by 

Tippetts-Abbett=McCarthy-Stratton revealed that the pro ... 

posed dam on Stony Brook was the lea.st desirable site from 

a view of economics, water supply and enginE::ering problems 

involved., although seven, dam sites were under study. The 

rep9rt ma_d9 by._tl'le:: R~5our-c:_es AdyJsory Cqi;nmitt.~e faq~ j.i:;,. 

contain any data orsuggest that the conclusions of 

the legislative survey were erroneous. 
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"G. During dry· periods access to water level could 

only be over mos qui to infested mud f lat(ih No gmagnificent 

vieww nor vrecreation areaq would result from such proposed 

dam. The control of all facilities and the use of water 

will be denied to the munic.::ipalities involved, despite the 

fact that the reservoir would b~ in the center of the 

better residential area. 

"H. Water would be parc.elled out under long term 

contracts wth large industrial organizations and munici-

palities far removed from the boundaries of Mercer County. 

No assurance being made for Hopewell Township needs in the 

future as to water, opporturii ty of further growth wil 1 be 

denied. 

"I. Competent engineers report that water in such 

reservoir would be very shallow,and not fit for the purposes 

reflected in the report of olhe Resources Advisory Com.,, 

mittee. This latter committee hesi.tatingly admitted that 

it did not have accurate estimates of water flow, that 

such were not sought . due. to the 1 imi ted time within which 

the report could be made. 

"J ! The Stony Brook':"Millstone Watersheds 

Association has compiled accurate data regarding the best 

use of the stream. This information was not requested nor 

sought by the. Resourres Advisory Committee, but instead.: 

prepared its report based upon non-specific figures such as 

U.S. Geodetic maps, average rainfalls for the Northeastern 

United States translated into runoff per acre and the like. 
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Absence of field surveys, failure to use data relative to 

the stream involved and lack of new studies which might 

change the conclusions of the Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-

Stratton report and the statement of the proposal's, 

spokesman to Yram the proposal through~ the legislature 

this coming November is reflective of ill-considered 

haste and the crying need for calm, dispassionate and 

careful assay of the motives of the New Jersey Resources 

Advisory Committee; now, therefore, 

Be It Resolved, that the Township Committee of 

the Township of Hopewell in the County of Mercer, New 

Jersey, unalterably oppose the present proposal of the 

New Jersey Water Resources Advisory Committee and request 

that careful and thorough studies be undertaken and made 

to accurately determine the merits 1 actual costs, 

hydraulic and engineering soundness of this and alternative 

dam sites. It is further urged that legislative action be 

delayed until such time that physical studies and surveys 

be completed and compared with the data contained in the 

report of the New Jersey Water Resources Advisory 

Committee, and that there be no irailroadingR of the 

proposal." Signed by l{enneth L. Williamson, Mayor. 

(Applause) 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Did I understand you correctly 

to say that your tax rate is $1J.10? 

MR. RASWEILER: Thatffs correct, sir. It will be 

the end of this year. 
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SENATOR DlJl.V1ONT~ And what is) the percentage of 

assessment? 

MR. RASWEILER: Approximately 18 percent. We are 

in the process of re-evaluation right now. 

SENA.TOR DUMONT~ How many properties would be 

involved, in your opinion, in this project of Stony Brook 

in your township? 

MR. RASWEILER~ We figured out that we would lose 

approximately $85,000 a year in ratables. 

SENATOR DUMONT: In rat.ables - but how many home-

owners and property owners would actually be forced off 

their property? 

MR. RASWEILER~ Well, I canut tell you. exactly 

how many. Maybe Malcolm can. 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Approximately how many. I under-

stood you to say that the Report of the Water Resources 

Advisory Committee with relation to that figure was faulty. 

Now they must have stated a figure with which you 

disagree. 

MR. RASWEILER: They state a figure that has 

already been put out in the f6rmer report and sinte that 

time there have been many subdivisions in that area. 

SENf..\TOR DUMONT: Well,what was the figure they 

used? 

MR. RASWEILER: They used -- did I quote it or 

di dn v t I • 

SENATOR DUMONT: -1 don't think you did. 
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MR. RASWEILER: I think it was some 50, or something. 

No, I didn 9 t quote it, but it 8 s in their report which I have 

a copy of. 

SENATOR DUMONT: But you do think their report is 

wrong. 

MR. RASWEILERg I believe there are many more 

properties involved at the present time than the number 

involved when they made the report. 

SENATOR DUMONT: But you donut remember what their 

figure was, and you donut know exactly what your figure is. 

Is that correct? 

MR. RASWEILER: Thatus right. That 8 s correct. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Senator Crane. 

MR. RASWEILER~ I realize that since we wrote this 

testimony you gentlemen have talked about amendir+9 these 

two laws, I realize that, and we would like very much if 

they could be amended the way we have suggested. 

SENATOR CRANEg Well, thank you very much. You 

anticipated my question. However, I would like to say one 

thing, that when we are forwarding these criticisms we 

must be fair, and it has been stated that provisions for 

roads and bridges have been made in the over-all f1nancial 

. structure suggested by these bills. Unfortunately, it 

hasn't been spelled out to say to the satisfaction of 

Senator Lance, but in all these things~ on roads, how 

to spell that out, = on rebates to communities., on all 

those things we would like your suggestions. That•s 





what these hearings are for. 

MRo RASWEILER~ There was no provision whatsoever 

in the twolil~s that were broug~before this hearing, though. 

Was there? 

SENATOR CRANE: Yes, there was. Paragraph 14., I 

believe 9 of 273 refers to an experimental paragraph pro-

viding for reimbursement to communities in affected areas. 

MR. RASWEILER~ It doesn°t say how long, though, or 

how long we would get our ratables or a percentage of. them. 

bills? 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well, have you read, sir, these 

MR, RASWEILER: Yes. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Did you read paragraph 14? 

MR. RASWEILER: Yes. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Senator Lance gave quite a lengthy 

criticism on it-= 

MR. RASWEILER~ Yes. I was here. 

SENATOR CRANEi == and I felt it was well taken 

and we are going to try to work something out but we 

hope, to make it mutual, that you also will send us something. 

MR. RASWEILERg We wil 1 do that. 

SENATOR CRANEg The same thing ~pplies to roads 

and bridges. This wasn 9 t spelled out but at least they 

have been provided for in the engineer 1 s mind under 

certain contingencies. 

MR. RASWEILER: Yes, the main road but there a.re 

a lot of township roads in that area also and no pro= 
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vision has been made fo:r them, has it? 

SENATOR CRANEg Wellj that gs what we were asking 

this morning, if there were any road!S that they knew of 

that were knocked out completely or any that would be 

completely obliterated and, therefore, perhaps we want 

something that is more specific in that regardo Senator 

Lance at that time suggested a possible provision that he 

found in another act which $pelled out duty and obligation. 

MR. RASWEILER~ I might also state that about 

.50 acres of my farm will be three feet under water for 

about two months .of the year and the rest of the year it 

would be mud flats. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well you are a resident of the 

area then. 

MR. RASWEILER g Ye:s. I operate a. dairy farm 

which is under water or will be. 

SENATOR CRANEg I wouJd like to ask you, $lr,, = 

you did ques;U.on the real estate values •= how many acres 

did you say you would have inundated? 

MR. RASWEILERg I have a farm that totals about 

137 ac:res of which I estimate betweie:n 40 and 50 would 

be unde:r water. 

SENATOR CRANE~ Well, how m'tlch do you estimate 

those acres to be worth, per acre? 

MR. RASWEILER~ Thatrrs very hard to do. 

SENA.TOR CR.Ai'\JE:: We 11 it rr s pretty hard for the 

engineers to fix an over-all value but here we are talking 
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acres. In some places it 1 s going to be subdivisions, in 

other places it's going to be ir1div}~ual homes. 

MR. RASWEILER: Thatvs right. 

SENATOR CRANE: It vs very difficult. I know some 

man may.feel he owns a home on a piece of land and it might 

very well be worth $5,000 an acre, but somebody else's i. 

farm might be worth only$1,000 an acre. 

MR. RASWEILER:: That~s correct. I can see the 
\ . j . . point~ I know that the properties won°t all be worth the 

same. 

SENATOR CRANE: Well thank yeu. I Just wanted to 

establi5h this point. 

SENATOR DUMONT: How large a percentage of the tot.al 

acreage of the township. wbuld this inundate? Did you say 

that about 1400 acres would be t111der water? I wa.s trying· 

to remember how many acres you said you had in the township. 

MR •. RASWEILER: Yes, 1400 acres will fall in the 

Township of Hopewell, 60 percent of the dam site. 

SENATOR DUMONT: And how many acres do you have, in 

·all, in the Township? What ls your total acreage in the 

Township? 

MR. RASWEILER: We have 46 square miles hi Hopewel 1 

. Township - no, we have 65 square mi 1 eS. It vs a very big 

township. We also ha.ve some other State property at·the 

present time, and county property in the Township. We 

~ave a big State Park~ Washington Crossing State Park;· 

we have a county farm. 

SENATOR DUMONT: Have you any idea how much of your 

total acreage is now State owned? 
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MR. RASWEILER: · 1t -doesn•t come ·to ·-10: percent •. 

SENATOR 'DUMONT: lt does' ,no't.? ' 

MR. RA.SWEILER: · · No.,· 
' ' . 

SENATOR DUMONT: Any. further questions? Thank you very . 

much, Mr .• ··Raswetler .• ·. 
.' ' ' "(, : 

Ex SENATCR,, 0 1MARA: -- Mr.: Chairman., may I respectfully ask 

that Mr. Charles K. Agle .be called out of turn? 

SENATOR DUMONT: Surely. 

· C H A: a· L E S K:. A G L E:. My name ls Charles lt.: Agle·, 

l l'},C!Slde in Princeton.,. New Jersey; I am a planning consultant_ 

and an archi.~eet. A btlef reswae of my qu.allflcatlons mf.,g~t,:. -

l:>e ht or-d.er ..... I have clone city planritng and nous!ng eonsulta.tl om 
. ih more tham onehu1u.ired cttles prlor to opening DlY ortt-ce ht 

Princeton tn 19.53. l am·amember-.or the American··1nstitute,ot· 

Plaruters, -the Amer i'caa Institute. of Architects, The American __ 
. . . . . : . . 

Society of Planning orrtdials., The Na.tional Association of 
,:-~ ·' .; ,. 

·;,.·: ._;,f 

Housl'ng & R~developme:nt Officials, . Lambda Alpha, . which 'is .· 

an association of land economi'sts, formerly the Director of' 
. . 

Planning. for Harrisan.,. Bal lard & Allen., New York., form.erly ' 
- . . .· , ,.1•11 \ .. • - . . .. 

Ell rector of the Projects Bivi.sion of -tbe Federal Publ le Housing 

Autborfty~ .ass,ecl$;t.e- of •enry wright.,' ·,sr~ c,f Hackett;t~wn, 'N~J. 

and New 0 York Clty.. My pu:tifica.tlens have included ffAri Approae~ -. 
. -- - . - ·u .... _ .·• -. - ·", . . - .. ..- _--- .-.:,-· .. 

To- Url:>an Planning for. the PrincetciH\ University Press in 1953' • 
. l. ..,. .. .. . . . 

"A ·New ·'Kind. of. Zoning Archit~etural Form~I9.5i,na•our.· ~:ges of 

L.lf'e-and Housing": .... AI~· J~ttrnal, 1952;. •, ttThe ~econd Fifty: 

Yeirs" New Yerk T:hnes :'t9!j.9~ ·• ' 'R~-housing Urban Americ~", ':~f 
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which I was contributor and.editor of 19340 l have given 
. . 

lectures at Pennsylvania, Yale, Columbia, Prlnceten and' 

Western ReserVeo I €Jf'adttated from ,Princeton AB in 192911 

MFA tn architecture in 1931 amd the:n studied in Frane'e and 
_,_,,,:,: I 

have done wof'k in ltalyo Some of my recent clients include 

lectures at Columbia.university, z@nlng consultations in, 
Greenwich., Connecticut 9 a two=yea:r lecture course on plaaning 

at the trniversity of Pemnsylvania, a study for the Institute 

!) fo:r Advanced. Study; Princeton, constd tat~ons on highways· ro:r 
. . . . ' . 

the Port of New York Autho:rity, master land plam. of real. 

est.tate consultation for Priacetcm Yniverslty9 a study Gf the 

·. cehtre of Princeton fo:r Princeton Murde.tpal Improvement 9,,lnpog a 

lectut'e course on pla:nni11g with P:rh1ceton University., recent 

articles on a plea for perspective in the A:rcnitect-ural Record. 

of June 1954, a master plan and officlal maP ad.Va.Reed before 
. . 

· the New Jersey t,eague of Muritcipali ties which was published in 

19560 My present connnittee worked with the American Institute 
. ,-.~, 

of Plamners, of which. I am past-chairman of the Urba:a B.emewal · 

Comm! ttee. I am •,a cu:rrent member of the Amer !can Institute 

o:f ·,Architects•· National Committee on Community Design an.cf a 
•. . .. 

member of the Committee on E>evelGpment for the National 

Association of Housillg & Redevelopnient Officials. 
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in order to facilitate the d!scus~ion of the impllicat!o11s 

of the proposed Stony Brook Reser-voir on the present and future 

road pattern of the area 9 I have prepared a hypothetical map 

for illustration,, = Can you three gentlemen see it from there? 

SENATOR CRANEg Do you want the audience to see its or us? 

MR.a AGLEg I thought I was addressing you people., 

SENATOR CRANEi L.ettts place it so everybody can see it., 

(Map placed on dib1pllay) 

l\JlR., AGLEg I should have brought a bigger mape 

SENATOR DUMONTg Mrs., HugheyiJ are you going to testify today? 

.I Just want to check so that we can space this out pr~peirly., 

(Mrs., Hughey!ls reply not on record)., 

MRo AGLE (eontinuing)g The reservoir would be ln 

Hopewell and La:wrence .Townships and has most serious implications 

in those two mun$cipalities., It also may have a seirious effec;:t 

in Princeton Townshlp,, but because of the comparati velly ~rnal ler 

area invaded :readjustments may not be as difficult., 

The rese:rvoi.r would completely/ destroy all p:revi ous thinking 

in Hopewt11 9 a~ expressed by its Master Plan., It is necessary to 

do some quick rethinking as to what a Master Road Plan might be 9 

and to examine th.e .consequences of the f 1ood!ng 9 not only. 9f the 

exlstin.g facil!ties 9 but.more importantly of those proposed in 

the futureo 

There are two major problems which may be easy to overlook:i> 





. . 

ther:e ls no evidence wlthln the Advf·sory Cemm.ittee Report 

of their having cons.Ide-red either., These are: 

Ao Any bridges. should be ample for future tra:f'flc 

loads 9 and must not be based on the short-sighted replacemeat 

of today11s a.ntlqties., 

Bo Laad cannot be isolated from easy cit'cula.tiono Other= 

wise ccmtiagent clam.age, must be added to the cost of the resell"'"" 

votr in addfti on .,,t,o all of the (')the:r eons! de:rations o 

- . 

Specific road c~nsiderations are as fGll®>wsH 
,, . ' . .. 

1 o Carter Road 9 already numbered 569,, a.3, a "seccin11d$,ry" 9 

will in the future .. be one of the three princ!paJ. spines ess·eJ;>.tiaJ. . 

for the proper developme:nt of.the area bounded by HopewelJ on the 

north, :Pennington on.the west.I) t.a:wreneeville on the sc,uth and 

Prhicetc,n on the, easto . Since its present w!dtll and altgiment 
.. .. 

are inadequate for> tbe purpose 9 lts future extension and.re= 

all gnment must be ,ca,reftd ly studied before a.ny new bridg~ over 

the reservoir is ,.'put in, the Wf't;)llQ 1 ocatlon., 

Wh.lle the location shown cm my diagram is a }l)rofessicn:ial 
. ' -··· --•·· 

suggest!onj) based on tlle study of only several days 9 rt ~1'1o'!tld 

not carry the imputation that lt ts elther final l])T',ac6captJble 

to any of the muniCipa.lltles concerned.. Ho""'1er 9 it does,,,.have, 
. . 

the support .9.f tlrle follewiag :reasoningi· 

lt must connect the Hopewell Valley with tlu.~ lands lying 

south of the Mount=Rose1 Rocky Hill. Trap Rock formatfono 

Tb.ls f'ormation ls so cl!fficult to develop that !tjl H.ke the 
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Wat<;:hung Range, acts as a dividing l:l:ae o:( denser development . 

area.so In o:rder to provide proper dlrecthm of· clrculatfon 

to the south., this road should intersect U.,So 1 tn U1e Vlpinl ty 

of :Bake:rsvl lle, w-here three ·Other roads may Intersect.. First 
. . 

the circ~mf erentia1 route around greater Trenton, suggested by . 

the County Englneer 9 . crosses U.,Sol at a.1:>ou't that pohit, · 

convenient local ci.rculatton to the south of tJ.,S.,1 can be l\ (·;: 

provided easily.,, Secondly, the extension of the Trenton 

Throughway ls ,tanned to con.meet with tJ .. Sol somewhere lni t.hls 

1 ocatlon; thirdly, L..awrence Township has recentlY placed ·~ 

100 ft., set back-line,, on l\iie:rCer Roa.d.9 and. the oppoirtuntty far 
. . ' . 

it to become a prtncipal feeder. t-oad :frem the ·Princeton .,rea to 

Trenton is protected'O.Tll.is should be picked up and led to the 

same point of imterrsectlon lm Ba.kersvi l le where the other 111aJor 

roads 1 i e o Such a majo:r spine should have a·t 1 east a J.i.4 fo;t 
. . ... 

pavement~ and a :right-=of~•••W'ay width of. at lea.st · 100 feet. tn order 

to be serviceablelnthe future., Existence of 1l1B.¥'!Y hGUS~s along 
. . ' 

Carter Road at the,:pr,eseRt time makes the coatinv.ed use of the 
••' .,... .. ·"' ,, .. ,." . ,· '" 

present aH.gnmen.t impossible fer such future traffic i:n1:rpose., , 

A bridge cros·st,ng i!!!. the vlclnity of 'the present alignment y,o~ld 

completely destroy or .make prohibitively expensive the prqper. 

treatment .of local traffic cl:rtulatlc,n ht tats di:rection,.J.n :tile 

futureo The suggested bridge location, mcn."eover; ls a shc,rter 

and less expensive ~rqssln.g than would be necessary ln the 

present tocatlo•~ 
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2e Elm Ridge Roade Easy access must be provided to both 

pf the cups of the double U=shape of the reservoir on either side 

of Honey Bran.ch... This means that there must be a minor crossing . 

of the reservoir f:rom the inte:rsection of the Federal City and the 

Mount-Rose Roads immediately east of Pennington 9 then an extension 

to Elm Ridge Road and the relocation or extension of Elm Ridge 
I 

Road at least to Province Line Road or possibly to the Pretty Brook 

Road northwest of Princetono In the present alignment of Elm Ridge, 

two bridges would be necessary, one where the water is deepo In 

lieu of this, a realignment farther north is suggested where the 

water is shallower, and where the realigned Elm Ridge Road may 

be close en,ough to th~ connection between the Mount Rose Road and 

the Rocky Hill Road in order to obviate the necessity fo~ its 

replacement west of the location where it is drowned out at the 

intersection with Van Kirk Road. Because of the importance of 

this circulation between the two cups of the double U and the out= 

side world, and also because of the fact that this alignment will 

be the major connection between Pennington and the Hopewell Valley 

north of Rock Hill, until an additional Turnpike is built$) it 

should be planned to have a width comparable to that suggested 

for Carter Road. 

3., Rosedaleo As the area matures in population, there 

will be no doubt about the need for an easy circulation road 

between P'®nnington and Princetono The route in commonest use 

is the Rosedale to Carter then north on Carter to Elm Ridge 
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·and west on Elm Ridgeo Since this is being destr0yed and probably 

made much more circultious,jl it seems fair to charge te the reset"= 

voir enter:Prise an e.xtem.s!cm. c:,f Rosedale .Road straight on to 

C8nnect with Blackwel 1 R.oad 9 and then the minor brldg!ng of a 

small draw in ·order to connect w! th the Federal City Roado 

However 9 since Blackwell Hoad does not amount to much at, the 

present time,jl and since interference by the reservoir ts pot 
extensive.I)·.·· if ls \not. sugge.sted that a :new major rlght~or~way 

and alignment be charged to the enterpriseo' Whatever extens~on 

there 1s 9 howeve~ 9 shpuld be at the width of an appropriFite 

arterial rather t;hanc,for a minor land service roado 

An illustrative tabulation of costs has l:>een prepared and. 

is attached heretoo, These are based on the fol. lc,wing fac't,o:rs~ 

$20 per lhieal foot,.of• p,av:lng 30: feet wide on mino:r land, .. ~,rvice 
roads 9 and a cost. of $35 p,er ltneal foot for. 44 f oet wtd, pavlng 

for arterial roadsh;, (This cost is beU.tved to lte low by c(?:rta1n 

people in the County Engineer's Office)., For miner land service 
. . . 

roads a widt!1 of 70 feet, and for arterial roads of IOO fecat are 

•assumed, and rights=of-way are assumed to be purchaseable at 

about $2,500 per a.creo 

The cost of bridges is based on the assumption that. 

earthen causeways will. be built for the greatest part of.the 

distance a:cross the reservoir, amd·that the actual roadw~y 

supported by the b!'idges wlfl be held to a mtriim.ttmo Earth 

rolled· tn place tn slx inch layers is assumed to cost $1o50 

per cubic yard, and the cost of str·1J.ct11res at this time· is any= 





. -··- ;-...... - · .. · . .. .. . 

onei$ wild guesso . ta. spltt, ·c:r th~ fact that they may be short; . 

. ·l t ~S"t: be remembet>~d tb-t. ·they necessa.rllf ~ottld be hi i&e .. 
~eepest part 
·for the full 

of the trossing, a~d. m\\~t h~ve f 0Ul\datle>n$' goln'g .·., 
. - . . . ,,' ' . ·, .... 

depth of. the reservoir ind below th!$ t; soi1d. l'(JCki 
. . . . . . 

. ' ' 

raacf l~yout, <er of cost ff.g,ires at thls p~l~t i;:l tlle studj:1, a:::· 
. mint.mum an~· maxfmu~.,-:cange- c,f -possib!llt.!e·~.·· ts· btttifa.t.edo~: :,11le 
maximum is considered to be the mimlrtium whfch. -w~uld be !18Sded with--

. . . . . ' ' ·, -~· ., .. : 
' . 

-· in 25 years, and',tne rnlmlmum· c·oastitutes·r~pla¢eme·nt t>f ~~tsttng -
' ' 

facilities" without .any cerrt.emplatl•llll of' the· ftttureo• Tht,·.Ja~atmum 
: . . 

e2q;,eAditttre wo~ld, of eouts~:, be. alm$St emtlrt>.ly lest wh~Jil. tli•:, . 
\ . ~. - ·. 

. ' . . . . 

. as ·my -figures may-be, ft would be foc,llsb to· e·st:fmate ·1ei'~°'·-· 

New and, widened :roadways . are al~y:s;' eh.eap~r to bulf~t :, 

t.llrough open land than' t~.go back £0 old roads ;,,1d~h are i,;o• 
. bul:n::· up wit.ii 'Jmpr~vements, even witho11t regard t.o the Ii~vlt~blf 

argum.eit. as to whe,,;Sheuld, ~a.y fer he>w muei1' sf whato· . fl ls mo~t 

serlously urged that new and adequate r>:lgb.ts•Ofa=way sh0uJgl>e 
pu1"eha.$ed for· the- eat!re pat.tern 'wldle· th~re ls still ~PPt>ftttnlty: · 

' to secure such land. _at less t.ha~. a.st~Qnomfcal tut1u•e f'19~r-~St 
·. tiffs, of ee>ttrse,-,.,wlll enta.fl the f'ul l plartnimg and det.e~tn,~lc>n 

. ' . 

of road layouts by: Jiopewell, Lawrence,' aad ~lacetett to~•iij)!h 
. . ·, .. :• .·, :-

'Mercer County,· and-·:,t~e;, State Hlgbwa:,'bep-a,rtment, at o~ce~_-_,: ·. 

: it this were not d~ne prior to' the undertaidag of tb, '· 
:'"' .. 

reservoir; and 1>~l~r '_ t:e the d·eter-minati-om and proper a't~a•g~ment . 

. ,of financing, whether hi. proposed 1e·g!$lat'iEin er as a r.e$ult ~f 
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authority granted by su&h legislation, the :risk of ptttt!ng . 

crossings !n the wr~ng foca.t1ons will be great., . Since it 
. . 

. would he -difficult to recover damages later caused by these 

mistakes 9 unless funds were Ji>l"ovlded now, aa adequate C>ver• 
rttn for contingent damage she>uld beprovlded in a:n.yevent .. 

This overrun is notall0wed in the figures.I have prepar~~o 

All of these ma'tte:rst irich1cU.ng financing, must be de-

termined before a leglslatlve authority is graatedo Oth~r..; 

wise ill conceived commitments will ,.be made by others co?l .... 

cerned· only with·a fraction of the total picture, butwhich 

would ci:1mtrol the destlny~;and:::the.::f.&urEr lives arad ptosperJ.ty. 

of .the entire areao ·. F!'o~\;hese decisi.ons there would be . 

no appeal at a later.date~ 

On the cost flgures, I have various tabulaU.ons.11 which 

sf.nee l have prepared copies you may not need to ha,reme.read 

· in detail o Sheuld-t read these tm detal l~ :ror the reeo:r!d? 

Or can they·be·copied int<:> the :record? 

SENATOR DUMONT: They can be made a part of the rec~rd, 

unless you want to read them., 

MR .. AGLEg Well, noo The implications from. tt a:rethat 

the maximum costrwould be somewhat over 3 million dollars and 

the minimum cost would be $:f,1.38,000o And the rest of the 
details are merely the different alternatives depending upc;m. 

what you want to pick off my map and what the map nd.ght 

eventually look like at some future dateo 

SENATCR DUMONrg Thank youo Any questions? . M:ro Agle, 
- . 

are we· to ha:ve tlils map as part of the record,. or what? 
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MR .. AGLEi If you consider it useful 9 I'd be glad to leave 

it .. 

SENATOR DUMONTg It would be a little difficult to put it 

in the record., We can keep it here in the ·state House with the 

record., 

MR .. AGLE~ If it is alright with you IDd like to have it 

back at such time as it has served whatever purpose that you 

have tn mind.. Let me know., and .1n11. come and get it .. 

SENA TOR DUMONT g Right{!\ Senator OtMara ~= 

Ex SENATOR 0 81\/JARA g 'that map can be duplicated ...,.., and I 

think that•s what we should have done .. 

SENATOR DUMONT 0 Right.., Supposing you do that 11 then you 

can take this_one with you 9 Mr~ Agle .. 

lVlR. AGLE~ I Id be: glad tt?-r 

SENATOR DUMONrg Thlank you .. 

(Applause) 

M:r., Cassel Ruhlman 9 Attorney for the Bo:rough of Pennington .. 

C A S S E L R U H L MA Ng Senator Dumont)) Senator 

Crane and Senator Fox.!) I am Cass~l Ruhlma.n 9 Jr.,$) I am Assistant 
' Attorney for the Borough of Penningtono I have been directed by 

the Mayor and Common Council of the Borough of Pennington to 

present the following points lri opposition to the proposal of 

the New Jersey Water Resources Advisory Committee and the 

legislation he1re -under ccm$1i:l~r:.atli;m 9 !n particular to the 

proposal to construct a dam Qn Stony Brook .. The points ali"e 

as follows:· 

77-A 





I.. From the meag:re infolrma.tl on ava:ULable it is apparent 

that the borough of Pennington will suffer the loss of two well's 

representing 40% of its existing water supply.ll and a large 

portion of its existing park area., 

2. The current estimate of the loss of ta~ ratahles ~o 

the school dhitrict of wlhdch the boi'o\lJlgh of Pennington is a 

part.I) repll"esents an e$t!mated 8% :hierease in ouir tax :ratei, 

with no benef'lt dl:reet or !ndlrect bei:ng de1rived by the BoriottgR., 

3., The ccrnt t(;)) Me:reer CIQ)\lJlfillt:y and ! ts,,::m~lhicip~H:lti®s for 

the relocation of :road:s. and the erection of numeirous bridges will 
I 

become a dlirect bu:rden cm the aJ.:ready oveir=bu:rdened home owner wl th 

no resulting benefit direct or Indirect., 

4o Due to the pa.rtlcttllaf'Jl.y flat contour of the land in the 

Borough of Pennington and lmm.ed.i:a.tely adjacent thereto.ll ~ven a 

lesser d!."op in water level than is admitted by the proponents of 

the blllj)wlll expose lairge airea$ of mud'flats with :resulltlng mud 

flats with :resulting dtisagre@a:blle odcDt'S.9 unsar.dl.ta:ry conditions 

and hoa:rds of agg!ra.vatlng ll.nsect.=1Ul.:fea .. 

Thank you., 

SENA.TOR DUMONT g Mf'.o Ruhlman!) how mUeh of the Borough of 

Perming ton 1 s going to be hl.\un.da. t~d by the StQlny Bt>lO>ok project? 

MR .. RUHLMANg I carulot t.~11 you how mueh would :be ini:u.ndated. 9 

Sena.tor.I) the information which has been av:a!la.b.ll.e to -us firom the 

proponents of thJ.s bill has not been detailed enough to tell us 

exactly how much. However.I) the park area be1onglng ti, the Borough 

of Pennington and known as Kunkel Park immediately adjl)ins Stony 

B:rook .. The two wells of which I speak 9 a.re in that area= one ls 

on the bank of Stony Brooko F:rom the meai~peir hllforma.tion.,J, 
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as the Mayor and Council stated in thei:r statement 9 it appears 

that both of these wells stand a good chance of being flooded 

out and would be unavailable., 

S.ENATCR IJ(JMONT g 

supply? 

And they supply a.bout 4()% of the water 

MR .. RUHLMANg 40% of the wate:r supp1y9 _approx:!matell.y., 

SENATOR DUMONT~. How much of your b~rough 9 l:f any.11 ls 

ah•eady state ow:ned1 

MR., RlJHLMANg • I do not be.llieve that any of the p:rope:,rty is 

State owned., _ It is a small borough., 

SENATOR DUMONTg What's your tax rate, at the moment?. 

MR. RUHLMA.Ng Ou:r tax rate is ve:ry close to that of Hopewell 

Township., but a little below it 9 I can•:t remember the exact flgu.:re 
J 

but it ls about $12..,85.= I believe thatts it., 

•SENATOR DUMONT~ And is your assessing ratio about the same 

as Hopewell Township? About 18%? 
MRo RUHLMA.Ni We have had a. :reassessment, and it: is at, 20%" , · 

SENATOR DtTMONTg Any ql.ll,estions for Mro Ruhlman? . Thank you,, 

Mr., Test., 

ALFRED TESTi My name is Alfred Test, l am a resident of 

Princeton Township., I appear here as Chairman of the Citizens 

Committee for a Sound Water Pla:n-,..and I would stress the word 

''sound"' -- in opposition to Senate Bills 272 and 273 which are· 

presented to implement the proposal of the l"Jew Jersey Water Re"" 

sources Advisoll."'y Committee of May 2nd== seven weeks agoo We 

number over 2 9 8oO members in. the Stony Brook watershed area whl,ch 

covers. about 38 sq.,miles ofr the most beau.tlftll developmental land 
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in central New. Jer.sey: Lawrence,, Hopewell, and·. Pr lnc,eton To'Wilshlps 
. ' . 

and the be>roughs. · We also have excellent facilities· for certain,·· 

1 !rotted types of lnq.,ustry. 

We• are ·not in pos1t1oni to d1sc11:ss: the .apec1:f1o effect, on our 
. - . . . . . . . . 

good :neighbors ~-t · Spruce_ Bun a. 
. . . -

I can.· cl~im some ·. small degree o.f. · knowledge on wa t~r, ne,eds • 
. . . . . . . : . . . - . . 

since be.tore ret1x-emerit a ·year. ~nd a · half: ago ,mt respons1b1l1t~es·. 

included the real estate· probleins or a :maj~r, oil company w;tfr opera .. ·.· 
. •. :·. .. . . ·. .. . 

. tionf;J 1n' many state.a and. in several foreign countries, Cur:t-ently 0 . . . . . . . . . 

I. am· on the staff of' Prince.ton Untv,ers1ty and act as a consultant 
. . . . . . . < . . -

. •, : ·. 

f1ed as. an expert Witness on r~al. estate in several state courts.I . 
the li'ecleral. Courts and, before. the Seour1 ties and Excnang~ Comm1sS10n. 
. . . . -. . . ..... . . . : ., . . . ,,._. ;: 

I a.1.s-o seem· to be • 1:n . character· since . one or' my great interests has· .. ,' ~>.~i-
been deep water harbor sites· and my own ho01e w111 be· flfty feet · · 

under. 
:= ., : ,·' ', .. 

Our oppos1t1on 1s thre~.;.foldf · 
First,• tne tacts don~t substantiate the,propos~l" 
Second, to use the words o:f Sen~ctor C'rane, we cons tdet thJs· .a·, 

i. ''stop-gap'', ·measure which does' not come to .grips 'with. the·. basic 

. problem~ .. 
~.. . . .. . . ' . 

. Third; the bills themselves,. even lfwe are wrong,, must be C 

.. • clarified and amerided substantially td produce an equitable· t~sult •. 
. . . - . . ' ., . . 

. ·-. . 

! We are not without preJudlce admittedly •. 
'. ·. . .- -. . . . . . . .. 

. right so lorig· as we can rely on. the qemocratic process. in the,. true 
. . . . . . . ' 

Amer<ican tradlt1o~,, •. a tradition that seems da~gerou~ly :at stake be- ··.· . 

. cause of ~he Un5$eemly ta.ct ics of the prop:9_nents. '•.· The ,YiriHted tiJ!le·•.\ 





. element: forces,iis toJte more· negat3.Ver'than W43 w:ouid')UJtt9".~o)bei/1:>iit/:;: 
. ··:..:_:\:;~-.\: ..... ~,,~: :- ::\:./:->::.~.':·_~··; .. _.·_. 

f()r··•·th~·. recq'r4' :r·:can ·.' saY,··•··tna.t .. :t< •. ra';i1e··n9f · ;_~ea;rci_:,:p~e•···:J)~l'~9~::~g~t1s,~.\~-{" 
l.f .· the proposal ifs truiy .a'pa_I'f'of' :· th~· .• l)a.stc ·~~~wef ;<and,/~11_•.eh:oiio~i. 
!.~ally s,oµpd, Olle • . '< 

.. Our.·.r1rst ... 9bJect.lp1,1 .. 1'$ prem{sedo~i th~ fa9t ;t~~t~o\;r~d~n.1/{.:•:)·: 
persop ~ould prqc:e~d. ~ith a d.1s,locat1oh of' ·such.1mp~ct ~:rid fx,P~il~e\ 

,. .,.:~ 

9n. the ~as1s :qf"prel1~1nary/plans a:n4.est1rnates •. • ·ApY_i~is1tl~ss: 

. ·· .. •:::u:tr:~:::~r:s::~i:o::~::t~:o::w:::o:~::::~:0t~:!iE:::\ .. 
Eifteri-the1r a.ay-1n··:·court/here··· tbe pr-?pdne~ts·:~ve not J'tven,.:the 

.. pub116 the· m1n1mum:'.inf'ormat1ori heed¢d'f'or 8-•prqp~r ·c1e,cf°~idn/•.· -:.: 
' ... We' are :here t(?da.y ~f.ter. tv(o,; day-s .:or test·tm'?fiY' ~i:: tb,~:•)>f~pci:~ent:~; .; 

. . . - . . ' ·,·,,.: 

· ari<i. tbel~ advbcat~s .·. we· a;re, st1ii ,aske:a' t'o ;rely on, fi;eijµst~d, es,t1.;. :: 
,·;" · . .r 

.. ma;1;es··· of· a:}-rew:r1 te. man .f.or ~he Advtsory,.'comm1t,t~e:····.·~l?Oil$> one, of· th~· 
stnal:test s:egmehts JJl the T .A. M~ $,. Repor,t'~ This: :r~p~rt;- I 1>i11;~e:: •· . 
we_ a:t.; ·ag're? ;· ·i~:~rt.e~ce:Llent one/·-but.·a~~1ttedly.····only'an•orcl~--l'.'-6,t'~-. 

· niagn1tucie revf~w ,prtmar11.1. of. ~Jirr~ce ~at~:r··· sources/a~a ·ttieir:apprc*~·-· 
'.. ,. . 

, ' . . •,· . ,. . ~·: ~-;~-:·.: .., .. -~ 

gonsider' :the; T~A- ij.s~ Rep~rt. 8.: cpmplete ltiate'r ,bible and;: then s·i,eQi~:-
·•.;. ·._.,; ': ... 

·r_1cal:ty .we;· ar.e a·skea. tp a9cept·'fts ·rrios_t rn1t{pr. s~gme:ri.t \1n fO~til ta:;i~·ti . ·. 
· .. 1:>Y the :Advisory C~mlllittee < a:s somehow b~irig more blbl3:c~i. In the: '· .. · 
. T.A,M.Se Rep_ort, the Stpny Brook ·~.ite Js given exa6tfy 14 ;lines:or\ 

_, •• '. • • •• ' •• ••• :· .; •• • ; ". ·.- > •, • • , ••• • • ' 

.. ·t,ext \n that. Physically monument~l volume. '._, 
·· ... We have been. told thJt alL the pre>posals :or Jhe Tl',A~~-$io ij¢'.pri'tt~:: 

had· been ·eons1der~d before Spruce: R_un and Stony Brobk :,were 'chc>seri .• < 
Why- ~as it then· that ·. the Commttteels :engineer had dif(icUl-ty _re9all~ 

. ,. ·.. r·. . 

. ing whe:re tl1e .Rocky'lU'll site. was• ahd did not inspec~ >1,£? . '!'he Rocky 

H111 s1tt3, 1nc1deritally, was· :giyen 1~ 11nes in ·the 'T,.A~l:'I.S~ J:;eit~· 
- ,,,: ·-· -- ~: .. : ... ; 





shall,ow fingers,, and. yet, we were told pu'bltciy on May: ;ioth t,hat, the' 
. . . . ' .· . : . . . . . 

, average summer·. take-down would" be 8' feet in th¢ Stony Brook 'aeseryolr, 

which w1~1 leaye ?00 acres of ~aked mud~ ~ou:I.d :not b~ 1~~Ject1onable • 

. Why. did ~he--. sarne\~ngineer .who ~tated _ the a.~r oot • f tgur,e•,:¢~nie': tt .her~ -. •· -

1n.test1mo~y to -4-or .5 f'e~t/ Md as br:0ught out ·in t~~-~te·~.fin.iony, l?d~_y· 
the average -of lJ years' statfs-tics indi-cate th~t hrs own c:Etl~ · ·. ·· ·· · 

cul at ions would be 13 feet •. : 
- . -

'Let I s compare unlt cOsts Of the NorthJ3rarlch to- the prqposed '· 
sites. -, Us1ng the T.A. r,.s. figures···• th~ North Branch has iz4 square'. .-

. . . : 

miles· of ~atershed to co:st six m11iion dollars. The ,09mp1?l~d ~pruce . --

Run.;;Stony B·rook h~s. 79. square· miles to ·cost _9.J million~ -_.Thus.th~ 

cost of the North Branch per square ·mile drained ll $34 9509-compared 

to $118,000 tor the Spruce Run-Stony Brook'combination;. -Gi,anted. all 

costs have gone,up since 1955, .can the Advisory Committee Offer . 
. . . . ' ' ' - - ·1 . . . 

evldenoe that :costs for the · North Branch have_ gone up over , JOO% more .. 

than t}:le subject s1tesl 

_- Why d1d the spoke.smari for the- Advisory Comm1 ttee, µpon. P,liblic · 
j · .. rel~ase -Or 1 t.s brochure, •. $.tate . that p~opi~ in our area, were" consul t~d . -

when 1 t' was not so? 
- . 

Let's-sum it·up ,th1s way •. lt would appear that ·if.as much money 

. had been spent. on eng.1neering as ·on. publicity, we would have some of 
the correct answers right now. . ·· · • - · -•--· .. - · : . , · 

We are rightfully concerned, I th1nk,-when advoca~eaf'ter ad-

vocate for the proponents have just. one by-line: We want your water: .·-.-

Doesn • t 1t transcend justice and common sense to consider such.a 

. reque·st without thought· of the. resulting dislocation h,ere or 1.n .any 
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area subsequently affected? . Now that we resist, .1t is stated that 

we are misguided or don't understand .. It 1s suggested we ought to 

think Big. I believe you will agree that this admonition must apply 

equally to every industrial proponent as well as every tax p1;1.yer ln 
this state. 

You are asked to believe that 1f this. project doeS not go 

through at once that Somehow or other the welfare of the entire 

State of New Jersey is at istake. Let's bring this thing into 

sharper focus than i:ias been done in the Advisory Comp:11ttee•~ brochure. 
. . 

\.lfhile the time element does not permit us .·to present a com-
/ 

·pletely engineered case, our group is deeply grateful·:for.the intro-

duction of these pills, which permits early public hearings of this 

scheme. 
) 

I 

In the case of the· proposed dam on Stony Broo.k, we believe we 

can show, beyond any question of doubt, that the costs will be at .· 

least double the estimates and the water·ava1ls one-half the.esti-

mate, an inverse ratio of about 4 .. to-1. 

We believe that .before. any loo,al on-stream r·eservotrs ~re built, 

a complete exploration of ground water sources should be c.ompleted., 

Th1s will be brought out in testimony we will present. It is also 

·discussed in.summl:iry form (Exhibit E) 1n the Advisory Committee's 

brochure. 





Should ground water avails.be 1nsuff1C1ent, which known f~cts 

indicate unlikely, we would approve expansion of this watershed 1s 

small conservation dam program to include reservoir supply. As. an 

example, 1 t 1.s a fact that just west of .Pennington, there is a fine 

deep gorge which.is capable of :containing three billion gallons. 

It 1s my flrm conviction.that the long range·supi:,l.ement: lies 

in the ec.onomlc conversion of sea water together wi tri recovery of 

its mineral. content. I am told· that approximately one million 

dollars a year 1s being spent in 'research on that problem and. that 

the answer is closer than is realized by most people,. lt is obvious, 

however, that much more such research is needed at national, state. 

and corporate levels" The .thought suggests. that this is a fine 

project for the Advisory Committee instead of an attempt to assuage· 

a local distortion to the enlarged. detriment.of another State area ... 

As has been pointed out, New Jersey today is using five hundred 

million gallons of potable water. Another three b1ll1q:p gallons, a 

substantial portion of. which 1s brackish water, .1s estimated as being·. 

used by industry for both consumptive and. non-consumptive purposes. 

Just a modest conservation program could perform miracles in added 

supply.-

Doesn't this emphasize the basic need confronting us? And there 

ts a very real problem1n the offing if .bothj,ndustry and people are 

not balanced.under a dispersal system to the greater good of all. 

Doesn't it require enforcement of workable pollution laws and con-

servation of use within reasonable 11m1ts that will still permit our 

manufacturers to be comp€:;tit1ve in the world market place? Doesn't 

1t mean that the classical Chamber of Commerce approach--industry 
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.. . . . ; : . ·· ... ,. . ' 

. unless' 1~ fs only.-'encoufaged arid f1tted intO. the :c·onc,¢pt, of/a' °Q.al;... .. ··• ,·· .. •·· 

· anced · .. comntun1 ty~ • 
~- •. · l'. ·. . . . . . 

Sine¢. these hearings. hav~ be·gurt,·· I nave. done ~equi't'ed:,~ead- . 

. 1ng than since ,my· school 'dEiys ;, . While :T· am far from/ fµi:~y'.·y1.f<1fm~ci •. 
. . . : .• .. . . 

· one l;>asic'.tact is clear.. Nature. has' a~ply .enc;iowe.d ~ew' Jer~~y w}t~ : .. 

: . water: res6ur~e$:. Our p~obiems :ste~ 'frOmth~·~n~~ad~ a1s'1.~'t~a.tf6ris /' 
and the consequential '.but natu:r-al QOnceritratlon of' h1du:st·ry\; ln t.he '.': .... 

northeast ·section or. tbe ~~ate.~ .This area has .fts 1nte,rrial problems· 

for wbfch 1 t wants an ou"ts1de cure~> . . •. r 

.. V1r.tual,ly.· a;tl supply: s.~s,t~IllS; are :p,r1vately or mun1C:1:pa.;1l,,:, / ... : 

owned with ·the result 'tha:t. sonie ~reas are adeqiiate:i.f su~pl1e-d}f.or · th¢ .··. ·. 

foreseeable fut~;e. and •Others . are: ,.not·/. ' The·re. ·is no: a.deq_uat~ metti<?,c1V ' : ·. ', .. 

to parcel the avails 1n rel;~n,;n to:trie., needs~ 'a: silu~,tio~ which :h~~:·.• 
. .:.._;; ·,_-_ ... , 

pee~ he1gl1tened by the fact thJt there are, 1nsuff1c1ent': d1str1b,ut1ori .· .. ·•·· . ) ' . . . : .:: . ·•'. · ... '.- · .. ·. · .... .' . ~--: .. ··•:·~ . .' ,"·~-.• .. •>,:_~. '··:.· : , .. _.· . 

. - ' . 

. .. It. would : seem. mand~to'r;y for t~~:' long. range solutio:ri' 'tha.t .some 
. formula o.r control for ;exchange of· w~ ter ,·· of :tne same, type ailf gu~l~ 

. ··. . . : . . . 

1ty at b~st ;·• ·or···1esser ·typeand•··qu~11ty· at worst, ,wa~. Vital to· :th~•-.•··.· 

general . welf~re •..••. If we: ail~w .•.. tihe: Topsy~i~k~ g;O\i~hc .df::·the_' ~a:si ,t~ : ;: , . 

·· contln~e; w.e will inevitably get ours,e:J;.ves 1:nto ·a s1 tuat1qn: where .the ·. 

cu:re of each. speclf16 p.robLerri creat•eS anothe'r dislo·catibn'·;or~e -than . 

. ·the orig1rial.· .. White :we are qoncerned w.tth any enlarg1ng .Pr 0 Burea~c- : 

i'Eicy; 1t ~eems to the c1t1zeris ·comm1ttee for a Sound Wat~r <Plan that . 
. . .. 

our t.rpuble,~ wili conttnue ·to lliount unless:.we have an c;,ve:r~all'..State, 

plann:1 ng pt-ograni that · might . : operate . ttirough reg 1 onal• g~eup~ , . w~1~l'l ···· 

will ;relate land use . to watet avalls . W~lle ,' tlle' conceritr~tioh J~t: , : :c 
. . . ···. '.' . ·., ;, 

.· industry 1n No:rt,ll•,:Jer:sey bears .. natural. rEAlat.1on~hip 





·~' 

. . . ' , ' ' 

most highly concentrated marl<:et; . we all enjoy e;xcel,lent t:ranspor.tatlon . . ' '• .· . . ' ' . . ' . " : ' ,. ' . . '. 

facilities a.nd1rpopulation continues to explode atiti:i present·rate, 

the magnetic field .of that concentrati_on will :roughly include the 

seaboard,betweenBoston and Ricmnondor beyond., 

Let me now return to the pr-oject at hand •. 

First we are told .that stony Brook ~1-11 produde an, average of 

.50 •million gallons a day. iThis 1s simply not so a.s: J11i b,e .shown 

through competent witnesses,.but let's use the figu:re.anyway. Of 

the 50 million gallons a day, 1 lQ 1+1illion is to !'3tab111ze the flow in 

the Raritan below Bound. Brook, and th~ other 40 million 1$ for use.· .. · 

Let me point out that sustalried flow is today the most imporctant 
' . 

facet to indus-tries and communities down the line •. Why? · Under an 
'· 

author1 ty. which was headed by the Chairman of the Advi.sory Committee, 

a new trunk sewer is being constructed between Bound. Brook and Perth 
' . . . . . - . 

Amboy. This additional sewer was .deemed necessitous anq. economtcally 

preferable by those involVe0. to take care of the polluted effluent 

from factories primari~y and municipalities secondarily. Through 

its d1vers1.on, clown stream plants.and mun1cipa+1ties :face a reduced 

level in the Raritan River~- In addition, any lowered flow cf the 

Raritan will accentuate _the invasion of salt water in the lower 1 : 

reaches which adversely affects the riparian users in. this area., and.· 

over any protracted period will undoubtedly contaminate well•s along 1 

the stream bed. 
( 

Most importantly, since·th1s.susta1ned flow 1s just as valuable 
. . 

as water in use, _who, and how is 1 t to -be paid for? I am not sure 
r 

I 

how sewer users·and riparian owners should pay for replacing and 
1ncreas:l.ng·a sustainedRaritan flow, but I can unequivocally state 

that it should not be the obl'igationof New Jersey ta;x payers. 

86-A 





. Now, let I s. look at the purported _40 mgd 

t1ve us.e' which' factually, . will appfo~ima.t~ 16 ingd on :tBe\ average. 

A bare drop tn the State bucket that will a.• baianci~~commurifty • 
, ',_ . .•' ·, ·, -· · . . _-,-·: :.,,' '. ___ -,,,. \ 

of abput 118,000 persons •. rs this moriumel1ta1 in scope? .·•.· if.l.s,rlob.· 

·Weare told magnanimously that we can.have first call on 

Fine, but being still sparsely populated we cannot 
. ' .-• ·'.':· .•,' : 

reservoir today. ~m. any Eitandby basis •.. So who pays the ln'te:fim 

for it is inevitable that i-Je Will- ne.e.d · the ·water our lan.{igene;a:.;~s 

in the years ahead. 
. . . I 

.. the resultwould create a rhetorical Sari.ara 

another cure tomorrow. 

It is '-recommended by the Adv:J;sory 

.be financed by.gerieral .obligatfon·'bonds•of the S"tate c:if ~e11J.Jerse:r •. · 

· If the State 1s going into the water busl.:ness 1 · a:. necessa~y philo13ophy . 

for·over-all control, ·why shouldr:t 1 t,1t go intoJthe waterbustne~s on 
. . . 

an economically prudent basis? If the project 1s eco:momic these ponds 
\. 

could be reven_ue or authority bonds and sol,d as such. Isnlt it in-
. . - . ... _· . '', '. ' 

herent that the Advisory Committee realize. fully in advance 
- . . . ' . 

would not be a sel:f.;.support1ng project and a jeopardy to State credit? 
. .. - . . 

We estimate that the Stony Brook development alone .will cost more 
> 

than fourteen .million dollars,. but for the purpose, let '.s say foµrteen 

million dollar,s. · Assuming that ponds· can be sold in the present market 

at 4%, on the J.5-yearpayoutrecomrnended by the Advisory 

the level annual.factor is .5.32,% • 
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Debt Service therefore would be $744,800 per 

yearo 

Senator Crane has $Uggested that amortization be 

deferred for a period of ten yea.rs. Even simple interest 

would amount to $,560,000 a year at first and the 6.34% 
factor for .,the la.st 25=year payout is $887.,000 annually. 

Our experts will testify_ that the market value of 

ratables is perhaps 8½ million dollars. Assuming that taxes 

will reasonably be 3% of market value, the obligations to· 
I 

local Jurisdictions ~mould be $255.,000. 

Operations will require around=the=clock attention, 

particularly if drum gates are used, which they should be, 

and the maintenance of the 

itself is an unknown quantity depending on the work necessary 

to control th~ growth of plant life, etc. Operating costs, 

therefore, should be estimated at between $50,000 and 

$100,000, let 0 s say $75,000. 

In adding these figures together, the annual expenses 

for the 35=year period would therefore be $1,074,800 per year. 

Since the daily cost of operation will b® $3,000 = 

$1,074,800 divided by 365 days= the true cost of raw water, 

if the entire average throughput is charged for, will be 

$115 per million gallons=- not $25 recommended by the 

Advisory Committee for 'salable water only. 

Having reviewed the c6st estimate, let 9s look at 

the income projection. 





Tll.eAdvisory Committee's engineer has stated that 40 mgd wiJl 

avail for usej Gauging figures incontrbvertibly show that this 

cannot be so inan average year. With allowance for evaporation' and 

seepage, two substantial items brushed off in earl1:er testimony, both 
. -
our experts can show that about '26 million gallons a day is the 

average maximum available for all-purposes. 

If the-entire average throughput of 26 mgd were sold at the 

Advisory Committee's suggested prfce of $25 per mgd, the da1ly·1noome 

would be $650, or $237,2.50 per year. 

Ho~ever~ their proposal 1s that 10 mgd shall be used for stabil-

ized flow without charge and .that the excess shall be sold., Tf only 

the salable excess of 16 mgd is sold at $25 per mg, the daily income. 

is $400J ~r $146,ooo.per year~ 

Heres let me state that ~n a really dry year there won'. t be 

, more than 10 mgd to -sell for use, which means that with proper ' 

allowance for the safety_factorg annual income cannot be more_than: 

$91,2,50, .or,· say, 8% of inc.ome necessary to make the project self-

11quidat1ng. 

The Advisory Committee enunciated, as one of the cardinal 

principles, that projects of this sort should be self-liquidating., 

With this point our Committee agreese But we charge that s.272 1n 

Section 21, Paragraph B» puts its hand slyly into the pqc~~ts of 
' '. ' 

JNew Jersey tax payers. Since the net revenue derived from the 

Delaware and Raritan Canal.is so small a part of the general funds, 

substantial new taxation will be necessary. 

To 0 avoid as .much repetition as possible, I have not touched 

on many equally important factors .. On these other points I commend. 

you to the testimony of other -opponents. 

In any event, it 1s clear that the .Advisory Committee has made 

no case for its proposalsc Its Chairman, however, has asked :('or 





. constructive criticism and here• 13.re our 

1. 'l'hat an. Advisory Committee be reconst-it~te~ to. con13'fder 

related planning problems inherent 1ri Jdequa:te 'W~ter.sl.lJ?piye. ·Tnat 

... 1t abandon the policy of. secr.ecy. '!'hat 'the dtre·ct superyt$1on 1:3.nd 

staff should be fu1,1·· time employees of~he.·•c6mm1tt~ee' 'Th~t .it ··shqulci. 

be :advisory to the Government in planbi,ng for a.nd educa.:tlng 
. . 

people but not a promoti'onal agency. 

2. '\Ile reaffirm· the princtple that. ground wat~r sources are 

always :pref ~rab1~ because they assure better. pall:3.tab111'ty and a~,t. 
a .natural filtration bed for potability ~nd hence sho.uld be fully .. · 

. . . • •· ' . 1' 

stud.led before we splash the .New Jersey countryside w;th: surface 
". ,• ' ' '· ' '.' 

reservoirs which will pr.obably be obsolete in the. years ahead":> In , 
this_connection wewil.loffer 1n evidence two such potentials as 

worthy of consideration. 

3 9 We recommend that the Leg1s lature : study and act on approi- , 

pr1ate legislation to enforce conservation of ex1st1ng water resourc.es 

to include. a defini t16n of the rights and lim1 tat ions. on, riparia;n 

users and to control ur,dim:1. ted pumping t>r unrestrained: flow .of · 

private wells. (For discussion of subject,· see Engineering News .. 

Record of.Mat 9th.) 

4 •. We a],so recommend a review of. our anti-pollution laws anq. 
.- ' . .. 

enforcement practices. · This should include 11m1 tations of trunl:c 

sey.,er construction and compensation of diminished stream flow that 

adversely·affects riparian rights. 

5. We recommend that the Legislature implement 

developmental studies. to determine the characteristics and i:>roper 

uses of the various areas in relation tOTocal. water ,avails leading 

to an eventual dispersal of industry.in keeping with the residentlal 
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' ' 

and commercial community, to promote the economic healtl) 
' ' 

of· the'commonwealth. 
' ' ' 

' ' 

pplaud and encourage· action by thEf Legfsla.p11re 

provld~ max1murn'cobpera:ti6rt with our ne1ghbor1rig .. states for 
,. ·-. . .. :. -,•:. · .... · ..... . :_· __ :, ;··- .. ·.•_:.:. 

d~veiopment . of · the Delawa:r-e .Htver supp1y and flo.ocL contrql~ >; 

It 1s qur' flrm conv1ct1on• that t•f all our cit1ze.ns 

take positive 

results.woµld 'be.notable, 

· 7. We recommend that in. t11e 1nterlm of. using Dt3 
. ' 

' water supply, the R,ound valJ.ey >site now owned by the 

· activa,ted from an 1.ntra.-s.tate supply. 

8. we recommend that 1nthe 1nter10lof cdmplet 
' ' ' 

. develppment of' underground resources that no st.1rface res 
' ' ' ' 

be constructed except in.the face of urgently (iemo?ls'trat'eci 
' ' ' 

w1 thin the, .. 11mfts /of sound econ~my and; :prude11ce, 
' ' ' 

9. we suggest that a bona, issue refex-endum· • 
,. (. :, ··_.- ' ·. ' 

submfttec1, to the. voters .short of detailed plans, spec1f1catlons and' 
. . ' . .· ' 

. cost estimates since there is an implied promise the project/ 

had for the. amount st1pula,ted; 

. will· conclu.si vely 

Tha.nk.yoU. 
(J\Pplause) 





SENATOR DUMONT:'· Are there _any questions of Mr. Test? 

·stNA.TQR CRANE: Yes. 
···.MR. TES,T: · senat9r Dumont, we ha:ve · one othir · witness who is 

·.1' . . 

dolzig consulting work :Vor the st:. t.awrence S$a~ay, and he proba_bly 
l•I . ' ' 

will not·be available at another 'hear.t.ng. I am perfectly,w!Tling. 

to a:nswer questions; but could l be permitted. ta yield nc,w·arfd. 
come back- later? -

SENATOR DWONT: How long is he going to takie?• l haw asked 

Mrs. Hughey to speak. ' . She has been here for.three days now. 

MR .. TEST·: · His answer is about half an hour.-··· 

·. MR •. WERNER SCHMID:- , I· am going to be away for the rest of 
'•• • • '•,. •• • I ', 

next week and. I am planning to leave for t.ondon, England; te 

attend an internation•l conre·rence. I won•'t be back until September. 
"·• . 

SENATOR DUMONT: All rigl:>:t,; Senator Crane. Ask yGur _·• 
question. 

. . SENATOR· CRANE:. Mr. ·test., you are Chairman of the 

Citizens Committee _for a Sound .Water Plant 
...... ' •. . ( . 

Ma.;, TEST:· That is correct.· 

SEN.A.TORCRANE: How many members are there?-
, ,,. . ;-~-

· MR. 'TEST:- we·have about 2,;8094· 
··,,., 

.. SENATOR CRANE.: And whe_re do ·they reside? 

MR. TEST:· 

f lrs·t stated. 

\/er largely in 0,ur. ·watershed. area., as l 

SENATOR CRANE::, In Mercer and J:iunterdon counties? 
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SENATCR CRANE: . Are there any persons outiHde · Qf Mercer?; 

MR. TEST: 'Frankly:, ·we have grown so raptdly that l oa1i:tt 
give y0u that informs.it on right. new,: :1 do11·•t· know. 

. ·. 

SENATCR CRANE:> l see.. Now,. tihese ophlloas. were they 

formulated :fer you by a ccnnrnittee <>f experts or is this your 

own individual testimony? 

. ·m. TEST: . The facts as presented are ·rorJnulated fr·om · 

the f indltigs of :expertsi t:b.e stand ls a group mov, f of· t:he; Exec~ ... 
t ive Cammi t te.e • · . . · . · . 

SllATCR CRANE: Cotdd you tell me who the expert-s iri!f 
·. . . ' 

· I mean. a.re they water emtt'neers? 
· MR~ TEST: ':Yes t1ui~ed so~ You wtll :be V8f'Y tn"ttCh Impressed .. 

with Mr. Schmid. wbo- will beo}laext,· ,re wlll'also have tc,stlmony· 

. from Dr·. Taylpr .Thom who is on govermr1~nt work ta Lou'faiarma at. 

·. tlie moment and ca~not testify to-r himself• We have Char 1 ~s 

Capen, , retired engineer of ,tlie North Jersey .Cenunl·sslon, and 
we have Homer ··san:fo1rd,;, who ls aiso_ an engineer. 

ms,.- mJGH~: Six ;iuin<ht1rltt.en: pageso 

SENATOR DtJMONl': Can yeu_come back another day? 
MR·s 'UT<'l'l"!ill:l'~o 

· ·•·.- llUU-.[llj·~ Iii 
. . . 

SarATOR 1!)tJMoNT·: .. We:11;, we thought that we would probably 

meet the week after next~ l realize that. that.ts the 4th of 
. ' 

Julywtek, but we ceuld meet early ln that week. t• the flr'st 

place_- it would a.ppea:r· that l>y tJ!at time we could get to re-

buttals as.cl lt ~0uld give more adequate time for each side . 
. to start· preparing their~ rebuttals. · Ncni, · I denlt know about. 

Senator Crane;. but "I have to. Joe -nr up iii the :taortil.ern pat"t 
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of the state by 8 ofclack so that I'd appreciate it if we could, 

finish ttpo · Oh, he has to be. in New Hampshi:reo 

MRSo HUGHEY: ·· 1 came up from Vlrglniao 
. . 

SENA.TOO DUMONT: Oh you want to go back t.hereo l:tliink we 

owe yot.1. the opportunity to go on·here, this will be your 

third day herej) so you may te$ti:f'ynowo 
,. --·· .. 

MRS., ANN HUGHEY: Thank you very mueij Senator Dumont., 

SenatorDttmont and the other gentlemen of this committee, 

·1 am Ann Hughey a.nd I speak,not only for my~elf but also for 

my husband George Hughey., Lt., Commander; United States Navy9 

Night Flghter Squadron 74., One hardly dares :refer to the 

Smith Report anymore for fear that the cited section is to 

be c or:rected by the errata sheet being prepared., But since 

1 have not yet beenfu:rnlshed my.sheet of correctfons I 

would. invite attention ti!) .Page 8 nwnber .. IO' of t.lle Smith 
- . . ' . . -

Gommtttee:ts Report., where it is set out a$ a gtt!dimg 

principle "dlslocation of people is all lmporta.nttv .. 

Since thi 1s conside:rJation ls endorsed by ihe Report and since 

s,ta'.bl 11 ty of homes as a value goes to the roots CJf good 

American life, we feel that tats semator-18.1 committee should 

hear an example of' what d1$,il~cation under the Smith proposals 

would mean to familleso 
. . . 

When we mov~d · to ou:r house tn: Princeton Township we 

were making our 41st, and we believed last., perma~em.t move 

in the Service llf e., We acqtHred our place so taat we would 

have a base, could establish. roots and could create a long-

range center of solidarity to the otherwise chaos olNavy livingo 
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These.needs are so tmpo:rtant to us.ihatwe we~t far beyond 

the usu.al efforts of new homeowners in fixing up our place .. 

After purchasing, we spent Ute first ten months m.ovhig cur 

house; 0nlyoae who has moved a house can fully rea.Ii:ze 

the struggle it entails 9 ! ean only say that it CC>mbiaes all 

the headaches and heartaches.of btt11ding 9 of remodelling and 

of buying., pll.uso · Certahdy9 when one has mo,red a hotts~ one 

feels entitled to live in it foreve:ri> Besides movlnij the 

house we went s'ixty miles to Greenlanes 9 · Pennsylvallia t-o 

bring, eld floor boards \incl' other materials ta iaeilf'f)ll)f'ate 

into ou:r place., . I:rc>nically9 tb.ese materials wete beim.g, 

rescued from houses being lnunaa.ted by the Gt"eenlanes Re~ervolt"o 
. 

I reel te the hlgh1 ! ghts of this pers:onal hi stQ:ry, te give 

an idea of the type of sac:riflces the Stony Brook Reservoir· askso 

One could not :be so selfish as to·draw at.tentlomto individual 

problems were this Reservoir pi"oJect well analyzed and founded 

on specifies. As presa:rirted.9 the> p:r~Ject ts so vague 'that .tt 

:le~ countless conflicts to be :resolved. At these discussions 

here 9 and in this .Smith Repeirt9 I have heard and seen ma,Qy 

specific answe·rs put fort~V for examples the Reservoir would 

provide .:,so mam.y gallons· f low9 allid s~ om:, but I 
··\., 

have 1\'iot learned the formulat 9 lQDf'J):reclse values· by which 

these answers were seeuredo My mathematics stopped after 

college caleului but evem at that 9 ·lt does seem that te, .. 

come up with specif le amswers · lf'.\&.as the Smith ·Rep0rts there 

must have been specific figures in the soltttion., Where are 

the numerical percentages of evaporatlon9 perculat!o:n. 9 





. . .• . . 

:ralnfall, present· flow of Stony Brook and so on that would 

seem to be needed to provide answers on flow!! If var.la.hies 
. . . -

or guesses were used · 11a the equ.atd. on9 ts not the answer 
. . . . - .. . 

also a variable2 We :f'~el that the figures to tlie left of 

the equation, of the equal sign In the equaslon 9 should have 
. . 

been presented along with the answers. 

Page 2 of the Smfth R.epo:rt says that detailed data wlil 
'.be filed, we should·ask has this been dom.e, and .if s0s, should· 

not this basic 111f'ormation be part or the record of this 

~earing.as considerably more vital data than the genera,l!ties 

in which the proponents continue to speak!! ·ce:rtain.ly., l!>efore 

asking families to give tt}).t.helr homes and, as ln our case, 
such trreplaceables as a 4 I/2 % mortgage, certainly at the 
very least as aprelimlmary.11 an accurate up=to=date contour 

map of the area should be prepared and published., Comqiiss,ioner 

McLean in support.lng the bills has suggested thls procedureo 
·, .. ••. . . 

Further, if all the e,agineei"lng conflicts were resolved.11 

then as to Cbst t.h.erewettld seem to be p:roblemso Without kn.ow= 

ing what is to be :bottght l'low can any p:rfce be set on the cost 
of this reservatr? 

is allotlng. tao much t?r' not enough? · Accu.irate» careful cost 

appraisals should follow the e:mglnee:ri11g contour s't.udieso lt. 
would seem wrong·to pay off the individttals who lose their 

homes at 8e on the dolla:r,11 as the blll lmp1lcitlyp:rovlc:1es!> 
.This has neve:r been the Amerlcanp:rlnclple 51 and we feel that 

the State of New Je:rse:y should not launch su.ch a p:racticeq · 
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In its zeal to underwrite public good~ this Legislature should 

be equally tenacious in guarding against improper methods and 

infringement of individual rightso We would respectfully 

urge this Commission to revise the present bills as follows: 

In our opinion, it is only fair play to provide first 

that. the necessary engineering studies that would have to go 

before reservoir construction be required to precede any land 

acquisition. It would seem wise to add a pol icy statement 

that wherever possible these engineering studies should be 

adjusted to affect the fewest number of prope:rty owners., 

Dredging that would achieve deeper lakes over a smaller 

area should be considered« 

Second, in our opinion it is only fair play to postpone 
/ 

any authorization for costs other than these engineering 

studies until accurate appraisals can be made of the sites 

actually determined necessary for the reservoir. 

we would further urge that in studying these bills 

this Committee not lose :sight of Senator Crane us caution on 

allowing citizens unnecessa:rily to become doormats to p:rogresso 

We feel that page 9 of Senate Bill 273, the paragraph 

comprised of lines 11 to 20, even though judicially suppo:rted 9 

ls an insult to individual rights. Particularly is it 

insulting here, in view of the incomplete studies on which 

this bill is based~ As a p:ractfcal matte:r, such procedure 
' 

leaves individuals without a remedy and removes former 

remedies which in themselves were only imperfecto We ask 

that this ugly clause on page 9 be eliminatedo 

We rely on this Committee aggressively to seek a 





solution to this resoluble problem which does not disregard 

the individual 9r his rights 9 a solution which balances acts 

in the name of public good with traditional individual 

interests. Thank you. 

(A.Pplause) 

SENATOR DUMONTg Which section? I know you said Senate 

Bill 273, but which section? 

IVIRS. HUGHEY~ rtis on page 9 and itvs the paragraph 

comprised of lines 11 to 206 It•s the Clause which. permits 

administrative authority to take 9 and then later citizens 

can litigate. It would seem to me 'that as a matter of 

bargaining, the State has the right of condemnation and the. 

individuals certainly should be allowed their r,emedies in 
. . 

courto I dontt think that individuals litigate unless there 

is good reasono rtis expensive and itts certainly time 

consuming. This way, they can· be put out with no place· 

to 1 ive., They can be handed any so:rt of a figure the 

State desires, and then they can spend.years and expense 

trying to get thei:r money out of their place to put into 

something elsee 

SENATOR CRANE: Are you an attorney, Mrso Hughey? 

l\JlRS. HUGHE)': I am a g:raduate of the Temple Law SchooL 

I was Editor-in-Chief of their Law Quarterly., We studied 

water problems 9 tooo 

SENATOR CRANE~ Mrs" Hughey,11 would you please re~read 

that portion of your talk in which you referred to page 8 of the 
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New Jersey Water Resou~ees,~dvisory Committee 9 somewhere 

where you said it was advocating dislocationo 

MRS., HUGHEYg Page 8 9 number lOo No.I) I did not say 

it was advocating.I) I said that they had set out as one of 

their guiding principles that dislocation of people is im= 

portant. I felt that that ~ave me my irigh.t to speak as an 

individual& As far as the co:rnmittee was concerned 9 they 

assumedly were guided by this tho~ght although I don.rt see 

that they have given much consideration to ito 

SENATOR CRANE~ You feel that they are referring to 

the human factor 9 or overlooking it? 

MRS. HUGHEYg I feel that they blandly refer1red to it 

and then subsequently overlooked ite I 

certainly woul dn 1 t consider you gentlemen as dcd.ng the same~•> 

howeve:r& 

SENA TOR CRANE n Mrs o. Hughey youve suf felred th1rough a U 

these hearings with us 9 do you believe there could be such 

a thing known as a nhappyn :reservoir site? 

is sound could be a very happy reservoir site 9 I think the 

people would feel that they shouldrt•t be so selfish as to 

stand in the way of ito Certainly the Presid~nt of Princeton 

University said he would not interpose the university land 

if the plan was sound.I) but I th.ll.nk that we feel that the 

ethics involved.I) the incomplete info:rmatiton 9 the lack of 
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detail, the complete. out ... of-proporbi'comr<ito:,cd>st-, asking people 

to take 8 cents on their dollar-~ I Just don 1 t think that we 

should Just standby and not speak up against it. 

SENATffi CRANEg You believe that more information would 

make the plan more acceptable to you as $Omething you could. 

base your own decision on? 

lVIRSo HUGHEYg As it now stands.I) everyone that is affected 

or not affected"" t.hey don•t.know if they are affected or not 

affected because no co9toµr map has been prepared, onl~ very 

general areas have been suggestedo I think that many of the• 

people who oppose it.I) if they felt that the information was 

sound and complete and. they knew where they stood.9 they.would 

be more philosophical abi:.H1t it., 

SENATOR CRANEg Ih othe:r words if you wex-e reassured 

about the ,info:rmation·that th.ls was a good reservolr 9 one 

that would produce the capabilities that have been referred 

to., that you would then be able to make up your mlnd l:n its 

favor? 

MRS., HUGHEY: No., I thHak also that the cost would have 

t~ be put into llneo It they said they were goJng to take a 

certain amount of land to make· a reservoir$ that would be :able 

t.b produce a certai,n amou!?,t of wate:r and the result that was 

necessary, the11 they should pay people fairly. I don't think 

they have allowed enough money to do thato 
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S:ENATOR CRANEi Well now, how much mcme:y to your mind 

· has been a 11 owe-d? 

MR.So HUGHEYg A fouf'teen mi 111 on total 2 and I questioned 

Mro Ritter as to how much was allowed for land a.Cqui~ition 

which is the onlly thing l feel I know t can speak cm 1 and he 

said in the Princetol'1\ area, the Stony Brook area. 9 two 
,. 

million was alllowed and be allowed a 15% increase on th.at 
' ' . I 

from 1955 I beH.eve it wasil that b:rings it Up to about 

$2 9 _300 2 0000 Then you divlde th.St by the number of acres 

invo1ved 9 roughly set out, on tnat·veryf)reliminary map 

which is ill the mlddle of their booklet, and· you come .out 

with about something·like $1500 an acre., which includes 

, improvement o - 1 think l f you go out and 1 ook at some ie>f 

the pl,ces out there you Will ttnd that that9 s rldlealouso 

SENATOR CRANEg Well now 9 M:rs .. Hughey 0.00000 
, 1 

MRSo HUGHEYg -Excuse me, now al$Q that 15% increase 

that he admitted.was necessary has to come out of the l 

milll!on which he said was set aside for :roads and all othe:r 

reimbursements., presumably utllities and whatnot .. · SQ if 

you take $300 9 000 out @f that million you doatrtl\a.ve as much 

as perhaps you( should have left for the :roads and a.11 the 

other things thatba.ve to be pa:ldo 

SENATOR CRANEi Wel 1 now9 Mrso Hughey 9 you\.fe been. 
taking averages hereo Donut yott thin,k the:re is such·a, 
thing as individual· con.demn.ationo lnotherword$ 9 one man. 

might have a .home wo:rth $100.,000o 9 anoth~:~an might have a 
' 
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farm with many5 ma.n;y acres. It wouldn't be fair to hand 

the man with the house with a $100 9 000 val uatlon ··on.it 

$1100 for his acJre and then walk away and pay the farmer 

more., would it1 

MRS.. HUGHEYg · No ., ., ., but 

SENATOR CRANEg WeU then 9 do you think that thatts 

the way they intend to pay it? 

IVlRS., HUGHEYg, l don.It know 9 they haven•t said ... .I 

think that some of those things should be clarlfied,,and 

I think that $1500 peE" acre even for bare land is very 

minimum .. Anywhere you go in the United States today land 

is about $1000 an acre 1 I believe., as a minimum and cer= 

talnly in our area It ls decidedly hlgh~r than that .. 

SENATffi CRANEg Do yoU know the actual eva1ua.tion.of 

land on which taxes aire paid in your area? 

MRS., HUGHEVg _I know in Princeton Township they "had a 

complete reassessment last Fa..ll½ they U$ed market value .... 

real value = and at the time whim we were a.11 diseus~fng 

ou.r .taxes they said that no land had sold anywhere iP. the 

Princeton Township area foir under $3,,000 fq'the last few 

year~ and that was a ba.sic :beginning and people's properties 

were assessed upwards f:r.om that., Thats s acreage~ that does 

· not inc 1 ude improvements,, 

SENATOR CRANEg · Are you awaf'e of any recent saJ.es that 

might uphold the finding~ of the realtors who advised as to 

102-A 





MR.So HUGHEYg Are you asking me who advised on the 

township assessment? I think that Mr o Mason, the Mayor 

can answe:r on tha ti but I be 1 ieve it was a firm in Cleve 1 ando 

SENATffi CRANEg Noo 1 am talking about there being 

recent sales in you:r location. Do you think that they 

would tend to substantiate you:r high values» or tend to 

substantiate the values placed on the project by the 

engineer,staff? In conjunction with realtors• advice? 

Which engineeicl staff? You mean$ 

the Smith Advisory':Committee 0 s enginee:r? 

SENATOR CRANE~ Yes. 

MRS. HUGHEY~ I think that recent'sales would decidedly 

underline and emphasize the correctness of the value~ I've 

mentioned. 

SENATOR CRANEg .If you were shown that the four. mosst 

recent sales tended to support the findings of the engineering 

staff of the Smith Report,would you feel that they had more 

of a right to inject the figure they did? Do you think 

MR.So HUGHEY~ Well .11 my p:rel imina:ry feeling would be 

that they have only found one little recent sale somewhere 

that is perhaps 'not gen.e:rally indicativeo Now.I> I know you 

~ay feel that that sounds prejudiced but we have all been 
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affected by the manner in which the p:roceedings p:rior to 

the hearing were conducted - so you'll forgive me lf I say 

that& 

SENATOR CRANE~ Nol) thatts quite allright .. But the 

point I wanted to make is that if there can be a latitude 

of flmding for val UC?9 then it· is not fair to apply a giiven:.;ave rage 

and say it's unfair because my house is wo:rth sp much mo:re 

therefore all these other properties are worth so much moree 

lVIRSo HUGHEY~ I always let a man win an argumento 

SENATffi CRANE~ I give up.. Thank you 9 Mrso Hugheyo. 

SENATOR DUMONT~ Mrs .. Hughey, Princeton Township where 

you live, I believe 9 is the only munlcipaUty in the s.tate 

that is now assessing 100% of true or market value 9 is that 

right? 

mse HUGHEY~ To my knowledge. 

SENATOR DUMONTi Thank you~ very much. Are there any 

other questions? Senator o•ri11ara?. 

Ex Senator O tJMY\.RA! No questions 

SENATOR DIBJONT g Dr. Schmid•" 

witness today. 

This will be the last 

DRo WERNER SCHMID ·~ I wou.ld like to thank you, Senator 

Dumont, for allowing Mrso Hughey testifyo I think she has 

made a better general introduction to the subject 3.bout which 

I am going to spieak 9 than l would have been able to, because 

I wi 11 be presenting some of those detailed invest! gati ons which 

should have been made and were not madeo Ny name is Werner 

Schmid, I am an Assistant Professor in civil engineering at 





.•·. Ptinceloh Uniy~r~iiY~_._·. I hav~/beeri askecf l>:Y ~r:~•.t_e'~t, 
:cha.irmail .····ot· th~ cif r;ehs i •··committee fbr:. a·•'sound·· V/~t-~r .. Pl~n····· 

. .. . . . .. ·. --· .. ·-:· - .· .. . .. - . - " . . -

to revle111 the· proposais•·r:.eg~-~·c1rrtg ~fen.ate. Bills Nos~/272 and.·· 

. 273 i~:rore your c.ommi_t_tee;:,.rr.•bnt a.i:1,engineerlrig •. pq~nt. .cit. 

- ·.; . . 
., .. _ 

I have de~lt wltll w~ter dev-elfipme~t problem~ :tor a; 

considerable time.· .. ·· initf~lly wbrking with the 'Bavarian .·· 

. Power andt:ight ·company on t~~-hydrO-electrtc: P;Ower dev~lop- . 
.• m~nt ·or th·e Yser River, l., later condUcted _t.h~ r~ise~~ch on·.······ .· 
· dam· ~tefial · and Ccinsttucti6n Ori.the_ ;350 :r~·.r,iood ~Cmt~oi · 

. ' . . . . . . . . . ".. :i.·•. 

dam ln the Bavariari Alps.~ i_M:o:fe re9ent-ly l have. b~en tettchf:n·g 

... Water Supply Engineering a~ .L.afa}'et~e Col fege, ;E;a·stori,· Pa.,.·· 

for a couple of years., Last ta:11 I conducted the s•oil 
engineering tests ~n the'A~ni llla~e~!als :rof the er6sioriic.~n~ 

. . 

·. t:rol dams which were to. be buiJ.t by the U~S Soil Conserva-< 

tion Service <in the Stony Br~·o~'.WaJetshed areaf and acted .. 
as an· advfsor on certaJn d.e.slgn fiatures for 't~ese. str-uct.ures •. ' . 

At the moment, , be:sides t'e~chirl9, ln the C~.vJ l ·. Eng!n_~ertng 

Department of Prin~eton university, ·1 spend_ a~out o~~:•half tif . 

. my time as. a consu:ltane.Jn the.:st .. : Lawrence•. Sea:waY:. 8.nd 'hydro"'." · .... 
.. power· development pt'o•J~ct"• .. 

·. The statements set fo:rth l>~low. are based pn and derl'veq ;> .. 
frqm a study of the ~Ollo~ing_ ~ateriaJ:· 

. 1) · • The Tippets~fo:.bbett-Meeatthy~st~atton. ;t-~p6~t: . _., .- ::•' . . . . . 

The .First Report o:f :(oi·:New •Jers~y Water Resou~c~·s .. : .· 
· Advisory ·comm! ttee.,·. Apri,1· 25, 1957;. l.n .partlc:ula:r, ·.· 

Exhibit E of thl s "r.ei;,6:rt.. . . . . . . .. .. 
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3) .. :Run.6ff .clata 'and·••Qthet· .information•ftirnfshed·-by ·.· 
. t1.·. S ~. Q-eological Su1"vey ~d oth~r.-re·der&.f ••· .. ··· .... 

agencle~. · 
•• h) .·· My ite.p6rts t-o'.•iie'., ti)s •· Coris~r•ati~n- S:ett_YfGe····•on · · 

· the soil properties cnf 4am site no.· 4 in ·th~·- ·•·· 
Stony .Brook· Watershed._· .·· (Thfs i$ .not a published ·· · . report} ••· ·· ·· ·· · .· ·· · · · · · ·· · · ·· · .·· 

5}, The ••transcript .~f :•ttie ;i~stimony .on.Senate'··a111.s 
t No. 27? and 273 given.<befe>re this committee .. on 
·.· ... · June 6:, 1957 o ••·· .• : · . ··._ .·· ·. ··_ .. ··. · · .· ··. ·· ··• ···•· · .. ·• .·· · ·· 

The develdlpm.ent of an· ,dequate wat~xo:-s11pply in ~he. ·-sta:tJe of 

.· l\Tew Jersey for a. crap!dly--grewf;'ng poputation and exr,aitd!ng . 
· lnciustry is a ..• s~r!Qu$· ~-nd ~ompficated. problem. >:Everybody ..•. •. •· • 

.·· .. · concer.ned with' thJ:s qu~·s~l.cni b,_ he·;),m:·or out of ~hf empl9y\' .. •. 
, • •• f, . ... . ·~· . ~:; 

of the State,. governmentris~'bt1if' be commended for any et'foits .· .. 
in tfjring to' alie,iate'a'.gr.a\r~:iituation •.. · Ht,wever'~- tryin~· _•·· 

. to do .•. something one> wa:f'ti,>r\.·an~ther ,and.attacking the' problem:: 
-wii·~ly and· int~lli'gentlf:aJe .twb- eht,l:rely differenf 1:.hlng·s. ' 

. . . . '. ' .- ·. - . . . ... ., . 

support, ·or the bllls ,a;$ ~9arcetnde1e4 and m~st fr~gmt,nt.aty. 
·.· Not ev~n the stmple~i' most'tu~damental p1rell1111niry:;tnve~tl;a-, 

tions_ far the two projects ·n,ave be~n made a~d :v,~t, ·get1tJ~me11,·. 
you are asked to decfde whether th~ Sta,te. sllould plunge in~6\< , 
a .·14 M~l:1:.i_on·_:qo:~-lra,r Bond lss~e\; :· 

,·It may bewell:meant/ but·it:·,teveais poor .~tatesm8.nship .· • .. · 
if th~ State is catapalte~ fat~;:\118.ter devel~pmE3n:t ::p~o~ects> L. . : 

. which tan only be called financiai advent,ur:ef '7try:::~llt~lY: to ; 

... end \lp in financial' f'lascfo~ '. ·Such a procedure .. l11 ~nly: harm 

· the sott11d d$velopment of New /~rsey?·~ water ireso~t-6~s !n the 





I shall prove and submit evlde:nce below9 that the 

claims_ regar·ding the actual water which wo"IJ!ld be supplied 

by the two projects are impossible, well, lam almost 

tempted to say fantastic. 

I sha.11 also discuss shortly the problem of water 

quality and elaborate on the en_gineet"ing preparation for 

the proposed projects., 

1) The Expectable Water Supply from Spruce ~un and 
Stony Brook., 

The Advisory Committee report recommends the 

immediate purchase of all the land for 2 onljloriver 

reservoirs, Sprue~ Run and Stacy Brook, and completion 

of the ·Spruce Run Reservoir as soon as possil)le, con-

struct! on of the Stony Brook Reservoir 2-5 years . later 

at a total cost for both projects completed_of $14 

Milliono 

These reservoirs would retain the excess flood flows 

in these two upper tributaries of the Raritan River and :re .... 

lease water during low flow perio~s., The respe~t'.f.ve:,:· rivers. 

themselves would act as the :raw water carriers for the addi-

tional water supply which may become availabie by the two 

proJectso 

· It is claimed that these-two projects ~6tlld; 
a) increase the minimum sustained flow at the 

confluence of the Millstone and Raritan 

Rivers from·a present 45 mgd to 100 mgdo 

107-A 





- In. total - it ls claimed the~e two piroJect$ would pTovide a mini• 

mum sustained flow of 200 mgd (including 20 mgd diverted by the 

Elizabethtown Water Compan.yl at the ct:.Hlfluence of the Raritan 

and 1Vfi 1 lstone Rivet's a,)]'1\d Jr qtll.otei 1feven if the worst drought 

on record (1930) shoulld happen agah11.n (From 1~AdviL~oiry Council 

Report, Exhibit E 9 page 22}.., 

Thls 9 Gentlemen. 9 is impossible and deirived from one of the 
- -

more fallacious arguments l have eveir encou.ll1ltet1e.do-

To clear up all the confusion. and ml~under'standh1g c:rea.ted 

by the thoughthrns manipulation of airbitTat>y flgures I wotdd. 

like to state a few fundamenta.ll. piri:n((;;ll.pleSJ f:l:rsto 

1) 

2) 

No amount of human interference on a watef'shed 
like dam$ a:rnd lI'e$e:rvoi1rs 9 wlll mat~irialLlly h1.;. 
f.ll.uence the 1wate:r ltncome't of this water$hed. 

-The amount of annual suirface wate:r 1runoff f1rom 
a water'shed is deteirmined by the annual pirec!pi= 
tat:lton diminished :by the evapo:ration9 the com-
:st11.mptive use of' the vegetaticn119 and the lnfl1t:ra= 
tion .into the ground water',. _ All these factof's 
are bey0:nd human cont:ro.ll. and vary fr0>m year to 
year.? hence, S©l will t.h.e :runoff., Howeveir 9 the average 
annuaJ. rv.moff for a la;rge mllmbet> of consecutive 
years ls usually rather constanto 

Spending cap.n~t exceed income neitlle:r lri a 
monetawy budget and pa.irtieu1Larly not.in a 
water budgeto 

To prove my claim that the pTOm!sed benefits; ofthe two projects 

are impos~ible even for the 8:verage year 9 I will e$tab11sh and 

discuss in detail a :realisrt!c water l:rudget for the Stony Brook 

and Spruce Run Reservoi:r~. Theire is su.fficient !nfot>mation and 

runoff data available!> 
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A) In determ:hdng tlle a.mount of water avalla:fule fl1il:r 

water supply ptt:rposes~ er the required storage capacity to ;:ro= 

vide water durfng dry I)eriods, orte usually eonslders a sequence 

of dry years C):r a year wlt.h an exfatem.e dry per 1od o 

Below I shall :ti:rst·lnvestfg~te tht water budget 

fo:r the average year· and la~et the budget for a· n.um:ber Qf 

consecutive dry years. 

Water Budget fo"f tb.~(':p~b~o~ed stony Brbhli. •fteserirolrg 
a) Water income~ Dfi."~Ct :runoff' recotci§ fr,6m St~iy 

Brook are .. oniy: ava.!la:ble for the. pJirtod f't'aill· 
December 1953 to September 1956;, · i.: e. for- 33 months .. 

However;, runoff :records slnce 1930 a.re a:valla:ble 
. . . 

from the adjacent Neshaaic Creek gaging station at 

Reav!lle. A0 eomparlsonof.these data for a 21 month. 

period forwhlc:hpa:rallel d!scha:rge ir~cords existed 

last week 5,hows that for this inter'val the day 

average dfs'charge was:: 

for the Stony Brook~ Oo80 mgd/sqemile 

f o:r the Nesha.nie Creek~ Q>&77 mgd/sq&mi le 

A comparison ~f' the totai m6nt.hiy secwnd :f'eet days 

for the two sta.tie:as in general show excell~nt. agf'eement and 

.!dentfcal rttnri'ff per square mile except fo:r the months with 
frequent localized precipitation (thtutderstt]itmsJ • 

. The dis charge rtgures for the Stony Brook as well 

as the discharge for· the· ~eshanlc Creek ( in ink) corrected. · 

for the same watet'shed area are appended to this lettet'''.Whieh 





I would like to submit in evidence as 

Exhibits A=l. A=2 and A~3 (Pages 135All 136A, 1.37A) . 9 

It thus is permissible to use the twenty=f:ive year records 

of runoff data from the Neshanic Creek co:r~ected for the 

respective watershed area as the corresponding runoff records 

for Stony Brook,.. These data have been used to plot the mass 

diagram, io e" the cumulative runoff:i:' for Stony Birook since 

1930 (Exhibits B-1, to B-5)o (Pages 138A to 142A) 

The sum total of all runoff from the Stony Brook for a 

38 sqare mi le waJ,ershed for the twenty=fou:r water years from 

October 1930 = September 1954 was 293 .. 3 billion gallons 9 

giving an average annual runoff of 12o2 billion gallonso That 

is an average of 33o5 mgd.,, This figure is in complete ag-

reement with information given in the TAMS Report which gives 

the average annual surface runoff (Plate 1=7 page l=llt) for 

the Stony Brook Watershed 

as Oo85 mgd/sqomill.e 

hence o.85 x 38 s 33.3 mgd~ 

The driest year during the period af record had only art annual 

mean discharge of 15 .. 4 mgd.. What is actually now available 

from the total runoffg 

1) Non=manageable supplyg · 

Except for water reservoirs wlth a vast storage 

capacity it is in general impossible to exereis·e operational 

control over all the runoff for the following :reasong 
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It is impossible to predict the future runoff on a 

n:tontp;ly basis or even a weekly basis in more than a general 

anq average way and tll~ d~gree of reliability is about the. 

same as that for long raQp~ weather f6recastso The.operator 

of the.reservoirs hence will ~lways have to walk thedangerotis 

path between providing ample storage capacity t~ catch antlclp.;., 

ated flood waters on the·one nand and on the other hand, having 

too mu~h depleted h.i.s teservoll" supply in antlcipatlon. of flood 

flows which did not ma:erializ~., This applies l:n parti~ula:r to 
. . 

the spring floods when the:re~ervolr is :fllled from heavy winter 

discharges,. As soon ~s the reservoir is filled,, additicmal flood 
/ 

flows must be discharged over the dam spillway,, hence they are 

beyond the control of·the :reseirvoiir operator for con.servationo 

This also applies to the flasli floods of the hurricane seasono 

As an exampl~ the situation before the recent floods 

in August 19.55 could be conslde:redo During that flood a total 

amount of .5 b!~lion gallonsw6uld have been delivered to the 

stony Brook Reservoir within a period of twelve·; dayso Had the 

operator gambled on the occru.rrence of a flood Cillf su~h extent.9 

he could have had the reservoir down ,at a level giving him.· 

5 billion gallon stCJ1ra.ge capacity., loe,. he would have had a 

usable supply left of only 206 billion gallons... Had the storm 

then not materialize~ he would have seriously endangered the 

water supply du.ring the followllngdry months.9September and Octobero 

These risks lngenertal cannot be taken and therefore 

part of the flood fl@ws always will be lci$t o:r 9 

it, unmanageahle.. As this unmanageable sttpply 
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total discharge figure; -it must be subtracted. since it. ls ··:a' . 

water loss for the res~rvoir~ . ln. ~y optnton ;tia,e unmanageable 

supply for the .normal o't · bette~ than. iiorm.al ,:year: may be e~tl• 
mated to be ~bout 20% of th~ total runoff'; in a dry' ;e~r lt\ · 
may be estimated at lo'/, and ln an e?'tremely dry ··yea:r it wlll 

• J 

.2) Evapor,ation: 

. · . The !ncr:~ased evaporation fro~ the exposed watet . 
. . . 

surface. in an average· year . is estlma.ted at )8 .. fnches per yearo . 

·ior. an exposed sutfaceof 15.ao·~cres iteorrespolldstoam 

~va.poration loss of 

2250 acre, f.t." ..... ci.75, b~g./y·ear. -for ·•theaverage.··yrj .• , 

ln a dry year this figure should be increased t-o l:~O b•S• and 

in an· extremely dry year to 1.o.5 b.g.: (l:>11 lien gallons) .. 

3) Seetpage: 

· The high water, head on the dam wi 11 pf\l~du~e s.'"page 
. . . 

·· losses through the dam and the reservoir bottomo lt. is estimated 

they will be a'bout o:f the same magriltude as the ev~porat!on. losses, 

i.e. ~75 billion gallons per year. 

Losses enumerated under 1., 2 arid 3 are "deaq." loss~·~ l,eyond tbe · 

control of the reservoir operator. In addlt!on he has legal 

commitilii)tt',1~\ik:for 11 ltve" lo~ses or withdrawals,., A Ihtalmum sus-.' .. 
- . .. . . . 

tained flow. in the Stony Brook ~µst be maintained tn order to 

protect .the rights of, downstream r.ipa~ian owner$ ~t'. ~ll times " 
. during the yea:r •. ·· In thl:s connection l would 1 !ke to quote the 

T:A~S REPORT P• -11-9: 
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"It is the establ!sh~d. policy in New Jersey and 
elsewhere in ,the. Eastern United States to require 
projects involving diversion of.water from natural 
drainage basins to provide for ,11 'tcompensat!onf:i of 
low-water flows for the benefit.of·downstream~inter"" 
ests.. Under this poU.cy1 even though a project is 
designed to make withdrawals from the stream only 
when there would be an abundance of water 9 facilities 
would have to be included fo:r augmentation of natural 
low ... water flows to a degree dependent upon local con~ 
ditions .. This policy has been clearly set forth ln 
recent decisions of the. Supreme Court.of the United 
States in connect! on with the development of water . 
supplies by the City of New Yo:rk on the upper tributa-
ries of the Dela:·waire Rlver 9 and in actions ta.ken by . 
the Water Pol icy and Supply Councl 1 of the State of : 
New Jersey9 The water bills en.acted by the L.egislature 
in 1955 also recognized this pr>inciple by making an in= 
crease ln the sustained· r:1ow of the Ra.x-1 tan River at 
Bound Brook an integral part of the proposed. potalHe 
water development ( see Appendix :E) ~rt " 
.•, ' ··- - - . 

, •. 
The sustained minimum flow in the Stony Brook should be 10 

million gallons per day~ Actually this:sustained m!nimum flow 

csnri:pt;t st:rlct1y speakimg,!) be considered a. loss. It is a 

definite improvement a.nd will.insure downstream riparian 

opers a steady supplyo, .. 

Now1 we can compile the Water' Budget for the Aveirage 

Yearo I donv t think I hav~· to go thrrottgh th~ figures because 

they are Just confusing !f you hea:r themc l ·wo.uld Just 1 ike 
. . . . . . 

· to co~ent on the resid ts., (Budget Breakdown at.taehed) o 
. . 

!Ill Stony Brook.11·· the actual ava.i !able new raw water 

suppl:y ls -4.,65 bU.l!on gallons per day !n the average,year- 9 

ge!ltlemen& 

In Spruce Run. 9 the actual available supply is 7c0 billion 

gallons pe:r day 9 or 13,.4 million gallons per day., The/total 

riew raw water supplly9 hence 9 :for~ prejects ls ll~65 billion 

g'allt>rts 9 which could be either withdrawn on a continuous annual 





rate of 32•million gallons or it could be released as compensa-

ting flow during the about 100 days of low flow period in the 

Raritan at the rate of say 1201\/IGDo Hence even fo:r the average 

year the increased minimum sustained flow would not be 200 MGDo 

but at best 180 MGDc1 It should also be noted that both reservoir~ 

will be empty at the. end of each water year. 

. ' ' As stated earlie:r these water budgets for t,he average 

year give much too favorable a picture for the availability of 

water supplies in drier than average years. Exhibit C gives 

the total discharge from the Stony Brook Watershed for the years 

1930 to 1954., One can see that only 1n 12 years during this 24 
year period the runoff equalled or exceeded the average annual 

runoffo For the other 12 years this runoff was considerably 

below the annual average of 12o2 billion gallons., 

If we investigate the water budget for a normal dry 

year we get from Stony BI'ook an actual.available new raw 

.water supply of 3'i.3billion ga11ons 9 ,and from Spruce Run. an 
, raw 

actuaL.a.vailable ri'ew/wa.ter supply of 5.,5 billion 'gallons., 

i. e,. a total of 8 .. 8 billion gallons, or a sustained minimum 

flow of 88 MG;" per day during the 100 dry days - hence a 

·sustained minimum flow of 1501\tGD at the confluence of Mill-. 

stone and Raritan and not as promised 266 MGD .. 

As will be seen from Exhibit C these dr:J;er than 

average years .:usually occur as 2. or 3 succeeding dry years 

and they occur 12 times in 24 yearsa 



., ,i f. 

__::(),_, 
'--..~-



. I. 

How fantastic the claims for the amount of w:ater- which 
. . - ' ' 

.· will stipposedly be available by the 2 proJect•s TeallY are wtil 

become obvious when we investigate the water ,budget for,<the 
,· 

extreme dry year • 

ln the extreme dry year., i.e •. the water year .. 
. . 

· 19 30 - 19,31., we had a total runoff · fr 0111 Stony Bi-eok of 
. . . 

5.6 b.g •. · Subtracting unmanageable· supply· of o., evaporation 

of 1 ~5, Se~page of ·1.:.0 billion gaitons,; we have available: 
·. .·,.7 

to main.t~in a ~ustah1ed minimum flow of .3,.1 billion ~allons.~ 
. . 

or 8.5 million gallons- per day ~· h~nc~. the total rumoff ln. . 
. . . . 

an extreme dry yea:rwould not be suf'ficlent·to maintain a 
' . . ·. ' .. , 1 

.minimum· flow of IO-MGD ln ·stony Bro~k.. But. the Advfsory ·· 

· C.ouncil Report promtses 50 M:Gri ",9uring the. drought •.. 
· . •::1..,.~y, ... ~~·.,-Jtt ·.~ · ·/i;.•·ir· 'i. 

(for complete breakdown -• .. see pages 1 __ 28--A :~,n:d !?9-A). - .· 

In his.testimtmyMr. Ritter ·stated.that :these extreme 

dry·yeat's occur abou.t on~e every 5o y~ars· (Page 30~A of 
. - .. - ;, . . 

T-ranscript., Hearing Jun~ 6~ • By what arithmetic this ts 

f lgured is beyond my grasp~ . TJ;le record (and again l refer . 

here to Exhibit C) shows :that such extreme dry year:s ·with 
. . 

barely 6 or 7 billio~ galloris of: total annual rt.uioff .occurred 
., 

in 1930, 19.31 and 1953. That is three times in 27 years. · It 

. does not t'al:te an engineer· to flgur·e that this is more· than . 

. ·once in 5b years •.. 

'' .r-
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If we look at Tecof'ds over a lenger period, I think we . 

would probably arrive at a statistical occurrence of not every 

9th bu.t every 11th or 12th year.. This climatologiCal cycle 
., ' 

o:f 12 years inCidentally ls observed the world over a.nd ls 

related by some scientlsts, to the cycles of the sun spots .. 

ln al 1 these 1nvestltgatlons., gent1emen9 I have neg-

~lected yet one most ,important fact.or which also speaks 

against these pr<:»Jects. It .! s the :foll owfngg 

Except ,fe5lf' periods of d1rect storm water :runoff . 
' . 

all streams are.fed 1:>y the gr'ound watel". Du:rlng dry period$ the 
) -<" • ' -, ,_. ' • 

grou~q water level dtc,ps. and therefore the stret:i:m :flow diminishes. 
. ,.·,·· ' . ' . ,:-· ; 

I:f YQU now artlfltcial;y i~¢re~se the stream ffci; · by: tb~ dis~ ... . ,, •/ ,-•.---.' '•- ./' . ._, ., . . " ' " ,' . ' . 

. -.• 

in 1t"evierse feed the Qlf'(tl)ttndv.rater., Thtts, :releasing foir example 

:tOOrngd from.an upstire~m resetvoiir . .wlll not produce lOO mgd of 

addftlonal flow 30 mill~s downstreamo How larg~isttch losses . 

w6tild;be in addition t~ ;.,JJ~~ation losses and ,tosses daused 

by :riparian owners us!ng the rilo~l welcome s~pplf for lrrf.gation 

purposes ls anybodyVs wl1Ld g-uess .. 

To my knowl.edge there: l$ no information available 

on thls infil tratl cm }rr~oi the, grcnind water 4ur!ng dry periods~ 

and if there were it wouldnot be of much v8.lue slnee tt de-

pends cm local condlt.ions of the solls and the geologic fo:rma-

• tionso As a ca:utious 1tgµestimaten I woUlld figure the loss to 

, the groundwater tor -~ 30 mile stretch frl)m. Spruce Rt!lr: and 
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Stony Brook to be at.least '20%. It could Just as well be 

Here t would like .to inter~ Ject also. tne question of 

· the diversion .rights. of the riparian owner!>. As tlte TAMS · 

Report conc:edes, the.use of these rights for irrigation 

purposes would become more and moire important. 

tn a rigorous and scientffic sense diversion without 

diminishing quantity err quality of the water is hardly 

possible., This formulation of the diversion right must be. 

latlve way, the:reforel mentlonthese irrigation losses. 

Surnma:riz!ng this lengthy excursion into water supply 

sltatistics the folJlowing can be Saidg 

· 1} · l have shown. tha.t the prom! sed ef'fect of the 
2 projects can hardly be t'eal i zed in an 
average yea:r .. 

2) The claims are completely amiss and nothing short 
of fantastic in a. dry 9 let alone an extremely 
dry year., L., . · · .· ·· • . • . .· 

How., Gentlemen.11 can one Justify a proJectwhich works not: 
even half of the time.? It certainly shou~d be interest!l'l!/r. 

to hear f:rom the Advisory Committee how they arrived at their 

figures In their report. 

Point 2 of my comments is co~cerned with wat,fr quality., 

I. will deal with i-t but briefly~ 
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The:re is a difference between raw water in the river and 

raw water in a reservcdr. Water taken directly from.the river 

is the poor,st type of :raw waterjwe know.. Jlts 

~dis~dvantages are: 

1) It is generally polluted. 

2) Constantly changing amount of suspended solids 
which reqtdires continued changes and experi1netrb.t:.a-
ti on in chemical dosage of coagulants.. · 

3) It may be contaminated by chemicals producing 
disagreeable odor, tast~ or coloro 

4) It requires short filter runs with a large 
ratio of wash wate:rto filtered water., 

5} It is warm which induces much wastee1 

This all makes up for a rather expensive treatment., 

The only advantage I can see in river water iss that lt 
can be taken closer to the center of the water demand., How= 

eve:r, in general when economic comparisons are made bet.ween , 

an original higher investment for_tra.nsmissionlines and the 

higher operating and treatment costs the balance is frequently 
. . . 

in f avor of the transm:i ss ion 1 ine <> 

Also, in the eyes of the public, river water never be= 

comes· very wholesome , . .f.rom a psychological point of view n? 

matter to what degree of'. perfection its treatment and pttrif!= 

cation would lie carriede 

Mro Ritter 9 hil his testimony, on ,June .6tl) compared raw 

water in the river with raw water in the Round Valley reser= 

vo!r., For the above cited :reasons this is like comparing a 

Ford and a Cadlll.co 
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The last point which I will dlseusS\ is the question of 
. J . 

reservoir selection,, location and prelimlnary·investigations 

which were or rather which were not made., 

As it was brought out in previous testimony the engineers 

employed by the Advisory Committee relied upon the original 

TA~ Report in their selection of dam sites, const:ru.ction 

costs:; and benefits, etc.,.·• They used the original TAMS work 

sheets .. Their own independent contribution appears to 

have been an examination and evaluation of aerial photographs 

of the reservoir sltes 9 a "spot check" of construction costs 

which 1 interpret as a check of a limited,, sampled number of 

lndl~idual cost items and a personal inspection by driving 

once or twice in a. ca:r through the reservoir territorieso 

First to the TAMS Report~ 

The TAMS Report ls an excellent and comprehensive 

piece of engineering investigation pointing out the. possible 

water supply potential.for the entire State of New Je:rseyo. 

Unfortunately 9 the information it contains has been misinter-

preted and misused 9 as I have demonstrated comparing the actt1.al 

and the claimed benefltso The information contained ln the 

Report cannot serve as a substitute for a careful Preliminary 

Investigation which is necessary for each individual p:rojecto 

The scope of the TAMS Report pirecludes accu:raCy ln each and 

every detai1 9 thereforei> to use such information alone for 

the p:roposal to build certain reservoi:rs without any addi= 
. . 

tional detailed site and project sites could only be compared 
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in foolishness with an attempt to lay out the street plan 
' 

for the city of Trenton on a. topographiC map for the en= 

tire State of New Jersrny,. 

1 must again take se:d. ous issue wl th testimony offered 

by Mro Ritter<!> He eoritendS that it is the norm.al procedure 

to go ahead with a bond Issue before a more detailed pre-

liminary investigation than is available now has been comple= 

ted (Page 38 A of the transcript of June 6) I have *neverif 

and I emphasize neve£_ seen or hea:rd of any project for which 

procur:emaft of funds was. ini tlated upon such f llmsy evidence 

as has been introduced,so far In this hearing,. Not even 

indu.stry 9 which in. geneir:al is willing to take much larger' 

risks than a state can afford to take with the taxpayers• 

money, gambles in such awayo. Today any major site ac= 

quisition in unknown territoiryb:l~i·pir.ededed by a careful 

subsoil investigation by dlf'illingso 

The UeS .. Bu:re:au. ©>f Reclamati,(ni makes detailed suirveys 

and investigations before they :request approprlationso Miro 

Ritte:rf!'s eontentimit~hat lt is eustoma.:ry to p1roceed in s1.llch 

a way is unbellevableo Ifj as he states, this is being 

done i~ Baltimoire 9 it ls in my opinion !irresponsible,. 

The cost of the bond ls$ue over $14 million. wlU. be much 

higher than a p:irel imil!1.ary project investigati cm.o Where is 

the c0mmon sense in th.is rieas~ning? Mro Ritt®r l$ al51c» very 

confident (Page 39=A of the tiranscript of June 6) that the 

geoll.ogy of the dam site~ is sound and he h.iui no reascm to 
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believe that tne·seiecl~4·~ftes a'rie'not rlrst·class dam 

sl teso Howevet 9 the TAMS Report· states that. the Sprt,tce 

Run Reservoir is at . least in part aboVe a formatl e>n of: .. 
' ' '•: : .· 

U.mestone.. i:.!mestox:u~s are known to have large caverns 
._,:_. '. . . ·' . .•· ; 

and si:nkhoh~s and ealll be d~~lved 9 parU:Cula.lrly when 

water seeps Cl)ll1\tlnu.ouily 1nte a.Jlmost a1ways present 
, , 

Mo:re, often than 0nce dams·were 
. ;_. . 

buiJltunde:r such and .slmlla.r conditions without any pre= 

·vtous test borings and late:r tb.e :rese:rvolrs c0u!cl not.be 

used because of leakageo (See Tschebotarl!.off: ·soil 

MechaniCS.9 Found8.tions ~lllld Earth Sttuctu:res; tlAcG~aw Hfll 

1953,1) page Figo 12=?1 'f1'd.s ls a book which I bave . 

with me 9 but which l do h;twi~h t~ sttbmit =it is my 

personal copy.,,..., but tt show:si an empty :reservoir behind 

8 concrete dam in Spa.in.9 the water leaked oiat through 

sinkholes Of the type s:tl~;~ :!11 t;~tllr~ 1~=3o · Now this 

could very wel 1 happen fn the Spr11ee Rtttll .,cge.nt.J.e:men. 

. .. . ' -. . _. . ·. :· . 

· This brings me to the sel<eCt!on of the 2 pirt»p,Osed 
, . 

reservoir'So Their~ ls much CCllntradlcitlon a.nd discrepancy 

· between the confessed int~nt!ons and the a\ctu.afoe.J~¢!1tl,~ij);f:l,iir 
,•-C •• .', •. :_.·, •• ·--··'··:<X\:'··_. -.. ,:•, ·:·•.::.-1,:/;.-<~ .. -:·'•:·<(·.·:<. :·~.1•;:_,_-:· :' . ' :_:_':\_-}\:_. ___ . ,, _-... '_' -_ .. · · y;hb~•;~f.~jtif.mony ,:~:fic:,the, Plfi(i)porients of the bi 11s. · ... i._. ·- · • -' .-.-{:i, . .-._·:- ._.- .. ··•,'-.·/.:-:'/t}j:::._:, ·· ~- _ .. ___ ,.,,-:, __ >?n,\{:/>_. 

HeY.e I would llk~ ·to quote the spopsor of the bin., 

Senator Crane 9 from 1 page IO of <the transcript wlH'.ch 1 

take it: is an enuncd.atf.on of the gui.dtng pr1nclp1eso 





"Development of' addltt.lonal water s11pplles for COB= 

centra.tions of population and 'i~du$i:ty should p:ref~r-ably 
begin. with the r~sourtes·•.II1ost· r·~aciiiY. ava.ii~ble and 

closest to the areas of d~maJid and pr~gresshrely Utilize 

more remote souirces as irequl-r.ed.,'' This ls one of tlle · 
. . . 

sounder statements thave read in the entltre irecoird., But 9 
. ·- -, 

Gentlemeng what is pl'OI'OJSed ht these two bills Is exactly 
the opposite" The two:darn sites a:re on the extreme perl:ph.., 

ery of the Raritan Watershed., Take f'or.iastance, stony 
. Brook vs .. · Rocky Htllo. The watershed ·tor t.he Rocky ·Hn.1 reserv= 

oi:r is 48 sq., m .. against ,38 for St011y Brook.!I hences ft would 

sttpply more water11 ltls-15 miles. eloseir to the area of 

ditma11d9 reducing the. lo:ss by water 1m:tlfiratlng hito the 

g:rc»und water., The wate~shed fs primarily a.gf'!cultu:ral 
. . . ... 

la.n.d with no prospective local demand for the wate:ro Wlth 

dam construction cost 1 owet' at Rocky Hll l .l) real estate costs 

lowers road relocation cost lowe'.r9 hi{bher yield a.Rd close-

ness to the center ~:f demand.\) whe_re 1 G®ntre:meng ea.n we dis-

cover a spark of wfsdomin the sel~etio:n of Stony Brook over 

Rocky Hlll 9 a responsi:biffty clafm~d by the englneers? 

Now this is not an attempt to advocate the construe= 

tion at RoCky Hlll .. I only used this example to demonstrate 
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i_n what haphaza.t'd way the site has been chosen even against· 

the professed prlnctples of the proponents ~t \his bill. 

The one and only-reason for the construCf.ton o:f stony 

Brook mentioned is that the Stony Brook :reservoir would 
. \. 

increase the minimum sustained flow in the lVIillstone between 

Ptlncet.01!1 and Rocky Hill., But this 9 whatever its desirability., 
. . 

is not our problem at hand •• The problem ts to satisfy wa.ter 

supply needs below Bound Brook. 

I..0ical .. Needs: 

,Ful 1 lip s~f'vi!.ce 1.s paid. to the sa'tis:fact1on of local 
. . 

water supply demand in :the $tony.Brook-Mercer Coun.tYarea., 
' . ' - .- . ., ,, ' -, ., ' 

But in the actual exec'tlltlon of the Pian this is impossible. 

Both proposed p:r@Jects derive .their golden glitter from"t.he 

fact that they actually do thei ir job of supplying saL:able 

water only about one=third (!If' one=fourth of the tlme. · ffurin.g 

a critical period that is true .. But you cannot do both9 
. . 

selling water at P:rinceton',on a year-round basis ·and releasing 

the stored water during the summer to :f'irm Up the f'1ow at Bound 

Brook because there wo1::dd be no more water.. Also., as Mr .. 
Shanklin ha.s coTrectlY,,stated., any project which has to be. 

self-liquidating and self-supporting cannot reserve the 

Stony Brook water for local, demand for any length of time .. 

Revenues must he produced as soon as possible and therefore 

the wate:rmust be sold on a. "f'f:rst come, first served basis .. " 
. . . 

By the time that the local demand has developed in about ten 
to fifteen yea.tS.9 the water would be c:omrnt~tedo 
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A Stony BrcH>k reservoir would be able to guarantee 

a water supply of about 6 to, 8 mogode (t.lits ts en a year 

round basis-)· for the extreme dry year and such an amount 

would be stiffiCient for ·a.bout 6o,ooo people., There is 

no question that this water w111 eventually be needed in 

the M~tiCer County areao 

No matter from what angle one looks at,,the Advisory 

Council proposals.ii belt from the standpoint of actual VSo 

claimed yield 9 or from the standpoint of w~te'r qt.taltt.y, 

or eost, or reservGlr seleetionj) or site investigations 

and acrual engi~eering d!ata which are available 9 from 
i 

neither of these standpoints do the proposals appear 

sound nor promising to :me "" partleUlarly n.ot fromthe 

·standpoint of sound engineering investigatlon. 

Commissioner McLean stated· in his earl ler testimony· 

that a calculat~d rl~k fs ·being taken. H~ tried very 

hard to avoid, this term but I believe mentioned calc14lated 
' 

risks at least twlce., .· 

I have demon.stirated above how poorly and carele~sly 

these risks a:re calculated., Therefore, these proposals 

can only be called financial adventures. The taxpayer 

will take the rap. 

l have high regard and esteem for the integrity of 

Commissioner McLean and his oft icers., They a:re fine 

public officials and civil servants 6 but, as I mentioned 

in the beginning~ acting in good :faith on the poor Judgment 
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of others and attacking a problem wisely are two entirely 

different things .. I do not like to see t.he sad spectacle 

of mer! tori ous pub ft C of:f'lc!als being sacrtf iced, t.tr,an 

angered pttblic opinion beca,ase of the financial failure of 
, , 

projects similar to these we discuss" here today. 

Your calculated ri,skg Commlsstoner M~Leanll ls a gamble 

and the odds are ~a!nst. you. 

My Recommendations: 

l wlll admit. f!'ankly that my recommendations a:re not 
only guided by my __ ~nglneering Judgement but are al so per= 
meated by my political• pllilosophy: 

I.. The intelligent long-range development of New Jersey'fs 
. . . . 

wate:r resources is too serious a problem and too far_reachlng 

in its results to be subjected to the poU.tical tug.,,;of.,,.war 

of state po11fics 9 the momerrt.ary whlm of state leglslature 

or state government or the instantaneous fancy of the 

electorate which all too frequently ls not.informed o:r is 

mlsinformedo 

. Therefore, the. development of New Jeirseyts water 

resources should be putlnto the hands of a public agency of 

the aut4ori ty-type .. · 

i most urgerrt.ty, :recommend the creation of such a 

Water Resources Development Au.thorlt.y for '.N'ew Jerseyo . 

2. Only an indepel':lde11t authority=type of lnst!tution 
will be able ta wGrk out a sound, long..;,range master plan 
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for the development of ou.ir resouirceso. l agree with Commissioner 

McLean that a sense of direction has been lacking 

. fo:r the development of water :resources.. Has been lacking? 

I mai:o.tairl it still is. We have been oscillating '.between 

Round Valley, Chimney Rock and now we are confronted with 

such. half=baked ideas· as Stomy Brook and Spruce aun. 
. . . . 

At the moment 2.5 million dollars of taxpayers* 

money ls lyimg hlle in the, RoUnd Valley sfteo All the 

preliminary in.vestigatJ.ons· hav-e been compl_etede A $ellse 

of dlrection 1s lacking lnd.~H?d. 

3.. I would.like to differ also with one statement made 

by Senator Crane .. He states that the development of these 
. . 

.wat~r. resources shoulq r,,,i~,,;under the alrect !n:f 1 uence 
' -~ f 

. ' . 

of the legislature arid the J~xpayer. A Water Resources 
::,_ 

Devel_opment Authol"ity? Senato:r Crane., would not: spend the .· 

taxpa;yersi money' {,exc~pt, perhaps :fer.some of the lnltlal 

capital )1" any:qJl'>r,e Jhan a pthra.telymowned and op~r~ted 

company.. Auth'or!t.!es have wofked extremely well and success..; 

ft.ti ly and I ~ouli just like to recall to yotl the history and 

accompl tshinents of thk Port of New York Autho.ri ty .. 

4.. · The Water Resources Deyelcpment Authotlty ts U1e · 
. ~.,. . -, ,.. ·,·,: b· .,, ;,. . , ; 

l:)est~. safest and most efflcl e,t way of Slecui:in~<the state vs 

v{at.e:r.ne,ds .. The sta.\~ ft$~l:f has no busi!leis t:9 b~«:q~~ a 

raw wa,t~r supplie:ra In the first step the Raritan and 
.. . . 

Delaware Canal sh.ott1d be transferred to the ·wate:r Resotu•ces 
i 
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5o Industry could demonstrate 1ts public spil"it by 

contributing to the capital of the Watef' Resouf'ces Develop- · 

. ment Au.thori ty .. 

6.. By advocating 'a new authority I do not mean there 
C ·. . . 

should be new people •. Probably a.11 of.the staff of the 

present Division of Wate:r Policy and Supply could work 
. . 

wit.bin the Wate:r Res(!)t11"ces Dtvelopment Authority., 

Howev-er'9 they should 9 under the status of an authoritl,r, 
Ii\ 

be able to work under di:f"feren.t and independent condftionse 

They should work out.a master plan and rnake a detailed 

survey of the expected needs, such as, for example., the Clty 

of Chicago has been d,oingfor yea:rs in the.greater Chicago 

Then9 and ontythen9 .may we expect a sound water 

plan .. 

Returning to the lmmedia.te proposals at hand» I am 

convinced .that at least Stony Brook is -unworkable and 

would bring an extreme. loss of taxpayers' moneye If the 

public ls properly informed of the facts» I am sure they 

would refute the proposal· in any referendum. 

· To end wtth a quotatlon by Charles •Dij:a;ley Wa:rneri 
J . 

' 'Public opiidon is st.r,onger than the legislature and 

almost as strong as the Ten.Commandments .. rv· Let the 

facts speak fcir themselves. 

-127-A 



' ( . !\ 



(Fol lowing h~ breakdown referred to on pages 113-A, 114-A & 115'.,.A) 

lo Water Bu.dget f Ot' the Average Yearg 

A) STONY BROOKg 

ao) Wate:r Supplyz 

Totall ac~umulative dischargeg 

' bo) L,osses & W:ithdrawalst 
, 

1 o) 11urunanageaple" supply 20~ 

2o) EV'apofatton 

3o) Seepage 

4o) Stt$it~ined flow 

Actual availa.l::!1e· ''n~w" 
raw water supply· 

B) SPR tJCE RUN i 

a.) Wate:r Supplyg 

I.0~.,41 = 41o9 MGD = 
b.} Los:ses & Withch."awalsg 

l .} fRunm~nageab1 e Ii Supply 

2.) Evapti~ation 
3.} Seepage 

S~~ta.ined ml~imum, fl ow 

Actual av~llabie 

II. Water Budget for.a Normal DryYea:r,g 

A) STONY BROOKg 
ao) Water Supplyg 

1-·-., 

b,.) Losses& Withdrawals 

1 o) Unmanageable Supply 

2.) Evaporation 

3.) .Seep~ge 

4.) Min.ifllum sustained flow 
Actua.1. available "newrt 
raw w~ter supply 

12.2 b.g.(billion gallons: 

201).0 ff 

c,.75 n . 

0 •. 75' " 
3.65 " 

3o0 '.boQo 

o• .. 75 " 
0.75' " 

loO u 

leO rt 





B) SPRUCE RlJNg 

ao) Water Supplyt 

be) Losses & Withdrawals 

1.) Unmanageable Supply 

Seepage 

Minimum sustained flow 

Actual available r•new" 
rawwater supply 

III. Water Budget for the ·Extreme Dry Year~ 

Ao ) S.10~ BROOK: 

ae) Water SttppJy ·· .. ·,::,,. 

bo) Losses & Wi thd:rawals 

1.) Unmanageable :Supply 

2o) Evaporation 

3.,.) Seepage 

Available to maintain a 
sustained minimum flow 

12.7 l::>.g. 

1.3 " 

1.,.0 " 

3.1 :b .. g. = 8.S MGD 





S'ENATOR DUMON'fg Any quest! ons for Dr. Schm_!d? . 

Mr. Ritter, do you want-to make a statement7 

MR. RITTER;. the <t:ontest is a firming up .iJ_h: ... ·- · · 

one and not of safe-yield. -- I .would be glad to dis6uss it 
. . 

wlth ·you later and it is too late ln the evening. I _wi 1.1 _ -

get other testimony in. l'd l!ke-.,to go on r.ec·ord, Sir, 

that these are not pipe-suppliers to the confluence, but 

they are used to f'h,"m up ,.the i'tw?i'1fI\,ugh. 
DR~ SCHMIDg Exactly. Nlay lanswer thesequestionss 

Mr. Ritter?- 1 am fully aware that the dam sites for 
re-servoirs at Stony Bro~k and Spruce Run are compensating 

. . . 

reservoirs, I am fully aware of that, :but you cannot take 
more water out of th~se .reservoirs than you g~t in.-

MR. RITTER: We all agree on-that., S'ir, but you 

haveri*t used it properly., If you·want to get Mr. Mcca·rthy 

irtdi\L from Tippets ... Abbett "tvhen: you ,come back from New York, 
.· . '. . . 

_ we wi 11 be most happy to s! t down and explain the whole 
-· . 

thing in deta.11,Slr.----

DR. SCHMIDg I most certainly would be very glad to 

see your records and your figures. 

Senator Crane. 

· SENATOR CRANEg _ One - Just a statement. And its-

p:robably far removed-f'iom thi~ Sir., except in here at the 

end of your report you took exception to one' af my re-
. . . \ 

marks wherein I had recommended that the water: resou.:rees 
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remain under direct influence of the Legislature and 

the taxpayers.. I want you to know, Sir, that· ,is a 

mat te:r of extreme conviction on my part, I am noto~~}ra13po;,. 

nent of authority to the extent that an authority does 

not do a good job., I believe the Port Autho:ri,ty did a 

good job= I think the Turnpike Authority did a good job. 

· But as a power it is about the furthes~ thing removed 

from the control of the people that I know of. And about 

9/10\ths of the problems iri this,,Stp.te are created by 

authorities who simply ruthlessly go through our land, and 

iJ;l~,people are really doormats to authorities without 

recourse. And I hope iti.s last thing that this State will 

consider i~ putting our water under an Author! ty. 

DR .. SCHMlDg If I may reply=== it is my opinion that 

an Independent authority would work and could do a job best 

of developing a long=range master plan for the development 

of the water supply resources for the/entire State at the 

best interests of the entlre State, and not a.sis attempted, 

in my Opinion 9 perennially» by special interest groups to 

push their own limited special goal by lobbying in the 

· legislature., 

SENA.TOR CRANEg We11 9 I still think.,Sir 9 that the 

control -of the people is more to be desired than the auto= 

cratlc authority rule that would be established once the 

thing is done., I beU.eve that perhaps an Au.thori ty could 

come up with a good overall pla.n 9 hut :by the time they 
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have lt you'd never be able to have a public hearing with an 

impact that this one has had. 

SENATOR DUMONTg Mowg any- further questions of Dr .. 

Schmtdtl As I understand 1t 9 you wi.11 not be able to get 

back here forr any subsequent hearlng 9 so any questions 

should be asked now .. 

DR., SCHMIDg I will not be able to get back here say 

for about two weeks. 1 willl. be available for a few days 9 

i do:n•t know when you a:re scheduling another hearing. I 

will be able from July.lO'th to 19th and I wil~ not be 

back untlll August 26th. 

SENATOR DUMONTg Welt we were thinking of the next 

date being July 9th wh!Ch is a Tuesday9 we decided its 

better to stay away friom the 4th of July.week and there 

, i s s ome ., ., • " o 

then 

DR .. SGHMlDg Dfd you say Tuesday., July 9th? 

SENATOR DUMOl\frg Ye-s 9 Tuesday July 9th .. 

DR. SCHMIDg I probably could come back one day earlier 

SEN.ATOR DUMONTi Mr .. Ritter, if you9 or if. any _of the 
.. : . . . . .. i ·: . . ' ,_ ,,. ' i ... ' --~ .' '... : : • ' : • • • • \ 

members of the Watet-Re'S\!)u.rrc~s"'Achri~6ry Commission desire to 

question Dro Schmid and you'll let us know, then we will ask 

him to come back here on Tuesday)) July 9tho ls that OK? 

Otherwise we•ll adjourn u.nti1 that timeo Now 9 we should be 

able to get into r·e'.bu.ttal 91 l should think9 that dayo We may 

not finish _that day but we ought to be able to get )itilo 
:rebuttal at least by one side at that ti-me., 
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So~ we will adjohrn this Hearing until Tuesday morning, 

at IQ:., 30 amo in this chamber, on July 9th., 

Thank you very much. 

( H E A R I N G A D J O U R N E D) 
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(submitted by Charles K. Agle) 

Roads 
MINOR 

Mt. Rose - out of Pennington· 
Mt., Ros, - to Rocky Hill 
Elm Ridge 
Province Line 
federal City. 
Pretty Brook 
Length in Feet 

Length rebui It 
. Maxirnurn• 

3,000 
Mintm11m·· 

700 ....... , 

1 000 I. 

1,500 
I 400 

Cost ... 30 ft., wide @ $20. per lirteal ft. · 
Area of R.,O.W. (32,380){70)sq.ft. 
Acres 

' 5,280 
9,800 
4,500 
3,000 
6,800 

.32,380 
$647,600 

3,600 
$72,000 

2,266,600-' 252,000 
52 . 6 

MAJOR 
Rosedale 
Corter 
Length in feet 

I 
I 

--
· Cost - 44 ft. wid~ @ $35 per lineal foot .. 

3,000 
23,800 
26,800 

$938,000 

2,100 
2,100 

$'73,500 
Area of R.O.W. (26,800) (100) sq.ft .. 
Acres 

Total Road Costs 
Right of Ways @ $2400 
Bridges 
Total Circulation Consequence 

2,680,000 21(),000 
62 · · 5. 

$1,585,600 $ 145,500 
. 273,600 26,400 

1,191,000 967,ooo 
$3,050,200 1, 138,900 

BRIDGES length Depth Volume . Vol.Cost 

1. · Mt. Rosa at Pennington 

. 2. Elm Ridge 

3. Carter 

4. Province Line 

* Lesser a ltemi.,ti ves 
· ( ) Greater alternatives· 

700' · 20' 

. 1,000' 

(2, 1001 

1,400* 
1,500 

30• 
(40 
52 
45 
65 

-134-A-

14,000 c:.y. 21,000 50,000 

40,000 
59,259 _ 

220,400 
124,400* 
204,(,00· 

60,000* 100,000* 
90,000 . 125,000) 

330,000 175,000) 
186,000* 150,000* 
300,000 100,000 

$ 567,000 $400,000 
$ 967:,000* 

$ 741,000 . $ 450,000 
($ 1, 191,000) 
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9m2llC UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR-GEOLOGICAL SURVEY-WATER RESOURCES DIVISION File No.-----'-------

-Daily diacharge, in second-feet, of Stony Brook at Pr-; nee ton, N .J. -- · , for the year ending September 30, 19 _2£_ 

Day Oct. Nov. 

1 5.2 6 3 
2 4.5 4 8 
3 3.6 4 J 
4 3.2 4 3 
5 2 c; 3 5 
6 P. i::: \_.)., .J 3 0 
7 1 4 2 2, 
8 1 4 3 6 
9 1 7 2 9 

10 1 0 2 7 
11 7.6 1 5 0 
12 5.7 8 0 
13 4.7 50 
14 6 2 J 4 5 
15 9 3 7 4 () 
16 2 4 8 1 0 0 
17 1 1 5 7 (' ,; 

18 8 (l 5 0 
19 60 4 5 
20 4 7 40 
21 4 0 5 0 
22 3 6 6 () 
23 3 O 5 0 
24 2 9 4 5 
25 2 R 40 
26 26 J 5 
27 2 3 3 (j 

28 20 25 
29 i 9 20 
30 2 4 0 1 p ,J 

~1 1 2 4 
- 2. 8-.2-5 .9 1, 4 2 5 

ir 4- le, 0 . u /. 3 6V · ET . IJ 

Dec. 

1 7 
1 ;;i " 1 8 
2 Cl 
20 
1 8 
1 5 
1 5 
1 5 
, 3 
1 .3 
1 2 
1 1 
1 O 
1 1 

7.9 
9.8 
8.3 
2, .3 
5.7 
5,2 
3.6 
5.0 
5.7 
7 C ' •-' 
0 ,-, 
/ ,V 

6.1 
5.2 
4.5 
6.9 
6.3 

J 3 1A 

3,Su. u 

Jan. 

f f\ o,,v 

4.2 
4.7 
5.5 
6.6 
6.3 
6.3 

' 4-.s·~ 
6,6 

2 7 
6 2 

1 . 1 J 
8 2 
6 l 
3 7 
2 7 
27 
20 
2 2 
2? 
1 9 
1 7 
1 7 
1 5 
1 5 
1 4 
1 2 
1 1 
1 2 

2 4 0 
1 4 0 · 

3 
1,0 6 i-O uo 

Feb. 

5 0 
3 5 2 
2 1 6 
1 1 0 
1 5 7 
3 3 9 
5 1 2 
1 4 6 
1 1 0 

9 6 
1 2 2 
2 0 4 
1 0 2 

7 6 
80 
7 8 
6 0 

8,p 2 
256 
1 J 5 

94 
64 
5 0 
4 3 

1 0 7 
1 3 9 

7 6 
3 3 7 
1 J 2 

5, 0 5 1 

4 (p/U} 

Mar. 

7 8 
82 
8 0 
7 4 
5 7 
60 

1 J J 
6 6 6 
2 1 3 
1 1 8 

9 4 
8 4 
7 8 

8 5 0 
2 5 2 
1 4 7 
1 2 6 
1 0 0 

80 
1 J 0 

92 
1 1 4 
2 2 2 
3 0 0 
1 7 5 
2 8 0 
3 8 5 
2 2 9 
2 05 
3 CJ J 
1 8 5 

5,9 9 2 
LJ_µ 

Apr. 

1 2 9 
1 0 8 

8 P. " 
7 8 
6 8 
5 5 

2 5 9 
8 G 7 
5 2 1 
2 5 6 
1 4 1 
1 0 6 

82 
70 
7 3 

1 5 4 
8 8 
6 .3 
5 _4 
47 
4 2 
38 
3 8 
3 4 
3 0 
3 8 
42 
J 4 
3 O 
2 6 

3,5 9 9 

3 6lo 

May 

22 
2 1 
3 1 
3 0 
2 6 
J 1 

5 1 J 
1 1 0 ,, ,, 

o D 
5 4 
4 4 
3 8 
3 7 
3 3 
? r=, 
2 3 
20 
1 8 
1 7 
') 4 
1 7 
1 5 
1 6 
, 3 

Cl [ 

8.6 
· 1 1 
1 2 

9.0 
75 
8 f'., 

1. 3 1 1 .9 
;} 3-v 

June 

1 1 
3 3 

2 3 2 
50 
2 7 
1 8 
1 4 
1 2 

9.4 
1 2 
1 5 
1 0 

7.2 
6.0 
5 " .u 
4.5 
4.0 
4 .. 0 
4.0 
3.P 
4.2 
6.6 
5.2 

1 1 
1 1 

5.7 
3 Q .v 
3.4 
4.5 
4 .J 

5 4 1.3 

0 3-o-

u; s. GovpN•1:NT PRINTING OFFJCE 16-60066-1 .. 

t." ~v4~A_;t,,~ B 'f'v\~:> ,~L'"'/ N Q,~h C,v.,-~ v CtvA b¾;:tl 0\A Y!:'" 
,j,;v,..,,.,..,Q_. (AJ,,L_:"""-~l-2.J'._ tU) ~b-./1 P.i-"1~ l'JmIOD 

MEAN· ___ _:__......;. __ _ 

AC&lll-Fmrr~------

July Aug. Sept. 

2.7 1 . / 1.4 
2.1 1 .7 1 .4 
2.4 1.5 1 .7 
2.U 1 .5 3.4 
4.2 1 .6 3.4 
6.3 4.6 2.) 
6~C 4.5 2.1 
4.5 1 .2 1.2 
0 ,. ../ .u 1 .5 .9 1 

1 4 1.3 .7 7 
6.6 1.2 .7 7 

- J.2 1.1 .7 7 
2.9 J .4 .7 7 
2.7 1 .4 .7 0 
2.2 .9 9 .7 0 
2.2 .9 l 1.2 
2.1 .9 1 5.2 -
1.8 .b 4 J .1 

~/- 1 .7 .7 0 1.1 
1.7 1 .u .9 9 

3 7 1 2 1.1 
24 2.2 .9 9 

8.J 2.0 .9 1 
5.7 2.4 1 C ,/ 

4.5 2.0 ....., r, 
C..,V_ 

.3 .2 1.6 1.4 
--- 3.8 1 .5 1.3 

2 C) 1.J 1.7 
2.4 1 -~ 1.7 
2 .1 1 .4 1.5 
2.0 1 .4 

6 1 .~( :::> 

1 7 6.e. 
ZH_ I ~) 

9 ·3, 
4 ·s.s s 
iQ.;, D 

I 
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9•2llc UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR-GEOLOGICAL SURVEY-WATER RESOURCES DIVISION File No. _________ _ 

Daily discharge, in second-feet, of - Stony Brook & t Pri:nc 8 ton, N • J • , for the yea:r ending Septemb6f" so, 19 ..22_-

lnay 
! 

1 
2 

I 3 
4 

,5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19, 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

Oct. 

5.5 
6.U 
9.4 
8.3 
S: c, 

1 6 
1 7 

9,C 
7.2 
6~6 
6;0 
5.5 
4.7 

_ -4.5. 
3.2-
3.2 
4~C 
4.5 
4.7 
3.6 
3 r; 

•"'--

32 
3 .1 
2.9-
2 C, 

2.7 
3.2 
3.? 

5 5 
4 6 
J 1 

2 9 3.0 

Nov. 

1 8 
22 
8 9 
4 4 
3 4 
3 0 
2 4 
20 
1 P, 

1 6 
1 4 
1 4 
1 J 
1 2 
1 2 
1 1 
1 2 
1 2 
8 4 

1, 4 J 0 
2 3 3 
1 1 3 

8 3 
7 2, 
5 7 
4 8 
44 

3 G 1 
92 

Dec. 

6 3 
5 4 
4 4 
3 8 
3 5 
2 6 
2 2 
2 3 
37 
G 4 
4 n 

" 
3 3 
3 0 

1 J 1 
? 1 () 

s:· 4 
6 C) 

3 4 5 
1 .8 1 

8 8 
5 5 
3 9 
3 9 
3 8 
32 
26 
'; 0 L. _, 

2 6 
5 8 

4 6 6 
1 2 6 

2,5 9 () 

Jan. 

3 2 
1 3 O 

9 3 
7 O 
5 5 
6 6 
6 2 
4 2 
3 7 
3 7 
3 2 
2 6 
2·8 
2 1 
2 4 
20 
1 8 
1 6 
1 7 
1 1 
1 3 
1 3 
1 3 
1 2 
1 0 
1 O 

9.8 
6.5 
7.6 

Feb. 

5.5 
5.7 
5;5 
5.7 
6.l) 

60 
8 3 0 

8 2 
4 6 
3 7 

J J 1 
1 6 C 

5 f', 
4 6 
4 3 
A,,-, 

'l- C 
1 7 5 

9 1 
5 5 
4 7 
4 6 
4 7 

1 9 9 
1 1 e 
- 7 4 

60 
5 7 
57 

s.~ I - I 
4. ! ---

9 S 2.1 

Mar. 

;,_~ r,. 
.,.,,. \.i 

9 2 
5 5 

3 0 7 
1 4 7 
4 1 4 
2 5 7 
1 0 8 

9 4 
l 8 2 

6 8 
5 7 
5 1 
4 3 
42 
60 

.A 8 
'~ 4 4 

50 
4 7 
74 

1.0 6 0 
3 82 
1 J 8 

9 6 -
2 J 9 
1 2 3 

8 () 
0,- ,c:_ 

u 

5 7 
5 CJ 

4~21 

Apr. 

4 4 
3 9 
3 6 
3 3 
3 4 
2 7 
2 7 
2 3 
20 
2 J 
1 S 
7 0 

1 4 1 
6 8 
7 8 
5 5 
3 9 
3 4 
3 2 
6 1 
5 2 
52 
4 4 
3 2 
3 r·, u 
J 4 
3 4 
22 
J 1 
6 2 

May 

3 9 
2 f~ 
2 3 
2 2 ,.., . 
c.. I 
1 7 
1 J 
1 2 
1 2 

9J? 
9.4 
8.6 
7.2 
6.6 
5.7 
<=;' (·, ' -./ .u 

4.2 
3.8 
3.4 
3 .1 
4.5 
3 ., 

· .. ::::. 
3.6 
4 .u 
3.4 
3 ,, ...... 
302 
2c;: 
4 .1 

12 
1 J 

3 17.7 

June 

2 7 
i 2 

6 C 

5 r, .c.. 
1 1 
2 3 

3Ji 
6.4 

6 5 
3 0 
1 7 
4 2 
J 1 
1 6 
1 2 

3~6 
,- -, 
0 • .) 

4.7 
4.2 " ,-1-~ 0 

24 
1 2 

>..'. 1 
'.)•_,/ 

7,2 
7.2 

,,3 
6 _c,; 
<=; -. 
./•U 

3 '-" ·'' 
J 0 

July Aug. 

3 .6 .1 1 
3 .1 8 
2.0 7 
2.5 6 
2.4 .4 1 
2.v 1 .2 
2.1 1 8 
1 .8 6 3 
1 .7 1 8 
1 .7 2.6 

1.7 9.4 1 .2 4 1 2 
'--_-,- ·- ·_ 1 _ 4 r)-,. _ _,. _, ,. . . \.. 
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