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~ SENATOR WALTER RAND (Chairman):c Good morning, ladies and
.gentlémen. My'name is Senator wclter Rand, and I am Chairman of the
Sentate Transportation and Communications Committee. I would like to
~welcome you here this morning. ' ‘

At this time, I would like to introduce Senator Toﬁ Gagliano,
here on my left, who is also.a member of this Committee. I think we
will be joined a little bit later oh by some of our other members. V

If any of you have written testimony,,or'wish to be added to
the witness list, please contact Peter Manoogian, our Staff Aide here, -
after the opening remarks have been concluded.

I heréby call this public hearing to order, for the purpose
of hearing testimony concerhing‘bus transportation in New Jersey. The
‘subjects which we would like to. consider at this heéring are -such
matters as: the relation of New JérSey Transit to subsidized and
nonsubsidiied busvcarriers; the role of New‘Jersey Transit‘in’Various
1 areas, such as charter bus services and the accountability of - New
- Jersey. Transit- for its activities; bus routes; fare determination;'
implementation of the Senior = Citizen and Disabled Resident

Transportation Act; transportation problems of those working‘ in the
Atlantic City and Route 1 areas; and, the relationship. of the Toll Road

Authority to bus service. =~ = ' v |
' After the other members of the Committee have concluded any
opening remarks they may'wish_to_make, we will be happy to hear the
testimony of those scheduled to appear>beforé;03,todayf I want to
thank everyone for coming'and, certainly, we intend to hear everyone
who wishes to testify before thistommittee today° Senator Gagliano?

SENATOR GAGLIAND:‘ Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. I am
pleased that we are here today. Ivthink Soméfimes we takebtoo mUch
time between sessions and,.thepeFOre, we do not stay cUrrent with what
is. happening in the State. Fromvtime to time, those of us on the

Trahsportationvvand Communications Committee hear complainfs from
private carriers and, of course;Awe are constantly hearing comblaints
from some of our commuters, and some of the péoplé who use the system,
whether it is private or public. . I think it is good for us to get

together on this issue.




As you know, the bus transportation system has been a problem
ih the State for many years. New Jé%éey Transit was created by us to
deal with the matter of rationalization of routes and subsidization of
the bus systems. In recent years, the scope of New Jefsey‘Transit'sv
bus operations and its relations with. the ,pfivate .bus  carriers has
become somewhat controversial. I guess one of the questions we always
have to try to answer is, what is the relationship between private and
public carriers, especially with respect to buses? -That is the most
:important. »

V I am:concerned,'also, about our bill -- Tom Cowan's and mine

-- the Senior Citizen and Disabled Resident Transportation Act, and the
"implementation of that Act, because the Governor has put $10 million in
~ our budget for the next fiscal year, énd.we want to be sure that the
.'money goes to the‘pufposes for which it was intended. It is certainly
not intended to be a supplement to any county»tranqurtation system.
As 1 said, we are talking about competifion between New Jersey Transit
. and priQate carriers ‘and, 'of' course, the 1issue ‘of( pfefefential
treatment for commutér buses on toll roads, which is also a ;eSolution
that I have in. | o |

These aré only some of the issues, and I'm sure Jerry Premo
_ will lead off with the angwers to all of them.. At any rate, we‘are
 here’t6 listen;‘and we're here to.help. If a need for legislation
comes out of this, I'm sure the'members.of the Committee will.respond.
~ Thank ybu very much. I see Senator Jim Hurley is here. ’

SENATD_R RAND:  Thank you, Senator Gagliano. We have been
joined by Senator Hurley;‘ We would like tb introduce him, and have him
make some remarks. : o : - |

~ SENATOR HURLEY: No, that's fine, Mr. Chairman.

SENATOR RAND: _Ybu'refjust ready tb listen to thé testimony?

SENATOR HURLEY: Yes. R

SENATOR RAND: ~Okay. This pubiic hearing today is a result
of many'of thevmembefs of the Committee being visited- by those from
"big bus" and those from "little bus," and some of the bus operators,
regarding -some of the. problems ‘which have occurred throughout the

State. We are very happy to have'this'hearihg today at least to clear




the air, and, if we can't clear the air, then, certainly, to eddress
~ those problems Which we will hear apqut today. ,
The first witness will be Mr. Jerome Premo, Executive
Director of the’ New Jersevaransit Corporation. Jerry, we're giad to
have yoo, and happy to have you start off the day. '
JEROME C. PREMO: Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Senator Gagliano and
Senator Hurley. ‘I think it is opportune that we puli back, four years
after the creation of New vJersey' Transit, and reflect on the
extraordinary development wﬁich has occurred in these four years. The
- improvement for the day-to-day bus user, I think, has been quite
"substantlal durlng this perlod whether that rider happens to be on a
private bus or a publlc bus. ' ‘
The environment in which we are operatlng, though, has
changed substantlally, largely through deregulatlon, which occurred as
part of an act “of Congress a couple of years ago. Some of the
kpresshre, Mr. Chairman, that you cited in your remarks, relates in part
to that deregulated environment under which the ICC is less involved in
.dally, -or regular rev1ews and activities. ‘
I want to offer these 1ntroductory comments to some testimony
I would llke to go through, and then briefly touch on some charts
which, in a way, portray some of'the commitment we have at New Jersey
Transit to a healthy public/private pertoerShip in ‘public
transportatlon. ' V ' v '
| I would like to try to put this hearlng, or at least NJT's
perspective of the 1ssue, into some historical context. Back in 1969,
a temporary bus subsidy program was put into place, largely in order to
prevent. the imminent cessation of serv1ce - essentlal public service
-- by some of our regular route carrlers. " A more comprehen31ve master
_plan was to be developed sobsequent to the enaotmeot of that temporary -
leglslatlon, but that temporary program continued through the 1970's,
with often disastrous results.
' Between 1969 and a decade later, 1979, larger and larger sums
of public money were put into the subsidy program, largely to keep
' private'carriers afloat, but without a clean enough definition of the

public requirement or need in passing across the table public dollars




for public service. There were _growing problems among private
carriers, and they included problems.our riders experienced. The lack
of service,coordination made it difficult for the public to understand
or use the system. Obviously, during this period, not only here in New
Jersey, but in many other places in the country, we_suffered a very.
sizeable ridership loss.

Inherent in this system was a rising frustration, not only

among the carriers, but certainly among  our commuters. There .

~was a need to replace older busés in our State, but we did not have an

' adequate statutory framework within which to make the decisions. The

subsidy program which existed at that time was based on the concept of

_bottom-line funding. It really did not give the State an adequate

opportunity ‘to implement priorities available to the State, or inherent

in -the State's investment in this service; for example, the service

coordination between carriers on the private program. .

It seems to me that the bus problems that confronted the .
State were the result of several dlfferent factors. 0bv1ously, a
decline in public transit nationally was occurrlngvdurlng'that periodfbi
and we were seeing some decentralization and some problems in our
cities in this State which “are inherent in public transit. But, some
of them reflected serious problems w1th the State's subsidy program

itself. Hav1ng said that, many carriers not on the sub31dy program

- were doing well during this time. perlod, and contlnue to do well.

. With this as background, the Leglslature, in 1979, acted to
dramatlcally alter -the organlzatlonal framework for this ’State's

- involvement in public transit. . By your enactment of the‘NeW‘Jersey

Public Transportatlon Act of 1979, you created New Jersey Transit, and
directed us to be in control of the serv1ce for which we were paying.
Since you created New Jersey Transit, we have moved aggressively, and 1

thlnk p031t1vely, to improve the lot of the. public transit user in ‘the

.State.  We acqu1red, in 1980, 1n an arrangement whlch cost no dollars

whatsoever to the taxpayers of this State dlrectly, the Maplewood‘
Equipment Company and Transport of New Jersey. We did that after

- securing from Public Service Electric and Gas a fully funded annu1ty so

as to protect the unfunded pen31ons,:at.that point, of the workers of




the private bus company. Since then, we have assumed operating
responsibility. for several additional carriers which decided to
terminaté service, including Linéoiﬁ Transit, Trackless Transit, and
Somerset; | |

| We have been confronted with an enormous agenda during this
very short time period. I am proud to report that. we have been
successful in achieving many of our immediéte objectives, including
making - an equitable and understandable fare structure for the users,
and improving rider information. One need lbok no further than thé
Port Authority bus terminal and reflect on the problems and lack of
information in years past, contrasted with the upgraded ‘information
now, to see the improvement we've made. We have worked hard” to
rationalize service throughout this State, starting in South Jersey in
1980, and continuing, for example, as recently as our Board Meeting of
February, when we authori?ed route restructurings in Ocean and Monmouth
Counties.

We have done a very major job to upgrade our bus fleet. When
you created New Jersey Transit, we had the dubious distinction of
having . the oldest average age of any bus fleet in regular commuter
service in America -- over 12 years‘old.; Around the,country, people
tradltlonally replace buses at age 12. BUt, our average age, I
underscore, was over 12. It translated 1nto the kind of problems that '
.each of you gentlemen brought to my.attentlon, often on a daily basis.

Why? . Because the commuters were right, our buses were too old, they

:  were'too cold and drafty in the winter, and too hot in the summer. It

wasn't just for New Jersey Transit. that,that_condition existed. It
existed for private carriers as well. |

- We attacked that problem, attacked it through the purchase of
hundreds - of city transit . buses, andvnearly 1,000 commuter buses. We
have succeeded in reducing that average age fromv12.3 years, when you
created New Jersey Transit, to 6.8 years now. The results are
appreciated on a daily basis by New Jersey Transit useré,'and by the
users of prlvate companies. I say it as a'fact, and that is why you

set us up. It is exactly what we sﬁould have been doing.




"Now, as 'we have gone about this, we have tried to keep a

‘ couiple of factors in mind which are very difficult for us to deal

with. We aren't going ‘to compromiee'quality service to our riders;

but, having said that, we need to balance out keeping the public in
public transit, the service component on the one hand, and on the

" other, operating in a busineselike-fashion. That is where the rub

occurs, because sometimes as we try, for example, ‘in the charter

- business, to operate in a businesslike fashion so we can make a few

dollars to help offset the need for State subsi’dies or higher fares, we
run into problems with both perception and, perhaps, fact, _inb our
dealinge with private carr-iers." What I do know is, the private
business: management mentality, which we haye{tried to bring to this
operation, has caused us to put our costs under control, and to have
about a 3% increase in total budget cost ‘for the fiscal year which
begins this coming July 1'.1 Wlth this, a'ssuming' positive enactment of

the Governor's request for only an $11 mlllJ.on increase in New Jersey

Transit aid for this upcoming year, there will be no fare increase.

What we hope to do is mcrease rldershlp on NJT, generate additional

. revenue from that rldershlp and, with it, reduce the need to either

turn to the Leglslature, or to our riders, f'or added reve‘nue. -

To go back to our context of a publlc/prlvate relatlonshlpi

specifically, we have trJ.ed to forge a partnership with the private.

' sector and, to a degree, in the eye of the beholder, it can either be

successful, questlonable, or unsuccessful. But, in any event, we have

“tried to carry out this program, keeping ‘in mind the needs of “the

riders of public tran31t. I have to conclude that one of the reasons

we have a number of' healthy bus companies in New Jersey today, is

:'because ‘of the f‘avorable cllmate that we at New Jersey Transit have

tried to create -- the favorable set of steps we have taken to provide
this cllmate. ‘

-To the exteht that public funds‘are'ueed, either as direct
capital support oFAprivatE'enteroriee, or as operating subsidies which
provide a benefit to _private carriers, their financial health is

strengthened. You can't,. as we have just concluded doing, make 220

‘brand-new buses available at no cost to the private carriers -- make




220 buses available for regular route service, and not realize that we
have been acting in a positive way to aid the ‘financial health of those
private‘carriers. These investmenté permit the private companies to
balance their revenues ‘and costs; reduce the pressure of increasing
fares to the riders; offer better serviée ‘to the riders; increase
reliability and efficiency; and, generally provide an environment more -
- conducive to their profitability. ’ '

To date, 826 buses have been leased by New Jersey Transit at
no cost to private carriers. The pubiic funding for these 826 buses
exceeds $77 million in capital. In addition, NJT's private carrier
capital program provides public funding to private carriers from the
Federai Urban Mass Trénsportation Administration, - our partners in
progress for public tfansit in New Jersey. Formula grant funds,
matched by New Jersey Transit, will provide assistance for such
. important items as radids,~fare:boxes, and bus washers. vThrough 1987,
we intend to pledge and commit $52 million in additional funds for
private carriers from this program.

, ‘ Now, I want to emphasize as a footnote that we assume the .

availability of ndn—Federal matching dollars to supplement funds

available to wus from the Federal Urban Mass Transportation

Administration.' The Governor's transportation funding proposal would
do just that for us. | ‘ v ‘ )

, ~ SENATOR RAND: Is that $52 million for 1984, 1985, 1986, and
19877 | R | B

MR. PREMO: Yes, sir.

SENATOR RAND: That's the four years?

MR. PREMO: Yes. o o

SENATOR GAGLIANO: ‘Jerry, with reépect to»the}availability of

those busés, can the private companies usevthem for charter if they so

desire? ' ; , |

MR. PREMO: They‘can use them for charter, consistent with
~the regulations  issued = by ~ the Urban  Mass Transportation
Administration. Those ‘regulations preclude the use of buses for
charter during peak hours. ~Just as New Jersey Transit is not allowed

- to use buses bought with Federal money in the a.m. .and p.m., the




.priVate‘carriers whorreceive the-826rbuses‘are not allowed to use those

~buses either.

SENATOR GACLIAND:‘ Db-you meen other than commuter?
MR. PREMO: .They can use buses that. they have bought with

~ their own money for charter anytlme they want, but if. you play the game

and get a Federally-bought bus, you cannot use them for charter at rush
hours.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Okay.

'SENATOR RAND: Let me just return to the $52 million. How
much State money do you need to attract that $52 million?

MR. PREMO: It's an 80/20 match, so it is about--

SENATOR RAND: (1nterrupt1ng) So, you need approx;mately,$1ﬂ
million or $11 million? o |

MR. PREMO: Yes; sir. I am proud that New Jersey Transit has
led the nation in helping private bus companies. It may not apgear
that way to some of the peoplerWith whom we do business, but I believe
sincerely that that 1is "the 'case. "QOur private carrier capital
improvement program is ugique in the country. It is as a result of
intense advocacy by New'>Jereey Transit that UMTA accepted fhis
proposal. In a nutshell, here is what happened. UMTA said, "We'll
increase the pot of capital formula grant money that is available to
you by counting .the mlleage that private carriers run in regular route
service -- in commuter»service -- in local traneit service." So, we

worked with the private companies. We made a case before UMTA, and

they approved an extra chunk of money, roughly $10 million or $11
- million a year, in the»formula fund that came to New Jersey. That was

good news, but unlike some other states, which then immediately pumped
that money directly into the pUblic'ageneies"own capital improvement
programs =- whlch we could have done -- we did the right thing. We set
up a private carrier capltel improvement program. We have been working
with the carriers to set ‘up a continuing capital program, ‘not just for
buses, but for the other thlngs I have mentioned.

‘We have relatlonshlps whlch go beyond the capltal side with
private carriers;. for example, the Student Fare Program, the Senior and

Disabled Citizen: Reductionf Program, our bus card, the Bus Shelter




- Program, and the Park. and Ride Prbgram. These are some examples of our
efforts to do the right thing. v R C

_ Senator Rand, I would llke to pick up on what you just said
about the need for matching money, becausevlt is important to us, and
it is important to the private_carriers as well. We need to be in a
position to take advantage.of the funding that is available to New
Jefsey, and to other states, as a result of the énactment of the
one-cent Transit Trust Fund, which was included in the five-cent
increase in the gas tax passed by the Congress. That program sets

aside money that we go after each year in New Jersey. It is part of a

'.,‘bfpader_brogram that delivers to us, and to other states, formula funds

for both capital and operating. We would hate to leave dollars on the
table, but the fact of the matter is that during Fiscal Year‘1985, we
are going to run out of match money. The combination of TRANSPAC and
the 1979 bond issue is going to lead us to 1mprovements in our transit
system in a positive sense, but because we have committed funds in a
‘timely fashion, they are 901ng to have drled up. Some fill-in is going
t to be needed. o o
SENAfOR GAGLIANO:“Howvmuch are we short?
v MR. PREMO: Wéjare gdingvtb needi$50 million a year on a.
'contlnu1ng basis. = _ _.'-“t‘ 1. o T
_ SENATOR GAGLIANO: Just for transit?
MR. PREMO: " Yes, in order to match transit dollars available
" to us from Uncle Sam. Now, that is the range of the program which has
existed for these past few years. ) ' : ’
SENATOR RAND Are - you . saylng then, Mr. Premo, that we can
anticipate a draw-down from 1984 to 1937'7 If you are talking about $50
million on a 20% match, are you talking about $1 billion -- 10% of $500
million? If we need $50 million a year on a 20% match, 1 0% of $500
million is $50 million. Are you talking sbout $1 billion a year that
we're getting in transit? B
MR. PREMO: No. _Dvef:a four-year period, Senator, we will
have a transit capital program that will be close to $1 billion.
During that period we are goingito need $200 million or so to match the
$800 million in Federal mphey’that_we;cah attract to Néw Jersey. The




' $200 million over a Four—Yeér period breaké'down_to about $50 miliibn a .
year. » | _ o v

'SENATOR GAGLIANO?’ Jerry, can you give us a thumbnail sketch
of what you are going to spend that on? ' ‘

» MR. PREMO: We are going to spend about half of that money on
the railroad, and about half of that money on the bus system.

" SENATOR GAGLIAND: There are those of us who have been on the
'Transportation -Committee for quite a while, and that is a lbt of
money. I would like to have just a thumbnail sketch of where that kind

of money would go over this period of time.
. 'MR. PREMO: Roughly half of it would go to the rallroad, and
half of it would -go to the bus system in our State. ' On the railroad,
we have a major job of rebuilding bridges, fixing up track, and redoing
sighals. We have the extension of electrification on the North Jersey
‘coastline to Long Branch, and some connection between odr'Boonton line
and the Montclair branch is important. We have bridges over the
Hackensaék and Passaic Rivers that will require massive-fundihg. We
have to do something there;bl am not sure exactly what it'wiil be. We
have a connection between our bfoader M&E line and the North Jersey
coastline that is very impbrtant. We have maintenance facility needs,
- including the full funding of our maintenénce shop, rof which we expect
to break ground very shortly in Kearny. o
7 So, we have an infrastructure renewal program, ‘and very few
| new projects. This is in somewhat sharp contrast to the State's
highway program, which has a number bf new highway projects on line.
Here we have -- to repeat myself -- some inffastructUre rebuilding that
is Very important. In the bus system, we have a need to avoid the
mistake of the past. The mistake of the past was not to bUy.buses on a
continuing basis. We have a bus fleet of éroUnd 3,000 here, and we
need to buy 200 or 250 buses a year. We really have to do that if we
are going to avoid.finding ourselves with' the avéragé‘age moving ub,
and with it, the breakdowns and customer complalnts 1ncre351ng ' So; we
have to replace 250 or so buses every year. ' ' |
. Durlng this period, we have the need -- particularly in 1987

.and 1988 -- to replace the 800 or so buses which the State bought in

© 1975 or 1976.
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: ”What is it going to cost to do that,
Jerry? . o ‘ o '
1 'i MR. PREMO: 'Weli, wehare3now paying, on orders for oUr‘city
transit .buses, around $155;000 apiece - roQghly $155,000  for a
commuter or city bus. We can all make our guesses as to inflation. We
have negotiated hard, for example, On'the add-on to our MCI order, in
order to get the 245 added buses at the same cost as the original 455.
‘We have‘maintenance‘facilities-that need repair, fare boxes and radios,
and therlike. ‘We can proVidehforfthe record -- particularly in light
of the hearing nature df'this get- together, Senator -- specifics on our
capltal program over the next few years. It is no doubt an aggressive
program, but I would hate to thlnk we have made the progress we've:
made, be this close to establlshlng an excellent publlc transit system,

and then start 901ng down 1nto the black hole again by delaying

~important 1mprovements.

What I would like to’ do, if I may, is just tick off some.
spec1f1cs as they relate to the: prlvate sector we have been involved
in. I appreclate your patience; Mr. Chalrman and members of the
Commlttee, in allowing me to try to show a full span of act1v1ty.

Jim Crawford, A351stant » Comm1351oner of the State's
Department of Transportatlon, w1ll speak ‘later. We have been working
- with a number of prlvate carrlers.' ‘We have’ been on John - Sheridan's .
‘ Publlc/Prlvate Task Force. As part of that effort, we have tried to

jwork hard on a number of 1ssues. Some of what I am going to say will

~reflect those dellberathns, and . then there are “some specific
initiatives by New Jeraey‘Transit I would like to touch on.

) - 1. Territorial Integrity: Who  runs buses where, and when?
New Jersey Transit and the private carriers both support the concept of
territorialr integrity. We are committed to working with private
carriers to eliminate unnecessarypand'destructive competition that will
negatlvely affect both of us. ‘ |
. 2.' Coordlnatlon. We need to expand our efforts to work with
:prlvate carriers and coordlnate our operations s0 ‘that we can come up
with the rational and coordlnated unified system the publlc wants and

needs. We need to focus prlmarlly on. coordlnatlng our routes and our

: timetables.

11




3, Capital Résoﬁrces: As 1 Have tried to indicate, we are
committed to a continuing program of upgrading the State's bus fleet.
The capital imprermeﬁt‘bfdgfém for private carriers -- which I have
described -- will be funded at roughly $12 million a year through
1987. We started out in 1983 with a smaller amount, and then it is
around $12 million a year for 1984 thfough 1987. New Jersey Transit is
going to continue to push this program and be an advocate before UMTA,
assuming, of course, we have the matching non-Federal funds to take
advantage of these UMTA dollars.

: 4.  Procurement: We want to explore all the possibilities of
having private carriers add on to our New Jersey Transit procurements.
We think the open and competitive way in which we go about our business
is a healthy way. Particularly, it is a way in which minority‘and
-female—owned buéihesses have a chance at bat with us. The economy of
‘scale could decrease ‘certain cpsts to private carriers; and make

procurement more feasible. . '

5. Equal Treatment: New Jersey Transit suppofts legislative
and regUlatory policies which render .faVorable treatment to private
cérriers who, are providing commuter and régdﬁar transit service, as
this relates to taxes and registration fees. |

| Along these lines, I would like to use the occasion of this

hearing, Mr. Chairman ‘and members of the Committee, to endorse vfhe
resolutions Senator Gagliano Sppnsored, calling for preferential
treatment for commuter and transit buses at tollbooths. The reéolution'
sponsoréd by Senator Rand calls for relief from authority tolls for all
carriers'providing commuter and transit servi#es. Obviously, as we
‘try hard to control our costs, whatever can be done in the context of
adthority relatiohships is a plus for New Jersey Transit.

A .Finally;, but_not at all least, New Jersey Transit supports
5-131 'sponsored 'by Sénator Rand, which would exempt transit and
commuter bus operations from payment of State tax on motor‘fuels; Each
of these bills and resolutions represents effective, reasonable
measures for promoting public transit in this State.

' 6. Regulation: This past January, Governor Kean signed into

law legislation which will free private carriers from unreasonable
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delaysewhich bbstruct the implementation of needed fare increases, even
in the most routine circumstances. NJT supports this and, obviously,
is looking forward to a "no fare increase spring” ourselves, for the
first time since we have been established.

We also support the concept of a New Jersey regulatory
authority which would replace the ICC's role in overseeing bus
‘transportation which is interstate in nature. It is important to
consider this in the context of service from New Jersey into New York,
" and service from the southern part-bf our State into Philadelphia. NJIT
itself is willing to be subject to this New Jersey based interstate
regulatory authority, ‘insofar as it substitutes for existing ICC
authority. ‘ -

v 7. Destruetive Competition: As the manager -- for you.and
for the taxpayers of this State -- of public funding, we think it is
important for us to manage the',huge public dollers which would be
available to us or to private carriers. We maintain the right to deny

vpartlclpatlon to prlvate carriers in the capital- program,ilf they are
~engaged in destructlve competition.

A SENATOR GAGLIANO: How do you determine that, ~ Jerry?
Seriously, you know, usually youv have a third party - a court, a
judge, a hearing officer, or someone -- who makes a determination that
one party or the other has overstepped his bounds. How do we determine
in New Jersey what becomes destructive competition, vis-a-vis someone
operatlng against the 1ntere3t of New Jersey Transit, if you see what
I'm saying. I think we put in the statute that we didn't want New
Jersey Transit to destructively compete with private carriers. How do

 we determine this? Who does it? Who is the referee?
MR. PREMO: Right now, it is the New Jersey Transit Board of
‘Directors. - : | | »
| - - SENATOR GAGLIANO: As far as the private carriers are
concerned, is that a 31tuat10n where maybe they would feel the cards
are stacked agalnstbthem? . |

MR. PREMO: = Well, I'm not sure. I think they can address
_that issue themselves. I can understand why some might feel that way.

We have had one instance since New Jersey Transit came into existence
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where someone lodged“a complaint against us for operating destructively
- —= only one instance. ~The manner in which we operate, I would argue,
-is as open an operation as exists in any public'agency in this State.
The hearings are open hearings; the deliberations before our Board of
DirectorsAare, I believe, open. ~ The openness of John Sheridan -- and
the openness of his predecessors as Chairmen of New Jersey Transit --
is ‘something to be proud of. I feel reasonably comfortable that the
process is one that affords everyone a chance at bat.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I just wondered if you had any ideas that
maybe legislation would be appropriate at some time, which would -come
‘up with a forum where the private carriers and New Jersey Transif, when
there are issues to be resolved, rather than resorting to litigation or
going to the New Jersey Transit Board,'could'go‘to some group or body
similar to your NJICC situation, where these things could be aired and
a decision made. | . | .

| MR. PREMO: What I would like to do, Senator, is ask Jim
Crawford and others to address that, because as a direct participant in
the process what I say-- I think it WOUId:be good to listen to the
.full~range of comments, and then, perhaps,vretupn to that later in the
day.v '

Let me wrap upihere. It is clear that we haven't gained the
rfull confidence and acceptance of all private carriers in the State.
1t is not for lack of significant effort, but as 'I reflect, both
institutionally and: personally, on the effort I have made, maybe it
~wasn't enough. We have been busy with a whole lot of other things,
and, I think, doing those other things fairly well. But, as we achieve
‘a degree of stébility_in public transit in this State, as New Jersey
Transit has ;trulyv brought its costs under éontrol, taken over the
railroad, and upgradedzthe‘bus system, and since we're now fixing up
'.our infrastructure, bofh'garages and the rest, we need to:contihue to
work on this. Your support and advice have been instrumental as we
have made this prbgress._ I'm proud of this progress, and we are golng
to work hard to contlnue to merit your support -and trust.

What I would like to do, if I may, is just touch on some:
boards here which‘gfaphically portray some of the progress we've made.
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- Then I can answer any questions, or try to answer aﬁy questions, you
might have. (Mr. Premo moves to stand near Committee table to
demonstrate with boards.) -

This is the first of these boards. What has been going on in
the last few years with buses? If we look back -to the early 1970's, we
_invested almost all our money in this State in our railroad program.
In the mid-1970's, a whole lot of buses were bought, and a number of
these were leased to private carriers. We have had another big
increase in New Jersey Transit, and we see an opportunity for more good
with another 250 buses over the next handful of years. So, in terms of
_the bus lease program, this is some information. '

" The next board -- and this is included as an attachment to
the testimony I have offered -- will give you a sense of}the number of
'carriers and the financial relationship which . exists here in the
State. | Depending. on your progrém, there are all sorts- of private
carriers involved, the most significant of which is the Senior Citizen
Reduced Fare Program -- $1 million a year to 65 carriers. We have our
subsidy programs, and we break these down in a couple of wéys. This is
not during only one year. It is very important that I emphasize that.
The bus-leasing dollar amount is the aggregate over time, leading to
the 826 buses. But, on an ‘annual basis, we are in the order of
~maghitude of $16 million or $17 million in support'-— reduced fares,
bus cards, feeder fares, transfefs, and the Student Program. That is a
quick 6verview. It adds up to $100 million, but it is a little bit of
apples and oranges. I want to be clear on that. “ ‘

.What is going to happen over the next few years? This is the
program 1985 to 1989 (indicating next board). During this period
reflééting a need to replace buses when they get old --iwhiCh uses
common sénse; because if you have an‘old bus, you have to find_a way to
get rid of it and get a new bus, or a less old bus for people -- New
Jersey Transit's bus profile is such that we are going to need around
675 in our bus. subsidiary, whereas some 865 would be available to both

 subsidized and private carriers during this time period. So, both in
vbbterms of numbers of buses and of:dollars through the end of the decade,
the majority of the financial commitment is going to be directed to

other than New Jersey Transit bus operations.
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Finally, here is an example of some of the activities which,
over the next four years or so, will be supported with the $50 million
I touched on. So, thlS materlal is available as an attachment to my‘
written statement. '

I bhave just a couple of final remarks, if "I may, 'qu
Chairman. You asked a couple of other questions; Charter is an
important issue, and, occasionally, a passionate one. New Jersey
Transit -- 1like the private carriers which have received buses
supported by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration -- can and
does participate in charter activities consistent with Federal
guidelines.v We are not running charter operations at rush hours -- we
simply are not, with Federally-aided buses. We have leased 39 buses.
We have a long-term lease, a five-year lease, on those 39 buses. We
have set up a separate cost center, We did this two and a half years
ago, ih the throes of a financial crisis, during which eVeryone,et the
hundred public hearings I went to on our fare situation, and the
Legislature and bour Board of Directors said, "Jerry,‘ operate in a
businesslike fashion. Use imagination." So, we did. We leased 39
buses at no cost to the taxpayers, and we are out seeking business
opportuhities so we can offset our deficit. But, those 39 buses are
not costing the public ahything, because we're paying the cost of
lea31ng the buses out of charter revenues.

What is our charter story over the last few years? It is a

small charter operation. Our total aggregate has dropped since we

acquired TNJ, over $8 million in charter and special services a year.
In 1984, we are going to be less then $4 million. We have 39 buses set
aside for exclusive charter operations, in a State that has literally

1,500 or 2,000 buses in exclusive charter operations every day. So, we
are no big story in charter. If we can pick up a charter on the

.weekend, consistent with Federal regulations which requ1re us not to

undercut prlvates, we are going to try to do that, because I do ‘not
take any joy in coming here and seeking money from you, or goihg to the
riders and trying to sock it to those people. We are tryihg to balance
out. We do not thlnk the scale of our charter operation is out of line

at all. In fact, 1t's a very, very mlnor operation in this State.
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In terms of route rationalization, we have dealt in places
throughout the State -- Middlesex, Mercer, Monmouth, Morris and Passalc
Counties, Atlantic Clty, Newark, Elizabeth, and South Jersey. We now
“have to look at the area from Cumberland and Cape May Counties to
Atlantic City. This is an area I have committed to examine this
spring.  So, it is an. aggressive program' of trying to fationalize‘
routes. - |

. Finally, we are trying to do this in a climate of positive
relationships with our own workers. That is not easy to do. We are in
labor negotiations right now. ‘That creates a dilemma at this hearing,
since our existing contraét expires this friday. I can say it is our
commitment to remain competitive, or to the extent that we are not

competitive, to be more competitive in terms of being able to control
| our_‘costa. But, 1‘ hope that competition will not be -- and I am

seeking to:ensure thia -- to the disadvantage‘of'private'carriers.
| | .You'have been extremely patient with -this overview. Thank
you for giving us this chance. We want to listen hard today, and
learn. I hope we can answer questions that may come up during this
hearing. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senators.

v SENATOR RAND:  Thank you very much, Mr. Premo. Senator

Hurley, I am'going to give you a chance to ask some questions first.

SENATOR HURLEY: Mr. Premo, at what level would you consider
your charter service to be a competitive problem?

MR. PREMO: I'm not sure, Senator. t think that 39 buses, in
the cantext.of well over a thousand, is very minor. We do hotAintehd
to increase our dedicated charter bus Fleet.

SENATOR HURLEY'. I understand that but you p01nted to a $4
million figure, and I wonder if there is some way that could be
: increased_ without running face-to-face into competition with the
private carriers. ’

MR. PREMO: I'm not sure we are going to succeed in doing
that. = If we aggressively try to market our charter service, some,
including~péople»who will testifyylater today, willaclaim that that is
“unfair. You know, if we can pick:up.a few dollars on the weekend that

will help keep fares,down, we are trying to do that. It is a real
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judgmeht call, Senator.  We do not see a major expansion'at all of our
charter service. In fact, if we are not going to be make moneyldh that
- charter service, we are not going to remain in it.. ’ '

SENATOR HURLEY: That's it.

SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano?

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Do you do any charters to Atlantic City?

MR. PREMO: We do some charters to Atlantic City. During
1982, we ran charter and special service buses.  As oppbsed to reqular
route service, which we had been running, we ran 663 buses to Atlantic
City. That is in the context of 300,826 charter buses that private
carriers Operatéd to Atlantic City. |

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Are there still over 1,000 charter buses a
day running into Atlantic City, Jerry?

‘ MR. PREMO: Close to it. For example, the busiest month in
1982 was October, dUring which time over 31,000 buses poured in. It
‘varies according to month. Maybe Ian Jerome from Atlantic City, who is
- going to testify later, can update the numbers, but it is just an
astbnishing numberlof buses. We're running maybe two buses a day into
Atlantic City out of the 1,000 that are charter buses. = For example,
we're running some buses from Camden and other locations in southern
New Jefsey; and some from PhiladelphiaQ We have, I;beliéve, 34 buses a
day on regular route service which run into Atlantic City.

.SENATDR RAND: Are they commuter buses?

MR. PREMO: Yes, they're commuter buses which go to thé bus
terminal, as,dppoéed to going directly to the casinos. :

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Let me ask this. Suppose the New Jefsey
Transit Board decided at its next meeting that they would like to go
into the charter business, say to Atlantic City, fairly heavily on
Saturdays and Sundays. Number one, could‘you‘make a pfofit and, number
two, how much of a séreém'would there be from the private carriers
where you would be substantially damaging theif business?

MR. PREMO: We could make a run for'it; we could advertise
for it; we could aggressively go after it. What kind of a response
would we get? .Somewhat_ less than warm. '(laughter) But, I “am

concerned that we haven't been making enough of an effort. This gétS
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to the balancing act which goes on every day, the public and public
transit issue, and then in the privaté sector, the. business approacﬁ.'
We are going to be tr?ing to serve peoble. We have had a lot of
»_customers who usedlto'be with TNJ,'wHo were disappointed by our old .
equipment, and by the fact that we didn't have any charter buses'
available immediately following the takeover. If there was a decent
bus around, I said, "It better be in reqular route service, instead of
in charter éervice." ‘We lost a lot of customers during that time
period. They were disappointed customers, and they went to other
companies. At the same time, more companies were available because of
'aycouple of factors. One was the extraordinary phenomenoﬁ of. Atlahtic
- City, and the second was the ICC derequlation. ,

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Jerry, summing it up, because I think New
Jersey Transit has doné a lot of things -- I think probably compared to
the rest of the country, youvhavé done a lot of great things -- What
would you say has been a disappointment in regard to what you haven't
-been able to accomplish? What haven't you done? This reminds me of
.the story of the school board which was going to build a school. They
‘pUt eVérything into the school they could think of, and then one of the
board members said, '"What did we forget?" If anything, what do you"
feel uncomfortable sbout that you haven't been able to accomplish, or
that you don't think you wiil be able to aCcomplish'within a reasonable -
period of time? o ‘ '
' ' MR. PREMO: If I reflect on four years of work -- for me, it
will be four years in June -- probably the biggest disappointment is
the delay in openingvthe M&E. In terms of our capital program--

SENATOR GAGLIANO§ (interrupting) How about on the bus side?
, MR. PREMO: On the bus side, it is the tone, the very tone of
 antagonism .and suspicion which seems to exist in the minds of a lot of
people about how we opefate as an agency. I feél very comfortable with
what I'm doing, on the one hand treating the’private companies fairly,
and on the other hand, treating New Jersey Transit bus operations
fairly. . I know what I do.’ If we weren't tough from a corporate point
of view on our two subsidiaries, we wouldn't be avoiding a fare

increase this year. What I .feel badly about, is the unbelievable

8
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situation we went thfdgéh_for two and a half years in this agencyrof

having increased fares, knowing the capital improvement program was

‘coming -- which you so strongly continue to support -- but, knowing our

public couldn't sée»itvyet.

Disappointment? Cost control -- it took us too long to do as .
good a job as we're doing. But, I feel pretty good now. I think that
over the next two or three years, we are really going to be continuing
to deliver on the initiatives we started two or three years ago. More
than anything else, Senator, I am concerned about theA tone of
qnestioning,.and that sounds to me like a pretty good agenda to work on
for the next couple of years. That is where this hearing- itself fits

right in with our shared agenda.

SENATOR GAGLTANO: Okay. The last thing, Jerry, ‘is the
implementation of our bill which we passed last year, now that the

Governor has called for the funding of $10 million. Where are we with

"respect to New Jersey Transit's role in this?

MR. PREMO: We are in terrific shape, Senator. We
communicated with all the counties. We will adopt, on Ffriday, March
23, at our Board meeting, quidelines which will gquide the distribution

of the $3 million this year and the $10 million for next year. We have

-already held workshops with involved counties. On March 26, 27, and

28, we will hold follow-up conferences in three parts of our State. We
are moving and implementing.that program. No funds will. be rendered
unused. '

Having said that, we have declared in the guidélines, which

" have been worked out in concert with our Advisory Committee of older

people andv handicapped people-- We have reached .agreement on . the
absolute nécessity for éVoiding the mistakes, or repeating the mistakes
nf the.laté 1960's and early'1970's. We cannot fhrow money at this -
problem; we have to coordinate specialized services, not only with
other specialized services, but with regular route, long distance
carriers. = I feel very good about this. Your leadership in that
program is going to pay dividends to tens of tnousands of people daily
who are going to benefit when this program starts carrying people

s

fairly soon.

20




SENATOR GAGLIANO: Jerry, one last point. I would appreciate
it -- and I'm sure the Chairman and Senator Hurley would too -- if you
would, within the next two to three months, plan on being here to give
us énother update, which would be prior to the implementétion of any'of
the systems into the next fiscal year. I have heard comments that some
of the counties  are lobking forward to this as a supplement to their
transportation moneys, and I don't think that is intended at all. It
is intended that we do this right, and coordinate it, and that' we
definitely have a hahdle on each county's plan. I would like to see
ra couple plans, and maybe have them discussed at a hearing sometime in
the future. ' ' - ,
_ MR. PREMO: If I may, through you, Mr. Chairman, I think it
is important that not only New Jersey Transit be at that hearing, but
also our 504 Advisory Committee, John Del Colle, Steve Janick and
- others, people who have been so instrumental in forging this bill, and
who will be working so carefully with us in implementing it.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Is there anything like this in any other
state, Jerry? ' o v v
S MR. PREMO: No. I was just at a meeting last week of the
~ American Public Transit Association. I had an-opbortunity, Senator, to
. share the initiative with about 700 people from around the country.
_What I told those folks was that when they visit Atlantic City, they
should feel 7-1/2% less bad sbout losing money there, because it is

going to such a noble cause. (laughter) :

7 SENATOR GAGLIANO: Okay. Thank you very much. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. | . ' v
SENATOR RAND: Jerry, I have just a few questions. Maybe I
ought to get regional Fdr a moment, before I ask any general
questions. You spént a tremendous amount of moriey on electrification;
I think somewhere around $100 million, or better. You have no rail in
South Jersey. I happeh to believe we ought to have a  more
comprehensive system of bus routes, but if youAaré going to draw down
$100 million =- and we will come to that question in a moment -- isn't
it time for us to pay a little bit of attention to PATCO, or to the
beginning ‘of _the rejuvenation of the rail lines in South Jersey -
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Senator‘ Hurley, I am addressing this on your behalf also -- both
freight and passenger?

MR. PREMO: I can't address the freight issue. I know that
Commissioner Shéridan has made some initiatives in the freight area,
and 'pefhaps others from the Department could address that. As ‘it
relates to investments in the public transit system of southern.New

Jersey, I feel pretty good sbout the work which has occurred to. date.

.This includes rejuvenation of an aging bus fleet; the commitment  to

rebuild the Newton Avenue garage, soon; the construction of a new
garage in Turnersville; Park and Ride lots; bus shelters; restructuring

of bus servide; the Camden Transportation Center as a building; and,
subject to a few more hoops, the rail line to Atlantic City will be

" reinstituted.

So, that is an aggressive program in a very short period of
time. What we have to do is tailor transit solutions to transit

problems. PATCO has had some problems, and that's why some capital

‘'money has been made available out of our program from New Jersey

Transit to PATCO, for the upgrading of some stations, and for some of
the redecking work over the bridge. - I think there is a pretty good
partnership that has worked so far.

On the matter of rail lineé, what we have to do in any kind
of a rail investment -- and I would note that the program I cited
earlier was largely a reinvestment in our heavy density rail lines -- .

is keep in mind the fact that in most parts of the State, as in other

"states, bus transportation can meet the needs of the commuters. Rail o

is expensive, and there really needs to be a "show cause" as to why we

would invest large dollars for each mile of rail; if in‘fact buses can

" do the job; That is why we went through such a careful examination on

reinstituting service to Atlantic City. The conclusion of the parties

“involved was that it is a good bet, that it is worth trying. We are

going to be pursuing it aggressively.

' SENATOR RAND: Regarding the STAA progrém for 1984 to 1988,
you're talking about a draw down of v$800 million, againét $200 |
million. Is the legislation so structured that we have to draw that -
money from 1984 to 1988, or can we carry any of that money over to 1989

or 1990, and, do we losé any portion of it?
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MR. PREMO: The funding comes from two pots of money. First,
the formula grant program and, within the formula grant program, is
this $12 million a year for private carriers. The total on an annual
basis is in the range 0f1$100 million to $110 million, depending on
some numbers, negotiations, and the like. But, it's around $100
million to $110 million. In addition, there is a discretiohary pot of
money which is decided wupon each year by the Secretary of
Transportation, and by the Federal Urban Mass Transportation
Administrator. The so-called "Section 3 discretionary funds" are
intensely competed for among states like ouré, and among New York,
Chicago, Llos Angeles, Houston and other new-start cities that are
trying to build rapid transit; also among other places which have
extraordinary bus needs.

We can never really recapture moneys from the discretionary
pot that we don't secure each year. ‘No matter how. hard you trybto
catch up, since that is an annual program, if you don't make it, you
roll over and you never quite catch up in subsequent years.

In terms of the formula funds, those are available. We have
to commit them within a couple of years. Now, obviously, we could
stretch this program out é little bit, but we are so close to being in
a position to secure these dollars. I think we have‘ had a good
partnership with the Feds. I think they feel reasonably comfortable,
and  are increasingly feeling more comfortable, with how ‘we are
implementing our program. | What I don't want to do is create an
environment that takes the heat off our Federal partners to provide us
that $75 million or’so a year if, in fact, we have real needs. The
idea of for want of one dollar, of passing up'four Federal dollars that
could create jobs, put pebple to work, and get people jobs here in New
Jersey, is something that would be discouraging to me. ‘

SENATOR RAND: I have one last dquestion. You said your
contract is up Friday. Is that of crisis‘proportion; or‘is'thatvjust
a factual statement that the contract is up Friday?

MR. PREMO: It is a factual statement, Senator.

SENATOR RAND:  Okay. Evidently then, some progress is
being-- o
MR. PREMO: We're talking, yes sir.
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| SENATOR RAND: - Jerry, I thank you very, very/ much for your
testimony. ' ' ,

MR. PREMO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senators, for your
courtesy. ’ ‘

SENATOR RAND: I'm sure we will have you back.  May we hayé
Eleanor Stone, on behalf of the commuters on New Jersey Transit, Line
138, ' ‘
ELEANOR B. STONE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee. . This statement was prepared by Robert L. Stone, 13
- Meadowlark Lane, East Brunswick, New Jersey, on behalf of commuters
between southern Middlesex County townships and New York City, who ride
on New Jersey Transit, Route 138. '

| At a public hearing on February 28, 1984, éhaired by Mr. Bert
Hasbruck of New Jersey Transit, and largely attended by commﬁters on
Route 138, New Jersey Transit presented proposals which would reduce
its Route 138 service subétantially, including modifications of various
services which would eliminate certain areas now served entirely. For
instance, one bus from Spotswood, one bus from Englishtown, and one bus
froh 0ld Bridge now pass through South River each business day.
Service to South River would be eliminated entirely.

Currently, many of the commuters on Route 138 use it because
of the high quélity professional service it provides, and because it
comes directly through their neighborhoods without requiring them to
use an automobile to a centrally located Park and Ride faéility. These
pdinté were voiced by the'public at the hearing on February 28.

A further proposed major change in Route 138 service.is to
temporarily continue service through Milltown, while'arfanging to have
a different nonsubsidized carrier, presumably:Suburban Transit, take
over the Milltown service. The pub1ic was advised that the new carrier
‘would guarantee to continue the service for at least éix months. This
was very disturbing to Milltown commuters, as a private nonsubsidized
carriér could opt to discontinue the service with minimum input ffom
the public. ‘ } '

There is a particular point regarding New Jersey Transit's

Route 138 plans which merits legislative attention. In the Executive
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Summary New Jersey Trahsit prepared for its  directors, which was
distributed at the February 28 meeting, it was stated that the
proposals were based on a review of current ridership on each route and
present ~ operating costs, as well as long-range impacts on bus
~operations of continued population growth along the Route 9>Corridor.

New Jersey Transit has taken thé position that the cutbacks
in Route 138 service are needed because it is not making money on the
route. In my view, and in the view other commuters expressed at the
Februaty 28 hearing, New Jersey Transit is ignoring its obligations as
~ a subsidized bus line to provide service which would not be profitable
to nonsubsidized carriers, and is thus seeking to avoid accountability
for its activities. Moreover, by divesting itsélf of nonprofitable
but, nevertheless, important sefvices, New Jersey Transit could be
~putting itself into a stronger position in which to compete against
private nonsubsidized carriers, such as those participating in the |
United Bus Owners Survival Association, whose services New Jersey
Transit is seeking to take over. When this was raised at the hearing
and New Jersey Transit personnel were questioned for their reaction to
‘this point, Mr. Hasbruck indicated he did not think it relevant, since
most participants in UBOSA are charter and not commuter carriers.
However, an area private commuter carrier academy is currently
threatened with destructive competition by New Jersey Transit.

It is the feeling of commuters on Route 138 adversely
affected by New Jersey Transit's charge to serve the people of New
Jersey as a subsidized carrier, that permitting it to improve its
* financial position by cutting back on needed services as it uses that
. financial position to destructively compete with other carriers, is a
violation of that charge. -

Two requests are made of the Committee: (1) Until the
question of whether New Jersey Transit is improving its ability -to
destructively compete with nonsubsidized carriers is resolved, in order
to see that New Jersey Transit's charge to serve the public is nof
violated, New Jersey Transit should be prevented from making the
changes it is proposing on Route 138; it is important that this be done

quickly, since it is intended by New Jersey Transit to request its
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Board of Directors to approve the changes on March 23, 1984; and, (2)
Legislation should be enacted which would require that when New Jersey
Transit transfers its service to a nonsubsidized carrier for only a
short period of time, as is the case with the Milltown service, that in
the event the nonsubsidized carrier does not continue the service, New
Jersey Transit be required to resume. it. Six months is not a long
period of time for communities to be built around. This would reduce
the ability of New Jersey Transit to divest itself of service to
commuters, with little guarantee that the alternative would long
continue, as New Jersey Transit places itself in a better position.
Thank you.

' SENATOR RAND: Senstor Gagliano? _ ,

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I wonder if you can tell us, Ms. Stone,
what is the situation with respect to Route 1387 How many people use
it? Do they fill the bus?

MS. STONE: There are three buses -everyday.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Three buses -- do they fill all three
buses? ’ | :
MS. STONE: They do not fill all three buses, but they fFill
each bus approximately two-thirds of the time. » ‘ _

‘SENATOR GAGLIANO. So, it wouldn't make sense to have only’
two buses? , _ _

MS. STONE: It could, possibly; that could be a compromise
position.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Has that been looked at? | |

MS. STONE: I believe it .is being looked at, yes. But, it
has not been an alternative offered by New Jersey Transit.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: It hasn't been?

' Ms. STONE: No. It has been a suggestion by the commuters.
You'have to also. understand that East Brunswick-- 1'll;just add a
little bit of information. It's obvious that I am not a commuter; I
work in Trenton, okay? I am not a commuter on this line to New York.
But, this community was built around that bus lihe. Almost every ad in
the newspaper said, "Within walking distance of the bus." In addition

to that, with the new Mount Laurel decisioné which were just approved .
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by the cburt, part of the approval was the fact that this bus existed.
People would only need one car, and everything else. Tfansportation
existed in the community. So, this is another instancé of building
with one hand, and maybe taking away with the otﬁer{

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Did you éay there are three busesvnow,
each way, mdrning and evening?

MS. STONE: No. Thére are three buses in the morning, and
two in the afternoon.

SENATOR GAGL IANO: So, what you're saying is that the
possibility exists to cut down on the number of buses, and fill them?

MS. STONE: VYes,. there is that possibility.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Okay. Thank you.

SENATOR RAND: Did New Jersey Transit threaten to cdt out the
route entirely?

MS. STONE: No. They threatened to advertise and bring in
another provider, with only a six-month guarantee of service.

SENATOR RAND: But, they did not threéten to close the route
completely, except for thé one through-- v :

MS. STONE: (interrupting) Through South River.k

SENATOR RAND: What was that? '

MS. STONE: Except for the one through South River, which is
a working-class municipality within this community. There‘ are
factofies, garment factories, and things like that, through that area.
It is a working-class bus. Those riders usually ride earlier in the
morning than a lot of others. , : v

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much. Senator Hurley?

SENATOR HURLEY: No, thank you. I have nothing.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much. -

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Mr. Premo may be able to respond.

MS. STONE: We would like that. | |

SENATOR RAND:  Mr. Premo, would you like to respohd? We
don't‘want to put you on a spot.‘ This is not an interlocutory hearing,
Senator Gagliano. v V . ' '

| SENATOR GAGLIANO: Well, jerry moved his seat, and I thought

he wanted to respond.
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~ SENATOR RAND: Well, I think that would be taking unfair

advantage, because this is not a debate here.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, really, I just happened to see Mr.
Premo get up. He was sitting back there next to Sue Kirk and he- moved
. up. 1 thought'he wanted to respond. v _ .

SENATOR RAND: Jerry, if you wiéh'to, you may. If you don't,
it is perfectly all right. |

‘MR. PREMO: I'll give you jus£ a quick answer. My reason fbr
moving was partly the ambience of Mr. Hasbruck's company, not that it
isn't pleasant to bevwith you, Susan. We think it makes more sense for
Suburban Transit to run these buses; it would tie in with their
opefations a little bit better than with ours. We think there is some
substance to territorial integrity, as well as my saying it on some
paper here. I think the pUblic has a good chance to vote, with their
decision to ride‘good quality public transit. I'm confident that if
the people get on those buses, Suburban will continue to run the two
buses now proposed for opération. » |

SENATOR RAND: Are there any other questions?"(no response)
Thank you, Ms. Stone. ' '

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I guess, Mr. Chairman; the best thing we
‘can do is just ask that they be watched. Ms. Stone, you will not lose
service; surburban will take over. i

~ MS. STONE: Part of this was, that if at the end of the six

months this is not-- -

' ' SENATOR GAGLIANO: (interrupting) Yes, we heard you. That's
what I’m saying. We'll watch it, and we'll be in touch'with Mr. Premo
before the six months is up to find out whethervorvnot this is working.

'MS. STONE: Thank you. . ’
SENATOR RAND: ~ Thank you very much. Mr. Barnett Rukin,
Member of the Board of Directors, New Jersey Motorbus Association. Do
you have a copy of your statement, Mr. Rukin?
BARNETT RUKIN: I have no prepared testimony. We're here at the
invitation of the Committee on matters we have discussed for the
priyate sector, as represented by the New Jersey Motorbus Association

over quite a long period of time.
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- The number one item on this public hearing agenda is the
relation of New Jersey Transit to subsidized and nonsubsidized
carriers. Item "a" on destructive competition takes us back to the
original statute, where the very minimal protection offered to the
privéteAsector in the legislation was concern for the private sector,
and prohibition against destructive competition. With all the
wonderful things that have been done in four and a half years, we have
yet to see, in regqulation, a pfoper method for handling any complaints
of destructive competition. Interestingly enough, that has now been
turned around to where New Jersey Transit takes the position they are
trying to protect themselves from the destructive competition of
private carriers. The private carriers have, as yet, not had
regulatory protection from the destructive competition of Néw Jersey
Transit. , '

You have to understand the difficulty I bhave, and our

organization and all the private carriers in the State‘havé, in even
‘diécussihg the things we see as négatives in our relatibnship.with New
Jersey Transit, because the Commissioner of Transportation, as
represented by his number one transit person here, Commissioner
Crawford, and the Executive Director of New Jersey Transit and his able
_ staff, are also our regulators, and the suppliers of the capital
‘equipment that is supposed to come to benefit the users of the public -
' trahsportation system in the State, whether the provision of the
serviée is in the public sector or in the private sector. While we
can complain about the things that are not dohe, and we hope that our
complaints are objéctive and constructive, the fact is we are really at
grave risk historically, in speaking out.

SENATOR GAGLIANO:  Buz, that is why 1 asked the question
about whether or not there should be a third party forum, where you
could go, other than to the New Jersevaransithoard as such, when you
had a probleh; |

‘ "MR. RUKIN: I appreciate that statement, because the first
round of proposed regulations on this matter made it very clear that
New Jersey Transit was the judge, jury, and héngman for the privates
when they makg-any complaints. When we in the private sector protested
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‘4that, the regulations were pulled and submitted to the Attornéy
General‘s office for review, which review took nine months or a year,
or whatever the normal process:is. In the interim period of time,
obviously there were no regulations we could deal with. There have
been some instancés we have raised in various forms that could be
called destructive compefition.' You are aware of many of them -- the
Vince Lombardi Park and Ride situation, where New Jersey Transit made
the highest bid, and the highest bidder would win the award for
service. Obviously, the source of revenue for that bid came from the
bublic Treasury.

The Fair Fare Program, interestingly enough, lowered certain
prices, but only in areas where there was competition From‘ private
carriers. There were programs for free fares during Christmas, and
programs to take people back on New Year's Eve. ,

| SENATOR GAGLIANO: You can't disagree with that, can you?

~MR. RUKIN: I don't disagree with it. I think the programs
are terrific. But, there is a transportation system in this State
which provides service to all the residents of'the'State, and 40% of
the interétate commuters are carried on buses owned and operated by the
private ‘sector -- not owned ‘necessarily -- but .operated by private
sector companies. If those programs are good, and we think some of
them are very good, we think they should be‘broad-based and - extend
equitably to all users of the public transportation'systEm. We do not
think this is a public transportation system fof the users ‘of New
Jersey Transit buses or frainst As a matter of fact, we have a bill
prepared - I don't believe it has a number or a sponsor yet -- and the
statement relates to this specifically. It reads, "Néw Jersey TranSit
Corporation, which operates the State's commuter railroads and a major
portion of the State's commuter bus sefvice, has introduced a number of
imaginative reduced fare'programs designed to encourage commuters to
utilize public transportation. Many of these programs; however, apply
only to the subsidized New Jersey Transit operations, or to private
.companies also under public sdbsidy.'-Some 40% of the interstate bus

commuters in New Jersey are served by taxpaying unsubsidized carriers.

A number of key cities and surrounding communities are also served by




unsubsidized intrastate carriers. The thouSénds of New Jerseyites who
are dependent on these lines obtain few or no benefits from most of the
New Jersey Transit promotionél programs."

This bill would require New Jeréey Transit tb include the
users of unsubsidized bué'companies in the promofional programs to the
maximum extent feasible. A pattern for such inclusion has been
well-established by the Senior Citizens' Discount Fare Program, which
applies to unsubsidized lines, as well as to New Jersey Transit ahd the
other tax-assisted companies. ‘

There are rumors about the Morristown line that when the
electrification is cohpleted, it will open with a very substantial cut
in fares, to attract people back to the line. The impact on the
p:ivaté sector of these kinds of thingé is grave. While the charts are
interesting, that $50 million that will be forthcoming to the privates
over the next four years, will actually be going backward one. The
fact, in a billion dollar program over that same period of time, $500
million goes to commuter rail, which carries about -= I don't know --
30% of the people; $450 million goes to New Jersey Transit bus
operations; and, $50 million goes to the private sector. That money is
génerated by the miles the pfivate sector's buses run in these
essential services that UMTA agrees to. Without New Jefsey Transit
fighting the battle with UMTA for us, we would have a very difficult
time getting those funds. ' '

' SENATOR RAND:  Buzzy, I think that figure is around $200
million. We're talking fifty some million each year. You took it out
of context for dne year; as against four years.

» | ~ MR. RUKIN: (Mr. Rukin confers with Mr. Premo at this point.)
But, thé bus program is $53 million in total -- I'm sorry, the capital'
program. , : o |
MR. PREMO: txclusive of rolling stock--

MR. RUKIN: The capital program -- the $52 million we talked
about before -~ which is capital other than rolling stock, is the total
over the five-year period. It is four years going forward, one year
going backward. The .total for the "privates" in that, which is

non-rolling stock, is $50 million. Mr. Premo has indicated to me that
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the rollihg stock number is an additional number, and we will see as
time goes on how much that will be. ) '

SENATOR GAGLIANO: So will all of us; none of us know that.

MR, RUKIN:_ Right. = One of the key things in what we call
destrﬁctive competition, besides thingé like Vince Lombardi;‘half-Fare
programs, free-fare programs, and so forth, is, of course, the
overwhelming benefit of State resources, capital and operating, to the
railroads. They carry a very small portion of the total number of
people who are carried. They carry no more, and probably less, people
than the private buses carry, and they get an enormous amount of
capital assistance, and an enormous amount of operating assistance.

The real problem here is, if there is going to be a change in
climate, and it will be a change-- We are pfobably as responsible for ,
an unbleasantA tone as anyone perhaps, because we keep raiéihg the
issues. | ' ’

SENATOR GAGLIANO: (interrupting) Not you, Buz. »

MR. RUKIN: 1I'll take the blame, if it belongs here. The
private carriers have become more outspoken as to what the rights of
their riders are; and how they should be taken care of, because we are
fighting for our survival. As Frank Gallagher has said to you often,
"Private bus carriers are an endangered species in New Jersey." We're
probably entitled to environmental protection, or something of that
sort. |

The New Jersey Transit allocation of buses, while we can talk
about it facfually—- I think Mr. Premo said that 220 buses have gone
to the private sector. That is about 20% of the buses that have been
delivered. The Bus Association objected to the initial allocation plan
in concept, because the plan rewards a historical iack, of capital
commitment by those people who operated the bus line. The Association
has said that even though a number of its members have been granted a
very, very significant number of buses, and have had their fleets
replaced, the concept of buying bdses only for those who have allowed
their fleets to age> isv one that recommends to a manager, or to an
owner, that they should not make a capital investment in buses, that

these things that help the riders stay with the system are really not
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useful. One ought to sit on one's hands, do nothing, and then if it
gets bad enough, the State will come in and bail one out. We do not
think that is a reasonable goal. We came out with that publicly in
TRANSPAC. That was in 1979 or 1980, I guess, and we have stayed with
that position since. We don't know what the future plans are for the
allocation of buses, so we can't really comment on that aspect.

With regard to New Jersey Transit providing charter bus
service, I think you have asked the question of the right people. New
~Jersey Transit has to answer that for themselves. From our
perspéctive,vwe think New .Jersey Transit, on a fully-allocated basis,
probably loses money running their charters, and it probably does not,
on a committed basis, make sense for them to be in the charter
business. The UMTA regulations are the ones wekhavevadopted. It has
been that way for so long with the use of the buses that came from
Federal allocations, that we have given up fighting that one because
of any greater restrictions, although conceptually our group, if we
were bolled, would probably suggest that if they were never used for
: chértér, that would be okay as well.

On accountability for activities, we think that New Jersey
Transit's commitment, or the State of New Jersey's commitment through
NeQ Jersey Transit, to rail, has never been properly raised in a public
forum. It has never been addressed properly. We talk about ndmbers,
$50 million for the private sector. The electrification of the M&E
. alone is over $500 million, to our knowledge. It depends on who you
talk to as to what that will be. The capital aspects of that, the
payback provisions of that, if there are any, are just astounding. It
couldn't make any economic sense. I shouldn't say that, but it would
" be hard for me to be convinced that they could ever make any economic
sense out of it. _ A

In terms of the support we get from New Jersey Transit, we
- have been working>with the Public/Private Study Commission. It was
supposed to have results in October; it is now March, and we aren't
there yet. There has been some consensus, which was brought oui
earlier. Some of the othér things that we talk about though, have not

been resolved, and we do not know where they are going to lead us. We -
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- ‘are continuing td work and to put our best efforts forward in that
area.

Other than those situations which report on the factual
involvement of the private .sector that we repreéent, which is the
majority of the regular-route local and commuter-transit carriers in
the State, that is all I have to say. I am certainly available to talk
to you about any questions you may have of us, including where we're
going, and where we've been.

SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano?

SENATOR GAGLIANGO: Yes. Buz, I have one question. For
example, when New Jersey Transit said they would givé free bus serviée
on New Year's Eve -- whatever it was, between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. - I
know there -were éomplaints by private carriers who said that this was

“an unfair thing for New Jersey Transit to do. Rather than take that
épproach, what about -- would the private carriers be able to come up
with something which would also indicate their concern in the matter?
Maybe if the fare was supposed to be $1.50 a ride, they could do it for
fifty cents or sometﬁing. Then there could be some serious talk in
terms of a subsidy during that peridd. What I'm saying is, just
because New Jersey Transit came up with a promotion, I don't think the
private carriers should immediately say, "Don't do that, because we
can't." It seems to me that we ought to get together on this issue.
For example, I have suggested to New Jersey Transit that they give rail
commuters, in areas where rail is available, a one-month free pass, if
people can prove -- we would have to set up the gquidelines -- they
moved into an area for the first time and would like to try the
railroad. I have suggested we give them a free pass, let's say, for
“the month of April. They would apply for it in March, and they would
be sble to commute for one month free. _ - ‘

Now,‘the response, 1 presume, from the private carriers would
'bé; ﬁYou shouldn't do that, because we can't afford itQ" But; I'm

“trying to look at the big picture. I'm trying to get more people into
public transit. If you just say, "No, don't do it because I can;t
afford it this month," we'll never do it. ‘
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MR. RUKIN: I hope we ‘are not being portrayed as the
nay-sayers in this whole process. My complaint with New Jersey Transit
~is not to turn around imaginative and clever promotional programs. I
would adopt what you're saying totally. However, I would add one thing
to it. There is no free lunch. If the railroad provides free service,
‘and there is a cost for providing that service, that cost is being made
up by ydur subsidy to New Jersey Transit rail. All of us in the
private sector would be happy to join in any one of those prOgramS, as
long as we have that revenue loss made up to us. No problem
whatscever. We'd love it. '

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Revenue loss?  Does that include profit
for those that are profitable? What I'm saying is, isn't there ‘some
middle ground? '

v MR. RUKIN: Oh, yes. We would participate in a'prdmotional
program. I don't think there is any question about it.

SENATOR GAGLIAND:  You would? Okay. So, that is on the
fecdrd; You and your people would cooperate in a promotional program,
- even though you might not get a hundred cents back on a dollar. You
might get some portion of it. ,

MR. RUKIN: Yes, but it would have to be realistic for us
because we know that we do not have the luxury of being deficit
financed. So; the company, ultimately, in order to buy its buses,
"rebuild -its .garages, ‘keep the air conditioners running, have nice
terminals, and all the things we ail want, because really in truth --
although‘it has been bahdied around that it is not true -- our goals
are the same. We cannot get people to ride our services if we do not
give éomplete, high-quality services. They won't stay with us. There
are too many alternatives out there, including feet, bicycles,
automobilés, competitive trains, and competitive bus service. They are
%not“going to do it. So, we have to give that kind of quality. To give
that kind of quality, we ‘have to have a bottom line. We think we give
-~ that quality. We think our total costs are lower than our
~ publicly-subsidized competitors, and that we can participate in the
same kinds of programs at a total lower cost, and make some money with
them. = We think we run more efficiently and, in some .cases, it is

because we have less constraints.
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: I have just one last question. Are you
suggesting, therefore, that when New Jersey Transit is considering any
promotions, whatever they might be, that they bring your organization
into it so you can approach this on a statewide basis, both public and
private? ‘ ' H

MR. RUKIN: That would be fine. Organization 1is not
necessarily key, but it is the providers of those same kinds of
services who would qualify. N

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Obviously, we can't have every bus.company
at the meeting. - But, representatives of your companies could meet with
New Jersey Transit prior to a promotional becoming effective, so that
both sides could be heard on this issue, and on. whether or not it
should go fqrwafd. ' o

MR. RUKIN: Right. ‘One of the problems there, of course, and.
one of the things we 'have harped on since prior to the public
" corporation law, is that we have a real problem when our regulator,
policy-maker, and competitive operator are all rolled up into the same
Vmanégemeht team. That is a real problem.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Thank you.

» SENATOR RAND: Buz, just a couple of questions. Aren't your
labor costs substantially lower than New Jersey Transit's? I mean,
when we are talking about the desfructive COmpetition,situatioh, aren't
you in a better competitive situation with 1ab6r costs than New Jersey
Transit is? |

MR. RUKIN: Right. ;

SENATOR RAND: They were burdened -- I don't want to use the
word "burdened" in a demeaning manner, but they were given a charge and
they had to accept certain costs. - So, you certainly do not have to
_absorb the costs'that they have to absorb. v ,

_ MR. RUKIN: To the extent that my company has been in
business for 63 years, we have also been burdened by the éccumulation,'
over 63 years, of operating practices, benefit packages, working

vconditions,vand wages. We have tovdeél with them in a particular way,
because we have a responsibility to our stockholders in ordef for us to

stay in business.
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SENATOR RANDwi I agree,:and I would say that if the entire
bubllc bus service had been at its peak of efficiency, we would not
'have had to‘create New Jersey Transit. That is a question open to.
argdment, énd I woh'tvopeh it up now. But, the point is, we did create
. New Jersey Tfansit. It was a creation of the LeQislature; and I don't
suppose there is any way we are going td tear it apart. We are
goingbest possible transportation. That doesn't say that we can't do
certain things for you, in the sense of whét we are trying to do now to
ease the motor fuels tax for interstate commuter buses; which we think
is correct. There are thihgs‘we can do for you, and there are things
we can do for New Jersey Transit.

| What I'm éaying is, there are no unanswerable questions, and
" no unanswerable problems; That is why we are having this hearing here
today. Senator Hurley, do you have anything else? '

,s_ENAmR HURLEY: Nothing further. Thank you, Buz. ,

» SENATOR RAND:  Thank you very much, Buz. Mr. Ronald
Féilléce, President of the United Bus Owners Survival Association.
Good morning, Mr. Falllace. | .
RONALD R. FAILLACE: Good morning, Senators. My name is Ronald'R.
Faillace, and I would like to thank you for allowing us the opportunify
to address this'Committee{ 1 am the Vice President of Saddle River
Tours, a private bus company, and President of the United Bus Operators
Survival A33001at10n, or UBOSA. Appearlng with me are Mr. Robert
Lovito and Mr. Paul Goldman, who are members of the Board oF Dlrectors’
of UBOSA. '

The Association 1is a voluntary hOnprofit ~corporation
comprised of 'nearly 200 members, including bus owners, parts suppliers,
insurers,' ahd ‘garage owners. We are all profit-making. competitive
businesses. We have banded together because, while we are able to
compete with each other, we haVe found that it is impossible for us to
compete with State-subsidized transportation. We\are here because we
believe our livelihood is endangered.

In particulér, ‘T will address myself to'- the problem of
destructive competltlon the private bus industry faces in regard to

State-sub51dlzed charter operations. Mr. Lovito will speak tq you
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about the current practices »of destructlve competition in line
operatlons w1th State- sub51dlzed carriers, and the effects of New
Jersey Transit's freedom from financial accountability. ~Mr. Goldman
will speak to you about our proposed solutions to these problems.

This morning we would like to talk to you about a subject
that is of much concern to UBOSA -- the use of Federal and State
taxpayers' moneys by subsidized carriers to run charter service. in

. competition with private carriers. UBOSA supports cdmpetition in_the
bus industry. What UBOSA does object to is "destructive competition
againét private carriers by subsidized carriers. This concern over
destructive competition did not just begin recently. In 1979, at the
Committee hearings before passage of the legislation cfeating New
Jersey Transit, the following statement appeared on the record: "In
order to make the salad more palatable to everyone, maybe we should try
to crank in something which would be protective of those companies.that

~are operating profitably and would like to remain so. We shoﬁld do
somethihg‘about the moneymakérs, that is, to protect them to allow them
to keeb making‘money." Senator Gagliano, when you uttered those words,

did you intend to create a. monopoly in State transportation for New
Jersey Transit? '

SENATOR GAGLIANU' I think obviously the answer would be no.

MR. FAILLACE: Yes, I would agree with that.

SENATOR GAGLIANG: I didn't know they were my words, by the,

way. I remember saying somethlng like that.

~ SENATOR RAND: You never know when your words are 901ng to

- come back to haunt you.

» SENATOR GAGLIANO: Yes, right.‘ Well, actually I was a

probhet. | v

MR. FAILLACE: Indeed you were.

SENATOR RAND: Is that "ph" or "it?"

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Neither.

MR. FAILLACE: Charter service is the bread and butter of the
privafe.bus industry. Money made fromAcharter operations is used to
fund less profitable operatlons which are run as- a Aservice to

commuters. However, private 1ndustry charter operations are in danger
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from destructlve competltlon from sub31dlzed carriers. NOQ, what is
destructive competition? ' o '
Destructivé competition occurs when one carrier is able to
provide service ét‘értifibially low prices because of its subsidizing.
No.operatOr can afford to lose money-for long without going bankrupt,
unless it iS‘béing subsidized by taxpayers' dollars. The subsidized

"carrier can afford to lose money. All that carrier has to do is go

" back to the Legislature and ask for more money.

Who stands to gain by destructive cdmpetition?, In the:short
'term, it would”éeem that the commuter would benefit, because of the
artificially low fare. However, that fare is low at the expense of
vtagpéyers' dollars; which are being used to subsidize the operations.
In addition, the State is being deprived of tax revenue due to the loss
of the private' operator. These -are not the. only repercussions. of
subsidized charter service. =~ The use of subsidized buses on charter
means that they are not available for regular line service in mass
transportaion,iwhich.was their intended use. It also means that the
life of those buses has been diminished by the additional wear and tear
which' charter service engenders. The loss to the taxpaying and
'Vcommuting public is obvious. Among the many examples of-abuses by
subsidized carriers with 'regard to charters, is the sighting of
subsidized buses in Florida, South: Carolina, »Pennsylvania; and
Waéhington, D.C. To illustrate, I have here abpicture of a New Jersey
Transit bus at a well-known tourist attraction in South Carolina. It
happens to be south of the border. (Mr. Faillace holds up picture
' takéﬁ from a newspaper.) Here is a picture of the bus, with its
insignia on it, and what not. _ :

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Are you challenging the $4 million a year
that Mr. Premo has said is their income, or don't you knoﬁ?' ‘

MR. FAILLACE: I'm challenging the use of buses, and I don't
think you can distihguish‘a fleet of 39 buses supposedly paying for
itself, from any othér busés in the New Jersey Transit fleet, for the
simple reaéon‘that Federal and State money ié being used to maintain
those buses. When Mr. Premo refers to this fleet of buses being used

" for charter service, hé’forgéfs<to'tell you that the garages-and all of
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-the related serviqesrthatho into that -- the indirect costs -- are not
computed when he figﬁres the overhead on that, much the same way as he
reports other figures to the Legislature, for example.

SENATOR RAND: Just one moment, it's 49 buses, not 39, but
that is not the point. Do you mean to tell me that 49 buses out of
1,500 -~ and I'm going back to 1979, when there were approximately 100

- charter buses into Atlantic City a day, and today there are 1,000 --
350,000 trips anhually into Atlantic City alone -- does that have such
a great influence on the entire charter system? I mean, let me get
- down to destructive competition. Do you mean to tell me that the 49
buses--~ va I' really thought that the 49 buses created such a
tremendous hardship on the cﬁarter bus industry of this State, I would
be the first one to move that we withdraw those 49 buses. But, knowing
Atlantic City as I know it, and knowing the problems they have with the
tremendous charter bus trips into Atlantic City, 350,000 a year, are
you telling me that these 49 buses are destructive competition?

' MR. FAILLACE: Firéf of all, Senator, it is not just the 49
buses. » v _
1 SENATOR RAND: Let's stick to the 49 buses, out of 1,500. I
have heard the other comments, but let me get to the 49 buses out of
the 1,500, and the 350,000 trips just into Atlantic City.

MR. FAILLACE: First off, the number of buses--

k.SENATOR RAND:  (interrupting) Are they hUrtihg you in the
sense that you cén't get all the charter bus operations?

MR. FAILLACE: ' Oh, absolutely.

SENATOR RAND: Tell me in what way.

MR. FAILLACE: We have actual sightings, and we are prepared
to show youé—» I don't think this is the forum to do it, but we would
be glad to show you in our briefs. '

V SENATOR RAND: And, they underbid you?‘

MR. FAILLACE: ~We have sightings of New Jersey Transit buses
that are being used at peak hours, where they should be used for
transporting commuters. Okay? We have 'sightings; we have
documentation. We also have sightings of New Jersey Transit buses that

are obviously on cross-country trips. Now, those buses that are being
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used -- whether it is 49 buses or whether it is one bus. -- can be used
for . commuter operations, because Mr. Prem6 says he is interested in
~building  a strong commuter transportation system in the State of New
Jersey. - I don't see where the commuters in this State are being
"served when. a bus is 'in South Carolina. - |

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Are you saying that at some point, if a
bus went to South Carolina or Florida, it had to miss its morning run?

MR. FAILLACE: That is correct. Now, what Mr. Premo is going
to say to you is that that bus is one of those 49 buses that are
-supposedly not subsidized. | I'maintain that every bus, everything in
New Jersey Transit, is subsidized in one shape or form. I mean, let's
face it. ' v ’ ,
SENATOR GAGLIANO: I think the Committee agrees with that.
MR. FAILLACE: Okay, fine; then we don't have to belabor that
point. The importaht thing here is,that for him to state that 49 buses
are moneymakers, is totally ridiculous. We will get to that; in terms
" of accountability, later on in our statement.

,. SENATOR GAGLiANO: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I guess I

.stérted this by saying, "Are you challenging the issue of whether or
not New Jersey Transit brings in $4 million a year from these charter
" operations?" I cannot remember the total 'bUdget for New Jersey
Transit, but isn't it a half a billion? |

SENATOR RAND: It's $450 million.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: It's close to .a half a billion dollars
and, if they are doing $4 million a year in charter operations, number
one, it is not a heavy number for them to try to live on and, number
two, based on what the Chairman is talking about with respect to -
Atlantic City trips, it doesn't sound that substantial that it would
hurt the private carriers. I mean, we want to strike a balance here
'~ too. Obviously, you quoted me from 1979,‘and I was concerned then.
But, I can't see the seriousness of a $4 million gross operation in any
one year. I can't -- at this point. :

MR. FAILLACE: There are two very important points I would

 like to make. First, we are hung up on the New Jersey Transit idea,

and I'm not just saying New Jersey Transit. I'm saying all subsidized

buses, whether they be private operators, or New Jersey Transit. Okay?
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'SENATOR GAGLIANO: I see what you mean.

MR. FAILLACE: So, anytime a bus that is being subsidized,
suppbsedly for the purpose of commuter operations, is being used for
'any‘charter servibe over and above -- in other words, not being used
for commufer service -- then it is not in the best interest of. the

'publié‘to utilize that bus, because you are reducing the useful life of"
~ the. bus,'number one, and number two, they have the unfair adVantage,
whether it be New Jersey Transit or a prlvate operator, of being able
to charge less. .
SENATOR GAGLIANO: (interrupting) Okay. 1 understand it

_better now. Thank you.

A MR. FAILLACE: I would also like to point. out that in terms"
of charter service, New Jersey Transit -- and we'll get into this a
little later on about accountability-- One of.our problems is that we
feel -accountability is not there, that there is no individual
accountability for. individual lines and charter 6perations. The
" figures -are not sufficiently detailed so we can actually say they are
doing $4 million a year. 1 rather doubt those figures myself. I
think, through my own experience in dealing with New Jersey Transit,
that a lot of figures and statements they have come out with in the
past, where they claim profitability on one route or another, have been
completely‘ferroneohs. and have been proven .through court tests and
through fact-finding-- | o

'SENATORvRAND: »(interrupting) Let: me clear the record, Mr.
Faillace. We happen to believe that when New Jersey Transit appears
before the Joint Approprlatlons Commlttee -- we accept that not only at
their face value are they honest figures, but we have'fqur own
Legislative Services analyze them. I want to clear the record on that.

MR. FAILLACE: Okay. :

SENATDR RAND:  The figures they' gave us, based on their
budget presentations, and the analysis that our fiscal people gave us,
lead us to believe they were true. We do not believe that any arm of .
governﬁent intentionally comes in and lies to us about their figures.

| " MR. FAiLLACE: I don't believe they're lying, sir. That is
not what I'm saying. Let me correct that pqint; What. I'm Saying is,

the individual accountability as to a particdlar line operationf-
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SENATOR RAND: That's a different story.

MR. FAILLACE: (continuing) When New Jersey TranSit comes
out and says, “We'retmaking money on a particular operation," there are
no figures. - We have court testimony to back this up, even from Mr.
Premo. There are no figures to indicate what the profit and. loss are
on a segmentediline or operation. They are all lumped together, and
when they come in and talk about their budget, they talk about a total
package lumped together. There is no way of segregating it.

So far, complaints concerning destructive competition have
fallen on deaf ears, insofar as the subsidized carrier, New jersey
Transit, is concerned. Indeed, Newaersey Transit has been extremely
arrogant in its behavior toward the'private sector, to say the least.
New Jersey Transit's views toward private operatore can best be found
in 1ts internal memorandums.

In her view of a report entitled "Options for .New Jersey

Tran81t Policy Towards Independent Busggperatlons," Laurie Lewis of New

Jersey "Transit wrote: - "I would only add one element to this report --
the- mythv“of private enterprise. Many of these independents have
'virtuaily no investment in their companies. We own the buses; the
carriers lease or share garages; they own no maintenance equipment,
etc. Their only contribution to the company is management. The
obv1ous questlon is whether the public is served by the quality of the
management." This is from a New Jersey Transit memo dated June, 1983.
Senators, this statement is ridiculous. The members of UBOSA own
bUSee,,garages, and maintenance equipment. We are committed to our
businesses and our -livelihood. And, since‘all of our companies are
profltable, who is New Jersey Tran31t “to questlon the quality of our
management? ‘ '

A “The report to which Ms. Lewis referred contained statements
such as: "In most instances, the independent operators would not
continue to exist today without the capital assistance and other aid
which the State has_provided; The State has, since 1976, been the
‘supplier of almost all new buses put into transit eervice by priVate
operators.” Again;'ridiéulous.~ No one at this tuble, and few of our

members, are subsidized. we buy our own buses at $160,000 each, not
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$1.00 a year like New Jersey Transit. Nor do we owe our existence to
New Jersey Transit, as do some subsidized carriers of which Ms. Lewis
speaks. - , _
' - Senators, she would have you lump us all together. hBut, we

are small business people struggling to survive on our own.

Continuing, in that section of the report which sets forth '_%

policy options for New Jersey Transit, we find the following option
number three: '

"Complete Takeover: New Jersey Transit . would cease. any
capital or operating assistance to the independents, letting as many as
: pOSsible fail and teking over their routes; any which didn't fail would
be purchased through negotiatiens or taken through eminent domain."

Gentlemen, this is a plan for total State takeover. Is this
your plan, or is this Mr. Premo's plan? .

In another internal memo, from John Wilkins to George Heinle,
the writer sets out these conclusions: "The Bus Card Program in the -
long term gives us a competitive edge over the independent carriers.
If the independent carriers are not brought into the Program, it is
quite likely that some of these carriers, particularly those which are
weak and poorly managed; may go out of business. 'Appropriate‘actions
should be taken to minimize competition and reduce‘the number of buses
committed to the affected services." ' B

Senators, New Jersey Transit means to run us out of business.

- Mr. Wilkins,  the following month, made these recommendations V

in’a'follow-up_memo: "Complete a determination of the number of buses

which could be withdrawn from service 'if competition did not -exist

: between New Jersey Transit and the independent carriers.”
Wilkins then continues: "Develop optlons to reduce the
- number’ of independent bus bperetors. (A) Negotlate with the various
carriere to purchase their certificates, and, (B), For those cerriere
not wishing to be purchased, we ‘could offer to place them all on one or
two routes." v
‘ SENATOR.GAGLIANO' How did you get those memos?

- MR. FAILLACE:. We have documentation we can prov1de to the
Committee here. We have this, and many more memos whlch have come . from

‘New Jersey Tran31t, and they are very damaging.
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- . SENATOR GAGLIANO: Did they supply them to :you? .

_ » ¢v\.;.MR;-—FAILLACE: 'Some of.‘these were supplied through legal
- action. ,Wenhad court orders fo obtain these memos. I would say that
most of: them Were obtained in that manner. We would be very happy. to
provide these to you, Senator. _

SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano, how ‘come you didn't share
these with us?

| ~ SENATOR GAGLIANO: I didn't know they existed. I don't even
know Mr, Wilkins. | | ,
~ SENATOR RAND: I'm only kidding.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, seriously, that kind of language kind
of shocks me. Frankly, I don't appreciate it. I don't know how‘you
got the information. ‘I think sometimes these bureaucrats tend to enjoy
making memorandums and throwing them around, but I don't think the
Législature ever intended that these kinds of. memos should be
promulgated. At least that is my recollection, Mr. Chairman. I mean,
we. aré taking them odt of context to a certain extent, but I still

don't like the language. - , , v
o ' MR. FAILLACE: Well, we would be very happy to provide you
with - these memorandumé, so you could review them in the proper
context. Believe me, these memorandums--

SENATOR RAND: (interrupting) If they are‘a.mattefvof public
record, I'm sure New Jersey Transit will provide us with them.

- MR. FAILLACE: I'm sure they will.
* SENATOR RAND: We'll try to find out. |

MR. FAILLACE:: That's fine. These'excerpts from internal New
Jersey Transit memos prove beyond a doubt the monopolistic attitude of
New Jersey Transit. | Each one of these memos suggests a pian for
complete.takeover of private enterprise. ' Indeed, New Jersey Transit
spent é great deal of taxpayers' dollars to have a consulting firm
called'System Design Concepts, Inc. analyze the costs and benefits of a
takeover by New Jersey Transit of independent carriers. Note, also,-
the November, 1982, memo, which begins with the following paragraph:

"Rationalization, ,thex equitable reallocation of services

among the current providers, has often been suggested as a means of
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introducing a more economical basis for providing the services to the

pUblic. Unfortunately, in this case, such an approach is not suitable

due  to the large number "~ of unrelated suppliers -- ‘owners.

Consequently, this review will examine the potential benefits to the
State of New Jersey if its chosen instrument, New Jersey Transit, were

to provide all the local public bus services in the followihg areas:

Hudson, Essex, Passaic, Atlantic, and Mercer Counties." .

' SENATOR GAGLIANO:  Wait' a minute. Was this written by
someone who was employed by New Jersey Transit- -- I don't know the
 ‘name -- Mr. Wilkins or whomever? - ‘Or, was it written by a consultant
who was just blowing off, tfying to justify the expenditure of‘money?

MR. FAILLACE: .Well; as I just stated, this was a study that
was done by——v, o ‘ -

SENATOR GAGLIANO: System Design Concepts? -

MR. FAILLACE: System Design Concepts. :

SENATOR GAGLIANO: So, System Design Conoepts could have said
“anything, right? : . |

MR. FAILLACE: Well, this is. a memo now -- "Note, also, the
Novembef, 1982; meoo."‘ So, this is also a New Jersey Tran31t memo - I am
refefring to. - Okay? These are all»New_Jersey Transit  memos we're
talking about. o B

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Proceed. o

MR. FAILLACE: Thus, according to its own written statements,
New Jersey Transit does not intend -- and has never intended -- to
. cooperate with independenf bus operators. New'Jersey Transit Wants the
whole pie, and if that entails driving competitors out of business, its
own words prove that if is more than willing to do so. The queétion is
-- why? vWe, thé private carriérs acknowledgé‘that‘New jersey neéds1New
Jersey Trénsit. We are willing to work with New Jersey Transit for £he
"betterment of the- 'cohmuting public. Why‘ is New Jersey Transit
determined to eliminate us?

That, in a word, is the problem that UBOSA faces. At this
point, if ‘there are any questlons, I would be very happy to answer
them. Otherwise, I will pass the podlum on to Mr. Robert Lovito. IsA

there anything?
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, I have no other questions. . I do think
we ought to follow,up on this sometime.
~ SENATOR RAND: I understand that Mr. Lovito and Mr. Goldman
both have long statements. Before we do 'thet,‘\we have - spend 35
“minutes now, and there are lots of other people who wish to testify. 1 °
didn't realize that all three dr you gentlemen were together es_ a
group. : ‘ : » - |
MR. FAILLACE: We're not. The only reason I had the other
members share the podium, was for the simple reason that in case there
were any-- : ' _ :
V SENATOR RAND: (interrupting) One is a stockholder in your
group? | |

MR, FAILLACE: Excuse me?

SENATOR RAND: One is a member of the Board of Directors, is
‘that right? ' . '
MR. FAILLACE:  Yes, but the point is we have specific
recommendations and specific instances we want to get into, which are

very important.

SENATOR RAND: - I understand, but I'm giving your group over . -

one hour of time, at the expense of people who have come from all
over. I gave you 35 minutes now. A : '
- "MR. FAILLACE: Senator, respectfully, we have some very--
» ~ SENATOR RAND: (intefrupting) Yes, I'm going to hear them.
I'm going to hear them, but I'm not going to hear them now. I will
give them an opportunity,_but I am going to hear a few other people who
have been here all mernihg.' I can't give you an hour and a half of
time. 'It'is not fair to the other folks. ’
~ MR. FAILLACE: We were interrupted -- properly so -- with
some questions. I think that Mr. Lovito's_statement,will take about
10 minutes,'and'l think Mr. Goldman's will take about 10 minutes.
SENATOR RAND: If you want to speak now, I will give you a
total -- both of ydu -~ of ZU,minutee. I can't do any better than
that. : _ | '
MR. FAILLACE: Fine,Awe'll do the best we can.
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" SENATOR RAND: 1 did not realize you were all together;.
Otherwise, I would have instructed the aide not to schedule all-of you
to speak at the same time. Who wants to go first? : ‘
"PAUL A. GOLDMAN: 1I'll go first. Senator Rand, ‘members of the
Committee;AI would correct my notes by saying good afternoon, rather
than good morning. I am Paul Goldman, President ‘of Paul ‘Arnold
Associates, Inc. of Livingston, New Jersey. _

I am not a bus operator, but I have been intimately involved
w1th the motor coach’ 1ndustry during my entire business career, dating
from July 1, 1953, when I was initially employed by Markel Service,
Inc. of Richmond, Virginia. Markel, as most bus operators throughout
the country know, was the nation's pioneer insurance, claims, and loss
prevention or safety firm specializing in the needs of the motor coach
industry. I spent almost 18 years with Markel in many capacities
before starting my own firm in 1971.

My years with Markel took me all over the Unlted States and
1ntroduced me to a full spectrum of all aspects of problems of -both the
motor coach_and transit industries. As a matter of fact, I had the
pleasure of apoearihg freQUently as a speaker on insurance and safety
before the New Jersey Motor Bus Association, when a fellow panelist,
then a member of the Public Utilities Commission, was former Governor
Brendan Byrne.» - _ A

I've also. qoalified as an expert at both judiciai' and
‘ admihistrative hearings throughout'the.00untry during these years.

I give you these introductory comments simply by way of
establlshlng my own credentlals and quallflcatlons in appearlng before
you this afternoon, so as not to appear the least. bit presumptuous.

I would like to addrss the Committee on several prOposed
solutlons to the problems hlghllghted by my colleagues. '

' Let ‘me refer, first of all, to the problems created by the.
absence ‘of specific financial reporting standards. We propose that the.
current reportlng standards be revised, and that New Jersey Tran51t be
required - to prov1de statements containing bottom line  budget
orojections, and that it be required periodically to report the actual

results of individual route operations.
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It is our contention that reporting in a more partlcularlzed
manner w1ll enable both public. and private carriers to compare their
.services, .operating costs, - and ‘operating revenues with greater
'specificity. The allocation of public moneys can, theretore, be made
more efficiently, perhaps eliminating the excessive use of public funds
in ‘areas more efficiently serviced by private carriers. This would
have the effect of permlttlng tex dollars to be concentrated in those
areas not effectively serviced by private carriers. Standard reporting
procedures - would also gquard against situations such as were in our
vtestimony today -- as Mr, Lovito would have referred to them --
- “regarding public funds pledged in a contract bid that exceeded the

nearest private bid by approximately two-thirds. ‘

Route flooding would also be impossible -- or at the very
least easily noted -- if route operations and revenues were more
strictly reported. |

' Subsidized buses would no longer :be sent en masse onto a
single‘route, without that route's accounting reports reflecting the
losses ‘that might be felt immediately by unsubsidized carriers which
would be adversely affected by such floodlng.
| We also propose the creation of a Legislative Oversight
Commlttee, preferably within the confines of the present Transportation
‘and Communlcatlons Committee structure, to oversee the operatlon of New
Jersey Transit, specifically, and the statewide functioning of an
efficient  transportation system generally. We would like to'seebthe
establishment of watcthg»responsibility which would make certain that

- taxpayers' money was not frivolously directed or otherwise misused by
New Jersey Transit. , |
 We have seen the creation of an. empire with taxpayer money
since New Jersey Transit came into existence in 1979, but there is no
taxpayer accountability. We propose an amendment to the enabling‘
legislation requiring an independent audit of New Jersey Transit's
books and records. Governor Kean answers to the public; to whom does
Jerry Premo answer? ' - |
Contrary to New Jersey Transit's representations to ‘this

Committee that it is phasing out its charter operations, as we heard
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this morning, in reality New Jersey Transit has aggressively instituted
new incentive programs for its employees to increase its charter sales.
‘ We would propose a ban on charter operations using subsidized
buses. Charter operations by subsidized carriers do not ‘in any way‘
serve the mass transportation needs of our State. ‘Charter operation
needs can and would be‘served more efficiently by the private sector.
Such a etep would eliminate the dilution eftboth human . resources - and
equipment, and would enhance the ability of New Jersey Transit to
pr0vide additional mass transit services to the public in areas which
are not now belng adequately served. ' _
Next, we propose several amendments to New Jersey Tran51t s
- enabling leglslatlon. The Publle Transportation Act of 1979 is
basically flawed‘ because it is founded on an "inherent conflict of
interest. This results from the Commissioner of Transportation serving
as Chalrman of the Board of . New Jersey Transit and, at the same tlme,i
through the Department of Transportation, regulatlng all competing bus
~ companies. It is an unheard of ‘situation. 001n01dentally, the
Department of Trensportation has' no regulatory authority over New
_Jersey Tran31t thls power reposes entirely in its own Board.
"The 31mplest solution would be to divorce the Comm1931oner of
' Transportatlon from the Board of New Jersey Transit, and subJect that
publicly-ohned corporation to the same Tegulations ‘that private
‘companies'are subject.to. ' _ '
| If  the Legislature determines that the Commissioner's
continUedAservicevoh the New Jersey Transit Board is essential,:then an
alternative - solution' is available. : Jurisdiction over  the
prlvately-operated companles should be transferred from the Department
of Transportation to the Board of Public Utllltles, where it reposed
for many decades. A
The Public Transportatlon Act of 1979 should also be amended
to subject New Jersey Transit to Board of Public Utilities' regulations
with respect to the granting, modification, or transfer of intrastate
routes, and to permit the Board of Public Utilities to hear and decide

upon complaints of destructive competitibn.
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We would like to see inserted in the Act, a statement of
policy that public. transportation is to be furnished by private
~enterprise whenever feasible, énd directing New Jersey Transit to
encourage and assist private entérprise in the furtherance of this
policy. . . | ' v
» We ask the Committee here today, was the intent of New Jersey
Trahsit's enabling legislation to create a monopolistic transportation '
'system in New Jersey while eliminating the private sector bus operator,
" or, was it to create, for now and for the future, a viable and
efficient mass transit system for New Jersey that would be accountable
to the public and you -- our elected officials? |

We believe it was the latter.

Finally, we propose a legislative requirement that capital
eduipment'and facilities which are in any way subsidized by Federal or
State funds be equitably distributed among New Jersey Tfénsit and
private companies. The Board of Public Utilities should‘be given the
power to adjudicate any complaint of inequitable distribution.

As you can see from your copies of my statement, I was going
to conclude now. I am moved, however, to refer to the oft-heard and
much-abused expression "silent majority," which is more genuinely
translatable to a "vocal minority." The voice of the silent majority,
in this instahce, is. in reality found in a silent; somewhat buried

document <called, The Department of Transportation Mass Transit

Stratégic Issues and Alternatives, a report prepared by the Governor's

' Management and Improvement Plan, dated September, 1983. I will not
presume on the time, Mr. Chairman, to highlight it, but I think it is
significant, and it should be evaluated.

Similarly, I would also réfer'you, on'the_same Subjéct, to a
study completed by the Departmént of Transportation, executed by the
University'of Southern California, entitied, Commﬁtef and EXpress_Bus

Service in'the SCAG Region -- referring to the area from:- which Mr.

Premo came. This points out very quickly what the report found. While ‘
the transit authorities tended to dominate the downtown business, the
private carrier was responsible for most of the non-central business:

district express routes. The study cohClUded'that the private operétor
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has - 51gn1f1cant inherent advantages over the publlc tran31t operators
in this type of service. It points out further that the report was
examlned by a- myrlad of - "privatization" p0331b111t1es, and each |
soenario imbacted ridership, service, and cost.

~ In summation, Los Angeles County Transportatlon Commissioner,
Wendell Cox,  dismissed the p0851b111ty of labor problems, indicating
“there is no evidence that 13(c) has interfered with an authority's
ability to “privatize." It is being done in Norfolk, Virginia.
Several policy recommendations were made. Included-among them were to
“encourage the area transit agen01es to examlne this option, and reduce

the barriers within their jurisdictions to facllltate the private .

operator.

In conclusion, I thank you, members of the Committee, for
youfb attention to our proposals. We ask for your most serious
considerétion._ We feel we represent the good interest of all parties,
particularly‘ the taxpaying public, in our plea for accountability,
fiscal responsibility, :and a legislatively-directed ‘and enforced
acknowledgment by New Jersey Transit that we, the private bus operators
of this State, have the right to exist, and to do business in a faif,
equitable, and competitive climate. Thank you. S

o SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. Goldman. Mr. Lovito?
ROBERT W. LOVITO:  No, I am going to pass. You have a copy of my
testimony. . You may use my 10 minutes for Mr.:Premo,‘or someone elee}

SENATOR RAND: 'Okay; thank you very much. Is there anything
you w1sh to add, Senator Gagllano7 " ‘ ' ‘ -

SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, thank you.

SENATOR RAND: Senator Hurley?

SENATOR HURLEY: No, Mr. Chairman. o

~ SENATOR RAND: Gent lemen, thank you very much. Mr. Benjamin
vBendit; representing various independent bus operations. - Good
“afternoon. ' .
BENJAMIN L. BENDIT: Good afternoon, Senator Rand, Senator Gagliano,
and Senator Hurley. I have been here before you many times, from the

very 1ncept10n of the New Jersey Tran31t bill.

52




_ I am not a bus operator, although I have been involved in the
bus 1ndustry all my life, as the son of someone who chose not to go ;f
into the bus business, but rather into the law business. Many of the f>

things that I would have addressed myself to today have already been

said, and I am not going to burden you by saying them over again. I .

think once said is enough. However, I should like to indicate to you

~ some of the problems which have existed, from a firsthand knowledge of.f’

litigation inlwhich I have. been involved.
First of all,"I would like to answer Senator Hurley's
questioh.‘ Senator. Hurley, you asked -about the charter operations of
New Jersey Transit,-vis-a—vis the independent operators. Most of the
charter oberators receive no subsidies, either dperatiohal or capital.
They are people who have been in the bus business for 10 or 15 years,
and who have maybe five or six buses, or 10 bdses; there are a host of
them. There are more now because of the derequlation of ICC. A new
bus costs $165,000 now. By the time they finish paying finances on it,
it_is'almast $300;000 over a period of five or six years. They can't -
compete with a COrpofation subsidized by the State of New‘Jersey, which .
gets ‘a $155,000 bus for nothing. A lot of these men drive the buses.
themselves. If you allow New Jersey Transit to become heavily involved
in the charter bu31ness, you are going to drive these people - whose‘.’
lives llterally depend upon driving themselves, runnlng these bus'}
.companies, and paylng for the buses -- out of business.

Now, Senator, you asked about the $4 million. Four million -

dollars is -nothing, because. from the’ standp01nt of the marketplace, we'mb'

can-compete more efficiently, and give the people better service than co

ahy public body. You have dealt with public bodies: You know that by
their"very nature they are inefficient. I won't say' they are
1ncompetent but they just can't do the same thlngs the private sector -
‘ can, ‘because in this country-- The profit motlve has made this a

' suceessful country.  Mr. Premo has the mentality of a bureaucrat. .Now;

he does an excellent job for that mentality, but I say this to you. -

~ Private indUstry can do a better job, because they are not burdened
with what you people are burdened with all the time -- bureaucracy.

The general feellng of most people-- Most pOllthlanS when they run.

53




for governmeht -say, "I want to get the government off your back."
Well, we really want to get New Jersey Transit off our backs. We'll
compete with them; we'll compete with them in the marketplace, but
don't give them.handouts. ‘

| SENATOR RAND: Mr. Bendit, you're a rational mén, and'I ask
you :again ;-“I want you to show me the bottom line. of how 49 buses,

with a $4 million operation, are destructively putting out of business

charter bus operators in this vast State, where in Atlantic'City alone .

we have opened up 350,000 charter bus trips. That is all I'm asking

for. .
" MR. BENDIT:~ I'11 answer your question. v
SENATOR RAND: If you would give me that bottom line--
‘.MR.'BENDIT: I'11 give it to you right now. '
SENATOR RAND:  Fine.
MR. BENDIT: Limit it to 49, and I'll accept it.
SENATOR RAND: That's a legitimate answer. . But, again, let
me'cdme“back and ask you -- I would like to see bottom-line figures :

where the operation of 49 buses and the $4 million operation are :
hurting -someone in the charter bus_businéss, or putting someocne out of
~ business. S . o B
- MR. BENDIT: 1I'll give you a better ansﬁer. Do you know who
it is hurting? It is hurting the public,‘because I will tell youvr
this. = Those 49 buses are probably getting money from/State funds,
because New Jersey Transit, in operating the charter business, is
probably still operating at a loss. If it could be broken down, I'm
'5ure you would be the first one--
.SENATDR RAND: - (interrupting) That's only guesswork. I did
© accept seriou31y~thekgentleman before you who said that those buses -
‘Should have been in operation during peak hours, and they were not.
That, to me, is a serious charge. o '
~ MR. BENDIT: I don't know about that. .
‘ SENATOR RAND: But, when you make a guesstimaté, which is =

what you're doing, and you tell me-- I want to hear figures. -If you -

tell me -- and I've been in business -- that that part of the operation L"-

is putting some of our independent charter bus people out of business,
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that thereb isn't Aenough room for New Jersey Transit to be in the

'Vv charter bus businesé} “then I can accept that and 1 am willing to

listen. But, when you tell me about the other generalized charges, it
makes it difficult for me. B

‘MR. BENDIT: May I tell you, Senator Rand, I think ydur
question is a legitimate one.. But, I think you are asking the wrong
person. Thé burdeh is on New Jersey Transit to show you that if they
go into the charter business, they will have to ask for less money from
you next year. I will tell you this, without figures, you and I would
' be sadly disappointed -- well, not sadly disappointed -- but we would
be sufprised. if New Jersey Transit, after being in the charter
bUsiness, came to you next year andvsaid, "Senator‘Rand, we don't need |
the $50 million." You're asking the wrong person the question.
However, I will tell you this from my expériencé. New Jersey Transit
cannof operate a charter business as profitably, and serve the public
. as- well, as private industry. _ The fact of the matter is, we are
serVingvthe public. Théy have the buses available, énd they're only
doing $4 million worth of businéss. ‘

'Now, one more thing, Senator. 1 think you've seen the
télevision commercial where the little old lady says, "Where's the
beef?" I understand Wendy's has prbfited considerabiy by,."Where's the
beef?" We certainly feel that the mass transit indUstry should be
advérfiéed. But, we doﬁ't only Qant them to serve Wendy's; we want
.them to.serve the entire Néw Jersey transportation industry. It is -
unfair for them to say, "Ride New Jersey Transit buses." It is unfair
to you; as Sénators who are appropriating moneys for the entire State,
to say, "Unly buy New Jersey Transit hamburgers. Don't bqy Buz Rukin's
or Frahk'Gallagher's hamburgers," or a variety of other hamburgers.
That's not fair; that's not equitable. And, I'll tell you what's not
éduitable either. I sat in this committee room last year, when New
Jersey Transit had a shortfall of $20 million. They were 'very
aggressive, and they got the $20 million. There were independent bus
companies which also had shortfalls. - New Jersey Transit instituted
legal action against five or six of them for reimbursement of their

shortfalls, and they collected. Some of them are out of business, ‘The.
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New Jersey Bus Company is out of business; Manhattan is. out of
business; and, Lincoln is out of business. New Jersey Transit is still
in business, because they came to you for the $20 million. Now, thét
is aggressive, certalnly, but to whose benefit -- the public's or New
‘Jersey Transit's?

Last year, Senator Gallagher -- or this very year -- was

involved with the New York Keansburg Bus Company. Let me tell'you

what has happened. I don't know whether you - are familiar with what',"

occurred,v'but New Jersey Transit, in its. equal and equitable
felationship with private industry, said 'tq New York Keansburg'sb
riders,v"We’re not giving you new buses. Do you know why? We.do not
like the deétructive éompetition from New. York Keansburg."

Now, Senator Gagliano said, "When we passed this destructive
competltlon, it was addressed to New Jersey Transit." But, New Jersey
Transit, as Mr. Rukin very properly set forth, has turned it around and
said, "They are competing with us destructively." That wasn't the
vafpose of your legislation. Ydu wanted to protect -- and you afe'here'f
today - because you want to protect -- what you feel is the moSt :
important aspect of our economy, private industry. But, what they did
was, they said, "We're not giving you 20 buses." ' ‘

Senator Gagliano was very active in finally gettlng the 20
buses. Now, let me tell you what has happened on that route.  New I
Jersey Transit, through negotiations, and with the help of" Senbator’
Gaglianq, ‘and the other Senator who wasn't reelecfed, worked out -
spmethihg where New York Keansburg would be able to operate to Wall
Street, and New Jersey Transit to the upper New York Lincoln Tunnel.

- SENATOR GAGLIAND: Let me clear the record on that. That was
not done to help me. In fact, it was an embarrassment to me ﬁith my
constituents. | ‘

_ MR. BENDIT: Absolutely.

" SENATOR GAGLIANO: Okay? | R

MR. BENDIT: But, you helped to work it out, which is
important. N | ' .

 SENATOR GAGLIANO: I did not; I was not at any of the
meetings;v ' - o '
MR. BENDIT: Well, they said you did.
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: Well, all right. I was not at any of the
meetings; I foUnd OUt'about it in the hewspapers.

MR. BENDIT: In any event -- many things are found out in the
newspapers -- let me tell you what has happened with Néw York
Keansburg. They started with eight buses. They are now operating on
that same route where New Jersey Transit was operating, for many years -
unsuccessfully, 20 buses with a 43-passenger load. They have increased
the passengeré. They gotb more people on the buses. Now, when a
éitUation like that exists, New Jersey Transit should get off, and do
you want to know why? ‘It saves money. Private industry knows how to

get people on the bhses,'bECause they have, in fact, done it. This is

" 'what you have to protect. Your job is to see to it that-- You know

your job; I don't have to tell you. But, when you give a lawyer a
rforum, sometimes he runsvit overboard. ‘Your job --.and I think you
“know this,:as I said before -- is to see that the public is perhaps
_brotected frbm:having the government on its back, in terms of taxes.
It is a very difficult thing to do, but there is one way to do it.

That is to let privafe industry have the greatest amount of impact on

the transit industry when it can do a better job.

| SENATOR RAND: We tried that in 1975 and 1976.

MR. BENDIT: You did the right thing by forming New Jersey = -

Transit. . There was a need for it, but not need enough to put private -

industry out. , S
' SENATOR RAND: I agree with that. We tried to strike a
balance. - o o : -
MR. BENDIT: That is correct. Let me talk to you about
striking a balance. You know, sometimes I repreéent a one-man- bus
operation. = As lawyers, you know something, you really do . not make .
money on a guy who owns one bus. Every time I make an application for
these busvcompanies to improve service; Néw Jersey, in its equality,
contests - it. Fortunatély, each time I am able to succeed, either
through negotiation or settlement, or through a decision, because each
time the facts’indicate that privaté industry can do the Jjob, can do it

better, and can do it cheaper.
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Let me Just go back one step to New York Keansburg. They
charge $15 00 a week less than your subsidized carrier, from Lakewood
to New York City. v : S , .

SENATOR RAND "~ That is because their labor costs are cheaper
- also. ' S o
.MR. BENDiT; That is because they can operate better.

SENATOR RAND: I understand; I understand. that. )

‘MR. BENDIT: Senator Rand, I have always contended that when
the private sector is. dealing with labor, it can do a better job. Do
you know why? Because the money is coming out of itsiown'pocket. When

it comes out of the public's pocket, they really do not have the

~ clout. You are afraid to allow them to go on strike, because you are

afraid of what the public is going to tell. you. And, that's
reasonable. You owe a debt to the public. The.private.sector can deal
better with labor; it can deal better-withjadvertising; it can deal
better at every level. That is why this country is so successful.

There”is only one thing I want to say, because I could go on forever.

. Someone asks, "Why is America better?". There is only one way to answer ¥

that. There are still more people coming into America, than are
- leaving America, so it must be better. It is a very 81mp1e thing. I
“w1ll say this vis-a-vis the publlc sector. ‘There are more people who
'would rather ride a private bus than ride New Jersey Transit. What is
the bottom line? They are losing money, and thé private sector can

make money.

Senators, what's best for the public is when private 1ndustry_‘f"

serves the public. That has made this country successful. 1 ask you:
to please consider that when Mr. Premo comes up here with all those‘
charts -- can you imagine what the public is paying for those charts?.
(laughter) _ | |
It is alwayé a pleasufe to appear before you.
- SENATOR GAGLIAND: 'Before you leave-- _ _
_ MR. BENDIT: Don't be as aggressive toward me as I have been
toward you. | ' o o
SENATOR GAGLIAND: I'm not going to be aggressive; I am just
.'going to ask you a question. ' |
MR. BENDIT: I may not like the question.

Yl i .
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: I know. I was here in 1978 -- January,
1978 -- at our first Transportation Committee meeting, and we were
pleading with people to carry riders in this State. Werdidn't have
anYone_to carry them. My question is'——il hate to do this to you -- i 
where were you when we needed you? We had to create New Jersey Transit o
to make some semblance of* ordef out of absolute chaos. '

MR. BENDIT: That is a good question. }

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I know it's a good question.
‘ MR. BENDIT: 1It's a good question. If I were the President
of Publié.Service Coordinated Transport, you wouldn't need New Jersey
Transit. v o ‘ e ‘ | ‘ .
SENATOR GAGLIANO: In all fairness, I did not see a parade --
and we asked Buz at the time, and other people -- of people coming up
here to say, "We'll pick up the slack; we'll pick up those people who
are freezing on Route 9. We'll take care of that; don't worry.“ There
wasn't one carrier who came up and said that;

_ SENATOR RAND: Nor did I see anyone come into Camden'Cbunty,
or Camden City, offering to carry people. Not one private bus carrier -
came into the City of Camden to offer to take its pedple."But; we got -
it from New Jersey Transit. '

MR. BENDIT: Now, wait a second.
 SENATOR RAND: We got them to put on lines. | .
MR..BENDiT: I agree you got it from New'Jeréey‘Transit. How
much are you paying for it? You're baying too much for it. If you
went to Buz Rukin;‘he'could do whatever they're doing, and do it more
efficiently. , , I .
SENATOR RAND: But, the point is, nobody offered to do it,
and nobbdy did it. » ' ’ ‘ o
MR. BENDIT: Because you created an agency. You had to do‘
it. o | | - |
~ SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, we had no agency at the time; we had
COA, which we didn't even know. |
MR. BENDIT: I agree with you; I don't disagree that you had
to create such an agency. There is a need for New Je:sey Transit;

however, what I'm saying ié, there is a need for priVate industry.
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: Senator:Hurley calls this "The fourth of
July speech," by the way. (laughter) : »
MR. BENDIT: Senator Hurley, what county do you live in?
I'11 move there. o , .
~ SENATOR HURLEY:  We live in Cumberland County, and it's
pretty hard to find a bus. | . o
MR. BENDIT: Well, I 11ve in Warren County, I'll pick you up -
the next time I come.. . : |
| SENATOR RAND:  It's pretty hard. to find any means of

‘ &i ‘Communlcatlon down there, isn't that Plght7 (no response)

'SENATOR GAGLIANO: We appreciate your being here. You made

one other comment w1th respect to the operatlon of buses on Route 9 -- .

‘New York Keansburg, Route 9 to downtown. You said that has been
B expanded substantially. _ |
v MR. BENDIT: Yes, to 20 buses, 1 understand. That is what
they tell me. B
/ SENATOR GAGLIANO: = You also said that New Jersey Transit had
'been doing it for years. ' 3 |

MR. BENDIT: They had the route. :

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I picked that up. They hadn't been doing
it for a year. They hadn't been. I don't think it was a year -- maybe
~a little over a year-— My experts here can tell me. '

MR. BENDIT. Then why did they flght =1o] v1gorously to keep
New York Keansburg of f? v

SENATOR GAGLIANO..ZThat is a different issue; I don't khow.
I'm just saying-- | L . :

MR. BENDIT: They must have felt it was impbrtént to them;
they were in court. B | A ‘ o ,

 SENATOR GAGLIANO: No, no. The only thing I wanted to do was
correct that New Jérsey Transit had been operating there for years.
Theyvhad been operating for a while, and they gavevup_td you what I
bélieve'was a perfectly lucrative situation.h They gave away the wrong
thlng, but that is beside the point. Just so we all understand-- | :
' MR.. BENDIT:  (interrupting) What you're saying is exactly
what I have been saying, FThey don't’ know how to operate a bus

company. " (laughter)
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v SENATOR GAGLIANO:- Since that is my district, I am somewhat
familiar with it. I found out after the fact what happened. ’

MR. BENDIT: May I just make one more comment? Mr. Premo
referred to coordinating schedules. We have one bus company in Newark
which would like to coordinate with them.. We have written letters, but -
apparently they are someplace at the bottom of the pile. Would you be
goodienough to ask them to reply to my letter sometime?

. SENATOR GAGLIANO: What is the company you represent?

MR. BENDIT: = The company is 25 Springfield Avenue. All we
want to do is work with them, and coordinate our schedules with them. |

SENATOR GAGLIANO: That is the name of it -~ 25 Springfield
Avenue? : . ' | .
I MR. BENDIT: Yes, it's four individual buses.
SENATOR GAGLIANO:  It's on the record.  Mr. Premo may -
respond. o | , _
'MR. BENDIT: I'm sure I will get a letter.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you, Mr. Bendit.

MR. BENDIT: It's always a pleasure; ‘
SENATOR  RAND: ~Mr. Louis = 0'Brien, Monmouth County
Transportation Coordinating Committee. Good afternoon, Mr. 0O'Brien.

~ LouIs J. O‘BRIEN, JR.: Good afternoon, Senator. Several years ago, I -

weS'against the bill setting up New Jersey Trahsit‘Corporatioh because y‘

1 was afrald there would be a shortage of operating funds. ;

There has been a shortage of operating funds, and the result
has been some rather large fare increases, especially for long dlstancee
commuters. This has resulted in many commuters turning to car pools -
lend van pools. | '

In order to perform the job they were charged with, New
.Jersey TranSLt has hired many competent people in thelr headquarters. -
There will be a .continuing need for operatlng subsidies to fund this
‘headquarters, but “there .is still no source of stable funds for
operatlons. ' v ‘
Without the formatlon of New Jersey Transit, however, there
probably would have been a collapse of mass transit in New Jersey.
They succesefully took -over Trénsport‘of New Jersey and several other

bes 1ihes, and they also took over ConRail passenger operations.
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o Althbugh'thefe are many Jeréey Cruiser buses on the road,
there are also some older buses still being used in commuter
operations. There is also a restriction, in that buses purchased with
: Port Authority funds cannot be used south of Lakewood. There is an

hourly 'departu;e from New York to Atlantic City via Route 9. The -

Jersey Cruisers cannot be used on a route such as this, nor on any f-

routes in South Jersey. This particular route serves as a commuter
route bringing workers from Ocean County to work in Atiantic City. The
' Goverhbr's Trust Fund proposal,'if adopted, should provide a source of
"capltal funds for New Jersey Transit. ‘ | .
Reasonable fares, convenient routes and schedules, and good

“equipment are the ingredients of a successful mass transit system.
Reasonable -fares, as f just mentioned, will constantly depend on State
Afﬁnding, and a stable source for this funding shoﬁld_be established,

N Convenient routes and schedules have kebt New Jersey -
Transit's héadquértérs staff busy. This is a good sign. Delays en -
route, however, hurt schedules and cause COMmuters to seek alternate -

'transportatlon.

The Turnpike Authorlty has a bus toll lane at Exit 16 in the -

morning, “and they have opened an extra tollbooth at 16 South in the =

evening. However, buses - heading north from the Tunnel onto the =
7Turnp1ke back up some evenlngs, causing delays on all traffic comlng

‘from_the Tunnel. At Exit ‘11, last Wednesday night, it took our bus six

minutes to get thrbugh the toll plaza; and last Thursday night,-it took -

eight and a half hinutes.‘ I might add that Friday night it was like a. ‘

Friday night during the summer. We were backed onto the main roadway,

and it took 13 minutes to get through the toll plaza. At the Raritan
'tollbpiaza on the Parkway, heavy rush hour bus traffic warrants some
'improvemehtsA to speed the flow of buses; however, the New Jersey
Highway Aufhdrity‘has done nothing significant. | ’ _
Working through New Jersey Transit's Route 9 ‘Commuter -
Advisory -Board, the Central New Jersey Transportation Board has

suggested improvements“to these ‘Authorities. We now ask that thisl

Committee renew its support of mass transit by supporting the two

resolutlons introduced by Senator Gagllano.
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.vNew Jersey Transit proved it could “work with: private bus

companies wheniit recently worked out an agreement on bus allocation -

and route structure with a. company serving Monmouth County.
Unfortunately, there was no commuter input on the ‘agreement, and some

Route 9 commuters are still upset at the flnal terms of that agreement.

Atlantlc City -has created a prollferatlon of both interstate ,:

and  intrastate bus routes. These bus routes have been receiving :
automatic approval, and perhaps the time has come to examine the A
situation. New Jersey Transit runs at ‘least one bus an ‘hour down Route

9 to Atlant;c City. -Other bus companies, using better equipment, make |
regulaf'pickups at the same stops New Jersey Trénsit uses, or a short
:diétahce from the New Jersey Transit.routes. New Jersey subsidizes New
Jersey Transit, then approves routes . which také passengers from New

.Jersey Transit. I'm sure the same gituation has developed in other
areas with other bus companles. Counties such as Monmouth receive

Financial assistance to publish transportation guides. How can the

v .countles keep track of these regular routes to Atlantic Clty which are

constantly belng approved?
I don't think there is destructive competition in New Jersey

-- yet. However, ‘established routes, 'Whether they be New Jersey

'Tran81t's or a prlvate carrier's, should be protected as long as they

are being operated satlsfactorlly. Route approvals need better 1nputr

from the public, and this Committee'should ensure that that is done.
New Jersey Transit has proved itself. The New 'Jeréey :
Legislature has proved in the past that it subports mass transit, and I
ask that this Committeé continue leading the Legislature in this .
support. - _ ' ' - ' _
o I'mighﬁ add a couple of commehts. I know Senator Gagliano

was quite interested in the Senior Citizen and Disabled Resident

Transpdrtation Act. Unfoftunately, it is a little too éarly to comment

on that. ‘In Monmouth County; we have scheduled a meetlng of a task -
force tomorrow nlght, to see how we can implement this there. Mr.
Rukin mentioned being an endangered species. - I doubt very seriously if
.Mr. Rukin, Mr.'Faillaée, or Mr. Lovito would allow any of théir'bus

companies to become an endangered species. They “use these charter
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 operations to offset their passenger service and to keep their fares in

line. I don't see any reason -- if my fare can be kept low by .a

. charter operation -- why New Jersey Transit shouldn't be allowed _fl"

charter operEtions. Thank you.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. 0'Brien. There . are ff‘;i“'

two things I wanted to tell you. You bring up a very interesting point

‘about the buses that can't go 75 miles south of the Port Authority. In ;:I

the original legislation, there‘was $119 million provided for the same
type of buses in South Jersey. We are goihg to be askinngewaersey
Transit for an accountind_of that $119 million -- which was in the 1979
bond issue, and in the enabling legislation of 1980, I believe it was

-- how it was used, and where those buses are. So, we can assure you - -

that the same treatment is going to Souﬁh Jersey as went to North

Jersey. I can assure you that ‘Senator Gagllano s resolutions will be

passed at the next formal meeting of the Committee. 1 want to tell 'you fﬁ

that the Authorltles were there, and they are beginning to take SOme'{»:"

»corrective'action., Still and all, with all their 1nput -~ and we are .

very appreciative of thelr ‘input -- we are 901ng to release Senator df

. Gagliano's resolutions.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I thought we were going to release them .
today. o o SR ' -
SENATOR RAND:  Can we release them today7

DR. MANOOGIAN: There is no formal meeting scheduled there : o

is JUSt a publlc hearing scheduled. : .
' SENATOR GAGLIANO: I asked ‘that thls be . on the agenda,” -

~ remember? R ' :

' DR, MANOOGIAN: I understand, yes. | |
‘ SENATOR,RAND: We will see if we can sign them in. Senator -

- Gagliano? B ' o ' S S
| SENATOR GAGLIANO: I appreciate Lou 0'Brien being here. Lou
has -been a constant‘edurce of support of trahslt for many, many years.'
He is a Freehold Borough resident, and a former Councilman. I think,f
>L0u, that youlre right. The problems of the Turnpike and_the Parkway
are now going to get worse and worse; as‘you said,'as we - get loward ‘

summer.  Something has to be done, so I asked the Chairman and the
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Committee Aide if we could consider my resolutions today Then, of
course, we won't be in session for awhile, but I think we are still
getting the message across to the Parkway and the Turnpike that this is
extremely important to us, and that they have to do something to help
get those buses through there more qu1ckly Thank you.

MR. O'BRIEN: Thank you.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. 0'Brien. ‘

SENATOR GAGLIANO:  When you mentioned :South Jersey, you
~ struck a cord on each side of me. '

SENATOR RAND: Did Mr. Bendit leave?

FROM AUDIENCE: Yes, he did leave. |

SENATOR RAND:  Well, since his remarks about sending Mr.
Premo a letter and not receiving a response are on the record, I would
like to say for the record thaf the letter was received on December 5,
1983, and Mr. Premo responded with a two-page letter on December 16,
1983 We are not here to refute charges, but I think it ought to be
made part of the: record., : o

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Well, Mr. Bendit was a little loose with
his fourth of July speech. 1 noticed that, and 1 think others did
- also, but I corrected him. 7 : » B

, - SENATOR RAND: Well, if we see some glaring errors, Senator

Gagliano, at least let's»make them part of the fecord, although we are
" not haVing a debate here, nbr‘areiwe refuting any testimony.
May we have Mr. Jack Sadow, Vice Chalrman of the Central New

Jersey Transportatlon Board " Good afternoon.

JACKlSADOH: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
the Committee. i am here today to testify for Senate Joint Resblutidns'
9 and 10 and,‘at the risk of being repetitious, I would like to eﬁter
into the record some of ‘the comments which I made at the last meetihg.
First, these reeolutions.benefit everyone. They_do not’cost
the  taxpayers anything;: they do not cost the State anything. More
important than the cost -- or just as important as the cost -- for an
individual who is a commuter - or traveler using the Parkway, the

Turnpike, and the major highway'arteries'is, if that individual has a
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'choice of either taking a bus or using his own vehicle, and if there isi
preferential treatment shown to the mass transit eystem and this State
'is attempting to work that system effeetively, if that individual
chooses to use mass transit, with its preferential treatment, he now
reduces the total number of vehicles going through that major artery.
This now benefits those individuals who have absolutely no choice but
must use their cars. So, it benefits commuters, travelers,vand anyone
using either mass transit or their own personal vehicles.

‘ The Central New Jersey Transportation Board considers these
rResolutions, beth 9 and 10,ibipartisan resolutions. Our Central Newv
Jersey Transportation Board, with its eight-member municipalities,
which include. 0ld Bridge, Manalapan, .Marlboro, Freehold Borough, .
'Freehold Township, Howell, Jackson, and Lakewood, has endorsed the
 resolutions. | _ _ 7
' , The Route 9 Cqmmuter Advieory Committee has endorsed the
resolutions. “The  Monmouth - County Transportation Coordinating
Cohmittee, by formal resolution, has endofsed the resolutions.
Both Middlesex and Ocean Counties' Transportation Committees have
supported the resolutions. You have heard from the New Jersey Transit
Corpofétibn, and I know the Commissioner himself has endorsed the-
resolutions. ' | ' J
" At the last_meeting, there was a statement providednby‘tne
"_New Jeréey Highway Authority's Operations Manager, which was . read into
the minutes. = It indicated that buses were 1% of the total amount of
vehicleé gning through, as a specific  example, the Raritan tdil plaza,,
- This was not justified to provide preferential treatmentr The ppint ‘
mede at' that meeting was that 1% of the total number of vehicles mnving'
,thfengh that tollbooth dufing'rueh hour, accounts for the movement of
OVer 6,000 commuters. It hes been extremely difficult over these eight
»years to try to ‘emphasize, and to have both ‘the Turnpike and the
Parkway accept, in concept, their obligations and responsibilities to
the movemenf of people, not just tobeountingvvehicles. It is a habit.
they have always had;'-They always report everything by vehicle count,
not the number of' people they are ettemnting to move in our:

transportation system.-
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 For eight years now, we have repeatédly‘requested bofhvthe
Highway Authority and the Parkway to show preferential_treatmeht and
support the mass transit system. We have not been successful. Again,
at the last meeting, they brought up a specific situation at the
Raritan toll plaza, where the capacity ratio is now 99%. Going back a
year, two, three, five years ago, we urged that they show preferential
treatment. If‘ éould have been done at that point; it was not.
Gentlemen, memberé of the Committee, at this point, if you have already
‘reéched 99% of your capacity through tollgates -- we do not have the
time or the luxury to wait for them to build additidnél tollgates to
- move that traffic.-‘It would appear that an approach wbhld be to get
more people to use mass transit and reduce the number of vehicles --
the total number of vehicles -- which have to go through. That, to me,
sounds like the proper, or one major solution. , |

 The purpose of thebjbint resolutions, the basic reason'they»

‘were reqhested, was to have both the'Highway Authority and the Parkway
naccept what we think are their responsibilities and their obligations -
to the State's mass transportation effort. Going into Monmouth, Ocean,
and Middlesex Counties, if we approach a gridlock condition -- 99% --
Cif vehiclés dd not move, then thexgrdwth and the developmeht of this
- part of the State .is in danger. ‘That is a major north-south artery.
It isvabsolutely heceséary for the Adthorities to realize this, and
to become part of the mass transit family; and accept their
responsibilities to help move large' numbers of people between two
specific points as quickly  as pOSsiblé, without always providing
statistical information which gives us vehicle count.

The -resolutions do not direct any specific procedures. They
‘are extrémely general. We look forward to the professional staffs of
both Authorities, with their expertise, to systematiqally develop the
preferential treatment. No one is télling them to go out and provide
preferential treatment for two hours on the first Monday morning, but
they can certainly start on a Tuesday for five or ten minutes, evaluate
it, and contimnue to'imprdve the program. They should publicize the
program sb people will know that if they are on'a bus, they may be able

to save as much as .20 minutes to 45 minutes round trip that day.
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Again, fepeating, it does not tell them how to do it; it
gives them complete freedom to use their professional expertise to
develop the program themselves. All we are looking for is that they
both écknowledge‘ahd accept that they have an obligation, and that they
have a responsibility to move large numbers of péople quickly. For
~ eight years, they have refused to accept their commitment to dedicétion
and preferential movement of mass transit vehicles.

| Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the'Committee, : ‘

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. Sadow. Your comments
struck a responsive cord at the last Committee meeting, and I'm sure--
Again, let mevrepeat; Senator Gagliano's resolutions will be,releQSed
by Committee. N ) .
MR. SADOW: Fine. May I just say very briefly, sir-- Last
week when réading the New York Times; I picked up a page and loOked at

it. It sure as heck looked like the approaches to the Lincoln Tunnel.
I started to read it and it said, "Bumper to bumper rush hour traffic -
in Houston, Texasﬂ'. The article here (Mr. Sadow holds up newspaper
clipping) compares Houston and Dallas. Throughout the article,'theré
are many features about one being committed to a massvtransit'system,

and the other letting it just happen. One of the items here, and I'm

' quoting, says, "Now the direction is, how can we best utilize existing

transportation corridors?" As soon as I read that I said, "My God, the

two major Authorities in the State have still not become part of the

mass transportation system." At the very end of the article, the

Chairman of the Dallas Area Rapid Transit-Campéign said, "There is a

strong emotidn here. .1t is not just going to happen tq us."

Unfortunately, f0r>eight years it haén't‘happened. We are going to -

make it happen. | o T
_ Gentiemen,, 1 appreciate“‘your comments cOncefninQ the -

resolutions coming up, and we look to the Committee to make it happen

for the benefit of the mass transit system in the State, andlfor‘the

taxpayers of the State of New Jersey. '

| SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. Sadow. -

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Thank you, Jack. | |

SENATOR RAND: Judgé Labreche{ Good'afternoon, Judge;' It's

nice to see you.
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iiTHEUDORE J. LABRECQUE: Mr. Chairman and Senators, it is a delight to -
be here. Ifm just glad that you're not tired of hearing frbm me.

My name is Theodore J. Labrecque. I reside in ~Little
Silver. Upon my retirement from the New Jersey Superior Court in 1973,

the Chairman of our Planning Board and the Director of our Board of

. Freeholders informed me that I had volunteeréd to serve on the

Transportation Committee. I have been a volunteer ever since. I have
vdohe it because I have been interested in transpoftation for the
greater parf of my career. I was associated with Triangle Bus Company,
one of Monmouth Couﬁty's first bus companies, -during the fime‘that I
was attending law school. Fof those of you who do not remember the
Triangle Bus .Company, I can only say that today's bus Route 4 of
" Borough Buses was our first route. . It is still beihg subsidized, and
is still runnihg. Very nicely, thank you. 'So, we think we started
something good. |

Subséquent to my admission to the bar, I represented clients

before the New Jersey Public Utilities Commission, and later, when the -

Motor Carrier Act was passed, before the Interstate Commerce
Commission. I have also worked with bus and rail carriers in planning
'and setting up substitute bus service where traffic was insuffibient to
permit the maintenance of rail service.

Before my_appointment,to the New Jersey Superior'Court, I
'served:for‘14 years on the Division of Tax Appeals. During this time, .
I had the beneflt of a ringside seat on the problems of New Jersey's
bus and rail carrlers. From that point, it was easy to see that the.
erosion of passenger traffic on both rail and bus lines was not
prlmarlly due to poor service, but was ‘due to what we now concede and
realize was a love affair between New Jersey residents and the
automobile. This explanation of the trend gave us little, if any;
concern at the time, because we thought we were facing no more than a
harmless natlonal phenomenon which would go away eventually. We walted>
for it to go away, but it didn't. When the fuel shortage of 10 years
ago suddenly came on, we found out what had happened to our

tfansportation system.
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Since that time, we have been frantically trying to reverse
-~ the trend and bring our system back on line. To prevent the further
erosion of service, the.bus and rail subsidy systems were devised and
-enacted, I am.not going to describe them; you gentlemen know that in
the cése of essential services, companies which‘ were serioﬁs about
continuing sérvice were allocated buses. ' If this didn't do the trick, .
they could get a money subsidy to back it up. _
‘ Unbiased observers are generally in agreement that the bus
éubsidy law has accomplished its purpose, and has been doing it all
along; - Without it, many lines would have been closed down 10 years
ago. Some of the most reliable private operators in the State have
'participated in the program and have since continued  to furnish
adequate and éatisfactory service to the public. With0ut the program,
counties such as my own County of Monmouth, would not only have lost
most of their local bus service, but their highways would have been
~ turned into a traffic shambles as a result of the excess traffic.
| The subsidy'prbgram was not an insidious plot to put private
’companiés out of business. It was an effort to extend a helpihg hand
to those companies which had previously been rendering good service and
refused to be -satisfied to deliver anything but the best. In each
case, the opérating'carpier:was'encouraged to continue service . under
a sﬁbsidy. If a carrier was unwilling or unable to carry on, DDT;
through its then Commuter Operating Agency, sought-to find a subsfituté
carrier. Sometimes it was 3uccessfdl,'and'sometimes not. -
~ By the time New Jersey Transit was set up by the Legislature,
the situation had deteriorated even further. Service by Transport of
New Jersey, by far our'largest carrier, was on the verge of collapse in
many communities. ~New Jersey Transit was left with no alternative but
fb take qvér that operation. In a number of other instances after the
TNJ takeover, Neﬁ'JerSEy Transit had to assume more obligatidns. In a .
number of cases, ihdependent;éubsidiZed carriers gaVé notice that they
proposed to ‘SUSpehd service, leaving New Jersey Transit to try to
continue servibé.v In my own county,: Lincoln Transit, ‘ a
long-established subsidized carrier, thus gave up the ghost. “In the

Raritan Valley Corridor, Somerset BUSFCompany - QWned by our friend
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Mr. Knoll, whom we all respecta-—'one of the pioneer bus lines in the
State,ISUSpended operations. .The fact that New-Jersey Transit was able
to pick up the pieces and continue to give service, was a great tribute
to the legislation which set it up in the first place. ‘New Jersey
Transit has not only met the challenge posed by the deterioration of
private bus service, but it has responded to demands for increased and
new services in many instances.

As was readily apparent at the time, the passage of the law
creating New Jersey Transit was the direct result of the failure of
"~ privately-furnished mass transportation in the State. From 1959

onward, bus service in New Jersey was carried on, in many instances, by
ancient and dirty equipment. Service had become infrequent on many
lines, and due to the decreasing ridership which resulted, private
operators were often forced -- most of the time against their will --
to abandon routes-or to continually increase fares. - It had been in
response to the imminent cessation of services in a number -of instances
that the Legislature enacted Chapter 134 of ‘the Laws of 1969, the bus
subsidy law. But even this far-reaching step did not .do the trick. In
spite of the public investment in capital and operating ‘assistance
during thetlﬂ—year perlod which'followed, the_private bus system of the
State was wunable to increase ridership; stabilize fares, or
substantially improve service. - By 1979, thev privately-operated bus
system showed a decrease in ridership at a time when ridership
nationally had increased by 11%, Also, at the same_time, financial
assistance in the form of -a subsidy which began at a half a million
dollars -in ’1970, had risen to $49.9 million in 1978.  Service was -
‘decreasing steadily and New Jersey's privatelyQOperated‘ bus fleet,
twhlch had prev1ously been one of the best, was, by 1979, one of the
oldest in the nation.
New Jersey s answer -- the only proper answer at the time --
was the enactment of the Publlc Transportation Act of 1979 settlng up .
‘New Jersey Transit. Uf course, the emergency which hastened this
action was the threatened demise of Transport of NewIJerSey. It had
been unable -to stabilize fares, maintain service, or recapitalize its
fleet. It became inevitable, in that case at least, that the largest
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private carrier in the ‘State should pass into the public sector. Lest
we feél that this represents some failure on the part of New Jersey, it
is to be recalled that similar occurrences were taking place in almost
every majdr American city at the same time.

That New Jersey Transit has made significant progress since
then, and has thus reflected credit upon the Legislature which created
it, is readiiy observable to anyone familiar with current

- transportation tfends. The bus fleet has been renewed, and today:BB%
. of the buses operating in the State are owned by the public. Again, in
my own County of Monmouth, service on the Route 9 Corridor, which
formerly threatened to ignité a local revolution- there -- as Senator'
Gagliano Knows —- has been revitalized to the extent that the recent
restruéturing of routes on that Corridor received almosf unanimous
supbort from Users. Restructuring--of routes to eliminate gaps and
»preveht overlépping has taken place in many areés 6f the State, and

. better‘connections between’bué carrieré and rail carriers have been
worked out. In addition, bus shelters héve been placed in strategic
locations and the reliability and quality of bus service has definitely
increased during the bast three years. Ridership, in many instances,
has beeh',stébilized and, - in some _céses; is actually .beginning to

incfease. This result is especially ‘encouragihg- in light of the
economic qeciine, the fare increases which had to be put into effect,
and the recent drastic redﬁctions in ‘operating assistance from the
 Federal government.' Unquestionably, evéryone admifs that the quality .
of the bus ride has been tremendously improved. ‘The public has seen
this and is glad. Subsidized carriers,bas‘well as New Jersey Transit,
deserve credit for this improvement. , _ | _

The reasons fbr the success of New. Jersey Transit to date
are not Hard to find, gentlemen.  Although some private bus carriers
have grumbled.at times, thé basiq fact remains that the legisléti?é
plan embodied in the 1979 statute has workéd. It has worked because it
is a good plan, and has been carried out under the leadership . of
CommisSionérs of Transportation who refuse to be satisfied with
anything but the best. - The fact that four of the members of the New

~ Jersey Transit Board are not connected with State government, but must
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be appointed by'fhe Goyefhor'with the advice and consent.of the Senate;
has done much to inspire public confidence in the Agency.> The creation
of the two Advisory Committees representing North and South Jersey is
also recognized as having contributed significantly to the succéss of
the program. Through this device, New Jersey Transit ‘has not beén
required to depend solely upon input from its paid staff. - Members
of the  Advisory Boérds are 'appointed from all parts of the State.
Their familiarity with the State's transportation problems and their
ready availability to listen to service complaints have been of great
help. 'They were in a better position than mbst to verify that the
allocation of capital resources, such as new buses, by New ‘Jersey
Transit to private barriérs, was carried out in a fair and:rational
_manner. While New Jersey Transit was, until recently, without the
discretionary authority. to deny buses to a private carrier which
practiced destructive competition, or operated non-essential services,
this situation has been corrected and the taxpayers of New Jersey are
how assured that private carriers awarded State-owned equipment will
not USe.it to compete anairly against New Jersey Transit, or each’
other. In this way, the fiscal integrity of Néw Jersey Transit's bus
operations and those of the sdbsidized carriers is assured.

Gentlemen, we have reached a stage where existing private bus
. carriers appear to be doing quite well too. In my own 'Cbunty of
 MonmoutH, while we are unable to sequre.volunteers to assure service on
‘a local bus line which is about to be terminated -- and I am not |
vcomplaining about this today -- the buses operating over the Garden
State Parkway to Atlantic City each day .seem to outnumber even the
stars. I'm surprised that lawYers represent these bus lines. It seems
to me that if those lawyers were smart, they would go into the bus
business, " because it doesn't seem to take'Very much. I received a
letter the other day with reference to one of the applications for
service,‘and»it said that the principal office of the company was Post
Office Box B, in a post office which I won't mention. But,'in any
event, everybody seems to be getting in on the act. We must remember, v
| however, ‘that many of New Jérsey Transit's operating and charter
rights, derived from Transport of New Jersey, are upwards of 40 years

old, and some even predate the paséage of the Motor Carrier Act itself.
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New Jersey Transit  has continued, and Should continue, to
carry out its commitment tobupgrade the overall State bus fleet. This
will promote economy and decrease costs to private carriers'in the long
run: New Jersey Transit should continue to promote its own services
and, where appropriate, general transportation services. The ideal
would be for New Jersey -Transit and the private carriers to join
together in funding a general promotional program for the State.
Reqular route services, regardless of the operator, insofar as they
apply to taxes, registration fees, and operating assistance, should be
treated equally. Subsidy payments should be limited to thosevcarriéfs
which operate essential services and require financial assistance to
maintain such services. Finally, New Jersey Tfansit, whiéh represents
the taxpayérs of the State, should never bejdéprived of - the right to
deny State-owhed buses to private carriers which compete destructively
with it. This protection is due the takpayers'of the State, -and they
should not be deprived of .it.

In summary, it is my considered opinion that the passage of

" the New Jersevaublic Transportation Act of 1979 creating New Jersey

Transit, was a wise and timely piece of legislation, which has served

the State well. The checks and balances built into the legislation by

_ those responsible for its enactment have ensured fairness to the Stéte;

to " the fraveling public, to the private carriers, and to the
taxpayers, New Jersey Transit's accounfability is‘assured-by the fact
that a majority of its Board is independent, and its business is

conducted in public and always subject to the Sunshine law. “We are not ‘
dealihg with Jerry Premo;‘he is not Néw Jersey Transit. -New Jersey

Transit is composed of its Board. We meet once a month, at least, up

'in Newark, or wherever they sit, and we can bring our problems out

there. Matters coming before the Board are subject to scrutiny by the

two independent Advisory Committees on behalf of the public, and
finally, the actions of the Board are without force until its minutes
are approved by the Governor of the State. '

Its track record in the courts has been good. -~ The law has

worked out well indeed. I urge that we do not tinker with it at this

time.
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SENATOR RAND: Judge,'“thank you Very much for your
testimony. It is always a dellght to hear from you, and we appreclate
your belng here today.

‘ We will take a recess now, and will meet in exactly 35
minutes, at a quarter to two. This hearing is adjourned until that

time.

(RECESS)

. AFTER RECESS

SENATUR RAND: May we have Mr. Ian Jerome; Executive Director
of the Atlantlc County Transportatlon Authorlty.' Good afternoon.
IAN  JEROME: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. I would like to restrict my
comments today to the area of the ACTA Bus Management Program. The
‘Atlantlc County Transportation Authority has a program to requlate the
Flow and movement - of buses, primarily casino-destined buses in Atlantic
| County. There are some other areas I'think are germane to the agenda
today, but most of those I will defer to Assistant Commissioner -
Crawford and his comments on the progress of the task force.

When ‘ACTA was created four years ago, we identified the
influx of casino buses as the major area requiring management. As a
result, we placed that as our first and highest priority. To give you
an indication of the magnitude of that market as it currently exists,
in ﬁ983, Atlantic City received approximately 26.5 million Qisitdrs,
ranking it as the  primary recreational destination in the United
States. The composition of that visitor traffic was as follows:
‘ Approximately 54% arrived by autcmobile.' It is interesting
to compare that to the pre-gambling 1977 figures, .where approximately
92% of the people coming to Atlantic Clty came by automobile. ~ There
has been a dramatic percentage reduction in  the portlon of " visitor
‘trafflc that uses automobiles.
U Forty-four percent of the wvisitors | arrived by bus,
predomlnantly prlvate carriers, as has been mentioned several times

today. That is a mixture of line buses and charter buses, there being
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more line than charter. The remaining ‘portion of visitor traffic,
about 2%, is the recent addltlon of those being carried by aviation.
This is a relatlvely rapld growth area on a percentage-wise ba31s,,
although not on a total visitor basis. ) '

In 1977, approximately 7,000 buses came to Atlantic City; in
1983, we had somewhere around 350,000 buses, with nine casinos. We are

on the verge of opening a tenth casino later this spring, and there‘are.
several additional casinos to follow. 'So, in summary, the market for
- buses . is very aggressive. It does not seem to have reached an
- equilibrium point, and we expect that as additional casinos develop, it
" will continue to increase, as it has done. ‘ ‘ B _
) Those 350 000 buses average about 1, 000 buses a day. On peak
days, that rnumber will be in the area of 1,300 to 1, 400 buses. That is
comprised of over 500 different carriers, so we have a great diversity
in the market. The economic health of Atlantic City, therefore, as we
have known it over the last five or six years, is critically dependent
upon. the bus industry and, without what has been described as a
revolution in the private'bus industry to Atlantic City, I think the
‘ability to bring visitors, and the abllity'4to have an aggressive
“economy with all the benefits for addltlonal spin-off programs, would
have been much less.

‘However, we have problems. I w1ll brlefly state those,
although this Committee is very familiar with the problems, as you
dealt with them very closely last . year. There are problems with
congestion. The number of buses on a dally basis is equivalent to
about-vhalf- the total New Jersey Transit fleet flow1ng through the
streets of Atlantic City, which is a small town -- a barrier islandv
town -- of 38,000 people;. Half of the New Jersey Tran51t fleet flows
through those streets four times a day, in to unload, out to park back
in to load, and out agaln -- four trips. So, you have, in total, twice
the New Jersey Transit fleet on an average'daily'basis negotiating the
narrow streets oFmAtlantic City. Congestlon has been a severe problem,
and one that has had a very severe affect.upon local residential areas'
to the:point where, in the summer of 1982, there were several cases of

civil disturbance. =~ The Commissioner of the Department - of

76




Transportation was brought in to arbitrate some of those‘issues, éhd
the City attempted to close streets to bus traffic and ban bus
movements in certain pOrtiﬂns of the'town; It was at that time, with
the Commissioner's assistance, that we attempted to take a more
comprehensive approach and develop a casino Bus Management Program
which would address all streets and all areas of the county.
| In addition to that, there have been problems with bus
parking, proliferation of small surface lots, and the usé of accessory
'vparking facilities at diners and motels throughout the county, which
generated severe traffic and safety problems in those areas. ,
Now, the solutions. In 1982, ACTA developed and instituted a
voluntary Bus Management Program with the casinos, which was funded by
the casinos. In large part, that was successful, but thé conclusion
was that theré'was a need for wider regulation td‘control the movement
" of buses throughout the county, where the jurisdiction of the casinos
ended. - Approximately a year aqo, this Senate Committee held a hearing
in Atlantic City on the issue of casino buses. As a result of that
hearing and the -comments received, legislation was drafted. which was
passed in July of last year. In Augusf,. ACTA initiated,. under -
- emergency powers, the ACTA Bus Management'Program. Essentially that
Program  -establishes designated routes buses must travel on. It
establishes and requires various casinos to participate, and to
- intercept programs where the buses- are stagéd before handling at the
casiho site. Staging ‘is dependent upon available casino capacity.
- That has been VETY sucéessful in reducing the impact on city streets.
ﬂit.has also involved the regulation of eligible bus parking sites, and
vwe have been able to work with 'communities; within the county to
eliminate some of the problematic parking areas. ’
- Included in the Bus Management Program is a schedule of
fines. There is a fee attached to buses ehtering.Atlantic City of one
‘dollar a bus. This money goes toward the cost of running the Program.
As é'result of -this Bus'Management Program, which has been in effect,
as I say, since August of last year, I think we have séen a marked
improvement in the on-street handling of buses. As a result, I think

we have had -essentially fewer,complaints'this'year, with dramatically
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more buses than we had'in 1982;7when there wére numerous conplaints.
bordering on civil disorder. | o '

I think in summary, dealing with the Program, I would like to
report it as avsuccessr It is enforced by the munlclpalltles."The'
city police departments  in Atlantic County have been extrémely :
 cooperative -~ in  ensuring enforcement. Primary ~among  those
MUnieipalities ‘has been Atlantic City, where there has been a very
strong cooperative effort which has resulted in,b I would say,
--substantial compliénce by the bus companies of the adopted régulations.

1 think this Bus Management Program, working as it does
301nt1y with the prlvate sector operators and New Jersey Transit as a
carrier. to Atlantic City, is an: example that I would hold forward as a
success story, where public regulation and private enterprise can be
"brought.together.“ We feel it is a necessary regulatory program, and
one that assures the continued vitality of the bus industry in Atlantic
City. In effect, we have been able to add to the'capacity of -that town -
to handle buses,vand'I think that is to everyone's benefit. It meets
our objective of encouraging mass transportation; it encourages a wider
market area for bus carriers; and, it ensures that the casinos are able
to do business in a more efficient way, with high,voiumES of people,
than they were doing two years ago.

In summary, I think thlS is an example of how to work w1th
private carriers. Currently, we have a proposal underway with ACBOA to
enter into a coorperative effort to establish permanent Sites for
_ casino bus pérking, where ACTA may, in effect, transfer'our operation
in bus'parking_to the bus owners. ~That is a story I would like to
report on further; hopefully it will be a success story.

- In addition to.that, ACTA is directly involved in a number of
other areas in the county with New Jersey Transit and the'New.Jerscy
Department of Transportation dealing with rail develoment,'commuter
stations, serv1ce,-ratlonallzatlon on the Atlantic City Transportatlon '
Company, and negotatlons regardlng Atlantic City airports.

That concludes my presentatlon. I would be glad_to'answer
any- questions you may have. . o _

SENATOR RAND: - Thank you very much, Mr. Jerome. Senator

Gagliano?
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SENATDR GAGLIANO: We can't take a lot of time now; we could
spend the day talking aboutvthe'Atlantic City Transportation Company.
Are you satisfied. that the system is working, based on last year's
legislation? | B -

MR. JEROME: I think it has been extremely successful. ‘We're
v'gettlng the revenue we had anticipated, and I think the Program’has
been accepted by all partles. : :

SENATOR GAGLIANO: In your opinion, have the negotiations
which have taken place between New Jersey Transit and the private
carriers been reasonable? Do you have any complaints that New Jersey
Transit is overbearing, or anything like that?

MR. JEROME: Speaking purely from our experience in Atlantlc,
County, we have had nothing but  support from New Jersey Tran81t in
participating in the Program and paying the fee. I think that resolVes
some of the problemS'thé private carriers saw in the beginning. So; I
~would say that from our perspective, the members of New Jersey Transit
who have been involved with us have been very cooperative.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Thank you.

SENATOR RAND: I have two questions, Mr. Jerome. NUmber one,
“has there been a reduction in parklng lots for buses in Atlantic City
- proper?. - , '

MR. JEROME: Yes, there has, Senator. The City of Absecon is

a good example, where there were somewhere in the area of about 16 or
17 small lots attached to motels and similar land- uses. Today, there
are -- as I understand it -- no bus parking facilities in the City of
Absecon.  There has been some attrition in the Atlantic City lots
because of properties going to higher and better use. ‘A number of them
will go to higher and better use in the next year -- two major lots --
and I thlnk the prollferatlon of small lots throughout the county has
‘become a thlng of the past. o ‘

' : SENATOR RAND- Which ‘is what we ant1c1pated in Atlantlc Clty

" itselfs

MR. JEROME: ~That is correct.
SENATOR RAND: The: second questlon is, is there a point down
the road -- and I ‘saw one of the projections for -about 50 mllllon'
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visitors by 1990-- Is there a projection as to when we will reach a
- saturation point.on how many buses we are going to allow into Atlantic
City? . o o
. MR. JEROME. ' We have not projected that point, - Senator;
however, 1 think in the future there may be a need to look at
distributing peak bus traffic a little bit more efficiently than
currently happens. The numbers I described -- 1, 300 and 1, 400 buses a
‘day -- go along with substantial arrival and departure peaks, the
majority occurrlng within a two-hour perlod on - both arrlvals and”
departures. We would be looking, I thlnk, if we reached that level of
~ bus activity, at encouraglng buses to arrive and depart outside the
peak hours. We are currently in negotiation with ACBOA and their
representatlves about how effectively and legally that might - happen,
,w1th various incentives and dev1ces to encourage the spreadlng of bus
arrlvals and departures. Wlth that spreadlng, I think we can
accommodate the traffic.in the foreseeable future. vBut, clearly there
are . peak-hour capacity constraints on the hlghways 1nto and through
Atlantic City. . : : R v
SENATOR RAND Thank you very much, Mr. Jerome. May We.have
~Mr. Irvin. McFarland, State Leglslatlve Dlrector, United Transportatlon
Union. - Good afternoon, Mr. McFarland. ' ‘ o
IRVIN ncrARLAm-ﬂ Good afterncon, Senators. My name is Irvin
McFarland. I‘ am the State Legislative Director of the United.

" Transportatlon Union, with offices located at 375 West State Street,

Trenton, New Jersey. The,membershlp of our organization consists of
'enginemen, conductors,vvtrainmen, bus drivers, mechanics; ,and ticket
agent personnel employed by Amtrak, ConRail,‘and New Jerselerahsit
'Corporatlon. | | ‘

My remarks will be d1rected to Senate Blll No. 3137, enacted
vJuly 17, 1979, which was an - Act creating a publlc corporatlon Wlthln
~.the Department of Transportation to be - known as the "New Jersey PubllC-;
»Transportatlon Act of 1979,™ by whlch authorlty created New Jersey-
Tran31t Corporatlon. _

‘_The United . Transportatlon Union- was supportive of this

leglslatlon after the 1nclu91on of labor-protectlve condltlons for.
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bemployees who are adversely affected by the acqu131t10n by purchase,
condemnation, lease, gift, or otherwise by New Jersey Transit
Corporation for prpyidlng public transportation services..

V Former Commissioner Louis J. Gambaccini, New. Jersey
Department‘ of . Transportation, testified before - the Senate
Transportation and CommUnicationskCommittee on Senate Bill No. 3137 on
March 28, 1979, stating, aﬁdvI quote: "The key element of the public
transit corporation is the authority to acquire a private carrier when
it is in the best interest of the public, and either operate the
service directly or through contracts with prlvate profe551onal transit
managers."

During the questioning of Commissioner Gambaccini by members
of the Senate Committee, a question was asked concerning whether.pr.not
5;3137 ‘would create an. uncontrollable giant with the power and
authority to'squeeze"the independent bus operatprs out of business ‘

Commissioner. Gambacc1n1 responded to the questlon by stating
it was his position that he would encourage private enterprlse and, if
necessary, continue to offer subsidy to operators who were providing an

~efficient and effective service, and he would not use 5-3137 to force

'operatprs out of business. ‘ o

HoWever, this was not the case with Lincoln Transit Company

‘and L1ncoln Terminal Company of Lakewood and: Atlantlc City, New Jersey.
- The management of Lincoln Tran51t Company met with the local
representatives of the United Transportatlon Union on February 21,'
1983, advising them at the close of -business on February 25, 1983
- Lincoln Transit. Company was going to file For bankruptcy and termlnate
all services. ‘ ‘ 7 o
The reasons given. for declaring bankruptcy were that tbey‘

had exhausfed their cash flow, and were not eligible rfpr monthly
subsidy‘payments until March, 1983. ’ . G

It “is only fair to give you some background information
concernlng the operatlon of Lincoln Transit.

‘ Lincoln Transit was paid a subsidy by New Jersey Transit for
_the. months of June, July, August, and September, 1982, when in fact,

the records revealed -they were making a profit due to the summer
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increase in ridership; therefore,"New Jersey Transit withheld ‘the

subsidy payments for the -months of November and December, 1982, and

"~ January -and February, 1983, at a time when Lincoln Transit was losing

money.
Lincoln Transit and New Jersey Transit operated joint service
on the Route 9 Corridor, and neither operator was supposed to have a

competitive edge; however, commencing in the fall of. 1982, Neu Jersey

Transit began to operate brand-new MCI buses on the Route 9 Corridor,

while Lincoln'Transit>continued to operate very old buses.

I spoke to the officials of New Jersey Transit regarding the
delivery of new MCI buses to Lincoln Transit, and was 1nformed ‘they
would receive 23 buses before Chrlstmas, 1982; obvlously, they were
never dellvered.

Lincoln Transit folded on the evening of February 25, 1983

.and on the morning of February 26, 1983, New Jersey Tran31t hired 23 of

our members to drive those brand-new MCI buses -- ‘which were promlsed

‘to Llncoln Transit -- from Ferry Street, Newark, to Lakewood for

‘service on the Route 9 Corridor, Monday, February 28, 1983.

~ Approximately 73 former Lincoln Transit drivers were ‘given
employment as. new. employees of New Jersey Tran31t, while the remalnlng

109 employees were declared unemployed.

The 73 Former Lincoln Transit drivers were denied their wage‘_.

rates, vacations, seniority, health and welfare. benefits, vlife
insurance, and pension benefits; while employees of two other bankrupt
carriers, namely Somerset Bus Company and Trackless Transit, Inc.,

" which - were 'taken' over by New Jersey Transit, were rehired with

-senlorlty and all previous frlnge benefits.

I regard this as a double standard of treatment, wh1ch must

be corrected by legislation.

Lincoln Tran31t is not an isolated case. Manhattan Transit

'Company declared . bankruptcy in the fall of 1982 and»their>employee3‘

were not offered full employment -opportunities by New Jersey Transit.

They were hired in a similar manner to the method used in the Lincoln.

Tran81t bankruptcy, on a pick and 'chOose basis, not necessarily by

former senlorlty order, but as new employees w1th no - beneflts. .
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In conclusion, I respectfully urge the members of the New -
_ Jersey Senate Transportation and Communications Committee to introduee
legislation amending S5-3137 to include a standard of protection wheh a
eompany declares bankruptcy and the routes and/or units of work are
acquired by New Jersey Transit. ‘ ' | |
‘ .Furthermore, the employees of bankrUpt carriers must be
offered the same employment opportunities as were af forded to the .
'employees of Somerset Bus Company and Trackless Tran31t Inc.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before your
Committee. » ’

SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano? , ‘

SENATOR  GAGLIANO: Irvin, I'm sure you wouldn't have
testified to it if it wasn't'SQ,-but are you clear on that? Were there
‘tWO separate arrangements with respect -to‘ the takeovers of, fqr
. example, Somerset and Lincoln Transit? Are you clear on that? |
MR. McFARLAND: I ‘am only clear on Lincoln Transit. = The
~information -on Somerset is whatil could gain from the newspaper, etc.
v SENATOR GAGL IANO: From what you got out of it, are youp
~ saying you feel"legislatipn is needed to make sure there is an .
even-handed approach? o

|  MR. McFARLAND: Yes.

SENATOR GAGLIANO- Somerset was taken over before - qu1te a
bit before -— Llncoln was, wasn't it? ' R

MR. McFARLAND: Yes.

'SENATOR GAGLIANO:  Could it be that after taking over
Somerset, they fealized they had made some mistakes;_ or that they‘
" should have done it differently? o | U
o MR. McFARLAND: I really can't answer that, Senator, but I
can tell you the facts I have about Llncoln Transit in great depth. I
happened to accompany. our attorney, Robert Fagella, when 'he went over-
to take a deposition from Fred VanLoy. Fred VanLoy was the Geheral
Manager of Lincoln-Trensit; Through cross-examination, while getting
this depoéitioh from the man, we asked him why he just threw up his
~ hands. He said that because of fhe four months' withdrawal of the

'spbsidy payments, there Was avcrpnch on his cash flow. We asked him,
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‘"Did you apply for an emergency application of subsidy money?" He
~said, "Yes, I did." But, he was denied.
» * SENATOR RAND: Let me interrupt for avminute; Irvin. If he
got paid for four months when he made a profit, why didn't hebkeep that
mohey aa a reserve? I:mean, I am just trying to weigh-- Usually in
buSineSS, if you have a profit picture, then you hold a reserve. Do |
you mean he got money above and beybnd what he made in June, Julyé
August, and September, due to the summer increase in ridership? I takev
it this is a yearly occurrence. If that be the case, why‘didn't he put.
a reserve away for those months that were o\’f“-—peak'7

~ MR. McFARLAND. I thlnk to answer that, we would have to talk
~about the dollars and cents 1nvolved. ~ The sub31dy program, as  he
- expressed 1t to us -- he was gettlng some $90,000 a month, which isn't
a great deal of money. o : A .

SENATOR RAND: That's $360,000 we're talking about . , :

'MR. McFARLAND Yes, and that was withdrawn from him._ The

other factor 1nvolved Senator, was that he had an old fleet of buses,
.and he was constantly trying to repair them. '

SENATOR RAND: 1 accept that, but I am trylng to zero in on
two factors. The ‘fifst factor-- What you're saying is, he went
" bankrupt because he did not“get5additional SUbsidies after:he'was paid 
sub51d1es for a four-month proflt picture -- for those partlcular fourA
months’ . _ ' ' '

MR. McFARLAND: Right. _

SENATOR RAND: Why didn't he hold that in reserve? °

MR. McFARLAND: Well, because_of the:nature,bf the busihess.
He was using the money as fast as he made it to try to keep the plant
together. See, it wasn't a question-- He got the subeidy of $9O 000.
-You're saying that if he had put it in the bank and saved it up for the
bleak times-=- _ S
‘_ SENATOR RAND: = (interrupting) Well, if he ‘made a profit
‘duping the four months -- June, July, August, ahd September, let's take
that'fqur—month period -- if he made a profit, there is no»reason‘to go
into anotherireserve fund. Normally, under good-busineas’preetices,

yOU'onld use that reserve fund to offset those months that you didn't
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make any money. Now, what he did then, evidently, was take thosevfour
months when he was making a profit; and utilize the money at that
‘time. See, I have no quarrel -- I may have a quarrel with New Jersey
. Transit when they were supposed -to fulfill a contract of supplying
buses, and I will come to that in a minute. kBut, I'm trying to dispel
in my mind, once and for all, whether or not New Jersey Transit did the
- right thing. If they overpaid them on one hand, they had no right to
pay'them on the other hand. Why didn't that company, if therebwere any
fiscal people;_utilize that money for the'off-peak months? They'got-
over and aone-a'profit picture. I can't quite get that through my
head. ' k ' o ‘

MR. . McFARLAND: Well, neither  .could we . after we
cross-examined him, to‘be very honest with you. We were supposed to
get the buses in December, 1982, and we didn't get them.  Then New
Jersey Transit sent him a»centract forbthe.23 buses on January 10. We
asked him, "Why didn't you sign the contract right away, if you were in
such -dire need of the buses?" | He'.said, "Well} we had a meeting
'sbmetime between January 1 and January 10.". Appafehtly the Board of
Directors was in such a chaotic position they said, "Let the company
'go." He didn't come out directly and say that; but that is what he
intended. | -

SENATOR GAGLIANO:  Mr. Chairman, it was a lot more
" complicated than that. I'm sure Irvih is right'that New jersey Transit
did not pay h1m, but I think that whatever profit he had was 1llusory,.
and not a profit’ that you could set $31de and say, "We are going to‘
keep this for the winter months." I think probably Mr. Sadow and Mr.
0'Brien could explain it even better. It was not well-operated‘as a
company; it was haQing difficulties for years, not Just. then. 'So,-
even though technically/they may have made a profit for a few months,
they were 1n very bad shape for a long perlod of time.
' 'SENATOR RAND: Then, it's not fair to put the blame on New
Jersey Transit. v ’ '

~ SENATOR GAGLIANO-- I dldn't say that.;'

SENATOR RAND: Well, that is what I'm trying to clear up for

the record. It is not fair to say that New Jersey Transit was the

85




cause of them going bankrupt. The other problem is a“sepafate:issue -
- the employment of people.  Again, esi I say, we are not having  any
‘debates'here, nor are we having anyone answer any of this, but I justt
wanted to clear thetbdp in my own mind. Tt is being cleared up right
now, by your telling me the company evidently had a longstanding
.'problem. v i o Ny -
‘ MR. McFARLAND: - Well, to be perfectly honest again, had. they
received the subsidy money, and the 23 buses, I don't know how long. the
company could have lasted anyway. _ . |

SENATOR RAND: But, they didn't deserve the sub51dy money .

- MR. McFARLAND: Well, even if they had gotten an emergency
subsi&y—4.; ; t -
'SENATOR RAND: GOh, okay. .

MR. 'McFARLAND:  (continuing) to keep them running for a
couple more months, because as Senator Gagliano said -- and he is very
familiar with that territory -- the buses were very, very old, and
there was a constant need for.repaire. As a metter of fact, after New
.Jersey Transit took them over, or took- the routes ovef, they didh't
even take any of the equ1pment it was so bad. They just left it there.

SENATOR -RAND: - But, Senator Gagllano,'they*were.offered the
new buses -- is that correct? '

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I presume so.

SENATOR RAND: From what I understand. .

'MR. McFARLAND:  They were offered them, I believe, on
January 10, 1983. The contract came for them‘to'eign,'and‘Mr. Van Loy,
for one reason‘or enother, decided the cash flow was so peor that he
wouldn't even attempt to sign the agreement. ‘ e '

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I think the owner of the company even had
somedne-gbrafter him'perednally for the money. He chased him in his |
yard; and there was a prpblem there with'the police.  There was a
police problem‘where there was an attempted kidnapping or something, as
I recall. o :
‘ MR. McFARLAND: That's rlght it was’ e'parts company.
SENATOR GAGLIANO So, 1t was- much more serlous than JUSt the“'

loss of-- -
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SENATOR -RAND: (interrupting) The hiring»bof employees
represents a very, very important question. We will be in'tohch'with
New Jersey Transit to find out exactly what happened.

‘MR. McFARLAND: May I make another statement?

SENATOR RAND: Surely. o

MR. McFARLAND' I think the problem wlth 5-3137 is that it is
very loose with regard to acquisitions and leases. In a case like:
this, New Jersey Transit told us, "We are not acqu1r1ng the company,
~the company went out of business.” And, this was true, but it
certainly could ha&e been acquired. As a matter of fact they d1d ‘take:
the Lincoln Terminal in Lakewood; they did acquire that. They did not
giVe those employees an‘opportunity for employment.v They just let them -
go. I think that is part of the law, as I read 5-3137. ‘

So, what I'm saying through this ‘presentation is, there
should be some type of‘legislétion to interpret-- Whether it be units
of work, or whatever it mlght be, if a human being is there and he is
‘going to lose his job, some con51derat10n should be given.

- SENATOR RAND: I don't support the Supreme Court decision
that when a company goes bankrupt all the wageé, benefits, and pensions
~are . lost. In fact, 1 thlnk we just memorialized Congress to do 4
‘something about that. Am I right, Senator Gagllanq? (no response)
‘So, I can understand your point, Irvin. Thank you very much.

MR. McFARLAND 1 appreciate that. Thank you. :

SENATOR RAND:  Mr. James Lynch, Locél 824, Amalgamated
Transit Union. . ‘ o

JAMES LYNCH: May I waive my time, Senator? : , :
| SENATOR RAND: Yes, sir. Messrs. William F. Smith and John
Simonse from thefNew Jersey Highway Authority are next on the witness
list, buf théy have ‘made their presentations by a written statements,
which wé wiliv enter into the record. 'May -wé “have Mr. BOb:_Dale,
Director of Operations, New Jersey Turnpike Authority, and Mr. Herbert_
Ularsch; Senior Attorhey; New'Jérsey Turnpike Aufhority? ’ ’
HERBERT OLARSCH: Senator, 1 ah Herbert Olarsch, Senior Attorney; New
Jersey Turnplke Authority. I think the main emphasis of our

presentation concerns Senate ‘Joint Resolutions 9 and 10,  and Bob Dale,
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Director of Operations, who has,previously testified, Will continue his
-testimony. » ‘
Senator, I would like to briefly discuss Senate Resolution 4
regarding ‘the legal situation. The Turnpike Authority and .the New
Jersey Highway Authority have joined together"regarding the legal
problems involved -- or should I say the legal obstacles concerning»the_
'problem-of_free transit. . I think it is spelled out in my memo of
January 27, which I have already filed with you specifically. The bond
coVenants-and,resolutions'—- and I should say the legislation -- Speak
for themselves. I don't think 1 could eloquently dwell on the problemsﬂ
" we are facing better than what is in the memorandum flled by the
nghway Authority and the Turnpike Authority. . , :
- SENATOR RAND: . Are you telllng us we have a legal problem
 with the covenant on the bond? :
' MR. OLARSCH: Oh, yes. ‘
_ SENATOR RAND: I can understand that.
“MR. OLARSCH: of course,'it‘has been pointed out that - the
Turnpike Authority has already done something as far as commuter buses
are concerned, because they have not raised their tolls sinqe_ the
institution of the toll program in 1952. The last tollfincreasee; as
 the Senator is aware, were in 1975 and 1980. There were no increases
'for commuter buses. I just wanted to hlghllght that fact but, of"
course, it is already flled in the report.
SENATOR RAND: New Jersey regains Ssome of the profit from the
-Turnplke automatlcally under the legislation, is that correct? ' '
-MR. OLARSCH: Under the 1964 leglslatlon, in the event there
are any surplus moneys asvdefined in the legislatiOn, which are- not
neéessary'for'its bond indentures or for operating, they.reVert tovthe-
Treasury of the State of New Jersey. » : N
| ’ SENATOR RAND: Have we ever gotten that type of money before,
'or is this the first year7 ' o :
- MR. OLARSCH: I, think thls 15 the first year, spec1f1cally,
that it has met this requ1rement. . _ , :
- _SENATOR RAND: Is there a limitation on the amount of money
the State can get? - ’ R o ‘
'MR. OLARSCH: No, sir, whatever the surplus is.
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SENATOR RAND: If it's $20 million, we cohld'get $20'miliion? _
MR. OLARSCH: - Yes, sir. | | |
;SENATDR RAND: Can you tell me what the surplus was for 19837

,MR.‘,OLARSCH:' I do not know the deflnltlve figures right
how. I know there was a surplus, and I‘think the Authority is in the
process of notifying the State, in accordance with the provisions -of
the statute. : ‘ :
’ SENATOR GAGLIANO: - Would this. be basically the same money
that the Governor would anticipate as part of his program?

MR. OLARSCH: No, I think it's less. 1 do not know the
spec1flc amount, but I think it' §-- - ) B

- SENATOR  GAGLIANO: (1ntérrupting) - Less than what the =
Governor ant1c1pated in the program7 o
MR, OLARSCH: Yes, sir. It was a surplus.
- SENATOR GAGLIANO: Thank you. : ,

MR. OLARSCH: It is a questlon of all the other problems that
have evolved throughout the years, beginning in 1973 with the energy-
crisis. 1 think it is a period of after 10syesrs_that there is. a
surplus.’ o T ) R »
| SENATOR RAND: I was going to ask you some questions aboUt‘
 this furfher oh. If it doesn't reach the amount requested—— I guess
‘some of these questlons really apply to the stable fundlng blll-:

MR. ULARSCH' That is being-- .

SENATOR RAND:, Yes, and I certainly wouldn't’ want - to--

~ MR. OLARSCH: We're ‘talking about the ex1st1ng‘statute now.
T‘SENATOR'RAND' Right, okay. 1 was gdlng to ask you, what do
you do if you don't have that much to match on the contract,'and you
~want . to see-- . : : v
. SENATOR GAGLIANO: (interrUpting) The Chairman has said. he
would ‘pay it. (laughter) L ‘ o '
o - SENATOR RAND: Well,:how do you do.that, by raising'tolls or
fwhaf?l.b : . . | - . | :
MR. OLARSCH: You'll find out next month. L
SENATOR. RAND: Anyway,  we }won?t get into that. . We will

certainly give- you an opportunity to respohd. “We have noted your
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concerns about the legal problems of Senate Resolution 4. Dolyou_havefb.q

.any problems with Senator Gagliano's Resolutions 9 and 107
_ MR. -OLARSCH: I "am going to have - Mr. Dale address that
situation. Mr. Dale -spoke to you on February 24, and he wants to
- continue. ) : . . L -
| ~ SENATOR RAND: We advise you it is not mandated that you do
flt, it was purely a request, 1s that right? . ‘ R
'SENATOR GAGLIANO: - That's right.  What you do is not
mandated -but we would like you to do something. ' L v ’
MR. OLARSCH: ~ (interrupting) I know the Senators recognize
the statutory responsibility of the Authority to expedite traffic as
best it can. The question of the operation of the road.is left to the
"experts" of the Authority, statutorily. I think it is incumbent upon
the Authority to state its position regarding some of the assertions
concerning the question of expediting traffic, particularly the

5 preference concerning the buses., Mr. Dale would like to address the

- situation, because we think it is very important. .

"BOB DALE: Good afternoon, Senators. Just by_yay of a recap of my

- testimony of last month -1 would like ,toi'reiterate‘ some of our

concerns. First of all, I described to you at ‘that time some of the

“involvement the New Jersey Turnpike Authority has had with “the.
- Department of Transportetion and with the Port Authority of New York
and. New Jersey in expediting traffic through the Lincoln Tunnel,

through the operation of the exclu31ve bus lane on the Interstate 495
-Corridor. I referred also, at that‘time, to the - popular left land

restriction which buses take advantage of to use the left “lanes of the

‘northbound and southbound auto roadway35 in order to continue their
travel on the‘Turnpike. They are not restrlcted from that left lane of
the northbound outer or southbound outer roadways.

1 also descrlbed for you the Commuter Discount: Program, and

the toll increases which we ‘had  on the Turnpike since the Turnpike ,.‘5"

began operation in November, 1951. There were two toll increases, one
“in 1975, and then one in 1980. However, in spite: of the 1ncreases,
" there were no 1ncreases for commuter buses. _ Our aim 1n instituting
that. discount plan was to financially help these commuter buses to

‘-serve commuters to and from employment centers.
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In addition to our work with the Port Authority and the
Department of Transportation 0n’the exclusive bus lane, the‘Turnpike
Authority has an exclusive bus toll lane at Interchange 16E.  We
operate during the morning rush period, and we experience about 400 bus
transactions between seven a.m. and nine .M.

With that effort, there are approximately three State Police
officerS'who are dedicated to keeping that lane reserved for buses, as
well as to assisting the Port Authority in enhancing the trafficbflow.
into the exclusive bus lane. 7 |

- In 1983, we added another toll lane at Interchange 16E by
removing it from service at Interchange 18E, the adjacent toll plaza.
So, ‘at this time we have nine exit toll lanes. We have also solicited
our chief engineer~to~undertake a study this year,'to determine’whether
or not we can add an additional lane or two at Intercnange 16E for exit
traffic. | |
| i spoke about Interchange 11. An exclusive-bus operation at
Interchange 11 nould be counterproductive, in that there are not enough
buses to warrant an exclusive bus lane dUring the ‘evening rush hours.
There are approximately 90 buses that use that facility' during the
'evening'rosh period of five p.m. to six p.m. However, we are widening
Interchange 11. We are adding four toll lanes. We are making other
modifications to the approaches of the exit plaza, and we. anticipate
“that that will substantially enhance the traffic flow at that facility.

| The remainder of my presentation ‘last month was - about left
lane restrictions, and how buses take advantage of the restrictions to
toperate almost as an exclusive bus lane.

~Since last month, we had an opportunlty to review some of the
Statistics at Interchanges 11 and 16, as well as operations on the

Turnpike. We found that by USing predetermined occupancy'figuresgfor'='

buses, vans, and trucksj—4 and'cars_for that matter -- at Interchange
11, we had a total passenger count --.passenger count; not car count ;-g'
of about 11,670 during hthe evening rush hour. Of that figore;
approximately,34% are people who are on buses. Sixty-tw0‘percent are

perSons_who are in cars and vans, -and the remainder are in trucks.
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_During a typical weekday périod in 1983, approximately 4,4UQ
vehicles exiﬁed_at Interchange 11 between five p.m. and six p.m., and
only 90,-ofiabdﬁt 2%, were buses. With 14 exit toll lanes, Interchange
11 is opétatingb‘at a level of service which exceeds .Capacity. ‘;we',
recognize that ‘the volume/capacity ratio is: abdut‘,1.05 during that -
peak p.m. period. Because of that, the Authority is adding,these«four
additional lanes. We expect that work to begin this*sdmmet,;and'it
will become more intense this fall. T

With those improvements, the volume/cépacity_ ratio -will
“'shrink - from 1.05 to 0.87. If an exclusive bus léne were to be
‘implemented at Interchange 11 'during the  p.m. . peak period,. - the
f&olume/capacity ratio would-incfeése -- not decrease -- from 1.05 to
1.1, That would result in daily: occurrences of congestlon extendlng
:for at least another mile. During the .summer months, espec1ally on
Frldays, a bus toll lane would create congestlon extendlng all the way
- to ‘the ~Turnpike's main  line for extended periods, creatlng ungafe
conditions for other ‘motorists on the Turnpike's main llne.t;' '

_.Out - of the ‘total 18, 000 vehicle occupants exiting Interchange
16E durlng -the a.m. peak period between seven—thlrty a.m. -and
eight-thirty a.m., about 71% are on buses. fﬁelfemainihg.Z?%'aré in.
‘vans ‘and cars. At that,interchahge, Interchange 16E, approximately.
2,700 vehicles .exit betweeh seven-thirty a.m.. and elght-thlrty a.m.
That volume 1ncludes approx1mately 300 commuter buses destlned to. thev
‘Interstate 495 exclusive bus lane. Ihe other 2,400 vehlcles_ ‘are.

'handléd by 'eight- toll lanes, which: are,acurrently. 6perated Aat~‘”

“volume/capacity - just exceeding one. The Authority's, Operations
Department fecognized this problem, -and has féduested in its 1984
capital  budget request that every consideration be given to widening

- Interchange 16E. 'Dufing the morning peak peribd,,tréffic ¢ongestion;on.
the plaza is cbmmoh. The conversion of an additibnai exitvtoil iéhe to

‘an exclu31ve bus toll lane will “increase the volume/capac1ty from 1 0
to 1. 14. v o v : _ A

Under  these Qonditions, 1traffic;. will - ‘congest . for

approXimately 6 000 feet on. the ’Turnpike s;:northbound eaétern

- "alignment. It should be clearly noted that when this congestlonV ,




"occurs, buses will find themselves further'back_in~the traffic etream.
At Interchange 16E, one must keep-in mind that the congestion which we
‘ experienoe on the plaza is due primarily to thevoongestion'outside the
‘plaza. If we were to put in another toll lane for buses bonly,,
presently there is no place for them to go out51de Interchange 16E.
The exclusive bus lane through the Interstate 495 Corridor is
congested, sometimes back to and through our toll plazas.

Another effort which the Authority has been participating in
in order to support mass transit, is the Park and Ride facilities. We
 ‘have_two. The East Brunswick Park and Ride facility contains. about 600
Car-parking spaces, serving about 700 bus _riders. DUring typical
weekdays, ‘approximately 93 buses stop at that facility to take on
passengers. Most of those buses have already plcked up rlders at
‘various locatlons throughout the rest of the State, and they use the
~Park and Ride facility as their final stop before cont1nu1ng}on to New.
York City. v _ -

» On the other hand, the Vince Lombardi service erea-contains

" approximately 1,012 car-parking spaces at thet.Park/Ride.»‘That serves

about 1,300 bus riders on 30 buses. At that particular facility, the

bUSes'make ~only one stop. Riders pick up the buses at that facility,

~and take them directly to New York City. ' ' |
v Durlng the: 17-year perlod between 1967 and 1983, bus volume

on the Turnpike increased by 23%. This constitutes an annual 1ncrease

of 1.4%. On the other hand, during the same period, passenger vehlcle

traffic increased by 109m. That is an average annual increase of
6.4%. It should be noted that commutér buses comprise about 32-1/2% of
all buses travellng on the Turnplke. ‘: ' '

Since the ‘opening of the Turnplke in November, 1951, there
have been only two toll 1ncreases.- Commuter bus tolls were exempt -from -
these 1ncreases, and non-commuter buses recelved only a 15% increase.
That can be compared»to the toll increase of approximately 40% for
other vehicles. *Nevertheless, despite a small -bus toll increase which
affected only 67% of all buses -- no commuter buses, but all buses -=
the amount’of bus . volume actually decreased by 2.1%.. The‘numbér_of"

passenger vehiclee, however, increased by 22%.




Dunihg 1983, approximately 310,000 buses wused the exclusive »
bus' lane going to New York -City, as compared with 206,000 in 1971.
During this 12-year period; bus travel on ~the exclusive bus lane
increased by 50%, which amounts to a 4.2% average Vannua‘l' increase.
This Authority, the New Jerséy'Turnpike Achority, is cooperating with‘
-the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the New ,Jérséy
Highway Authority, the New York State Throughway Authority, and: the
- Triboro Bridge and Tunnel Adthority, in order to develop solutions to
- the congestion which results from vehicles _attempting to croéé the
‘Hudson River into New York City. While studies are just now underway,
it is expected that the conclusions to those studies can be drawn
_within one year. At a very recent meeting we had with the Port’
Authority and those other agenciés, we discussed the impact' of "the

exclusive bus lane operation at the Lincoln Tunhel,oh the movement of

- people ‘into the City. It is the Port Authority's estimate, comparing

beforé.and after studies; tﬁat the number of persons who got out of
their cafs and gbtvinto buses, is only 4% to 5% of the totél number of
trlps going -into New York Clty. P

' Thank you. , , : coL :
SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, ”Mra Dale. Senator
>Cagiiaho7 . - ' N . o
| SENATOR GAGLIANO. ( You 'know, Mr. Dale, your testlmony -=
although 1 realize you have partlcular problems w1th my resolutlons i

‘would indicate to me that you are practically at a crisis right now. .

- The addition of one or two lanes, or three lanes even, 'is not really -

addressihg the problem. When you. tell us you have the p0331b111ty of a

6,000 foot wait at one p01nt that is over a mile backup. The- Turnplkev‘

has very serious . problems. in - the - areas of Interchange 11 and »
Interchange -- what is it, 16? | | ; |

 MR. DALE: It is 16E. | S

- SENATOR GAGLIANOé Although we talked about this yEaré ago, -

it ‘hasn't really been-d0ne.,'I’beliéve you really haQe to- have a Park

~and Ride system further'awaybfrom the city, and sUbétahtiélly'largér'

thanvyou-have_prOQided, becaUse_I think thbse nﬁmbers 90u testified to

‘»yafeijust“going to mean, - in. a ¢buple of yeérs as development continues
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in southern and central New Jersey, that you_are really going to be in
a crisis p031t10n, especially, as you know, when there is a minor
accident, or when there is ice or snow on the ground where the delays
are tremendous. ' _ , o _

So, although I understand your position with respect'to my
resolutions, you have much more serious problems. 1 just don't know if
the Turnpike Authority is-addressing them rapidly enough, or if you are
_taking into account the fact that you just have to try to get these
cars away from those crucial points. | -

MR. DALE: Senator, if I may, the figures which I described
to.you -~ the mile backup at Interchange 11, and the 6,000 foot backup .
at Interchange 16E -- are projected if we start to convert one of the
existing toll lanes to an exclusive bus toll lane. '
| SENATOR GAGLIANO: Yes, but do you see what I’m,saying? - You
are at a critical point in whatever the curve is. |

MR. DALE: I understand what you're saying. :
v - SENATOR GAGLIANO: You are already there. If you canvtake
away one tollbooth and cause a 6,000-foot delaf, over a mile.delay in
terms of cars trying to get through there -- vehicles trying to get
'through there -- you are already in a very substantlally dlfflcult g
position. I don't know what the,answer is, but my immediate reaction -
is t0'park'and ride away from the city, away from New York, further
into the interior of the State, with a serious. enough approach that you
would have parklng for a very substantial number of cars, to get them,
or to entlce them, to .park their cars someplace,  say in Middlesex
County, or Mercer County, or someplace -- Wherever. Then have them
. come in by bus, or even rail, if that is available to y6ur
v At any rate, We are' not. really asking you‘ to do anything
particular. We're looklng for relief so that people will be able to
- take advantage of mass tran31t and feel comfortable about it. We
appreciate your testlmony, but -as I say, I don't know where you re
going with it. I think you're headed for trouble. '

MR. DALE: Well I belleve, Senator, that the work we're doing
at Interchange 11 this summer and this fall is going to ‘address that
‘problem. The volume/capac1ty ratlo flgures whlch I cited to you are

901ng to reduce it from 1.05 to O. 87 at Interchange 11.

95




SENATOR GAGLIAND: My point is, it is going to go right back
up again in a couple of years, at the rate we're going with vehioled
traffic, the explosive expansion. of .development. in New-York‘City,'and.
the jobs that are.being provided in New,York‘City and . northern New
Jersey. 1 guess what I'm_saying is, the approaches of two,hor three,‘

r - four more tollbooths are not going to ymake 'a"substantialf
difference.\ That is the way I see it. ' ' o
} SENATOR RAND: Does rellef cost money’
g,MR- DALE: Does relief cost money? o :

SENATOR RAND:  Yes. In other words, if you have to do"
| somethlng to relleve that congestion, does it cost money7 '

MR. DALE:. - Surely it cost money.

‘ - SENATOR RAND: I'm 901ng to be asklng you that questlon
further on down the llne, in an attempt to translate how much money you
- need, and how much money you can glve the State. Thank you very much.

MR. DALE: Thank you. ' : .

‘ SENATOR RAND: Mr. Hugh Butler, L1ncoln Transit Employees.-.
HUGH BUTLER: Gentlemen, Mr. McFarland covered most of what I wanted to

- talk about, so 1'll pass.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much. S
MR BUTLER. .Thank you for holding. this hearing. . ‘
_ SENATUR RAND Susan Kampfer, Llncoln Termlnal Employees. o

~ Good afternoon.A , R : : ,
" SUSAN KAMPFER: Good afternoon, Senator. Mr. Chalrman, on February 22

I attended a union meetlng of the Unlted Transportatlon Union, Local

1782, in Lakewood, New Jersey, at which time I was ;nformed that
Lincoln Transit Company was filing for bankruptcy, and that service
would be discontinued as of February 26. ' '

Our union representatlve 1nformed all of wus to"file‘

applications with New Jersey Transit, as they~_were’ continuing the = -

service. On'February 23, 1983' I filed an .application with New Jersey
Tran51t in Maplewood,vNew Jersey.v On February‘ZS 1983,'1‘reeeived_a
'furlough notlce from the Llncoln Termlnal Company. On‘February'26,

1983, 1 went to the Lakewood Terminal where I prev1ously worked, and

: found that New. Jersey Tran51t had - brought in employees from the New.,d

~ York Port Authorlty to do my JOb while 1 was on furlough.




v On February 28, 1983, I went to Maplewood, New Jersey, to
reapply for my job. I was told by New Jersey Transit personnel that .
the Lincoln Terminal Company was in the process of being purchased by
New Jersey Transit, and they were not hiring at that time. During
March, 1983, I wrote a letter to. New Jersey Transit regardlng p0351bleq
employment.. I drove to Maplewood, New Jersey, upon’ recelpt of my
return receipt card and spoke to Mr. Fitzgerald in PerSonnel. He told
me that New Jersey Tran91t had to hire mlnorltles first. Several deys
~ later, I discovered that New Jersey Transit d1d purchase Llncoln
Terminal Company in Lakewood. o |

With all the commotion around,'I decided to research fhe laws
to see if there was enything to protect the interestsvof the Lincoln
- Terminal employees. . Lincoln Terminal Company was an active =
“transportation ccmpany, which never filed forvbankruptcy.' There were
»Aelght employees affected by the purchase, and we have yet to see where
New Jersey Transit has abided by the laws establlshed to- protect.l
employees in the event of a purchase -- as examples, S-3137, and the
Federal Law of 1964, the Urban Mass Transportation Act. ,

On Sunday, March 18, 1984, I watched 'Mr. Jerome Premo on

Channel 9iduring an interview with Susan DeSantis. 1 got a knot in my

stomach when he stated New Jersey Transit was not an employment agency, o

_but that all of the employees from Lincoln would be given preference.
Mr. Premo, yourrstatement was.false. New Jersey Transit never gave thev
Lincoln Terminal employees the oppcrtunity for employment. -Severali’
._people' were hired to provide the services which 'Lincoin Terminal

employees formerly provided, but not one of the eight Lincoln Terminal

-people was acknqwledged. These JObS were all fllled by out31ders. o
It is cleer that New Jersey Transit did, in fact, purchase.
the only active transportation‘ facility Linccln Terminal Company-
‘owned. We ask you now, as we have esked many times before, what
i‘happened'tc the laws established to protect the employees? Wheniand
hcw'will New Jersey Transit live up to its obligations to the‘empioyees
of Lincoin Terminal Company, who have served fhe public for up tc 30
- years? Is there really justice for all? That is all I’have to say. - |
SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano? B R
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' SENATOR GAGLIAND: I have no questions. We will ‘ask New
-Jersey Transit to respond, but not today. How mahY'people --’give"me
that again now =~ were worklng for the Llncoln Termlnal Company7
MS. KAMPFER: Elght. '
SENATOR GAGLIANO. How many of them were plcked up by New
Jersey Transit?
'MS. KAMPFER: . Zero. ,
SENATOR GAGLIAND: None?-
MS. KAMPFER: Zero. . ‘ _ o
| SENATOR GAGLIANO: Is that still in operation now under New
,Jersey Transit? | v R .
, - Ms. KAMPFER- New Jersey Transit purchased the Lincoln
Terminal Company in Lakewood, New Jersey. . j |
l ' SENATOR GAGLIAND:  That was mainly the terminal, the
.bbulldlng7 L o ; ' ;' o s
| 'MS. KAMPFER: The building and the properties..
| SENATOR GAGLIANO: How many people did they replace those
" eight people with? - Do
v fMS._KAMPFERi We did several different jobs as ticketragehts »
for Lincoln. IlgUees-they divided the jobs, or put them in diffefent
veategories; - From what I couldh see, there were a minimum of five
positions filled. v o S R
A‘SENATOR GAGL IANO: In other words, what was eight -- and- you ;
d1d various things -- is now five? R o
~ MS.- KAMPFER: Yes, from what I can see they d1d. You.knoﬁ, Iv
don't know if they stlll have people doxng baggage in Lakewood or not.
- 1. don t know. ‘ . . v .
“SENATOR GAGLIANO: Did any of thoeevpeople,cbme from'Lincoln
Transit? o ‘ ' o o ' |
“ MS. KAMPFER: No, sir.
'SENATOR GAGLIANO. .'S they came from someplace other thanh
the two Lincoln companies?’ ' . o
' MS. KAMPFER' Yes, sir. _ S : .
SENATOR RAND: Can you give us" the names of the elght people7 
~ MS. KAMPFER: Yes, sir. - : : I
| SENATOR RAND;g Not today, but can you give us thgse names?




MS. KAMPFER: VYes, sir. oo
SENAT0R1RAND' Do they llve ‘in the area? _
MS. KAMPFER The majority of them llve in Ocean County. I
_belleve there is one in Atlantic City. . o v
SENATOR RAND: Are they employed now, or are they out of
work? o : o - R
' MS. KAMPFER: I believe four have been -hired, and there are
four who are stlll out of work. ’ ‘
: SENATOR RAND: Will you submit that 1nformat10n to us through
our aide here, Peter Manoogian? ' ' '
MS. KAMPFER: Yes, I will. ‘ ‘
' SENATOR RAND: ~ We would apprec1ate that ~ Thank you very
much. IR : - ' e
' MS. KAMPFER:» Thank you for your time.
| SENATOR RAND: James Colby from Bridgetor, New Jersey.
JAMES  COLBY: : »Good afternoon,  Senators. I live in the
Bridgeton/Millville/Vineland area. I work in Atlantic City. I saw
an article which appeared in ‘the Vineland Times Journal, ‘with a

. suggestion that the Senator from my area, Senator Hurley, had on asking
New Jersey Transit to undertake a study‘ to ‘provide tranaportation‘
systems between‘these three areas and- Atlantic‘City. I am asking that
these studles be moved up, since there is ‘severe unemployment amountlng
“to 16.4% of the re91dents in the three-c1ty area. This is the hlghest
in-the'State,.the highest in the nation. Eight hundred;of:those people
went to. Atlantio City to get jobs'at various casinos. Trump was one of
‘them, the Tropicana was another, and,_the Golden Nugget. My question - v
‘is, how are these people g01ng to get to their jobs in Atlantic City,'
~ other than getting into a car and travellng across Route 40 to Atlantic '
Clty, which is- an inadequate road? There is no other way. Ride Share
is not available'inleither Salem‘County or Cumberland County, whereA
~ people get together to rent a van or to'purchaae a van under the DOT
~ systems, or otherwlse} o . _2> o ,

I talked to Mr. Worshnik in Cumberland 00unty, and was
1nformed they do not part1c1pate in the plan that ACTA' -- Atlantic
‘County Transportation ‘Authority -- is undertaklng to establlsh 1n.
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~Atlantic County. _I'would like to find out why? -Salem and Cumberland
Counties cannot “develop, if ‘they do not want to-vhavey.a*fbus:’system
: between those three points and Atlantlc City. th can't the-RideiShare
system be established in that area7 : - _ 'ﬁ' -

My notes are all dlsconnected, S0 you w1ll have to Forglve
me. I did not prepare to appear before you, as I guess maybe I should

have. I wrote a letter to Mr. Premo, asking him about. creatlng a bus -

servlce ‘between the Vineland area and Atlantlc City, but I d1d not get"

a response. He may not have gotten the letter, 80 1 am not. gorng toy--

questlon that p01nt. _ .
‘ SENATOR RAND: When did you send the letter, sir?
'MR. COLBY: I sent the letter ’in"Septemberf, 1983, Then 1

. found out in the Vineland Tlmes Journal that Mr. Premo,’New Jersey

Transit's Executlve Dlrector, called Mr. Hurley's request for the study
“an "excellent ldea." I addressed the same question to Senator Hurley

. that I addressed to Mr. Premo, and received no response.

SENATOR RAND'" Do you mean that Senator Hurley d1dn't send ,.,[

you a response e1ther7

MR, COLBY: Yes, sir. ‘ : A :

- SENATOR: RAND. Know1ng Senator Hurley and Mr. Premo, I would;
,suggest that the letters got lost. o . -

MR. COLBY: Okay, granted that ‘may have been the case. I am
not contesting the - points’ that - the . ‘letters were recelved, vwere
, unanswered, or were -not responded to. My questlon is, 31r, w1th the
Vhlgh unemployment in that area, why is this, and’ why has it taken so
long? Apparently, 1 am the only person from the southern part of the
State,’out51de of Senator Hurley-- '

SENATOR RAND: - I'm. here for you. _ : v

: MR. COLBY: Well, you're in the m1ddle corrldor, 51r.‘ ‘ }

» , : SENATDRfRAND.V No, we're stlll 1n the south, even though you o
don't;récognize that. - o o TR ‘
- MR. COLBY: There sre three other counties--

“SENATOR RAND: - I'm stlll part of - the. deep, deep south, and I
'understand your problems very: well.F I want you to know that.‘ I am - 1n,

complete sympathy with .you.
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SENATOR QAGLIANO: 1'11 vouch for that, because every time an
issue comesvup, he says, "What will we do about South Jersey7"'and he
means South Jersey in its entirety, not just the Camden area. |

MR. COLBY: You know, there are people who live in the
western part of the southern portlon of the State who are forced, by
the routlng of the corridor study, to go- into Camden to transfer to
.Atlantlc Clty. This becomes a burden if they want to go down to
visit. Trallways used to servlce this area, ‘but no more.: Trailways
pulled out of Vineland. Greyhound does not stop, they go up 295 and
down the Atlantic City Expressway. ,

- SENATOR RAND: Mr. Colby, how many_people are you talkihg“

about who work in that triangle? L o
bMR. COLBY: Let me put it to you this way. At the beginning-
of last year. -- June, 1983 -- 1 oichlated’a petition through five
casinos in Atlantic City. That petition garnered over 500 signatures'
to create a Park and Ride at the interchange of the Atlantic City
Expressway and Route 54, south of Hammohton and north of Buena Vista.
I have those signatures on petitions in my possession; I still have
them. After this became known‘to both the Department ot TransportatiOD
and the Atlantic City,Expressway‘Authority, I received a call - from ACX
 -- "Back off; don't pursue it. Leave the ball park alone." I then

- received a call from someone in Trenton, located out here on Park31de_e‘

fAvenue, “or somewhere ‘over here in this areas, whlch said, "Back off};
don't pursue the effort of creating a Park and Rlde facility there. We
are endeavorlng to do something else." . '
Now I find out that they have taken an o0ld dilapidated
restaurant up on the White Horse Pike, across from the State Police
: Barracks, and turned it 1nto a Park and Ride facility. But, that is
not For express serv1ce- that is for local service. You would park
your car there, and be forced to ride for another ‘hour - and a half to:
Atlantic Clty,‘rather.than be able to park at»a_Park and Ride -at the
Atlantic City ExpressWay, with the buses coming in, pickihg up;
dropping off, and shooting right into Atlantic City, or Philadelphia.

It would serve a two-way corridor.
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SENATOR RAND: Mr. Colby, what you're looking for -- and I
don't know the answer, so I'm not going to try to give you an answer --
:is some means of franspdrtetion from that triangle to Atlantic Citylahd
‘back. Is that correct?

MR. COLBY: That's right -- and beyond that, sir.

SENATOR RAND: Pardon me? v v

MR. COLBY: . And beyond that, even to the western 51de of the.
county, over into the Pennsville/Salem area. In other words-- ' '

_ SENATOR RAND: (interrupting) Let's handle one problem at a
time. You're interested in the Millville/Brldgeton/Vlneland area,_;s
" that correct? - o ‘ "

MR. COLBY: Yes, but there are people who live neet of me who
work in Atlantic City. | | " -

SENATOR RAND: Let them speak for themselves. We're going to
talk about the 500 people you're telling us about. Would you send us a
vmemo,-with regard to this?  Send 1t to Peter Manooglan, and we'll
receive it. I can essure you we'll pursue it; we'll get you an

answer. Whether the answer is van pooling or a bus service, - we'll get'

you an answer, . if you have 500, 600, or 800 people, as you Just sald a

moment ago, who need transportatlon from that partlcular trlangle.
MR. COLBY: Do you want the petitions?
SENATOR ‘GAGLIANO: - Sure. ' R
v SENATOR RAND: Yes, we'll be very happy to take coples of the
petitions, with a memo from you, and ‘maybe copies of the letters you
- sent Senator Hurley -and Mr. Premo. -
MR. COLBY: Well, it's a large stack, so really, you ‘Know-- j

'SENATOR RAND: There is no problem with that. We w1ll handleﬂf

all the docUments‘yon can glve us. This Committee w1ll pursue 1t, and*
will find out some of the answers for you.. . _

‘ MR. COLBY: All right but, agaln, I would like to p01nt out

there is no expansion percelved or antlclpeted -- at least that I can

determine - from: the ‘newspapers . -- where New Jersey Tran31t is

con51derate of the riding public in the southern portlon of the State.

'They are more inclined-- I'm sure you've been around as long as [

_have, and even when I went to scheol,“ Public “Service Coordinéted~-
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Transit was more _interestedw.in cutting service. than" in expanding -
. service. - L Tee S co , o
SENATOR RAND: We do- not have too mech down there; I'll‘agree
with you. But, we do have rowboats on the Delaware. (laughter)
| MR. COLBY: When I was going to school the prospect was, I

was forced at times to ride all the way to Pitman to catch the trippers
~ which were running up. Then, they cut the trippers out, which fofced
me to go all the way into Mount Ephraim, ‘and then they cut the old 168
line down. : o o :
SENATOR RAND:  You're just an old country hoy. That's what
we both are. - ‘ | ‘ N '

MR. COLBY: Really, we're belng forced to use our cars, where
there is a viable alternative, but they are no longer prov1d1ng it.

SENATOR RAND: Mr. Colby, you have a good p01nt, and this

>,'Committee will look into it..

SENATOR GAGLIANO: Mr. Chairman?
SENAIOR RAND: Yes, Senator Gagllano.'
 MR. CULBY: I also have another comment.
| SENATOR GAGLIAND: Wait & minute, please. From the point
where you propose a Park and Ride at the Atlantic. Clty Expressway, what
is the ‘mileage to the Atlantlc City border? ’ C _
v MR. COLBY: - It's right in the mlddle of the State,_right
between the two p01nts, ‘Philadelphia and Atlantic City. I think 1t'e a
37.2 mile marker. It is less than 35 mlles from there to Phlladelphla. -
SENATOR GAGL IANO: But there is through bus service -- or is-
there? . ' ‘ T :.
MR. COLBY: There is half- hour serv1ce on the Atlantlc Clty’
Expressway between there and Phlladelphla. '

. SENATOR ' GAGLIANO: what you' re saylng 13, 1f they could be
conv1nced to pull off and make some stops-— 4 . ‘
 MR. COLBY: (1nterrupt1ng) Let's say, I'm hoplng they can be'
eonvinced. _ S _ S
SENATOR GAGLIANO' (¢ontinuing) during the eouree‘ef‘the day

~ to take care of the people who commute--

MR. COLBY: - They now go to Wlnslow Crosslng, whlch is not-

vadvertieed.
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SENATOR GAGLIANO: Winslow Junction? |

MR. COLBY: No, Winslow Crossing Park and Ride in Avondale; a
private contractor built the Park and Ride. o

~ SENATOR GAGLIANO: Okay, thank you. |
SENATOR RAND: Did the private bus company in Bridgeton go
out of business? ’ o ‘ | -

- MR. COLBY: Excuse me?

_ SENATOR RAND: There was a private bus company in Bridgeton,
~if I recall. - o _

MR. COLBY: Garden State still operates between New.Yerk and
Bridgeton. S ' . L
" SENATOR RAND: But they operate nothing between Atlantic City
and Bridgeton? , 1 - . _

‘MR. COLBY: No. The other thing I would like to point out fo
the Committee is that the Greyhound Corporation runs between Atlantic
) City and New York. They have a 21-trip package for $50.00, which is
- devastating to New Jersey Transit's operation between those two
points. - They are also planning to inatitute theneame program between
Philadelphia and Atlantic City. That amounts fo a $2.00 one-way trip.
The people who come down on these buses get a package from the casino.
They‘return to Philadelphia, or in this case, Nen York,'get on another
bus and come down and get another package; return to New York, ‘get on
another bus -- this can be done three times in one day. ‘

SENATOR RAND: Do you mean there is dest:uctlve COnpetitiong
against New Jersey Transit? ' '

MR. COLBY: You better believe it.

SENATOR RAND: Thank you very much, Mr. Colby. | ‘

' MR. COLBY: Okay. I don't think in this case, in South
- Jersey, that New Jersey Transit is aggre381ve enough on charter_
service. They should be more aggressive.
' SENATOR RAND: ~Okay, thank you.
,SENATOR GAGLIANO°. Thank 'you.
SENATOR RAND: You heard that Senator Gagllano. N S
L ~ SENATOR GAGLIANO: If Premo dldn't hear anythlng else, he
.heard that. (laughter) A - ' |
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~ SENATOR RAND: = Mr. James LeFante from the Hudson County
Independent Bus Owners Association. v ‘ |
FROM AUDIENCE: He's not -here. ‘
] SENATOR RAND: Mr. Donald E. Somers, President of Yellow
Cab. All your constituents are here, Senator Gagliano.
SENATOR GAGLIANO: Not all of them, but several.
" DONALD E. SOMERS: Good afternoon, gentlemen. |
' SENATOR RAND: Good afternoon, Mr. Somers.

- MR. SOMERS: Thank you very much for this opportunity. There .
is some good news. Durino the morning session,'allvof my notes were
_thoroughly destroyed by prior speakers, so I scribbled a few things out
while I was having lunch. I took the opportunity to read my astrology
and it said, "You'll be at the right place; you‘ll strike a cord of
universal appeal; the asSignment and the project’will be completed; the
burden will be removed; the green light will flash for'progress; and,
you'll gain .access to secret infornation," So, I think we're doing all
right. (laughter) - o N
‘ SENATOR RAND: You've done well right now.

-MR. SOMERS: Just give me two more minutee. My concerns are
the ‘elderly  and handiCapoed, service, "and the competition from New
Jersey Transit. '-We> operate wheelchair buses and vans - in private
serVice, with fixed routee, demand responsive, and are under contract
vto several agenc1es, companies, the County of Monmouth, the Board ofi
.Educatlon, and several other local school boards.

, Our taxicab company originated a tax1 discount - for senior
citizens -in Monmouth County almost 10 years ago. We do these thlngs
without“any tax money or- eubsidy, nor do we want eny; My conpany
‘absorbs the 20% senior citizen discount. We pay for - all the
admlnlstratlon and all the sales, plus the prlntlng. » ‘

Recently, New Jersey Transit had the opportunity as the
administrator of UMTA 16B2 funds, to deliver 75 vehicles, including.

station wagons, vans, and small buses, to agencies which had applied
* for them around the State. All of the vehicles delivered in Monmouth - -
dCounty displaced. a private providerbwho'wes pfoviding service to the
agencies. 1 was. the. primary provider. My ‘protests to New Jersey
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Transit fell 6h' deaf ‘ears. They said, "Take 1t up w1th UMTA because
it is Federal money." So, I did. ‘ -

I personally went to Arthur Teel's office when he was the.
admlnlstrator, because he gave me permission to do that dlrectly rather
than go through all the chalns.‘ 1 spnke to him; I spoke to his
attorney, who at the time was Kent Woodman. They said, "Well,‘since
the money has already gone out, you are 901ng to have to take it up
w1th ‘the State. They make the decisions." ‘ |

I went back to New Jersey Transit, up in Newark;_ahd,they
'v_said, "No, we are going to do it this way." My_legalnreCOUrse,'OF
course, was in the Federal District Court, which at the time was about
é,two-year wait. I was not willing to go through that sort of thing. -

' nght now, those vehicles are providing service at about'}
$6 00 a ride, which I was- providing for $1.25 a ride, not to mentlon
the higher flexibility of the system we "had. One of the vehicles"
provided has not moved, ‘though, since it was delivered almost  two years
ago -- it hasn't moved. That, by the way,; is a vehicle that fhe county
officials; the administrating officials, the UMTA officials, and the:
New Jersey Transit officials certified in writing was not available to
“the people in Monmouth County. I have the twin to that vehicle; we buy
vehicles at the same place. '

SENATOR ‘GAGLIANO: What is it? - o

MR. SOMERS: It is a 2&-pa$senger standard ' bus. It is
. sitting up on Shrewsbury Avenue, right across from McDonalds, in the

:parklng lot. , -
, - If New Jersey Transit is really concerned about prlvater
»transpdratlon provxders, they ‘have the opportunlty to demonstrate it

every time a small community "—-_ like Little Silver or 'Oceénp'c:'rt -=
loses bus service because of low rldershlp. It never made sense to me

to run a flxed route w1th nobody on it, wlth a great blg bus.‘ That
route could be malntalned, if" the route is palled for by a small
ridership, by»uslng a small van, or a small bus. Use that vehible;to;
feed into the largér routé syStém.' This would cover all bets. It
’ would prov1de needed service at a 'very cost-effective level, and many ;
prlvate companles, such as mine and: others, could contract for thls,)

service.
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The bill, as I read it -- that is the elderly and handiéapped
portlon ~- provides protection forgprivate'providers'of elderly'and
handicapped‘services. - However, the UMTA bill says Just about the same
-thing in ‘the 1682 Fundings, and - no one is acknowledging those
protections. If the bill went further, and operated ‘a coupon or a user’f
side-subsidy system, and allowed: the customer to choose the carrler, it
would be even better, because then competlng carriers could provide for
~ the ridership. - 4 ‘ o
| © SENATOR GAGLIANO: Well, Don, we are not precluded from doing
~ that under the bill. v : : _ ' »

. SOMERS:- That is correct, you're not. ‘I'm urging that.
you do.. To allow New Jersey Transit to operate the system with ‘this
new infusion of'funds is, based on my flrsthand experlence, exactly
what - is meant by hav1ng the "fox gquard the chicken coop."v You must
aggre851vely requ1re New Jersey Tran91t -- and the counties-if you are
getting into this E&H system -- to provide a cost-effectlve service
that is -- as everyone has been fbnd of sayingx--~"More bang for the
"buck," or, "More ride for the money." Better yet, package the program
~on a local or county basls, and put the packagevto'bid. of eourseyilet.
eyeryone bid on avpurely apples to apples basis. ’ v _

I have no problem with, and thoroughly enjoy, competitiOn,'
“but it is 1mp0931ble to compete with someone who is gettlng vehlcles'
and other kinds of equ1pment as freebies. Thank you very much.

_ SENATOR RAND: Senator Gagliano, your bill provides for

‘user--

a voucher system. I think, Don,. that is ~something that will be
addressed., But, as you know, each county is supposed to come up w1th a
plan. The plans are supposed to be processed through New Jersey
Transit so we will have someone - to check what the countles ‘are- d01ng.

Then, the plans would be 1mplemented. 1 see Jerry is raising his hand;

- I don't know whether he wants=-

MR. PREMO:  In the 16B2 Program, the law requ1res that there
is a follow-up on‘all the vehicles. - It requires the agency -- 1n’thls
* case, New Jersey Transit for the entire State -- to provide'ridership:
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figures, and to see“to.it“thatnthe vehicles they have asked for,:and
whiohvhave beeo given .out are, in fact, being properly used. I‘Submitv

to you -- and I haven't followed through, I'll confess -- that if the
vehicle has been sitting for almost two years, I would hardly call that
_efficient. I hardly call that a vehicle which was needed in the first
place. . '
SENATOR GAGLIANO: I agree with that. We are trying to avoid
that kind of thing happenlng again. We are also trying to avoid the .
idea that if .someone gets a vehicle, it's theirs. Then for the
korganizatioo across the street, which might have the same charitable
goals; it's, "Sorry, we only take people who have to get from here to
the mall. We don't take people to the doctor's offlce," or, "We're the'
Red Cr053° we . only do certain thlngs. You're the Salvatlon Army; we
won't do it for you." We're trying to avoid that. ’

Maybe Jerry can respond to this later, but it would seem that
somewhere along the line there ought to be a commlttee,_or a group of
oeople who could be called in who are experts in many areas: of
transportatlon, to give their input w1th respect to these regulatlons
before any of them become effective. '

MR. SOMERS: That's why I'm here. Thank you.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: I might also give a plug for Don Somers;
"He ‘has a company called "Rent-a-Wreck," and when I needed a usedvcar
for a week, I rented one from him for $8.00 a day. '

MR. SOMERS: I never got paid for that, by the way.

SENATOR GAGLIANO: You did so. o o

SENATOR RAND: Do you want to read this, Peter?

DR. MANOOGIAN: Mc. Premo has provided us with a copyeof_the
proposed March regolations,r which provide for the development and
provision of additional or -expanded accessible feeder. transportation
services tozaccessible fixed route transportation services, where such
services are available, and acce581ble local transit serv1ce to senlor
‘citizens and the dlsabied, which may 1nclude, ‘but not be limited tot'
door-to-door serv1ce, fixed route service, local fare subsidy, and user
A‘51de sub31dy, whlch may 1nclude but not be limited to private- ride or )

taxi-fare subsidy, and to coord;nate the activities of the various
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participants in this program and providing the services to be rendered -
"~ at the county level, and between counties. .
SENATOR RAND:-  So, it's very clear that 'regulatiohs are
promulgated-with your-- L : ) o
MR. SOMERS: Right.
SENATOR GAGLIANO: It is intended anyhow. We'll have to"
follow up on that. ‘ , .
- SENATOR RAND: Is there anyone else we have not called upon
who is on the list? | ‘
' ASST. COMMISSIONER CRAWFORD: Yes. . | .
'~ SENATOR RAND:  Jim, I Certainly did not forget you. I.just
'wanted to make sure that you are the wrap-up 5— the clean-up hitter.
Is there anyone else? Mr. Tilley?
- MR. TILLEY: thltoday; v ‘ . : .
SENATOR RAND: Not today. I'll be seeing more of you later
on, is that it? ' :
MR. TILLEY: You will be. : _ :
'SENATOR RAND: Okay. All right, now to wind it up, we'll
~call on James Crawford,:Assietant Commissioner of the Department of
TranSportetion; Jim, you've been waiting patlently. '
JAMES A. CRAWFURD:: I've been learning a lot. Senator, I have not come
today with any formal testimohy. I think 1 would l;ke to use  this
time, with your permission, to try to go through some of the iesues
which'have come up today, and perhaps talk sbout the'Public/Private
Task Force'that‘Commiesioner Sheridan set in'plece justvabout:a year
ago. | ‘ ‘ ’ v o
Before I do that though, I think the fact that this hearingj
is belng held today in New Jersey speaks well for the health of the bus
‘;ndustry within New Jersey.. Last fall, I had the occasion to testlfy
‘1n the Congress, and at that point in time most of the representatlves
from. the variocsistates‘here appearing to teStify‘against the prcblems
that had been experienced under bus deregulation. One of the problems
they faced was the drying up of . the private bus sector. In:fact, ihv
»many cases, there is no prlvate bus sector when it comes to providing

regular route commuter or tran51tbserv1ce. So, the fact that we are
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here today dlscus51ng how to  better coordlnate the act1v1t1e9 of a
publlc provider and private carriérs speaks well for all of us.
k I think in' order to understand, perhaps, some of the issﬁes
that have come up today, we have to realize that New Jeréey has three
distinct types of service which are oﬁfered within the bus industry.
Actually, there is probably a fourth; which I ‘will gét into in a
minute. First, there is the regular route transit or commuter bUS;
gThat is the bus that operates within a city, or ‘the bus that operates
between a suburban community and a maj@r central stiness distriétv——
the buses to Newark or New York City,'or the: buses to Philadelphia.
The second is the traditional charter service, or those services where
a -single organization contracts for a bus to provide a specific
service. These services”are normally dn a one-time basis, and ére not
repetitive; nor do they work on a daily schedule. The third type of -
service that has been traditional in New Jersey, and is included in our
various regulatidns, inQolves what are ~called "special services."
These services usually' involve a package deal, whéreby the. person
~ buying the bus ticket also buys ei£her ‘access’ to, .or somethlng
associated with, whatever the destination of the trlp involves. These,
again, are not 'normally schedulgd services whlch occur on a daily
basis, although they may. occur at cerﬁain times of each week, or in
‘cértaih weeks of the year -- such thing$ as trips to the ahnual_flowefv
show, for example, whereby in purchasihg the bus ticket, you are also
purchasing the -‘ticket for access to ithe show. These trips have
traditionally fallen into the category of special service.

In Néw Jersey, we also have 'a - fourth category, a categofy
recognlzed in Congress when they went through the bus ‘deregulation
serv1ce, ‘but which is ‘not formally recognlzed at thls time in the

State. That would be a regular route sFrv1ce that is in the nature of

special. This is basically the categoryf that most of the Atlantic City

service would involve. These are buses that run on a flxed schedule,
-whereby people have the belief, from advertlsements, that if they show
up at a certaln location everyday st a certain time, the bus ‘will be
‘there. It will pick them up, and !1t will - take them. to- their

destlnatlon. ‘The difference between that{bds“going to Atlantic,City
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~and the bus .going out of Newark, or going out of any other location to
.Atlantic City and headed for - the bus terminal, is the:fact that these ’
buses normally have a package associated with a specific casino's
program, so as to attract ridership. The packages frequently_end up . in
a zero cost to the rider program, or a minimal cost to the rider
program, so that the riders are enticed to go to a speeific’cesino.

' At the present time, this service is treated exactly the same
as regular commuter'and transit service. That is perhaps one of the
" reasons  some of these issues have come up.

In the area of bus serv1ce, we're dealing w1th a tradltlonal'
publlc utlllty. Bus companies have, from the beginning, applied for
. franchises that authorize them to run _certain services. These
franchises might be for charterb service, or they might be for .a
Specific'groub.v The franchises on regular routes traditionally would
include such things as the schedule of service and even the' fare
structure to be charged. B

What we are seeing today, however, is the result of a hybrld
that has been caused by the Federal Deregulation Program. We have many
‘buses in New Jersey which run 95% to 98% of thelr.trlp totally within
Newaersey, but cross the river -- either the Delaware orithe HudSbh —
and end their trip in a central city in another state. Uhder Federal
requlations, these buses are interstate trips. : They are deregulatedgas
a result.ef the Interstate Commerce Commission's interpretation of the
Federal Bus Deregulation Program. 'Thereby'any provider of bus service
can come. in and initiate bus service without filing before ‘the State
Department of Transportatlon, or New Jersey Transit, to operate that
’ service. . They get their certificate from the Interstate Commerce
Commiesioh,'and basically that certificate is based on whether they are
ready, willihg, and"able, rather than whether it is a true public
convenlence and nece351ty. ' ' . T

The reason for this is that the ICC looks at all 1nterstate
travel,as basically 1nterc1ty travel and, certainly, in a»trlp ‘which
goes from Philadelphia to New York, or even for that matter a trip that
goes from Camden to New Yprk,tthey are not being used for commuters'

purposes day in and dey out. The people who use these are, in fact,
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running on something that is open to the free market system under the
Bue Deregulation Rfegpam. ‘The‘same is not true, though,rfor the'person
who boards the_bue_inhFreehold and is ffying to get into New York City
everyday, where the market is muchvtighter, and where the requirements
to provide reasonable fares impose certein limitations on the operators
in terms of being able to operete effectively.

o The Task Force that was formed by CommlSSloner Sheridan has
been meeting for a little over a year. l As was pointed out in earlier .
‘testlmony, we were supposed to have our report finishedmin October. I
assure you; Senators, it is not for lack of work that that report has
" not been compieted. We have identified a series of goals I think
everyone has,‘generally agreed upon. | These include: ensuring. the
accessibility of the. transportation disadvantaged to the provision‘of"
essential . transportation services; iproviding an alternative to
~ automobile use, “where high social and financial costs for .such use
exist; promoting the wuse of public transportation systems and
encouraging operator responsiveness ﬁo changing markets; enhancing
_ service attractiveness by striving for reliable, clean, confortable and
courteous. -operations; maintaining reesonable user fafes to avoid
reduced demand deriving from financial difficulties; ensuring Fair:end
. equitable allocation of resources andi‘user coets; using perspective
pUblie transportation services to foster efficient land-use development,
-in newly developing areas of the State; minimiiing the Financial cost

“both to the user and to the taxpayer of {providing public transportatlon h

- services; and, ensurlng maximum user Lonvenlence in. the delivery of
services. -

' ‘These are the goals that = everyone could agree on.
Implementing these goals is a lot more difficult. Coming up with
'spe01flc recommendatlons on how to 1mplement them has been an area of
considerable discussion, but I believe thet in the near future we w1ll,
~in Fact, have some specific recommendatlons to bring before you. In
' every one of these cases, however, we have focused only..upon commuter
and transit operations. We have not been discussing the questlon of
~charter service; we have not been dlscu331ng the questlon of Atlantic

Clty service. We have been looking at the questlon, for example, of
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competition; both dire¢t and indirect. That invoives not only the
~ cases where buses are running.on.parallel roadways, such as in Hudson
County. From a historical perspective, there are a lot of reasons why

that happened. But, the movement to a more coordinated system is not

- -an easy one.

We also have indifect éompetition. This.has>been alluded to by several
speakers today, and is perhaps a much more difficult issue to address.

The second issue we feel we have to resolve is the question
of coordlnatlon, because in order to provide a truly efficient system,
both the public and private carriers must work together to ensure that
pebple can move freely'about the State, and at the same time ensure
‘that we are not tripping over ourselves in trying ‘to provide‘ an
efficient system; |

We also recognize'that interstate deregulation is something
 that has. caused problems for New Jersey. - We have recommended, and I
believe it is generally supported, that the Congress be'asked to thange
the ICC requlations as they pertain to the Philadelphia and New York
- markets. = These two markets are basically commercial zones, and we
believe there are ample precedents in past regulatory and deregulatory
legislation that wculd ensure that these marketsibe properly considéred'
when- authorizing new franchises. | |

The fourth issue is terrltorlal 1ntegr1ty, and thls gets to
'_one of the p01nts that Ms. Stone raised this morning. If we are going
to try to have a coord;nated system of public transportation, there are
’ goiﬁg to have to be édjustments to the current,servicevstahdards and,
also, adjustments to the current service providers. In some cases;~New
Jersey Transit will have to withdraw from corridors; in other cases, a
private operator may withdraw .from corridors. "But, when New Jersey
Transit withdraws, the private operators who are picking it up, such as
the base of Suburban in the'sitUétion'previdusly deScribed,.will'only'-
_agree for a fixed period of time to operate it. Certainly, all service
in New Jersey needs a set of service standards and criteria, against
which ‘we can measure their producfivity. That is one of the things we
feel is most important to be both 1dent1f1ed and developed, and applled

to all operators, so we know, and can - assure people that 1f they are
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going to be riding..a vehicle that is' regulated by the State, they are
- going to be riding ome that is, in faét; providing the service that is .
| expected ' v '

" Finally, there is the questhon of operator ‘determination in
those situations where new service 13 required, or is to be developed.
Senators, your action earlier -- 1 guess actually in the last session
-- created a zone of rate determination td' be applied for priyate :

_operatora as. one step ' toward removﬂng some of fhe more burdensome
regulations tnatvare really unnecessary in today's climate. On behalf
of Commissioner Sheridan, I recently signed the administrative
regulatlons to 1mplement that. I_be;ieve this is an impdrtant first '

:step, one we are late in making. It is an important step, because for

years we have tried to base all the actions of the operators on the =

assumption that fhey were using the return on investment as the sole
. criteria for their profltablllty. Today, the question bf return on
1nvestment is much more .clouded, as publlc vehicles and other equipment
enter into the equation and, at the:same time, the whole concept of
return is questionable in those areas where you have "a number of
~operations from a single operator, each of which is contributing to the
overall financial picture of the operation. '

- So, we believe it is unnecessary for an operator to apply to :-
_the Department of Transportation just before he goes to get a loan - for
normal routine business activities. Tnis ie the next step to follow up
on -- the zone of rate freedom we will be recommending. Hopefully, iti
w1ll be enacted shortly. o o

Other steps’ will also be necessary as we move to bring all

o prlvate carriers into a more equal condltlon with New Jersey Transit,

in terms of those normal day-to-day business practices which can offer -
economlcal and operatlonal savings throughout their programs.

I have rambled probably a llttle longer than 1 had expected,

o Senator, and I will be happy to try to: answer any questlons.

SENATOR RAND:  Thank you very much, Mr. Crawford. Senatdr‘

Gagllano do you have - any questions you would like to ask? |
, - SENATUR GAGLIANO. That was a.very learned dlscourse, Jlm. I
am going to have to think about it. '
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" SENATOR RAND: Thank'ydu very much. Is there anyone we have.
not heard, or anybne who wishes to appear before this Committee? (no
response) I think we have gone through all the'people whose names were

»on‘oﬁr list. If we have omitted ahyone;'just raise your hand. If not,
let me thahk‘eVeryohe for attending this hearing today.

' Let me‘conclude by saying we have had‘somé very interestingf
problems brought to light. - If they need legislative action, I'm sure
the members of this Committee will pay attention. The'problems which
were brought forth which we can- answer, of which we“cén answer by
' obtaining,infbrmation from New Jersey Transit, will be followed upvbh.

" We exprESs 0urAvepy déép'thanks to everyone;who'hasiappeared
: befdré‘usvtoday'to offer testimony. This héaring is adj0ufnedg; \’

(HEARING CONCLUDED)
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NJ TRANSIT PROGRAMS

PRIVATE CARRIER PARTICIPATION

~ ANNUAL
'OPERATING
PROGRAMS -

Service Contracts
Subsidy Contracts*
Reduced Fare Program
Bus Card Program
Feeder Fare Program
Transfers :
Student Fare Programs
Subtota1 '

‘AGGREGATE
YEAR-TO-DATE
CAPITAL PROGRAMS

Bus Leasing
Capital Improvements
Park and Ride Construction
Bus Shelters
‘Subtotal

TOTAL

* Includes Mercer Metro -

FY 1984

CARRIERS

1

9
65
10

5
15
15

CARRIERS

52
38

5
24

$ THOUSANDS

$ 1,500

11,000 -

1 000

500

$ THOUSANDS

$ 77,000
4,700
2,000
400
5“§Z‘T66

$ 100 million



ATTACHMENT B -

BUS LEASING PROGRAM
Through’ FY 1984

BUSES $ million
1976 Transit & Commuf.er Buses 356 o 20.5
1983 Transit Buses .v . - 65 | 10.3
1983 Commuter Buses 220 3.8
| Rehabilitated Buses ~ ~ _ 18 __1_1_4
B o 826 buses ~ $77 million




PROFILE OF STATE FLEET-AVERAGE AGE
14 . o ) i , 5 , ’ .- , » — :

13

—
Q =

projected

el I I T T .
- i R P L
-
. - .-
. LI I e
- e

Yeors

| target average age

RIS B

A = N W A N N DO = e

8 -85
el 1980 - 1998

D ITalHXd

. | 9.



RN g

~ Number of Bﬁse

BUS LEASE PROGRAM

1200 |

s

800_|

20

596 .

1083

826 .-

projected

o

o750 B0
S EC R LC R

80

85

. ',A" igg'

dgams= 0



ATTACHMENT E

BUS LEASING PROGRAM PROJECTIONS
' (FY 1985-1989)

 BUSES £ . VALUE
Subsidized Carriers 265 17 % $ 53 million
Private Carriers 599 39% $121 million
864 56 % $174 million
NJT Bus o 674 | 44 % $135 million




o

. PRIVATE CARRIER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Examples of Investments

0  Service Vehicles . 0  Bus Washers
0 Ticket Machines . 0  Two-way Radios
°o Battery.Chargers . -0 Farebox Equipment

. Aggregate $ Invéstments (FY 83-87)

52.3 million
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FY'83

FY'sa

FY'ss
FY'86.
FY'87

PRIVATE CARRIER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

$ m111fons'
8.7
11.9
11.9
1.9

Total  $ 52.3 million

ATTACHMENT G
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~ CHARTER BUS DIVISION

Saddle R/ver Tours Ltd.‘

118 GRAHAM LANE, LODI, N.J. 07644
(201) 777-1800

March 23, 1984

Honorable Walter Rand, Chairman
New Jersey Senate Transportation
and Communication Committee
CNO042. _ ' .

State House
Trenton, NJ 08625

RE: - SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS 1IN SUPPORT OF TESTIMONY OF
UNITED BUS OPERATORS SURVIVAL ASSOCIATION BEFORE
THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS COM-
MITTEE MARCH 19, 1984. .

Dear Senator Rand:

. In accordance with your agreement to hold the record of
the March 19, 1984, hearing open for seven days, enclosed
 please find documents to supplement the testimony given before
the Senate Transportation and Communications Committee by the
United Bus Operators Survival Association. '

I should very much like to thank you and the members of
your committee for allowing us to present our testimony, and
,for allow1ng this supplementatlon of t record. ‘ _

, Yourg/é'ncerely 

/ﬂ‘//
RRF/gdy o

///Znald R.
Enclosures

CC: Honorable Thomas F. Cowan

- Honorable Francis J. McManimon
Honorable Thomas Gagliano : ' ‘ -
Honorable James R. ‘Hurley
Mr. Peter Manoogian

Fal—b



SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT
OF THE TESTIMONY OF THE UNITED BUS OPERATORS
SURVIVAL ASSOCIATION BEFORE THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION
__AND COMMUNICATIONS COMMITTEE, MARCH 19, 1984.

At the Public Hearing concerning bus transportation;, held before
the‘Senate'Transportation and Communications Commitfeé on March 19,
1984, Ronald R. Faillace, President of the United Bus Operatdré?j
Survival'Association, quoted from sevefal internal»memQrandalwhich~'
had been prepared by N. J. Transit'embloyees;%iComplete copies dfﬁ
‘these memoranda, which had been obtained from N. J. Transit under
court order are attached hereto as exhibits A through E. EXaminationf;

of these documents clearly indicates that N. J. Transit has failed to -

fulfill the purpose for which the agency was created. ‘Indeed, ‘as thé(‘
beiow highlighted excerpts will ‘indicate, N. - J. Transit haéff~
consistently operated under a policy which is directly oppqsédrto th§ ;
"encourag(ing) to the maximum extent feasible the participation of
private enterprise and the avoid(ance) of destructive'COmpetitiOn?:5
See N.J.S.A. 27:25-2(d). - | L

7 _; Beginning with a memo dated July 22, 1980} a member of the N. J.{ﬁ
Tﬁansit Corporation set the tone for the posture taken by 1L~.3.:
Transit toward privaté transit carriers by labelling such carriers in':

'hahdw:itten_ notations as "Indians," (p. 1, 7, ll)"ahd as '"black:;"

sheep" (p. 9). At another point in the Wilkins memo, this individualT‘
noted that N. J. Trahsit should take "appropriate action to;minimizé~”v
‘competition with private carriers or else find a way to dfiﬁe them
out" (p. 10). | ‘ B ' | o

_Continuing in Augﬁst, of 1982, Mr. Wilkins, commerited in an -

Executive 'Summary"on ways in which N. J. Transit codld““deveIOp 1 

‘options to reduce the humber of independent operators operating in
the Newark area. Specifically, Mr. Wilkins suggested that N. J.

Transit attempt to redUCe_"directchmpetitiqn'on-ail_N; J. Transit.

~ routes." -He was particulary pleased that’the'N, J.'Trénsit'"bus‘
10x ' *




card" programvoffered N. J. Transit a competitive advantage over the
private carriers in reaching'this goal. 1Indeed, he noted that the -
state subsidies_whiCh finance the_bus card program, .which are not .
_ shared with the iﬂdependent carriers, force a :emeﬁue loss upon the:
independent carriers who honor the,state'catd.‘ These losses, in;
turn, as suggested by Mr. Wilkins, necessitated negotiation with only -
thosefcarriets "whose long term survival is anticipated." COnducting*e

a public aQenCy along. such lines cannot serve the public'interest;f”'

nor- can it be contended that such operation will encourage private;:'
enterprise in participating in the transportation field as requireé?m
by the ‘expressed legislative intent. Finaliy,.in the July,.1982,'r
meme,er; Wilkins notes that private enterprise is wasting N. J.-
Transit resburces by "undercutting profits.” If the conduct of N. J.
Transit's operatlons and the employment of . public funds by that
agency are to be measured only through a determlnatlon of the extent
of profit and loss, one must question whether N. J, Transit is indeed
serving "the needs of the transit dependents." See N.J.S.A. 27:25-
2(a). ' '

In a memo dated November 11, 1982, Mr.'Wilkins continued to”l
developbhis scenario of a state monopoly on transportation when'he"t“
presented a review of operations'in Hudson, Essex, Passaie,'Atlanticg‘
ahd'Mercer ééunties,vwhich review was based on the premise that N.'Jg'
Ttansit, cohtrary to its legisiatively~granted powers, completely;ﬁ
sqheeze_out'private carriers and operate a monopoly of all local bue;f

services.

'Mr. wilkins, however, was not the only member of N. J. Transit
who directed his effbrts at_the elimination of all private carriers:{
from the tranéportation’field. In a memo dated March 16, 1983,
_George—Heinle disclosed'that N. J. Transit had in the past and soughtef

‘again to retain the services of Systems Des;gn Concepts, In¢., in thejg‘t

preparation of 'a complete analysis of the costs and benefits to be?:
obtained from a takeover by N. J. Transit of the entire system of

prlvate transportatlon 1ndustry.
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Finally, Laurxie B. Lewis, in memo dated May 10, 1983, in hérrﬁ

review of the report prepared by . Systems De51gn w1shed to add herf_'

'thoughtS‘_ on "the myth of private enterprise,” clalmlng thatth
'"independents (private carriers) have virtually no investment in

© their companies.“ Clearly Ms. Lewis does not'adequately comprehendkp'

the nature and extent of the 1nvestments made by many 1ndependent);
operators, -and her comments are yet another show1ng that N. J.
Transit has determined that .it ‘is not subject to the leglslatlon;
~which calls for the maximum participation of private enterprise in |
" the Transportation field. See N.J.S.A. 27:25—2(&) B

Testimony was also given with respect to the charter bus .
foperatiohs conducted 'byi N. J. Transit. While the New Jersey -
Legislature in N.J.S.A 27:25-6(6) allows New Jersey Transit to engage -

in ‘charter bus operations, New Jersey Transit has used this authorltyf:

in’ ways not sanctioned by the enabling legislation. Spec1f1cally, N. .

J. Transit has read its authorization to run charters as a means of
' elimihating private competition. =~ 1In addition, N. J. Transit has
maintained a policy that is in direct contravention of federal rules

and regulations on charters. Such actions, could have repercussions

in the Urban Mass Transportation Administration.that may eventually ==

lead to a termination of federal funds to New Jersey Transit. Thls,ir'

in turn will mean the loss of a great deal of federal fundlng, thepi
hreplacement of which will have to ‘come out of the pockets of Newfi‘
~'Jersey taxpayers. : : ‘

The. federal statute that deals with charter bus transport and{}"

,the dispersal of federal funds is 49 U.s.C. S. 1602, a part of theit
'Urban Mass Transportatlon Act. 49 Uu.s.C. S. 1601 et seq.

SubSection 1602(f) of the act'proyides:'

- No federal financial assistance under this Act (49 U.S.C.S.
. Section 1601 et seqg.) may be provided for the purchase or
‘operatlon of buses unless the applicant or any public body
- receiving such assistance for the purchase or operatlon of
buses, or any publlcly owned operator rece;v1ng such
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assistance, shall as a condition of such assistance enter
into an agreement with the Secretary that such public body,
will not engage in charter bus operations outside the urban
area within which it provides reqularly scheduled mass
‘transportatlon service, except-as provided in the agreement
authorized by this subsection. Such agreement shall"
provide for fair and equitable arrangements, appropriate in
the judgment of the Secretary, to assure that the financial
assistance granted under this Act (49 U.S.C.S. Section 1601
et seq.) will not enable public bodies and publicly and
privately owned operators for public bodies to foreclose
_private operators from the intercity charter bus industry
. where such prlvate operators are w1111ng and able to
. .provide such service.

" Under the above subsection, federal funds may nbtvbe used for
the purpose of providing destructive competition by public bodies to -
the detriment of private charter bus operators. It is well settled -

that such conditions when placed upon receipt of federal funds are =

~legitimate and that'“Congress, of course, has the right to conditionf?
the grant of federal moneys upon fulfillment by the state of federal
requirements. Connecticut State Department of Public Welfare v;' 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 448 F.2d 209 (2d Cir.

1971). In the case at hand, N. J. Transit has used federal money to
‘run. its charter buses on routes which private enterprise is Qilling
and able to serve. N. J. Transit, by doing so, and by running -
charter service.on such an extremely broad scale has shown that it is
bent on a course of action intentionally desighed to put pressure'onf

private operators and eventually force them out of business. This is . -

‘in‘violation of the express requirements of the above statute.

49 U S. C S. 1602(f) also prov1des the authority for enforcement”,

of that subsect10n°

In addition to any other remedies specified in the . -
~agreement, the Secretary shall have the authority to bar a
.grantee or operator from the receipt of further financial

assistance for mass transportation facilities  and

equipment where he determines that there "has been a

continuing pattern of violations of the terms of agreement.
~ Upon receiving a complaint regarding an alleged violatjon,

the Secretary shall investigate and shall determine whether
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a violation .has occurred. Upon determination that a
violation has occurred, he shall take approprlate action to
correct the violation under the terms and condltlons of the
-agreement. .

The above is more than a simple pronouncement of enforcementf
power, it is designed specifically to protect private operators whofi

have been harmed. by the misuse of federal funds. The above also glvesw'v

to the Secretary of Transportation the obllgatlon to enforce the

subsectlon. As- stated by the court 1n,Loca1AD1v151on 1285 v. Jackson
Transit Authority, 650 F.2d4 1379, 1387, (6th Cir. 1957), "the
Secretary of Transportation does have several specific enforcement

obligations under the (Urban Mass Transportatlon) ‘Act. 'Section 3(fy;”‘
49 U.S.C.S. 1602(f), for example, explicitly requires.  him to .
supervise and enforce protective arrangements which ensure ‘that

federal grants will not be used to force prlvate charter bus .=

uoperators out of the compet1t1ve market.

In addition to the limitations on the use of federal monieei:
federal regulations also 1limit the use of charter serVices"by
recipients of grants-under'the Urban’Mass Transportation Act. TheSe“
regulatlons prohlblt recipients of grants from operating . anythlng butf‘
v1nc1denta1 charter serv1ces. ‘

349~c.F;R. 60411 says that:

(a) . No grantee. or operator: of mass transportatlon equlpment* .

shall - engage in charter bus operatlons 'uslng buses,%
facilities; or equipment funded under the Aots except on an: -
incidental basis in strict compliance with the Opinion of =
the Comptroller General of the United States, 3-160204;;
- December 7, 1966, in Appendix A of this part. ’ S

(b) Any of the following_uses_of mase transportation buses in
charter bus ~operations will be presumed not to be
incidental: . I ' ’ ' '

14x
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(1) Weekday charters which occur during peak morning and;:v-

evening rush hours;

g

(2) Weekday charters which require buses to travel more fc
~than fifty miles beyond the grantee's urban area; or R

(3) Weekday charters which require the use of a particular -
bus for more than a total of six hours in any one day.

49 C.F.R. 604.3 defines "incidental" as "charter buS‘operations°’
which do not interfere with regularly scheduled service ‘tc the
public“'(as defined in the opinion of the Comptroller General of the

United States, B-160204 December 7, 1966). The Opinion of the =

ComptrOller_General; located in the appendix to federal regulatlons'3
‘on charter bus ‘operations, provides that, "the Urban Mass .
Transportatlon Act of 1964 does not authorize grants to ass1st in the

purchase of buses or other equipment for any service other than urban-;f

mass transportatlon service." 49 CFR 506. The Oplnlon then goes on.
to say that Section 9(d) of the Urban Mass Transportatlon Act
spec1f1ca11y excludes charter service from ‘the deflnltlon of - mass

tranportation.

The Opinionjstates,'however, that,,“We do not consider that -
there is a violation of either the spirit or the letter of the Act as
a result of (such) incidentai use of buses in charter serviCe." 49

C.F.R. 506 Incidental service is spoken of as the use of buses whichjl

are regularly used for weekday rush hours but which are idle at other
times. The Oplnlon takes great palns to define 1nc1dental' by‘v
stating, ‘"We are of the oplnlon ‘that ahy lawful use of progect )
equipment which does not detract from or interfere with the urban_'
‘mass transportation for which the equipment is needed would be deemed';
an incidental use of such equipment, and that such use Of'projectA
equipment'is entirely permissible under our‘legislation.f-what uses
are in fact 1nc1dental, under the test, can be determined only on a

case by_case basis" Second, the Opinion quotes from Securlty Natlonal;:u

Insurance ,Cc.‘ V. Secuovyah eMar;na,‘ 246 F.2d 830, (10th Cir.
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1957), which "defines ‘'incidental' as "that which appertains to. .
somethlng else which is pwimary.. 49 C.F. R. 507. Thus charter

operations by a recipient may only be done as a 51de11ne to regular}&j
:mass.transportatlon operations, and may not be conducted ‘during anyt
“time in which the "charter bus" could be employed for urban massv?
-transportatlon, or commuter operatlons.

Furthermore, federal funds may not be used for the sole purposef;

of providing .charter service. As the Opinion states, "As indicated

above it is clear that under the act in-question grants may not

legally be made to purchase buses to be uSed "exclusively" in the -
operation of charter bus service." 49 C.F.R. 508. And as indiCated*d
" in the Opinion and regulations, charter serv1ce may only be conductedi'

bon a restricted basis by the rec1p1ent.- ' |

In addition all agreements between UMTA and the grantee of funds
must contain the following two provisions: S

.The. grantee, or any operator of project equipment
agrees that it will not establish any charter -
rate which is designed to foreclose competltlon
by private bus operators.r ~

The grantee agrees that the project facilities
and equipment shall be, used for the provision of
mass transportation services within ‘its urban
area and . that any use of project facilities and
equipment in charter service will be incidental
and - shall not interfere with the use of such
facilities and equipment in mass transportation
service to the public. 49 C.F.R. 604.13.

As the above statutes and regulations7'show; the “federal - -
government has made it quite clear that federal funds ‘should only bef_
used for charter services.in certaln very 11m1ted 51tuatlons and each
‘situation must be looked at in the light of two criteria:

1. Whether private enterprise would be foreclosed - by the.

proposed charter service, and ’ . '

2. Whether such serv1ce is 1nc1dental to and w1ll not 1nterfere i*
w1th ‘the regular mass transportatlon serv1ce to the publlc.

- 1ex




As the following dlscu351on points out, N. J. Trapsit has -
completely ignored the above criteria in its charter service. = .
Spec1f1c instances of N. J. Transit buses seen on charter serv1ce are,i'-
llsted 1n the following chart. ‘ : (

P

N. J.. TRANSIT BUSES SEEN ON CHARTER

- N. J. TRANSIT

DATE =~ WHERE SEEN R BUS NOS. = TIME
'6/16/83 N.J. Rte. 17W - Eastbound - |
- Exit 119 ’ R ) - NJT 6902 (MC9) 3:15-PM
mo " | ~ NJT 6905- (MC9) "o
7/10/83  NYS Thruway Milepost 684 |  NJT 6937 9:45 AM
[ (All 3 had Charter Signs) NJT 6935 : " '
" e j . NJT 6923 "
/2. No. East Rest Stop, MD. " PA 6676 - 11:10 AM
a ~ (All 3 Had Charter Signs) o " PA 6677 : "o
" ) . ". 'l PA 6678 . ) "
7/L -  Constitution Ave., MD. ...~ PA 6354 1:30 PM .
7/2 : Southbound Manhattan Brldge --‘.A.fPA: 6580 - o 7:45 AM'ia
| R S ~ PA 6581 O
7/16 | ”‘»Troy Avé; Atiantio:Aueaf Bklyn o .u6196‘ o 7:00 PM-
7/16 ~ Eastern Pkwy. /Ut1ca Ave., Bklyn“n '5e26203': 7:30 PM
O ' (unloadlng) ' . . ' L
8/29 Hershey Pk., PA.  NJT 6904 . 5:30 BM
W ""‘ o ' ‘ ;v vN‘JT 6913 : o bv
8/l6  Dismeyworld, FL  NJT 6901 5345 PM:
8/20-21 Washlngton, DC _-l o NJT 6823 |
8/il - Bklyn/Queens Expressway ' | NIT 6676 'E ‘9:30,AM3
8/28 ”Doylestown, PA o : "~ NJT 6216
. o "', S : NJT 6915, -
8/27 ,"Washlngton, DC - 64 TNJ Buses in JFK Parklng Lot,

' Sample Nos.,6109, 6235, 6261, 6323, 6580, 6905, 69i2;
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Clearly;.the_above chart indicetes that contrary to thete
testimohy of Mr. Premo at the hearing, N. J. Transit buses "dedicated;;
4~to'Charte: service" far exceed 49 in number. These buses are used in’
competitioh with private carriers, and during rush houfs in both the
motning and ‘evening peak commuting times. Not only is the extent of
such operation violative of the federal regulatlons traced above, but -

it is doubtfdl that such operatlons can be labeled "incidental tol{h

regular mass transportation services" since several of the listed
-;chafters were sighted during the peak commuting hours. Additionally, .

such extensive operations interefere with and may foreclose private .

operatiohs~ in the charter industry, again, in violation  of ,thei}
 _federal regulations. | ’ o B -

Finally, operatlon of charter services outside the New Jersey'f
urban areas may constltute further violation of federal regulatlons.;f»
v5pec1f1cally, 49 C.F.R. 604 1(b) prov1des-' '

By the terms of section 3(f) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, which is
made applicable to bus purchases, no Federal
- financial assistance may be provided for the
purchase or operation of buses unless the grantee
enters into an agreement with the Secretary of
Transportation that the grantee, or any operator
of mass transportation equipment for that
grantee, will not engage in charter |bus
‘operations outside the urban area within which it
provides regularly scheduled mass transportation
- service, except = as permitted = under that
agreement. . : o C '

A last p01nt on the operatlon by N. J. Tran51t of charter.?'
operatlons which constltute v1olatlons of the federal regulatlonsff
outlined earller may be found from examlnatlon of Exh1b1t F.. This
flyer‘outl;nes an internal promotional program designed by N. J.
F'T;ansit to ‘incfeese.?and' further expand charter operations..
4Additional'chaftet service by N. J,.Transitbwill'move N. JQ.Transitej
~ further and further away from providing only incidental charterf;
operations. 'The'unchecked,entty.byiN,_J, Tran51t into the charter.~‘

18x




field will move some.private carriers closer to default, or at least

will mean that private carriers wil be forecloSed from operating

those charter services providedvby_Na J. Transit. Both of these
_situations‘will result in a termination of federal -assistance to -
public'transportation, requiring either an increased burden on Newf{
dersey_.taxpayers to make up the.'loss, or..a cutback in public ‘
transportation service. In either Case, N. J. Transit. by its
actions will harm, rather than serve the public interest.

Testimony was also offered by UBOSA Director Robert Lovito withji
respect to the lack of accountability of N. J. Transit, on both the
f1nanc1al and operat1ng levels. As noted below, this lack of
accountablllty may have an adverse impact upon the recelpt by New
Jersey of federal transportatlon a551stance.~

As deflned by 49 U.S.C. 1602(f), N. J. Trans1t 1s a "de51gnated
recipient of federal assistance, by which it is to receive for its h
own use and to distribute to other public and private transportation:

service operators for their use, various federal grants and loans,fhh
and equipment purchased or refurb1shed w1th federal assistance. As a"f

designated recipient, N. J. Transit may be barred from rece1v1nga
further- federal' assistance when the Urban Mass Transportatlondd
,Admlnlstratlon has determined that there is a pattern of v1olatlonsfh
of 49 U.S.C. 1602(f). which result in the foreclosure of prlvate‘”
operators from intercity ¢harter bus operatlons. ‘

Specifically, Section 1604 (b) (1) allows the designated
recipient.to receive_and'diSpense funds, however,-Section 1604(b)(2)f_

requires that this be done in a. ". . .fair andpequitable manner." New -
JerSeyATransitvhas not been fair and equitable in receiving and -

‘dispensing these funds: S : : .

1. N. J. Transit has interfered with the,attempts‘of many}p
private operators' to prof1tab1y run unsubsidized regular route;

'seréice.. Instead, N. J. Tran51t runs route service with federal -

sub51dles ‘at up to three (3) t1mes the cost. For example, N. J.pf

ox
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Transit acquired Somerset Bus Company and its routes with federal & :

 funds, despite a- private operator's offer to buy the _bankrupt

Somerset and run its routes unsubsidized.

2. In September, 1982, New York- Keansburg-Long Branch Bus
Company, a major private carrier between ‘the Jersey shore and Newf-

York City, received a letter from a representatlve of 150 commuters T

- asking the ‘cémpany -to provide direct bus serv1ce from the Route 9

- Corridor in Monmouth and Middlesex Counties into the Wall Street area%f

of Manhattan. The writer, Ms. Alice Filomeno, informed New York-
Keansburg that she had solicited .N. J. Transit and Lincoln Transit
which served the- Route 9 Corrldor and both had decllned to offer such¢f'

pserv1ce.

As a result, in November New York- Keansburg flled a petltlon‘
w1th the Interstate: Commerce Commission for authority to operate
along Route 9 from Freehold to the ‘Wall Street area with service to
‘intermediate points. N. J. Transit and Lincoln Transit--which was in
fihancial_’ difficulty and subsequently ~ Ceased - operetionf+bothf

objected. Nevertheless, the ICC ruled in favor of New York-Keansburg

on January 21, with the service to begin on Januery ‘24,',1983.
However, on.  January 17, N. J. Transit, reversing its earlier®

- position, instituted direct service to Wall Street along the Route 9

Corridor. It was able to do so because it had'existingvbut_unuSed cc
authority. | N

In February, when Lincoln Transit plunged into bankruptoy; Newf_
York-Keansburg applied to the ICC and was granted further operating

"','authorlty in the Route 9 Corrldor from Lakewood to the. Port Author1ty

.Bus Termlnal
New York—Keensburg_felt that it could operate:profitably and‘
" provide better'service'than.the subeidized'Lincoln Trahsit and was

confident that it could prosper in a competitive situation with N.J.

Trénsit; Apparently, N. J. Transit did not have similar'confidenceff-
in its ablllty.t o : ' :

20x
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N. J. Transit virtually flooded the Route 9 Corridor with buses;-i
running its vehicles in front of and behind the private carrier's
‘buses on every departure.  N. J. Transit has attempted-to hinder New

York-Keansburg operations at ramps leading to;important parkeride,j'

‘areas. For example, at Gordon Corner in Monmouth County, N.J.'

Transit buses were parked along the shoulder of the road so it would -

be difficult for riders to see New York-Keansburg buses. At Ernstown

'Road} some 8 to 10 N. J. Transit buses have been placed in linese}
altho—ugh only 3 or 4 are to be used to carry passengers at the»w
particnlar departure time; this plays' havoc with the New York-"

Keansburg schedule and a complaint has been filed with the ICC. ‘

3. One of N. J. Transit's earliest innovations was the
establlshment of a monthly "flash pass" program whereby a rider pays
a monthly charge--currently $28--and need pay no fare in the f1rst
travel zone. On the surface, this seems like a fine public service.

‘In operation, however, it has suffered from sloppy enforcement and;-’
‘policies which threaten the very existence of: those few.lndependent_ o

operators which have been allowed to participate.

N. J. Transit sells the passes which are used on its own buses

and'the three independent lines. The independents are reimbursed on .~

- the basis of a survey for wh1ch they paid but whose findings they werev;-

not allowed to examine. As a result,,lndependents on_the 24 Westg*

Orange.llne, for example, are beingvreimbursed for 27,000 riders perf
“month. The Operators estimate conservatively that'they_now carry.}
36, 000"flash'card passengers. The reihbursement covers some  25% of .
vthe riders while the operators calculate that the flash card holders 1
_constltute some 40% of their passengers. ‘ .
© N. J. Tran51t also uses 1ts leverage of controlllng dlstrlbutlon‘

by tak1ng over prlvate routes in return for UMTA buses.: -

4. Pr1vate operators also face the problem that they are notlf.
g1ven "Interposer" status to challenge N. J. Transit's regular route*:
Certlflcates of Authority,. wh11e N° J. Tran51t can challenge thelrs.“

21x
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The detrimental effect accruing to federal assistance is that N.
'J. Transit receives all regular route lines which it decides to run -

vffon by using UMTA buses with the resultant wear and tear on those'

buses.- This unfairly competes w1th private operators who-cannoti
'lnterpose-on N. J. Transit's Certificates of Authority. '

As the above shows, N. J. Transit has consistently misapplied
federal funds in furtherance' of its own goals at the expense of
' private enterprise. ’ '

‘ In enmmation, it has used buses acquired with_UMTA funds.and4f€
Voperated in N. J. Transit's‘name to flood private cOmpetitore‘ routeS~f;
'w1th ‘the intent of draw1ng riders from those competltors. Also,
there is a pattern of N. J. Tran51t dlstrlbutlng the buses to those_;
f prlvate competltors which ‘it favors, thus selectlvely supportlng,;’
* ‘through a dlstr1but10n scheme those private operators it is not
| currently dr1v1ng out of the 1ndustry° By flooding certain company s -
Vroutes ‘and’ then not dlspen51ng buses to them, N. J. Transit hasgte
successfully drlven out of business 40% of the prlvate operatorsﬁé
51nce N. J. Transit' S commencement of services in 1979. ’ o

. Additional.teStimony concerning the anticompetitive nature ofj'

some’ N. J. Transit operations was aISO_offerai at the MarChv19i7f

hearing. As was noted during the committee hearing, thetdevelopmentzng
: of”anticompetitive’practiCes was a problem which the Legislature had
'hoped to avoid when the New Jersey Transportation Act was orgrnally

‘enacted. Section 2 of that act forbade the use of such destructrve,]

practices by N. J. Tran51t,_ and requlred the- development of af‘.

'transportatlon system that fostered commerce, was efficient and::

r.effectlve, one wh1ch encouraged the maximum part1c1patlon of prlvate"
enterprlse and av01ded~destruct1ve competition. See N,J,S,A,; 27: 25,

" Specific anti-competitive practices include:

{22*’.
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1. The action taken by N. J. Transit at the May 10, 1983, N.J.

Transit Board meeting at whlch a resolution was passed w1thholdlngL}V

new buses purchased with taxpayer money and de51gned for distribution &

to all carriers, public and private, from companres which have the o

temerlty to compete with N. J. Tran51t. While thlS policy has been
dlrected against New York- -Keansburg, the threat to every other

- private carrier is frighteningly realistic; they would ‘be forced to -

burden their passengers with much hlgher fares needed to cover new
bus rnvestment while competing N. J. Transit fares ‘are kept low .
because of its control over the publicly purchased buses._ Soon, the.
private companies may face bankruptcy. | '

» 2. In.January, 1983, Manhattan TranSit'announced its bank-
'ruptcy, another of the many priVate firms to do so. ' ‘ i

Several bus companles filed with the ICcC for operatlng rlghts onfi'
Manhattan s routes; including the Vince Lombardl Park-Ride Serv1ceg}-
from a lot owned by the New Jersey Turnplke Authorlty. The ICC‘h
granted authorlty to all applicants. | b

Shortly thereafter,'the New Jersey Turnpike Authority trans- -

ferred Manhattan's. contract to N. J. Trans1t, but assured the private o

: companles that the grant was only unt11 June 30, 1983, and would be
opened to blddlng. ’ '

: Subsequently, the Turnpike solicited bids which were opened'MayLJ'

11. A per- r1der surcharge to be pa1d to the Turnpike was to be?,ﬁ

increased. under any bid. The winning - b1d was to be based on thef;”

'hlghest rental proposed by .a respon51ble bldder. Manhattan Transit -
had been paylng $l 950 per month. '

',Four bids were received:

New York- Keansburg o o $2,605/month

Hudson Transit Lines (Short Llne) " $5,745.60/month
Saddle River Tours A . 8$6,350/month
‘N. J. Tran51t ' , T :" B .310,5_0‘0[month

. 23x
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" service. -

. To. private bus operators;‘the N." Js Transit bid“(Gﬁ%‘over‘theff”h

operatlng def1c1t.~

 Later the‘press‘reported that there was another aspect’of'theif
high bid. N. J. Tran51t, wh1ch can raise its fares at w111, plans agi'

_Rlde service.
3._, The Manhattan Company bankruptcy also shows another 51gn of_fk:
© over upon Manhattan s bankruptcy, they increased by 400%. the number
operator Caravan. Coach, and cut serv1ce 90% -on’ the routes on: whlchf;ii
’they aid not have competition.: X SRR '

- 4. Lelsure Llne, a prlvate carrler headquartered in Bergeng‘i

County and Fair Lawn in Bergen to its commuter run 1nto New York C1ty.gﬁo'
Shortiy thereafter, Lelsure L1ne was 1nformed by N. J. Trans1t~3°

"Trans1t Although no written reason was glven,'conversatlons with N.

be renewed 1f it ‘withdrew 1ts_.pet1t;on for the added commuterf

C2ax
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next highest bidder) was incredible since N. J. Transit has the = =
‘highest operating costs of the four’ competitors. We understand that‘ffF
:Turnplke off1c1als were equally astonxshed at the wdndfall.v- In‘~
’retrospect, it is easy ‘to see why N. J. Tran51t can b1d $10, 500 pera”
nmonth or even $50,000 or $100, 000. It needs merely to return to the
vLeglslature for 1ncreased approprlatlons to cover next year s certalnﬂjy

'.substantlal fare 1ncrease for the users of the Vlnce Lombard1 Park-ﬁﬂi :

,the antl—competltlve stance which N. J. Tran51t trad1tlona11y takes.fﬂ}_
For instance, on two similar commuter routes which N._J Tran51t took

- of runs on the routes on which they ‘had competltlon from the prlvate,?’t

w

County and operatlng an 1mportant bus service. to Atlantlc Clty, 1nﬁ
1982 petltloned the ICC to add serv1ce from Hawthorne in Passaic i

kThese commun1t1es have been Served by Maplewood Equlpment Company,:;f3;?

'fN J.’ Tran51t subs1d1ary., :

'that its rlght to use a platform in the Atlantlc C1ty bus termlnalu’b
would not be’ renewed after its: explration on’ July 16, 1982.v Thef
' termlnal 1s owned by the City of Atlantlc C1ty but 1s leased to N. J.ﬂ[~

~J% Tran51t officials 1nd1cated to- Lelsure L1ne that ‘its rlghts wouldgtl




Leisure Line refused to succumb to 'such pressure and is' i

gpresently operating out51de of the Atlantic City terminal°

In concluding testimony offered by UBOSA Director Paul Goldman,f«>

solutiqns to the above noted problems were offered. It is suggestedpﬁ‘

that these solutions will guard against continued abuses which

-threaten the federal ‘assistance . currently received -and thej'h
»1mp1ementation of the below noted programs will help insure that ‘the -

'Apurposes for which N. J. Tran51t was created .are achieved. o

Reporting standards should be revxsed and N. J. Tran51t should»"lb
be required to prov1de f1nanc1a1 statements containing bottom line

vbgdget proJections. Revision of the reporting standards along such‘
~lines will prevent intentional or accidental overbidding for public

contracts ‘and will also guard against: future ‘undisclosed 'fare@Fv

increases when such bids are submitted. Furthermore}'bottom line
- budget projections w111 enable comparison between public and private”°

operations with greater spec1fic1ty.' These comparisons will thus .

 enable both private and public operators to coordinate operations,g7
‘,develop a more efficient transportation system, and concentrate tax '

v,dollars 1n those areas not effectively serv1ced by private carriers.""

Rev1sed accountlng standards shouldJ also vrequire periodicﬁ

'_reports on the actual results of specxfic line or. route operations.v{p

Such reports would allow more accurate comparlsons of operations, and

would also. prevent the flooding of particular routes as a means to_h'

Vreduce public —private competition.

A second proposal called for the creation of a. legislativef%;,
over51ght committee to. 1nsure that ‘the state .sub51d1es annually{“
appropriated to N. ,J. Tran51t are used for the development of anj‘.

efficient transit'system, and not the creation ‘of a state funded;
»monopoly. ~Such a committee would be able to prevent the ‘use of N. J.

Transit monies or equipment in: squeez1ng out private enterprise, and“}iﬂn

~ such .a c0mm1ttee ‘would also be able to prevent the N. J. Tran51t Board‘ps

o =16-




of Directors from operating underq or developing, p011c1es des1gnedgj"'
to achieve the same goals. s '

‘Finally:-rt is Proposed that . control over N.. Ji Trans1t - be

' separated from the Department of-Transportat1on. As outlined in the

testimony given by‘Paul Goldman, the current legislative ‘framework |

.places authority for the day to day operations of N. J. Transit with

the Department of Transportation,‘and it. also places Jurisdictlonfi

over. disputes between N. J. Tran51t and private carriers w1th the .
same agency., The framework does not provide prlvate carrlers w1th anf~'
1ndependent forum in which to present their dlsputes. -_¢,‘ B

Indeed, the Department of Transportation operates under ya7{
51gn1f1cant confllct of interest in that the Department must alsofﬁ
determine applicatlons for ‘route authority between private carriersﬂg

and N. J. Tran51t, ‘the agency over which the Department has control;;f}
Placing authority for the resolution of disputes with the Board of[i_
‘Public Utilities w1ll prov1de an 1ndependent forum in which to settleg_ :
'“conflict, and it will ‘also- prov1de a regulatory body to determlneffﬁ
route appllcatlons which 1s unconnected to either N. J.~_Tran51t oréf77
~the Department of Transportation., : ' B T
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George Heinle

J ZARAN (_L/ULJDM \}/

anate Independent Bus Operatxons in Newark

Executive Summary

Reéommendations ;

operations in Newark:

.’;‘

1)
2

3

Continue the status quo with the Opera_tors of Routes 6, 31 and %4.

Complete a determination of the number- of buses which could be

withdrawn from service competition _did__not__exist ! bet.v.een
NJ TRANSIT Bus Operations and the independent carners.

Based on the findings of 2 above, deve!op options to reduce the number
of independent bus operators. The options will be along the following
“lines:

a. Negotiate with- the various carriers to purchase their
certificate.. Payment would be based on daily revenues toc be
~paid for an agreed upon length of time. The negotiations could

" be conducted with all carriers or only those whose long-term ‘

' survwal is antxcxpated. N . . :

'b. For those carriers not wnshing to be purchased, we.could offer
- to place them all on one or two routes. In this situation, we
. should require that the independents form an operating.
company similar to the action ‘taken by South Orange Avenue
[BOA when they assumed all operation on that route. This
step should insure reliable service and the operation of the
‘entire route. Candidate routes could be Route 25 Sprmgﬁeld '
Avenue or Route 24 Orange-Newark Elizabeth. .

T Bt s mMmaim AAes WAL A SNaA
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-The follcwmg recommendations are made with regard to. private mdependent bus
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C. Offer to coordmate serv:ces on a given route with the
independent operators. This action may necessitate giving the
independents broader operating authority than they now enjoy.
For "example, if we chose to coordinate with Route 12
Elizabeth-Newark, it may be necessary to give them authority
to operate all the way from Elizabethport to Orange. Since

. the independent operators fall under the jurisdiction of NJDOT
' Regulatory; such actions will require their approval. In this
instance, the portion of Route 12 between downtown Newark
and Penn Station and downtown Elxzabeth and the Elmora
section would be abandoned. :

Beckgmund '

- There are ten routes oPerated by 22 different independent operators in the Newark
~ "area®*. Of the 10, 7 operate in competition with NJTBO routes. (#16, 38, 12, 18 & 25)
- The remaining 3 routes (31, 6, 44) do not operate in competition with NJTBO. Of the 7.
competitive routes, 2 (#24% West Orange/Ehza.beth and #30 Fnrst Street) run coordmated
schedules with NZIT Bus. .

Those route's'which provide direct competition and are not coordinated with NJT Bus
generally operate so as to compete with us over the most productive parts of our
routes, thereby undercurtting our profits. This emphasis on certain segments of the -
routes often means that the entire route is not covered and schedule adherence is often

poor.

Currently, we enjoy a slight edge over the independents, in terms of fares, as a result of

. the bus card. The current price of the card results in fares comparable to those of the
independents when the card is used slightly more than one trip per day. Also, some of
the independents do honor our card even though we do not share revenues with them.
Therefore, they suffer a revenue loss.

The edge’ afforded by the bus. card will be reduced, however, with subsequent fare.

increases. , , :
*A.lthough there are 22 independent';ép’eratiohs, many share common ownership.
! .4'-“ P R

There are several courses of action wh1ch can govern our future relanonshxps wzth the

mdependents. They are: ‘ . _ .

,‘OEtxon ' : : Advantage/Disadvantage - -
- Status Quo L - In some cases, valuable NJT Bus resources are -

wasted. In others, where there is no competmon,
status quo is beneficial.

29% .
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Coordination v | o NJT Bus may be able to reduc§ pla.tfdrm hours.

. : T . and costs. However, based on our experience this -

coordination will never be realized and service
will deteriorate. : ] '

_ Purchase B Revenue increase or decrease depending upon
s ' : current relationship with independent. '

Reassignment of Certificates Significant cost savings to NJT Bus. However,
I o T service on independent operated routes could .
suffer. _ v _ S
L
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RE: Private Indepgﬁgnnt Bus Operations -in Newark

-Attached pleasa find a paper dealing with 1ndependent bus operat1ons
in the City of Newark. In viaw of the current administration's view
with regard to private bus operators in the State, I think it is
highly imperative that we look at our relationships'with the carriers -
in Newark and take whatever actions may be appropriate to forestall
any comments that we may be competing unfairly with these operators.
The paper discusses several possible actions which we could pursue
with regard to these operators. I believe it is imperative that we
should have a consensus as to what our future relat1onsh1p should be

“w1th these carriers. -

Cot As you are no doubt aware, we have informally talked with the Springfield . -
- - Avenue IBOA. [t is their desire to ccordinatz service with us as soon .
as possible. I re]t uhat such action was inappropriate until such time
as we ;omp]e*e]y reviewed the position we wish to take in regard to :
these carriers. [ believe we should reach consansus soon so that: ‘
‘whataver course of action is deemed proper can be 1mp1emented with our -
year-end pick. - '

ce: 'Ben Feigenbaum
vd1m Hughes
George Dietz
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PRIVATE INDEPENDENT BUS OPERATIONS IN NEWARK

Ty

~ INTRODUCTION | -

Independent bus operations in the greater Newark area originally comm:enced with the
advent of automotive vehicles that would carry in excess of five to six pedple. A great
number of entrepreneurs entered into business in the pre—1920 era. There were no
Statewide restrictions that prohibited entry into this _business although numerous

localities did requxre -numc1pa1 consents prior to commencmg opera tion.: .

In 1923 the Public Utilities Commission was given the power to control eotry' into this
business effectively freezing growth in the independent bus industry. In the subsequent
years, our predecessor corporation, Public Service Coordinated Transport, embarked on
a program of purchasing as many competmg bus operators. as Ppossible in the Newark -
service area. What remams today is the vestige of what was once a large mdependent :

bus operatlon.

-~

The 'opera’ion by independents has remained relatively unchanged in recent years. The
' last major change involved a decision by New Jersey Department of Transportat‘on to
cermove Transport of New Jersey from all operatlon on Route 31 South Orange Avenue

and to turn over all responsivility for this route to the South Qrange Avenue IBOA.

CURRENT INVENTORY OF PRIVATE
.BUS_ OPERATIONS IN THE NEWARK AREA

At the present time the routes are operated by independent bus operators and are shown '
in Table 1. '

TABLE |
. , Competitive C e ]
Number - with. NJTBus Common
o - of Buses Routes Ownership
Route 16 Clinton Avenue o ' o
Clinton Avenue Bus Company = 2 - ' 13/14 A
i




. Cémpe’titive
Number ~ with NJTBus - Common = .
of Buses = '_ Routes Ownership - -

‘Route 12 Newark/Elizabeth S
'  Leo Transit Cdrporation. .2 o 2% . B
 Eva Gershkowitz, Inc. . 1 Y of
Central Jersey Bus Company \ ' . Co

' Route 24 West Orange/Elizabeth ' o
"E. Vanderhoof & Sons 2 . PIACY R o
Wohlgemuth Bus Company, Inc. 2 : - A
Martucci Bus Company 2 '

Route 18 North Newark - -
Irving Transit Company
Van Buren Bus Company
John A. Policastro ‘
M. A. B. Corporation
Timothy J. Ryan
.Patsy Palangio

13/24

nonn .

Route 25 Springfield Avenue
Browel Bus Company, Inc.
484 Corporation :
Lincoln Bus Company
Elmas Bus Company, Inc.

Q

25 |
. A/D/E

r— e tee o -
L EY

Route 31 South Orange Avenue
: _South Orange Avenue
o e " Independent Bus
Operators Association . NC
(Comprised of 13 :
individual bus compames)

Route 38 Kearny s S :
: Wdl Morris . 1 . 39/40 o

Route 6 Irvington/ Ehzabeth o,
Elizabeth-Union-Hillside- _ -
Irvington Line, Inc. 3 . NC

Routelm} Edgar Road : ‘
Beviano Chartered Service ' - NC

Route 30 First Street T : ‘( y - _
- Elizabeth Transit Corporation 2 : - 30'2 ; B

Footnote (a) indicates that these carriers coordinate schedules with NJTBus. The

‘common ownership_is as follows: ‘ e

-2-
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A. Robert White (also owns 2 buses on .the South Orange Avenue IBOA) =
B. Leo Transit . : o : '
C. Amianc :

D. Sanford Weiss ’

E. Frank Tedesco -

* EXISTING CONDITIONS
At the present time our relationship to these various operators assumes several

postures:

I. Competitive . .
Operations of the Routes 16, 38, 12, 18 and 25 by independents results in
direct head-to-head competition with NJTBus services. In each of these.
cases, the independent bus owner has instructed his drivers to operate
immediately: ahead of one of our trips to capture as much revenue as

possible.

-

- The previous section indicates which of our routes the various independent -
‘o’perators compete with. In most cases; the indepéijdents are competing
with us on the most lucrative portion of our route and do not fully operate
- t'!iéir authorized route in order to maximize their ability to compete with us
and capture our revenue. For example, the Route 25 [BOA's have rights to
6per_a’te from Penn Station to 43cd Street in Ii'vihgton. During the greater
part of the day, this route operates only from Penn Station to Springfield

’Avenue and Stuyvesant. The operator then short-turns his vehicle at this -

point so as to maximize his exposure to the busiest part of this route.

Route 18 operators have rights to bperate from the Newark city line on
Broadway to the foot of Broad Street in the vicinity of Miller Street. Quite
often many of.théir vehicles will short-turn in the vicinity of Lincoln Park.

. The Route 12 operators have rights to run from .the Elmora section of
Elizabeth to Penn Station, Newark. It is common practice, though, for these
operators to short-turn at Rector Street in Newark and to frequently miss
trips to ‘the Elmora section of Elizabeth. Route 16 has rights to operate
from Penn Station, Newark to 40th Street in Irvington. Typically, the

-3
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" port.

operations of this route are confined to operating between Penn Station,
Newark and the Irvington Bus Terminal. Route 38 normally opérat'esv
between its prescribed terminals but off-route operation has been observed.

The institution of the monthly bus card has resulted in giving NJ :I'RANSIT.
" Bus Operations a competitive edge with regards to the independents. The
curfent price of the card results in ‘comp‘arable fares when usage is at a
level of slightly greater than one round trip per day. Any usage above this
level results in lower fares on our bus service. At the present time, some of
the independent carriers do honor the bus card while others do not. Since
~we do not share bus card revenue with the independents, the net result is
that these carriers ace suffering a revenue loss. It is difficult at this time _
‘to say whether this loss is significant. Our fare increase will mitiga‘te to

some extent the competitive edge we now enjoy with these carriers.

2. Coordination

, The six buses operated by E. Vanderhoof & Sons, Wohlvemuth Bus Company,

Inc. and Martucci Bus Company have been coordinated for many years on
Route 24. When our predecessor company, Public <erv1ce Coordxnated
Transport, merged its Route 2% Newark-West Orange and Route 1L Newark-
Ehzabeth, the independent operators also obtained the right to operate over
the combAine’d route from West Orange to Newark, Euzabgih and Elizab-ethé

Figure L is a schedule of the_: coordinated service operated by NJTBus and
the three- independent bus companies. = As the schedule indicates, t!"_te B
indepéndent operatars are presently provided with trains that operate

approxxmately 16 hours per bus. During the evening hours, the mdependents
are providing the bulk of the service on this route. ‘

NITBus also coordinates services with the Elizabeth ‘Transit Corporation_on
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‘Route 30. - This coordination involves two buses whose duty cycle approxi-
‘mates 16 hours. At nights, the independent provides all service on this

» DO Ute‘. . ' -

Recent observations of Route 24 operations tend to indicate  that -the
independent operators perform as well as we do in maintaining schedules.
Some r‘eporfs have been received that the independent carriers, during the
evening hours, do not operate all of their prescribed trips to Elizabethport.
At this 'pbint in time, ihey are providing all service to that location and all -
' NJTBus buses are short-turned at the Ne'.‘;ark_city line. This situation is

- presently being reviewed.

- Recent observations have not been made on Route 30 so a. definitive
statement cannot be made as to whether the independent isbperating his
prescribed schedule. Previous observations have confirmed the fact, though, -
‘that the independent does not always operate that portion of the route
which is on the east side of U. S. Routes | & 9. The primary reason for not
operatiﬁg over this portion of the route are thevlong’: delays involved in
" crossing this major highway. ) '

3. Non-Competitive

Several of the independent operators operate distinct routes which are not
competitive with any NJTBus operations. Route 6, for example, operates
between Elizabeth and Irving‘tqn via Unibn}and Hillside. The route is
rn_odétate_!y patronized and appears to turn 'é profit for its ownei’, In the
‘event the existing operator chose to no longer operate the route, it would be

worthy of inclusion in our route network.

Route 'l;'lﬁEdga.r Road operates from Winfield Park to 'Linden‘a_nd"’E'lizabeth‘ :
and provides- little or no competition with ariy of our _rout’es.' - The' sole
exception to this statement may be the service thaﬁ Route 44 provides‘ to -
'Elizabeth General Hospital on Grand Avenue inEIizabe’th. If the cu'r‘rg:n;t :

operator chose to cease operations on this route, it would be worthy of

-3-
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. inclusion in our route system. This roote:véés'purchased from PSCT in 1956. |

‘ Route 31 South Orange Avenue is’not.cqmpetit}iy'e wi_th‘the sin"‘gﬂle_"eJtcepti‘on/ |
of that portion of their route which operates on Market Street between Penn
Station and the Essex County Courthouse. The ridership on .this (route,
especieuy bet;veen Downtown Newark and Dover Street, is extremely heavy.
That portion of the line which continues from Dover Street'ro South 'O'range :
Village is’ moderately used but the branches from South Orange to Maple-

- wood via Prospect or Vauey Streets see light © moderate usage.

. FUTURE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE INDEPENDENT,‘CARRIERS |

There are severa.l courses of action which can govern our future rela.nonshxps with these R

operators- These courses of action-are:

1. S_té.tus Quo’

. We could continue to mamtam our ex.xstmg posture thh these carriers. The
_principal drawback of this approach is that NJTBus is wasting valuable
resources in the resulting head-to-head competition on many of the routes,
particularly those.mentioned in Item 1 in the previous section. On the"other
‘hand, the status quo may be the best posture with regards to those routes
-where competxtxon is nonexxstent or, at best, minimal. - ‘

2. Coordination D .

- The present competitive 'situ‘atioﬁre‘sullts i some degree of excess capacity

B being provxded when one considers the total resources presently employed by ‘b
both NJTBus and the mdependent carriers. In a.ny coordination agreernent it
is quite likely that the mdependents w111 want to maximize the exposure of
their vehicles. Prelxrmnary conversatxons with some of the operators have
mdxcated that they may be willing to take some 12 hour equxpment blocks as
opposed to 16 hour blocks but they would not be ina posmon of wannng to -

accept trzpper operatxoh. .

39%
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One of the likely results of coordmatxon is ‘that it will allow NITBus td”, Pt "’:“L,..l‘
reduce its platform hours and cost of operatxons. Revenues should be little e““’“ o T ’

affected and may- even increase slightly since our vehicles would now have oTT w"' b

| thexr own time slot and would not be proceeded nmmedxately by an ('-4-“- A “f
mdependent coach.,
Coordination would work quite effecnvely on Route 25 where the carrier
could operate ‘between Downtown and 43cd Street. In the case of Chnton
Avenue, the independent operator is only unhzmg a pornon of Route 13. To R
,effectwely coordinate service in this instance, it mxght be more pracncal to jeeT 1,4._

. allow the operator to run his two buses between Big Tree Garage andw” ’ﬁ:’_,.‘*'

Irvington Terminal.. Coordination with Route@ and 18 is more difficult T ot
‘since neither route is identical to a NJTBus routefL [ g +hawn dr=p aé"." o

Coordination can élso pose problems'foi' the reasons cited below:
a. Some of the independent carriers do not appear to have the °
competency required to operate a reliable cQordinated service.
This statement is particularly true of the Amiano group of
buses which operate on both Routes 18 and 12,

b. Differing Fares: - The two coordinated services we presently
' parﬂcipate in do have fare differentials between the indepen-
dents and NJTBus. 'Coordinati'q;n with Route 12 would result in
four different fare 'structt.ites since the existing Route :_12
operation does not have consistent fares between its member

carriers.

& If we were ever to purchase one of the mdependent carners
who was a partxcxpant m a coordinated servnce. we would also
have to mcur the costs of placxng one of our own buses in the.
slot prevnously used by that ca.rner.‘ Thxs statement is made

~on the assumption that the route xs properly scheduled o

accommodate available demand.

'.,7,' |
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3. Purchase

)

| Purchase of an independent carrier ma; be acCompliShed by offering to pay

~ him the equivalent of his daily receipts less costs for a negotiated period of

time. In those situations where we are not presently coordinating services
and would not add equipment back on a one-to-one basis, we would obtain
- additional revenue w‘ithout an incre;ise in cost. In those instances where we
" are presently operating a coordinated service, we may be required to

replace the independent carrier with one of our own buses. In this situation

we would incur additional operating costs and there would bincomef to

7 g

offset the purchase price. : o IR o

'y

As part of the process of negotiating the payment, the independent carrier

‘would have ta verify his costs and daily receipts over a period of time. As

an example of the revenues generated by these operators,.the Springfield

Avenue buses average in the vicinity of $425 per day, per bus for a total of -

S1, 700. This amount is slightly less on’ weekends. .On Route 16, we ‘are'

looking at approximately $350 per day, per bus or $700 a day total. Ag.vain,_

" the amount may be slightly lower on weekends.

4. Reassignment of Independent Cartificates to One or Two Routes

To minimize the amount of competmon we could offer to exchange

certificates with the mdependent carriers te place them on only one or two

" routes in the Newark area. For example, we could offer Clinton Avenue Bus

* the opportunity to transfer their two buses from Route 16 to Route 25.. We

could also make the 'offe'r to Route 12 and 1& operators to move their

certificates to Route 24.
The implications of such an action are as follows: ‘

a. If all carriers agreed, approvii_h‘\ate!y 12 certificates would be
moved. This would allow NJTBus to remove approximately
seven to nine buses from service and would allow us to save




approxxmately from 105 to 135 platform hours resultmg in an.
ingscavarying from approxxmately .$690,000 to |

4

b. The result of these transfers would be to effectively-turo over
the bulk of the operation of these two routes to the indepen-
~ dent carriers. Our presence on floute 25 would be largely peak
hour. On Route 24, it would be peak hour plus some level of
base service. The reliability of. service on -these routes,
particularly on Route 24, would degenerate through the
inability of the Amiano group of buses to operate a°
coordinated headway. This operator \;rould not operate a
coordinated headway and ‘would very soon determine which
part ofthe_roure_ generated the largest revenues and would
_concentrate on that section of the route. Since this is a very
key transit route in the Newark area, we would be placed in a
position of having to add back additional service to properly *
service all portions of the route and to assure reliability of e A‘,.ﬁ"
service.  As a condition of transferring = independent = T e (Y
certificates to these routes, we would have to insist that they ,c.'&"f" ot ¢
form a central operating company, similar to the action taken ot® . s

by the South Orange IBOA, to msure that all service is -

‘operated reuably and that buses operate “between established

terminal pomts. , _ 75‘ p
| . e + B
CONCLUSIONS - W™ e
' Dt & P -
: The following conclusions can be draw from the current sxtuatxom R “ abard™ 0%
,, , . - _ ' ' TS T
e

" 1. The total resources committed by NIT Bus Operations and the
- independent carriers with whom we compete are in excess of the
number currently needed to accommodate our passenger demand. Steps |
should be taken to minimize the amount of resources wasted due tQ this

competition.

9~
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~ 2. The bus card program in the long term gives us a competitive edge over
" the mdependent carriers. If the mdependent carriers are not brought '
into the program it is quite likely that some of these carriers, - s 4

particularly those which are weak and poorly managed, may go out of
business. Certain carriers (Routes 24 and 25) will enter in July.

3. . Appropriate acuons should be taken to minimize competition ancf'«, ok

reduce the number of buses committed to the affected services.

4. “Certain carriers do not compete w1th NITBus except on a marginal
- basis and: do not result in the apphcanon of surplus resources. These
routes include the 31 South Orange Avenue, the 6 E-U-H-I Route and

- the 44 Beviano.

RECOMMENDATTONS, '

. . N ‘ 1
- The followmg recommendations are made with regards to pnvate x.ndependent bus

operauons in Newark:
I, Comtinue the status quo with the operators of Routeﬁ 6, 31 and 44.

2 Complete a determination of the number of buses which could be
withdrawn from service if competition - did not exist between
NJ TRANSIT Bus Operations and the independent carriers.

3. Based on the findings of 4 above, deVelop options to reduce the number
o of independent bus operators. The options wxu be along the following
liness T

- Negotiate with the varxous carriers to purchase their
_ certmcate. Payment would be based on daily revenues to be

43x . .




bb

S C.

g 5
. ‘ o’ Ve AL
paid fo" an agreed upon leng-r_h of time. The negotxanons could/ &. J &y‘" ;‘
 be conducted with all carriers or only . those whose long-term p”\ ‘ ' \!’b av-.\'

'survwalzsantxcxpated. ‘ B o _ ,p"' / W

v

For those carriers not wxshmg to be purchased, we could offer - o»

to place them all on one or two routes. In this situation, we
should require that the independents form an operatmg
company sxmxlar to the action taken by South Orange Avenue
IBOA when they assumed all operation on that route. This
step should insure reliable service and the operation of the
entire route. Candidate routes could be Route 25 Sprmgﬁeld

Avenue or Rout@)rangeoewark Ehzabeth ;

Offer to coordinate servicés on a given route with ‘th_e' |
ihdepende‘nt operafors. This action may necessitate giving the
mdependents broader operat.mg -authority than they now enjoy.
For example, if we chose to coordinate with Route 12
Ehzabeth-Newark, it may be necessary to vu(e them authority

to operate all the way from Elizabethport to Orange. Smce
‘the independent operators fall under the jurisdiction of NIDOT

Regulatory, such actions will require ’tl"iekir approval. In this
instance, the portion of Route 12 between downtown Newark i
and . Penn Station and downtown E.hzabeth and the Elmora - o

section would be aba.ndoned.,
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i TRANSIT
Btlzs Operetlons inc.

March 16,1983

TO: Bert Hasbrouck = : o ' - REC Elv ED

FRCM: ‘George W. Heinle M LT '3:5) |

RE ~ ~ Justification of Sole Source Contract with o ?-QECTC 2w .'
Sydec Relating to Options for NJ TRANSITs . 3 ERﬂCh- i

Policy Towards Independent Bus Operations

L _‘I'he pro;ect involves analyzmg the factors affectmg NI TRANSIT'S relanonshxps thhv'_‘ ;
.- independent bus operators in- Newark and Hudson County and developing policy opnons-
which mwht save NJ TRANSIT money and assure better service to riders. :

- Mr. Arlee Reno, Vice President of System Desxgn Concepts, Inc. (Syde(:) is uniquely -
~qualified to perform this work for NJ TRANSIT because of detailed knowledge about NJ
TRANSIT and the independents' services, conflicts, viewpoints, areas of competition
and cooperation and history. In 1976-1977, Mr. Reno analyzed specmc: cases of service
competition and coordination between TNJ and the independent in Newark and Hudson
County, One of these was South Orange Avenue for which a negotiated settlement was
later reached. Other cases included Spnngﬁeld IBOA, Lafayette and Greenville, and
Montgomery and Westside where some competition stxll exxsts between NJ TRANSIT S
Bus Operat:ons and the independents.

' Sydec, under Mr. Reno's direction, has also prev'ously analyzed the costs and benefits of
a takeover by NJ TRANSIT of mdependent carriers, with estimates prepared in 1976-
7, and updated estimates -prepared in 1979. The firm is, thus, uniquely and quickly
o able to prepare reasonable estimates of the consequences of such a course of actions.. N
" Sydec has become intimately familiar with NJ TRANSIT Bus Operations® cost structure . -
in specific detail as a result of analyzmg other potential takeaovers by NJ TRANSIT Bus.

‘ ,Operatxons.

Sydec has alse prepared detailed analyses of NJ TRANSIT and NJ TR.ANSIT Bus .

- Operatzons orgamzanonal structure and support staff necessary to carry out various
functions in cooperation with other carriers and is, thereby, uniquely qualified to assess
the administrative demands and costs to NJ TRANSIT of different policies towards the
independents and of alternanve programs to provide support for them or monitor their

performance. ' , _ . o .

Sydec is also thoroughly familiar with all the releva.nt data sources, mcludmg PUC

reports, NJ TRANSEL.stalistics, previous-planningsstudies and inventories throughout
history-(ftmwu&sm_iﬁw g st Resfstudies® Sydec's assistance in the o

- design and creation of ANSIT was also based upon an understanding of the issues
‘ whu:h are 1mportant in determmmg transportanon pohcy in New Jersey. T

130 Boyden Avenue. Maplewood, New Jersey 07040 (201)751-3300
a7




‘BertHasbrouck - - -2- -  March 16, 1983

'~ .

The ekperience of Sydec with the operators, services and opuons involving relatxonshlps .

between NJ TRANSIT and the independents thus makes them uniquely capable to assess

the impacts of alternative policies from the pomts of view of the riders, the State and - |

the independent operators without any initial inventory, data gathering stage. or
preliminary analysis. Sydec is in a position to undertake the present task at a =
| substantxal saving to NJ TRANSIT. Sydec's wark would be managed by A. T. Reno.

“Att. | ' L
ce: Ben Feigenbamﬁ

John Wilkins/

Jim Hughes

Laurie Lewis
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DRAFT OUI'I.INE
~ OPTIONS FOR NJ TRANSIT POLICY
- TOWARDS I.NDEPENDENT BUS OPERATIONS

Description of Existing Conditions

A. Newark o - .

- - NJ TRANSIT as majority service provider
-  Description.of independent services’
-  Areas of service overlap
- - Current NJ TRANSIT assistance to independents
Relationships among independents
-  Summary of scope and trends in mdependent servxces, including
: magnitude, fares, service quality.
- NJ TRANSIT system benefits

B. Hudson County

- NI TRANSIT as minority sérvice provider
-  Description of independent services near NJ TRANSIT routes
"= Current NJ TRANSIT assistance to independents :
-  Relationships ameng mdependents
- = Summary of scope and trends in mdependent services,
- industry magmtude, fares, service quality
-  Areas of service overlap
- NJ TRANSIT system benents

- -

C. Route 0 e

-  Overview of current situation e
- - Policy implementation . :

Idennﬁcatxon of Ma;or Issues.
A Defmxtxon aof the Overall Pmblem

B. Problem Areas and Issues

= Service quahty and coordination _ ’

-  Costs of NJ TRANSIT vs. mdependents

-  Fare differentials and passes

-  Condition of leased vehicles

‘- Competitive postures and actions (both mdependents and

NJ TRANSIT)

4‘9x> .
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OI. - Bvaluation of Policy Options from Points of :
Yiew of R.idgrs, NJ TRANSIT and Independents ' .

A. Route Reorganization
'B. Encourage Expansion
 C. Limited Takeover

~ D. Additiénal Assistance -,Impéct on Capit_al Prcgr&m

E. Status Qﬁo ,

IV, SUggested Timetabl'e for Policy Choice and Im‘pleméﬁtafion ,
A. A. Process for Choosing Policy =

B. Tirnet,ablie_ ' - ‘ o ' | - S

" C. Costs and -Other'RéqLﬁre'mgvnts for Implementation of Selected Policy |
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SYSTEM DESHSN CONCEPTS INC.

ONE FARRAGUT SQUARE SOUTH e WASHINGTON, D. C 20008 e (202) 393-5910

March 10, 1983

Mr. John Wilkins

NJ TRANSIT Bus Operations
180 Boyden Avenue
Maplewood, New Jersey 07040

Dear John:

, Attached are a few paragraphs.which exp1a1n why Sydec is un1que1y
qualeied and should be considered as the sole source to perform an

_ analys1s of NJ Transit's relationship to the independents. '

Sincere]y,

n o,
(,équLc,,
Arlee T. Reno
~ Vice President

ATR/lem | | o o
o Attachments- : R - ‘

gRECEIVED
©MAR1 41383

v-r, " a’{ Jf

OP'PAT’Gt‘AL ELA..MM - | '

51x
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o'?ﬁe.-u N7k7‘37"pv4»te" OOV UV X /mz&'ﬁ-ﬂﬁﬂ"dw amims
"The project involves analyzing the.factors affecting New Jersey -

Transit's relationships with 1ndependent bus operators in Newark and
Hudson. County, and developing policy opt1ons which m1ght save New Jersey
Tran51t money and assure better service to riders. o

#R. AR s Lome Cheas /’Tﬁolma«- §earima Pimisan (oo fm?/‘*s- (Fras)

éﬁdec is un1que1y -qualtified to perform this work for NJ Transit
because of detailed knowledge about NJ Transit and the independents
services, conflicts, viewpoints, areas of competition and cooperation
and h1story. In 1976-1977, Sydes analyzed specific cases of service
competition and coordination between TNJ and the 1ndependents in Newark
and Hudson County. One of these was South Orange Avenue, for which a
negotiated settlement was 1ater reached. Other cases included
Springfield IBOA Lafayette and Greenville, and Montgomery and Westside,
where some competition still exists between NJ Transit Bus Operations and
the 1ndependents. v N

VR ””“‘ib”“’““ﬂ’ﬁnw \

Syde% has also previously analyzed the costs and benef1ts of a.
takeover by NJ Transit of independent {=s—well.ag otber) carriers, w1th
estimates prepared in 1976-1977, and updated estimates prepared in 1979
The firm is thus uniquely and quickly able to prepare reasonable
estimates of the consequences of such a course of actions. Sydec has
become intimately familiar with NJ Transit Bus Operations' cost structure
in specific detail as a result of ana]yz1ng other potential takeovers by
NJ Trans1t Bus Operations. i

Sydec has also prepared detafled analyses of NJ Transit and NJ
Transit Bus Operations organizational structure and support staff
necessary to carry out various functions in cooperation with other
carriers, and 1s thereby uniquely qualified to assess the adm1n1trat1ve
demands and costs to NJ Transit of d1fferent po]1c1es towards the
1ndependents ‘and of alternative programs to provide suoport for them or
‘onitor the1r performance.

52x - .




Sydec 1s aTso thorough1y fami]iar w1th a11 the relevant data sources,"
“including PUC’ reports, NJ Trans1t stat1st1cs, previous p]ann1ng studies
and inventories throughout hxstory (frqm the Wilbur Smith studies to the
CRW studies). Sydec's assistance in the design and creation of NJ
Transit was also based upon an understanding of the issues which are
important in determining transportation policy in New. Jersey.

The experience of Sydec with the operators, services, and options
“involving relationships between NJ Transit and the independents thus
‘makes them uniquely capable to assess the impacts of alternative policies
from the points of view of the riders, the State; and the indépendent
operators, without any initial inventory, data gathering stage, or-
ETOLE ps It R 00 IV T Pt GTR TIEP T MJMW-&“
‘ pre11m1nary analysisg apd—thus at a substantial saving to NJ Transit. .

‘Sydec® s work would be managed by A.T.. Reng, whe—gisU Mas Mamaged—=ati—

© B3x




SYSTEM DES!GN CONCEPTS SINC.

ONE FARRAGUT SQUARE SOUTH e WASHINGTON. D. C. 20006 o (202) 393-5910

March 8, 1983

- Mr. John w1lk1ns
NJ TRANSIT Bus Operatlons
180 Boyden Avenue
Maplewood, New Jersey 07040.

Dear John: | :
" Attached is a draft outline of a policy paper with regard to -

{independent bus operations in Newark and Jersey City. Please let me know

if you think any other items should be cavered. - ‘

Sincerely,

Arlee T. Reno
Vice President
Enclosure

cc: - Laurie Lewis

RECEIVED
MARQ -1583.

 DIRECTOR COF
- OPERATIONAL FLARMING
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I.

II.

Ident1f1cat1on of Major Issues

A.
8.

I I I I

s DRAFT OUTLINE - A — — ——
OPTIONS FOR NJ TRANSIT POLICY 'get:—ff;Li7¥" .
- TOWARD INDEPENDENT BUS OPERATIONS : 4
. ' ' = P =
A. Reno - March 1983 /2'67.{
. ' . . 3 _ C-& l24/;
Description of Existing Conditions L ,
~A. Newark o - -
| - - LL
- NJ Transit as majority service provxder ‘ ‘ S
- Description of independent services
- Areas of service overlap
- Current NJ Transit assistance to independents
- Relationships among 1ndependents .
- Summary of scope and trends in independent serv1ces, 1nc1ud1ng
magnitude, fares, service quality .
— NDT 57 95707 POPte LS :
B. Hudson County : o _ - '

NJ Transit as minority service provider ’
Description of independent services near NJ Transit routes '

Current NJ Transit assistance to 1ndependents

Relationships among independents .
Summary of scope and trends in fndepEndent services,

industry magnitude, fares, servxce quality

— B rssad o feMeils QIR &5
—tJT V17 ITEANMATS o <. I?ov7¢f

— Quamuicd O (uAS<T™

Definition of The Overall ProbTem . ' S hegTes

Prob]em Areas and Issues

A I R i e

Service qua11ty and coordination

Costs of NJ Transit vs. ‘independents

Fare differentials and passes o
Condition of leased vehicles ' .
Competitive postures and actions (both independents and

NJ Transit)

‘III. Evaluation of Pol1cy Options From Points of V1ew of R1ders, N

'NJ Transit, and Independents

A
B.
c.
'0.

E.

Route Reorganization

Encourage Expansion

;Lfm1ted Takedven

Additional Assistance 'szy#~W'15A(cum»ra;Aﬁwpe¢4a7’

.Stétus Quo
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IV Suggested T1metable for Policy Choice and Implementation
"A. Process for Choosing Folicy :

"a. Timetable

C. Costs and Other Requ1rements for Imp]ementation of
Selected Pol1cy
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.:;Background . L ;1 "1, .

- For many years ‘varjous pr1vate1y owned and operated bus companies’ have been :

AT T

A CURSORY REVIEW OF. THE IMPACTS RELATED
TO THE CONSOLIDATION OF SELECTED LOCAL .
INDEPENDENT BUS OPERATIONS: WITH NJ TRANSIT*BUS.

’

furnishing bus services in the urbanized areas of New Jersey. In some cases - :
these private entrepeneurs operate. completely apart from NJTB. However, a lerge |
number of them compete either partially or totally with our publicly owned
services. As this practice continues it gives cause for concern over the
increasingly scarce transportation dollars whether it be in taxes, furmnishing ., |
funds for buses and expenses ar in the passenger fare paywents One remedy to i

this could be rat‘ona11zat1on

I
' - ) - i
Rationalization, the equitable re-allacation of services among the current f
providers, has been often suggested as the means of introducing a more o
economical basis for providing the services to the public: This can be a .
practical solution in some.instances. Unfortunately, in this case such an !
approach is not suitable due to-the large number of unrelated suppliers (owners). 5
Consequently this review.will examine the potential:benefits.to the .State of New f

Jersey if its chosen instrument; NJ- TRANSIT BUS were to prov1de a11 the locat
. . I

pub11c bus: servxces in the folTow1ng areas. R
‘o C .- N : L .,"- . 4 " . o “?3”\_,.-/
L T A Hudsan. County o :
T o - Essex County . . .. .
. Passaic County'. . L

Atlantic County
Hercer County

Area of Interest

) Br1ef1y the extent of WJTB s current operatxng ﬂnvolvenent in each o: these . -

areas and its level of fac111ty ava11ab1]1ty is as fo]]ows

Hudson County _ .

Present1y we Operate e1ght (8) Ioca] 11nes from (Zf'garaéesifoéafed'within
Hudson County. These garages also house other non-local lines. The re-
“allocation of these lines to other: locations, could posswbly occur 1f these

Hudson County garages were needed  for new Iocal serv1ces S .

v

d',Dur1ng FY83 1t is est1mated that we w111 operate about 1, 940 000 miTes on our

" own local lines.-

. This represents about. 1/3 of the mx]eage the independents
presently operate. It is highly unlikely that our current facilities could
accommodate all of.the services 1nvolved without extensive modification of

our line assignments.’
Essex.jjnc]uding Union) Count14

Current bus operat1ons provided in the Greater Newark area by NJTB includes
23 lines from 4 garage locations. Again, other non-local lines operate from
some of these locations and could be reassigned elsewhere. More importantly,
here in Essex County exists various instances of excess capacity on directly
competing service. Thus it is antic1pated that the savings in "Men and
Machines" would be attractive.  NJTB is. projecting that its Tocal lines in
Essex-Union area will operate about 9.9 millicn miles in FY83 and the entire
inderanionr flsat yill run abiut 2.5 111]1“n miles, .




.»».._2-:;-...

E Passa1o Countxg : 'ff': T _A'V.t ".'f o _~'& .
7\ - . . . - " . N

'-VNJTB present1y Operates one- garage im Passalc County that serves 1ts local
operations, - The other facility, dedicated.to commuter operations is nearby

7 and possxbly could be utilized for some reassignment of units. Our local bus

operations should-be just over 2'million milesduring FY83. The. 1ndependents,
all. subs1d1zed shou]d prov1de abou* 1. 1 m1111on m11es of serv1ce.

Atlant1c Countx

Atlant1c County is served by At]ant1c Clty Transportatlon Co (ACTC) and

NJTB. Ue have a limited .ac111ty in. Atlantic City from where we operate local
service south to Cape May serving the "on shore" and "off shore" communities.
Naturally, our long distance operations to New York and Philadelphia represents
the bulk of our operations in the area. Add1t1ona]1y, we have another facility -
in Wildwood which could relieve some potential maintenance overload. We have-
not segregated our miles in this area by class of serv1ce therefore no '
'compar1son in th1s regard could be made., - ce .

. The acqu1s1t1on and consolidation of ACTC has been exannned in detaxT and -
that data can: be made ava11ab1e fbr fUrther d1scuss1on. o -

o Mercer-County '

NJTB. does not maxntaxn any fac111ty in Mercer Co but does operat° one line 1nto
Trenton. Here as in the case of Atlantic City a ‘more extensive study has

been made .-and is available for review. In addition, recently imposed mandates
upon *ercer Metro has reduted 1ts m11es by about 20 ~of its FYEO.

IAPACT OF SERYICE CHANGE

TabTe (A) "Selected LocaT Bus 0perat1ons Data" was comp11ed from data supplied.
by Tri Stats Regional Planning Coemmission.: It reflects:information furnished
by-the independent. operators in their annual report to_the NJDOT Office of

... :Regulatory Affairs for CYS0. While'no assurance: can be made here as to the
P accuracy,it-is-relative among the .various operators., When: taken 1n 1ts gross

UL form it shou]d.meet the needs of thls curdary'rev1ew-," ”"

',ilFrontTable (A) the estamate of totaT mﬂTes fs. 15, 257 000. It is. suspected that
" various -Jocalized. conditions -of duplicition in. servfces exist. It is estimated:

. __-that such: dup]icate operations: may be reconc11ab1e in reduced -operations o
- totalling 10% of the current services. ~Likewise such reductions .could trigger

‘passenger reductions resulting in revenue losses of possibly 1-2% across the
“entire body of service being eliminated. If, therefore, we consider operating

an additional 13,767,000 miles of urban transit service within the various .
urbanized areas as noted above, the cost of prov1d1ng this serv1ce should fo]1ow '
our current cost levels very c]osely.

©our recent]y comp]eted "Line Revenue and Expense Summary R°port for Ju]y 1982“
- as supplied by our Controller's Department reveaIed fu11y a11ocated costs for '
‘ 51 transit l\nes as folTow5" o W . _

-~

‘ Gbx




e -3« (Amended) o
. ' (L1ne Statxst1cs Analysis pg; 4) :
o Expenses 7; M11es"'j . Hours "f Expense/nnle .5.” j“*Expense/hour

4, 803 229 " 1, 352,265 o 129,968 o $3 ssz L. 8369

: (NOtE’- Our-51 transit. l1nes w111 probably accumu]ate ]4 7 m1111on miles
-durxng FY83 - th1s is" about 7% greater than the 1ndependents may run. )

If we accnpt th1s fu]ly aITocated cost per m11e for transit operations as
applicable due to the large body of service being considered which would
engender considerable overhead expense, then we may consider that $3.552 times
(13,767,000 miles) could produce annual costs of $48,900,334 or say $39,000,000
Potent1a] revenues may be estimated based upon -the. CY80 revenues reported by the
: operators, updated by our operatJng exoer1ence and FY83 proaect1ons The-
. time-related change between TNJ's revenue’ per-hour- and revenue per mile from
'CYSO to 1ts FY83 prOJectlon 1s a factor of 1.28269. -

;}3”Thus, if the Independent ‘Bus 0perat1ons revenue far cyso, 535 812 000
- (Table-A) is ‘increased by 1.28269 and reduced by the potentxal revenue drop

of 1.5%.it results 1n 2 poss1b1e revenue IeveI in-FY83 of 545 248, 659 - say
£45, 000 000 ‘ . .

" NJTB- Serv1ce Reduct1ons B o a - ; 'j \‘-

.

o IF we. adOpt a rat1ona1e that d1sccnt1nues route accord1ng to the rol]ow1ng.

Local routes with Tess than 20 passengers per hour .
_ Suburban routes with less than 10 passengers per hour _
‘Leng sttance routes with less. ‘than 6 passengers per hour .

‘Tnen the folIowwng routes by virtue of the passengers carr1ed and hours operated
between January 1, 1982 and September 30 1982 would be. candidates for.

‘.fdiscontinuance,j.pv

'f';.Northern Division i'7p: S o ',Passeﬁggrs per hour’
fj-Essex-Un1onf(Toca1) : y-}~ L ';3;,v;742$k;;;
N 8 Murrws Avenue :; Q?f“ﬁnﬁf¥:'f§fT“L ;
" 4g Kearny-Newark LT e e

TM1dd1esex-Un1on PABT (Suburban) -

333 Prainfield-Carteret-NY g

ATienfcwn-PABT (Tongﬁd1stancel

150 Aﬂentown Y s




U Za- (Amended)
SgloieiTLon Tt wic o passedigers per hour
- ‘passaic (Local): ' Lt

. 14 Paterson-Haledon U 14
21 Paterson-Wayne - 13
.~ 2Z Paterson-Wyckoff . . 14
- ~,42 ‘Paterson-North Haledon - ~ . .13
82 Paterson-Greystone : 0 &

92/8 15 Paterson- Paramus-AIIenda]e- i ‘
' Ramsey 1

8ergen (LocaD_

BLmes S [

Mi sce] 1aneous S

129 Paterson-AtIantic Cxty L2

Southem Dw1swn - ,.~jf. LT .‘,_._’ ‘. i

B .
-~ . . LA . .

Ccrrmuter L1 nes (Suburban)

-0 Carnden Fort ﬂonmouth SRR 3
- L Seashore (Long d1stance) - o
125 Phﬂade1ph1a-8each Haven DI

: Fﬂeder Lmes (Local

8 Echelon Mall- Camden . ° .- S (-
H Bellmawr-Camden -~ - PO
- T Cape May-Ocean C1ty—L1ndenwo'ld ... 6 ‘ cL
: K Lindenwold-Haddonfield. N | ‘
L-M-0. Erial-Berlin-Lindenwold * T A
- | @'Lindenwold-Glassboro « - . . =~ " -0 .8 T oo o
'R Deptford: Mall-Cherry BiTT = e o S I T

2.0 Ve Lindenwold-Canden Co.. ColIege T STI I
- ¥ Moorestown-Camden ~ - SR ¥
Z Deptfcrd MaH-NatwnaI Park IR 7
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"fii“? L .4;E’ - °5— (Amended) fif;e;,].‘%.;.. - e

,'3 It is. est1mated that the. reductlons in totaI expenses and.totaI revenues for
'iiFY83 a;trwbutabIe to these 11nes woqu be as fol]cws'ﬂ~ S . ,

LT T o)

ExQense' E 3:' Revenue

ﬂvértﬁeéﬁ Division - BRI 3 A 523 - ;E 1$3,113
'5Southern D1v1s1on T;“ e ':x 3, 117 '?ﬁﬂ :-ﬁ.g T, 689 ;
CTetall e .o ool TR 513 540 ST 802

It must be noted that these expenses are based upon the fu11 expense allocation
and only with a detailed examination would it be possible to define the
avoidable costs associated with a reduction such as this, likewise the revenues
being considered lost could be retained in many instances with a careful re-
Vallgnment of the lines remaining or belng considered for acqu1s1t1on. : C

dtThus if we cons1der-these three cond1t1ons - our present budget, the suggested
- reducticns and suggested acqu1s1t10n the funanc1aT s1tuatwon could change -

'”poss1bTy as fo]lows.

. Ekgense nfc;‘: Reuenue “"Deffcit - Qper. Ratio: -

FY83 Budget i 4'~$168 016 * . 5114 44& ($53 570) - 0.68
- reductions im0 o -‘i;:u . '
- NJTBO - : ‘ '(13,640) S (4, 802) 8,838 .
-_Achisitions to : : . l
NgTBG o 49,000 - . A45,OOO - (4,000)
Results .. %203,376 - $154,644 (%48,732) . 0.76

- Rescurces redu1red .
.To accomp11sh these rev1sxons in. serv1ce the f011ow1ng changes would occur. ‘
. NJTBG Serv1ce - Addition of the Potential :

. 3V' 2} e ... Reduction. Acquwred Service = ‘Demand .
. Hours ;j,., ;-_ SE T 321,600, L T, ,323,166. 1,001,566 7
D Miles - ;.‘?“' ".f» R - 283 516'-j;>f‘ 13 767 ,000 ' 8, 483,484 . ..
" Peak Period.Buses. : . ROEVETI |+ St EE 78, L 285
Bus Operators: . -+ .. ° "3““'“*?‘;‘ 165 0 ot 0 esa - 488 7
Maintenance’ Dept.. Personnel Rt ! S uQ‘ L18¢ - - 0 140
Operating Dept.. Personnel SN ,.;- 218 -0 T80 - 35.
Adm1n1st & Claims Emp]oyees . :,L», 20 R SRR Kt

'Wh11e the buses saved in the Southern D1v1s1on and: buses rec1a1med from the .
Independents will be available and certain manpower may alsa be available, the

need for cne maintenance faciTity in Hudson County appears. to remain the most
significant shortage. The-Passaic co. facility cemand may be mitigatad ent1re1y
by the reassignment of'var1ous 11nes between. the ex1st1ng fac111t1es- :
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TO: " John Wilkins

L)

87500
FROM: Laurie B. Lewis :{.x-(/‘.»/./
DATE:

S'UBJECT: Arlee Reno Report

Arlee Reno's drcf‘r reporT on lndepend»n‘r Bus Opercfors is on excellem overview .
of the situation and the issues, ond presents a thoughtful orrcy of the opiions -

opeg.ta.us, | would only odd one element to his report -- FTRE Ty 107 -] r,wc‘f?;
-",grg _63; Many of these md°pendenfs have wr.uolly no TR e A A heire.

-Gmponiss. We own the buses, the carriers lease or shcre garages, they own no

mom’rencnce equxpmenT e.c Thﬂxr only con‘mbu'non 10 the corn any 15

cc: A, R. Hesbrouck, 1l - o ‘ _ -
G. W. Heinle
B. Feigenbaum
t. Butler
D. McDaid
F. Stephens
J. Hughes

: , - , . 65x - . :
McCerier Highwey & Market St P.O. Ecx 10009, Newark, N:J. 0710%  (207) 648-7300 .




w _) A} IJ/'
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Bus Operations Inc.

- JUN 2 2 183
#5770
"y
To:: "~ Ben Feigenbamd/
' ‘ Laurie Lewisl)}
From: John Wilkins ,
Re: Independent Bus Operators:

Attached for your review please find revised copy of Arlee Reno s draft
entitled "Options for NJ TRANSIT Policy Towards Inde endent Bus O.erato

, If you will recall this paper addresses only the Xa gndédgfqﬁeét125;§§

' CoURty. Please review this draft and provide me with any
7e' as soon.as possible. I believe it would be prudent
to plan a briefing for George Heinle and Jerry Premo as soon as possible.
Arlee spends a good deal of his time in New York, City and it is generally

: p0551ble to obtain his presence in relatlvely short notice,

You Wlll notice that at the end of the paper Arlee has included suggested
exhibits for use and presentation. Would you also provide me with your
thoughts on what materials should be provided for presentatlon and I will '
have them produced in the print shop.

If you have any questlons, please let.ﬁe'knOV. )

JW:mg
' Attachment

ce: J. Hughes

. 66x :
180 Boyden Avenue, Maplewood New Jersey 07040 (”01)761 -8300.
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I. ‘EXISTING CONDITIONS

» . '
There are some instances Tn which-independent bus operations and NI

TRANSIT's bus operations in Newark and‘in-Hudson County'continue-to affect‘
one another. - AT] of these areas have a very long hustory, dat1ng back to .
decades past when Publlc Service or 1ater TNJ was a private company and tha -

respective independent companies were owned by different individuals than

own them today.

In the recent past, a great deal has been accomplished to improve the
relationships between-the State's bus operations and the independent's bus
operationsﬁ ‘Among these imorovements-have been-the provision of substantial
,assistance,to the independent‘carriers by proyiding'them:with‘buses, the in-
olusfon of 'ndependents into the"transfer program,‘and the inclusion of inde--
pendents where appropriate, lnto the bus pass program In most instances-
~ the Independent operators wou]d not continue to exist today w1thout the cap1ta]

ass1stance and other a1d wh1ch the State has provided. .

Many of the independent operations serve particular market areas which
are'not now in conf]ict with bus operations provided by NJ TRANﬁIT and no
issues arise over any.operationa{ matters. However, the étate has a strOng y
'interestvin assuring that'suth.carriers prOVide adequate maintenance to
State owned veh1c1es, that they prov1de on txme service to the pub11c, and
that their routes are coord1nated w1th other tran51t services to the degree
- necessary to prov1de the’ greatest conven1ence to the pub11c. The extent to
vwh1ch each of the 1ndependent operators ach1eves these goa1s varies based

upon the 1nd1v1dua1 company or assoc1at1on. w1th some prov1d1ng better
-ma1ntenance than others, and some tak1ng more actlons than others to co-

L - . ——y w—- ..-._.—..,_-.-

ord1nate the1r serv1ces w1th other bus or ra11 servxces.
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- A great deal of rhetoric in the past has been devoted to whether either

'~offthe terms "private” or “public" respéctive]y implies more managemeht

efficiency, cost-effectiveness}_Service‘qua1ity, or even moral superiority.

been the supplier of almost all new buses put into‘transit service by private
'Operators. The recent new bus purchase and rehabijlitation program points
out the.dominant role of public funds in»supp1ying transit buses, whether

ut111zed by private operators or by NJ Transwt.

The reliance of New Jersey's pr1vate bus service prov1ders on pub11c ’

garages to be used by the pr1vate compan1es or associations of compen1es

";The 1ack of pr1vate cap1ta1 investment in public transit re1nforces the need

resources eff1c1ent1y in coord1nat1on w1th revenues and capital fac111t1es
to. prov1de the desired quality of serv1ce to the trans1t user. | |

* Outside of the charter bus1ness, there is very. 11tt1e purely "pr1vate";r-h”v
"enterpr1se 1n the classwcal sense of the term, whereby pr1vate capital is. 1n- : .

' vested in trans1t at a r1sk, in the hopes of generating a return on ‘the anESt- :




Newark and Hudson County

The relationshipbbetween NJ TRANSIT's Bus Operetions and independenf bus
oﬁeratipns is funﬁamentelly different in Newark than in Hudson County. 1In the
“Newafk area, NJ TRANSIT bus operations provides the vast majority of bus service,
and schedules and coordinates these serviees as aﬁ integrated system. The
independeﬁts_operate a very smalTlportion of bus service. Based upon the'nqmber
of buses in dperation, mest of the Newark~independent buses are no 1qngef in ~ |
direct-operat{ona] conflict with NJ Transit bus services. However, a significant
nUmbereof independent routes which each use a small number of buses do conflict
with NJ Transit services. : |

In Hudson County, NJ TRANSIT is not the dominant service provider, but-
deeSLbfoﬁide well patronized services which contribute significantly to mexihizh '
ing‘the productiv{ty'of NJ TRANSiT capital facf]ities end personnel. Newark
and Hudéon County are discussed separately because 6f the different circumstances
in the two areas. |
In.the Newark area, 1ndependent bus operators prov1de serv1ces _on ten routes,
_thh a total peak hour bus requ1rement of 58 buses. Three independent routes

have no competition with NJ TRANSIT routes - South Orange Avenue, with 22 peak

buses; Route 6 with 3 buses; and Route 44 w1th 6 buses; for a total of 31 of the»
58 peak buses. These are- shown in Table ] ’

vIn addition to these rquteg pn‘which there is‘npvcompetition betﬁeenZNJ
TRANSiT:and indepeﬁdeﬁt operatidn;,'there areltwo reutes‘on which the indepen=v“,“
dents and NJ TRANSIT opefete eeordihated schedules. These operations are - .

“shown in Table 2.

- - . _ ' o Tlx , -_; - .- —_ i




- TABLE 1

INDEPENDENT NEWARK ROUTES - NO COMPETITION

Route and Operator

Route 6 Irvington/ETizaBeth
Elizabeth-Union-Hillside-
Irvington Line, Inc. '

Route 31 South Orange Avenue
South Orange Avenue.Independent
Bus Operators Association
(13 individual bus companles)

'Route 44 Edgar Road
Beviano Chartered Service

" Number of Buses

Total Non=Competitive

TABLE 2

3

22

INDEPENDENT NEWARK ROUTES ~CO0RDINATED WITH NJ_ TRANSIT

Route and Operator«

Route 24 West Orange/Elizabeth
E. Vanderhoof and Sons
Wohlgemuth Bus Co., Inc

" Martucci Bus Co.

Total

Route 30 First Street
Elizabeth Transit Corp.

 Number of Buses

: Tota] Coordinated'

8




~ The above carriers have coordinated schedules with NJ TRANSIT Bus Operations.
In each case, hJT orovides a majority of service and prepares the~schedules. 1In
. V_fgeneraT, the 1ndependents are allowed to operate their buses continuously (16
'#hours per day), and NJ TRANSIT prov1des for the additional service needed in
~ the peak. This amounts to an 1mpl1c1t operat1ng subs1dy for the 1ndepehdehcs,
since they are allowed to achieve all day productivity while NJT uses somo of

‘its equipment and personnel only durfngfpeak'hours.

As showndin Table 3, there}are five routes on which indeoendent operators
can be sajd to be operating in competition with NJT. These instances invo1ve a
total of only 17 buses. In all of these cases, the Tndependents operate con-
~tmuous'ly throughout the day with all 17 buses, Ieav1ng NJT to provide the .
jadd1t1onai services necessary dur1ng peak hours. In add1t1on, these-1ndependents
usua11y turn back their buses so as to operate only.along the most 1ucrat1ve |
portions of the route, and attempt to pu11 out directly in front of NJT buseS‘%
so as ‘to maximize their revenues. This action by these independents resu]ts

'T'1n 1nfer1or service to the pub11c in comparison to operat1ng coord1nated schedu1es

—

~ -

The nature of the competition is slightly d1fferent for each of these routes;’
| fh:The 12 Route competes with a segment of NJT Route 24 along Newerk.Avenue,--
. FreT{nghuysen, and Broad Street, which ajso puts them in competition with theh".
ihdependent 24 services which are coordinated with NJT. Ouly 4 buses operetelt
on the 12 Route dur1ng the peak with 17 on NJT's 24 Route and 6 on the 1ndepen-

dents' 24 Route.

.The 18 Route North Newark on which 6 buses are ooereted competes'direCt1yf¢
: w1th the NJT 13 along the lnner port1on of the NJT 13 Route, a short segment of

wh1ch is. also served by the NJT 24 Route and the 1ndependent 24 Route

™




S © TABLE 3

INDEPENDENT NEWARK ROUTES - COMPETITIVE WITH NJ TRANSIT

"ROUte and,Operator _ v A - Number of Buses

T Route 12 Newark/Elizabeth
~ . - Leo Transit Corp.
"Eva Gershkowitz, Inc.
" Central Jersey Bus Co.
Total.:

-si-l-a'-s r

Route 16 Clinton Avenue“ _ : : -
. Clinton Avenue Bus Co. =~ = ) L2

' - Route 18 North Newark
T - Irving Transit Co.
E - Yan Buren Bus Co.
John A. Policastro
M.A.B. Corp.
Timothy J. Ryan
Patsy Palangio -
~Total '

Route 25 Spr1ngf1e1d Avenue
- Browel Bus Co. .
484 Corp.
Lincoln Bus Co.
Ellmas Bus Co.
Total ' :

pl..i..a...:_a

Route 38 Kearhy : ?[; S I . o S
Will Morris o o R R ‘ S

Total Competitiye f.]7 mre = 'V’Ji"iv




The 16 Route operated by the Clinton Avenue Bus Co. prov1des serv1ce w1th

two buses over v1rtua11y the same route as NJT's 13 and 14 Routes, with the
area of competitfon along Clinton Avenue and Broad Street between Irvington and
,downtown.Newark. NJT'5413 Route uses 26 peak‘bUSes and the 14 Route 10 peak,t

" buses, so the 16 Route provides a veryAsmall portion of services.

'The independent 25 Springfield Avenue Route operates over a portion of NJT's

25 Route, with & peak buses compared to 14 operated by NJT.

The 38 operates one bus over a route which has only minor deviations from

the NJT 39 and 40, which operate a.total of 14 peak buses.

| Among these various companies and rOUtes.which compete‘or cooperate Qithlh
-NJYTransit in Newark, there are several owners who each control more than one'e'
of,these specific independent companies. In’ some 1nstances they control other
companles as we]l which are not at issue here. Beviano controls Bev1ano
Chartered wh1ch operates Route 44 Edgar Road (not in competition) and Centra]

Jersey on Route 12 Newark- E11zabeth (competitive). Leo controls the Route 30 -

- _F1rst Street Elizabeth Transit (coord1nated w1th NJT) and Leo Trans1t on Route

12 Newark-E]1zabeth (competitive). Wh1te controls woh1gemuth on Route 24 West
_Orange Elizabeth (coordinated with NJT), the Route 16 C]unton Avenue Bus |
(compet1t1ve) meo]n Bus Company on Route 25 Sprmgﬁe'ld Avenue (w1th Reveret,
and compet1t1ve). and shares 484 corporation an Springfield Avenue (compet1t1ve)

thh Tedesco, We1ss, and Revere. The Am1ano group includes Eva Gershkow1tz ;nc.

f ~on. Route 12 Newark Elizabeth, and Route 18 North Newark companies including

Irving Transit, Van Buren, John. A. Policastro, and M.A.B. Corp (a11 compet1t1ve).'

~Since a]] of the independents attempt to maximize their revenues, the re-
ported revenue per bus and per mile for those who cooperate or compete with NJT

is 1mportant to compare. Table 4 shows approx1mate bus revenue per. bus and per

2 L i _



o TABLE 4
' REVENUES REPORTED

! o ' ON INDEPENDENT NEWARK ROUTES

, , L Reported Reported
Route and Operator Buses Miles - Revenue
" Route 12 Newark-Elizabeth |

Leo Transit Corp 2 KR - $121,000

Eva Gershkowitz 1 51,000 62,000

Central Jersey 1 49,000 83,000

-~ Route .16 Clinton Avenue _
Clinton Avenue Bus 2 . 165,000 $232,000
Route 18 North Newark | _

Irving Transit 1 61,000 - $64,000

Yan Buren 1 60,000 62,000

- John A. Policastro 1 60,000 63,000

M.A.B. Corp 1 60,000 62,000

Timothy J. Ryan 1 58,000 83,000

. Patsy Palangio 1 38,000 - 76,000

Route 25 Springfield Ave. i

© Browell 1 42,000 $126,000

-~ 484 Corporat1on 1 66,000 $146,000

L1ncp1n Bus 1 75,000 $137,000

- Ellmas 1 67,000 - $137,000

Route 38 Will Morris 1 49,000 $74,000

s »R0ute 24 Neét Orange Elizabeth

' E. Vanderhoof and Sons 2. 140,000 $278,000
Martucci 2 129,000 287,000

Wohlgemuth - 2 118,000 271,000

- Route 30 First Street o : :

- Elizabeth Transit Corp 2 NR $124,000

- 76x

Revenue

" Revenue

)

Per Bus Per Mile
$61,000 NR .
62,000 $1.22.
83,000  $1.69
$116,000  $1:41
$64,000 $1.05
62,000 $1.03
63,000 $1.05
62,000 $1.03
83,000 $1.43
76,000 . $2.00
$126,000  $3.00 -
$146,000  $2.21
$137,000 $1.83
§137,000  -§2.04
$74,000 $1.51
$139,000 51;99f
144,000  $2.22.
$136,000 $2.30
~ $62,000




mile for the independents on Routes 12; 16, 18; 25, and 38 who compete with
NJT, 4nd for the independents on Routes.24 and 30 which coordinate with NJT.
" The reported revénue is taken.from the 1981 and 1982'reports by the carriers
to the Office of Regu]atory Affadrs, and the accuracy of the information re-
ported is entirely at the discretion of the owners. A1l figures are for 1981{h"i

except for the Route 25 companies.

Based upon the information provided oy the independent operators, it
appears that there is a fairly wide range of route productivity in terms of _}};x
either revenue per bus or revenue per miTe. Both the Route 24, on wh1ch the
1ndependents coordinate w1th NJT, and Route 25, on which they compete, are |
equ1va1ent in terms of revenue productivity on either a per m1le or per bus™
'besfs.' In addition, the revenue product1v1ty of routes 24 and 25 is much h1gher

than that of- the other routes I1sted. o R

The reported revenue productivity for the companies-owned by the Amiano -
grbup"is'consistently around $62,000 per bus, as is that of the Leo group. In }'
_add1t1on, the Am1ano and Leo companies report Tower revenue product1v1ty per

bus and per mile than do the other bus compan1es on the same routes.

In general then the operat1ons of the 1ndependents in Newark wh1ch are dffr

compet1t1ve with NJT Bus 0perat1ons
‘e comprise a very small percentage of.peak hour services along each'rOutez

® operate their few buses all day, without making any contribution to ‘;j; f\\

: : |
providing for the added peak hour'service requirements

8 serve on]y the inner portion of the route on which they compete (even

if thexr r1ghts extend further)

) somet1mes share. common ownership w1th 1ndependent companies wh1ch

g cooperate w1th NJT , . - ,_____L e :Z.v,gs,.
. | CTIx ) -




e cover a vast range in terms of reported revenue generated per bus

' or per mile of operation,

Hudson County

In Hudson County.-independent operators provide a muCh_more significant
proportion of service than they provfde in the Newark area. In addition, in “;ff
the few,instances in which there is a competitive situation, it occurs becauselx'
a large'independent association and NJT are each operating over‘a singlevmajor1?
arterial for a portion of their respective routes which do not'over1ap at eithe;
end. | | | .

| Two routes in Hudson County are the principal areas in which NJT operatfong :
and 1ndependent operat1ons overlap. The two associations of independent operasy}:

tors who prov1de services along a portion of a major route wh1ch is a]so served
by NJT are:

e Lafayette and Greenville Bus Owners Association which has 18 compan1es

v” L

owned by a tota1 of ]0 separate groups.

8 Montgomery and West Side Bus Owners Association, which has approx1mate1y

13 compan1es predomlnantly owned by the Antinoro and Checcia group._1v

Lafayette and Greenville Bus Owners Association (LGBOA) and. NJ TRANSIT‘sf:p
1Route’14}both operate on'0cean Avenue in Jersey City with overlapping service'{'
for approximate1y 2.5 miles "Each service originates in d1fferent areas south
of the area of competition LGBOA a1so operates ent1re1y w1th1n Jersey Clty.,'
while NJT Route 14 extends from lower Bayonne through uptown Bayonne, Greenv111e

| and Lafayette.

The LGBOA prov1des more Toca1 service than the NJT Route 14 and has h1stor=7
1cally carried more. passengers per bus a10ng Ocean Avenue.A The NJT Route 14
primarily prov1des express trxps durxng rush hours on the New Jersey Turnp1ke j, _

10
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instead of using-Ocean Avenue for all trips. NJT's service along Ocean Avenue
is at approx1mate1y a 30 m1nute frequency, whereas the LGBOA provides about a
5 m1nute frequency at peak hour and about a 10 to 12 minute frequency dur1ng

-mldday
The LGBOA operates 21 buses typically 25,000 miles per bus per year, wiiﬁf |

revenue between $72,000 and $76,000 per bus or about $3.00 per mile in 1982 fdrr

most of the comoanies,f Currently, the nembers collectively operate 9 busesfgi?

- owned by NJ Transit. L

, NJ Transit follows the practice of running all of the Route 14 buses open
;door along a short portlon of Route 14 when the buses are be1ng put into or
‘taken out of peak hour services. This results in NJT prov1d1ng_a re}at1ve]yd_f
:high‘1eve1 of service along the area‘of‘competition.in the direction‘oppostteiiﬂ?
to the peak commuter flow-during both the late morning (towards Bayonne ffaﬁ77

8 12 am to 9: 42 am) and in the ear]y afternoon (towards Jersey City from 2: 48 pm
‘to 5: 13 pm). The alternative for NJT wou]d be to operate closed door or over

the New Jersey Turnp1ke for these tr1ps, wh1ch would of course reduce tota] re--

venue.servxce to the_area The NJT Route 14 schedu1e is attached as an append1x

\The Montgomery and West Side Avenue Bus Owners AssociatIOn (MWSBOA) and NJ
{TRANSIT s Route 9 both operate on the same port1ons of Hest S1de ‘Avenue and
Montgomery Street for a total d1stance of approx1mate1y 2. 5 m11es The routes
v'both connect to Exchange P]ace but on1y the NJT route goes to Journa] Square

The Montgomery and West Slde Assoc1at1on schedules 14 peak buses and NJ TRANSIT

‘about 16.

NJ TRANSIT's Route 9 is one of the super1or bus routes 1n the entire NJ
TRANSIT system. Some hlstor1ca1 passenger count data showed Route 9 vehlcles

carry1ng heavier passenger loads than MHSBOA buses Both routes have histor1ca11y

B e L o . : 11 A - s
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generated a very high number of passengers per mile. NJT Route 9 a]sq operates
at ﬁﬁéht‘(unti1 12'50 am) whereas MNSBOA does not provide service after 8:30 pm.'
In add1t1on, unlike many other 1ndependents, MWSBOA provides about half as much 4

service during midday per1ods as dur1ng the peak.

o The Montgomery and West Side Bus Owners Association oherates typicaITy ff;
20,000 miles per bus per year, ref]ective'of both the'lowr5peeds of operatied:f
and the service profile. "During 1982, the eempanies reported an average anhuei |

~ revenue per bus of $57,000 to $60,000, the lowest of any of the routes on whf&hui
some competition occurs. This is an 1ncrease of only $12,000 to $15,000 per

: bus from the 1evels of revenue reported by MWSBOA members in 1975, so revenue |
growth for these carriers has been we]] below inflation levels. (Lafayette and
.Greenv111e has had s1m1]ar1y low reported revenue growth, but starttng from an

annua1 average revenue of $64,000 per bus in 1975.)
The competitive nature of the services along West Side Avenue is fairTyfi*
un1que in that both operators provide about the same level of service and. the

routes can be consxdered to be relattveiy productive for each despite the common _

“service area along West Side Avenue.

Thus, in Hudson County, NJ TRANSIT is either a m1nor1ty operator or an equa]
operator on two routes wh1ch are affected by independent operations. In both
instances, the nature of compet1t1on is a]ong a short portion of NJT and 1ndepen=
’dent routes wh1ch or1g1nate and term1nate in d1fferent areas. This is an entlre1y
d1fferent SItuat1on than ex1sts 1n the Newark area in which the compet1t1ve 1n—

',dependents genera]]y serve a sma]] port1on of a route, all of which 1s served

,by NJT.

12 o o B . :f;fL‘-
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Principal conclusions that can be reached abont the effects in Hudson

County of independent‘bus'operations and NJT.operations on each other include:
. _ PR o

e NJT is not the dom1nant serv1ce prov1der
"9 The area of competition is a]ong a short segment of a major arterial,
and the routes in competition along that segment originate and terminate

in different areas.

Hudson-Bergen

- An add1t1ona1 compet1t1ve situation occurs on an independent route which
'traverses both Hudson and Bergen Counties. The Number 22 Bus Line, which is
pr1nc1pa1]y a charter company, operates a route between Hoboken and Fort Lee -
wh1ch is in compet1t1on with NJ Transit's 44, 22, and 19/26 routes, bas1ca11y’
a]ong Bergenline Avenue and Bergenline/New York Avenue, The Number 22 Bus
Line termatés at Hudson and TBth St. in Hoboken, as does the NJT 22 Route
whereas Route}44'goes to Journal Square;and Route 19/26 goes to the Erie-

' Lackawanna Station.

The Number 22 Bus Line is owned by Tedesco (New York Keansburg & Long

‘h Branch Acadanmy, etc. ) w1th part1c1pat1on by Antlnoro (owner of many Hudson /
:, County‘compan1es.) In 1982. the Number 22 Bus Company operated 126,060 miles =
of regular route service and 1,479,590 miles of charter, school, and specfa]r
Sernices, indicating that the major focus of this Company is not on regular |
‘_roUte;transit. The transit route revenue reported in 1982 was $186,788,.in7 -‘b
‘ dicating a revenUe per mile of $1 48. rAs-in the Newark cases; NJT provides |
the majority of servrces on the overall route with 4 peak buses on the 19/26 |

route and approx1mate1y 14 peak buses on the 44 route.-

T ' - 8lx




11. IDENTIFICATION OF MAJOR ISSUES ‘

’

T There are severa1 maJor po]ucy 1ssues wh1ch are- ra1sed by the 1nteract1ons
“of NJ Transit and 1ndependent bus operatlons in Newark and Hudson County. These

major policy issues include:

®
.
giving part1cu1ar concern to the capab111t1es of very small operators |
to maintain vehicles which are becoming much more complex |
'
. r

to take something'away'frqm the other party.
" The overall issue is the need to improve the level of discussion and

negotiation, beyond the rhetoric pitting public against private,'and to give

14 . . — e —— e © .o ——— ¢ — ¢ —

82x




A

III. , EVALUATION OF POLICY OPTIONS « . -

Based upon éae'analyéis'ofééﬁgsting conditionssand issues, six major
‘po1fcy'options'are identified as potential approaéhes to resolve the overlaps
in service and coordination problems between NJ Transit and the independents.
Each of the six policy options is evaluated from the perspectives of the
Stéfe,'the riding pub1fc and the independent operafors. The six major options
are: ,

1. Route Reorganization - an attempt would be made to group the

' ihdependents in Newark onto one or more routes Whi;h NJ Transit
would remove itself from;.the independents woﬁid.give up existing -
routes and cdmbine into one of-more associations. ,In-JerSey_City;'
this option would be aécomp]ished.by.NJT»getting‘off Route 14, |

" taking over the routes of MWSBOA, and combining MWSBOA into LGBOA;_

-2 Expansion of IndepehdeﬁtvServices - as with South Orange Avenue,

NJ Transit would remove itself from'specifit routes and let -the
independents expand their se%vices to the~1eve1 they_détide_to '

"operate on the entire route.

3. Complete Takeover - NJ Transit would cease any capital or

operating &sSistanée‘tg:the independents, Tetting:as mahy,a? | o

'-possiblé fail and taking over their foutes; any,which didn'tvv.
fail wbuld'Be purchaged through negotiatibhs br'takeﬁ'throdgh
eminent domain (the IAtter requiring the approvaI of the

Legislature.)
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o 4, Seiective‘Takeover - NJ Transit would take dver‘thdse routes where
adequate serVice was not being prov1ded by the particular 1ndepen-

| dents or where Significant adverse effects of independent operations7

- on NJT were being experienced A suboption wou]d be to a]low
selected independents to‘take over the routes or operations of

~ other independents.

5. Additional Assistance - NJT would seek to}provide added assistance

in terms of either capital equipment,‘direct,pperating and, or in
direct operating aid, S0 as to strengthen the capabilities of the

independents to prov1de better service.

‘6. Status guo - NJT would continue to deal with the individual
operators as specific problems arose, but would allow all
current service OVerIaps to continue unless the carrierai
“voluntarily ceased operations; Then, either NJT would take over
for the’faiied carrier,or allow another operator to take overt'
-C1ear1y, combinations offtheSe policies are poSsibTe, and a different
policy might be adopted in different parts of the state,idue to the differing
circunstances in those juriSdictions. In addition, a general policy might be 'i
purSued*with regard to most.independents. sdch as route reorganiiation‘or

additional assistance, but specific low quality operators might'be replaced. -

6 I L
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Route'Reorganization :

Under this o;tioﬁ, the DOT‘énd NJT would attempt to get all of the Newark 
jndependents who operate in competitionuwith NJT onto a non-competitive route |
or routes. This wou]d require ejther frading or purchase of operating rightst
or the grant1ng of additional rlghts on the route (or routes) that the in- |

dependents wou]d operate.

DOT and NJT would requife that the independents form a single route .
association for each route they would operate, and that the new association
operate in accord with published scheduigs.. Becausé all of the Newark indepen-
&eﬁfs now operate day Iong blocks of service, they would prefer a route whi&h‘_
af]oﬁed them to operate nearly édua] peak and_baée Services; Obvfous1y, the
~independents would also require a route which would provide them each with at |
least as much ré?enue as they'now generaie from their current-operétions. |
"Some‘o?ﬁfhe independents report having less than half the yeér]y revenues per
bus or per mi]e‘than other independents. The lower revenue independents mfght
be wi]]jng to operate during just a pbrtion of the day if they éou]&vachieve as

~ much revenue as they currently do.

Table 5 shows théunumber of buses operated at peak hour along routeﬁ where
some competition éurrently exists: Since the independents who are competitive
have’a total of’bniy 17 buses, it is clear that the pbssib1e Candidateﬁ.fof a_:

- s1ngle independents' route wou]d be the 24 or the. 25 The fndépendents'couid }
:a]so potent1a11y operate both the 30 and the 38 39,40 routes. 'The COmpetitive?
“area served the_13,]4,16.and 18‘requ1res too many ‘buses to turn over to the .

independentﬁ: If the indePgndents take over any entife routés,vthey"would |

of course trade in their other existing roytes.
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TABLE §

' BUSES NEEDED TO OPERATE ROUTES ON WHICH COMPETITION NOW OCCURS "~

-

Combined 12 and 24

:-NJT-Routé 24

Ind. Route 24

~Iﬁd. Route 12 |
Totals

Springfield Avenue 25
“NJT Route 25
' '_ Ind. Route 25 B
“ Totals

Combined 13, 14, 16, and 18

\_NJT Route 13
NJT Route 14
Ind. Route 16
Ind..Route 18
| ~ Totals

Combined 38, 39 and 40

':,NJT Route 39 and 40
~Ind. Roﬁte 38

_ - Totals
Route 30
| NJT RbuteJ30
~Ind. Route 30 _
o Tbéa]s

86x
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. Buses

17 buses

6 buses
_4 buses

27‘buses

‘14 buses

_4 buses

18 buses

~ 26 buses
10 buses

VZAbUSési

_6 buses

44 buses

14‘buses
_1 bus |

15 buses

3 buses

"g_buses o

- 5 buses




The route 24 and 25 1ndependents have the hzghest revenue product1v1ty
of the compet1t1ve or cooperative routes operated by the Newark undependents..'.'
The revenue per peak bus on e1ther the NJT Route 24 or Route 25 is h1gher than

 the revenue per peak bus now being achieved on the other Newark routes by in-

dependents who compete with NJT bus operations.

- If Nd Transit is interested in pursuring route reoréanization in Newark,
specific revenue vs. cost 1mpacts on NJT and the 1ndependents should be pre-
pared us1ng the latest fare structures, revenue data, and line item costs for
services on the 13,14,24,25,39,40 and their independent counterparts. On
some NJT routes, it is unlikely that serviCE'wbqu have to be increased if_the‘4
independent competitive carrier were off the route. This is probably the aase
for the 'combined Routes 13 and 14, for the combined Routes 39 and 40, and for -
Route 25. ﬁJT would gain-appfo;imately the revenues showﬁ in Table 4 if the
specific'indepen&ent routes were taken over. Route reorganizatibn in éeﬁark
could have substantial benefits to all parties - NJ Transit, the iadepéndents,*‘

. and the public, if the total costs of’service on the reorganized routes becomesa

less than with the existing situation.

"Rbﬁte reorganization in Hudson‘County wdqu»invo]ve proposéng a major
trade wherein NJT and the MWSBOA would exchange the NJT 14 Route in Hudson »
Cbunty for the Montgoméry,and Hesthide'route. MWSBOA could then be integrated
with ﬁhe-LGBOA, if the two associations desired. There is currently some

- common ownership among the two associations.

| The number bf‘buses,-revenues, service prbfiles and miles of operation
for’the MWSBOA and NJT Route 14 have been historically very comparable. As
with Newark, an in-depth assessment of likely future costs, ridership, and

, re#eﬁues should be made if NJT has interest in pursuing such a négotiation.

19 .
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Route reorganization in Hudson County oould,a1so have significant'benefifs
to;allﬂparties, but would involve subsfantia1 negoﬁiatiOns among the members of

the independent associations.

| Expansioo of Independent Services

"'Under_this option, NJT would remove itself from speciffc routes and let
the independents operate the level of service they decided to provide. Based -
upon previous experience'with the South Orange Avenue Line, this option is
likelyﬁto result in a lower overall 1eve1 of bus service to the areas served.

" In addition, as the description of existing conddtions indicates,‘the Newark
jodependents provide such a minority of service on the routes on whieh they

' compete that this option is not viable in Newark.

when TNJ was removed from the South Orange Avenue 31 Line, and the South
'Orange Avenue IBOA took over all ‘services, the IBOA went from an 11 bus opera-
twon whvch provided the same peak vs. off peak servxces to a 22 bus operation
| at peak hour with 14 buses used during middays and on Saturdays. The South
| Orange IBOA now prov1des 671,000 miles of service on the 31 Route each year,
as. compared to 409,000 annual miles of IBOA service and 715,000 annua] mx]es
of TNJ service prior to the removal of N from the 31 Route. Thus, IBOA
perat1ons increased by 64% per year in terms of m11es of service and doub]ed -‘35
in terms of peak bus requjrements. Overall miles of service on the 31 Route
are down by 55%. One additional company called Meadowlands Transit Co. is .

‘.dow ﬁo’the.SOAIBOA; otherwise the twelve member companies are the same as be-

fore they took over TNJ's portion of the route.




- Complete Takeover

’

- Under this‘pption, NJT would cease furfher capital assistance to the in-
dependents, cancel leases of equipment, and thus seek to remove as many as
'pos;ibIe from the competitive routes at no cost. Those still able to operatef'

WOu1d bé»purchaséd or taken through exercising eminent domain.

NJ Transit would determine for eaéh route whether there was a need to -

replace the service which the independents now supply, based upon an analysis

of ridership loads and headways.

takeover*a]so would not differentiate among those carriers providing a portion

T T e RTINS those
carriers who simply skim the cream by operating just ahead of NJT trips. |
Comp]ete takover does unambiguously eliminate competitfon and-allows the

overall bus system to be revised so as to HTST{JDULE RETVICE CONS

Selective Takeover

" Under this policy option, NJ Transit would establish specific criteria for
' détennining which-inaependent operators should be taken over either by cance11ihgb
- their leéses or through purchuse. Criteria for deciding upon takover could

include:
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® cond1t1on of the state owned equlpment leased to the operator,

as determ1ned by a standar1zed program of - 1nspect1ons

e service quality, as determined by on-time performance,
“maintenance of headways, inspections of the cleanliness

of vehicles, and passenger complaints

‘e carrier operating practices; such as willingness to
coordinate schedules and headways with NJT vs. pulling

out just in front of NJT trips

e a comparison of the net impact of the carrier's operation

on total costs for the competitive route.

~ There are severa] optionS*for NJT and DOT if a carrier is taken over.
';'Firét,qit may be feasible to operate thedroute with the existing level of,NJT4

| - service, and the independent§ ridership and the resulting revenue would accrﬁe’
“to NJT at no additional cost. Second, NJT could add a bus or buses to the
'route and the resu1t1ng costs wouId offset the revenue gained. Thurd another
selected 1ndependent could replace the service -lost, under the cond1t1ons that
they meet the criteria and that the net cost would be Tower than if NJT re-

placed the serv1ce.

Selective takover has the advantage of determ1n1ng future decus1ons

about 1nd1v1dua] operators on cr1ter1a of service quality and cost However,

in the past the State has found it very d1ff1cu1t to take any act1on (even




Additional Aésistance'

Under this oﬁtvon, NJT would seek to strengthen the 1ndependent operators,
including those operat1ng compet1t1ve1y, by prov1d1ng them w1th add1t1ona1
capital assistance and ejther direct or indirect operating a551stance. The
bus rehabilitation program, under which NJT will provide add{tionaT buses to
’~those independent carriers operating the-oldest veh1c1es, is the principal
‘means for providing cap1ta1 assistance. The rehab1]1tated buses are likely

to be veh1cles with wh1ch the 1ndependents are a]ready fam111ar, and whuch

are not over]y comp]ex.

' Indifect operating aid could be extended throogh the bus pass program,-
or through NJ Transit assuming responsibility for some regular maintenance -
orﬂsgrvjcingvin conjunction with periodic inspections. Direct operating aid

_is available through the subsidy program.

In return for any significant increases in assistance, NJ Transit could
require all the Newark independents to run on coordinated schedules with NJT.
Pena}ties for cutting in just ahead o% NJT buses could be assessed as reductions

in the oayments otherﬁise due under the pass program or E & H prog}am.

~ The provision of more assistance may'impfove some aSpect;,of service qua1ity7.
if coordinated schedules can be;agreed Upon and maintained. The Newark in-
| depondents could réVert quickly to ] competitive posturevif not closely oonitofed.
?or‘Hudson Coonty,'the oenefits of. additional assistance would be to moderateiy
| streogthen the independent associatiOns-and thus their ability to provide |
service. However, the additional assistance would not'change the perceotjon'Of

competition bethen NJT and Lafayette and Greenville or Montgomery and West Side.

23
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Status Quo

- Under the status §UO;’NJT'and"the independents would continue the
historical pattern of sekviees~ana mﬁintain the progfams relqﬁing*NJT and-thé
independents at their current levels. The status quo continues the same re-
klationship between costs and service quality as occurs today. Under the status
quo, service quality as perceived by the public will continue to suffer in the
compepitive market are&s due fo the actions'of-the independents who tny‘tOIV .
dpefate their trips directly in front of NJT"triﬁs in order to maiimﬁze theit 
revenues. Thfs guarahtees the public that sérvice will be much Tess conveﬁiéht
and that they will exﬁériente longer waiting times, boarding times, and | ,ff}

~ crowdedness than if coordinated and regular headways were maintained.

A sécondvservice quality issue is created by the differing abilities of -
the various independents to provide a reasonab]e service profile or to meet

their established headways, if they have published schedules. Performance

[

varies widely across routes and companies.




Summary
E¢hibits 1 and 2 summarize an initial qué]itétive comparison of the
» ’ o ‘
policy options in Newark and HudSon County, respectively. The options are
evaluated against Tikg]y.net costs (to NJT, the independents and the public),
ease of implementafion (political and'administrative), impact on service coﬁf

'flfcts, and impacts on service quality and quantity.

25
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© EXHIBIT 1
"SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED

- IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE
- POLICIES TOWARDS COMPETITION

BETWEEN NJT AND INDEPENDENTS

NEWARK

: Expaniion of
Route - Independent Complete
~Reorganization Services - Takeover
: Likely Net Costs to o _ |
NJT No change Modest decrease Large increase
Independents ~Modest decrease Modest decrease (Eliminated)
~Riders (Fares) No change Modest decrease Modest increase
§Ease of lmplementation
Political Difficult Easy ' Difficult
Adnin{strative Difficult Not feasible Difficult
Impact on . .
Service- Conflicts Eliminated Eliminated

Impact on
Service Quality

and Quantity ~ Modest 1n¢rease

None

Large decrease

-~

Modest increase

Selective
Takeover

Modest increase
Modest increase
Modest increase

-Difficult

Difficult

Modest'décréase

Modest increase

Additionai
Ai&l&&iﬂEﬁ

Modest increase

Modest decrease

- Modest increase

Easy

Easy

Modeﬁt‘deckeasé

Modest.jncreaSe

“Status
- _Quo

No changé

No change
No change

Easy,

‘Easy

‘None -

None



3§, Political |

and Quantity

— ray ..

Route

Reorganjzation

EXHIBIT 2
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED
~ IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE

POLICIES TOWARDS COMPETITION
BETWEEN NJT AND INDEPENDENTS

HUDSON "COUNTY

Expansion of
Independent
Services

Complete
}Takeover

Likely Net Costs to

NIT .
Independents
Riders (Fares)

Modest increase
Modest decrease
Nao change

Ease of Implementation

Administrative Very difficult
lmpact on _ '
Service Conflicts - Eliminated
Impact of

Service Quality .
- -Modest increase

Modest decrease

Very difficult.

Large decrease
Modest decrease

Large increase
(Eliminated) -
Modest increase

Very difficult

Easy
Very difficult _ Difficult .
Eliminated “Eliminated

Large decrease Modest increase

Selective
Takeover

Modest incfease

Modest 1increase
Modest increase

Very difficult

" Difficult

Modest decrease

Modest increase

Modest 1increase

\

Additional |  Status
Assistance Quo_,
'Modest increase 'No chanc
Modest decrease No chanc °
Modest increage No chan -
Easy Easy
Easy ~Easy.
Modest deérease None

None



#IVQV SUGGESTED TIMETABLE FOR POLICY CHOICE AND IMPLEMENTATION

"An important 1n1t1a1 step was taken 1n the recent appo1ntment of a
commission to study the;relatnonsh1ps between the independent operators and
' New Jersey Transit. A principe1 goal'of'that groUp,should‘be to establish a
: pos1t1ve d1alogue between the part1es, so that the range of options under |
d1scuss1on can 1nc1ude opt1ons that may be mutually benef1c1a1 although
d1ff1cu1t to negot1ate. | ‘

‘Options which may be mutually beneficial include those described as route
reorgan1zatxon or additional a551stance, and any combination of these two 1n
whxch NJT and the independents could provide more effective service to the |
public while reducing areas of conflict and increasing the ability of each'
‘operator to use its resources productively. ’The group can ultimately be
successful if it can establish that its deliberations wi]]‘move beydnd
, rhetor1c concern1ng whether public or pr1vate operators supply better serv1ce,
contro] costs better, or are more moralily r1ghteous. | |

The suggested timetable for policy choice and implementation includes:

e  June - decide on opt1ons worthy of further consideration -

‘e July, Aug. - qualltat1ve and quantitatlve estimates of the impacts of_
part1cu1ar options on the pub11c,,NJ Trans1t, and’ 1ndependent
operators

. September - ? - reach agreement on pol1cy and on actions by each

party necessary to 1mp1ement policy.
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Transit Information

(6 a.m. lo Midnight Dally)

Telephone Numbers for Bus, Train & Fare

Information ) ’

. New Jerssyonly ....... (800)772-2222
QutofState . .....cv..- (201) 762-5100

" *Heering Impaired. ,.... (800) 772-2287

® (N.J. Oty sweth Teioprimer

Monday thru Fridey ?5"'9 am 1o 5:(99.'!\,':
How to use this schedule  °
1. Select dav of week desired.
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NJ TRANSIT Customer

-Services

Ifyouhavea compliyﬁgﬁt or ci_:'m‘pl'_a:m
regarding our service of ‘employeas,
please call Customer Services Moncay

thru Friday 8:00 a.m. to. 500 p.m.

~-In New Jersey ... (800) 772:3606
- OutofState .... (201) 7818512
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bus Dey, Election Day A
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Save on Unlimited Riding

Riding the bus can be easier and more eco-
nomical when you use The Bus Card. For one"
monthly purchase, you get unlimited riding’
within one zone on atl NJ TRANSIT and sub-
sidized carrier buses cperating within New
Jersey (intrastate). When riding beyond the
first zone, the additional zone tare must be
paid. but there is no cost for transferring with
The Bus Card. - ‘
For mora information on The Bus Card, please
csll the NJ TRANSIT Telepho
Center at (600) 772-2222. )
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Prohlbl.f@d on the bus
1. Smoking of any kind. : e
2. Eating food and drinking béverages
3. Littering R

4. Loud playing of redies’




Area and Route(s)

Newark

Rbutes 24/12

Route 30

Route 25

Routes 13/14/16/18
 Routes 38/39/40

PEAK BUSES IN SERVICE ON COORDINATED AND

Newark Totals

Hudson County
Route 9/MWSBOA
Route 14/LGBOA

Hudsoﬁ—Bergén

Routes 22/]9/26/44

CDMPETITIVE ROUTES

" NJ Transit

Independents

[

25

14
.f 21

v‘Totalgi

Y Peak buses in peak d1rect1on only, other NJT buses serve a short port1on of

the reverse flow as they go to and from other assignments..
‘fourteen NJT buses operate on the Turnpike as express buses.
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- Service Quality

: Main+enance Quaiity'

Costs

POTENTIAL CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING ROLES oF
INDEPENDENT OPORATORS

 Ability to Maintain Headway
Veh1c1e Condition ,
Passenger Comfort (Crowd1ng, Heat1ng. A1r-Cond1t1on1ng)

Inspect1on Record ~ Ef} | R
Fac111ty Cond1tions ' S : :

~ Carrier Operating’Costs
~ Fare Levels
Impact on Subsidy Requirements

'Passenger Convenience = | : e

Service Coordination o
- Fare and Transfer Coordination




EXHIBIT F
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NJT BUS ANNOUNCES
EMPLOYEL CHA;—TER & SPECIAL SEF
INCENTIVE PROGRAM

“Everyone can be a CHAN‘PION” -

Begmnmg March 1; 1984, all employees of NJTBus are ellglble to partnctpate in a new
Incentive Program for our Charter and Special Servuce Operat:on The Program includes
two promotional periods which run every six months: March 1, 1984 through August 31,
1984 and September 1, 1984 through February 28, 1985 :

How can you become a Champion?

Bnng in Charter or Special Service business!

Once you bring in your first Charter or Special Service order, you will receive a NJTBus
LCD Quartz pen watch and NJ Transit Charter and Specual Service tee shirt.

o But don't stop there---

If you bring in business in the amount of $1000 or more within the promotlonal period, you
will receive tickets for two for a one (1) day bus trip to Atlantic City. This includes round-
trip bus transportation and the current casino bonus (eg meal ticket and/or cash bonus).
Keep moving in the right directiori---

And bring in business totaling between $2500 and $5000 and you'll partlc'pate ina drawmg
" for a new stereo system.

Bea Champ:on and go beyond this limit--- :
Brlng in busmess totalmg $5000 or more, and you'll partucupate m a drawing for a 19" color -
4elevusxon ' ,

Program Highlights _

1. Charter and Special Service orders are based on avallabnllty of buses. -

2. Employees will receive credit for Charter and Special Service busmess based on the
amount charged to customers once the trip is completed.

3. NJTBus Charter and Special Service promotlon items will be dlstubuted upon the
completlon of trips booked. . :

4. Drawmgs for the stereo system and 19" color televnsuon will be held at the end of each
promotlonal period on a date to be announced. :
- Mr, Heinle's enthusiasm for the program is bound to spread as he states "Everyone can be

a Champlon by promacting our Charter and Special Service Operatlon "

Good Luck Everyone| ,
For Charter and Special Service information call: (NJ) 800-221-2365 or (609) 342-5350,
(NY) 800-221-2388 or (PA) (215) 567-2947.

For more mformatnon on the Incentive Program call Anne DeAngelis: 761 -8535.

Charter and Specrat Service Staff are not included.

/"
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT W. LOVITO BEFORE THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION

AND COMMUNICATIONS COMMITTEE ON MARCH 19, 1984

SﬁNATOR'_RAND & COMMITTEE MEMBERS, I AM ROBERT W. LOVITO,
 PRESIDENT OF CAVAVAN COACH VLIN'ES, INCORPORATED, A SMALL FAMILY-
OWNED COMMUTER CARRIER IN THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY, AND I,A':LS‘OSERVE
AS A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF T‘HE Ul}iITED BUS OPERATORS

SURVIVAL ASSOCIATION.

THIS MORNING, I SHOULD LIKE.TO ADDRESS THE COMMITTEE ON TWO
POINTS :
ONE: THE CURRENT PRACTICE OF DESTRUCTIVE COMPETITION BETWEEN

SUBSIDIZED AND UNSUBSIDIZED CARRIERS ' WHICH OPERATE

REGULAR LINE-SERVICE.

TWO: THE INABILITY OF PRIVATE CARRIERS TO COMPETE WITH AND
DRAW COMPARISONS BETWEEN THEIR OWN OPERATIONS AND THOSE
" OF NEW JERSEY TRANSIT WHICH IS A RESULT OF NEW JERSEY

TRANSIT'S FREEDOM FROM FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY.

. R
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TURNING NOW TO MY FIRST POINT, SUBSIDIZED AND UNSUBSIDIZED

WAGING BATTLE ARE NOT EQUAL, AND THE RULES PEFINING THE COMPETITION

RECOURSE AGAINST ANY INJUSTICE OF THE SYSTEM IN WHICH WE OPERATE.

EXAMPLES OF THE FAVORITISM WHICH UNFAIRLY BENEFITS SUBSIDIZED

SPRING FOR THE OPERATION OF A PARK AND RIDE FACILITY IN NORTHERN

 NEW JERSEY. THREE PRIVATE UNSUBSIDIZED CARRIERS BID FOR THE

CARRIER, WHICH RECEIVED THE AWARD OF THE CONTRACT, SUBMITTED A BID




Y}Y\LMOST 67% HIG#ER THAN THE PRIVATE cARRIERs, ALTHOUGH ALL CARRIERS
OFFERED‘ESSENTIALLY SIMITAR SERVICES. THE R_ELATIVELY‘FREE ACcEs's_'-
THE SUBSIDIZED CARRIER HAD TO THE "BOTTOMLESS PUBLIC PURSE" ALLOWED
THAT CARRIER TO PLACE A HIGHER BID AND OPERATE AT HIGHER C»QS,T.S}\'
WITHOUT FEAR OF SL{FF"ERING THE DEVASTATING EFFECTS OF THE RESULTING}’ "
OPERATING LOSSES. THE NON-‘SUBSIDIZED-PRIVATE CARRiERS, HOWﬁ_vsR;""'
WE RE L];MiTED BY CONCERNS OF PROFITABILITY, AND WHEN PORCED TO RELy _
SOLELY UPON OPERATING REVENUES COULD NOT EFFECTIVELY BID AGAINST
THE SUBé'IDIzﬁD CARRiER. THE SUBSIDIZED CARRIER, MOREOVEI?, ADM];T;Téi';
THAT TT WAS WILLING TO TAKE A LOSS, A POSITION NO PRIVATE CARRIER

COULD RESPONSIBLY TAKE.

SIMILARLY, PRIVATE CARRIERS HAVE FOUND THAT WHEN EFFICENTLY
COMPETING WITH SUBSIDIZED CARRIERS, THE SUBSIDIZED CARRIERS AGAIN
'BENEFIT FROM THEIR FREEDOM FROM ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS AND ARE ABLE

TO "FLOOD" A PARTICULAR LINE WITH SUBSIDIZED BUSES.
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~ ONCE FLOODED WITH BUSES, THE NUMBER OF PASSENGERS ON EACH BUS
-bﬂ‘fkv_D‘bx:."-C:LINES‘, AS D(.)ES,'TH‘_E REVENUE RECEIVED FER BUS. TO THE PRIVATE -
7;"- CARRIERSTHE RESULT IS'D;ISAS'-_I'R(.)US; HOWEVER, THE s_tJBSI.DIZED‘» CARRIERS
{;:VFE‘EE LITTLE OR NO EFFECT SINCE THEY ARE CUSH_IO‘NEVD FROM EcONOMiC
~'r:fsaqci§‘5¥ THE BOTTOMLESS PUBLIC PURSE. THE SUBSIDIZED CARRIER CAN ”
" FLOOD THE ROUTES ON WHICH THERE IS COMP_E’EI"PION’TO THE POINT WHERE
»Upis,ussi’mz"ED cARR;ERs ARE FORCED OFF THE" PAMICUL;AR ROUTE, OR ARE

* - FORCED OUT OF THE INDUSTRY ENTIRELY.

THE RESULTS OF BOTH ‘_UNGHECKED BIDDING PRACTICES AND THE |
""~.‘,EEOODING OF PARTICULAR ROUTES RESULTS IN SIGNIFICANT LOSS OF PUBLIC
“:..:b‘_d(_’)I\.I.IES,.AND EETEmTELY RESULTS IN INCREASED TRANSPORTATION COSTS TO
THE TAXPAYER. IN ADDITION, THE RESULTING COLLAPSE . OF 'P‘RIVATE“‘:
>:~CPERATOI'%‘.S&REST.:JLTS 1IN D_IIRIY-IC'II‘“ Loss OF’BUSINESS-ACI‘IV-I'.I“Y’, STATE TAX
REVENUES , rEHE LOSS OF JOBS IN THE TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY ITSELE,
,-,AbiD; THE ACCOMPANYING INDIRECT LOSS OF BUSINESS ACTIVITY, JOBS AND

' TAX REVENUES FROM TRANSPORTATION RELATED INDUSTRIES.
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IN ADDITION TO THE PROBLEMS OF INEQUITABLE COMPETITIVE
 STANDARDS, THE PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION IN'DiJSTRY’IN NEW JERSEY ALSO
_serpsiés FROM THE FACT THAT ITS MAJOR COMPETITOR, NEW JERSEY
»TRA‘NSI.T; IS NOT ACCOUNT'ABLE FOR ITS ACTIONS TO ANY OVERSEEVIN-_G Blobgf

OTHER THAN ITS BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

ON‘.A FI_'&ANCIAL LEVEL, THE CURRENT LEGISLATIVE FRA‘M.EWORI:(_'\DVOES'
NOT kREQUIREv. NEW JERSEY TRANSIT TO 'REPORT dN pARTIICULAzi\;;RAIz_;ED
OPERAi'IONs. | INDEED, INSTEAD OF SPECIFIC "BOTTOM LINE" FIGURES,NEW
JERSEY/ TRANSI’T‘ REPORTS ITS REVENUES ON A SYSTEM WIDE BASIS. THESE
REPORT ING Pgocabukés PREVENT PRIVATE CARRIERS .ffROM‘ ADEQUAT.ELY:,'
coMPAR_mG THEIR OWN OPERATIONS TO THOSE OF NEW JERSEY TRANSIT , AND
IT : ALSO PREVENTS THE TAXPAYERS ’F'ROM REALIZ';NG_ THE TRUE .‘ COST,
EE“'FICI'E.N,T OR INEFFICENT; ‘AT.-' WHICH NEW JERSEY TRANSIT. CONDUCTS_ ITS

OPERATIONS.
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- THE QUESTION "or W%IO CAN OPERATE ANYI,PARTI'CULAR ROUTE MOST
: ‘,m’:ﬁ'éFFI‘CIE.I‘I"I-‘LY CANNOT BE ANSWERED SINCE THERE IS oN"ix ONE SE‘;' OF
' FIGURES AVAILABLE, THOSE OF THE PRIVATE TRANSIT OPERATORS. INDEED
IF NEW JERSEY TRANSIT IS A'fro_’ SERVE THE PUBLIC INTEREST, IT OUGHT ﬁb'r
' "'I.‘O-‘:(;)PERATE R‘OUTES WHICH CAN BE MORE EFf’ICIENTLY QPE-RATEﬁ”BY:PIRIVA'It‘E
-.CARRIERS. LIKEWISE, IF NEW JERSEY TRANSIT CAN OPERATE A ROUTE MORE
B iEF“F-ICIENTLY,"THE PRIVATE CARRIERS SHOULD WITHDRAW. HOWEVER, THE .
f yéU‘RREN,'AI,' IACK OF REPORTING REQUIREDE;;TS PREVENTS THESE cQ)éA_RI'sszV;

 FROM EVER BEING MADE.

THE ‘F.'_REEDOM }FROM STRINGENT REPORTING AND ’DISCLOSURE‘ T

YIZQEQUIRE'Y‘.,'M_ENTS 'ALSO PREVENTS PRIVATE CARRIERS . FROMV"E}:{AMINI‘[ﬁG THE
 MANNER IN WHICH NEW JERSEY TRAI;‘ISI'I“: ALLOCATES THE STATE I.&I\.]VD_.FE‘DERAL"'

Ab.‘:“oS.ISTAl\;ICF.ﬁ:H RECEIVED EACH YEAR. WITHOUT THE A_g'x‘LiTY TO REVIEW THE

ALL_OE:ATION OF THESE RESOURCES, PRIVATE CARRIERS AND TAXPAYERS CAN




'NOT BE ASSURED THAT THE TRANSPORTATION SERVICES TO THEM ARE THE.

“ Mos'r' EFFICIENT, NOR CAN THEY ‘135 SURE TV'H'.AT NEW JERSEY TRANSITIS
.-Ib.lDf:E.:D BEING'A.S*COS;I‘ EFFICIENT AS poSSIisLE, OR WHETHER OR NO‘I‘NEW
.iJE’RSEY‘T‘RANSITI IS _MA,KiNG THE WIDEST AND MOST EFFECTIVE USE .‘o‘F» STATE

" AND FEDERAL SU,B}ISILIYDIES, FQR THE BEN‘E»FI'I_‘ OF THE NEW JERSESZ TAXPAYING

RESIDENTS.

IN AT LEAST ONE EXAMPLE THAT I KNOW OF, NEW JERSEY TRANSIT .
_ ALLOCATES STATE OWNED BUSES TO SUBSIDIZED CARRIERS, NOT FOR THE

BENEFIT OF NEW JERSEY TAXPAYERS, BUT FOR NEW YORK STATE COMMUTERS .

.,ROCKLAND COACHES , A MA‘JYOR_ N‘EWV JERSEY 'SUBSIDIZED CARRIER
OPE3ATES vCoMMlUTEli .ROUTFESY FROM RQC;KLAND COUNT¥i NEW’_YORK, T:O’ THE
.i:oR': AUTHORITY BUS "VI‘ERMINAL‘- IN NEW YORK CITVY.- NEW JERSEY
‘SU'BS’ID:IZE‘ID‘ "BU‘SE.S" ARE | SE‘.I‘IV]‘ZN:(.E'NEW-' YORK STATE RESIDENTS IN NI'E::W_..YQZ'}{"K::'
STATE, TR‘AV]E.:-LING"I‘H-ROUGH NEW JERSEY, BUT MAKING NO "STOPS: IN OUR

. STATE. WHY ARE NEW JERSEY TAX DOLLARS BEING USED FOR THIS PURPOSE?




F;NAi.Lg_, LET ME ADD'RES_-S_THE CHARGE WHICIi"HAS FREQﬁENTLY BEEN
  ﬁADE AGAINST PRIVAfé CARRIERS -- THAT WE ghﬁ’QquTo;nSKIM.THE
Cﬁﬂgﬁ,ﬁ THAT WE ARE ONLY INTERESTED IN ‘-irAKIN‘G. VER ﬁ.ROﬁ'ITTA.BLE
"'-._:'RouTEs; WELL, »SE'-NYA'I‘O'R’S; LET ME RELATE MY OWN EXPERIENCE. 1IN
‘FEéRUARY OF 1983, WHENVMANHATTAN TRANsiT COMPANY WENT BANKRUPT,'NEW
JERSEY TRANSIi MOVED TO TAKE OVER MANHATTAN TRANsiT_COMPANY's _'

' COMMUTER ROUTES, EVEN WHILE CLAIMING THEY WERE UNPROFITABLE.

GEN'I"‘LEYMEN, I FILED FOR AND WAS GRANTED OPERATING AUTHORITY FROM THE
. INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION FOR AS MANY OF MANHATTAN'S ROUTES AS

I WAS ABLE TO SERVICE. I KNEW THEY WERE REPUTEDLY UNPROFITABLE,

© BUT I BELIEVED I COULD TURN THEM AROUND. I WAS WILLING TO GO AFTER

‘A SO-CALLED UNPROFITABLE MARKET AND TAKE THE CHANCE THAT I WOULD BE
" SUCCESSFUL. I OPERATE THOSE ROUTES PROFITABLY TODAY IN DIRECT

_COMPETITION WITH NEW JERSEY TRANSIT, TOWN FOR TOWN, STOP FOR STOP,

' WITHOUT ANY FEDERAL OR STATE TAXPAYERS' DOLLARS.




- 1979

ONE FINDING OF THE NEW JERSEY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACT OF .

WAS:

. "IN THE PROVISION OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, ITIS

 DESIRABLE TO ENCOURAGE TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE THE

PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE TO AVOID DESTRUCTIVE

COMPETITION."

IN THIS INSTANCE, ON THESE. MANHATTAN COMMUTER ROUTES, NEW

“'JERSEY TRANSIT INCREASED SERVICE. BY 400% WHEN IT .HAD_,ffA,

'COMPETITOR FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR, AND ON ANOTHER ROUTE WITH -

' NO COMPETITION IT CUT SERVICE BY 90%.

THE PUBLIC INTEREST WOULD BE BETTER SERVED TODAY ALONG THESE

ROUTES WITHOUT THE DESTRUCTIVE COMPETITION FROM NEW JERSEY TRANSIT.
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.v»pR»IleTE :CARRIER_S. HAVE_FREQUENTLY BID ON 'R‘OYUTAE‘S CLAIMED TO BE
{'tVJiNéRoFITAB;.E -- 4AND“PROVEIV)'THAT CLAIM WRONG'.“ MAYBﬁ. NEW JERSEY
TRANSITCAN'T RUN THE ROUTES AT a PR(‘)F_VIT,' BUT PRIVATE CARRIERS cAN
DOSO A(‘;AIN., WHY? -BE_CAUSE NEW JERSEY TRANS_'IT]ﬁoﬁsINOT Rﬁpoﬁ THE
v.f:‘.'»_-‘.éﬁéEiTABILITf OF IN}DIVYID"LUAL RO'U"I'ES;.- THEYCAN CLAIM A ROUTE 15

" PROFITABLE, BUT THEY CAN'T SHOW IT IN DOLLARS AND CENTS. WE CAN:

WE PRIVATE OPERATORS HAVE THE SAME RELATIONSHIP WITH MR. PREMO

' AS THE PRISONER ON DEATH ROW HAS WITH THE WARDEN. WE BOTH WALK TO =

' .THE GAS CHAMBER TOGETHER, BUT ONLY ONE OF US WILL WALK BACK.

I SHOULD LIKE NOW TO INTRODUCE MR. PAUL GOLDMAN, WHO WILL -
_'SPEAK TO YOU ON SOLUTIONS TO THESE PROBLEMS WHICH THE ASSOCIATION

- 'WOULD LIKE TO OFFER TO THE COMMITTEE FOR ITS CONSIDERATION.
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Garden State Parkway

New Jersey Highway Authority . o @\ Center

‘ EXECUTIVE OFFICES » WOODBRINDGE. NEW JERSEY. 07096 o (201} 4428600

%,
%
i 52
i W
i

CCMMISSIONERS

JUDITH H. STANLEY, Chairman

LIONEL M. LEVEY, Vice-Chairman

CHARLES E. STARKEY, Secretary

JULIAN K. ROBINSON, Treasurer :

J. EDWARD CRABIEL . March 15, 1984
JOHN J. PADOVANO, JR. . .
RICHARD S. SAMBOL

* GEORGE P. ZILOCCHI

Acting Executive Director

' Mr. Peter R. Manoogian
Senate Transportation and Communications Committee
CN - 042 ‘
State House
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Manoogian:

It would be greatly appreciated if you would
‘distribute the attached information and correspon- .
dence to Chairman Rand and members of the committee.

Mr. John Simonse, Operations Manager, and myself
will be representing the Highway Authoritv at the
meeting on Monday March 19th.

Very truly yours,

7y

| }ikzgz;ép&ﬂéZTV%ﬁq? .

William F. Smith’
Assistant to the Executive Director

.WEFS:sr
Enclosures

Cc.C.: George'P. zilocchi
: John H. Simonse
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GENERAL STATEMENT

The New Jersey Highway Authority, long before the Commuter

_Advisory Group on Route 9 came to us, realized that something

‘had to be done to improve commuter traffic flow in the Raritan
area. In August of 1979, the New Jersey Highway Authorlty
formally requested Vollmer Associates to study the area between -
Interchange 120 and Interchange 129 on the Garden State Parkway-
Vollmer Associates reviewed all the traffic needs in this area

and prepared a report entitled, "Raritan River Area TransportatiOn
Study", dated February 22, 1980. Immediately after receiving this
report, this Authority started implementing all the recommendations
therein. After this work was well underway, we started receiving
contacts from the Route 9 Advisory Committee, New Jersey Transit,
and the New Jersey Department of Transportatlon,.and we have
continued to work closely with them in 1mp1ement1ng any workable
and practical solutions to expedite all commuter traffic as
~efficiently as possible. After many of the Phase 1 1mprovements
" were either in place, or under design, commuter traffic was
still continuing to grow rapidly, due to the rapid growth of
industrial office complexes along the I-287 corridor.

. We again contacted Vollmer Associates to re-study the same
area to see what additional improvements should be made in this
area to move traffic more efficiently. Vollmer prepared a technical
memorandum, entitled "Traffic Analysis in the Area from Interchange
117 to Interchange 129", dated November, 1982. During the pre-

- paration of the report, it became obvious that some of the improve-
ments discussed were sorely needed, and the Authority went ahead
and did many of the recommendations while the report was still
being prepared. Because of this, Vollmer submitted a covering .

. letter with the report, dated February 23, 1983, which attempted
to assess the effectiveness of some of the changes made, while

the report was belng finalized. ;

To date this Auth01rty has either implemented, or is in
the process of constructing or designing all practical solutions
to moving all commuter traffic - buses, vans, and cars - and we
feel strongly that to provide an exclusive toll lane for buses
would cause congestion for non-bus users and for bus users alike.
The Authority disagrees with the Route 9 Commuter Advisory
Committee's belief that when drivers see buses easily going through
tolls, it will encourage them to use mass transit. We disagree
for several reasons.

First, our experience with the HOV Lane on the state section
of the Parkway back in 1980 showed that discrimination against
those who are not using mass transit does not convince them to
use mass transit, but rather it frustrates these commuters because
many of them do not have the option of taking mass transit. Many
of them are sales people or work on flexible or variable schedules
that are not serviced by the present bus schedules and routes.
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Also, if buses were given a dedicated toll lane, it is llkely
that no vehicles would be seen easily going through tolls, since
the level of congestion would prohibit the buses from easily
getting to their reserved lane. :

, The New Jersey Highway Authority agrees that it is important
to move people through the toll plazas with a minimal amount

of delay to the users. However, in order to move people, it is
.necessary to move vehicles. The best way to do this is by ‘
allowing all of the vehicles access to the entire plaza, as this
will result in the smoothest flow of traffic. The additional
weaving and hazardous maneuvers that restricted toll lanes would
cause will dlsrupt the orderly flow of traffic. The entire
motoring public is delayed when accidents must be cleared from

the plaza area.

With each modification that this Authority has made in the ,
Raritan Toll Plaza area, the operation has shown visible improve-
ment. It is our intention to continue with our planned program
of Raritan area construction and our Bus Token Program to
facilitate the movement of all traffic through the Raritan Bridge

area.

Our planned improvements, scheduled for construction in
" the near future, include the following:

1. Add two toll lanes and w1den the approach to both
Raritan Toll Plazas.

2. Provide shoulders between Interchange 123 and Rarltan
Toll Plazas. .

3. Improve the entrance Ramp 123 where it connects to the
Garden State Parkway northbound.

4. Realign the approach to Raritan North Toll Plaza.

5. Add a sixth lane southbound between Interchange 127
and Raritan South Toll Plaza.

6. Improve the ramps between the Garden State Parkway and
Route 440 West (I-287 North).
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REASONS FOR HAVING A BUS TOKEN

The Authorlty is 1nst1tut1ng a unlversal bus to”en for
use on the ‘Garden ‘State Parkway for a var1ety ‘of operat10na1
reasons: :

all buses - ‘commuter:, ca81no,‘ch”ﬂt“ry et"
l lanes. The 1ntroduct10n of aibus_t,

thelr redelpt from each of the plazas they use.

will offer these casino bus operators faster travel ti
‘the Gardeén State Parkway without the nece531ty of speeding or
’tallgatlng ‘or ‘obtaining a receipt. .

The Authorlty toll collectors will receive a great benef1t
~in ‘the 1mprovement of the air quality and envir 11
they must work. Since these buses platoon together, the collectors
_are subjected to long periods of time where the bus diesel exhaust
is emitted in great quantities in their lanes, cau51ng severe
annoyance to our collectors., The problem has become so
recently that we have posted signs in each manual Tane asklng
the bus drivers to depart slowly to 11m1t the amount of rioxious
fumes emitted in the toll lanes.~

Also, ‘a failure to prov1de Some ‘alternate means of ‘biis
‘passage will result in a requlrement for ‘additional ‘toll
colléctor personnel
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EXECUTIVE OFFICES « WOODBRIDGE. NEW JERSEY, 07095 ¢ (201) 442-8600

COMMISSIONERS'

JUDITH . STANLEY, Chairman
LIONEL . LEVEY, Vico-Chalrmen
CHARLES E. STARKEY, Bscretary
JULIAN K. ROBINSON, Treasurer
J. EDWARD CRABIEL

JOMN J. PADOVANO, JR.
RCHARD 8. BARBOL

GEORGE P. ZILOCCHI

5800, Exculis Dl February 22, 1984

- Senator Walter Rand, Chairman
ASenate 'rransportatmm and cammlcat:lms Canmittee

'lhehearmngenateJomtlesolutJmm.9hasbw
»-]scheduledatthesamemasthereg\ﬂarmmﬁxlymetmgof
-the New Jersey Highway Authority. As a result, the Commissioners
and executive staff members of the Authority will be unable to
attend the hearing. I have prepared a statement detailing the
Authority's position regarding Senate Joint Resolution No. 9
which I wish to have entered into the record of this hearing.
This statement will be presented by Mr. Vincent Guiliano, :
Superintendent of Tolls, New Jersey Highway Authority.

li?x




 SIR-9

] osed Senate Joint Resolution No. 9 addresses itself to preferential
. treatment for te.r buses oh the Girden State Parkway, particularly at toll
| faciht:.es The popular concept of preferential treatment presumes a derhcated :
,tolllanefor, mtluscase,eaumberh:s&s stxchacmtis,ofcourse,
pneferent;al treatment and, under many ci: stances, lends itself very well
expe t.i.nq the passage of the selected or desxgnated preferred traffic
ugh toll facilities.
mforumately, mtheGaxdenStahePaﬁmy uea::efaeedm.thapmblan
pu:eferaxtlal tréatinent are Just ‘those areas which are currently operat.mg at
capac:.ty during conmuter peaks. AS an example, cammuter buses, in fact all
‘buses, caprisé 1ess than 18 of the toll traffic at the Raritan North Toll
Plaza, which i§ & very busy area and one which is heavily used by both cammiter
 busés and other commiters; since it is the corridor from Central and South Jersey
'to the offwe‘s, acturmg plants and research centers of the New York and .
‘We presently e}qaenence a Volune to Capac:.ty Ratio of .99 at that plaza
, 'dunng peak ccmmter traffic periods. The dedication of ‘a lane at ‘this facillty '
woild not expedite the flow ‘of conmiter bus traffic beyond the first few minutes
'smce we would ‘860n réduce our Volumé to ‘Capacity Ratio to 1.04. Even t_hat '
of the other 99+% of the patmn vehicles ‘who use this toll facility. Loss
-of cne of 15 lénes would oon résult in-a traffic backup, ‘the -end ‘product of
‘which would bea stoppage of flow so ‘that no ‘vehicle, including camuter buses,
’ waxldbeabletoapproachﬂxetollplaza, exceptmastopandgotlm,
just the q:posu:e ‘of the desired result. :

‘At ‘their December meeting, ‘the Commissioners of the ‘New- Jersey !hghway
_"Mthonty authonzed the staff to proceed with the mplenentatxm of abus
vtoken pmgram 'nns program, ‘simply put, ‘will -hot extzamd prreferent:al
”treaumt to ‘Gditiuter buses, but will allow buses, commiter-and ‘otherwise,

- to avail themselves -of a grea ter nimber and wider spread-of ‘toll lanes. ‘
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~ is early 1985. -

our best estimate for the camplete implementation of this bus token operation
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Garden State Pa,rlzway

Memorandum
DA_I_._\'EV: March 12, 1984
TO: . Mr. William F. Smith, Assistant to Executive Director
FROM: ~ Thomas J. Critchley, General Attorney

SUBJECT: . Senate Resolution No. 4

» Senate Resolutlon No. 4 directs the Senate Trans-

‘ portatlon and Communlcatlons Commlttee to study the fea51b111ty
of allow1ng New Jersey Transit Corporation buses to travel free
on the State toll roads and report its findings, conc1u51ons
any leglslatlve bllls wh1ch 1t would recommend for adoptlon by
the Leglslature.

: . Similar legislation exempting members of the Nat10na1
Guard and of reserve components of the Armed Forces of the
United States from payment of tolls on toll roads and other
toll facilities was enacted by the Leglslature in 1968 Chapters
352 and 414

_ That legislation was reviewed by the Chancery D1v151on
of the Superlor Court, 109 N.J. Super 424 (1970, Chancery Div-
ision) and found to 'be unconstitutional, in v1olat10n of Article
1, Section 10 of the ‘United States Constltutlon ‘and Artlcles Iv
and VII, par. 3 of the New Jersey Constltutlon, which proh1b1t

the respective Legislatures from passing any laws impairing
obligation of contract under statutes relating to collection of
tolls on toll roads for benefit of bonds issued to flnance con-
struction.

- In reachlng its dec151on regardlng Chapters 352 and _
414, Laws of 1968, the Court observed that the New Jersey High-
way Authorlty had existing covenants with bondholders which
pledged all revenues as collateral for Authority bonds. The
Court concluded that, "a statute which would have had the effect,
if valid, of reduc1ng somewhat the total of revenues avallable
for bondholders to whom those revenues had been pledged by con—
tract" would be unconstltutlonally 1nva11d SlllS, page 431.
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Mr. William F. Smith -2 - March 12, 1984

» "Section 9 of the New Jersey Highway Authority
Act specifies the provisions which the Authority
may include in any bond resolution and provides
that such a resolution shall constitute a con-
tract with the bondholders. Among the provisions
which may be included are covenants as to rates
of tolls and other charges to be established.

"Pursuant to section 9 of the act, the Authority's
general bond resolution of July 8, 1953 and its
junior bond resolution of July 7, 1962 contain
covenants as toithe rates of tolls and other
charges. For example, in the general resolution
(1) section 501 pledges the tolls and other rev-
enues of the Authority for the benefit of the

bonds issued pursuant to the resolution; (2) var-
ious sections establish funds into which the
revenues of the Authority are to be paid; (3) sec-
“tion 707 contains a covenant that the Authority

has the right and power to fix, charge and collect
tolls and other charges for use of the Garden State
Parkway, and (4) section 711 requires the Authority
to exercise its powers to fix, charge and collect
tolls so that revenues in each year will meet cer-
tain specified requirements. : :

"In addition to the provisions of the general res-
olution and the junior bond resolution, the act
itself constitutes a contract with, and pledge to,
the bondholders. Sections to be mentioned here
‘include (1) section 5(i) of the act which gives
the Authority the power to fix and revise and
collect tolls, (2) section 5(j) which gives the
Authority the power to establish rules and regula-
tions for the use of the Garden State Parkway;
(3) section 9 (referred to above) which specifies
" that such a resolution shall constitute a contract
with the bondholders and that among the provisions
which may be included are covenants as to rates of
toll and other charges to be established; (4) sec-
tion 14 which specifies that the Authority is
authorized to fix, revise, charge and collect
tolls and charges; that such tolls and charges shall .
be so fixed and adjusted as to carry out and perform
the terms and provisions of any contract for the
benefit of bondholders, and that such tolls and
charges shall not be subject to supervision or
regulation by any agency of the State, (5) section
18 (a) which provides that no vehicle shall be per-
mitted to make use of the Garden State Parkway
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except upon payment of such tolls as may be
prescrlbed by the Authority, and (6) sectlon

~ 20 which requlres the Authorlty to permit the
1argest toll-free use of the Parkway con51stent
w1th its obllgatlons to the bondholders and
con51stent with safe and economlcal constructlon
and operatlon of the pro;ect on a self supportlng
ba51s

"Considering the provisions of the New Jersey
nghway Authorlty Act and those of the two bond
resolutlons of the Authorlty, I thlnk that chapters
352 and 414 of the Laws of 1968 are both uncon-
stitutional 1mpa1rments of the exlstlng contracts
getyeen thizeuthorlty and its bondholders;“; ..

Since the Court concluded that Chapters 352 and 414
would effect the prohlblted revenue reductlon, it entered a
Judgment 1nstruct1ng the Trustees of and the New Jersey nghway
nAuthorlty to enforce the prov151ons of its Authorlty Bond Res--
o tlons as t ’ugh the Chapters in questlon had never been passed
by”the Leglslature. Sllls, page 431. :

In my view, buses owned by New Jersey Transit are not
-suff1c1ent1y dlfferent from vehlcles owned by members of’ the
National Guard ‘and of reserve components ‘of the Armed Forces of
the Unlte ,ates. Therefore, leglslatlon exemptlng such buses
.would ‘in all llkellhood suffer the vise of unconstltutlonallty
ﬁ addressed 1n ‘'sills. For that reason, I am of ‘the opinion that -
.such leglslatlon would be unconstltutlonally invalid and unen-

; forceable, as was the case with Sills. I am reasonably certaln
that a court rev1ew1ng leglslatlon exempting New Jersey Transit
buses from the requlrement to pay tolls would enter a prohlbltlve

judgment s1m11ar to that 1n Sllls.

-~ I am additionally prov1d1ng you with a copy of a memo
'from Herbert Olarsch, Turnplke Authorlty, to W1111am J. Flanagan,'
Executlve Dlrector, regardlng Senate Resolution No. 4. Inmy =
view, many of the points made by Mr. Olarsch apply w1th equal

force to th1s Authorlty
. 2

' Thomas,J. Critchley
- TJC/fm '
- Attachments.
~cc: Mr. George P. Zilocchi (w/atts.)
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January 27, 1984

MEMORANCUY TC: William J. Flanagan
Exgecutive Director

RE: Free Passage
New Jersey Tramsit Buses
Senate Resolution-&

Proposed State Senate Resolution-8& provides for the free
passage of New Jersey Transit buses on the Bew Jersey Turnpike.
This action is designed to faeilitate the imcreased use of
public owred transit and reduece the public subsidy to said
agencies by the State. The Turnpike Authority, through its Bond
Resolutions and enabling legislation, though, i3 not authorized,
nor, therefore, able to permit tree transit for Hew Jersey
Transit buses.

The Hew Jersey Turnpike Authority, a semi-sutonomous State
Agency, which i8 estaeblished within the Department of
Transportation, is authorized to comstruct, operate, and
maintain turnpike projects (EJSA 27:23-3(A)). HNo asction may be
taken by the Turnpike Authority without the subsequent approval
of the Governor. The review snd veto pouwer of the Governor, the
State Treasurer, and the Comptroller of the Treasury is to be
exercized

- with dve regard for the rights of the holders of the bonds
of the authority at any time outstandisg, and mothimg inm,
or done pursuant to this paragraph (F) shall is any way
limit, restrict or alter the obligations or powers of the
suthority or sny representative or of ficer of the authority
to carry out and perfors in every detail each and every
covenant, agreement or costract st any time made or entered
into by or on behalf of the suthority with respect to its
bonds or for the benefit, protection or security of the
holders thereof.

HIJSA 27:23-3(F). As the Turppike is financed entirely through
the sale of bonds, the bondholders have en interest im the :
financial sctivities of the Tornpike Authority that is even
superior to that of the State {tself. IJSA.Z7°23-2.

Throuzhout the enabling legislatioa, 88 vell as within the
Bond Resolutions themselves, the protectiom of the fimancial
interest of the bondholders 18 repeated, IJSA 27: 23»3(5)'
27:23-F; 27:23-T.1; 27:23-8; Turnpike Reve Re ] Bg .
Series G, edopted August 7, 1972, (hereinafter eited as '1213
.~ Bond Resolutiop »®) T3, 718, 715; Iurnpike atem Heyenud
'Bnnﬂ_lsAQIHLLQn adopted June'23, 1977 (herelaattcr cited as

J 2 %) 501 et seq.
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'RE: Senate Resolution-A& - Page 2

t

The provisxons within the Bond Resolutiorns provide security for
the bondhciders; #nd are relied on by the bondholders to provide
financial security for the 1nvestment and therefore lake the
bonds more garketable. See,

, 431 U.S.1, reh. den, 831 U.S. 975 (19770, {oobaLe

' determining similar status of comparable provisions within Port .

Authority of New York and New Jersey Bond Resolutions).

Provisions within the Bonds secure the interests of the
Bondholders further by placing limitations upon the use ot
nonies received for or in consection with the Turnpike Systen

Bond. B ption 502 et seq.), the number and typés of
vehicles allowed to travel upon the Turnpike for free, and the '
uniformity of tolls to be eollected within reéasonable :
classifications. "regardless of the status or character ot any
person, firn or eorporatiou...? contributing to the traffic L
load. 1972 Bond solution 7iA. These provisicns are designed
to uaintain the financiax integrity of the Turnpike &utbority

and its finarcial agreements. They discourage any atteémpts by‘m’
enployees and asdeinistrators of the Turrpike Authority to nisuse

- their poaitiona to allou preferential treatnent for personal or
‘political reasons.

 except for 'members. officers. and employees of the. Authority

aetually 18 the perforaance of their duties or in the course of
traveling to or° from the place of the pertoraanee or suek
duties, coo® a limited classif!cation of public haalth and
safety officials and individuals. 2 Bofid Reso 0 8
addition, free passage may also be grauted to focilitate the
operation of concessions and services upon the Turnpike, 28 well
@3 2n additional number of free passes, not to exceed
twenty-five (25) such passes. { . -
Beéecause of this reason alone, the Turnpike Authority uill not be
able to grant free travel passes to NJ Transit Buses. Allowing

In

"the NJ Transit vehicles to travel upon the Turnpike without

charge would amount to a 8ubsidy to am aetivity with not éven &
partial benefit for the Turnpike Authority, as it réisés the
possibility of incressed use of such vehicles. (This contention
of inereased use of public transportation, though, is
unsupportable, and is direectly controry to a receént U.S. Ceusus
“journey to Work® report. John Herbers. "Hew Mass rransit Data
Rekindle Urban Issue. B Y. es, Harch 31 1983. PP A! & axn).

S, o

specifie enabling 1egislltioa suthorizes the Turnpakc luthoritip
we sre prohidited froa engagieg in any ®asctivity aot direetly
related to the use of & turnpike project....® BISA 27:23-5. 9°

Eveén if the Turnpike Avthority could juutify aliouing B8J .

Transit buses to have free passage because of @ priaary benefit
to & Turnpike Project, Bond Beaolutlona restriet the usé of such

arbitrary classifications. The
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' RE:-Senate Resclution=4 ' p.ge 3 . » 19

typical Bond Resolution provides that the Turnpike Authority -ay
classify and reclassify the traffic, as long as the tolls
charged are uniform per class, regardless of steatus or character
of the patron. 1972 Bond Reselution 718. The proposed
legislation would only require free transit (or greatly reduced
fare schedules) for NJ Transit buses; mon-¥J Transit commuter
buses would not be provided with similar Turnpike Authority
benefits. If the argument im the preceeding paragraph fails in
court, this proposal requires a two part discussion. First,
would cover the members of the classification, and second would
cover the impact of the membership of that classification upen
the rate schedule and, therefore, the probability of passage.

Bond Resolution provisioms providing for uniform tells
would regquire that the classificstien be unifors @3 per the
members of the claaa, regardleas of the status of the class -
member. ‘ Bond Re Liom 718. If the State Legislature,
the Departaent of Iraasportstion and the Turnpike Authority
desire to promote the use of mass transit for the journmey to
work patron, or even to help subsidize HJ Tramsit, the
classification must be so broadly uritten as to be egually
applicasble to public and privately owned/operated vehicles
catering to the commuting rider. As stated sbove, this is
; because of provisions within the Bond Resolutions (eg. 1972 Bond

Resolution 718), whieh are protected by our ensbling legislatienm
(eg. NJSA 27:23-T). To facilitate the free or greatly reduced
passage of EJ Transit vehieles, all comsuter service buses must
benefit from the same classificetion provisions. There is
nothing per se wrong with such & classification, as it is
supporting @ legitimate State interest (eg. conserving fuel, _
reducing air pollution and wear and tear upon the Turmpike), but
the Turnpike Authority has already reduced toll retes for this
class of patrons, and kept them at e reduced rate despite the
fact that other rates have been increased.

. Any further reductions is the toll rates would have an
enormous impact on the financigl stability of the Turmpike
Authority. Chenge in classificetions on rates may be considered
as long as the following three part test is met: (1) it is
reconmended by the Traffic Engineer; (2) it will not affect
traffic of 2 character which constitutes 10% or more of the
revenues; and (3) it uill not resuvit ip 2 reduction of met
~ revenues. 87 d_Resolution, 713, subsection 5. To complete

" these requireuents, tolls would have to be raised across the
 board, to make-up for the substsptial less te imcome (Part 3).
As the revenue from the commuter buses contribute to the
financisl welfare and stability of the Turmpike Authority, end
1088 of that income would met 2120 be supported by & reduction
ia the wesr and teer of the Turapike System, it is questionable
whether any of these requirements could be Bet.

- The fimsncial stsbility of the Turnpike Authority is an )
{mportant considerstion im determining whether to allow the free
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~flow of NJ Transit buses. The New Jersey Turnpike 2
_does not receive -a State subsidy to pay for 1ts op
expenaes Although the State nﬁga provide a tinan g
~to NJ Transit. and 2 percentage of those tunds are“‘
presently passed on to the state toll authoritiea.
h

Herbert I Olarach
Senior Attorney

HIO/ru
,ec. Chairnan Sullivan
David Samson, anuira

-
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