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STATEMENT ON HIGHWAYS 

by 

Commissioner Dwight·R .. G~. Palmer. 
New Jersey State Highway Department 

·before 

Joint Senate ·and Assembly Highways Committee·. 
· . . March 26, 1964 . . 

Mr. Chairman, Members o.t· the. Committee: 

· The New Jersey State Highw:ay Depa:rtment welcol'l\eS this oppo:rtuni ty to 
presen.t it1:1 views on the q~estions raised by Asseinbly Concurren.t. 

Resoluttons 6 and 9. We reel particularly honored by the Cornnd.ttee's 
. ' . ' ' ·- . 

decision to conduct this nearing at .the Highwa:r Department offices, 

where so much activity of importance to the economic future.o:f our 
. . - . 

State takes place, and. hopf!J ,-ou w:Ul take the opport~ity to inspect 
. ,· . 

· any. of our . facilities whick . may be . of int.e:rest to you.. •·· 

The creation of this Jo:int!Comm:ittee underscores Legislative recognition i . . 

of thefaot that New Je!'sey1s highways are the State•s prime tran$portation 
. i 

asset.. Our State, already; thernost urbanued 'in the nation, is growing 

at a. .tremendous rateo ·. Our highways, alre'ady car~g fhe .. heaviest 
' ' ' ·.·. : .. ' . . ! . . . . . . ·, ',,' '·, . ' ': ' 

. ' . . . . . . . . . . . 

.tremendour de!llands from coinmerce and in<iustrf.as. well as privat,e qitizens. 

' - . I . . . ' .• 

It is evident that_ the Sta~e Government's reisponsil:?ilitr for the sate,·• 

· swii't and convenient move111~nt of people and goods must be a paramount 

· consid.,.ation f'or the Legi~lative as 1rell as the Executi.ve branches 

of .. Goye;mment. Cc:>ncerted action must be taken to expand and ·improve 

our highway transportation. ne.t:wo~lt,i a1,1.d :fp·,.,g,et our existing 00111mUter 
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. . . . . . 

· railroads back on their !'~et. Otherwise, the congest.ion and hazard 

already existing at several locations will become intol.era'ble and 

the· entire economy or New Jersey will stagnate and w:1:bher away. . : . , . . . 

Before addressing myself to the various points enumerated in the . . . 

Concurrent t,tesoluti'mis which are the subject of. the Oomnd,ttee 1s 

delibers.tions, I would l~e 1:io,first·present th$ Committee; through the 
• . 1· • • 

Chairman, with; :various op~ra.t:ing procedures, publ:ications and reports 

regarding the. State Higltw~y DE!partment•s•·activit.ies. It ~uld be 
. . . . . . 

f greatly appreciated if al~ these could be lbade. a part ~t the COlllDlitte••• 

record. Copies will~ d.elivered to an:, Member of the Committee who 
' . '• :, , . , .··· 

desires to have· them, however, as you can. see.the package is rather 
,. • , I ' , ,' '• • • • 

bulky' and we telt perhaps: the indiVidua1 MEimbers would r~th~r not have 

. to carry it around today a : 

. . .. 

· .. Assembly Concurrent Resol-,ition 9 1:ts,ts six areas to be . considered and, 

with-the C~ttee1s perniission, :t willdealwith them.in c>rder: 

.• · 11(1) The capital req~ements which must be prov:l.d.ecf for New Jersey 
. . . . 

to meet in tuli, at the. times requ:lred, th~ matching funds for Federal 

aid highway.projects· undet the Interstate Highway.System. (90-10) and 
. . ' . . . . ' 

. •. I . • .· . • . . . . 

the pr~mary urban hig~ay: systems programs (50-50).n 

The National System of. Interstate and Defense •Highways was f'irst 
. . . 

. a11thonzed_in i9.44, ·andt*~· .tirst.·three routef!I.·~- New.·J~rse)"were 

· ·. desi~ated ·. in 1947. "(Ro~tes tJ~ · S. l, .22 and 46) 

· ... 'No special funds .were m.adEi available, however., until passage or the 

. 1952 Federal' Highway Act, ;whicll .made approximately- $327,000 available 
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tor each of-the fiscal ye~s 19.5~ and 19.5, on a ,0-,o·matcbing basis. 

The 19Sh Federal Highway Act. made approximatelt $), 750,000 available. , 
i 

for e~ch of the fiscal ye&lrs 19_.56 and 1957 on a 60-40 matching basis~ 
. ' 

:,Tpe 19.54 Act al~o · author1~ed a highway needs study which provided ·much 
• • I • • • • 

ot the initial fiscal information used in deveioping the 90"10 program 

·first authorized in the 1956 Federal Highwa;r Act. 

This Act was a milestone in the ·history of highway const,ru9tion in 
. ' ., .. ' . 

the Urdted States.· It authorized c6mpletion of a4l,ooo-m11e system . . . ; . ' . . . 

over a l)~year period (19,7-1969).- f The Federal share of the coat . . . . . ' 

(90 percent) was to be $2~.4 billion. 

The initial apportic,nments under the 19S6 Act; covering the fisc~l 

··_years i957., 1958 and 1959., were made on a formula basis .• · However., 
. '· 

the Act required all of the States to complete an ·estimate or the 
' . 

-cost of completing the Interstate System and.submit it in.1957 • 
• • • • •.; • •. I • • ' ,,. • ' ' ' 

This estimate indicated ~e System wouid cost in. e~ess of the original 

tigare and it also became apparent about that •time that revenues accruing 
. . . . ' . . 

to the Highway: Trust Fund iwere not keeping pace with disbursements. As 
.., ,;•: . . ·,._ ... . 

a result., .the Bureau of Public Roads shorti,: :l.nstituted "reimbursement 

con.trols11 which limited the amount of money any State could. recover 

. during the ·successive quarlt.ers. of a fiscal year despite. the prior 
, •. , •• I , : • • ' 

relea~e or.the total annual apportiomnent •. 

The 19S8 Federal Highway ·Act changed the method of apportt.omnent ·so 

that it was based on the relationship ·of eaOh State's co~t estimatE, 

"to the overall requirem~nt. It also J~t up the apportionments tor 

the fiscal years 1960 and 1961 but., due to the ~creased cost and 

the f~ancial condition of' tp.e Highway T~t Fund, the apportio~ent for 
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1961 showed a sharp drop from the preVious year. 

Both of these apportionmem~,.incidentally, were releasedapproX1mateJt 

nine months before the State of New Jersey provided the necessary 

matching funds in its ow~'annual Appropriations Bill. For example,. 
I 

the appor~ionment £0:r 1959-60 was released August 1, 1958, but not 

matched until July 1, 19,5~. , However, due to the _reimbursement controls 
I . . ' ' 

men,,tioned above, the Highway Department was not· . too seriously cone erned 

at that time regarding the delay. But it sh<?uld be noted that all of 
. . . . . . 

thc:,se States with sufficfent revenues of their, own to proceed without 

anxiety over the timing o, Federal reitnbursemeri.t were able to niake 
I faster progress·. \ 

· A second nationwide cost estimate was prepared in 1960 and formed the 
, . . . 

basis of the 1961 Federal; Highway Act. · Th.is Act increased the total 
. .• 

authorized. cos.t or the. In~erstate System to an e~timated $41 billion ,, . . . . I . .. . . ··• . ·. . . . ·. ·. • , . . I . . . . . 

dollars and provided for ,bompietion in 1972~ At the same time, the 

Highway Trust Fund began to build up to the point where there seemed 

no cause for concern over its ability to finance the program. 
I 

It was at.'this time that ~he Bureau of' Public .Roads., r~cognizing 
. . . . i . . .· . . . . 

the pressure upon the States to complete the system on schedule., began 

to accelerate the release of ·appox-tionments. · And it was at this time 

that -the New' Je;rsey State! Highway Department, because of its inability· 

to proceed with .its ow ~nds in . advance or the . apport:i.onmen ts, or even 
• ·____ . · .. · ._·.· .... ·_ ·. • . - .. · ! . ..· - .· .. · . • . . .. · . . I. · .. ·. . . ·• . -.·. ·. < . · .... • 

to match them in accordan~e with the Federal sched\lle, began.to lose 

ground when. compared with:more affluent States .. 
• . ,., • ,. 1·_ ' • 



The 1961-62 apportionment was released December 30, 19601 and not 

matched until July 1, 1961 -- six months later. The 1962-63 apportion-

ment was released October 10, 1961 and not matched until July l., 1962 -~ 

eight months later. The 1963-64 apportionment was released November 28, 

1962 and not matched until July 1, 1963 -- seven months later. The 1964-

65 apportionment was released July B, 1963 a~d would not -have been 

matched until July 1., 1964 -- one year later -- in the normal course 

of events. 

As it happened, the Highway Department sacrificed its usual program 

of non-Federal work in order to match this Interstate apportionment 

on schedule, since any further dela)'would have been ruinous. 

Up to date, therefore, a total of $515 million in 90-10 Interstate 

funds has been apportioned to New Jersey for the nine fiscal ~ars · 

1957 through 1965 and has been fully matched with the exception. of 

approximately one million dollars in one-and-a-half per(· cent planning 

funds which will be matched in the 1964-65 Appropriations Bill and form 

part of the operating budget of our Bureau of Planning and Traffic for 

. next year. However, as aforementioned; the 1964-65 apportionment of 

$69.8 million was matched only at a sacrifice of much-needed non-Federal 

work.. We understand that t~ will not be made up in the Appropriations 

Bill for nex:t, year, which is deplor~ble. 

A new cost estimate is now in process and.will form the basis of the 

Federal Highway Act of 1965 and Interstate apportionments. for succeeding 

years. It should be noted that this estimate will be based on traffic 

loads expected 20 years from the anticipated date of construction, 



instead of the year 191, a~ was required under the prior estimates, 

and therefore some increas~ 1n cost can be eJtpected. That int'ormation' 

will not be available for several months and so the most.· accurate . i ' . 

· figures at present are tho$e derived .from the 1960 · estimate. 

These indicate the Inters~te apportionments to New Jersey will be 
' ) 

approximately l~S8· million dollars for the fiscal years. ,1966 through 

· 1911. '.tt may pe expected that ·the next app~tionment will be released 
' ' [ ' ' ., '' ' ' ' 

this summer. It is also reasonable to assume that the schedule will 

be accelerated again so t~t the six apportionments still d11e may- -be 

· released in a fi ve--year period. · •. 
! 

In v:1.ew of the rulin~ th.at f ne IYoi'lchers fl'om t,he States may be honored · 

. f•f'ter October. 1972, this would be a natural approach for. the Sur~au . 
•' . ' 

,ff Public Roads to take, s~ that all States WOtlld be in a p~sitie>n to 

.i$$art final construction at least two years before the deadline. 
:' ·.· ' ' ! ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 

· on this basis; New Jeraey ~hould plan on plt'oviding a _nd.:td.inum. of $.51 

_million in the next five ~ars, begimling July 1, 19'4 in order to 
I 

match the Federal 90-10 funds on what appears to be a reasonable schedule. 
' ' 

!t shoUld be emphasized that matching monies must be available when 

·, .Fe.dera~ apportionments are releas$d. · Any further _financial ·lag would·_ 

be disastrous. 

The Bureau-of Public Roads,has very stringent standards for its partici-
. . I . - . . 

• . . . I . . · ... ·. . ··. ·• . . pationin highway projects~ and it is the rule rather than the exception 
: . 

for some costs on each project to be non-participating -- fo:i- the acc~unt 

of the State alone. For tll:is reason, it is desirable to .over-match: by 
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·at .least.·$1··trdllion.:a·y~ar··ito av~i:d··,.rurthe;i-·dep1eting the funds 

. av~ilabie . for· normal no~-Federal work. . ·. . . 

. The s~so program . o:r . Federal participation in Primary and .Urban. . . .... l . . ·.· . . · .. 
projects began many- :,ea~s ago and has grown steaaily- in size and · . 

l . ·, 

scope. The States have !argued for a nationwide authorization ot. $1 . ·-t ·, . . . !· - . . . . 

· billion a year,·. and .it ~s expected t~at the funds provided ·by the . 

1964 Federal Highway- Act will ~eaeh t.M.s level • . I -
The money is.divided amtjngthe States on at~rinuia basis,rather 

.:· . . . . -l - -.. _ _.. . . ·- - . ., . . . . - .. ·: . . f 

than any est:ltnate. or th~ cost· of needed projec~s, and therefore 
-··-•-·:-· .. . :._ ~----- .. .' .. _,-,-· ....• , -~ ___ .! ·"•7:·-:•: 1.----• ,_ -··-!---·:.: ..... -..... _,_,-· -~----:.-•. ·· .. : .. : ...... ' ....... : .... ,: . _.-.. : ..... :.·.~ .... :..,.; .... : ·. · .. , . . .. ' ... -_ . 

New Jersey's share bas Iiot. sh~ much, fluctuation. It pr~scintit 
• • j • . 

. , . ·. .. -· !· . . . ' . •. : . .:. .· .. · ; . .. 
:runs a lit,tle less than :$17 million. a year/ Therefore, slightfy 

. I . . .. . .• 

'less· than $10.2 ·million dat'l be e:xpeoted :tn the· ne:tt $ix apportioriments .... · 
. . '·. . ·.··· . - . ·,.__ . . ' 

and New Jersey must.be prepared to put up the same amoupt. · .. Agai?lj , . . . i . ' . . . . 

·-.it is suggested that t~ need may ~rrive. within a f'iv'e·.;;:vear period. 
r ,., 

. The tota1 Fede~al aid anticipated· tbt-ough the end or the pres~ t .. 
. . 1 . ' . . . . . . • . • . . 

Interstate progtam th~s bounts to. a.bou.t fS~<l,million ~d the State•;s_ . 
. . . . . . ' : . . . . ·.·.. ( - ' ., . . ' 

matchj,ng share amounts tp about $1SJ million.. (Complete tables of 
' . . ' .· , . . . 

past, present.and anticipated.Federal Aid are.attached t9 this.stat~~-

. .'~nt). · 
i 

. . . • ' . ... . ., . ·i •. ,·. ·.' . •.. . . ·. . . .·. . , ··.•. · . 
. No. one k:rtows .. wh$t will happen after 1972:, .. but ther.e a.remany- who ·say_ . 

.. . .. . .. ··.: •· '. ... ,·. ·:· ··. ' ,. . . .i •· . . .... _: .. · .. ·. ·...•. .· ··. ·, .... , /.. .......... ···._ .... ' 
the'FederalAid program.will ba·continu.edarid even perhaps expanded. 

. to :lncluae .,.:lnt.enance crts, . A st.U<IJ" is to be mi.de o,f' nat:l.omf ide 

highway need$ after 1912: which probably w:Q,l. form the basis or &llJ' · .. 
. , . . ' . . . . . . . . . . 

I. ,· 
I' 

I 
; 

. . ·.... . ' . . ;1 .. '. . . . . . . . 
{ While the statement C~ncurrent ResQlu.tion 9 pertained only to F~deral 



.. 
-8-

t-easonabl1 e~ected, plus the State matching funds; will not enable 
' • l . . • 

the New J$rsey Highway Dep~tment · to complete its Master Plan by 197~1~-" 
. ' ' . I 

··some discussion or added flµlds seems :required • 

. The present. approp;iation to.r Highway- Construction amounts to about 
. .. ' \ . . . ' . . . 

·: . . ,1 . • 

$42 million or 'ifhich· $6 Jnill;ton is for· the operating costs of certain 
. . . . . . . . 

Divisions and$36mUlion is f~r.·construction itself.; The $.36 million 

norinally breaks down into about· $24 million rot- Federal aid projects and 
,. . ' . . . 

$12. million for_ non:,.;Federai projects~.· This $12 million was 'drastically 

reduced last _year in order ;to fully mate~ the !nterstate apportionments 
. . 

. on schedule, as described above, and the· same procedure will be required 

this yearunless_the appropriation recommended-in the Budget is in-

creased by abo~t $6 million. There is presently apportioned to New 
, . ' r • 

Jersey that amount of S0-.50 funds still unmatc;,hed. 

Even u we assumed that th~ past level of $12 million,ay-ear for non-
; . . 

· Federal projects· were maintained, we . would still fall far short of the 

go~l -1n 197, - by flbout, $1"' billi9n~ Most of .tl'ds- "deti_cit" would 

represent mibuilt frefnfays:which are not on the Interstate System. Some 
· years ago, recognizing that this situation wa~ developing, we stated _ 

.· . . . . 

tnat ·the Highway Department rl:lquired .an additional $60 million a ··year 
. . . I . , . . 

to complete the· Master Pl~ on schedule. Now, it would appear much. 
. . 

larger increments are requj,.red., 
. . 

. . 

-. Ir additional ·funds are prqvided., we wO'Uld recommend that it be .on a 

· gradually·:Lncreasing basis, beginning witlt about $30 lrl.llion a year to; 
·_··. ·construction •. This would provide an additional $20 million a year fof · 

' . ' . ! - .. . . . . . -0 

·. construction of, these badtj--needed non.,;interstate .freeways- and $10 million · 

a year for advance purchas~ of· right-of .,;way. Every dollar spent in this . · · 
···. . . . _: . ,·. . - . 

f~shion now ·could eventualiy save· $.5. 
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In our discussion or Federal aid matching requirements, some may- wonder 

at the confusion inherent in a situation. where the "1964-6; · apportio~-

menttt is matched in 1963-64, and where we look to.the 1964-6S 

Appropriations Bill to match the •1196,-66 apporti. onment" expected this 
' I I 

summer. 'l'he funds.-.proVided by the 1964-65 apportionment which the 

Highway Department ma. tched without going to the Legislature for an 

additional appropriation will not be reimbursable until Julyl. 

When then, did. t.hey need to b~ matched? 

That leads into the next area mentioned in Concurrent Resolution 91 

11(2) The feasibility of legislative authorization, for planning 

purposes., of establishingpriority.,.9.f projects for a multi-year 
' . 

State highway progran, including .grade crossing elimination.'' 

We understand that the ·national average for completing reasonably long 

· segments of ne-w highways is about sevm years. In New Jersey, we have 

been running about five years from the time funds are first allocated 

in a Construction Program,to the time traffic begins_to roll on a 

completed highway. This varies, of course, depending on the area in 

which the new project is located and the feeling of the local officials. 

In urban areas, as you know, opposition to some projects has stalled 

. them f o:r years. 

In any event, it is absolutely impossible to start a project from 
' . . 

scratch and complete it within one fiscal year./rThe best that can be 

done, even 11· you are starting ou.t with an approved alignment., is to 

be ready to start construction near the end of· the second year. Des:i,gn · 

of' a major. project., after the studies are made,, the public hearing held, 
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' .• _·. and the alignment -app~ve~, rtitq~es. a· Jllinimum ~f -1ght. to ten months, 
. -'. : . . . . . ....,, . , . ·... . . ; . . . . .. l. .; .. :. .. ..· ... , : . . .· •.. .. . ... , 

.··:·. and right-or-way aoquisi tion in an urban area: may :require eight 111onths • 
_:.·. . .. : . ' ... i .. ·· .. · .. ·< . . ) ' . . . . · ... · ... · 

· :or longer~ The construction i1:.S$li te-qri1tes. at l•ast two ·tull wm-king 
• • • I • • ' • _;-;_ • • •• 

. seasons 1n .· the case :ot ~oist, new 111gbways •. 
. . . ,! .· . . '. .· . : : 

: · So 1 t can, be :readily: ,md~rstood : that ,it , is: unre~list40 ejtp~ct· a 
. , .... :··. . . '.: . .- ·. .. .i . . : . '. . .. :,· :_.. .·_ ·: ... 

Highway Depar1ment to wind up any fiscal _year. with all. available fWids .. . . . . . . . . . . 

·· obligated. For cme · t~ing~ . thi$ · woul~ pr~duce ~v~ey undesiraQle i'luctuatie>M ·. 

in the volurrie of eonstruc¾on. Some work ,must,- be: in the plarm.ing stage, 

'some in the design. stage,: some .in process of r_1ght-of-wa:, acquisition, 
. . . . : . :· . . ', ' . 

. arid some under· co11Structi9n at all times. 

Because ot the lead time :requirements., the soorier the engineers can 
• • • ,, ·, J • •• -~ ' j .. - . ',. .., ,' . ' ·' . . ·., . "'. .. 

get to. work on. a new project the. better~ . Early authorization is the·. 

key; · For this reason, it! was and >1s ,ssential to match the Federal 
. , . ' ' .. . 

apportiOnnients as· SOO?l as. they are released SO that projec.ts can ·be 
, . I • • 

. .·. . . . . . . .·· i. . . . . . . . . . ' incprporated in a construction program and the ~cessary'engineering 
. .• . . . . . . . 

work started~ even though[ the twxls ma7 not be: obligated f'or several · .. · · 
• ,. I •• 

· months .and. in some cases • .full year, when they a.re reimbur~~ble anywa;y. 
C .',· • '., i . ,·" . • ', . ' .• • 

· · The Highwa1 Deparbnent1 s. plan, in. matchi~ the 1964-6, app9rtiomn.ent last . . .,, l. .. . . 

year, was to have p:rc,jects 'ready for, obligation Of those f'tmds this 
. . ' . I . . . '. . . '', .· I ·. • ... ~unimer. We gained a year! in 'the engineering stage wlii(ih could have . · 

. J . • • . . .· • 
" I 

. . . ,. ·. . . i 
·. 1:>emobtained' in. ·no other ·way. 

. . . .· . . • ·, . ! 

· J:£ ~"r~in> obstacles tldif :tretar<ling progress ;on some urban Se:tc~on~ of : 
, .• ,·· .,.·., I ., .';·. .• . f,_. • ',. , ,. '. , .•. •·.·. . ; :_ , 

-New. Jersey's Interstate! R6utes are removed, the Highway Department 
,' ,_ ....... · .. :.-. ·.! '· .. · . '. .. . ·• .. , . ·,. . 

. ·.· . . '. •' .. } . . ·. . .·· . ' .. ,_ . ' .• . \ · .. 

_:expeots to .wind, up 1964-65 with -all Federal aid funds •reimbursable. 
·._ .· ··. . ' . i . . . ·. . .·. " •' ·. 
dur~g that year fully ob;igated, and ready to obligate d\ll"ing the 

. ,first thr$e months of 196~..;66 all of th!3 Jf~deral aid funds reimb~sable .· 
. '. . ·. ·' ·•. . . . : . . .. -
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have made up the financial lag previousiy described. 

As rar as Legislative d.etermination of priorities• among projects 

·is concerned., this shou1d 1be done in very gene;al terms if at all. 

As will be described later., priorities sometimes shif't for unforeseen 
! . 

reasons and, in anji ·event) they should be based on purely planning and·. 
' ' I • ' ,, • 

engineering consideration~ and should not become involved in any way 

with other infiuenees. Hc>-wever, it would seem highly desirable for 

the Legislature to authorize multi-yea~ programs in terms of money., 
: ; . 

even if the cash were only\ f'oi'thcoming on a yearly basis. This is 

the pattern on the Federal level. · For example, it would ease the 
I: ; , 

Highway Department's planners considerably if the Department were. 
. I . , . 

, . . I . . . . . . ' . 

. ·given Legislative sanctioni for the expend;L tu.re of an estimated 
' . ! '. ' 

.$10 million over the ;sever years starting July 1, 1965 for completion 
I 

of the Interstate System. :(Federal and State funds combined) 

Grade crossing elimination presently is the responsibility of two 

State agencies. 
I ... · 

If a highway-rail grade crossing is .. on a County or 

municipal road, it is the tesponsibility of the Public Utility 

Connnission. If it is on( a Sta·te highway, then it is the responsibility. 

of the Highway Department. Most such crossings in New Jersey are on 

local. roads. Removal of h*zardous crossings on State highways is a 

normal f\lnct~on and some wfrk of this sort is accomplished almost 

every·year. 

It is suggested, however., that the funds made avai~ble to the 

Public Utility Connnission should be substantially increased, as 

t~,,p.ave a bao}<l:Qg · of px-o.j;eC"ts1<awa.ittmg', aitt~ri~o:t'l,~, . 
. . . I 

/ 
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At this point, we wish to · thank the Members of the Oommi ttee £ O"I:' 

bearing with such a lengthy disgussion ot tbs :Oepartment•e fiscal 
. . ' 

affairs, however, money still remains the magic "missing ingredient" 
. I . . . 

. i ' . 

of our transportation rectpe. The kind of construction required in 
. . . . i 

New Jersey is exp.ensive •"'9 for that the staff of the Highway Department. 
I 

is as regretful as other taxpayers. However, perhaps the answer to 
. . 

the next point raised by Concurrent Resolution 9 will be a bit "easier 

to take." 

i 
11 (3) The capitalrequire~ents necessaryto implement interstate 

I 

agreements involving transportation facilities." · 

The Highway Department is, directly involved in interstate agreements 

involving transportation pla:rming, which includes.studies of new 

interstate transportation:: facilities .. in some instances. However, 

the capitalJund.s requirea. for this planning work are provided each 
' 

year through use of one and one-half per cent of the ~ederal apportion-

ments plus the State matching funds •. This money cannot be used for 

any .other purpose, is prdv:i.ded as a matter of routine, and does not 
· I 

represent any unusual or ~dded drain . upon the State treasury• · 

No interstate agreement ~ow in force or pending obligates the Highway 

Department to participate in the cost of an interstate transportation 

facility. All prer;1ently ;Plamed .facilities are either :included in 

the Interstate System co$t estimate or assigned to one ~:t the Interstate 

Authorities which operate on the basis of toll revenues. Should future 
! 

planning develop a need ntjt now fo:reseen, it would appear that this ~lso 

could be assigned to agericies such as the Port of New York Authority 
! 

and Delaware River Port 4uthori ty and others •. 



The next question raised by Concurrent Resolution 9 is of v.i.tal 

conct!lrn to New Jersey• s local governments: 

"(4) The means of providmg·State aid to counties and municipalities 

for highway purposes and t,he adequacy of pre.sent policies and procedures , 

related thereto." 

New Jersey was the first State 1n the nation to provi.de road aid to 

its local governmental units in 1891. · Since then, the program has 

grown to a yearq level of appro:x:l,ro.ately $16_ million. It has remained . 

at this level·for many years and the Highway Department has often 

advocated an increase in the fun:is made· available to the Counties and 

· Municipalities. 

The Highway Department understands bills are to be introduced in the 

. Legislature to increase both programs, and as much on a needs basis · 

as the present, formulae permit. 

As we see it,· the new Interstate routes and the regular State highways, 

along with the Turnpike and the Garden State Parkway, constitute a 

system of_major routes which must be supported by distribution and 

feeder systems. This latter role is presently- assigned to the County-

and Municipal road networks which amount to some 6,700 miles and 231000 

miles respectively-. 

In order that the people of the State of New Jersey may enjoy the 

greatest benefits from their transportation resources, all of these 
. ' ' 

• systems must be viewed as' a whole. The time has passed when we can 
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propose the construction of Interstate or any- other highways without 

giVing due 'consideration to their impact upon the local systems.-

The same is true of the respective Authorities.-· 

For all of these reasons, f,he Highway Department again endorses 

increases in the amounts of State funds made available fcir local. 

road building.purposes on a.needs basis. 

The next point raised by Concurrent.,1Resolution 9 was: 
: . . 

"(S) The requirements and administrative organization and responsibility 

for co~ordinated transportation planning, including rapid transit and 
other railroad operations, including consolidation and integration ot 

' ' 

facilities." 

The material previously.submitted to the ~bairman or the Committee 

includes a complete report' on the activities and int~rests of the 
' ' . 

Highway Department's Divisic>n of Railroad Transportation •. The Division's 

staff ·is present to answer any particular questions which members of 

the Committee might have at the end o:t this statement. 

The New Jersey State Highway Department has for the past several years 

endorsed the principle of balanced transportation. All means or 
. ' 

transportation facilities available to the people of New Jersey must work · 

in harmony, as a team and ~ot eompeti ti ~ly. This principle brings us ... ·. . . 

to the final point raised by Concurrent Resolution 9: 

· 11(6) The authority and ?I'ganization or the State HighwayDepariment'to 

implement transportatiori projects with efficiency and, expedition. II 
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The State Highway Department has sufficient legal authority to carry 

out the missions presently assigped to it by the Legislature and the 

Chief.Executive. OUr primary job is to locate, design, build and 

maintain highways. That has always been considered a Highway Department 

responsibility and the existing statutes and court.decisions clearly 

define it as such. 

We also have sufficient authority to carry out our present mass 

transit duties, but in this area we feel these responsibilities should 

· include participation in capital construction projects in certain 

instances. This situation is discussed in the material presented to 
' the Chairman. 

As far as the organization of the State Highway Department is concerned, 

the main thing lacking at present is manpower. The $6 million in State 

funds presently allocated .to the operating cost of our engineering and 

. right-of-way groups, as mentioned previously, is inadequate. An added 

$2 million in Fecleral fun:ls is currently added to the State appropriation, 

providing a total of $8 millio~. We feel, as outlined in the budget 

analysis presented to the Appropriations ConmdtteeJ.ast week and to 

. this Committee today, that it should be at least iµ the neighborhood' 

of $11.million. 

None of this includes added funds for normal ma.intenance, the cost of 

which has been increasing steadily, but here again we have presented 

the Committee with the full story in written form. 

When arrangements were made for top.ay•s meeting, it was specifically 

requested th:lt we provide "the priority of each and every project set 



f0cr~ ·~ lbhe Master ~l~; • ltita;e l)'roposed starting ~nil iet>mpletton da:te ,r,/f 

;ea,cp. \P,~\oje.ct; and the specif:ic funds required for .each proj.ect and . 

~hen said funds should be made avail.able •11 

At present it is possible to comply with this requ~st only to a 

degree. ~e material presented to the Committee includes a complete 

schedule for comple'tion of the Interstate System, with all of the 

in.formation requested. This accounts for about a fourth of the 

Master Plan projects which still remain to be done. It was possible 

to produce this schedule only because the Interstate System has been 

authorized on the Federal level for so many years and so many prel:lmiii~ry 

estimates and other studies have been performed that we are reasonably-

certain of the location and cost of the various routes. 

Also, because the Federal Government is paying for the dinner and 

we are only supplying the ntip11 , . if you will, we have been reasonably 

certain the necessary funds would be forthcoming within a definite 

period. Given assurance ,of cost, general location, and funds, it 

was not too difficult to come up with a detailed schedu],e which, 

incidentally, was developed according to the modern "critical path" 

method. 

While we do have approxi~te cost estimates for the remaining projects 
. . . . 

in the Master Plan, as outlined in the report presented to the Committee, 
I 

funds have not been available to develop detailed estimates or alignments 

for a majority of the projects. Furthermore, the cost far exceeds the 

funds available, which we have no guarantee of receiving in the first 

place. Therefore, start:µig and completion dates can only be determined 
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after a project is placed on an approved annual construction program 

and funds provided for at least a start on the work. Such dates are 

available for all presently authorized projects within the limits of 

the funds currently allocated, however those projects considered in 

an authorized status were deleted from the latest revision of the 

Master Plan. 

Certain natural priorities do present themselves .. Once we have 

started work on a new freeway, it is generally the policy to keep 

after it until it is completed. At,tached to this statement is a 

list of non-interstate freeways on which work of one kind or another 

is under way, showing the extent 1:.o which it has progressed. The total 

.:f'unds still needed to complete these 14 routes is in excess of $44.5 
million. If all of the present level of non-Federal appropriations are 

.continued, it would take the Highway Department more than 10 years to 

complete ju.st these projec.ts, without any improvement of the existing 

highway system whatsoever. 

Since substantial work must be done each year to improve existing 

overburdened routes and to eliminate hazardous conditions, it will 

take much longer than 10 years to complete the 14 freeways listed 

·1 

unless added funds are pro_v:i.ded. In the meantime, those which have 

advanced the furthest up until now are in a position to reach completion 

the quickest. That is the only order of priority which can be established 

under our present financial restrictions. The priority of improvements 

to existing routes also depends on available funds. 



. . 

~- short., no definite prioI'i tt for c,o~t~iii• -~ hig_hw~ ft~•t• 
· l 

.over a period of years can be established without know,led;ge Qt th& 

funds to be available during those years~ Th,e ll8eq -~ 1r.9Q, a.~te 

for \\S1 ,91 I?,ostpone pro.j_e.cts until we are forceq to, do; $Qi by: fiscal 

J+:l;~"l}a:tions . ., and. so '"-~ ~q-i,s:l;Qn is- presently made annually. Thi$; :\& 

a, major drawback of pr.esen:t, s.re.tem ot· highwa,y- cot)Struction budgeting. 

That ~oncludes our formal presentation with respect to Assembly Con-

Current Resolution ·9., Mr., Chait,nan. The Hi~hwa7 Department start is . 

present and we are not only willing but anxious to answer any questioilB · 

on these points which you or Members of·this Committee might have. 

In closing, allow me to say just a brief' word with respect .to· the 

question raised by Assembly- Concurrent Resolution 6., which deals with 

the possible consolidation of the New Jersey Highway Authority and 

the New Jersey Turnpike Autboritjr •. 

As you know., these agencies presently operate independently of the 

Highway Department., and the only knowledge we have of their internal 

operations, overhead., etc. has been gained by personal contact over 

the years., not through any supervision exercised by the Department. 

For this,reason., concrete factual information of the sort required to 

make the decision contemplated by the Resolution would have tobe . . . . . 

obtained by us on the basis of a survey and we presently have no 

authority to make ~ne. 



~~.Chairman; aga:l,n allow me to express on behalf of the Department 

opr great appreciation that the Members of this C011D11ittee have seen• 
. . . ' . 

f:Ji:l to visit us and permit us to express our views on the State's 

transportation.needs. 

Thank you. 

, . 
. I 



ESTIMATED-FEDERAL APPORTIONMENTS WITH STATE MATCHING FUNDS 

Federal State - Federal 
. Inter.· Matching Apport. atate 
Apport. Interstate 50-50 Matchi11g Tot a 1 tr 

1966 Primary 6.,371.,o60 6,371.,o60 12.,742.,120 
Urban 10.,621.,008 10.,621,008 21.,242,016 
Interstate 72,996,000 8,ll0,667 -81,106,667 .~ µS,090,803 

1967-Primary 6,371.,060 6,371,060 12,742,120 
Urban 10,621.,008 · 10,621,008 21,242.,016 -
Interstate 7S,60J,OOO 8,400,333 84100313Jl ll71987,469 

1968 Primary 6,371,060 6,.371,o60 12,742,120 
Urban · · 10,;621.,008 10 621 008 21,242,016 
Interstate 78,210,000 8,690,000 

., , . 

86,900,000 120,884,136 
.. 1969 Primary 6,371,060 6,371,060 12, 742,120 _ 

Urban - 10,621.,008 10,621,008 21,242,016 
Interstate 78,210,000 - - 8,690,000 86,9002000 120.,aaL.,136 

1970 Primary 6~37l,o6o 6,371,060 12 742 120 , ,. 
Urban 10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016 
Interstate 78,210,000 8,690,000 8619001000 120,884,136 

1971 Primar,y ·. 6,371,060 _ 6,371,060 12,742,120 
Urban 10,621.,008 10,621.,008 21,242.,016 
Interstate 7S,2ll,9SO _ 8,3.56,883 8.325682833 117,552,969 

To:ta.l $4S8,b40,950 
\ . 

$~0,9.37,883 $101.,952,408 $101,9$2,408 $ 713,28),649 



::?' 

ROUTE COUl~Y 

18 Freeway Somerset-Vdddlesex 

18 Freeway Monmouth 

20 Freeway (Paterson Peri-
phera.l) Passaic 

(Not legislated as Fwy.) 

21 Freeway (A) Pa.ssaic-:Bergen 

24 Freeway Union-Morris-Hunterdon-Warren 

29 Freeway . (E) Mercer 

35 neeway Monmouth 

55 Freeway Cumberland-Cape May 

75 Freeway Essex 

76 Freeway Union 

92 Freeway Middlesex-Somerset-Mercer 

322 Freeway Gloucester 

44-0 Freeway Middlesex 

44-0 Freeway Hudson 
TOTAL 

(A) Open · to traffic from Newark to Route J-Clifton. 

NON-INTERSTATE FBEEWAYS 
STATUS 

FUNDS 
REOUIRED PLA1'1NED STUDY 

$13,200,000 X X 

21.000,000 X X 

36,500,000 X X 

34,000,000 X X 

108,000,000 X X 

-17,000 ,ooo X X 

20.000,000 X X 

66,000,000 X :x: 
:30,000,000 X X 

10,000,000 X :x: 
9,500,000 X X 

:--::~---

40,000,000 X 

22,000.000 X X 

1827jO,OOO X X 

$445,950,000 

(E) Open to traffic in Trenton from 1fillow Street to Aberf.eldy Drive. 

PUBLIC 
BEARING 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

:x: 

X 

X 

UOTE: · Status categories are for portions · of proposed routes - not necess~ily for the entire route. 

r 

DESIGN R.o.w. CONSTRUCTION 

X X Soon 

X 

X X Soon 

X X X 

X X 

X 

Soon 


