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STATEMENT O HIGHWAYS

L

Commissioner Dwight R. G Palmer
New Jersey State' H‘ighway Department =

before

| Joint Senate and Assembly Highways Committee
~March 26, 196h

Mr. Ghairnan,v Menbefre ‘of the -Coﬁudittee’z~' },

The New Jersey State Highuay Department welcomes this opportun:.ty to - | I
present its views on the questions ra:zsed by Assembly Concurrent |

, Resoluﬁ.ons 6 and 9. We feel partleularly honored by the Committee's
vdecisn.on to conduct th::.s hearing at the Highway Department offices ’

where so much activity of importance to - the economic future of our ‘,

| State takes place, and hope ypu w:x.ll take the opportunity to :mepect

bany oi‘ our fac:n.lities which may be of 1ntereet to yeuo .

"The creation or this 'Jo'int‘; Committee mderscores Leg’ieiatiire recognition -
lv of the fact that New Jersey's hzghways are the State“s prime transportation
’_.':asset. Our State, a].rea«:l;,rI the. most urbanized in the net:n.on, ie growing
’vat a tremendoue rateo v Onr highways » a]ready carrying the heavzest |
ltraffio volumes in the conntry and perhaps the world, face even more e o

"",tremendous demands from commerce and industry as well as private citizens.

: ":It is evident that the State Government's responsibility for the safe,

:,' swift and convenient movement of people and goods ‘must be a parammmt
conlideration for the Legislat:.ve as well as the Executive branches

of Govemment. GOncerted act:a.on must be taken to expand and improve ,

o our highway transportation network, and 10.get our existing comnmtor
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' railroads back on 'cheir feet. Otherwise, the congestion and hazard
' already ex:isting at several 1ocations will become intolerable and
the entire economy of New Jersey will stagnate and wither away. |

| Before. addressing_ myself to the various points enumerated in the
Concurrent Résoluti‘ons wh:%.ch aré the subject of “the COnm\itteva's'
deliberations, I would liijce to ‘i’it;st. present the Gommitﬁ'ee, through the
Chéinnan,‘tniﬁh‘y:ari’oﬁs opérating‘ procedures, public ations anci reports
regartiing the vSvtate Highwéj Depé.itnment'é 'activitiés . would be

: - greatly app.reeia’c‘.ed}ifv all these: could be made a part of the Committes's
record. Copies will‘lbé 'd,}elivered_. to any Member of the Committee who
desires to have them, howévér, as you can see the package is rather

- bulky and we felt perhaps the indiv;Ldual Mambers would rather not have

to carry it around todays

- Assembly Concurrent Resolgtioh 9 118;1}8 six areas to be considered and,

 with the Committee's permission, I will deal with them in order:

- "(3) The capital requirements which must be provided for New Jersey
to meet in full, at the times required, the matching funds for Federal
aid highway projects undezj' the InterStat,é Highwaj System (90—10) and

the primary urban highwayi_ sys‘tems programé' (‘50-50)'."

The National System of I.nterstate and Defense Highways was ﬁ.rst
'authorized in 191;!4, and the first three routes in New Jersey were
designateduin 1947. (Routes U, S. 1, 22 and 46)

- No speéial funds were madé axfailable, however, until passage of the

1952 Federal Highway Act, ‘which made approximately $327,000 available
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" for each of the fiscal years 195h and 1955 on a 50-50 matdhing basis,
The 195& Federal Highway Act made approximately $3,750,000 availaﬁle
for each of the fiscal years 1956.and 1957 on a 60-40 matching basis.
~;The 19Sh Act also authorized a hlghway needs study which provided mnch
of the initial fiscal 1nformation used in developing the 90-10 program
first authorized in the 1956 Federal nghway Act,

- Tnis Act was a milestdnevip the“hiSﬁbryvof'highway:cénstrugtion in
the United States. It authorized cémpletion of aihl,ooo-mile syﬁtem
over a 13-year period (1957"1969)05 The Federal share of the cost
(90 percent) was to be $25 h billlon.

The ihitial apportionments under the 1956*Act, cdvering the fiscal
“years 1957, 1958 and 1959, were made on a formnla basis, However,
the Act required all of the States to complete an estimate of the

;cost of completing the Interstate System and submit it in 1957,.

Thisfestimate'indicated the System woﬁld ¢ost in»excess qf'the origin&l
figure and it also became apparent about that 'time that revenues accruing »
1o the nghwayATrust Fund were not keeping pace with cb.sbursement.so As
'a result, the Bureau of Puhlie Roads shortly'anstituted "reiMbursemsnt
controls“ which limited the amount of money any State could recovar
'dnring the ‘successive quarters of a fiscal year desplte the prior

| release of the total annual apportionmentn

The 1958 Federal Highway Act changed the method of appcrtionmant 80
that it was based on the relatlonshlp of each State's cost estimate
“to the overall requlrement. It also set up the apportionments for

the fiscal years 1960 and 1961 but, due to the increased cost and

‘the financial condltlon of the Highway Trust Fund, the appartlonment for
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1961 showed a sharp  drop from the previoue year.

..Bbth of these apportionmeinte, -incidentally, were released approxi_mately :

nine months before _the- Stjate of New Jersey provided the ne‘c‘es'sary-
matching funds in its -owni[annualv Appropriations_ Bill. For example, -
the apportionment .i'or‘ l9§9~60 was released Avgust 1, 1958 , but not :
matched until July 1, 1959. However 5 due to the reimbursement controls

_ mentioned above s the Highway Department was not too serieuely concerned

at that time regarding the delay. But it should be noted that all of .

- those States with sufficient revenues of their own to proceed withcut

anxiety over the timing of Federal reimbureement were able to make

. \
0

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

bas:l.s of the 1961 Federal Highway Act. This Act increased the tetal '
authorized ccst of ‘the Interstate Syetem to an estmated $hl billion -

‘dollars and provided for - completion 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.

,It was at this time that the Bureau of Public Roads, recognizing R
- the preesure upen the States to complete the eystem on schednle, began -

E to accelerate the releases of apportiomnents." And it was at thia : time

that the New Jereey State Highway Department, _because of its inability '

- to proceed with :Lts own funde in advance of the apportiormxmts, or even :
' to matcn them in accordance with the Federal schednle s began te 1ose

.,ground when courpared with more ai‘fluent States., ~
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The 1961-62 apportionment was released December 30, 1960, and not
.matched until July 1, 1961 -~ gix montha later, The 1962-63 apportion-
ment was released October 10, 1961 and not matched until July 1, 1962 - -
- eight months later. The. 1963-6h apportiomnen’o was released November 28,
1962 and not- matched until July 1, 1963 - saven months later. The 196h-
65 apportionment was released July 8, 1963 and would not have been

- matched until July 1, 196l =~ one year later -- in the normal course -

of events,

As it‘ happened, . the Highiyay Department sacrificed its msual program
of non-Federal work in order to match this Interstate apportionment

-on schedule, sihce any fﬁrther' deléy.,would have baen ruinous;

“Up to date, therefore, a total of $515 miilion in‘90-.-.10 Interstate

| funds has been apportioned Vt.o New J,erseybfo‘r the nihe fiecal years

1957 through 1965 and has been fully matched with the exce’pﬂoh olf" |
appro:cimately one million dollars in one—and-aéhaif per: cent planning
funds which will be matched in the 196L-65 Appropriations Bill and form
? pa;t of the operating budéet of our Bureau of Planning and Traffic for
_next year. However, as aforementioned, the 1961;-65 apportionment of
$69.8 million was matched only at a  sacrifice of much-needed non-Federal
work. We understand ’ohat th:ls will not be made up in t.he Appropriat.ions
Bill for next year, which is deplorablea

A new cost estimate is now in process and w111 i‘orm the basis of the
Federal Highway Act of 1965 and Interstate apportlonments for succeeding
vyears. It should be noted that this estimate will be based on traffic

loads expected 20 years from the anticipated date of construction,
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instead of the year 1975 as vas required under the prior estimatee, e
and therefore some increase in cost can be expected. That information‘

'- will not be available for - several months and so the most accurate

= figures at present are those derived from _the l960'estimatea ‘

These indicate the tnterstate apportionmente to New Jersey will be

- approxlmately %SB million dollars for the Piscal years. 1966 through

1971. It may be expected that the next apportionment will bo releaeed
'thie sumer. It is also reaeonable to assume that the schedule will
' be acoelorated again so that the eix apportionmente still due may bo

’releaeed in a five-year period.

1
\ .
i .

| a'In view of the ruling that no vouohers from the St.atee may be honored
i after Oct.ober 1972 ’ this would be a natural approach for the Bureau
;ef Public Roads to take, so that all S’oates would be in a position to

¢ }start. final oonstruction at least two yeare before the deadlineo

s Z;On this basie, New Jersey should plan on providing a minimum of $51
" »_million in the next five yeare, beginning July 1, 196& in order to '
matoh the Federal 90~10 funds on what appears t.o be a reasomble schedule.
: It should be emphasized t.het metching moniee must be_' available when

o Federal apportiomuents .are‘ireleaeed.” Any further' financial lag wo"uld, .

. be dieastrouso :
The Bureau of Public Roads has very stringent. standards for ite partioi- -

| pation in highway PG‘OJGO’GS, end it is the rule rather than the exception s

for some costs on each project to be non-participating --'for ‘the account B

of the State alone. For tbis ‘reason, it. is desirable to over-match by
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at least $1 million a year o avoid further depleting the funds

avallable for normal non-Federal work.

, The 50-50 program of Federal participation in Pmmary and Urban
: projects began many years ago and has grown . steadily in size and
scope. The States have argued for a nat:.onwide authorization of 431

billion a year,. and it 1s e:qaect.ed that the ﬁmds provided by t.he

196h Federal Hiahway Act w111 reach this level. o

The money is divided among the States on a formula basis, rat.her

than any estimate of the cost of needed projecte, and therefore

’New Jersey's share has not shown much ﬂuctuation.; I'b preeently
runs a 1ittle less than 317 million a year, Therefore, slightly

: Iess “than 1‘;102 million can be expected in the next six apportionments
and New .Jersey‘must be prepared to put,up the same amoun’c. . Again,
it 'is_ suggeat'ed that the need may arrive within a "fiw're'-year period.'

[
|

" The total Federal aidan’cd.cipat;ed_' t_hrough the end of ‘t‘ne"pre‘sent
Interstate program fhne viamoimts to about 33“56Qmillion' and the State's
matching shareari.loimts to about $153'miuion.(' '(cériiplete tables of |

past, present and antic::.pated Federal Ald are attached to this st.ate-'

ment)

i
\

| Mo one knows what will happen after 1972, but there are many who say
t.he Federal Add program will be continued and even. perhaps expanded
-to 1nclude maintenance c'osts. A study ia to be made of nat.iomaide
vhighway needs after 1972 which probably will form the bas:.a of any |

o fu_ture program.

”While the atatement in Concurrent Resolut.lon 9 pertalned only to Federal
_aid, it is obvious from the i‘oregoing that al]. of the aid which can be g
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reasonably expected, plus the State matching funds, will not enable
the New Jersey nghway'Deparhuent to complete its Master Plan by 1979"”

‘Some discussion of added funds seems requlredo

‘The presentvappfopriaﬁion for Highway Constfuctioﬁ amounts to about
- $h2 million of which’ $6 million is for the operatlng costs of certain
D1v191ons and $36 million is for oonstructlon itself. The $36 million
" normally breaks down into about $2h milllonﬂfor Federal aid projecte end o
$12 million for non-Federal projects. This $12 millien was‘drastically
reduced las£ year in‘ordef;to fully mateh iﬁe Interstate appertionments
- on schedule, as described above,'and‘the‘same procednre will be required ’
this year unless the approprlation recommended in the Budget is in-
" ereased by abqut $6 million, There is presently apportloned to New

Jersey that amount of‘SO-SO funds still unmatched.

Even if we aseumed that the pastvievel of $12 million a year fer'non--
 Federal projects were maihﬁaiﬁed, We.weuld still fall faf short of the
geel‘in 1975 -~ by about, #1“billion. Most of this "deficit" would
represent unbuilt freeways;whichvare not on the Interstate System. Some
years ago, recognizing thaﬁ this situatibn'wae developing, we]stated’
that the Highway Department rbqnired an additional $60 million a”year
to complete the Master Plan on schedule. Now, it wduld‘appear much

' larger increments are required.

If additional funds are provided, we would recommend thatbit be on a
© gradually increasing basis; beginning with about $30 hillion a year for‘
'construction. This would prov1de an additional $20 million a year for )

’ construction of these badlyaneeded non-interstate freeways- and %10 million
a year for advance purchase of’ rlght-ofnway. ~Every dollar spent in this

fashion now could eventually save $5,
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' 'In our discussion of ‘Federal aid matohing requirements, gome may wonder
at the confusion inherent in a situation where the “196h-65 apportion-
ment" is matched in 1963-6!;, and ‘where we look to the 196465

| Appropriations Bill to match the “1965-66 apportionment“ expected this
swmer. The fundwronded by the 196L-65 apportionment which the
Highway Department matched without going to the Legislature for an
additional appropriation will not be reimbursable until July 1.

When then, did they need to be matched?
That leads into the ne'xt area mentioned‘ in Concurrent »Resolution 93

- 1(2) The feasibility of 1egislative authorization, for planning
| purposes, of establishing priority ,of projects for a multi-year
| - State highway prog_ram., including ,grade crossing elimination,"

) | 'Wev understand that the national ’ave'rvagefor completing reasonably 1ong
segments of new highways is Vaborut’k seven 'years_;. In’Nen Jersey ,: we hare

~ been running babOut five years fron. the time funds are first ‘allocated |
in a Construction"ﬁrogram‘ to the time traffic begins to roll_ ona
comple’ted highwaj. 'This- taries, of course, depending on the area in
which the new project is located and the feeling of the 1oca1 officialso
In urban areas, as you know, opposition to some pro;;ects has stalled |

them for years, -

- In any event, it is ‘absolntely impossible to start a project from

scratch and- complete it within one fiscal year‘. ,«A>The best that can be -

- done, even it you are starting out with an approved alignment, is to

| be ready to start construction near the end of the second year. DGSlgn "

of a major. project,‘ afterv %the ‘studies are made, the_ publi_c hearing held,
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and the alignment approved, requires a minimmn of eight to ten months,

E and right-o:t'—way acquisition in an urban area may require oight monthe ¢

lor longer. - The construction itself requ:u:-es at least two fnll working

seasons in the case of most new highways.-

- So it can be readily understood that it s unrealistic to expect a
‘Highway Depariment to wind up any fiscal year with all available funds

ﬂ‘obllgated. For one thing, _this would produce very undesirable fluotuatiom
in the volume oi‘ oonstruotlon.' Some work must be in the planning stage,

B some in the design stage, some bin process of right-of-way acquisition,

_and some under construotlon at all ti.meso )

‘ Beoause ‘oi‘ the lead time re‘quire‘ments, th'e sooner the engijneers can

- get to work on a new proaect the better. ‘Early authorization is the-
'key'}. For tnis reason, it was and is essential to match the 'Federal
apoortiomnents as s_oon as; they are released S0 that projeo_ts can ‘be
_inoprporated in a con'struetion pro'gram and tne neceesary‘ engineering
'work\startsd‘,' even tl:ioughgthe ﬁnjd‘s 'mey 'not be obligated for several .

months and in some cases a full year, when they are reimbursable anywaye

~The Highway Dsparﬁnent's- plan, in matching the 1964-65 apportionment last
year, was to have projects ready for, obligation of those funds this
“summer. We: gained a year in ‘the engineering stage whioh could have

‘ beenobtained in no other way. )

| ‘;If certain obstacles now retard:mg progress on some urban sections of v
F«New Jersey's Interstate Routes are removed, the Highway Dep artment
g"expects to wind up 196)4-65 with all Federal aid funds reinbursable

~during that year i‘ully obligated, and ready to obligate »dur‘ing ths

o first three months oi‘ 1965-66 all 01 the Federal aid funds reimbursable

: during that entnre fiscal year. At that po:.nt, the. Department will ‘

\,-
ol
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have madse up thevfinEnciai lag previoﬁsiy deecribed; :

As far aS'Legisletive«determination of'prloritiesfamong‘projecﬁe~ '
, is concerned, this should be done in very'general terms if at alls
As will be described 1ater, prioritles sometmmes shiit for unforeseen
reascns and, in any eventj they should be based on purely planning andl
venglneering considerations and should not become involved in any'way
with other influences. However, 1t would seem highly de51rable for
the Legislature to authorize multi—year programs in terms of money;
“even if the cash were only forthccming on a yearly basise This s
- the pattern on the Federal 1eve1.v For example, 1t would ease the
» 'Highway Deparhment's planners considerably if the Department were.
»ugiven Leglsnative sanction for the expenditure of an eetimated |

$510 million over thg eeven yeere startlng July 1, 1965 for completion

;’of the Interstate System. (Federal and State funds combined)
’:Gra‘de crossing eliminetioni presently is ’t;he ‘fesponsibility df two.
- State agencies. If a highwayerail grade crossing is on a County or

‘bmunicipal road, it is the responsibility of the Public Utility »
Commission, 1f it is ona, State hlghway, ‘then it is the responsibility}"
of the nghway Department., Most such crossings in New Jersey'are on |

1oca12roads. Removal of hazardous crossings on State highways is a

. normal function and some'work of this eort is accomplished almost -

every{yeareb §

W
It is suggested, however, tnat the funds made avalleble to the

‘Public Utility Commiss1on should be substantially increased, as

ynave a*beck&oggof pr@&ﬁE@Sﬁaﬂ&ﬁ@ﬁﬁg“aﬁﬁeﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁwﬁ
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At this point, we wish togthalnk.thenembere of the Gonmnittee for
bearing with s,uc‘h‘ a lengtty discussion of the Department's fiscal
affairs, ‘how’ever, money stiil’ remains the magic "missing ingredi,ent'-'

of our' transportation recipe. The kind of construction required in_
New Jersey is expensive -~ for that the staff of the Highway Department
is as regretful as other ta:q:ayers. However, perhaps the answer to

the next point raised by Concurrent Resolution 9 will be a bit "easier
to take," ' | | | |

n(3) The capital requirements necessary to implement interstate

agreemente 1nvolv1ng transportation facilities.

The Highway Department is’ directly involved in interstate agreements
“involving trensportation plann:mg, which includes studies of new
interstate transportation facilities in some instances. However,

the capital\ funds required for this planning work are proﬂded each
year through use of one a;ndt one-half per cent of the i'?ederel apportion-
merits plus tne State metching funds. This money oannot‘ be used for |
any other purpose,-' is projv’ided as a matter of routine, and does not
represent any unusual or‘added drain upon the State treasury.'

No interstate agreement now in force or pending ’obligates the Highway

"~ Department to participate in the cost of an interstate transportation

:t‘acility. All presently planned facilities are either included in

the Interstate System cost estimate or a,ssigned to one of the Interstate '

= Authorities which operate on the bas:Ls of toll revenues. Should future'

planning develop a need not now foreseen, it would appear that this also
could be assigned to agencies such as the Port of New York Authority

and Delaware River Port Authority and others.
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The next question raised by Concurrent Resolution 9 is of vital

concern to New Jersey's local governmentss:

"(Li) The means of providing State aid to counties and nmnid.palities
for highway purposes and the adequacy of present pollcies and prdcedur‘es >

related t.he’reto.“

New Jersey was the first State in the nation to provide road aid 'bd

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

grown to a yearly level of approximately 3516 million, It has remained
at this levél for many yéérs and the Highway Department has often
advocated an increase 'inl the furnds made available to the Counties and

Municipalities.

The Highway Depariment unders_ténd;s bills are to be introduced in the
. Legislature to increase both programs, and as much'kon a needs basis -

as ‘the present formulae permit.

As we see it, the néw Interstate routes and the regular State highwayé,
alohg with the Turnpiké and the Garden State Parkway, constitute a
system of majo.f' roﬁtes which must be supported by distribution and
feeder systems. This latter role is presently assigned to the Gounty
and Municipal road netwdrks which amount to some 6,700 miles and 23,000

miles respectively.

In order that the people of the State of New Jersey may enjoy the
greatest benefits from their transportaﬁ.on 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 highwaye without
giving due ‘consideration to their impact upon‘the local systems.

The same is true of the respeetive Authorities,

For all of these reasons, the Highway Department again endorses
increases in the amounts of State funde made available for’io¢a1;

‘road building purposes on a needs basis.
The ﬁext point raised by Concurrenbeeeolﬁtien 9 ﬁas:

*(5) The requirements and administrative organization and responsibility
for co-ordinated transportatlon plenning including rapid transit and
other railroad operations, including consolidation and ﬁntegration‘of

_ facilities."

The material previously submitted to the Chairman of the Cemmittee
includee‘a eomplete report;on the activities and interests of the
Highway Department's Division of Railroad Transportation. The Divieion's |
staff is rresent to answer any particular questions which members of

the Committee might have at the end of this statement.

The New Jersey Sbete Highway Deperhuent‘hae fer'the pest geveral years
endorsed the’principle of balanced transportation° All meansvof
transportation'facilities available to:the peOple ef New Jereeyvmnst work
in harmony as abteam and‘ﬁot’competitively. This principle brings us |
to the final point raised by Concurrent Resolution 9:

‘“(6) The authority and organlzatlon of the State Highway Department to

implement transportation projects w1th efficiency and expedltion.
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 The State Highway Department has sufficient legal authority to carry

out the missions presently assigned to it by the Legislature and the
Chief Executive. Our primary job is to locate, design, build and |

maintain highways. That has alwa;jrs been considered a Higlway Department

re'sponsibiiity and the existing statutes and courtdecisions 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 fésponsibili’oies 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 -

Z

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

$2 million in Federal' fund‘é_bis' currently added to the State appropriation,
providing a total of $8 million, We feel, as outlined in the budget

analysis presented to the Appropriations Committee ,1ast.'w>eek and to

this Committee today, that it should be at least in t_hef ‘neighbdrhood’

of $11 million.

None of this includes added funds for normal maintenmce , the cost of
vwhich has been increasing‘steadily, but here again we have presented

the Committee with the full story‘in written form.

When arrangements were made for today's meetiﬁg‘, it was spécifically'

- requested that we prqvide "the priority of each ahd every 'pro;)ect set
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forth in the Master Plsny the proposed starting and completion date of
each project; and the 3pe§ific funds required for each project and

when said funds should be made available."

At present it is possible to comply with this request only to a
degree, The material presented to the Committee includes a complete

scheduie for completion of the Interstate System, with all of the

" information 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 pnly‘because the Interstate System has been
authorized on the Federal level for so many years and so many preiimiﬁﬁry
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 tha utip", if you ﬁill, we have been reasonably
..certain the necessary funds would be forthcoming within a definité

. period. 'Given assurance;of cost, general location, and funds, it
was not too difficult to‘éome up with a detailed schédule which, |
incidentally, was developed according to the modern "eritical path"

me thod.

While we*d&rhave.approxi@ate cost estimatéé for the remaining prpjects

in the Master gian, as outlined in the report presented to gie Committee,
Mfunds have no£ 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, starting and completion dates can only be determined
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‘ after a project is placed dn}an approved anhual construction program
and funds provided for at least a start on the work. Such dates are
" available for all presently authorized pfojects within the limits of
the funds currently allécafed, however those projects considered in
an authdrized status were deleted from the latest revision of the

Master Plan.

Certain natural priorities do preSent ﬁhemselves.’ Once we have

started work on a new»freeﬁay, it is generally the poiicy to keep

after it until it is complsted. Attached to this statement is a

list of non-interstate freeways on whichvwork of one kind or another

is under way, showing the extent to which it has prbgressed. The totglj“
fﬁnds still needed to complete these 1l routes is in excess of $hs “ 
million, If all of the pﬁesent level of non-Federal appropriations are

- continued, it would take the Highway Department more than 10 years to
éomp1e£e just these prbjedts, witmbut any improvement‘of thé existing

highway system whatsoever,

Since subst#ntial work must be done each year to improve existing
overburdened routes and té eliminate hazardous conditions, it will

take much longer th;nylo years to complete the 1l freeways listed
unless’added funds are pfbyided; In the meantime, those which have
advanced the furthest up ﬁntil now are in a poéitibn to reach completipn

- the quickest. That is'thé only order of‘priority which can be established
under our present financiél’restriciions; _The priority of improvements

‘to existing routes also,dépends on available funds, )
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xn'ghort, no definite priority for»cgnsﬁrn@miaﬁ of'highmaprro@aat&
over a period of’&ears éan be established without knowledge of;tha
funds to be available during thoge’yéars; The need is teoo acute

- for u@,tp;ppstpone‘prOJects until We are fbrcéd to.db»sa by fiséal
li@ihations, and so_thiggdﬁcision<i3~presantly made‘annuallj. This is

a major drawback of thg,presen#,sys$em.of'highway cénstruction’budgeting.

That concludes our formal presentation;with-respect to Assembly Con-
Current Resolution 9, Mr, Chairman. The Highway Department staff is
present and we are not ohly‘ﬁilling but anxious to answer any questions

on these points which you or Members of ‘this Comﬁitteermight have,

In closing, allow me to éay Just a brief word with respect to the
questioh raised by Assembly Concurrent Resolution 6, which}deals with
the possible consolidation of the New Jersey Highway Authority and

the New Jersey Turnpike Authority.

As you khow, these agencies presentl&.operate independently of the
Highway Departmenﬁ, and the only knowledge we have of their'internai
operations, ovefhead, etc. has been gained by personal contaét over
the.years, not through any supervision exeréised by the Department.
For thisnreason, cqncreté factual information of the sort required to
make the decisioh contemﬁlated by the Resolution wouid have to be
obtainéd byEus on.the baéia of a survey and we presently have no

authority to make one.
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Mr, Chairman, again allow me to express on behalf of the Department
our great appreciation thatjthe Members of this Committee have seen
f3% to visit us and permit us to express our views on the State's

transportation néeds.

\

Thank you,



1966 Primary
- Urban
Interstate

. 1967 Primary
Urban
Interstate

1968 Primary
Urban
Interstate

1969 Primary
- Urban -

Interstate

1970 Primary
Urban
~ Interstate

1971 Primary
Urban
Interstate

Total

ESTIMATED-FEﬁERAL APPORTIONMENTS WITH STATE MATCHING FUNDS

Federal

State

,}15,090,893
117,987,469
120,88l,136
;20,88h,136
120, 88L,136

117,552,969

; Federal S
Inter. Matching Apport., - State -
Apport. Interstate 50-50 Matching Total
’ o 6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016
72,996,000 8,110,667 | 81,106,667
| 6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016
75,603,000 8,100,333 814,003,333
6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
| 10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016
78,210,000 8,690,000 | | - 86,900,000
| 6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
I 10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016
| | 6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
o 10,621,008 10,621,008 21,242,016
78,210,000 8,690,000 | 86,900,000
| 6,371,060 6,371,060 12,742,120
, - 10,621,008 10,621,008 21,2,2,016
75,211,950 8,356,883 83,568,833
$L58,L10,950  $50,937,883  $101,952,L08  $101,952,L08

$ 713,283,6L9




~ NON-INTERSTATE FREEWAYS

(A) Open to traffic from Newark to Route 3-Clifton.
(B) Open to traffic in Trenton from Willow Street to Aberfeldy Drive.

HQTE’ Status categories are for portions of proposed routes. - not necessarily for the entire route.

STATUS-
FUNDS v
ROUTE COUNTY. REQUIRED _ FPLAWNED  STUDY  HEARING CONSTRUCTION

18 Freeway Somerset-Middlesex - £3,200,000 . X

18 Freeway Moixmouth - 21,000,000

20 Freeway (Paterson Peri— , | »

pheral) Passaic 36,500,000 X Soon. -
(Wot legislated as Fwy.) ' ‘ : .

- 21 Freeway (A) ' Passaic~Bergen 34;000,006_ X X b'e X

2l Freeway Union-Morris-Hunterdon-Varren 108,000,000 X X X X | ~ Soon

29 ﬁeeway. ' Mercer : *3.;7,000"’,000 X X X X X

35 Freeway Monmouth- 20,000,000 X X X X

55 Freeway Cumberland-Cape May 66,000,000 X 4 X X

75 Freevay | Essex » . ‘30,000,000 | X . X X

76 Freeway “nion 10,000,000 X X

92 Freeway | M14dlesex-Somersat-Nercer. 9,500,000 X x

322 Freeway Gloucester | v 11—0,000.000 E | X | |

Lo Freeway Middlesex '22,,000.,000- X : X

Lo Freeway Hudson : 18,,_'250.006 : Xb. |

TOTAL $445,95o,ooo B



