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The FY 2011 Appropriations Act reduced Department of Transportation funding for
Salaries & Wages within the Maintenance & Operations program class by $4,515,000 to
$21,658,000. This included a reduction of the maintenance and operations program staff
by 57 budgeted positions for an expected savings of $1,454,783. These staff reductions
were expected to result in snow and ice packing on some highways, rather than the
preferred “black pavement” policy during winter snow storms. In the DOT response to
the FY 2011 OLS Discussion Points, it was also noted that these same employees are
responsible for routine maintenance functions such as drainage maintenance, road and
bridge repairs, sign repair, electrical repairs, and moveable bridge repairs. While the
DOT has its own schedule for implementing these various maintenance functions, it also
has a phone hotline and web reporting tool for citizens to report safety and maintenance
issues that they observe at
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/potholeform.shtm
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Question: What impacts have these staff reductions had on the DOT’s ability to
maintain pavement conditions this year?

The planned reduction of 57 Maintenance and Operations staff in the current fiscal
year has not seriously impacted the department's ability to remove snow and perform
road repairs. The primary challenge to our snow removal operation this year was the
extreme nature of the winter weather that New Jersey experienced, as several of the snow
storms were of historic proportions. As a point of reference, the 2010 - 2011 snow
season ranks in the top 5 of the past 80 years when considering the sheer amount of
snowfall. With regard to road repairs, DOT is aggressively applying new technology to
improve the productivity of its maintenance crews. For example, the department has
expanded its use of new pothole-filling equipment which requires only one operator per
unit. This technology, which uses a special emulsion mix that lasts for several
years, accelerates DOT's ability to respond to potholes and provides management with
the flexibility to redistribute the remaining crew members to other pressing maintenance
needs.


Question: Has the DOT incurred personnel expenses beyond the amount
budgeted ($21,658,000) for FY 2011 in order to handle winter storms or
resultant pothole repairs this year? Specifically, have there been any additional
overtime costs?
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Within the $21,658,000 Direct State Services appropriation for salaries in
Maintenance and Operations, a total of $4.3 million is budgeted for snow overtime.
Through March 15, 2011, actual expenditures for overtime totaled $7.5 million, or
$3.2 million beyond the budgeted amount. This additional cost was attributable to
snow removal operations and will be reimbursed through supplemental funding.


Question: What is the number of commuter reports of pothole and other
highway maintenance issues between December 1, 2010 and March, 2011 on a
monthly basis compared with the same period a year ago?
Roadway Emergencies
December January February March Total
2,250
2,393
2,043
1,485 est. 8,171
Current Year
2,346
1,195
2,375
1,680
7,596
Previous Year
Based on a comparison of the same four months of December-March in the current
fiscal year versus fiscal 2010, roadway emergencies are projected to increase by 575
(8%). Some of the increase can be attributed to the harsh weather conditions during
the months of December and January. In addition, the Department has increased
public awareness about the highway maintenance reporting application located on the
NJDOT’s website. This method of reporting is more user-friendly when compared to
writing a letter, or making a phone call. Therefore citizens are more inclined to report
a roadway emergency.
The information being reported includes all non-electrical roadway emergencies
including pothole repair, dead deer removal, sign replacement, responding to icing
conditions, unclogging inlets, and setting up safety for flooded roadways.



Question: Has there been an increase in average response time for fixing
commuter reported highway maintenance issues from the previous year? What
was the average response in January 2010 and January 2011?
Roadway Emergencies
Average Response Time
(in Hours/Minutes)
All Emergencies Pothole Repair Only
1 hr. 59 mins.
4 hrs. 54 mins.
FY 2011
2 hrs. 8 mins.
5 hrs. 30 mins.
FY 2010

As noted in the chart above, the FY 11 average response time for all roadway
emergencies has been reduced by 7% when compared against FY 10. As to the
second question, the average response time for the month of January 2011 of 1 hour
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43 minutes has been reduced nearly 11% when compared to the January 2010 figure
of 2 hours 14 minutes.
Average response time is measured from the time the call is received until the issue is
resolved.

2.
In the MVC response to FY 2011 OLS Discussion Points, the MVC announced
that it would be closing four locations in FY 2011. The expected closing date for these
locations was January 2011, and the savings were expected to be $1.7 million.
According to news announcements by MVC on their website, the Lodi location closed on
December 4, 2010; the Wyckoff location closed on December 11, 2010; the Bridgeton
and Elizabeth locations closed on December 31, 2010.


Question: Have these closings resulted in any cost savings so far, and if so are
these savings in line with expectations?
For clarification purposes, the Lodi agency was closed for a two-week period to
accommodate the construction of the new agency. This site is open and is working at
capacity.
MVC has realized cost savings in FY11 from the closure of five leased agencies
Wyckoff, Bridgeton Elizabeth, Randolph and Morristown. Morristown and Randolph
were leased properties MVC terminated in December, 2010 when the new facility
was completed in Randolph on State-owned property. This resulted in a savings of
$402,000. Wyckoff was a leased property in which MVC were served an eviction
notice. Our Oakland office was expanded and those expenditures were taken into
consideration when estimating a savings. The closings of Wyckoff along with
Elizabeth and Bridgeton produced an overall savings of $1.6M. These savings came
from a reduction of 43 FTEs, rent and security.



Question: What impact have these closings had on customer traffic at the MVC
locations closest to the ones that closed?
Surrounding agencies have seen an increase in customer volume since the agency
closures. Customer volumes have mainly increased at Edison, Newark and
Springfield due to the closure of Elizabeth. Rahway has a slightly increased volume
as well. The closure of Bridgeton has increased the volume at the Vineland and
Salem Agencies. The Oakland Agency’s volume has increased significantly due to
the closure of the Wyckoff Agency. The Oakland Agency was recently expanded,
and in anticipation of the increased volume, we have doubled the number of DDL
stations at that site.
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3.
Director Weinstein stated before the Assembly Budget Committee during the FY
2011 budget hearings that NJ Transit would focus on developing underutilized real estate
assets that were currently sitting fallow. He specifically referred to working with
communities on developing land around existing transportation facilities. The
development of this land would presumably bring in additional lease revenue from the
use of the land, while increasing ridership by increasing activity around the station. He
also stated that NJ Transit should be doing a better job of promoting travel and tourism in
New Jersey and cited summer service to the New Jersey shore, Six Flags, and other
transportation services to attractions around the State.


Question: What progress has NJ Transit made in developing its real estate
assets? Please list any upcoming development projects, the current progress,
an estimate of when they might be finished, and any estimate of revenue (or
cost) that will be generated by these projects.



Question: What are the potential recurring revenues that NJ Transit believes
it could obtain from developing underutilized real estate assets and how long
would it take to realize those revenues?



Question: Has NJ Transit created any new services to travel and tourism
locations this past year, and does it have plans to create any new ones in FY
2012?

4. Director Weinstein also announced before the Senate Budget Committee, during
the FY 2011 budget hearings, a plan to investigate partnerships with private firms to
operate some of its 45,000 parking spaces. He noted that parking operations were not
necessarily a core function of NJ Transit. The partnerships for management of the
Trenton and Metropark parking facilities were used as examples of the types of
partnerships that NJ Transit would be looking to replicate/duplicate with other
facilities. He also noted that such partnerships would not be a move to sell parking
facilities.


Question: What progress has been made in seeking out new partnerships and
what are the expected savings/revenues to NJ Transit from these
partnerships?



Question: Which parking lots are under consideration for these private
management partnerships and what impact might these partnerships have
on parking rates?



Question: Have any RFP’s been issued to solicit partnership arrangements?
If so, please provide copies. If not, what process is the NJT using to solicit
participation?
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5. During the Assembly Budget Committee FY 2011 budget hearing, Commissioner
Simpson claimed that a cost-benefit approach was being developed at DOT for
highway projects, similar to that being utilized at NJ Transit with the “New Starts”
program. A cost-benefit approach to highway projects could more clearly identify the
projected benefits of a capital project and balance those benefits against the monetary
and possibly environmental costs of constructing the project. It would also
theoretically provide metrics to compare projects to one another, ensuring more
prudent project selection.


Question: When will this approach be fully implemented for highway
projects?

At NJDOT we are utilizing Transportation Asset Management as our business
approach to transportation investment. Transportation Asset Management, or TAM,
is a systematic, performance-based approach to managing and upgrading the
transportation system.
Through this TAM approach, NJDOT is utilizing lifecycle cost analyses to determine
the timing and types of repairs that are most cost effective in prolonging the life of
our infrastructure. This work is already happening.
Also through the use of TAM, our capital investment strategy is guided by the
predicted performance of our transportation system. Through our management
systems we are able to predict the future condition of our system as whole based on
alternative investment scenarios. For example, we can predict the condition of our
bridges as a whole based on various annual investment levels. This, for example,
helps us weigh the benefits of investing in bridges versus pavement versus
congestion.
The Department continues to work on the development of a cost-benefit analysis or
other methodology to compare the value of one highway project to another.
One challenge to developing such a system is how does one weigh the benefits of a
pavement project against a safety project, or a bridge project against a congestion
project? There are a number of things to consider here. First, it may not be easy to
compare the benefits of one type of a project to another. Second, not all projects fit
neatly into one category or another. NJDOT is working on ways to evaluate projects
in a way that allows comparison, recognizing that there are many factors that need to
be considered in the ultimate decision to program that project. If for instance, we
went with pure condition of our infrastructure, or pure congestion figures, we may
end up programming an inordinately high number of projects in one part of our state,
when it is also important that investment is balanced across the state. To effectively
compare projects to one another, the decision making process cannot be rigid but
rather needs to account for a variety of factors.
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Question: A cost-benefit approach will necessarily entail some quantification
of expected benefits of a project. Will this approach result in DOT publicly
providing additional project-level details about the projected value/benefits
of individual projects? If so, where would these details be published?

Whatever tool NJDOT develops to support decision making, NJDOT will make the
methodology available. Providing project scores in absence of any context could
certainly lead to misunderstandings of why certain projects may be selected over
others with higher scores.
As we move further with the development of this approach we will certainly keep in
mind how we share our approach publicly.

6. During the department’s FY 2011 budget hearings before both the Senate and
Assembly Budget Committees, there were discussions of potential new sources of
funding for the Transportation Trust Fund. Commissioner Simpson stated that $40100 million might be found in NJ Turnpike Authority operating efficiencies, such as
the development of an internal employee appraisal system. Commissioner Simpson
said that on the Capital side design-build could result in significant savings and that
up to 10% of the cost of individual capital projects could be saved through improved
procurement practices. Commissioner Simpson also stated that up to $100 million in
potential revenue could be realized through new rest area concessions. Commissioner
Simpson stated that current rest areas were not friendly to truck drivers and often
lacked adequate truck parking facilities, so truck drivers often travel through the state
without stopping. Truck friendly rest areas would entice a much larger number of
truck drivers to refuel and rest inside New Jersey rather than waiting until they reach
another state. This could generate additional lease and tax revenue for the State,
while addressing an existing shortage of available truck parking in the State.


Question:
What operational efficiencies have been found and
implemented at the Turnpike Authority for the upcoming year, and what
cost savings will be realized as a result of these efficiencies?



Question:
Has the implementation of improved procurement practices
resulted in the scheduled cost of any projects in the capital program being
reduced? If so, please list the projects and the budgeted amount before and
after the change.



Question:
What progress has been made to address the adequacy of
tractor-trailer related conveniences and parking spaces? Are any new rest
areas being developed? Is there an update on the amount of revenue that
may be generated through these facilities?
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7. During the FY 2011 budget hearings before the Senate and Assembly Budget
Committees, Commissioner Simpson made reference to $4.1 billion in State
transit projects currently under development or consideration that did not have a
federal match. The reason these projects lack a federal match is presumably
because the projects do not meet the federal standards necessary to qualify for a
federal match. Commissioner Simpson also stated that the Obama administration
has loosened restrictions so that it is now easier for transit projects to qualify for
federal matching funds than it was under the Bush administration. Given that the
State contribution to transit capital projects from the Transportation Trust Fund
over the last few years has been stable at $600 million per year, a future
commitment of $4.1 billion to projects without a federal match would have a
significant fiscal implications, especially if the State would also forego $2.05
billion worth of federal matching funds over the period in which these projects are
constructed. Without knowing the identity of these projects and the time period in
which they are planned for construction, the full implications of prioritizing them
is unclear.


Question:
Please identify each project Commissioner Simpson referred to
that does not qualify for a federal match, the planned years in which it will
be constructed, and the reason it does not have a federal match.



Question: What progress has been made over the last year in making each of
these projects eligible for federal matching funds?

8. During FY 2011 NJ Transit increased fares by 22% and eliminated certain fare
discounts, including the off-peak round trip discount for train service. This was
expected to generate an additional $126.6 million in fare revenue. The fare
increase was also expected to result in a decrease in ridership due to the fare
increases. Director Weinstein stated before the Senate Budget Committee in the
FY 2011 budget hearing that using generally accepted models, it was expected
that a 3.5% decrease in ridership would be experienced due to the fare increases.


Question: What impacts have fare increases had on ridership in the past year?
Please provide monthly ridership numbers by rail, light rail, and bus for the
month prior to the fare increase and each month since the fare increase,
including the change in ridership from the previous year for each month and
mode of travel.
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