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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE STUDY: MIDDLESEX COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION
STUDY

Middlesex County is located within the heart of one of the most dynamic states in the nation.
Major new trends are impacting the Middlesex County transportation environment. New growth
and development in the southern portion of the County, increasing immigration in the northern

part, the aging of the baby boomers, and economic
s S T o R bt globalization, are al current trends that have and
¥ - #i {y ;/“ will continue to impact the County and the State
ST s e g,/';; ' of_New Jersey in meaningful and profound ways.
N | Middlesex County grew by 12% between 1990
*“ﬁ;'f" T e and 2000 and is projected to grow another 8% by
___.x’:ffi-"j;z ot [ ] 2010. This is a faster pace than New Jersey as a
= o ' N whole. In short, the transportation environment in
b L Middlesex County has changed considerably over
| Ny the past few decades and will continue to change
il o T as the developments mentioned above evolve into
s '“ the future.

The Middlesex County Board of Chosen Freeholders initiated this study with the recognition of
this complex and evolving environment and the realization that the provision of transit in the
County is fragmented between state, county, municipal, and private operators and also between
different departments within the County government itself. This means that key transportation
needs are unmet, and inefficiencies are present.

A unique and fluid transportation environment requires that Middlesex County
implement a new organization model in order to provide efficient and effective
transportation services to Middlesex County residents.

Middlesex County Department of Transportation

Organizational Structure
New County Department
Responsibilities
Existing Functions New Functions
AWTS Expansion of demand-response (AWTS)
Centra Vehicle Maintenance New fixed-route service
New shuttle service

Implementation Schedule

Transition to new department in July 2004

Full implementation by 2006

Incremental Costs

Year 1 (Jul- Dec 2004) — Additional Operating $286,000, Capital - $150,000
Y ear 2 (2005) — Additional Operating - $1,234,000, Capital - $1,340,000
Year 3 (2006) - Additional Operating - $1,271,000, Capital - $1,250,000
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THE RECOMMENDATION: IMPLEMENT A NEW MIDDLESEX COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

The study recommends that Middlesex County create and implement a new Middlesex County
Department of Transportation. The new Department of Transportation will be a separate County
Department and handle transportation issues exclusively. This option was one of six broad
organization aternatives evaluated in the study.

The new department will combine AWTS service (operations), planning, and maintenance, which
are now in three different County departments. It will provide staff dedicated to the maintenance
of AWTS and other transportation operations as well as take responsibility for central vehicle
maintenance for all County vehicles. In addition, storage and maintenance of all vehicles will
take place in one location and the head of the operations, administrative, and maintenance
divisions will al report to one person, the Director of the Department of Transportation, who in
turn will report to asingle Middlesex County Freeholder.

WHY A NEW ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE?

The County commissioned this study because of the recognition that there was a need to address
the shortcomings of how transportation is provided in the County. The consultant team conducted
extensive stakeholder interviews, which included all members of the Board of Chosen
Freeholders, and relevant county department heads and transportation managers. Municipal
stakeholders consisted primarily of planning staff or consultants, and transportation managers.
Other stakeholders included representatives from such organizations as Keep Middlesex Moving,
the Middlesex County Improvement Authority, and the United Way, as well as a State
Assemblyman, and others.

Based on input from these stakeholders, an assessment of existing services, and an analysis of
transportation needs, this study identified a series of transportation objectives in the following
areas. Key objectives included:

e Improve AWTS service quality
e Meet local needs through planning and coordination with NJ Transit

e Address current unmet needs by developing new service recommendations in the following
aress.
0 Employment-related transportation
o Elderly transportation
0 Disabled transportation
e Improve coordination with municipal transit operators, including a centralized transit broker
who can schedule trips for multiple services.

e Explore contracting opportunities
e Expand advertising and create a brand identity for County transportation



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study
Final Report

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF A NEW COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION?

The evaluation of which organizational alternatives could best meet the objectives above
considered arange of criteria, including the following:

1. Accountability - County elected leaders and County officials want an accountable
organization structure. This means that a clear chain of command will be in place in
order for Middlesex County elected officials and citizens to assess the performance of the
transportation system. A new County Department of Transportation will establish this
chain of command by placing all transportation responsibility with one department.

2. Implementation - Establishment of a new County Department of Transportation within
the County government will be straightforward and will not duplicate responsibilities of
other departments. By contrast, legal and structural issues would need to be overcome if
transportation functions were removed outside the direct County government structure.

3. Compatibility - Transportation will be the single focus of the new County department
unlike other options or alternatives that place transportation under an agency or
department with broader goals. Having transportation as its own department will result in
an organization that is responsive to transportation issues, as opposed to one that has
many different responsibilities.

4. Quality of Service - Consolidation of vehicle maintenance and planning functions with
the transportation operator will allow for greater oversight and translate into improved
service. Because of the singular focus of the new County Department of Transportation,
this will likely yield improvements in ridership and more effective operation of
Sservice.

5. Responsiveness to Markets - With its broader mission, the new County Department of
Transportation will be able to be responsive to the diverse County transportation
needs identified in the study.

WHAT ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE WILL THE NEW DEPARTMENT HAVE?

The one key feature of the new Middlesex County Department of Transportation that deserves
repeating is that all transportation functions, including planning, operations, and vehicle
maintenance will now be combined into one new County Department of Transportation.
The chart below displays new and expanded functions that will be divisions within the new
Department. The new and expanded functions are shaded light green in the chart below. Three
important new functions ar e coor dination, marketing, and planning/pr ogramming.

Although the following organizational structure is envisioned when the program is fully
implemented, it should be noted that not all these positions will be immediately filled, and it may
take many years to achieve this structure.
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HOW WILL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION TAKE PLACE?

One of the main reasons why the new Department of Transportation option was selected was that it
could be implemented almost immediately. Transitioning to a new department can take place
within a year, and by initially contracting out certain operations to a private provider, expanded
services can be established in year two.

The following bulleted list describes various steps idealy caled for in the first three years of
implementation. Taking al of these steps will go far towards achieving the transportation objectives
that the study established. It is recognized that the availability of funding will determine whether the
County is able to fully implement the following steps in the first three years of the program.

e Year 1-2004 (July 1- Dec. 31)
0 Transition AWTS from the Department of Human Services into the new County
Department of Transportation*
0 Hire Department Director, new Coordination and Marketing Managers, and expand
current Operations staff by hiring three new Vehicle Mechanics and one Safety/Training
Secialist
o0 Develop plans and procedure to improve and expand transportation services
0 Begin to develop management/maintenance systems and begin improvements to customer
service, scheduling, and trip planning and marketing
* Current AWTS employees would continue to perform the same functions, but within a new
department.
e Year 2-2005
0 Hire Planning Manager, Service Planning Specialist, and additional staff including a
second Information Specialist, Coordination Assistant/Countywide Broker, and
Coordinator for Municipal/Regional services
0 Introduce expanded demand response service and new fixed route and shuttle services
0 Contract with third party operator for fixed-route services and vehicles
0 Continue to develop management/maintenance systems and continue improvements to
customer service, scheduling, and trip planning
e Year 3-2006
0 Hire additional staff including second Safety/Training Specialist, Capital Planning
Soecialist, Marketing Specialist, and two more staff members in the Coordination
division
0 Install bus stops and shelters
0 Complete improvements to customer service, scheduling, and trip planning and dedicated
management/mai ntenance systems
0 Phase in increase in demand response service and additional fixed-route and shuttle
service

® Years4-10-2007-2013

0 Design and complete expansion of existing County Central Maintenance Facility
Expand the Coordination function to achieve full Countywide brokering
Consolidate most municipal transportation services into the Countywide system
Consolidate the BSStransportation services into the Countywide system
Phase in further increases in the demand response service
Phase in additional fixed-route and shuttle service
Continue installation of bus stops and shelters as warranted

O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo
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WHAT NEW COSTSARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE NEW DEPARTMENT?

Implementing a new County Department of Transportation and the new staff positions and services
recommended in this study will require a significant financial commitment. Costs include not only
those required to transition to the new department and improve existing operations, but also those that
are necessary to initiate new services to meet identified County transportation needs. This program
will incur additional annual operating costs totaling $3.0 million by year three. Thisis in addition to
$4.9 million in fully allocated transportation related costs that are already being spent on
transportation through County and other sources. An estimated $2.7 million would also be required
over the course of the three years for capital purchases of vehicles, computer software and bus stops.
A major capital expenditure beyond the first three years is an expansion of the County’s central
vehicle maintenance facility.

Summary of Incremental Operating and Capital Costs I mpacts

° Year 1- 2004 (July 1- Dec. 31)
0 $286,000 — Operating (New personnel for 6 months)
0 $150,000 - Capital (Management systems/website/communications)

° Year 2 - 2005
0 $1,234,000 — Operating (New personnel, increased demand-response service, new shuttle
and fixed-route services)
0 $1,340,000 - Capita (Demand response vehicles, shuttle buses, support vehicles,
management systems/website/communi cations)

° Year 3- 2006
0 $1,271,000 — Operating (New personnel, increased demand-response, shuttle, and fixed-
route services)
0 $1,250,000 - Capital (Demand response vehicles, shuttle buses, support vehicles,
management systems/website/communications, shelters/bus stops)

It is anticipated that the majority of costs associated with the new County Department of
Transportation and the expanded services will be funded through the current channels, especially by
Middlesex County. Although it is clear that County resources will need to play a mgjor role, other
funding sources may fund a percentage of this proposed program. This could include some state and
federal programs, and potentially, private contributions.

CONCLUSION

This study was intended to generate an organizational model that will facilitate and produce a
Middlesex County transportation system that is more effective and efficient and able to meet current
and future unmet needs. Successful implementation of the New Middlesex County Department of
Transportation will enable the County and its residents to navigate through the challenging
transportation environment that lies ahead.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

The Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study was initiated by the County
Board of Chosen Freeholders to explore the current role of County Government in the
provision of transit. The study will recommend a model for a new County system and
provide an implementation plan. Issues to be explored include the efficiency and
effectiveness of current County transit services and the potential for greater coordination
between the County and municipalities. The study began on May 20, 2003 with a kickoff
meeting in New Brunswick.

The first part of this report documents relevant existing conditions and provides a baseline
for further investigations and proposals. It represents a data collection effort that included
assembling demographic and socioeconomic data available through the 2000 Census and
other sources, meeting with over 50 individual stakeholders, collecting basic data for all
Middlesex County transit providers, and conducting Major Employer Focus Groups. Part
Two includes analysis of the current transit services in the county and the establishment of a
financial baseline. It also includes alook at other relevant service models in New Jersey and
around the country. Part Three is the development and evaluation of several organizational
aternatives, based on transportation objectives developed in earlier stages of the study.
Finally, Part Four recommends an alternative and provides a preliminary implementation
plan.
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Chapter 2 Middlesex County Profile

This chapter presents information necessary to identify and analyze potential unmet
transportation needs in Middlesex County. Demographic data, transit generators, and the
travel patterns of Middlesex County residents are featured below. Key demographic
indicators used to define the Middlesex County population that may require mobility
aternatives include: zero vehicle households, seniors over the age of 65, and low-income
households. Furthermore, physical factors such as transit generators, key destinations, and
journey to work travel flows are discussed in order to help define County population travel
patterns.

21 Highway Network and County Communities

Middlesex County, known as the “heart” of New Jersey, is located in the center of the
Garden State. It is bordered to the north by Union County and the Rahway River. New Y ork
City (Staten Island), Raritan Bay (located on the Atlantic Ocean), and Monmouth County
border Middlesex County to the east. Mercer County, home to Princeton and Trenton, is
located to the south. Somerset County borders to the west. The Raritan River serves as a
natural dividing line between the northern and southern portions of Middlesex County.

Middlesex County is advantageoudly positioned in the largest transportation corridor in the
state of New Jersey as the New Jersey Turnpike (I1-95) runs roughly northeast-southwest
through the County. The NJ Turnpike provides access to New Y ork City to the north as well
as Philadelphia and Trenton to the south. Additional major highways include the Garden
State Parkway and 1-287. The Garden State Parkway travels primarily in the northeastern
portion of the County and provides access to the fast growing shore communities in central
and southern New Jersey (Ocean and Monmouth Counties). In addition 1-287 runs east-west
through the northwestern portion of Middlesex County providing access to Morris and
Somerset Counties. Important federal and state highways include: US 1, US 130, US 9, NJ
18, and NJ 27, NJ 34 and NJ 35. Figure 2-1 displays a view of Middlesex County’s highway
network and the location of selected communities.

2.2 Population

Middlesex County is currently one of the fastest growing counties in New Jersey, having
gained 154,169 residents between 1980 and 2000. Its growth rate of 26% during this time
period is considerably higher than the 14% figure for the State of New Jersey. Furthermore,
between 1990 and 2000 Middlesex County had the largest net population increase (+78,282)
of all New Jersey counties. Table 2-1 shows the population figures for al of the County’s 25
municipalities between 1980 and 2000. Although not shown in the table, the most recent
population estimate places the County population at 755,000 in July 2002.

10
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Place 1980 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 Change 1980-2000
New Jersey 7,365,011 | 7,748,634 | 7,748,634 | 7,904,000 | 7,987,506 | 8,095,542 | 8,414,350 14%
Middlesex County 595,993 | 671,810 | 682,661 | 692,900 | 702,458 | 716.176 | 750,162 26%
Carteret Borough 20,598 19,025 19,158 19,130 19,086 19,094 20,709 0.5%
Cranbury Township 1,927 2,500 2,517 2,545 2,613 2,760 3,227 68%
Dunellen Borough 6,593 6,528 6,705 6,828 6,594 6,602 6,823 4%
East Brunswick Township 37,711 43,548 44,643 45,455 44,829 46,499 46,756 24%
Edison Township 70,193 88,680 89,923 90,402 93,993 95,705 97,687 39%
Helmetta Borough 955 1,211 1,424 1,482 1,399 1,454 1,825 91%
Highland Park Borough 13,396 13,279 12,853 12,894 13,287 13,266 13,999 5%
Jamesburg Borough 4114 5,294 5,460 5,633 5,605 5,748 6,025 46%
M etuchen Borough 13,762 12,804 12,816 13,008 12,901 13,038 12,840 -7%
Middlesex Borough 13,480 13,055 13,077 13,364 13,181 13,217 13,717 2%
Milltown Borough 7,136 6,968 7,114 7,212 7,032 7,022 7,000 -2%
Monroe Township 15,858 22,256 21,724 21,291 24,711 26,562 27,999 77%
New Brunswick City 41,442 41,711 42,138 41,266 41,534 41,768 48,573 17%
North Brunswick Township 22,220 31,287 32,933 33,894 34,032 35,174 36,287 63%
Old Bridge Township 51,515 56,493 59,104 59,879 59,409 59,976 60,456 17%
Perth Amboy City 38,951 41,967 40,971 40,467 42,262 42,481 47,303 21%
Piscataway Township 42,223 47,089 47,911 49,259 50,936 51,911 50,482 20%
Plainsboro Township 5,605 14,213 15,201 15,536 15,636 15,739 20,215 261%
Sayreville Borough 29,969 34,998 35,540 36,405 37,352 38,042 40,377 35%
South Amboy City 9,322 7,851 7,784 7,867 7,860 7,864 7,913 -15%
South Brunswick Township 17,127 25,799 28,015 30,932 30,716 33,392 37,734 120%
South Plainfield Township 20,521 20,489 20,691 20,981 20,682 20,903 21,810 6%
South River Borough 14,361 13,692 13,650 13,857 13,921 14,045 15,322 7%
Spotswood Borough 7,840 7,983 8,044 8,140 8,174 8,255 7,880 0.5%
Woodbridge Township 90,074 93,092 94,265 95,152 94,714 95,659 97,203 8%

Source; United States Census Bureau
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The fastest rate of population growth in Middlesex County between 1980 and 2000 took
place in the southern portion of the County. During this time period nine municipalities
grew faster than the County average of 26%. With the exception of Edison Township, al
of these municipalities are located south of the Raritan River and in southern Middlesex
County. These fast growing, southern Middlesex municipalities include: Cranbury
Township (68% population growth), Helmetta Borough (91%), Jamesburg Borough
(46%), Monroe Township (77%), North Brunswick Township (63%), Plainsboro
Township (261%), Sayreville Borough (35%), and South Brunswick Township (120%).

Roughly 50% of the County’s population growth during between 1980 and 2000 came
from the eight municipalities listed above. Furthermore, the majority of the growth in
southern Middlesex County was located on the US 1 Corridor. Three townships
contributed to this growth and they include: North Brunswick (+14,067 residents),
Plainsboro (+14,610 residents), and South Brunswick (+20,607 residents). These three
townships accounted for roughly one-third of all population growth in Middlesex County
between 1980 and 2000. The location of Middlesex County’s population growth mirrors
statewide growth trends as large population growth in New Jersey over the past two
decades has taken place in the southern and western portion of the state. Jobs and
residents have flocked to counties such as Middlesex, Monmouth, Mercer, Somerset, and
Hunterdon.

Table 2-2, displayed on the next page, shows population projections for Middlesex
County and its municipalities for 2005 and 2010. Although the County will still grow
faster than the State of New Jersey during the next decade, its growth rate will slow,
according to New Jersey Department of Labor projections. Middlesex County is
projected to grow by 8% between 2000 and 2010; slightly higher than New Jersey’s 6%
percent population growth rate for the same period.*

Within Middlesex County, projections indicate that the population growth will continue
to take place in the southern sections of the County along the US 1 Corridor and in
Monroe Township adjacent to Monmouth County. Plainsboro and South Brunswick will
still see the highest growth rates during the next decade as both are projected to grow by
21%. Monroe Township is projected to grow by 14% over the same time period.

Nevertheless, significant new population growth is expected in the older, large cities of
Middlesex County. Specifically two such cities, Perth Amboy and New Brunswick, are
projected to garner much of this growth between 2000 and 2010. Over the next decade,
Perth Amboy is projected to have a growth rate of 19% while New Brunswick will grow
by 10% between 2000 and 2010. If these projections are correct Perth Amboy will have
the third highest growth rate in Middlesex County and New Brunswick the sixth highest
rate of growth by 2010.

These projected, high growth rates for Perth Amboy and New Brunswick reflect recent
increases in immigration rates to New Jersey’ s older cities and boroughs. After years of

! Between 1980 and 1990 Middlesex County grew by 13%. The County’s growth rate for the 1990-2000
period was 12%, according to data from the United State Census Bureau.
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Table 2-2: Middlesex County Population Projections, 2000-2010
Place 2000 2005 2010 Change 2000-2010
New Jersey 8,414,350 | 8,662,100 | 8,937,204 6%
Middlesex County 750,162 | 777,600 | 809,765 8%
Carteret Borough 20,709 21,206 21,872 6%
Cranbury Township 3,227 3,441 3,728 16%
Dunellen Borough 6,823 6,910 7,027 3%
East Brunswick Township 46,756 47,653 48,972 5%
Edison Township 97,687 100,346 | 103,958 6%
Helmetta Borough 1,825 1,875 1,988 9%
Highland Park Borough 13,999 14,211 14,496 4%
Jamesburg Borough 6,025 6,241 6,530 8%
M etuchen Borough 12,840 13,251 13,265 3%
Middlesex Borough 13,717 13,913 14,175 3%
Milltown Borough 7,000 7,009 7,097 1%
Monroe Township 27,999 29,695 31,967 14%
New Brunswick City 48,573 50,559 53,313 10%
North Brunswick Township 36,287 37,763 39,740 10%
Old Bridge Township 60,456 61,631 63,205 5%
Perth Amboy City 47,303 53,178 56,453 19%
Piscataway Township 50,482 51,484 52,826 5%
Plainsboro Township 20,215 21,987 24,361 21%
Sayreville Borough 40,377 41,968 44,100 9%
South Amboy City 7,913 7.978 8,123 3%
South Brunswick Township 37,734 41,029 45,462 21%
South Plainfield Township 21,810 22,200 22,722 4%
South River Borough 15,322 15,803 16,448 7%
Spotswood Borough 7,880 7,850 7,891 0.1%
Woodbridge Township 97,203 98,419 100,046 3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau for 2000 data and NJ Dept of Labor for 2005 & 2010 projections
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declineg, citieslike Jersey City, Paterson, and Elizabeth gained in population between 1990 and
2000. This growth was primarily due to Hispanic and Asian immigration and is reflected in
2000 US Census data. For example Perth Amboy, which grew by 13% from 1990-2000, lost
13% of its white population but had an increase of 11% in its Asian population and a 42%
increase in its Hispanic population. New Brunswick has similar demographic statistics for the
1990-2000 period as its population increased by 16% primarily fueled by Hispanic (+135%)
and Asian (+58%) population growth. In addition, as reported by the 2000 U.S. Census, large
townships in the northern portion of the county, such as Edison and Piscataway Townships
showed signs of large immigration as both registered large increases in their Asian and
Hispanic populations.

In summary it appears that while significant growth is taking place and will continue to take
place in southern Middlesex County, within the next decade older, large municipalities such as
Perth Amboy and New Brunswick, primarily in the northern and central portion of the County,
will also show strong rates of growth. While higher income populations will drive growth
taking place in southern Middlesex County, immigration is the key factor behind the
population increases in the northern part of the County. The population data presented above
indicates that the nature and type of population growth in Middlesex County needs to be
understood and taken into account in planning for public transportation as well as in anayzing
the current unmet transportation needs of County residents.

2.3  Development

Inseparable from population growth is residential development. With the exception of
Highland Park, the number of housing units increased in all of the communities within
Middlesex County from 1990 to 2000. Thisis shown in Table 2-3. Middlesex grew in terms of
residential units by 9.4%, which is greater than the state as a whole. The southern part of the
County developed most rapidly on a percentage-wise basis, with the five highest percentage
increases occurring in Southern municipalities, ranging from Plainsboro at 17.8% growth to
Helmetta at 47.3% growth. The greatest growth in raw number of units occurred in South
Brunswick, which has an increase of 3,899. Other municipalities with a growth of over 2,000
units between 1990 and 2000 were Edison, Monroe, and Piscataway.

24  Population Density

Population density, measured in persons per square mile, is a key indicator of transit demand
and is a crucial component used to help determine the nature, type, and feasibility of various
types of transit service. Figure 2-2 shows the population density by census tract for Middlesex
County. Information used for the map is based on 2000 United States Census data.

With 750,162 people on 310 square miles of land area, Middlesex County has a population
density of 2,422 residents per square mile. Middlesex County is denser than New Jersey,
which has the highest population density of any state in the nation, with 1,134 residents per
square mile. Figure 2-2 indicates that population density in Middlesex County is highest in

2|t should be noted that some of the future growth in large, older cities such as Perth Amboy, will come from the
redevelopment of older neighborhoods by demographic groups other then immigrants. For example, Perth
Amboy’ s waterfront is currently being redevel oped as some young professionals and empty nesters relocate here.
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level are found in Perth Amboy, eastern Carteret, western New Brunswick, and areas near
Rutgers University in Piscataway Township. These census tracts have between 13% and 32%
of their families living below the poverty level. Figure 2-6 shows the locations of these census
tracts.

The median household income for Middlesex County according to the 2000 U.S. Census was
$61,446. This compares with a New Jersey median household income of $55,146. In general
the western and southern portions of the County are wealthier than census tracts found to the
north and east. Census tracts with the highest median household incomes ($98,000 to
$119,000) include Plainsboro, Cranbury, and portions of North Brunswick, South Brunswick,
East Brunswick, Edison, and Metuchen. The areas in Middlesex County with the lowest
median household income correspond with those census tracts that have the highest percentage
of families below poverty. These areas tend to be older boroughs with high immigrant
populations such as Perth Amboy and New Brunswick. Figure 2-7 depicts median household
income by census tract for Middlesex County. In addition Table 2-4 shown on the next page
displays 2000 U.S. Census Bureau median household, median family, and per capita income
datafor all Middlesex County municipalities.

2.8  Automobile Ownership and Availability

The availability of vehiclesis one of the most important indicators of how captive a household
isto transit. Households with no access to automobiles are most in need of transit service for
their basic mobility needs. Based on 2000 U.S. Census data, 11.5% of New Jersey households

had no vehicle available and in Middlesex County 9% of all households had no vehicle
available. It isinteresting to note that based on a comparison of 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census
data the number of vehicles per household decreased dightly not only in Middlesex County but
for New Jersey as well. In Middlesex County the number of vehicles per household fell from
1.77in 1990 to 1.71in 2000. This parallelsthe New Jersey 1.63 to 1.60 decrease, for the same
period, as well as decreases in other northern and central New Jersey counties. Possible factors
contributing to this decrease include a decrease in the average household size as well as an
increase in public transit usage. It should be noted that the decrease found in Middlesex
County deviates from national trends where the number of vehicles per household has
increased dightly from 1.68 to 1.69 between 1990 and 2000.

Figure 2-8 illustrates census tracts in Middlesex County that have high concentrations of zero
car households. Not surprisingly areas with the lowest incomes and highest percentage of
families living below poverty have the highest percentage of households with zero vehicles
available. Tractsin Perth Amboy and New Brunswick have 24% to 47% zero car households.
It should also be noted that the census reports significant numbers of commuters who walked
or rode their bike to work in these cities. Other areas with high zero car households include
Spotswood, the retirement communities south of Jamesburg in Monroe Township, South
Amboy, Carteret, Sayreville, and sections of Piscataway Township just to the west of Rutgers
University and its Busch Campus.

23









Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study

Final Report

to work within Middlesex County itself (55.57%). Roughly 10% commute to New York State.
The surrounding counties of Somerset, Union, Mercer, Monmouth, and Essex also receive a fair
amount of Middlesex County commuters.

211 Key Destinationsand Transit Generators

This section includes a list of important destinations within Middlesex County. Generators
included are major employers, large medical facilities, colleges and universities, office and
industrial parks, and regional shopping centers. Not all destinations could be mentioned due to
the large size of Middlesex County. Only those destinations deemed most relevant, by size or
importance, to the study were included. All data included in this section is from the Middlesex
County Office of Economic Development.

Major Employers
(# of employees)

Bristol-Myers Squibb (3,750-3,999)

Merrill Lynch & Company (3,250-3,499)
Prudential Insurance Company (3,000-3,249)
Telcordia Technology (3,000-3,249)
Johnson & Johnson (2,750-2,999)

Robert Wood Johnson University Hospital (2,750-2,999)
Silverline Building Products (2,750-2,999)
JF.K. Medica Center (2,500-2,749)

Raritan Bay Medica Center (2,250-2,499)
St. Peter’s University Hospital (2,250-2,499)
AT & T (2,000-2,249)

Down Jones & Company (1,500-1,749)
Siemens AG (1,500-1.,749)

United Parcel Service (1,500-1.749)
Amerada Hess Corporation (1,500-1,499)
Home Depot (1,250-1,499)

Verizon (1,250-1,499)

Aetna/lUS Healthcare (1,250-1,499)
Engelhard Corporation (1,000-1,249)
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Colleges & Universities
(location)

Middlesex County College (Edison)

Rutgers, The State University (New Brunswick & Piscataway)
Princeton University - Forrestal Campus (Plainsboro)
University of Medicine and Dentistry (New Brunswick)
DeVry Institute (North Brunswick)

Major Health Care Facilities
(# of hospital beds)

JFK Medical Center, Edison (501)

Raritan Bay Medical Center, Old Bridge (110)

Raritan Bay Medical Center, Perth Amboy (395)

Robert Wood Johnson University Hospital, New Brunswick (448)
Saint Peter’s University Hospital, New Brunswick (420)

Large Middlesex County Parks and Active Recreation Areas
(size)

Donaldson Park, Highland Park (90 acres)
Thomas A. Edison Park, Edison (161 acres)

Fords Park, Woodbridge (18 acres)

Johnson Park, Piscataway/Highland Park (473 acres)
Joseph Medwick Park, Carteret (82 acres)

Merrill Park, Woodbridge (179 acres)

Raritan Bay Waterfront Park, South Amboy/Sayreville (136acres)
Roosevelt Park, Edison (217 acres)

Spring Lake Park, South Plainfield (121 acres)
Thompson Park, Monroe/Jamesburg (675 acres)
William Warren Park, Woodbridge (126 acres)
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Dialysis Centers
(location)

DCI (North Brunswick)

FMC (Colonia)

Gambro (Edison)

Gambro (Perth Amboy)

Gambro (Old Bridge)

FMC (South Plainfield)

St. Peter’s Dialysis (New Brunswick)

DCI (New Brunswick)

Robert Wood Johnson Hospital Dialysis (New Brunswick)

Major Shopping Centers and Regional Malls
(square feet)

Woodbridge Center Mall, Woodbridge, US 1 (1.8 million square feet)

Menlo Park Mall, Edison, US 1 (1.3 million square feet)

Brunswick Square Mall, East Brunswick, NJ 18 (827,191 square feet)
Fashion Plaza, North Brunswick, US 1/US 130 (391,000 square feet))
Mid-State Mall, East Brunswick, NJ 18 (377,211 square feet)

Centennial Square, Piscataway, Centennial Avenue (420,796 square feet)
Middlesex Mall, South Plainfield, Stelton/Hadley Road (324,000 square feet)
East Mill Village, Middlesex (332,564 square feet)

Regional Hotels and Conference Centers
(# of rooms)

Brunswick Hilton, East Brunswick, Route 18/NJ Tpke (405 rooms, 27 conference rooms)
Sheraton Edison, Edison, Raritan Center Parkway (278 rooms, 10 conference rooms)
Hyatt Regency, New Brunswick, Albany Street (296 rooms)
Doral Forrestal, Plainsboro, 100 College Road East (290 rooms, 37 conference rooms)
The Westin Princeton at Forrestal Village, Plainsboro (305 rooms, 8 conference rooms)
Sheraton at Woodbridge Place, Woodbridge, US 1/US 9 (253 rooms, 15 conference rooms)
Hilton Woodbridge, Woodbridge, Garden State Parkway/Wood Avenue South (200 rooms)

33



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study
Final Report

e Clarion Hotel and Towers, Edison, Route 27/ 1-287 (169 Rooms)
e Ramada Inn and Conference Center, East Brunswick, Route 18 and Eggers St,(137 rooms)
e Red Roof Inn, Edison, 860 New Durham Rd (133 Rooms)

Major Industrial Parks

(size & use)

e Corporate Park 287, Piscataway, 1-287/S. Randolphville Road (130 acres/office park)

e Princeton Forrestal Center, Plainsboro, US 1/College Road (2250 acres/office and R& D)

e Carteret Industrial Park, Carteret, Federal/Blair Roads (535 acres/light industrial)

e Technology Center of New Jersey, North Brunswick, US 1/Milltown Road

e Raritan Center, Edison, Woodbridge Ave./Raritan Center Parkway

e Port Carteret Industrial Park, Carteret, Grant/Hayward Avenues (160 acres/flex/rail)

e Cranbury, Keystone, US 130/Route 535 (610 acres/mixed)

e Cranbury, Brainerd Park, Half Acre Road (219 acres)

e Cranbury, Corporate Park Cranbury, Route 515/Prospect Plains Road (200 acres/office/light
industry)

e Cranbury, Cranbury Campus, 254 US 130 (270 acres/R & D/flex/light industry)

e Cranbury, Millstone Square, US 130/Station Road (121 acres)

e East Brunswick, Colonial Oaks Industrial Park, Lexington Avenue/Cranbury Road (250
acres/light industry)

e Edison, Edison Industrial Park, Carter Drive/Talmadge Drive (100 acres)

e Piscataway, Rutgers Industrial Park, Circle Drive North/Possumtown Road (300 acres/light
industry)

e South Brunswick, Jersey Center Metroplex, US 1/Deans Lane (506 acres/office)

e South Plainfield, Middlesex Business Center, Hadley Road/Corporate Boulevard (105
acres/light industry/office)

e Forsgate Corporate Center, South Brunswick, Cranbury-South River Road/Route 32
(officellight industry)

e Harts Lane Business Campus, East Brunswick, Harts Lane/Tices Lane

e Princeton Corporate Center, South Brunswick, US 1/Independance Way (98 acres/office)
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Chapter 3 Inventory of Transit and Paratransit Providers

This chapter includes a profile of general public and agency transit providers in Middlesex
County. In order to complete this chapter, providers were contacted via telephone by the
consultant team and asked to provide basic information about their vehicles, service, passengers,
etc, as well as operating and financial data. Due to the fact that providers in some cases did not
return phone calls or were not able to provide requested data, the information collected first hand
was supplemented with the most recent data assembled in other studies, including:

e Middlesex County FY 2002 Annual Report on Transportation and Profile of the Subregional
Transportation Network, Middlesex County Department of Planning, August 2002

e Middlesex County Transportation User Guide, Middlesex County Department of Planning,
August 2002

e Medical Transportation Sudy for the Needs of the Elderly in Mercer and Middlesex Counties
in New Jersey, New Jersey Foundation for Aging, July 2002

e Middlesex County Area Wide Transportation System (AWTS) Technical Management Sudy
and Paratransit Plan Update, Middlesex County Department of Human Services, March 1998

31 General Public Services

There are a number of public transportation providers that operate in Middlesex County,
providing the following services:

e Three commuter rail corridors (Northeast Corridor, New Jersey Coast, and Raritan Valley)
with 10 stations in Middlesex, operated by NJ Transit

e Expressbus servicesto New Y ork City and other New Jersey counties, operated by NJ Transit
and private providers

e Loca bus routes that provide service between communities and provide limited circulation
within urban areas, operated mainly by NJ Transit

e Community shuttles or circulators that provide local circulation and connections. Examples of
these are the Hub City Trolley funded by the County to provide connections within New
Brunswick, and Edison and Metuchen community shuttle services which provide access
between neighborhoods and train stations in those communities.

e Ferry service from South Amboy to Manhattan, operated by Sea Streak Ferry

e The Rutgers University Campus Bus System, which includes routes that operate on New
Brunswick city streets and which is open to the public

Commuter/express buses and trains connect residential areas in Middlesex County to important
business districts in Trenton, New York City, Newark, and Hoboken. There are a number of
major commuter corridors in the County. These include the rail services along the Northeast
Corridor between Trenton and New York City, as well as the New Jersey Coast and Raritan
Valley lines. Route 9 has very frequent commuter/express bus service operating to New Y ork
City, Newark, and Jersey City. NJ Transit as well as a number of private carriers operate services.
There isalso alot of commuter bus service along the New Jersey Turnpike and the Garden State
Parkway, operating to park and ride lots and towns that are adjacent to these highways. Other
express bus corridors are Route 27 and Route 18.
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Local bus shuttles connect train stations to maor activity centers in Middlesex County. Local
services are concentrated in the urbanized areas of the county such as in New Brunswick, Perth
Amboy, Edison, and Metuchen. Other local services in the county provide access to urban areas
of Middlesex County or in neighboring counties. NJ Transit allows local trips on the non-express
portion of all commuter routes. Many of the less developed areas of the County have no dedicated
local services, however, they generally do have express service to New Y ork City

Profiles of individual general public transit providers in Middlesex County are presented in
Appendix A.

3.2  Municipal Elderly/Disabled Services

Most Middlesex County municipalities supplement AWTS and NJ Transit Access Link
paratransit service by operating demand response transportation targeted at specific client groups.
Transportation service of this nature is usually limited to seniors or the disabled and has a small
service area.  Only five Middlesex County municipalities do not directly provide such
transportation services: Cranbury Township, Helmetta Borough, Jamesburg Borough, Plainsboro
Township, and Woodbridge Township. These five municipalities contract out for this type of
service. Cranbury, Helmetta, Jamesburg, and Plainsboro all have agreements with Monroe
Township to provide demand response service for their elderly and the disabled populations.
Woodbridge Township, along with Sayreville, has asimilar agreement with AWTS*

Table 3-2 presents a summary of the data collected from municipal elderly/disabled programs.
Taken together all of these programs utilize 80 vehicles. Based upon the available, at least
251,313 one-way passenger trips were provided, of a cost of at least $2 million. In a few
instances, we were unable to obtain cost and ridership data despite repeated attempts, so those
totals are in actuality even dightly higher.

Detailed profiles of the Middlesex County municipal elderly/disabled services are presented in
Appendix A.

* Woodbridge and Sayreville have interlocal service agreements with AWTS to provide subscription service for
senior and disabled residents. AWTS data that has been collected does not disaggregate for these two municipalities.
Thus, Woodbridge Township does not have a separate municipal profile presented in Appendix A. Sayreville does
have a profile because it operates a small fixed route service that complements AWTS service.

36



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study

Final Report
Table 3-1: Summary of Municipal Aging/Disabled Providers
Pass. | Vehicle | Vehicle Data
Provider Vehicles| Trips | Miles | Hours [Total Cost| Fund Source | Data Source | Year
Carteret Office on Aging 4 5,000 NA NA| $100,000f Municipd NJFA study 2001
Dunellen Municipa Clerk 1 NA NA NA[  $18,000 CDBG NJFA study | 2001
East Brunswick Senior Center/Aging 4 20,105 NA NA NA[  Municipa R. Steinberg | 2002
Twp of Edison Division of Senior
Citizen Services 5 15,500 9,225 64,130 NA| Municipal R. Bomba 2002
Highland Park Senior Center 3 8,820 NA NA|  $70,400f Municipd NJFA study | 2001
Metuchen Senior Citizen Center 2 5,500 1,500, 12,500 $45,000 Municipal NJFA Study | 2001
35-40% from
grants - the
remainder is
Middlesex Borough Office on Aging 4 4,056 NA NA $29,500) municipa NJFA study 2001
Borough of Milltown 1 1,437, 6,051 76,659 NA| Municipa M. Januska | 2002
Monroe Twp Transportation Office 6 20,829 5,740 66,603] $231,634] Municipal NJFA study 2001
Municipal and
New Brunswick Dial-A-Ride 6 19,659 NA[ 49,255 $191,510| State Grant A. Elmini 2002
New Brunswick Senior Citizen
Resource Center 3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
North Brunswick Twp Department of
Human Services 10 11,701 8,900 75,737] $211,0000 Municipal R. Hermes 2002
96% township,
Old Bridge Office on Aging 7 64,993 7,560 72,435 $300,000] 4% county NJFA study | 2001
Municipal,
Perth Amboy Office On Aging 3 24,000 NA NA|  $84,000 CDBG NJFA Study | 2001
Piscataway Department on Aging 2 86,662 NA NA|  $134,677[99% municipa K. Roth 2002
Sayreville Office on Aging 2 13,520 NA NA[ $127,808] Municipa AWTS 2003
Dr Charles W Hoffman Senior Unable to
Resource Center (South Amboy) 4 8,296 NA NA providgl Municipal M DeBlis 2002
South Brunswick Twp Department of
Recreation & Community Affairs 6 24,283 NA NA| $190,000f Municipd C. Wildemuth | 2002
Municipal and
South Plainfield Senior County Office
Transportation 3 8,216 NA NA $50,000f onAging NJFA study 2001
South River Office on Aging 2 6,000 1,250, 12,000 NA NA C.May 2002
Local govt &
Spotswood Office on Aging 2 3,642 1,482 10,0000 $35,000] county grant NJFA study 2001
All All
All service|service by|All servicel service by
Woodbridge Divisionon Aging | by AWTS| AWTY by AWTS AWTY $264,189] Municipal AWTS 2003
TOTALS 80| 251,313 NA NA| $2,082,718
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3.3  County Operated Transportation

Middlesex County currently provides transportation through two different means. It directly
operates service through its Area Wide Transportation Services, or AWTS, which provides
mainly demand response and subscription services to special populations in the county. Due to the
size and importance of AWTS, afull Chapter (Chapter 6) is devoted to it. The other way in which
the County is involved in transportation is through the County Board of Social Services (BSS),
which contracts out service for specific eligible populations.

BSS provides transportation through four major funding sources for multiple purposes including
Work First New Jersey (WFNJ) and Medicaid Non-Emergency Transportation. It provides these
through contracts with four different taxi companies in four geographic regions. The Board of
Social Services has agreements to reimburse these companies on a per loaded mile basis, and
Medicaid recipients are permitted to use any of the contracted companies. The consumer does not
pay for hisor her trip. Medicaid also reimburses bus passes.

Work First New Jersey participants are eligible to receive transportation up until receiving their
first paycheck at ajob. This can also be extended at the County’ s discretion. 1n 2002, the Board
of Socia Services oversaw the provision of 106,094 trips at an annual cost of $2,574,733. 83% of
the trips were for Medicaid purposes.

The following tables provide more detail on BSS funding sources.
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Table 3-2: Description of Middlesex County Board of Social Services Transportation Funding and Services

Funding Funding Principal Trip Remarks Program Funding/
Program Sour ce Types Taken Administration | ssues
Title X1X Federal — Medicaid (Medical Supervised by NJ Division of Medical BSS determines eligibility, but
Social Security Transportation) Assistance & Health Services, actual transportation can be
Administration Administered by Middlesex County provided by any carrier
Includes individual Medicaid-eligible Eligible trips cannot be denied,
trips reimbursed according to Title XI1X
guidelines
Title XX Federal - Income Eligible under Supervised by NJ Division of Youth & | Eligibility limited to low income
Social Security Title XX guidelines Family Services, Administered by elderly and disabled
Administration (but not Medicaid) Middlesex County
Temporary Federal — Medical Supervised by NJ Division of Family Eligibility limited to parents
Assistance for Social Security Employment/Training Development; Administered by and children
Needy Families Administration (Work First) Middlesex County
(TANF) Fair Hearing Includes Work First public transit trips
Housing arranged through the BSS
Emergency Assistance Includes trips reimbursed through the
SSl/Lega Services Training-Related Expenses (TRE)
program
General NJ Division of Medical Administered by Middlesex County Eligibility limited to single
Assistance (GA) Family Employment/Training Includes Work First public transit trips adults and couples
Development (Work First) arranged through the BSS
Fair Hearing
Housing
Emergency Assistance

SSl/Legal Services

Sources. BSS staff; statements of expenditures
Note: All services provided through four contracts with vendors, based on geographically dividing the County (three-year contracts).

39




Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study
Final Report

34 Other Services

This section includes countywide services available to the specialized populations.
Access Link provides demand-response paratransit service for disabled individuals with
origins and destinations with % miles of an existing New Jersey Transit Bus route. The
Middlesex County Board of Social Services provides, through contactors, transportation
to severa different populations, including Medicaid recipients and Work First New
Jersey participants.

Appendix A includes detailed profiles of NJ Transit Access Link and transportation

provided by Middlesex County Board of Social Services. AWTS, the other countywide
specialized provider, is profiled and assessed in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 4 Stakeholder Interviews
4.1  Introduction

From June Sth to July 15™, 2003, the consultant team conducted 34 in-person interviews
and one telephone interview, all of them arranged by County Planning Staff. The
following groups were represented:

e County government
e Municipal government
e Other transportation stakeholders

Interviewees from the County included all members of the Board of Freeholders, and
relevant county department heads and transportation managers. Municipal stakeholders
consisted primarily of planning staff or consultants, and transportation managers. Other
stakeholders included representatives from such organizations as Keep Middlesex
Moving, the Middlesex County Improvement Authority, and the United Way, aswell asa
State Assemblyman. A full list of the individuas interviewed appearsin Appendix B.

The results of the stakeholder interviews were divided into several thematic areas and are
summarized below. It should be noted that the statements below are in many cases simply
the views expressed by stakeholders, and may be grounded in perception rather than fact.

4.2  EXxisting Services

Most stakeholders were familiar with AWTS intended function, and expressed concerns
about its ability to effectively perform them. A big issue was the fact that users need to
reserve two to three weeks ahead to schedule a trip. One person pointed out that this was
not always the case — that in the past AWTS seemed to be better in this respect.
Stakeholders agreed that the system is overburdened and not able to keep up with
demand. Trip denials are common. Several stakeholders pointed out deficiencies and
inefficiencies in how it is operated. Scheduling procedures are antiquated, and driver
attitudes are poor. A problem with driver retention was cited. One person mentioned that
AWTS consumers have problems scheduling return trips for dialysis centers. Some
stakeholders expressed the view that AWTS is not able to provide work trips for the
disabled population on a consistent and reliable basis. This is an important issue for the
disabled population of Middlesex County because a lack of reliable transportation is one
main reason why many disabled citizens are unemployed. Another issue mentioned was
the lack of public awareness of the system. It was also pointed out that there is a
perception that AWTS buses are often empty, and therefore being operated inefficiently.
A final concern was the inability of AWTS to provide personalized service, such as
helping seniors to get from the curb to their door or helping disabled consumers them
with their shopping bags. Insofar as municipalities utilized AWTS, it was to complement
municipal services, especially for out-of-town trips.
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The Medicaid non-emergency transportation that is provided was discussed by only afew
of the stakeholders. It was pointed out that there is no linkage between it and AWTS,
except for the fact that individuals ineligible for Medicaid transportation are referred to
AWTS. Most trips are provided by contracted taxi companies (almost all of which utilize
taxis that are not wheelchair accessible), and one interviewee questioned whether this
was the most efficient process.

The County was awarded a federally-funded Job Access Reverse Commute Grant
(JARC), which it used originally to fund Info Line to provide atransportation broker role.
AWTS took over the role of broker from Info Line in 2002 and, with the assistance of
Work First funds, is providing a comprehensive delivery system for Work First clients.
An additional JARC award is expected.

Details of each municipal system are provided in Appendix A. As a genera rule
stakeholders felt positive about the local systems; however, they also felt that they were
not necessarily meeting all of the needs with their limited resources. One stakeholder
mentioned that transporting seniors to destinations outside of the city was a challenge.
Another felt that service to the Senior Center throughout the day was needed (as opposed
to asingle trip in the morning and return trip in the afternoon), but not possible due to the
inability to find additional qualified drivers. Some senior trip needs are also met through
fixed route services and non-profit organizations.

Those who mentioned New Jersey Transit's Access Link complementary paratransit
system pointed to its limited service area (serves within % miles of a fixed route only).
Another issue is that Access Link could be better marketed throughout Middlesex
County. The general feeling about regional and commuter service operated by New
Jersey Transit and private providers appeared to be that the Manhattan-bound commuter
services were successful and the biggest issue was creating enough parking capacity at
park and ride lots and train stations. There seems to be capacity issues throughout the
county, from overcrowded park and ride lots in the southern portion of the County (at
Exit 8A in South Brunswick and Route 130 in Monroe) to rail station lotsin communities
such as South Amboy. A new commuter-based service that has also been a success story
isthe Seastreak Ferry service in South Amboy, which started in February 2001. Ridership
there has exceeded projections, and construction on a permanent ferry landing there will
begin soon.

By contrast, the perception of local routes provided by New Jersey Transit and others was
that they did not adequately meet the needs of the riding public. They do not serve the
municipalities needs very well at all, due to infrequent service, limited hours, and lack of
coverage. Cities and towns that had this type of service, such as East Brunswick,
Woodbridge and Perth Amboy, did not find it to be useful for their residents. Despite a
lack of satisfaction with local NJT routes, most communities had good working
relationships with New Jersey Transit when it came to commuter bus, rail, and capital
improvements.
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The consultant team learned about many local bus routes initiated by communities. Some
of these were up and running, such as the Hub City Trolley in New Brunswick, Edison
Light Transit and the Metuchen Community Shuttle. In other cases, cities and towns had
initiated service in the past that had failed — this occurred in South Brunswick and
Piscataway, to name two. There were also plans underway for several new community
routes. Edison is currently designing a fixed-route system, and Monroe has received
funding to develop a Township shuttle. These efforts clearly point to a need for local
transportation that is not currently being met.

Several stakeholders mentioned the existence of gypsy cabs or vans, which appear to be
an instance of the underground economy filling a need not met by existing transportation
resources. One specific “underground route” that was mentioned was from New
Brunswick to the Exit 8A employment area. These services are viewed with concern,
insofar as unlicensed drivers and unsafe vehicles are often utilized.

In addition to transit providers, the consultant team also learned about two non-operating
agencies that nevertheless can play arole in transportation. These are Keep Middlesex
Moving (KMM) and the County Improvement Agency.

KMM is the Transportation Management Association for the County, in addition to
providing some services for Monmouth County. They are affiliated with the Middlesex
County Improvement Authority but are self-supporting through grants and member fees.
They have 45-50 company members. One of their magjor programs is administering and
promoting the Statewide Rideshare Program in the County. They have just introduced an
emergency ride home program, and they promote ridesharing to both employers and the
genera public. Working with employers in the area of TDM has been tough since the
State pulled the plug on their trip reduction requirements in the early 1990's. KMM also
works closely with many municipalities, in such areas as transit planning (e.g., helping
Monroe to implement a new community route), traffic caming, bicycle/pedestrian
facilities, and corridor planning. They believe they can be most effective by working with
communities and can best reach employers through the communities. Marketing of
transportation options is also something that they do. They have not become involved in
operating transportation and are unlikely to do so in the future. Looking towards the
future, they feel that a new County system would have the potential to increase awareness
of transit, including much of what KMM does. They aso feel that any additional
financial support that they get should be unconstrained so that they can devote it towards
working with the municipalities.

The County Freeholders created the Middlesex County Improvement Authority (MCIA)
in 1990, but the agency is independent of the County, and therefore has the flexibility and
freedom to deal with politically difficult issues. Since its inception, the Improvement
Agency has become involved in several areas, including issuing bonds for capital
investments, a recycling, public golf course operation, economic development, nursing
homes, and open space. It has also been involved in some transportation projects,
including pedestrian related projects in Highland Park and Dunellen. They have also
worked with communities on bonding for vehicle leases, including ones for municipal
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senior transportation programs. Although their authorizing legislation places some
restraints on their involvement in transportation, they could certainly finance bus
facilities, despite the fact that they have not done so yet. An example of an Improvement
Authority that has become more directly involved in transportation is the one in Hudson
County, which was involved in the Hudson-Bergen light rail initiative.

4.3  County Characteristicsand Trends

Some stakeholders made mention of demographic and employment trends that are
relevant to transportation in Middlesex County, confirming much of what was found in
our independent analysis (Chapter Two). Stakeholders were certainly aware of the
growing senior population. Many reported the development of senior housing — in most
towns planners could point to severa projects that were either just completed or in the
works. Monroe is the community that has the highest proportion of seniors, with seniors
comprising close to 50% of its total population. Many seniors are new arrivals to this
country. This has created new challenges for the municipalities, and many Senior Centers
have responded by offering English as a Second L anguage courses.

Edison and Woodbridge were mentioned as the most populous municipalities, and both
of them also share a large and growing employment area, the Raritan Center. The cities
of Perth Amboy, South Amboy, and New Brunswick were cited for their density and
transit need as well. The area close to Exit 8A of the New Jersey Turnpike in South
Brunswick and Cranbury, as well as the Princeton Forrestal Center in Plainsboro, were
also cited as growing employment areas not well served by transit. These areas have a
need for better employment transportation.

Apart from this, the different communities have completely different characteristics,
which require different approaches to transportation. The southern part of the county,
while growing rapidly, isless dense and more difficult to serve with transit. A community
like South Amboy, which is compact and relatively dense, is easier to serve but has its
share of unmet needs as well.

4.4 Transit Needs

Severa interviewees went beyond just describing the characteristics of the County and
spoke about specific transit needs. Employment transportation was perceived to be a
major need, even though demand has decreased dlightly over the past few years due to the
less robust state of the economy. A recent effort to address work transportation associated
with Work First New Jersey identified a major gap, with no provider focusing on work
transportation. There is a general belief that it is difficult to access jobs without an
automobile. Access from central cities like New Brunswick to newer work sites like the
Raritan Center and Exit 8A areaisaclear gap in service.. Many interviewees expressed a
desire for better transportation to these areas, including trips timed for 2" and 3" shift
workers. Another unmet need is access to the County College.
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Despite the fact that there do exist services focused on seniors (AWTS and Municipa
services), stakeholders felt that unmet needs were still significant among this population.
The long waiting period for AWTS was cited as evidence. Needs include medical trips, as
well as shopping. Seniors want access to specific shopping destinations that aren’t always
provided by the municipal systems, and they want extended hours.

Many communities have needs for better internal transit circulation. Sometimes, as in the
case of South Brunswick and Plainsboro, this means connections to the rail station or
express bus stop. Perth Amboy cited a need for better connections between
neighborhoods and commercial areas of the city, and also mentioned future transit needs
to get residents and visitors to its waterfront, which is expected to continue to be
developed and improved. Other communities, including Piscataway and Cranbury
mentioned the need for transportation to their employment centers. A Woodbridge
stakeholder talked about connections between shopping centers and connections between
train stations — the Township isunique in that it has two of each.

It was also noted that many people have transportation needs that extend outside the
county; as an example —gaining access to shopping and medical facilities in the Princeton
and Freehold areas for residents of southern Middlesex County.

Another area of improvement that stakeholders emphasized was marketing of the various
services to the County’s residents. Apart from highlighting a general gap in information
availability, stakeholders mentioned the need for a uniform identification for transit, such
asasinglelogo or color, and a need for better information about connections between rail
stations and local transit options. It was also mentioned that InfoLine does not have
information of all the services available to County residents.

45  County-Municipal Coordination

Stakeholders talked about county-municipal coordination efforts that had already taken
place. The interlocal agreements that AWTS has with Woodbridge, Sayreville, and Old
Bridge was an example, although most stakeholders understood that other municipalities
have been reluctant to coordinate their systems with AWTS in the past. East Brunswick
had a pilot project with AWTS to operate a small fixed route service in the township that
unfortunately did not succeed. Both Monroe and South Brunswick operate service for
AWTS to fulfill some of the unmet need in the southern part of the County. Another
example of County-City coordination cited was the New Brunswick Hub City Shuittle.

However, stakeholders also felt that in general there is currently a fragmentation of
resources and a severe lack of coordination in transportation provision. School trips,
ADA service, medical transportation, work transportation, etc, are al provided
separately. Many spoke about the tradition of local power in New Jersey and felt that
cities and towns tended to have a parochial attitude, making coordination very difficult

Stakeholders generally thought an increased involvement of the County in transportation
would be good, but certain reservations were expressed as well. There was a desire
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among some to keep service local and personalized, at least when it came to the senior
and disabled populations. Others saw the potential benefit of coordination, particularly as
the County and its senior population continues to grow and transportation needs grow
along with it. Even those with a more positive view of coordination would be reluctant to
commit to anything unless they could at the very least be assured that service would not
decrease. Most would like to see a real benefit too. Stakeholder felt that the
municipalities would need to be presented with a very well organized county system and
get some clear guarantees before they are willing to contemplate coordination. Another
stakeholder felt it was not advisable for the County to get involved in municipa service
a all, snce most are happy with their own service. One city reported that they had
considered coordinating with AWTS some time ago but decided against it at the time just
because it did not offer them any benefits in terms of increased or improved service.
Some stakeholders discussed the possibility of smaller-scale coordination efforts, such as
the County performing vehicle inspections for the different townships, or multiple cities
and towns coordinating their vehicle purchases to receive volume discounts.

4.6 I mprovement Concepts

The consultant team heard many ideas about how transportation in the County could be
improved through changes in how County government approachesit.

One issue clearly emphasized was the need to address existing performance, particularly
with AWTS, before creating new services. As one interviewee stated, “If you are going to
provide service you need to do it right”. Some suggested combining more user groups,
such as seniors, students, and low-income individuals, to make it more efficient. A maor
theme was the need to make transportation a separate county function, as opposed to
being dispersed throughout several departments. Many would like to see a transportation
department that has its own operations, planning and maintenance functions and works to
obtain the maximum amount of funds through grants. This would make AWTS and other
county transportation services more accountable and efficient.

County officials supported the concept of greater County involvement in transportation
and coordination with municipalities. Many stakeholders felt that the County needs to
play an increased role in transportation particularly in the area of coordinating all of the
services, despite the obstacles it faces in thistask. Interviewees talked about the County
taking over call taking and scheduling functions for many of the municipalities demand
response services. Others talked about the formation of an even more integrated and
coordinated system that would be much more effective and efficient than the current
array of providers. One suggestion was to use Middlesex County for a demonstration
project of a coordinated system, which could be funded through the mass transit portion
of the next State Transportation Trust Fund. Other stakeholders were hesitant about
creating a much larger coordinated system, for the reasons described in the previous
section on County-Municipal Coordination. In any event, it appears clear that
reorganization of existing services, perhaps into a consolidated transportation department,
is a more pressing need from County government’s point of view and ought to precede
any significant expansion of County transportation.
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Other suggested transportation improvements included light rail, the use of school buses

for community transit, a water taxi along the Raritan River, and better marketing of
trangit at the County level.

47



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study
Final Report

Chapter 5  Employer Focus Groups

This chapter summarizes the results of two focus group sessions conducted with local
employers, one in the south Middlesex County area on September 17 and one in the
northern part of the county on September 18.

The objective was to begin the process of understanding local transportation needs from
the employer’s viewpoint. These sessions were exploratory and not intended to provide
final answers.

5.1  Profileof Participants

There were four participants. Of the several persons invited to the south county group,
only one attended, an initial indication that public transportation policy may perhaps be
of margina interest to employers in that area though another explanation for low
attendance may be simply that people were very busy.

The south county participant was the human resource director of a warehousing firm that
distributes retail products throughout the region. They are involved in loca trans-
shipment of retail goods. This involves receiving deliveries into their warehouse on
palettes, providing very short-term storage before moving the goods aong in the
distribution chain, and loading into their local trucks for delivery to grocery stores or
other retailers. All of thelr permanent employees are members of the Teamsters' Union.

In spite of the threat of a hurricane, three persons attended the north county group of the
six invited. They included a manager of a major hotel, part of a national chain, a
representative of a major mall, and a representative of a unique recycling company that
recycles construction materials and is involved in research on new methods of highway
construction. All three were in highly responsible positions and able to speak for their
organizations.

All participants have a direct business interest in local transportation issues not only
because of an interest in labor mobility, but for other reasons as well. Both the hotel and
the mall depend on traffic flow to make access easy for patrons. The warehousing and
recycling companies use trucks extensively, and the state of the roadways in terms both
of congestion and repair, have significant effects on their businesses.

5.2  Perceptionsof the State of the Middlesex County Economy

Participants were asked their opinions of the state of the economy in the Middlesex
county region. They al indicated that the economy remains “flat” in spite of national
news to the contrary.

The representative from the warehousing company located in the southern portion of

Middlesex County said that they had laid off 200 or more workers since the beginning of
the recession, and had no immediate plans to fill those positions again. They have also
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closed several facilities. Currently they employ 70 to 75 workers on afull-time basis plus
a number of temporary workers, and have no intention of expanding of their full-time
labor force. For the Christmas season they will add temporary workers to handle the
increased flow of goods. However, that represents only a seasonal up-tick in employment
and not a pattern of growth.

Besides the recession, they aso face increased competition. She indicated that her
company has lost severa significant contracts to newer, lower cost operations. The
challenges her company faces, then, are dependent not only on the current state of the
economy, but also on the long-term competitive situation.

In the north county area, the hotelier indicated that the economy, in his opinion, continues
to be sluggish. (His hotel employs approximately 250 persons.) He aso indicated that
the hotel business, including restaurant and meeting facilities, as well as overnight
accommodations, depends heavily on the fate of Metro Park. With some movement of
companies out of Metro Park, some uncertainty is created for the state of the hotel
business independent of recessionary trends. However, recession too hurts their business.
He says that this recession has “...not been atrain wreck," but that business has been off
about ten percent (10%), which he says represents the approximate profit margin. He also
indicates that his peers have experienced similar changes at competing hotels.

He also observes that the hospitality industry is a lagging indicator of economic
conditions and that it takes approximately one year after the end of a recession for the
hospitality industry to recover. The reason, he says, is that the hospitality industry is
highly dependent upon business travel budgets, which are developed an annual basis.
Only after arecovery is clearly underway are managers given back the travel budgets that
had been cut during lean times. Therefore, considering national news that growth is
developing, he is beginning to think that there is a “glimmer of hope for recovery” in the
coming year.

The recycling company representative says they employ about 40 people. Their plan for
growth includes a partnership with Rutgers University to explore new methods of
highway construction. He is optimistic about his company’s future because of this
aliance, and the fact that it allows his company to “reinvent itself” in a growth-oriented
manner that would not be possible if they remained only in a construction mode.

The mall representative indicates that the economy continues to be flat, and that the signs
of recovery nationally are not particularly visible yet in their business locally. However,
two major new stores are being built near his mall (not part of the mall). One is
Wegman's (a grocer) and the other is Galyans (sporting goods), both of which follow the
“big-box” retail model, and are apparently only two components in a complex, which will
be extremely large. Although the advent of new stores may mean increased competition
for customers and for employees for current area businesses, the fact that major national
chains see value in establishing major outlets suggests that they see significant growth
potential beyond what the local businesses reported in the focus groups.
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Another participant pointed out that in the north county, several major industrial plants
had closed or were about to close, including Ford, Frigidaire, and Oldsmobile, an
indication to him that blue-collar employment was about to decline further. The
juxtaposition of the closing of these kinds of plants with the development of the kinds of
retail, warehousing, recycling, and hospitality industries represented by the focus group
participants (or their competitors) suggests that the economy of Middlesex County is
shifting from heavy industry to service employment, an impression the participants
explicitly confirmed.

As this transition occurs, the fact that there is increasing competition in the retail and
warehousing industries suggests that the incoming companies have reason to be
optimistic about the future of the emerging local service-based economy. However, the
focus group participants, with the exception of the recycling company (which is bullish
because of its research alliance with Rutgers), have a wait-and-see attitude about how the
economy will affect their businesses in the next few years.

Assuming that this apparent shift is really occurring as rapidly or more so in Middlesex
County as it is nationally, the further development of the service industry will have
profound implications for transportation needs given that employees in service industries
have for many years been more closely associated with heavier use of public
transportation than those in higher wage manufacturing jobs.

5.3  Traffic Congestion

Traffic congestion is thought to be especially problematic at the present time primarily
because of the current spate of road and bridge construction. In spite of the congestion,
none saw it as creating a problem with employee attraction or retention.

Two members of the north county group indicated that congestion becomes very severe
especially on Routes 1 and 9 which “...back up because of the mall traffic.” This creates
a burden for the mall, which has to hire off-duty officers to direct traffic. However, the
mall representative says that although the traffic congestion is "legendary.” Local
residents regard it as only an inconvenience, not a fundamental problem for business.
Looking forward, they suggest that the current widening of Route 1 and certain other
improvements will lead to aleviating the problem. However, another participant points
out that the addition of Wegman's, Galyan’s and other stores will add to the traffic,
offsetting any potential improvement. According to two members of the groups, the new
Wegman' s will include 330,000 square feet, and employ 650 persons, an indication of the
large scale that will tend to generate a great deal of additional traffic.

54  Local Transportation and Labor Force
Because public transportation policy involves labor force mobility, and thus employee
recruitment and retention, participants were asked if they had difficulties recruiting or

retaining employees during periods of general economic strength. They said that even in
the booming period of the late 1990's they had no labor shortages. Moreover, they all
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Category

Objective

| Timeframe

| Description

B. Planning

Planning

I dentify Needs

Short term

o

This study has identified scale and

character of severa types of transit

need:

=  Employment-related
transportation needs.

=  Elderly transportation needs.

= Disabled transportation needs.

County should monitor needs on an

on-going basis.

Develop Service
Recommendations

Short term

New service recommendations should
be developed and prioritized based on
need.

This study has suggested some
preliminary service enhancements
(see Section G).

County should examine all serviceson
aregular basis.

Work with Operating
Agencies to Implement

Short term and
Long term

Once new service recommendations
are developed and prioritized, then the
appropriate implementing agency
should be identified.

It may be appropriate for the County
to operate some services, other
potential operators of new services are
municipalities, NJ Transit, or private
operators.

County may offer capital or start-up
funds for services operated by
municipalities or private operators.

Keep Middlesex
Moving (TMA) should
play role

Short term

KMM and the Improvement Authority
currently provide planning assistance
to communities planning transit.
Either could both continue in that role
and also play arolein the more
comprehensive county-level planning
described in this section.

Consider
Transportation needs
that extend outside the
County

Short term

Planning process described above
should aso include needs that extend
beyond the county.

For proposed needs that extend
beyond the county, coordinate with
other counties on service planning and
implementation.
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C. Brokerage
Brokerage Create Centralized Short term o] Create atransit broker position that is
Transit Broker (call initially responsible for handling all
taking & trip AWTS trips requests and also
scheduling) understand all other transit optionsin
incorporating some the County and provide people calling
municipal and non- in with information about these
profit providers options.

o] Meet with all municipalities and non-
profitsin county to explain brokerage
concept and encourage interested
transit providers to participate.

o] Users of participating providers would
call county broker to schedule trip,
which could be made with any
provider based on the broker’s
discretion.

Create Centralized Long term o] As system gets up and running, the
Transit Broker (call broker would continue to encourage
taking & trip additional providers to participate,
scheduling) using the initial success of the
incorporating most brokerage system as a motivating
municipal and non- factor.
profit providers
D. Contracting Opportunities
Contracting Contract out a portion | Short term o] AWTS has aready provided a vehicle
Opportunities of County’s service to Monroe Township's transportation
(e.g., South County) program in order to meet medical

transportation needs in Monroe,
Cranbury, Plainsboro, Jamesburg, and
Helmetta, and has asked South
Brunswick to help out as well.

o] A next step would be to contract the
service out to these townships,
providing operating funds and
requiring that minimum service
requirements consistent with county
policy be followed.

o] The contract could require
participation of the communitiesin
the County brokerage system.

o] Requests for travel between the north

and south County could be handled by

either AWTS or its southern county
contractor, depending on what the
broker decides on a case-by-case
basis.

o] If intelligence suggests that private

operators are interested in running the

service, the County may want to put
the southern county service out to bid,
allowing both public and private to
bid on the service.
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Category

Objective

| Timeframe

| Description

D. Contracting Opportunities (cont.)

Contracting Contract out most or Long term o] If contracting a portion of its service
Opportunities (cont) all of County’s service proves to be a success, AWTS may
explore expanding this practice.
E. Improved Coordination
Improved Coordination | Improve Coordination | Short term o] NJ Transit Access Link should be
Category with NJ Transit Access made aware that the County is
Link attempting to qualify many of current
AWTS usersfor the program.
Because this may impose a burden on
the capacity of that program, NJ
Transit should be made aware of the
County’ s intentions.
Improve Coordination | Short term o] Thereisaneed to clearly defining
with Municipal roles of the county versus
Operators municipalities — The County should
consider asking municipalities that
provide demand response service to
take over al of their intramunicipal
tripsin exchange for AWTS providing
additional longer distance trips for
those cities and towns.

o] Initiating the brokerage system and
encouraging municipalities to
participate is an example of
coordination.

o Broker should be very familiar with
the municipal systems and be able to
provide specific information to call-
ins that AWTS cannot accommodate.

Improve Coordination | Short term o] Thereis little opportunity for
with School Bus coordination in the area of school
Transportation transportation.
= The County does not have the
resources to provide school
transportation.
= [Ingtitutiona issues associated
with school buses make it
difficult to accommodate other
than school children.
Improve Coordination | Short term o] Make people aware of the services
with Other Providers (marketing).
(e.g. Academy, o] Include these operators as potential
Suburban) operators of new services identified
through the planning process.
Improve Coordination | Short term o] Invite participation of these providers
with various private in brokerage system.
services, hospitals, and o] Invite participation of these providers
non-profit agencies in planning process.
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Category

| Objective

| Timeframe

| Description

F. Marketing & Communications

Marketing and
Communications
Marketing and
Communications

Expand advertising

Short term

o

Any new general public service, e.g.,
fixed routes, would need to be
advertised.

Radio ads and hillboards should be
considered to reach commuters.
Spanish language advertisements,
using Spanish media outlets,
especialy for new employment
services.

Demand response service is geared
towards special populationsand is
already over capacity, so
advertisement of the serviceis not
necessarily appropriate.

Utilize Countywide
Transportation
map/information
brochure

Short term

Wider dissemination of existing
County transportation map

Create a smaller user-friendly
appealing County paratransit services
brochure that includes information on
AWTS, municipal, and non-profit
providers. Could be disseminated to
government offices, libraries, senior
centers, senior housing, etc.

Create Brand I dentity

Short term

Create appealing name, logo, and
colorsfor County services, regardless
of organizational structure

Use same logo and colorson all
county transit services, including
existing demand response services.

Improve County
Telephone Information
Service (expand Info
Lineto include al
types of services)

Short term

Work with Info line to make
transportation (agency-based and
general public) akey component and
something that is mentioned on its
website and in its literature

Ensure that information about all
transit servicesis available

Implement Countywide
trip-planning

Short term

Implement a user friendly, interactive
Internet trip planning program, similar
to what is offered by New Jersey
Transit.

Thiswould be effective primarily for
fixed route services only, but could
also indicate demand response options
to the user based on eligibility.
Investigate the possibility of
automated trip planning over the
phone as well.

104



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study

Final Report

Category

| Objective

| Timeframe

| Description

G. New Services

New Services

Address unmet needs
among senior and
disabled population
with additional service

Long term

o

Expand demand responsive services
only after the improvement of existing
Services.

First priority isto make recommended
changes to existing demand response
service and then monitor how well
these changes and increased
coordination with municipalities
increases the ability for the needs of
targeted groups (senior and disabled).
To the extent that unmet needs still
exist after improvements to existing
services, additional capital and
operating funds for expanded service
should be sought.

Address unmet needs
for intra-municipal
service

Short term

Many municipalities are already
addressing intra-municipal needs on
their own.

County should continue to provide
technical assistance to these efforts
(currently through KMM or
Improvement Authority).

County planning process may identify
intra-municipal needs not being
addressed by municipalities. In this
case, County may approach
municipalities and work with them to
initiate new service.

Address unmet needs
for accessto
employment

Short term

Work with NJ Transit to increase

service frequencies from 60 to 30

minutes on local buses that serve

major employment centers, such as

New Brunswick and the Raritan

Center.

Work with employers to gain support

for new services.

= Direct service from New
Brunswick to the Raritan center.

= Work cooperatively with Mercer
County to expand their service
along Route 130.

= New route from New Brunswick
to the Exit 8A employment area
(Route 130).

=  New Route from New Brunswick
to So Brunswick/Plainsboro
employment area.
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H. Agency Services
Explore Opportunities | Long term o Explore concept of having County
Agency Services for consolidating BSS broker handle Medicaid trips

(mostly Medicare trips) (determine eligibility and place on

with other county most cost-effective means of

services transportation) once the brokerageis
well established.

Continue to contract Short term o] Seek lowest cost provider for these

out WFNJ service trips to, which may be the County’s

(mostly employment- own service (AWTS)

related trips)

I. Jitney Van Regulation
Jitney Van Regulation Address unsafe Jithey Short term o] L egitimize Jitney Vans by requiring

Vansthat provide them to be licensed.

employment o] Ensure that Jitney Vans, which meet

transportation an important transportation need, are
operating safely with safe vehicles
before granting alicense.

o] Jitney Vans should be required to
provide County with basic operating
information, which will allow the
County to understand where jitney
van supply and demand exists.

o] Enforcement of illegal vehiclesand
illegal operation.

J. Other Issues
Other Issues Provide Centralized Shorttermor Long |0 County could offer thisas a serviceto

State | nspection term municipal transit providersto

Fecilities for Municipal encourage coordination.

Operators o] Would be implemented only after new
transit storage maintenance facility is
in place.

Provide Centralized Shorttermor Long |0 County could provide specialized

overhaul/repairs for term maintenance for municipal operators

Municipa Operators on acontract basis.

o] Additional County staff might need to
be hired.

Provide Countywide Short term o] County could coordinate pooled

support for capital vehicle purchase by multiple

purchases (vehicles municipalities through the

etc.) Improvement Authority.

o] Standardization of equipment would
make centralized maintenance more
feasible.
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10.2 Operating Cost Impacts

Table 10-2, displayed on the next page, outlines the annual operating costs for which the County
would need to identify funding if it wishes to meet the objectives described above. It includes
maintaining existing service, adding services, a marketing and promotion program, and
additional staff. It should be noted that this does not represent an implementation plan for a
particular organizational and service alternative, but rather an order of magnitude estimate of
the cost impacts of achieving the identified objectives.

Existing service, excluding that which is contracted out, costs the county approximately $4.4
million. We would propose adding additional demand response service to meet demand not now
served, as well as fixed route and shuttle services to address unserved markets. The total cost of
new services could range from $1.4 to 2.7 million.

Driver salaries are included in the above estimate, but the costs of extra administrative and
maintenance personnel required to both improve existing services and take on new ones must be
accounted for and are shown as separate items in Table 10-2. This could be as much as $1.9
million.

Additionally, a marketing program of $200,000-$300,000 per year is proposed. The final
estimated annual operating cost is $7.7 to $10.9 million, which is an increase over existing costs
of $2.7 to $6.0 million.

10.3 Capital Cost Impacts

Capital costs would also be significant, as may be seen in Table 10-3. It is estimated that the
County will need to identify $4.2 - $7.7 million in funding for the investments necessary to fully
implement the proposed elements. This includes $2-$3 million for a new operating and
maintenance facility and $1.6 - $3.4 million for transit vehicles needed for service expansion.
Other capital items needed to support new service are support vehicles and bus stops. Finally, an
investment in computer hardware and software needed for internal management, website
development, and effective scheduling and dispatching could cost from $200,000 to $500,000.
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Table 10-2: Range of Annual Operating Cost | mpacts

Category Range Cost Impacts (a) Remarks
Base Service Current Level $4.95 million (b) | Estimated 94,000 total hours ($47/hour) (c)
Added Services
9,000-36,000
Demand-Response Expansion hours | $423,000-$1.7 million || 10-40% increase in service to meet latent demand
6,000-12,000 4-8 peak bus requirement, with off-peak service as
Shuttle hours $282,000-$564,000 | well (d)
12,000-24,000 8-16 peak bus requirement, with off-peak service as
Fixed-Route hours | $730,000-$1.5 million | well (€)

Marketing Program

$200,000-$300,000

Website Management, marketing materials, etc.

Added Non-Operating Staffing

Executive Management

0-3 employees

$0-$351,000

Estimated $90,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate

Estimated $90 0-7 employees $0-$455,000 || Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate
Estimated $90 3 employees $195,000 | Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate
Estimated $90 2 employees $130,000 || Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate
Estimated $90 5 employees $325,000 || Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate
Marketing 4 employees $260,000 | Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate
Vehicle Maintenance 3 employees $195,000 | Estimated $50,000 per person, plus 30% fringe rate

Tota Incremental Cost

$2.7 - $6.0 million

Total Annual Operating Cost

$7.7 - 10.9 million

(a) All costsin current (2003) dollars

(b) Includes $4.4 million direct AWTS and $560,000 in contract services (excludes Board of Social Services)
(c) Calculated based on estimated 1.4 million total miles and average operating speed of 15 miles/hour

(d) Calculated based on estimated 1,500 hours per peak bus (at $47 per hour)
(e) Calculated based on estimated 1,500 hours per peak bus (at $60 per hour, assumes contractor supplied service and vehicles)
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Table 10-3: Range of Capital Cost | mpacts
Category Cost Impacts (a) Remarks
Operating and Maintenance
Facility $2 - $3 million || Expansion of existing County Central Maintenance Facility

Buses and bus equipment (b)

Demand-Response Expansion $540,000 - $1.2 million || 9-20 new vehicles, including 20% spare ratio ($60,000 each)
5-10 25-foot buses, including 20% spare ratio ($200,000

Shuttle $1 - $2 million || each)

Fixed-Route $0 || 10-19 35-foot buses, including 20% spare ratio (c)
Support vehicles (b) $50,000 - $75,000 || 2-3 vehicles ($25,000 each)

Shelters and bus stops $100,000 - $300,000 | Common design/identity across the County

Financial, maintenance, inventory control, website
Management Systems & Website $300,000 - $600,000 || development

Communication and Computer Connect County/municipal service, scheduling/dispatch
Equipment and Hardware $200,000 - $500,000 | functions
Total Capital Cost |mpact $4.2 - $7.7 million

(a) All costsin current (2003) dollars
(b) Calculated based on added service requirements
(c) Vehicles to be provided by operating contractor
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Chapter 11 Reorganization Alternatives
11.1 Introduction

Eight Organizational Alternatives were developed as a result of evaluating the range of
possibilities that might be capable of meeting the objectives identified in this study. The
alternatives are meant to represent a wide spectrum of possible County approaches. They
are asfollows:

e | - Maintain Current Departmental Structure

e |IA - Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department —
Engineering & Planning

e |IB - Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department — Parks
& Recreation

e |IC - Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department —

Public Health & Education

I1l - Consolidate with Public Works

IV - New County Department of Transportation

V - Consolidate with Improvement Authority

VI - Create Transportation Authority

11.2 Description of Alternatives
This section briefly describes each alternative.
Maintain Current Departmental Structure

This is the simplest aternative, which does not alter the basic organizational structure of
the County relative to transportation. That is to say, it maintains AWTS in the
Department of Human Services. Some of the objectives outlined in Chapter Two could be
accomplished under the existing framework, and we would certainly recommend
implementing service improvementsiif this structure were maintained.

Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department —
Engineering & Planning

This aternative shifts AWTS and all future county transportation functions into another
county department. Therefore, transportation would remain a sub-department function,
but be shifted to a department that may by its nature provide some advantages. This
department already has transportation planning responsibility.

Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department — Parks &
Recreation

This alternative shifts AWTS and all future county transportation functions into another county department.
Therefore, transportation would remain a sub-department function, but be shifted to a department that may
by its nature provide some advantages.
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Locate Transportation Function in Another Existing County Department — Health and
Education

This aternative shifts AWTS and all future county transportation functions into another
county department. Therefore, transportation would remain a sub-department function,
but be shifted to a department that may by its nature provide some advantages.

Consolidate with Public Works

Consolidating Transportation with Public Works would consist of placing transportation
maintenance and operations functions in the same department. Therefore, transportation
would remain a sub-department function, but be shifted to a department that may by its
nature provide some advantages. A major advantage would be to bring together the
operations and maintenance functions of transportation under a single county department

New County Department of Transportation (DOT)

This option would create a separate County department that handles transportation
exclusively, combining operations, planning, and maintenance functions, which are now
in three separate departments.

Consolidate with | mprovement Authority

This is an option that would remove the County transportation function from the
departmental structure of the County and place it within the Improvement Authority,
which is a semi-independent governmental entity that has among other powers, bonding
authority and other abilities to provide financial resources.

Create Transportation Authority

The final aternative is the establishment of an entirely new entity which, like the
Improvement Authority, is outside the direct County Government hierarchy. This entity’s
sole mission would be transportation, and it would be responsible for county services as
well as fulfilling other necessary functions, such as planning and coordination.

11.3 Conceptual Organizational Charts
Figures 11-1 through 11-8 show organizationa charts for all eight alternatives. These

provide a glimpse into the organizational structure that would make the most sense for
each of these aternatives.
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Insert fig 11-1
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Insert fig 11-2
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Insert fig 11-3
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Insert fig 11-4
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Insert fig 11-5
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Insert fig 11-6
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Insert fig 11-7
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Insert fig 11-8
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Chapter 12 Evaluation of Reorganization Alter natives

This chapter compares the eight reorganization alternatives, assigning numerical values
to each alternative based on how well each one performs on the specific evaluation
criteria established.

12.1 Evaluation Criteria

The evaluation criteria are specified below:

Efficiency/Effectiveness - The system should attempt to maximize the utilization
of finite transit resources. Thiswould include increasing passengers per hour and
reducing cost per hour and per passenger.

Responsiveness to Market - Because of the nature of the persons being
transported, the system should respond to their unique needs. This mandates an
understanding of their mobility requirements.

Program Coordination - Many persons being transported are part of an ongoing
social service program in which public transportation is an integral, but
supporting, activity. Options that maintain and strengthen that linkage may be
preferred.

Quality of Service - The service should be delivered in a reliable fashion with
relatively direct service in a clean and comfortable vehicle. This would also
include driving and sensitivity training for operating personnel.

Flexibility - It is recognized that the current travel patterns and transportation
setting will vary over time. Not all changes can be anticipated and the system
should be able to respond to these situations.

Adequate Funding - There should be sufficient funds to assure meeting both
current and future needs. This would include the ability to respond to reporting
requirements of local, state and federal funding agencies.

I mplementability - This criterion measures the ability to achieve a consensus and
gain support for funding in a timely manner. Institutional barriers should be
avoided or proposals to overcome impediments must be formulated.

Compatibility - The preferred organization option should be compatible with
current plans and programs.

The criteria listed above provide a basis to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of
each of the aternatives.
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12.2 Evaluation of Alternatives

The following evaluates the different alternatives for each category.

Efficiency/Effectiveness

There are many measures of efficiency and effectiveness in the field of transit, but the
overarching goal is to increase ridership and reduce costs. It is the consultant team’s
belief that the first three aternatives would not sufficiently address these issues. Creating
a new County department of transportation and consolidation with the Improvement
Authority are much more likely to yield improvements in these areas insofar as they have
a singular focus on transportation. The same could be said for an independent
transportation authority. Alternatives outside the regular county government could more
easily employ performance incentives to encourage greater labor productivity.

Responsiveness to Markets

This criterion addresses the potential for alternatives to be responsive to a variety of
transportation needs. The organizational structure of the first two alternatives limits their
ability to meet a wide range of needs. Consolidation with Public Works does not really
address this criterion either. By contrast, a new County department of transportation, a
consolidation with the Improvement Authority, and a transportation authority would all
go far towards thisissue.

Program Coordination

This criteria focuses on maintaining and strengthening linkages with other agencies.
Because many of the agencies that serve the same people that use AWTS and have great
transportation needs are in the human services arena, maintaining transportation under the
County Department of Human Services would allow the linkages to be maintained.
Placing transportation under another county department or with public works would
create the potential for weaker linkages with relevant agencies. The three final
alternatives would need to reestablish these relationships.

Quality of Service

Patrons of transit services want clean, comfortable vehicles with well-trained drivers. The
current structureis limited in its ability to provide this because it does not place control of
vehicle maintenance with the operator. Placing transportation operations under another
department would not likely change this situation. Consolidating with Public Works
would be a significant improvement, insofar as it would place maintenance and
operations in the same department. The last three options have the potential to improve
service even more, because they would provide even more control over vehicles.
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Flexibility

The flexibility to respond to change is very important for a transportation provider.
Keeping transportation under a department with responsibilities in many other areas or
transferring it to another department similar in this respect may not result in a high level
of flexibility, insofar as these departments may have other objectives that stifle flexibility.
Consolidating with Public Works may improve flexibility in terms of vehicles because it
would provide access to a larger pool of vehicles. A new County department of
transportation and consolidation with the Improvement Authority may <ill have
limitations on flexibility, whereas a transportation authority has the highest degree of
political and institutional independence and therefore the greatest potential for flexibility.

Adequate Funding

The current organizational structure, placing transportation under another County
department, consolidating with Public Works and a creating a County transportation
department must all rely on current County funding resources. Consolidation with the
Improvement Authority would open up additional funding options. However, a
transportation authority has the most funding options, including dedicated funding.

I mplementability

In order to be implementable, reorganization alternatives must achieve consensus and
support as well as avoid institutional barriers. The current structure has the advantage of
already being in place, but it has a limited ability to implement new services and change
to meet objectives. Integrating transportation into another County department would be a
challenge, given the likely need to overcome existing institutional arrangements that are
not necessarily set up to accommodate it. It would appear that a new County
transportation department could readily be established and it would not cause a major
upheaval to existing departments. Consolidating with the Improvement Authority would
require a major effort, including a requirement that the Improvement Authority would
need to balance its already full agenda with an entirely new program. An even greater
effort would be involved in the formation of a transportation authority. This would
require new State legidlation.

Compatibility

This criterion measures how compatible transportation is with all other goals of the
agency that would take it on under each alternative. For all the aternatives that subsume
transportation under an agency with broader goals, compatibility is weak, because
transportation represents just one of many disparate responsibilities. By contrast, a new
County transportation department or a transportation authority would go far toward
addressing thisissue, insofar as transportation becomes the single focus.

122



Middlesex County Comprehensive Transportation Study
Final Report

Accountability

To have an accountable organization structure, there needs to be a clear chain of
command to enable the assessment of performance. The current structure or placing
transportation under another County department would maintain the lack of
accountability of the operating entity for the provision of transit as a whole. Without this
complete control of system there is limited accountability. Consolidating transportation
with Public Works partially addresses this criterion because it places vehicle maintenance
and operations under the same command. A new County transportation department and
consolidating with the Improvement Authority go far towards addressing this issue
because they move closer to placing all responsibility with one agency. A transportation
authority would be completely independent and has the potential to be the most
accountable. However, this requires that the legislation set up to establish the authority
provides for adequate oversight, and that the authority board has broad representation.
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PART IV - RECOMMENDATIONSAND
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
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Chapter 13 Recommended Alter native
13.1 Consultant Recommendation

Based on the analysis performed in Chapter Four, we believe that establishing a
department of transportation as a new department within the county structure is the best
option. Based on our criteria, three alternatives stood out as being excellent in each
category — the new transportation department, a consolidation with the Improvement
Authority, and a new independent transportation authority. However, we believe from an
implementation standpoint that creating a new County department is the most
straightforward means of accomplishing the County’s objectives.

13.2 Task Force Recommendation
On October 29, 2003, the Study Task Force met to discuss the consultant’ s eval uation of
alternatives and the recommendation to pursue a department of transportation within the

existing county government. The Task Force was unanimous in agreeing with the
consultant’ s recommendation.
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Chapter 14 Implementation Plan

14.1 Implementation Timeline

The following schedule is a proposed timeline for the implementation of the
recommendation for a new County Department of Transportation (DOT).

Year 1—2004 (July 1-December 31)

Establish a new County Department of Transportation (under a
Freeholder Chairperson)

Transition AWTS services from the County Department of Human
Services to the new Department of Transportation (It is anticipated that
employees involved with AWTS will work in the new Department)
Hire Department Director

Develop procedures to improve existing services

Develop operating and capital plans to increase demand-response
services

Develop operating and capital plans to introduce fixed-route and
shuttle services

Expand the current Operations staff by hiring and training three new
V ehicle Mechanics and one Safety/Training Specialist

Establish a Marketing/Information Services function and hire a
Manager and an Information Specialist

Establish a Coordination function and hire a Coordination Manager
Begin devel oping dedicated management/maintenance systems
Begin improvements to customer service/scheduling/trip
planning/complaint tracking systems

Year 2— 2005 (January 1-December 31)

Establish a Planning/Programming function and hire a Manager and
Service Planning Specialist

Expand the Marketing function by hiring a second Information
Specialist

Expand the Coordination function by hiring a Coordination
Assistant/Countywide Broker and a Coordinator for
Municipal/Regional services

Phase in increased demand response service as feasible

Contract with third party operator for fixed-route services and vehicles
Introduce the first fixed-route and shuttle services (subcontract out
fixed -route services, at least initially)

Continue devel oping dedicated management/maintenance systems
Continue improvements to customer service/scheduling/trip
planning/complaint tracking systems
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Year 3—2006 (January 1-December 31)

Hire and train a second Safety/Training Specialist

Hire a Capital Planning Specialist

Expand the Marketing function by hiring a Marketing Specialist
Expand the Coordination function by hiring two more staff members
Phase in further increases in the demand response service

Phase in additional fixed-route and shuttle service

Compl ete devel oping dedicated management/maintenance systems
Complete improvements to customer service/scheduling/trip
planning/complaint tracking systems

Begin installation of bus stops and shelters

Y ears 4-10 — 2007-2013

Design and complete expansion of existing County Central
Maintenance Facility

Expand the Coordination function to achieve full Countywide
brokering

Consolidate most municipal transportation services into the
Countywide system

Consolidate the BSS transportation services into the Countywide
system

Phase in further increases in the demand response service
Phase in additional fixed-route and shuttle service

Continue installation of bus stops and shelters as warranted

14.2  Functional Responsibilities

The County will need to create job descriptions for each of the newly created positions as
part of the implementation phase. This section provides some guidance in terms of the
functional responsibilities envisioned for each position.

Operations Area

o Safety/Training Specialist

(0]

O 00O

Develop Safety & Security Plans for the County’ s transit services
Develop and conduct training programs for transit personnel
Monitor accident and workers compensation trends

Oversee security efforts

Respond to incidents as needed

Planning & Programming Area
. Planning & Programming Manager

(0}
(0}
(0}

Recruit and train planning staff
Oversee shorter-range transit service planning activities
Oversee longer-range strategic transit planning activities

J Service Planning Specialist

(0}

Respond to service requests
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(o] | dentify transportation needs
o] Develop service recommendations
o] Monitor ridership and demand patterns
. Capital Planning Specialist
o] Develop specifications for capital needs
o] Administer grants and capital project funding
Coordination Area
. Coordination Manager
o] Recruit and train brokerage and other coordination staff
o] Direct the improvement of coordination between AWTS and the
municipal operators
o] Work towards establishing a single comprehensive brokerage network
. Countywide Broker
o] Perform centralized call taking and trip scheduling
o] Coordinate with other service providers
. Service Contracts Coordinator
o] |dentify opportunities for service contracting
o] Implement contracts for services to be provided by municipal/private
operators
o] Oversee the performance of the contract operators
. Municipal/Regional Coordinator
o] |dentify opportunities to improve coordination between the County
and the various municipal operators
o] | dentify opportunities to improve coordination between the County
and the various regional operators (e.g., NJ Transit)
Marketing/I nformation Services Area
. Marketing/Information Services Manager
(o] Recruit and train marketing staff
o] Oversee development and implementation of Countywide transit
marketing services
o] Direct marketing plan development
o] Direct market research activities
o] Direct the development of information materials and uniform identity
for the County’ s services
. Marketing Specialist
o] Assist with marketing plan development
o] Produce and disseminate customer relations materials
o] Perform a variety of marketing, advertising and customer relations
activities
o] Coordinate projects, specia events and campaigns
o] Coordinate the customer feedback program
. Information Specialist
o] Provide transit information and trip-planning to the public by phone,

internet, and in person
o Sdll tickets and other fare media
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14.2 Recommended Capital I mprovements

This section describes in greater detail the capital investments that are envisioned under
this reorganization plan. Most of these expenses will be incurred in the first three years of
program implementation. Table 14-3 projects the costs and timings of these investments
for those three years. Fixed-route service vehicles need not be purchased in the first three
years, as it is recommended that the County initially contract out operations for that type
of service.. Given its experience operating demand response and small-scale shuttle
services, the suggestion is that the county purchase vehicle for those services and operate
them in-house. An improved operating and maintenance facility, although it will likely
be the most significant capital cost associated with this aternative, is aso not necessary
in the first three years for the transition to a new County Department to take place.
AWTS administrative and operations personnel can continue to work out of their current
facilities while the steps are taken to secure design and construction funds for expanding
the current maintenance facility to accommodate all transportation functions.

Operating and Maintenance Facility
. Expansion of current Middlesex County Central Maintenance Facility
o] Create dedicated space for storing and maintaining transit vehicles
o] Current space to be dedicated to other County vehicles (non-transit
fleet)
. Include office space to accommodate administrative and operations personnel
currently assigned to various different locations

Passenger Vehicles and Equipment

. Additional demand-response vehicles for service expansion
o] 9-20 accessible vans
o] Seating capacity of 9-10 passengers including 2-4 wheelchair tie-
downs
. Vehiclesfor new shuttle services
o] 5-10 accessible 25-foot buses

o] Seating capacity of 15-20 passengers including 2 wheelchair tie-downs

. Vehiclesfor new fixed-route services
o] County will contract out operations of fixed routes for first several
years with vehicles provided by the contract operators
o] If and when County takes over services, 10-19 accessible 35-foot
buses would be needed
o] Seating capacity of 25-30 passengers, including 2 wheelchair tie-
downs

Support Vehicles and Equipment

. 2-3 minivans to augment existing County fleet
o] Will be needed for on-road supervision and responding to emergencies
o] Must conform with general County specifications
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Shelters and Bus Stops
J Passenger shelters at transfer centers and other high-volume boarding locations
o] Common design/identity across the County should be employed
o] Some locations may warrant additional amenities
. Bus stops at other locations
o] Will facilitate transfers between the various County services, KMM,

NJ Transit and other operators in the County
o] Should be combined with NJ Transit stops where applicable
o] Provide service information, such as timetables, maps, etc.

Dedicated Management Systems and Website

. Expansion and integration of systems
o] Financial, maintenance, and inventory control systems
o] Must accommodate formation of new County DOT
o] Must accommodate expansion of services
. Develop comprehensive website
o] Countywide transit information
o] Should include links to municipal transit services, NJ Transit, and
other relevant sites (e.g., NJDOT for Commuter Choice)
. May entail modifications to current Countywide systems/devel opment of

customized software packages for new DOT.

Communications Network | mprovements
. Work towards establishing a single comprehensive brokerage network for
County-operated and municipal services including:
(o] Trip scheduling

o] Travel management
. Dispatching and on-line scheduling
. Customer feedback and complaint management

14.3 Operating and Capital Costs

The capital and operating costs discussed in Chapter Ten can be applied to the
implementation of the proposed aternative. Thisis shown in Tables 14-1, 14-2, and 14-3.

In terms of operating costs, the first year will focus on hiring needed administrative and
maintenance staff, and includes no new services. This results in a projected additional
total of $286,000. Year 2 includes additions of all types of services as well as additional
staff, and therefore adds just over $1.2 million to the operating budget. Finally, year three
adds over $1.2 million once again through a combination of new staff and new services.
Cumulatively, the incremental cost through 2006 is projected to be $3 million. Thisisjust
less than the very low end of the range projected in Chapter Ten for the reason that it
does not include potential additional enhancements in the years beyond 2006.

Capital costs under this proposed aternative are $150,000 in outlays projected for the
first year, exclusively in the area of computer software and hardware. Capital costs
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increase in Years 2 and 3 as new services come on line and there is a need for vehicle
purchases and other supporting infrastructure, although it should be noted that many of
the fixed route vehicles will be provided by the contracted operator and therefore do not
require any capital outlay . Capital costs total just over $1.34 millionin Year 2 and $1.25
millioninYear 3.

This is shown in greater detail in Table 14-3. Replacement vehicles and other “non-
incremental” costs are not shown here.
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Table 14-1: Operating Cost Impactsfor New County DOT
Annual
Incremental || Cumulative
Time Cost Impacts Cost
Frame Implementation Steps (€) I mpacts (a) Remarks
Existing Costs $4,948,000 | AWTS 2003 Operating Budget
Create Transp.Dept. $0
Year1- Move AWTS from DHS $0
7/1/04- Hire New Personnel $286,000
12/31/04 . L
Add New Services $0 No new servicesin Year 1
Incremental Cost Year 1 $286,000
Total Cost Year 1 $5,234,000
Year 1 cumulativetota + 6
Existing Costs $5,520,000 || months salaries/fringe
Hire New Personnel $310,000
Increase Demand-Response 10% increase: 9,000 annual
Year 2 - Service $423,000 hours (b)
1/1/05- Initial service 3,000 annual
12/31/05 Add Shuttle Service $141,000 hours (b)
Initial service 6,000 annual
Add Fixed-Route Service $360,000 hours - contracted (c)
Incremental Cost Year 2 $1,234,000
Total Cost Year?2 $6,754,000
Existing Costs $6,754,000 || Year 2 cumulative tota
Hire New Personnel $300,000
Year 3- Increase Demand-Response 10% increase: 10,000 annual
1/106- Service $470,000 hours (b)
12/31/06 Added service 3,000 annual
Increase Shuttle Service $141,000 hours (b)
Added service 6,000 annual
Increase Fixed-Route Service $360,000 hours - contracted (c)
Incremental Cost Year 3 $1,271,000
Total Cost Year 3 $8,025,000

(@) All costsin current (2003) dollars; (b) Calculated based on rate of $47 per hour; (c) Calculated based on rate of

$60 per hour (assumes contractor supplied service and vehicles)
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Table 14-2: Incremental Operating Cost Impactsfor New County DOT

Annual | ncremental

Cumulative Cost

Time Frame Implementation Steps Cost Impacts (a) Impacts (a) Remarks
Create Transp. Department $0
Year1- Move AWATS from DHS $0
7/1/04- Hire New Personnel $286,000 6 months only
12/31/04
Add New Services $0 No new servicesin Year 1
Incremental Cost Year 1 $286,000 $286,000
Hire New Personnel $310,000
10% increase: 9,000 ann. hours
Increase Demand-Response Service $423,000 (b)
Year 2- Initial service 3,000 ann. hours
1/1/05- Add Shuttle Service $141,000 (b)
12/31/05 Initial service 6,000 ann. hours
Add Fixed-Route Service $360,000 - contracted (c)
Incremental Cost Year 2 $1,234,000
6 months salaries/fringe added
Incremental Cost Year 1 & 2 $1,806,000 || to Year 1 total
Hire New Personnel $300,000
v 10% increase: 10,000 ann.
1/??)%3 ) Increase Demand-Response Service $470,000 hours (b)
12/3 ]J-OG Added service 3,000 ann. hours
Increase Shuttle Service $141,000 (b)
Added service 6,000 ann. hours
Increase Fixed-Route Service $360,000 - contracted (c)
Incremental Cost Year 3 $1,271,000
Incremental Cost Years 1,2, & 3 $3,077.000

(@) All costsin current (2003) dollars; (b) Calculated based on rate of $47 per hour; () Calculated based on rate of
$60 per hour (assumes contractor supplied service and vehicles)
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Table 14-3: Incremental Capital Cost Impactsfor New County DOT

Annual I ncremental

Cumulative Cost

Time Frame Capital Project Categories Cost Impacts (a) I mpacts (a) Remarks
Management Systems/Website $100,000 Initial costs - starting July
Year 1-7/1/04- || Communications Network
12/31/04 I mprovements $50,000 Initial costs - starting July
Incremental Cost Year 1 $150,000 $150,000
9 new vehiclesfor 10%
Demand-Response Vehicles $540,000 service increase
3 new vehiclesfor initial
Shuttle Buses $600,000 service
5 new buses for initial
Fixed-Route Buses - service (b)
Year 2 - 1/1/05- 1 new vehicle for added
12/31/05 Support Vehicles $25,000 services
Management Systems/Website $100,000
Communications Network
Improvements $75,000
Incremental Cost Year 1 $1,340,000
Incremental Cost Years1 & 2 $1,490,000
10 new vehicles for 10%
Demand-Response Vehicles $600,000 service increase
5 new buses for expanded
Fixed-Route Buses - service (b)
2 new buses for expanded
Shuttle Buses $400,000 service
1 new vehicle for added
Year 3- 1/10/6- || Support VVehicles $25,000 service
12/31/06
Management Systems $100,000
Communications Network
Improvements $75,000
Shelters/Bus Stops $50,000 Initial Installations
Incremental Cost Year 3 $1,250,000
Incremental Cost Yrs1,2,& 3 $2,740,000

(a) All costsin current (2003) dollars; (b) To be provided b operating contractor
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14.4 Funding Sources

It is anticipated that the majority of costs associated with the new County Department of
Transportation and the expanded services will be funded through the current channels,
especially by Middlesex County. The key funding programs that the County already uses
or may be able to tap to reduce its share are summarized below. Following this, major
potential funding sources are identified for each category of incremental expenses, both
operating and capital.

Sources Used Principally for AWTS Services
e Casino Revenue Fund

The Senior Citizen and Disabled Resident Transportation Assistance Program is funded
from the State’s Casino Revenue Fund. Atlantic City casinos pay eight percent of their
gross revenues into this fund to support programs that benefit New Jersey senior citizens
and persons with disabilities. About 85 percent of the annual transportation appropriation
is distributed among New Jersey’s 21 counties. The remaining 15 percent is allocated to
NJ Transit to provide technica assistance to the counties, to coordinate programs within
and among the counties, and for bus and rail accessibility projects. Funding is provided
to cover operating, capital, and administration expenses. The distribution formula is
based strictly on senior populations in the various Counties.

e Jobs Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC)

This program provides Federal funds for counties to make public transportation available
to participants in the State's Work First program. Local matches for this grant come from
several sources. New Jersey Department of Human Services, New Jersey Department of
labor’ s Welfare to Work program, and local providers.

e New Jersey Addictions Service Grant

This program, administered by the State, provides funding to transport addicted residents
to treatment and detoxification centers.

e Ryan White CARE Act
Funding from the U.S. Department of Heath and Human Services to establish a
comprehensive community based continuum of care for people with HIV and AIDS.

Funds can be used for medical transportation and transportation to other necessary
services such as food shopping, support groups or legal assistance.

e Senior Citizen Block Grant (SSBG)
The New Jersey Department of Aging supports certain transportation services for

frail/elderly seniors, with targets established for the portion of passengers who belong to
minority groups.
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e Veteran's Administration

Funding is available through the New Jersey Department of Military/Veteran Affairs to
transport veterans to medical treatment facilities (VA hospitals). The number of trips to
maintain the grant is determined by formula.

Sources Used Principally for BSS Services
e Socia Security Title XIX

Medicaid funding from the Federal Socia Security Administration enables the State to
furnish medical transportation assistance on behalf of families with dependent children,
and of aged, blind or disabled individuals whose income and resources are insufficient to
meet the costs of necessary medical services. This program is supervised by the New
Jersey Division of Medica Assistance and Health Services, and is administered by
Middlesex County. Funding covers transportation provided by various carriers as well
as reimbursement of individual Medicaid-eligible trips via public transit.

e Social Security Title XX

Non-Medicaid funding from the Federa Social Security Administration for
transportation to eligible low income elderly and disabled persons. This program is
supervised by the New Jersey Division of Youth and Family Services, and is
administered by Middlesex County.

e Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

Funding from the Federal Social Security Administration for transportation of income-
eligible parents and children for a variety of trip purposes: medical, employment/training
(Work First), Fair Hearing, Housing assistance, emergency assistance, and SSl/Legal
Services. Work First public transit trips are included, as are trips reimbursed through the
Training-Related Expenses (TRE) program. This program is supervised by the New
Jersey Division of Family Development, and is administered by Middlesex County.

e Generd Assistance

This program consists of State funding for transportation of income-eligible single adults
and couples. Similar to the Federal TANF program described above, trip purposes may
include medical, employment/training (Work First), Fair Hearing, Housing assistance,
emergency assistance, and SSl/Legal Services. Work First public transit trips are
included, aswell.
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Possible Sources Not Currently Used
e Federal Urbanized Area Formula Transit Grants (Section 5307)

Section 5307 is a formula grant program from the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). It is for urbanized areas, providing capital,
operating and planning assistance for mass transportation. Funds are apportioned to
urbanized areas utilizing a formula based on population, population density, and other
factors associated with transit service and ridership. It is funded from both General
Revenues and Trust Funds.

These funds are available for transit improvements in urbanized areas of all sizes. For
areas over 200,000 in population, funds flow directly to the designated recipient. For
areas under 200,000, the funds are apportioned to the Governor of each state for
distribution.

Since FFY 1998, one percent of the appropriated funds are set aside for transit
enhancement projects that physically or functionally enhance transit service or use. At
the same time, preventive maintenance, defined as all maintenance costs, became eligible
for FTA capital assistance at an 80 percent Federal share. Operating assistance is
available only to urbanized areas with populations under 200,000. An exception is made
for urbanized areas over 200,000 if the total number of bus revenue miles operated is
under 900,000 and the number of buses operated does not exceed 15. Up to ten percent
of an area's apportionment may be used for complementary ADA paratransit service
costs.

Nationwide in FFY 2000, 95 percent of the total obligations were used for capital, four
percent for operating, and one percent for planning. In the State of New Jersey, NJ
Transit is the recipient for Section 5307 formula funds on behalf of the counties in its
service area, including Middlesex County.

e Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality

This federal program provides funds for transportation projects that provide congestion
relief and air quality benefits. This includes up to capital and up to three years of
operating costs for new transit services. This funding source could conceivably used for
fixed route or shuttle services, though it should be kept in mind that the money is unlikely
to become available for several years after an application is made, and the service must
demonstrate air quality improvements, which may require the use of aternatively fueled
vehicles.

e Federal Flexible Transportation Funds

Flexible funds are certain legidatively specified funds that may be used either for transit
or highway purposes. The idea of flexible funds is that a local area can choose to use
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certain Federal surface transportation funds based on local planning priorities, not on a
restrictive definition of program eligibility. FHWA funds transferred to the FTA have
provided a substantial new source of funds for transit projects. Any decision on flexing
highway funds to transit projects such as that being proposed in Middlesex County,
would need to be made through the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) process.

e New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund Demonstration Project

The New Jersey legidlature is currently in the process of reauthorizing the transportation
trust fund, which provides state transportation funding for roads and transit through the
state gas tax and other sources. A Blue Ribbon Commission was formed to address a
current financial crisis with the Trust Fund, which with no new revenues will be unable to
fund new capital projects by FY2006. The commission has recommended a 12.5 cents
increase on the gas tax to correct this situation. If the legislature decides to follow this
recommendation, it could mean an influx of funds, the majority of which will address
existing priorities. However, Middlesex County may look to support from its state
legidlators for some demonstration monies that would show how a county system can
address gaps in services, particularly employment related ones, recognizing that NJ
Transit is a statewide agency that cannot fill all local needs.

145 Potential Funding Plan

This section lays out an approach for funding the three-year implementation plan for the
proposed Department of Transportation, taking into account existing and potential
sources discussed above. Though the transition would not take place until July 2004,
there will be costs associated with transition prior to then.

Currently, the combined cost to operate the County’ s transportation programs is about
$7.4 million per year. Thisincludes $4.9 million for AWTS services, provided by in-
house personnel aswell asthird party contractors. A portion of the current AWTS
program is funded through the Work First New Jersey (WFNJ) program. In addition, the
County Board of Social Services (BSS) is spending $2.5 million a year for transportation
servicesit provides, mostly through several taxi operators. The bulk of trips are for
Medicaid purposes. Medicaid Non-Emergency Transportation and WFNJ are major
funding sources.

During the initial three-year Department of Transportation implementation period, it is
expected that the BSS will retain its service provision responsibilities. However,
additional funding will be required to support the expanded activities and services
proposed for this period through the new County Department of Transportation. The
following sections identify the most likely means of funding the incremental operating
and capital costs.
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Operating Costs

Eighteen staff members are proposed to be added during the first three years. They
include a Department Director and personnel to establish and/or expand activities in the
in the Maintenance, Safety, Planning, Marketing and Coordination areas. These positions
are expected to be funded primarily by Middlesex County.

The current AWTS demand-response service would be expanded by ten percent (9,000 —
10,000 annual vehicle hours) in both the second and third years. The NJ Transit Casino
Revenue Grant allocates funds based on a formula directly linked to the size of the each
County’s senior population. Since this will not change any time in the near future, the
County will need to support this increase with its own funds.

About 6,000 annua hours of new shuttle service would be introduced between Year 2
and Year 3 of the implementation plan. This service would be operated by County
Department of Transportation employees. It would be supported through employer
contributions and County funds. A State demonstration grant could provide much needed
financial support in the near term for this service as well.

About 12,000 annual hours of new fixed-route service would be introduced between Y ear
2 and Year 3 of the implementation plan. This service would be operated by outside
contractors. It would likely be funded primarily by Middlesex County. A State
demonstration grant could provide much needed financial support in the near term for
this service as well.

Capital Costs

Nineteen demand-response vehicles and other equipment would need to be purchased to
meet the expanded service requirements proposed. Funding could come from the NJ
Transit Casino Revenue Grant, with bonding through the Middlesex County
Improvement Authority as needed.

It is presumed that the fixed-route service vendor will provide its own vehicles and
storage facilities. However, the County will need to purchase eight shuttle vehicles and
several support vehicles during the initial three years. It is suggested that Federal
Funding be explored in this regard -- specifically, FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area
Formula Funding through NJ Transit, with Middlesex County as Subgrantee. Beyond
the first three years, Section 5307 funding may also be sought for expansion of the
current maintenance facility.

Several other capital items have been identified to enhance the DOT’s activities and
performance. These include development of dedicated management and maintenance
systems, as well as improvements to the customer service, scheduling, trip planning and
complaint tracking systems. Appropriate funding for these systems could be generated
via bonding through the Middlesex County Improvement Authority.
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Once the new County DOT is established and showing improved performance as its own
services are refined and expanded, a transfer of the BSS services to the DOT will be
possible. This would likely occur beyond the initia three-year DOT implementation
period. It is anticipated that the eventual transfer of some or al of the existing BSS
transportation programs to the DOT will allow Middlesex County to realize economies of
scale. However, this alone will not eliminate the need for additional funding for the
expansion of the demand-responsive, shuttle and fixed-route services beyond the three-
year implementation time frame.
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