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NEWS 

Trucks Returning to Holland Tunnel? 
- Bus Access a Boon for Lower Manhattan Transit -  

The Staten Island Advance reported last Tuesday 
that the Port Authority would soon lift the ban on 
trucks at the Holland Tunnel.  Commercial traffic 
restrictions have been in place at the tunnel since the 
Sept. 11, 2001 attack on the World Trade Center.  
Presently, all trucks are excluded in the NYC-bound 
direction, while tractor trailers are excluded from 
NJ-bound lanes. The Advance said the reason for the 
change is easing congestion on the Staten Island 
Expressway.  The piece was based on an account 
by S.I. Borough President Molinaro of his discus-
sions with the Port Authority. Molinaro said he had 
complained about truck diversion to the S.I.E.  The 
PA did not comment on any pending policy deci-
sion, but a spokesperson told that paper that truck 
traffic had increased 16% on Staten Island-NJ 
bridges in the month after Sept. 11, and that truck 
volume is still at a higher level on the Staten Island 
Expressway than before the attack. 
   However, the Holland Tunnel truck restriction is 
one of the traffic vestiges of the Sept. 11 emergency 
that enjoys support in lower Manhattan.  The Ca-
nal Street corridor has functioned better and been 
more liveable since the tunnel truck rules were im-
posed.  Downtown interests have not made their 
positions clear on the truck issue. 
   The Advance story said that while single-chassis 
trucks would return to the tunnel, tractor-trailers 
would be permanently excluded.  This would per-
mit buses to return to the tunnel (previously, the PA 
did not want wide trucks and buses to share it). The 
Advance said NYC Transit was interested in routing 
some Staten Island-Manhattan express bus routes 
through NJ to lower Manhattan via the Holland 
Tunnel. NJ Transit and private carriers would pre-
sumably also take advantage of such access. 
   The NY Metropolitan Transportation Council has 
undertaken a “Canal St. Area Transportation Study” 
to address a range of transportation issues there. 
Holland Tunnel bus access is under consideration ― 
it is looking at a Holland Tunnel rush hour bus lane 
and lanes or other bus priority treatments on streets 
near the Manhattan end of the tunnel.  It is also con-
sidering a variety of local truck route changes and 
pedestrian signal and street space improvements.  

Route 92 Would Add Traffic  
to Bad Section of Route 1  
Meanwhile, NJ and federal transportation officials, 
as part of a “Safety Impact Team,” are studying pos-
sible safety measures for a segment of Route 1 that 
is close to the proposed Route 92 right-of-way. The 
part of Route 1 in question is already overcrowded 
and would only see more traffic and crashes after 
the construction of Route 92. 
  According to the Home News Tribune, Route 1 is 
New Jersey’s most dangerous highway.  It saw 

Trenton Reviewing Route 92 Project 
The McGreevey Administration has reportedly re-
quested a delay in the release of the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for Route 92, a major new 
alignment highway on the NJ Turnpike Authority’s 
books. Apparently at the state’s request, the NJ 
Turnpike Authority recently asked the Army Corps 
of Engineers to delay the Route 92 DEIS release 
pending a review of the project in light of the state’s 
smart growth objectives. This is welcome news to 
advocates who say the project will promote sprawl 
and traffic growth in southern Middlesex County. 
   Route 92, a proposed 6.7-mile new alignment toll 
highway that would be managed by the Turnpike, 
would extend from Turnpike Interchange 8A to 
Route 1at Ridge Road in South Brunswick. 
   The McGreevey Administration is right to 
worry that building new highways across open land 
does not fit with its smart growth agenda. The high-
way would ruin 14 acres of wetlands and travel 
through an area designated on the state’s anti-sprawl 
“big map” as “red,” or an area where development 
growth is less desirable.  
   McGreevey’s battle to fight sprawl is already fac-
ing some skepticism, most recently in a Star-Ledger 
editorial that urged a faster pace for the administra-
tion’s legislative agenda. The construction of a 
brand new $400 million highway through a 
greenfield area would cause far more damage to the 
campaign’s credibility.     
    Only one local paper reported on the DEIS’ pos-
sible delay. But the South Brunswick Post incor-
rectly reported that the letter had been sent from the 
Army Corps of Engineers to the state, rather than 
vice versa.  
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If a coalition of southern and midwestern states has 
its way, New York and Connecticut could lose des-
perately needed transportation funding as part of the 
upcoming TEA-21 reauthorization. A recent study 
by NYU’s Rudin Center for Transportation says 
this would mean a funding loss of $300 million an-
nually (or 18% of total highway funding) for New 
York’s transportation system. 
   Currently, motorists pay into the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund primarily through the federal gax tax. 
The amount collected in each state is different, de-
pending on a variety of factors, such as population 
size, percentage of rural or urban areas, infrastruc-
ture (roads vs. transit) and geography.  In the end, as 
with all federal programs, motorists in some states 
send more in federal revenues than the state receives 
in return via federal transportation agencies. “States’ 
Highway Alliance for Real Equity” (SHARE), a 
coalition of so-called “donor” states, mostly in the 
southern and Midwest, wants to rewrite the federal 
transportation formula so that they get more money, 
using “donor” status as their logic.  
   Presently, TEA-21 provides a minimum guaran-
tee to states, so that they receive at least 90.5% of 
the federal gas tax revenues collected within their 
borders in the form of federal transportation aid.  In 
the upcoming TEA-21 reauthorization, SHARE 
aims to increase the minimum guarantee to 95%. 
   The plan is backed in Washington by Rep. Tom 
Delay, Ohio Senator George Voinovich and others. 
   Because New York relies so heavily on mass tran-
sit, the amount it sends to Washington from U.S. 
gas taxes is relatively low per capita. Therefore, 
SHARE’s plan to hike the minimum guarantee 
would greatly reduce transportation funding for 
New York, along with other “donee” states, such as 
Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Washington, Massachu-
setts and Maine. For example, according to the 
Rudin Center report, if the 95% guarantee was en-
acted for FY 2002, Connecticut would have lost 
$163 million, or 33% of its total highway budget. 
New Jersey, on the other hand, because it is so 
densely paved and serves as an East Coast corridor 
between   major metro areas, would have seen an 
increase of $57 million (or a 7% increase) in high-
ways funds. (Apparently, New Jersey has recently 
signed on to the SHARE plan, though it could re-
duce federal transit funding for the state).  
   The SHARE alliance has even gone as far as to 
say that the recent $4.5 billion given to Lower Man-

hattan for transportation improvements after 9/11 is 
more evidence that New York receives more trans-
portation funding than it deserves, even though 
those funds are from the general fund for emergency 
response, not from FHWA or Federal Transit Ad-
ministration programs.  
   There are many ways to look at the fairness of fed-
eral funding.  The “donor” states approach is 
sophistry.  It equates funding needs with federal gas 
tax revenues collected within a certain jurisdiction 
— a random measure by anybody’s logic.  The 
Rudin Center took several different perspectives:  
• The federal funding formula, because it accounts 
for lane miles and other factors besides population, 
greatly benefits sparsely-settled states. For example, 
Wyoming got four times the national average in fed-
eral transportation aid per capita from 1996-2000.  
• The MTA and NYC DOT receive the smallest 
amount in federal funding per passenger mile of the 
top 20 largest mass transit agencies in country. 
• Nationally, the federal government paid an aver-
age of 18% for states’ transportation projects, with 
states and localities making up the rest. However, 
New York and Minnesota paid a much highest pro-
portion themselves, with only 11% and 12%, respec-
tively, coming from the federal government.  
   The late Senator Moynihan used to publish an an-
nual report showing how much more NY State  resi-
dents and businesses paid in federal taxes each year 
than the state received back from federal programs. 
Transportation is one of a tiny handful of areas 
where NY was in the black regarding federal aid.   
   Senators Schumer and Clinton ought to revive the 
annual report, and make a practice of introducing 
minimum guarantee provisions into federal farm 
bills and other legislation regarding federal formula 
programs until SHARE state representatives get the 
message and agree to lay off our transit funding.   
   For the entire Rudin Center report, see 
www.nyu.edu/wagner/transportation/ 

Transit-Chek Fixed for City Van Riders 
Last week, the TransitChek organization issued a 
notice stating that its benefits were again available 
to NYC Access-a-Ride users. Access-A-Ride vans, 
which take the city’s disabled population from point 
to point, traditionally accepted tokens, which riders 
could purchase with the pre-tax TransitChek vouch-
ers. The token was phased out the beginning of 
May, but no provision had been made for maintain-
ing the benefit for Access-A-Ride riders. Access-A-
Ride users will now be able to obtain TransitChek 
coupons that they can use to pay for van rides. For 
more info, call 1800-622-5000.   

Another Washington Plan to Take Our Transit Funding 




