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6.0 Section 4(f) Evaluation

6.1 Introduction

The New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT), in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration, has prepared this Section 4(f) evaluation to fulfill
the requirements of Section 4(f) of the 1966 USDOT Act (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138,
and 23 CFR 771.135). Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (1966)
requires that the following conditions be shown for any project using any public park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any historic property listed in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places: 1) there is no
feasible or prudent alternative to the use of land from a Section 4(f) property, and, 2)
the project includes all possible planning to avoid or minimize harm to the Section
4(f) properties resulting from such use.

The purpose of the project is to address traffic congestion, mobility constraints, and
safety concerns on Route U.S. 1 and east-west cross streets in the Penns Neck area of
West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey, and its environs.

6.2 Description of Section 4(f) Properties

The following Section 4(f) properties are located within the study area:

Aqueduct Mills Historic District (SHPO Opinion 12/20/88). Aqueduct Mills is a
nineteenth century crossroads hamlet consisting of four houses and a dry stone wall,
located north of the Millstone River and west of Route 1.

Agueduct Mills Historic District Extension fSHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The Extension
consists of a group of nineteenth century residential properties that are related to the
Historic District settlement to the north.

Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House (SHPO Opinion 03/10/97). The Covenhoven-
Logan-Silvers House is a two-story wood framed Dutch fannhouse, the oldest
portions date to ca. 1836.

David S. Voorhees House (SHPO Opinion Pending). The David S. Voorhees Illose
is a two-story, wood-framed residence, typical of vernacular Italianate farmhouse
architecture.

Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park and Historic District (National Register
Listed: 5/11/75 . The Delaware and Raritan Canal is a historically significant
engineering work associated with the broad pattern of commerce and transportation in
the United States.

Lake Carnegie Historic District (National Register Listed: 6/28/90). The manmade
lake was constructed to facilitate crew racing at Princeton University.
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Penns Neck Cemetery (SHPO Opinion 03/10/97). Penns Neck Cemetery is the oldest
in West Windsor Township, dating from the 1730s.

Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (SHPO ORinion Pending). The former
Philadelphia-to-New York Main Line (NEC), and the Princeton Branch (Dinky), was
recommended eligible by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission.

Princeton Baptist Church at Penns Neck (National Register Listed: 12/28/98). The
church complex consists of the original nineteenth century meeting house, a
nineteenth century tavern, and an associated church cemetery.

Princeton Branch. D&R Canal Bridge (SHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The nineteenth
century swing bridge conveys the Princeton Branch (Dinky) over the D&R Canal.

Princeton Operating Station (SHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The Princeton Operating
Station is associated with the early twentieth century development of the East Coast
long-distance telephone network.

Sarnoff Corporation (SHPO Opinion 01/03). The research facility participated in the
development of the all-electronic compatible color television system, pioneering work
in liquid crystal technology, development of Metal Oxide Semiconductor (MOS)
transistors, and early development of music synthesizer and facsimile technology.

Washington Road Elm Allee (National Register Listed: 01/18/99). An all6e of
American elms lines Washington Road between Route 1 and the D&R Canal. The
allee is an example of early twentieth century trends in landscape design.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 2 (SHIPO Opinion 9/13/76). Site 28ME2 contains both
historic and prehistoric components.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 23 (SHPO Opinion 3/10/97). Site 28ME23 is dates to the
Late Archaic and Late Woodland periods.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 86 (SHPO Opinion Pending). Site 28ME23 dates to the
Late Archaic and late Woodland periods.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 291 (SHPO Opinion Pending). Site 28ME291 is a small
prehistoric site.

The reader is referred to Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of this EIS for more detailed discussion
of these properties, as well as the Penns Neck Area EIS Historic Architectural Survey,
Volumes I and 2, prepared by John Milner Associates in 2002. Section 106
consultation was re-initiated at the beginning of the EIS process and is currently on-
going.
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63 Section 4(f) Property Impacts

This DEIS portion of this DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation document presents an
analysis of potential environmental impacts from nineteen Action Alternatives and
the No-Action Alternative. This Section 4(f) Evaluation describes the impacts to
Section 4(f) properties for each Action and No-Action alternative.

The Action Alternatives have the potential to impact up to thirteen of the Section 4(f)
properties found within the APE depending on the alternative considered. Properties
within the APE that would not be impacted by any Action Alternative include the
Lake Carnegie Historic District, the Penns Neck Cemetery, and the Princeton Branch
D&R Canal Bridge.

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 present matrix summaries of the potential impacts to Section 4(f)
properties from each of the Action Alternatives. More detailed information on the
Section 106 effects evaluation is presented in Section 4.5 of this document and the
Penns Neck Area EIS Cultural Resources Effects Document (JMA, 2002). Following
is a comparative discussion of potential impacts by Section 4(f) property.

Aqueduct Mills Historic District
The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact District property. All Action
Alternatives would impdct the District by widening Route 1 to the west and removing
a stone wall that is a contributing element to the District. However, all Action
Alternatives would improve traffic flow on Route 1, thereby having a positive effect
on the District.

Aqueduct MiUls Historic District Extension
The No-Action and Action Alternatives, would not physically impact District
property. The A, B, E, and F Alternatives, as well as Alternatives D and D.2, would
reduce traffic volumes on Harrison Street, thereby having positive noise and visual
effects on the District.

Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House
The No-Action Alternative, and the C and G alternatives would not physically impact
the property. The D, E and F alternatives would introduce traffic noise from WSC
roads, thereby having adverse noise and visual effects on the property. The A and B
alternatives would have a physical impact on the property, necessitating building
demolition or relocation. Archaeological investigation would also be required, and
possibly data recovery, if an A or B alternative is selected.
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Table 6-2
Summary of Section 4(f) Impacts -Archaeolo ical Resources

Alternative Site 28ME2 Site 28ME23 Site 28ME86 28 ME 291
A Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.

A.1 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route I. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A.2 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A.3 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route I. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A.4 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-IfVDC 3.

B Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route I. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
B.1 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route I. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
B.2 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. No.
_ C 7 Yes-Interchange atRoil . No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.

C.1 Yes-Interchange at Route 1. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.
D Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.

D_ 1 _Yes-ESC_ Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
D.2 Yes-ESC. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.

__ __No. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
F Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.

F.1 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
G No. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.

- _G.1 No. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.
G.2 No. No. No. No.

No-Action No. No. No. No.

David S. Voorhees House
The No-Action Altemative would not physically impact the property. If VDC 1 or 2
is selected to accompany an Action Alternative, some property acquisition may be
required. However, the structure would not be physically impacted by any of the
Action Alternatives.

Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park and Historic District
The No-Action Altemative, as well as the A, B, C, D, D.1, D.2, E, F, and G
Altematives would result in no physical impacts to the District. The A, B, and F
Alternatives and the D and D.2 alternatives would result in improved sight distance
for motorists and Park users at Harrison Street due to the realignment of Harrison
Street near the canal crossing. The A, B, C, D, E, F, and G alternatives would
increase traffic volumes on Harrison Street, while reducing traffic at the Washington
and Alexander Road crossings. The No-Action alternative would result in increased
traffic volumes at all three crossings.

Lake Carnegie Historic District
The Action and No-Action Altematives would 'result in no physical impacts on the
District.-

Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District
The No-Action Altemative would result in no physical impacts to the District. All
Action Alternatives would impact the District by replacing the Route 571 bridge over

I
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the District. The VDC 1 alignment may have an adverse effect on the Princeton
Junction Hotel, which is a contributing element to the District.

Princeton Baptist Church at Penns Neck
The No-Action and Action Alternatives would result in no physical impacts to the
Church complex. All Alternatives but G and G.1 would eliminate the traffic signals,
thereby reducing congestion on Route 1 at the church. The C Alternatives, as well as
G and G.1 would shift Route 1 away from the church, thereby benefiting the church
by increased separation from Route 1. The A, D, E, and F altematives would also
shift Route 1 to the west, but would place Route I in-a-cut, thereby having a positive
effect on the church and its complex.

Princeton Branch (Dinky), D&R Canal Bridge
The Action and No-Action Alternatives would result in no physical impacts on the
property.

Princeton Operating Station
The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact the Station property. The D,
E, and G alternatives would have no physical impact on the property. All Alternatives
but G and G.1 would reduce traffic congestion by eliminating the signals in the study
area. The A, B, C, and F Alternatives would physically impact the property, likely
requiring the demolition or relocation of the structure.

Washington Road Elm Allee
The No-Action Altemative would not physically impact the allee property. All Action
Alternatives would reduce traffic volumes on Washington Road, resulting in a benefit
to the allee. Alternative B and B. 1 would physically impact approximately three allee
trees. Altemative B.2 would physically impact approximately four allee trees.
Altemative G. I would impact approximately three allee trees.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 2
The No-Action Alternative, as well as the E and G Alternatives would not physically
impact the site. The A, B, C, D, and F Altematives would physically impact the site.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 23
The No-Action Altemative, as well as the C and G Alternatives would not physically
impact the site. The A, B, E, and F Alternatives, and D and D.1, would physically
impact the site.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 86
The No-Action Altemative, as well as the C and G Altematives would not physically
impact the site. The A, B, E, and F Altematives, and D and D.1, would physically
impact the site.
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Archaeological Site 28 ME 291
The VDC 3 alignment would impact this site. The No-Action Alternative, VDC 1,
VDC 2, as well as any Action Alternatives that do not include VDC 3, would not
impact this site.

6A Alternatives to the Use of Section 4(f) Property

An examination was made of alternatives that could avoid or minimize impacts on
Section 4(f) properties. The regulations governing Section 4(1) stipulate that the
following three alternatives be explored: No-Action; improve the facility without
using the protected 4(f) property; and improve the facility at a new location without
using the protected 4(f) property.

6.4.1 No-Action

As described in Section 6.3 above, the No-Action Alternative would have no physical
impact on Section 4(f) properties. However, in a No-Action Alternative traffic
volumes would increase, causing greater congestion in the study area. As a "do
nothing alternative," the No-Action Alternative would not meet the project purpose
and need as taking no action would not address current or design year traffic
congestion, mobility constraints, and safety concerns on Route 1 and east-west cross
streets. With respect to the goals and objectives, the No-Action Alternative would not
impact natural and cultural resources, but will degrade noise levels, air quality
conditions, community access, neighborhood integrity, and would be inconsistent
with state and local master plans. The No-Action Alternative would have a neutral
impact on business and institutional communities, land use patterns, and pedestrian
and bicycle access. Overall, the No-Action Alternative does not meet the project
purpose and need as well as its goals and objectives.

6.4.2 Improve the Facility Without Using the Protected 4(f) Property

The 19 Action Alternatives would physically impact between one and nine Section
4(f) properties, depending on the alternative considered. None of the Action
Alternatives can avoid impacts to Section 4(f) properties. An examination of the
improvements that could be undertaken without impacting Section 4(f) properties was
undertaken. Traffic signals could be eliminated at the Route 1 intersections with
Washington Road, Fisher Place, and Harrison Street. Route I could be widened,
shifted to the west, and constructed in-a-cut south of the Millstone River without
impacting Section 4(f) properties. Widening Route 1 north of the Millstone River to
unify the roadway section, however, could not be done without an impact to the
Aqueduct Milis Historic District.

Eliminating the traffic signals on Route I would necessitate providing altemative
east-west crossing route(s). Routing traffic to Alexander Road would not physically
impact Section 4(f) properties. However, traffic impacts on neighborhoods in
Princeton Junction and Princeton would be significantly adverse. Washington Road
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and Harrison Street would handle substantially reduced traffic volumes compared to
their current proportions. Alternatives G and G. I exemplify that traffic pattern.

An east-side connector could not be constructed without impacting Section 4(f)
properties. The west-side connectors and their interchanges that could be constructed
would not impact Section 4(f) properties include D, D.2, and E.

Based on this evaluation, Action Alternatives C. l with VDC 2 or 3, and D.2 with
VDC 2 or 3 would have the least physical impacts on Section 4(f) properties. C.1 or
D.2 would have unavoidable impacts on the Aqueduct Mills Historic District,
28ME2, and either the David S. Voorhees House (land acquisition only) or 28ME291.

As stated, eliminating the Aqueduct Mills District impact would involve retaining the
existing, inconsistent roadway section of Route 1 north of the Millstone River.
Maintaining the current section would perpetuate capacity and safety limitations and
would be contrary to the purpose and need and associated goals and objectives for
Route I mobility, access, and safety.

Eliminating impacts to 28ME2 would necessitate maintaining the existing Route I
alignment and eliminating the frontage roads. The analyses results presented in the
DEIS demonstrate that, in the absence of an east-side connector, frontage roads are
needed to process the traffic demand at an acceptable level of service. In the absence
of frontage roads, the C.1 and D.2 alternatives cannot provide acceptable east-west
access and mobility across Route 1 as mandated by the purpose and need.

Eliminating the impacts of the Vaughn Drive connector would involve selecting VDC
2 and shifting the alignment to avoid acquisition of Voorhees House property.
Shifting the alignment would result in acquisition of commercial property and
possibly building impacts and business relocations.

The result of this examination is a hybrid alternative that would not meet the purpose
and need due to the lack of several key components and it will be eliminated from
further consideration.

6.4.3 Build a New Facility at a New Location Without Affecting the Section
4(f) Property

As discussed in the foregoing section, unifying the Route 1 section, removing signals,
and providing alternative east-west routing across Route 1 cannot be undertaken
without impacting Section 4(f) properties. The 19 Action Alternatives were
developed with an understanding of the purpose and need, goals and objectives, and
existing natural and built environment conditions in the study area and larger region.
As such, these altematives were conceived in the context of the many capabilities and
constraints that are endemic to the study area. Each alternative contains some
components that seek to improve conditions on existing roadways and some
components that would constitute new roadways in new locations. Considering
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alternative aligmnents or solutions outside the study area was determined to be
inappropriate as the traffic problems are localized in nature and the natural and built
enviromnental constraints located peripherally to the study area are many and
significant. Thus, the ability to build a new facility at a new location without affecting
Section 4(f) resources was determined to be infeasible.

6.5 Measures to Minimize Harm

The Action Alternatives have been conceptually designed to avoid, or at least
minimize natural and built environmental impacts, including those to Section 4(f)
properties. However, the design phase of a selected alternative would provide an
opportunity to take a detailed look at ways to further avoid and/or minimize possible
adverse impacts to Section 4(f) and other resources.

Historic Properties
All Section 4(f) properties identified in this Evaluation are historic or archaeological
properties. Prior to design, formal Section 106 consultation on the preferred
alternative will result in a set of commitmnents to closely examine means to avoid and
minimize adverse impacts, and specific mitigation strategies to overcome adverse
impacts. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to cultural resources would be identified
in Environmental Commitments to be developed between the NJDOT, the FHWA,
the SHBPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. As the Section 106 and
NEPA processes are merged for this project, a comprehensive set of Environmental
Commitments for natural and built enviromnent impacts, including Section 4(f)
properties, will result. Thus, there are numerous opportunities during and after the
NEPA process to refine a selected alternative so as to have the least adverse impacts
as reasonably possible.

D&R Canal Park
The D&R Canal Park is not only an historic property but also a public parkland.
Unavoidable impacts of an Action Alternative to the D&R Canal Park would be
subject to approval by the Delaware and Raritan Canal Cormnission. The
Commission will take an interest in physical impacts as well as drainage and water
quality, natural ecosystems, and the aesthetics of the Park. The reader is referred to
the Natural Ecosystems Technical Environmental Studyfor the Penns Neck Area EIS
for discussion of impact issues and mitigation concepts associated with drainage,
water quality, and natural ecosystems issues.

6.6 Summary of Section 4(f) Coordination

The public agencies having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) properties include the
SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and representatives of West Windsor and
Plainsboro Townships. As part of an extensive agency, organization, and public
outreach program implemented as part of this project, representatives of these public
agencies participated in the Penns Neck Area EIS Roundtable Advisory Group. The
Roundtable was responsible for drafting the project Goals and Objectives, and for
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developing the 18 Action Alternatives examined in this EIS. The reader is referred
also to Section 7.0 of this EIS for greater discussion of the outreach program.

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
consultation was re-initiated for this project with the SHPO and Consulting Parties.
The latter includes but is not limited to the SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and
representatives of West Windsor and Plainsboro Townships, who have jurisdiction
over the Section 4(f) properties. The reader is referred also to Section 4.5 of this EIS
for greater discussion of the Section 106 process. This draft Section 4(f) evaluation
will be subject to agency and public comment as part of the public hearing process for:
the DEIS.

6.7 Conclusion

An examination was made of alternatives that could avoid or minimize impacts on
Section 4(f) properties to fulfill the requirements of Section 4(f) of the 1966 USDOT
Act (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138, and 23 CFR 771.135). The findings of the analysis
are listed below:

* No-Action - The No-Action Alternative does not meet the project purpose and
need as well as its goals and objectives.

* Improve the facility without using the protected 4(f) propertv - A hybrid of the
Action Alternatives was considered, but it would not meet the purpose and
need due to the lack of several key components and it will be eliminated from
further consideration.

* Improve the facility at a new location without using the protected 4(f)
pip2r1y - The ability to build a new facility at a new location without
affecting Section 4(f) resources was determined to be infeasible.

The public agencies having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) properties include the
SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and representatives of West Windsor and
Plainsboro Townships. Representatives of these public agencies participated in the
Penns Neck Area EIS Roundtable Advisory Group which was responsible for drafting
the project Goals and Objectives, and for developing the Action Altematives
examined in this EIS.

Prior to design, formal Section 106 consultation on the preferred altemative will
result in a set of commitments to closely examine means to avoid and minimize
adverse impacts, and specific mitigation strategies to overcome adverse impacts.
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to cultural resources would be identified in
Environmental Commitments to be developed between the NJIDOT, the FHWA, the
SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
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7.0 Agency and Public Outreach, and Coordination

7.1 Introduction and Purpose
The agency coordination and public involvement program for the Penns Neck Area
EIS was established to ensure that the examination of multi-modal options to address
traffic and mobility problems on U.S. Route 1 and east-west streets in the Penns Neck
area and its environs would be supported by a comprehensive and extensive program
of public outreach and involvement activities. The program, which was implemented
throughout the 24-month scoping and EIS processes, was developed in full
compliance with federal public involvement regulations and significantly exceeded
NEPA requirements for preparation of an EIS. It was specifically designed as an open
and ongoing process aimed at establishing and maintaining effective dialogue
between interested and involved constituencies, stakeholders, and public agencies.

The program's principal objective was to facilitate open lines of communication and
information-sharing, active engagement, and maximum participation of the public
throughout the scoping, strategy screening, alternatives evaluation, and impact
analysis phases of the EIS process. This was achieved through a multi-faceted
cooperative approach that involved municipal, state, regional, and federal agencies, as
well as a broad spectrum of interested publics.

Interaction and informational components of the program included large public
forums, small group meetings and presentations, regular meetings of a project
advisory committee known as the Partners' Roundtable, continual updating of a
project website and informational repositories, and distribution of project mailings to
over 400 groups and individuals. By implementing these and other activities to
involve the public in all stages of EIS development, the program aimed at building
consensus for advancement of an alternative that would meet the transportation,
environmental, recreational, open space, development and community needs of the
diverse stakeholders and constituencies it was designed to serve. Significant elements
of the program are described below. Materials referenced in this chapter are found in
a separate document entitled Penns Neck Area EIS: Documentation of Public
Involvement Activities, which is available for review at the six document repository
locations listed in Appendix E. The contents of this document are listed in section
7.4.

7.2 Program Elements - Interaction

7.2.1 Interviews
The public scoping process began in May 2001, with a series of interviews conducted
by the project team to identify the purpose and need, the range of alternatives, and
significant issues to be addressed in the EIS. Interview participants included 92
individuals, representing 45 constituencies, including elected officials; state,
municipal, county, and regional agencies; institutional and other stakeholder bodies;
civic and public interest groups; transportation, environmental, planning, historic
preservation, and business organizations; residents and members of neighborhood
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groups; and other individuals reflecting a. diverse range of views and interests. The
interviews were instrumental in identifying and documenting significant project
issues, including those relating to local and regional mobility; land use;
environmental, historic, cultural, and archeological resources and potential impacts;
and neighborhood preservation.

7.2.2 Partners' Roundtable Advisory Committee
A project advisory body, known as the Partners' Roundtable, began meeting in June
2001 to assist in shaping the EIS process, providing input into screening and
evaluating the actions and alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS,
and achieving consensus on a wide range of topics. The Roundtable, which met
approximately 35 times during preparation of the Draft EIS, was composed of
community partners from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Its 32 members
represented citizens groups, business organizations and stakeholders; the
governments of West Windsor Township, Princeton Township, Princeton Borough,
Plainsboro Township, Mercer County and Middlesex County; transportation
advocacy groups; FHWA; DVRPC; NJDOT; and other State agencies.

List of Roundtable Members
* Chamber of Commerce of the

Princeton Area
* Delaware and Raritan Canal

Commission
* Delaware Valley Regional

Planning Commission
• Federal Highway Administration
* Greater Mercer County Chamber

of Commerce
* Greater Mercer Transportation

Management Association
* Harrison Street Neighborhood

Association
• Mercer County
. Middlesex County
* Millstone Bypass Aleit
* New Jersey Transit
* New Jersey Department of

Enviromnental Protection
* New Jersey Department of

Transportation
* New Jersey Transportation

Planning Authority
* Penns Neck Community
* Plainsboro Township

* Princeton Borough
* Princeton Junction Communities
* Princeton Shopping Center

Merchants Association
* Princeton Township
* Princeton University
* Regional Planning Partnership
. Sarnoff Corporation
* Sensible Transportation Options

Partnership
* Sierra Club
• Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed

Association
* The Borough Merchants for

Princeton
Tri-State Transportation
Campaign

• Washington Road Elms
Preservation Trust

* West Windsor Citizens for
Transportation Alternatives

* West Windsor Division of the
Greater Mercer County Chamber
of Commerce

* West Windsor Township
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The Roundtable engaged in extended dialogue and document review related to all
aspects of EIS development, including delineation of the project study area;
preparation of a Purpose and Need Statement, Working Problem Statement, definition
of project Goals and Objectives, and review of actions and alternatives that were
considered for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS. Topics covered during Roundtable
presentations and discussions included the following:

* Overview of the EIS Process
* Public Involvement Process Issues
* Roundtable Rules and Procedures
* EIS Purpose and Need
* Problem Statement
* Project Goals and Objectives

Origin and Destination Survey
Travel Demnand Management (TDM) Strategies
Overview of the Central Jersey Transportation Forum
Transit Actions and Alternatives (Including Bus Rapid Transit Options)
Road-Based Mobility Actions and Alternatives
East-West Origin and Destination Study

* Skycomp Aerial Traffic Survey
* Primary Study Area Demnographics and Future Year Forecasts
* Secondary Study Area Demographics and Future Year Forecasts
* Road-based Alternatives "Bundling" Approach
* Traffic Study Methodology
. Technical Environmental Study Methodologies
. Analysis of Existing Traffic Conditions

No-Action Future Roadway Network Assumptions
Penns Neck Area Travel Demand Forecasting
Analysis of 2008 and 2028 No-Action Traffic Conditions

* Constructability of Route I In-a-Cut
* Commute Options Package

Technical Environrental Studies - Existing Conditions
Potential Traffic and Circulation Impacts
Traffic Sensitivity Tests
Potential Impacts to the Natural Environment
Potential Inpacts to the Built Environment
Other Potential Areas of Impact

* Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis

The Partners' Roundtable meetings culminated with a series of Synthesis Workshops.
The purpose of the synthesis workshops was to:

1. Review the project goals and objectives;
2. Discuss the findings of the traffic and technical environmental studies in the

context of the project goals and objectives;
3. Identify areas of possible agreement;
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4. Explore trade-offs and mitigation for areas of possible agreement; and finally
5. Determine areas of agreement relative to the alternatives considered in the

EIS.

A summary report on the synthesis workshops is included in Appendix E.

7.2.3 Public Scoping Forum
The Penns Neck Area EIS project was officially introduced to the general public on
December 4, 2001, fromlOAM to 11PM, at a Public Scoping Forum that was held at
the West Windsor Township Municipal Building. This Scoping Forum and its
accompanying Open House served as an integral part of the ongoing scoping process,
by providing the public with an overview of the Penns Neck Area EIS process and
approach, along with an opportunity to provide input instrumental to framing the
scope of work for the EIS studies. Over 200 people attended the forum, and over 160
people provided testimony, either at the session or in written statements submitted
during the public comment period that ended on January 7, 2002.

The formal portion of the Scoping Forum included two presentations, followed by
public comment periods to receive input from all persons who wished to testify. The
morning presentation was videotaped and available for viewing throughout the day.
Informal opportunities to discuss project issues with staff were available at an all-day-
and-evening Open House.

The presentations, by project team members, provided a detailed review of the study,
including its history; an overview of the EIS process and NEPA procedures; a
detailed description of the specific EIS approach adopted for this study; a summary of
the categories of potential actions and altematives under consideration; and
discussion of the public outreach program. 110 individuals provided testimony
regarding the scope of the EIS during the public comment period, which was
documented by audio-tape and stenographic services. Although speakers were
encouraged to register in advance, all on-site requests to testify were honored. The
resulting oral testimony and approximately 50 written statements forwarded
subsequent to the forum provided a broad range of comments and suggestions
regarding the scope of the EIS and other issues regarded as critical by local and
regional constituencies. Comments fell into a number of principal, and occasionally
overlapping, categories reflecting concerns about traffic congestion; the extent of the
study area; travel patterns; roadway and interchange design; transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian options and safety; TDM and TSM altematives; enviromnental impacts;
archeological and historic resources; enviromnental data collection and use; impacts
to subsidized housing developments; and public outreach. Specific questions raised in
oral and written testimony were addressed in a Response Document drafted by the
project team.

In preparation for the Scoping Fonum, letters of invitation, a listing of repository
locations, and a Synopsis of Background Information on the Environmental Review
Scoping Process were distributed to over 250 persons on the project mailing list. The
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Scoping Synopsis summarized the environmental review process and the information
to be presented at the Scoping Forum. The Forum was also announced through
display advertisements that appeared in nine (9) local and regional newspapers; flyers
that were distributed to minority churches in the study area; and an announcement on
the project website (see Appendix E).

7.2A Agency Scoping Meeting
An Agency Scoping meeting was held on June 26, 2002 to provide public agencies
with an opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIS. All relevant resource
agencies were invited to attend the Agency Scoping Meeting. The meeting was
attended by representatives of FHWA, NJDOT, and NJDEP. It included an overview
of the study by members of the project team, along with a discussion of the overall
project timeframe and need for expedited agency review of EIS-related deliverables.
Questions and comments addressed at the meeting focused on issues involving land
use, the environment and Section 106. No new issues were raised at this meeting.

7.2.5 Large Group Forums
The public involvement program for the Penns Neck Area EIS included two large
group forums in addition to the Public Scoping Forum. An In-Progress Review was
conducted on September 30,2002, from 10AM to 10PM, in order to update the public
on the status of the EIS and to provide an opportunity for informal but detailed
discussion of specific aspects of the study. The forum, which took place at the New
Jersey Hospital Association Conference Center, West Windsor, was organized as a
highly interactive session in order to offer maximum opportunities for public review
and discussion of project data, documents, and exhibits. Throughout the day and
evening, members of the project team and NJDOT representatives staffed information
stations that covered the actions and alternatives under consideration, traffic studies
and the traffic modeling effort, the EIS and community outreach processes, and the
environmental studies and Section 106 process. Extensive narrative and graphic
materials, including plans and drawings of the road-based alternatives, were on
display and two formal presentations provided a detailed review of project history and
status. The mornig presentation was videotaped and available for viewing
throughout the day.

The In-Progress Review was announced through letters of invitation which were sent
to over 400 individuals on the project mailing list; an announcement on the project
website; and advertisements in five (5) local and regional newspapers (see Appendix
E). In addition, a comprehensive project Newsletter that detailed information to be
presented at the In-Progress Review was distributed to all persons on the project
mailing list in-advance of the Forum.

The In-Progress Review was attended by approximately 150 persons, representing a
wide variety of stakeholders and constituencies, including public officials;
representatives of :public agencies; residents and members of neighborhood
organizations; and representatives of civic, environmental, and public interest groups.
Handouts, including copies of the presentation and August 2002 Project Newsletter,
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as well as a comment sheet on which to document recommendations and concerns,
were available for all attendees.

Documentation of the In-Progress Review was provided by means of a Summary
Report that was based on the input provided on comment sheets completed at the
forum or submitted during the public comment period that followed.

The Report recaps written comments compiled from 42 public comment sheets and
eight (8) staff summary sheets. Its content reflects a qualitative assessment of public
input, due to the informal nature of the forum and the receipt of input on individually
prepared comment sheets. It is therefore primarily of value in highlighting
recommendations and issues of concern and in indicating that specific issues were of
particular importance because they were raised by multiple attendees. In attempting to
provide a general overview of comments, it should be noted that each alternative and
action under consideration received a range of support and opposition. While there
was no consensus on a preferred alternative, specific features such Route 1 in-a-cut,
and the Vaughn Drive Connector road received overwhelning support. Conversely,
numerous people expressed concern about the quality of the environmnental studies,
the recently accelerated pace of the project, and the comprehensiveness and quality of
the Section 106 inventory. In addition, attendees proposed several new alternatives
and options or the 'mixing and matching' of pieces of the alternatives that were
presented.

A second In-Progress Review was held at the New Jersey Hospital Association on
March 5, 2003, from 6PM to 11PM, to update the public on the results of the
technical studies that assessed impacts to traffic, the natural environment and the built
environment. Once again, the forum was organized as a highly interactive session in
order to offer maximum opportunities for public review and discussion of project
data, documents, and exhibits. Throughout the evening, members of the project team
and NJDOT representatives staffed information stations that covered the actions and
alternatives under consideration and potential traffic impacts; potential impacts to the
built environment, including potential impacts to cultural resources assessed under
the Section 106 process; and potential impacts to the natural environment. Extensive
narrative and graphic materials, including plans and drawings of the road-based
alternatives, were on display and a formal presentation provided a detailed overview
of potential impacts from the alternatives.

The In-Progress Review was announced through letters of invitation which were sent
to over 400 individuals on the project mailing list; an announcement on the project
website; and advertisements in five (5) local and regional newspapers (see Appendix
E). The In-Progress Review was attended by approximately 100 persons, representing
a wide variety of stakeholders and constituencies, including public officials;
representatives of public agencies; residents and members of neighborhood
organizations; and representatives of civic, environmental, and public interest groups.
Handouts, including copies of the presentation and the In-progress Review
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Newsletter, as well as a comment sheet on which to document recommendations and
concerns, were available for all attendees.

Documentation of the In-Progress Review was provided by means of a Summary
Report that was based on the input provided on comment sheets completed at the
forum or submitted during the public comment period that followed.

7.2.6 Public Hearing
A Public Hearing is tentatively scheduled for late Spring 2003 to present the Draft
EIS and receive official public testimony.

[DETAILS TO BE INCLUDED IN FINAL EIS]

7.2.7 Small Group Meetings and Presentations
Continuing opportunities for small group meetings, presentations, and workshops
were provided' by the project team throughout the EIS process. Discussions with
public agencies, stakeholders, constituencies and other interested parties covered a
broad range of issues including, but not limited to, possible road-based alternatives;
opportunities for BRT in the study corridor; population and employment forecasts for
the study area; potential impacts to the built and natural enviromnents; and pedestrian
and bicycle issues in the corridor. In addition, a workshop was held to discuss the
unique elements of the Penns Neck Area EIS model, its development and validation
procedures, and its travel demand forecasting assumptions. Finally, a series of three
Consulting Parties workshops were held to discuss the Section 106 process, cultural
resources inventories and the Draft Effects Assessment document.

In order to ensure widespread dissemination of information to local groups that might
not previously have been fully briefed on the project, meetings were also held with
communities in the Princeton Junction area and with residents of Lower Harrison
Street.

Throughout development of the Draft EIS, NJDOT has maintained open
communication and coordination with FHWA, NJ Transit, the SHPO, and other
regulatory agencies through informal meetings and conversations, interaction at
meetings of the Central Jersey Transportation Forum, and these agencies'
participation in large public forums and Roundtable sessions. Monthly Steering
Committee meetings at NJDOT have ensured the active ongoing participation of
FHWA in project decisions, and the SHPO was involved in review and comment on
all aspects of the Section 106 process.
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7.3 Program Elements - Information

7.3.1 Notice of Intent
The FHWA issued a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on January 8, 2001 to
advise the public that an EIS would be prepared in cooperation with NJDOT for
"changes being considered to Route 1 and intersecting roadways in the greater Penn's
Neck Area to improve transportation service." The Notice defined the area under
evaluation as generally being the section of Route 1 from the Alexander Road
Interchange in West Windsor Township in Mercer County to the Scudders Mill Road
Interchange in Middlesex County. It indicated that the EIS would examine No-Action
and Action Alternatives to determine their potential impacts and costs and specified
that the EIS was being prepared to allow broad public participation in the process and
a comprehensive evaluation of alternatives and imnpacts (see Appendix E).

7.3.2 Project Website
A project website was established as a significant means of disseminating information
about the study. The website, www.pennsneckareaeis.org, contained all key study
documents and products, including those related to actions and altematives under
consideration; traffic conditions and modeling; demographics and land use; and the
technical environimental studies. Other materials available on the website included
Roundtable and Public Forum presentations, Roundtable minutes, meeting reports,
graphics, correspondence, and a schedule of study events. A guest book encouraged
visitors to leave comments and recommendations. The website was frequently
updated to ensure that current study information was accessible to the widest possible
audience. All information provided on the website was also available in hard copy
format and at the information repositories.

7.3.3 Information Repositories
Project repositories were established at the beginning of the EIS process to provide
the public with timely access to project information at convenient neighborhood
facilities. Four repository sites were located in the primary study area (one each in
Plainsboro Township, Princeton Borough, Princeton Township, and West Windsor
Township). Additional information repositories were established at the Transportation
Policy Institute of the Edward J. Bloustein School at Rutgers University in New
Brunswick and at NJDOT's headquarters in Ewing Township. All information
available at the information repositories was also available in digital formnat on the
project website. Information on document repository locations can be found in
Appendix E.

7.3.4 Newsletter
An In-Progress Review newsletter was distributed in September 2002 to update the
Penns Neck community on project progress since the December 4, 2001 Scoping
Forum. The eight-page newsletter detailed early EIS efforts, including the
development of a Working Problem Statement and Project Goals and Objectives;
reported on the activities of the Partners' Roundtable; documented the early
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evaluation of transit, TDM, and road-based actions and alternatives; provided an
introduction to the primary EIS categories; reviewed existing travel conditions;
provided a summary of base year demographics and development forecasts; and
described the Section 106 process for assessing historic properties. The major portion
of the newsletter provided a comparison of the road-based alternatives, both in
narrative and. graphic form. The newsletter was mailed to over 450 persons and
distnbuted at local libraries and municipal buildings. It was also available as one of
the handouts at the September 30, 2002 and March 5, 2003 In-Progress Review
forums.

7.4 Program Documentation
Agency coordination and public involvement activities were thoroughly documented
by means of meeting reports, minutes, and correspondence. Minutes were prepared to
summarize interviews, presentations, and Roundtable meetings. Meeting reports or
memoranda provided highlights of public forums, small group meetings, and
individual contacts. Transcripts and videotapes provided official records of the Public
Scoping Forun and Draft EIS Public Hearing. Specific questions and requests
received from the public were documented and related follow-up items addressed by
means of correspondence, email, or telephone response. In some instances, meetings
were scheduled to provide opportunities for more detailed review and discussion of a
specific issue.

As referenced in section 7.1, a separate volume containing materials related to
program documentation was compiled and made available at six document
repositories. The following materials are included in this reference document:

* Interview Reports
- Public Scoping Forum - Synopsis of Background Information
* Public Scoping Forum - Response Document and Sign-in Sheet
* Partners' Roundtable Meeting Reports and Sign-in Sheets
* Consulting Parties Workshop Meeting Reports
* September 30, 2002 In-Progress Review - Handouts and Newsletter
* September 30, 2002 In-Progress Review - Summary Report and Sign-in

Sheets
* March 5, 2003 In-Progress Review - Handout
* March 5, 2003 In-Progress Review - Sunmnary Report and Sign-in Sheets
* Final Project Mailing List
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7.5 Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

7.5.1 Introduction

7.5.2 List of DEIS Commenters

7.5.2.1 Response to Comments

7.5.2.2 Project Purpose and Need

7.5.2.3 Public Hearing Comment Period and Review Procedures

7.5.2.4 Project Alternatives

7.5.2.5 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

7.5.2.6 Evaluation of Alternatives

7.5.2.7 Section 4(1) Evaluation

7.5.2.8 Construction Impacts

[TO BE INCLUDED IN FINAL EIS]
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8.0 Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Sent this EIS

This section includes lists of agencies, organizations, and individuals sent this EIS.

John J. Reiser, P.E.
Middlesex County Engineer's Office
333 Townsend Street
P.O. Box 1248
New Brunswick, NJ 08903

Engineers Office
West Windsor Township
271 Clarksville Road
PO Box 38
West Windsor, NJ 08550

Engineers Office
Plainsboro Township
641 Plainsboro Road
Plainsboro, NJ 08536

Engineers Office
Princeton Township
369 Witherspoon Street
Princeton, NJ 08540

Engineers Office
Princeton Borough
PO Box 390
1 Monument Drive
Princeton, NJ 08542

US Department of the Interior
Fish & Wildlife Service
927 North Main Street
Building DI
Pleasantville, NJ 08232

US Department of the Interior
National Parks Service
143 South 3rd Street
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety
& Safeguards
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Thomas Creamer
US Army Corps of Engineers
North Atlantic Division
Fort Hamilton Community, Bldg. 301
General Lee Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11252

Office of Secretary
New Jersey Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 330
Trenton, NJ 08625

Department of Commerce & Economic
Development
Division of Economic Development
P.O. Box 823
Trenton, NJ 08625

Lawrence Schmidt
Administrator, Program Coordinator
NJ Department of Environmental Protection
401 East State Street
7" Floor
P.O. Box 418
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418

New Jersey Transit
One Penn Plaza East
P.O. Box 10009
(Send by Interoffice Mail)
Newark, NJ 07105
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Center for Disease Control
Center for Environmental Health & Injury
Control
Special Programs Group
Mail Stop F-29
1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30333

James Amon
Executive Director
Delaware & Raritan Canal Commission
Prallsville Mills
P.O. Box 539
Stockton, NJ 08559-0539

John J. Coscia
Executive Director
Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission
The Bourse Building -8" Floor
111 So. Independence Mall-East
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2515

Donald D. Applegate
Executive Secretary
State Agriculture Development Committee
P.O. Box 300
Trenton, NJ 08625

Executive Director
Delaware River Basin Commission
25 State Police Drive
P.O. Box 7360
West Trenton, NJ 08628-0360

Director, Office of Policy & Strategic
Planning
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
US Department of Commerce, Room 5805
14e & Constitution Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20230

David Stem, P.E.
County of Mercer
County Engineer's Office
County Administration Building
640 Broad Street
P.O. Box 8068
Trenton, NJ 08650

Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense
Environment and Safety
Pentagon, Room 3B, 252
Washington, DC 20301

Regional Directory, Region II
Federal Emergency Management Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1337
New York, NY 10278-0022

Regional Directory, Northeast Region
National Marine Fisheries Service
I Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

Acting Coordinator, Office of the Secretary
US Department of Agriculture
Environmental Quality Activities
Washington, DC 20250

Federal Energy Regulation Commission
Environmental Evaluation Branch
825 North Capital St., N.E., Room 7102
Washington, DC 20426-0001

Federal Railroad Administration
Intermodal Freight Industry
Analysis Division (RRP-13)
400 Seventh Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Department of Energy
Division of NEPA Affairs
Room 4G 064
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-0001
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Dennis L. Merida
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
840 Bear Tavern Road
Suite 310
Trenton, NJ 08628

Grace Musumeci
US Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Impacts Branch
Region II
290 Broadway, 25w Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866

Department of Health & Human Services
Room 542E, Hubert H. Humphrey Bldg.
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20201-0001

US Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy &
Compliance
Main Interior Building MS 2340
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

Director, Eastern Region
Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Building, JFK International Airport
Jamaica, NY 11430-2181

US Departnent of Agriculture
Natural Resource Conservation Service
1370 Hamilton Street
Somerset, NJ 08873

Regional Administrator, Region II
US Department of Housing & Urban
Development
Environmental Clearance Office
26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278-5806

Executive Director
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building
1100 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Suite 809
Washington, DC 20004-2590

General Services.Administration
Public Building and Real Property
26 Federal Plaza
New York,, NY 10278-0022

Mr. Anthony Carr
Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration.
One Bowling Green, Room 429
New York, NY 10004-1415

Commander
First Coast Guard District
408 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210-2209

Commander
First Coast Guard District
Battery Park Building
New York, NY 10004-5073

Director, Office of Federal Activities
US Environmental Protection Agency
NEPA Compliance Division
EIS Filing Section, Mail Code 2252-A

* 401 M. Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20460
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The members of the Partners' Roundtable will receive a copy of the DEIS:

l/
* Chamber of Commerce of the Princeton

Area
* Delaware and Raritan Canal

Commission
* Delaware Valley Regional Planning

Commission
* Federal Highway Administration
* Greater Mercer County Chamber of

Commerce
• Greater Mercer Transportation

Management Association
* Harrison Street Neighborhood

Association
* Mercer County
* Middlesex County
* Millstone Bypass Alert
* New Jersey Transit
* New Jersey Department of

Environmental Protection
* New Jersey Department of

Transportation
North Jersey Transportation Planning
Authority
Penns Neck Community

* Plainsboro Township
* Princeton Borough
* Princeton Junction Communities
* Princeton Shopping Center Merchants

Association
* Princeton Township
* Princeton University
* Regional Planning Partnership
* Sarnoff Corporation
* Sensible Transportation Options

Partnership
* Sierra Club
* Stony Broo};-Millstone Watershed

Association
* The Borough Merchants for Princeton
* Tri-State Transportation Campaign
* Washington Road Elms Preservation

Trust
* West Windsor Citizens for

Transportation Alternatives
* West Windsor Division of the Greater

Mercer County Chamber of Commerce
* West Windsor Township

The Section 106 Consulting Parties and Tribal Contacts will receive a copy of the DEIS:

* Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

* Delaware and Raritan Canal
Commission

* Delaware Nation
* Delaware Tribe of Indians
* Mercer County
* Nanticoke-Lenni Lenape Indian

Center
* National Trust for Historic

Preservation
* New Jersey Commission of

American Indian Affairs

* New Jersey State Historic
Preservation Office

* Plainsboro Township
* Princeton Borough
* Princeton Township
* Princeton University
* Sarnoff Corporation
* Sierra Club (Central Jersey)
* Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed

Association
* Washington Road Elms Preservation

Trust
* West Windsor Township
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Legislators who will receive a copy of the DEIS:

* U.S. Congressman Rush Holt,
District 12

* NJ Senator Peter A. Inverso, District
14

* NJ Assemblywoman Linda R.
Greenstein, District 14

* NJ Assemblyman Gary L. Guear,
Sr., District 14

* NJ Senator Shirley K. Turner,
District 15

* NJ Assemblyman Reed Gusciora,
District 15

* NJ Assemblywoman Bonnie Watson
Coleman, District 15
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9.0 Glossary and List of Abbreviations

A-Weighted Sound Level - A method of representing the human ear's interpretations of the loudness of
an equal sound level throughout the audible frequency range. The scale is normally referenced to the
loudness at 1 kHz.

Air pollution - The general term alluding to the undesirable addition to the atmosphere of substances
(gases, liquids, and solid particles) either that are foreign to the "natural" atmosphere or in quantities
exceeding their natural concentrations.

Air Quality - The composition of air with respect to quantities of pollutants therein; used mostly
frequently in connection with "standards" of maximum acceptable pollutant concentrations.

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) - Maximum allowable contaminant concentrations set by
State and Federal agencies to protect public health and welfare. The standards were developed to
protect those people who are especially susceptible to the effects of air pollutants. These susceptible
individuals are primarily the very old, the very young, and those with cardiac insufficiencies, anemia,
and/or respiratory difficulties.

APE - Area of Potential Effects, with respect to historic resources.

Aquifer - A water-bearing unit of permeable rock, sand, or gravel that yields considerable quantities of
water to springs and wells.

ASTM - American Society for Testing and Materials

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) - The total volume during a given time period in whole days, greater
than one day and less than one year, divided by the number of days in that time period.

Background level concentration - The concentration of a pollutant that would exist in the absence of
the particular source under study.

CAAA - Clean Air Amendments of 1990

Carbon Monoxide - A colorless gas, odorless under atmospheric conditions, having molecular form
Co.

Cars - Four wheeled vehicles.

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

Cultural Resources - Districts, sites, structures, objects, and evidence of some inportance to a culture a
subculture, or a community for scientific, traditional, religious, and other reasons.

Cumulative Impact - The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
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Decibel (dB) - a unit of measure of sound pressure level used to describe the loudness of sound. (dBA)
signifies decibels on an A-weighted scale.

dB = 10 log (PlPo)2
where: Po = 0.00002 microbar
P = root mean square sound pressure
0.00002 microbar is the threshold of hearing for a normal, healthy human ear.

DEIS - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

Environmental Justice - A 1994 Presidential Executive Order that directed every Federal agency to
identify and address the effects of all programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations.

Estimated Time of Completion (ETC) - The year that a particular proposed project is completed and
opened to utilization.

Existing Air Quality - Present day or base year air quality levels.

Existing Noise - That noise which is characteristic of an area before the construction of the proposed
highway project.

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA - Federal Highway Administration

Floodplain - The area adjacent to a stream, lake, or pond, which is covered by floodwater when the
waterbody overflows its banks.

FONSI - Finding of No Significant Impact

Groundwater - Naturally occuning water that moves through the ground and underlying rock at a
depth of several feet to several hundred feet.

Hazardous Waste - Defined by 40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part 261, as any material that is
a) a solid waste, and b) is a listed hazardous waste (Subpart D), or c) exhibits any of the characteristics
of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity (Subpart C).

Historic - Of, relating to, or existing in times post dating the development of written records. Historic
cultural resources are all evidence of human occupations that date to recorded periods in history. These
resources include documentary data (i.e. written records, archival material, photographs, maps, etc.),
sites, artifacts, environmental data, and all other relevant information. Historic resources also may be
considered archeological resources when archeological work is involved in their identification and
interpretation.

Interchange - A grade separated intersection where ramps are provided to connect the intersecting
streets.

Intersection - The at-grade crossing of two or more streets.
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ISTEA - Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991

L10 Noise Level - That level of noise where the A-weighted sound pressure level in decibels is
exceeded ten percent of the time.

Leq Noise Level - That level of constant noise which contains the same amount of acoustic energy as
time varying noise levels (e.g. traffic noise) during a given time interval.

Levels of Service - A qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, and
their perception by motorists and/or passengers. A level-of service definition generally describes these
conditions in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions,
comfort and convenience, and safety.

LUST - Leaking underground storage tank

Mesoscale - A term used to describe relative size. Used in this report, mesoscale refers to an
intermediate size area around and including the proposed project where vehicular traffic is expected to
be significantly affected.

Meteorology - The study dealing with the phenomena of atmosphere.

Microscale - A term used to describe relative size. Used in this report, microscale refers to a relatively
small area on and near the roadway within which pollutant concentrations are above background levels.

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act. Federal regulation designed for Federal agencies requiring
certain actions to be evaluated for environmental impacts, usually in the form of Environmental hnpact
Statements or Environmental Assessments.

NrIPA - National Historic Preservation Act. Act that requires a Federal agency to take into account the
effects of its projects (undertakings) on historic properties. These properties include any district, site,
building, or structure, or object that is included on, or eligible for inclusion on, the National Register of
Historic Places. Historic properties are more than just old buildings or well-known historic sites.
Facilities such as roads, bridges, or water treatment plants may be considered historic. While the
National Register is a formal list of identified historic properties, it is not complete. All states have
additional properties with historic significance.

Noise - Unwanted or undesirable sound, usually characterized as being so loud as to interfere with, or be
inappropriate to, normal activities such as communication, sleep, study, or recreation.

Noise Abatement Criteria - Noise levels established by FHWA in 23CFR772 for various activities.
When the predicted noise level approaches or exceeds the NAC as given in Table I of 23CFR772, an
impact exists and mitigation must be considered.

Noise Sensitive Areas or Locations - General areas of land or specific locations having activities that
are affected by excessive noise levels.

Non-attainment - A condition where a pollutant exceeds the NAAQS two or more times during a year.

NRCS - National Resource Conservation Service
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NRHP - National Register of Historic Places. A National list of districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects significant in American History, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. The
list is maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.

Peak Hour Traffic - The highest number of vehicles found to be passing over a section of a lane or
roadway during 60 consecutive minutes of a designated year.

PPM - Parts per million

Post-discharge - In regard to stormwater runoff water quality, post-discharge is the condition after
which stormwater runoff has been combined with the waters of the receiving water body.

Prehistoric - Of, relating to, or existing in times antedating written history; prehistoric cultural
resources are those that antedate written records of the human cultures that produced them.

Public Hearing - An advertised, open, meeting required by the NEPA process. It is normally scheduled
to be held within 45 days after the distribution of the DEIS to receive public comment.

Section 4(f) - A component of the Department of Transportation Act 49 USC 1653 (f) that protects
publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites of national,
state, or local significance.

SH]PO - State Historic Preservation Office

SIP - State IWplementation Plan

Stability - A state in which the vertical distnbution of temperature is such that an air particle will resist
displacement from its level.

TEA-21 - Transportation Equity Act for the 21' Century. Federal highway legislation passed in 1998
that covers a period of six years, with increased highway and other transportation funding.

TES - Technical Environmental Study

TIP - Transportation Improvement Plan.

UST - Underground storage tanks

Watershed - A specific geographic area drained by a major stream or river.
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16 years experience in wetland delineations, impacts and mitigation, site condition
analyses, environmental impact statements, environmental assessments, environmental
permitting on the local, state and federal levels, threatened and endangered species
surveys and documentation, natural resource inventories, and site feasibility studies.
Certified as a Professional Wetland Scientist (PWS) by the Society of Wetland Scientists,
1995.

Lance E. Comas, Environmental Planner
BS, Geology - Stockton State College, 1988

14 years experience in the identification and remediation of contaminated and hazardous
materials, and hydrolgeological studies.

Stacy Eastman - Environmental Scientist, DMJM+HARRIS
MS - Biology, East Stroudsburg University, 2000
BS - Natural Resources, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey, 1996

5 years experience in wetland delineations, impacts and mitigation, site condition
analyses, environmental impact statements, environmnental assessments, environmental
permitting on the local, state and federal levels, natural resource inventories, and site
feasibility studies.

Michael J. Folli - Environmental Scientist
BS - Environmental Science, Cook College, Rutgers University, 1995

7 years experience in wetland delineations, enviromnental assessment/impact statements,
water quality analysis, environmental permitting, soil and root profiles, vegetative
restoration, ecological research, and GIS analysis.

Susan Lynch, AICP, Planner
MCP, Masters of Community Planning - University of Rhode Island, 2000
BA, Urban Affairs - University of Rhode Island, 1998

2 years of experience preparing permitting documents and analyzing environmental
impacts of public and private projects.
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Jamcs E. McOrecvcy Department of Enviromernml Potction Badley M. CazpbeJl

G*ernor Division of Fish and Wildlife ComMissioVer
Endanged and Nongame Species Program

P.O. Box 400
Trenton, NJ 08625-0400
Phone: (609) 292-9400
Fax: (609) 984-1414

VIsit4fishandwdlifr.com

April 21, 2003

Mr. Anthony Sabidussi
New Jeisey Department of Thnsrtation
Bureaa of Envhwrnental Services
P.O. Box 600
TIrnton, M 08625-0600

Dear Mr. Sabidussi:

This is in response to your letter of March 18, 2003 in which you requested the Division of Fish
and Wildlife's posimn on the long-cared owl (Asdo otus) record fozm the Samoff Property in
West Wmdsor Townsbip. This record has been acceptcd as a doc eted sighting and is
currently being entered into the Natural Herage Program's Biological Conservation Database.

Our preliminary assessment of hic proposed bypass altermtives that are routed thrugh th
Samoff property is that they would essentially destroy the documented habitat of this state-
threatened species. It does not appear that onsite mitigation will be possible as little additonal
habitat exists in the vicinty. Please bc advised that this is a prelminary assessment based on
incomplete information regardig lhe vious altermatives that are being proposed. We look
forward to reviewing the final EIS when available.

In addition, we would recommend that additiona surveys for ndgered and fhreatened species
be conducted on the site. It should be noted that the absence of records of endangered and
threatened species on a te does not confirm their absence. Many areas of the state have not yet
been sunreyed for the occurence of endangered and treatned species. To properly assess the
potetial impacts of ths project additional rare specie dzta should be btied.

The Endangered and Nongame Species Program can provide tecemical assistance with svey
protocols if required. If I can be of frther assistance regarding tWs matter please do not hesitae
to contact me.-

Chief

JNCw Jer.cy an Equat Opparomiry Emptoyer
ReccddJ Fuper



State of New Jersey
DEPARTENT OF TRA ORTATION

P.O. Box 600
TRENTON, NJ 08625-0600

JAmES E. MCGREEVEY JOHN F. IERE
Governor CommissiDner

March 18, 2003

Mr. Mike Valent
Endangered and Non-game Species Program
Natural & Historic Resources
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
PO Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0400

RE: Long-Eared Owl (Asio otus) Report
Sarnoff Property, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey
Confmation Request for Penns Neck Area EIS

Dear Mr. Valent:

The New Jersey Department of Transportation (Department) is undertaking an Environrmental Impact Statement
(EIS) to identify means to improve access and mobility in the Penns Neck area of West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, and its environs. Our consultant, DMJM+HARRIS, recently requested a written response as to
your office's position regarding the long-eared owl sighting report. We are pleased to receive your prompt and
defimitive response.

Jn fiutheranncof their effort, we kindly-as-your assistance in helping us tO rspend twinquiries we have received
about the owl from our Roundtable Citizen's Advisory Group and the public. In particular, there is a strong desire
to understand what it means that the study area has a roosting, State-threatened owl in terms of legal protections,
habitat requirements, buffers, and project consequences. DMJM+HARRIS's review of the GIS map, in the
context of the 18 roadway alternatives being considered in the EIS, indicates that a key component of some
alternatives would impact the location of the owl. As we examine the positive, and negative impacts of the various
alternatives, the extent to which you can assist us in educating EIS readers on the protection process, your written
assistance would greatly bolster the EIS.

If desired, I can provide you with concept drawings showing the location of the proposed roadways, or any other
information you think would be helpful. Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do
not hesitate to contact me directly at 609-530-2989. Thank you for your assistance.

Very tryours,

Anthonybidusi
Section Chief
Bureau of Environmental Services

cc K. Koschek (NJDEP)
L. Roche (D+H)
J. Carnegie (VTPI)

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
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HPO-C2003-013 PROD
Mach 3, 2003
Log# 03-0817-1

Mr. Jack McQuillan
Manager
Bureau of Environmental Services
New Jesey Department of Transportation
1035 Parkway Avenue
Post OfiEce Box 600
Treston, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Mr. MrQuillan:

As Deputy State Historic Preseation Officcr for New Jersey, In accordance with 36
CER Pat 800: Protection of Historic Properdcs, as published in the Federal Register on 12
December 2000 (65 FR 77725-77739), I am providing continuing consultation. comments for
the following federaly funded proposed undertaking:

uS Route 1, Setions 2S and 3J
Pemis Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (11S)
(previously Millstone By-Pass Environmental Assessment)
West Windsor Township, Mercer County and
Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County.

Mhese conments are in response to your leter requesting review of and comments on the
Penns Neck Area EIS Cultural Resoaces Effects Document (dated Decenber 20024 recelved
at the Historic Preservation Office (HPO) on Jaury 10, 2003. The HPO has also reviewed the
SUMMy ofPotental Impacts to ihe Built Environmew - Cultwa! Resources memorandum
(dated January 23, 2003) that was distibuted to the Penns Neck Area BIS Partners' Roundtable.
The Ponns Neck Area EZS daft Hisoric Archirectuorl Suvey (2 volumes, revised draft report,
August2002) and Phase I Archaeological Survey (2 volunes, revised draft report, August 2002)
included HPO comment letter HPO-I498-1 , August S, 1998, hbt did not include HPO-C97-9,
March 10, 1997 and HPO-B2000-72, February 16,2000. These leters responded to the earlier
effect assessment for the following historic properues: Penrs Neck [BaptlstJ church, Penns
Neck Cemetery, Washington Road Elm Alled, Covenhove-Siavcrs-Logan House (31 Logan
Drive), Pxinceton Operating Station AT&T Building (Ed=n Institute), Aqueduct Mills HistoriC
Distict and Historic Dtrict Extension, Delaware and Reritan Canal Historic District, Lakce

NwAefu kak anz Equal O'*PpoarM1:rwWLvIYrr
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Carnegie Historic District, and thre (3) archaeological sites (28 ME 2,23. and 86).

The identification of additional historic propertes (Pennsylvania Railroad Historic
District [including contributing resources Princeton Xunction Hotel, County Route 571 Bridge,
and Nassbnu Interlocking Towerl Pemsylvna Railroad (NJ Transit) Bridge over the Delaware
& Rarian Canal, David S. Voorhees House, David Samoff Research Center (3740 Brunswick
Pike (US Route ID, and 1 archaeological site [28 ME 91)) andthe revised delineation of a
number of altermative alignments and project components necessitate the reconsideration of the
previous assessment of effecs.

The PO apprecites the graphic presentation of two (2) perspectives cn adverse effects,
first, adverse effects to Individual historic resources by individual altenatives A through G.2
(table Possible Adverse Effects on National Register Lusted and Eligible isloric Archltectural
Resources) and, second, adverse efects by proposed project component (table Adervec Effcts to
National Register Eligible or Listed Properties by Major Design Components), as well as the
table Major Design Components ofthe Adion ALernoaves.

Alterative Alignments A through G.2

The submitted effects assessment states and the table Effecrs on HistorkcArchirectural
Resowrces acknowledges that modification (xpansion) of Route I and/or the replaement of the
Route 1 bridge over toe Millstone River, a feamre of all currently delineated alternative
alignments (A -0.21 will have an adverse effect on the Aqueduct Ells Historic District 1
Historic District Extension. This anticipated adverse effect is the result of the proposed removal
of a stone wall located along the west side of Route 1 The widening of Route 1 and the
replacement of the Route I bridge over the Mlstone River may occur eien if a No Build (No
Action) alntive is selecd.

The submintted effecs assessment states and the table Effects on Hfistoric Arch fiecrural
Resources acknowledges that niither the No Build (kJo Action) Altemative nor Alternative G.2
would cause advene effects through the denmolition or physical alteration of other hisoric
properties I agree with this conclusion. I also agree with the conclusions presented in the
effects as essment and th table Effe cts on Historic A rchitectural Resources that adverse effects
arising from the demoition or physical alteration of the following historic properties will be
geneated by the following alteatdves as currently dlineated:

Alteative A, A.1, A.2, A.3, A.4 (adverse effects to 7 additional historic resources)
Covehoven-Logan-Silvers House, Prizceton Operating Staion, and
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) and 4
archaeological resources (28 ME 2,23. 86, and 291)

Altenative B (adverse effects to 6 additional historic resources)
Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House, Pinceton Opeating Station, and Washington
Road ElT Allee anid 3 archaeological resources (28 NE 2,23, and 86)
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Altemaive B.1, B.2 (adverse cffects to S additionl historic resources)
Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House, Princeton Operating Station. Washington
Road Elm Allee, and Pennsylvania Railroad Historic Distict (contributing
resourccs) and 4 archaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86 and 291)

Alternative C (adverse effects to 5 additional historic resouwces)
Prieton Operating Station, Washington Road Elm Allee, and Pennsylvania
Railroad Hbtoric District (contributing resources) and 2 arhaeological resources
(28 ME2 and 291)

Altemative C.l (adverse cffects to 4 additonal historic resources)
Princeton Operating Station and Pensylvania Railroad Histric Distirct
(coniibuting resources) and 2 archaeological resources (2B ME 2 and.291)

Altemative D;D.l (adverse effects to S additional historic resoumes)
Pennsylvania Raioad Historic Distict (contrbuting resources) and 4
achaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86, and 291)

Altemative E (advese effects to 4 additional historic resoures)
Pennsylvania Ra1lroad Historic District (contribuing resources) and 3
archaeological resources (28 LE 23, 86, and 291)

Alteratve F, F.1 (adverse effects to 6 additional historic resoiorces)
Prnceton Operating Station and Pennsylvania Rairoad Histonc District
(contributing resources) and 4 archaeological resources C28 ME 2, 23,86, and
291)

Altemrave G (adverse ffects to 2 additional historic resources)
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributng resources) and I
archaeological resource (28 M 291)

Alternaive 0.1 (adverse effects to 3 additional hitoric resources)
Wshngton Road Elm Allee and Pennsylvamia Railroad Historic Distict
(contributing resources) and I archaeological resource (28 ME 291)

EastSide Coinector Alignments

The tabre Advrse Effects by Design Componenrs indicates that all east-side connector
alig=rents will have adverse effects to historic properties, primarily ardcaeological historic
properties. I ag=e with ffis conclusio The revised regulatons implementing Section 106 of
the Natidnal Historic Preservation Act. (65 FR 65 FR 77725-77739, December 12, 2000) classify
the disturbance Of an archaeological site as an adverse effect This change in the reguatons
applies to the no adverse effect with data recovery assessment previously given to archaeological
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sites 28 Me 2, 23, and 86 th are within the path of some proposed east-side cannector road
alignments.

The effect of an east-side connector road on the David Sarnof Research Center (3740
Brunswick Pike [US Route 1D remain to be evaluated.

West-Side Connector Alignments

I agree with the assessment that the west-slde connector alignments will not adversely
affect the historic chaacter of the Lake Canegie Historic District. Correspondingly, all three (3)
west..side comector alignments (B, B.], and B.2) woud have an adverse effect upon the
Washington Road E1m Allee. .

Previous HPO comm reasectfully disagreed vdth the assessment that the proposed
west-side connetor toad would have no adverse effect upon the Delawue and Raiitan Canal
Histoic District (D&R Caaal). Currently, alternatives B, B. 1, and B.2 propose a west-side
connector road between Route 1 / Harrison Street and Washingt Road. The west-side
connector road In B and B. I is closest to the D&R Canal and the west-side conneator road in B.2
is poxinately 1,000 feet east of the D&R Canal. Conistent with previously issued HPO
comments, contucion of a west-side connector road as delineated in both Alternatives B and
B.1 would subatlly change the character of physical featu within a portion ofthe D&R
Canal's settig and would introduce visual, atmospheric, and audible elements that diminish the
integrity of significant historic features in this portion of the D&R CanaL

The introducdon of a west-side connrctor roadway along alignmict B or B.1 would eslt
in a significant change in the charater of ihe setimg of the D&R Canal in the area between
Washington Road and Hanison Steet. The area to the east of the D&R Canal between
Washington Road on the south and Harison Street on the north has historicafy been
undeveloped and fightly vegetated with no substantial roadway fears. Curntdy, the land to
the cast of the D&R Cwl is undeveloped open space used primanly for recreation and for the
storage of cut wood, stone, and recycled construction material. A nrrw pave-d driveway
provides limited access to the area

The roadway proposed by alternatives B and B.1 would intoduce visual, atmospheric,
amd audble elements that dimish the integrity ofthis particular portion of the D&R Canal. The
Federal Highway Administaon (PWA) noise impact criteria assist in undertanding the
magnitude of potential noise impacts but do not establish a decibel level ftreshold for
determining an adverse effect pursuant to 36 CFR Par 800, Protection of Histoic Properties.

Curently some noise is tansmited up and down the D&R Canal as vehicles make a
perpendicular crossing of the D&R Canal at Washington Road and Harison Street. No
signifIcant noise Source abuts or parallels the D&R Canal to either ihe east or west beween these
two perpendicular roadway crossings. The introduction of a roadway, with a 40 mile per hour
design speed, abutting and parallel to this section of the D&R Canal would substantially expand
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the noise paths, currently limited to the ppendicular crossings at Washington Road and
HaTrison Street, to the length of this section of the D&R Canil, despite the presence of some
natural and possibly engineered noise attenuators.

Previous HPO comments also noted that the iatroducdon of berms and supplemental
vegetation to screen the roadway and dampen roadway noise represented one approach to
mitigating adverse visual and audible effecrs, however, these comments also noted tat the berms
and supplemenal vegetation would not preclude these adverse effects to this portion of the Canal
Historic DistricL I recognize Oa immediately north of Washington Road a large earthen beim
rises on ihe eastern side of the D&R Canal and would separate a segment of the proposed
roadway from the Historic District However, heading north from Washington Road the land
east of fte Historic District flattens and, beginning approximately 3,400 feet north of Washington
Road, is level with the D&R Canal. This is also where the proposed roadway would be closcst to
the Historic District Here, project plans originally caled for the construction of an earthen berm
and the planig of supplemental vegetation to visually screen the roadway from the D&R Canal
and dampen the roadway noise. Consequetly, the proposed roadway would substantally alter
the physical and visual setting of this portion ofthe Historic District and represent the
introduiction of visualeclements not curently or previously presenr. Ths segment of the D&R
Canal has been devoid of development or tansporation infiastrucrure since the removal of the
Camden and Amboy Branch Railrosd from tie easten berm in the 1860s.

Vaughn Drive Connector Road

The submitted materials lndicate that of the three (3) currently delineated Vaughn Drive
connector road alignments, alignment number 2 will not affect any historic properdes, number I
may possibility adversely affect 1 or 2 hisic properties (Princeton Junedon Hotel of the
Pennyvania Railroad Hstoric District and David S. Voorbees House) and number 3 may
possility adversely affctl h logicalstoryprope 28 ME 291). I a e wihts
assessment

Route I in a Cut

The submitted dects assessment states tat the Impacts to the Penns Neck [Baptist]
Church arsing from the depression of Route I in a cut would be temporary. I agree that, with
conditions, depressing Route 1 in a cut would have no adverse effect on the Penns Neck (Baptit]
Church md would, as noted in the effects assessment, result In a long term improvement to the
physical environment in proximity to this histoic property.

Route 1 at Grade

The submitted effects assessment states that the only effect associated with widening
Route I at grade (as per the preliminary geometry plans included writh the effects assessment)
would be the removal of a stonme wall within the Aqueduct Mlls Historic DistricL I agee with
this conlusion.
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Eastem Frntage Road

Altfhoug an eastem frontage road night reque te acquisition of property v n the
David Sarnoff Research Center, I agree thatrthe tetention of a substantial landscape buffer
between Route I and the Sarnofftesearch Center buildings would permit a no adverse eftect or
possibly even a no effect detninatlon

Westerm Frontage Road

Tbe submitted effecs assessnent states that a western frontage road would not adversely
ffect any historic properties. With continued access to Washngton Road and an alignment that

avoided disturbing the Washington Road Mm AlUce, I agree that a westem frontage road could
avoid adversely affecting historic properties.

LoopType Interchange at Harrison

The submtted effects assessmene states that a loop-tpe inchmge in the vicinity of
Harrison Street would adversely affect archaeological sie 28 ME 2, Covenlioven-Logan-Silvs
House, and Princeton Operating Station. I agree with this conclusion.

Diamond Interchange at Harrison

The submitted effects assessment states that a dianond interchange in the vicinity of
Harrison Street would adversely effect archaeological site 28 ME 2 and Princeton Opeating
Station. I agree with this conclusion.

Archaeological Resources

Public comments3 received at the HPO and exMessed at the meetings of the Penns Neck
Area EIS Partners' Roundtable have questioned the adequacy of the evaluation of archaeological
resourc These comments bhve focused upon the potential for an archaeological histoic
district encompassing as contributng resources both the archaeological resomces evaluated as
individually cligble for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and some of the
archaeological resources evaluated as lndividually not eligible for inclusion in the NRTiI and the
archaeological sites discovered but aot evaluated, (such as 28 ME 185, 284, 91. 201, 60, 283,
282, 186, 181, 55, 190 and 28 Ml 129, 136). Given the rge number of wchaeological sites
MithiL the ediate APE and larger Study Area, the potenial for an archaeological historic
disttict that incudes as contributing resources ndividual sites currently umevaluated or evaluated
as not individually eligible for inclusion in the NP must be seriously explored. This
cozisidcmtion of an ahaeological hicori districm is especially important for Site 28 NM 264
witn the right of way of the proposed west-side connector road associated with Altemativs B,
B.1, and B.2
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Additionally, recognizing both the quandtity und quality of the crenty Identified
archaeological resources (including those within the APE but ouside of currenty delineated
alignmeWts), cultural resources section of the pending Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) must give serious consideration to the mits of in simt preservation of NRJP eligible
archaeological sites. A serious discussi6n- of the merits of both in sima presev-ation and data
recovey must be presented in the DEIS. Again, this is especially nportant fo aruchaeological
sites, located In proximty to the environmentally impoitant Millstone River, tha may be
adversely affectd by an east-side connector road.

Additional Comments

Section 800.S(a)(I), Assessment of Adverse Effects, defines adverse effect as altering
dileotly or indiety, any of the characteristics of a historic property tat qualf the propey

for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would dkm-sh the integrity of the
properly's location, design, seting, materials, workanasip, feeing or association ... Adverse
effes may includereasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertakig that may occur later
In time, be firther removed In distance or be cumulative." The Council on Environmental
Quality regulations define cumulative effects as uthe impacL..wh1ich resUlts from the incrennental
impact of the actio when added to other put, pnsent, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person nmdrtakes such actions.' United
States Department of Transportation guidance notes ftat irdirect, secondary, and cumulative
iWpact assessment is especially appropriate in reas of moderatc to rapid development and when
the staed purpose of a transportation project is to ance economic development.

The number, quality, and diversity of the archaeological and architectral historic
properies Within th EMS Area of Potetial Effects (APE) makes the effort to anticipate and

indirect. secondary, and cumulatve effects parmcularly important

Although the HPO looks forward to die public distribution of the DEYS as the fmal
opportYnit to comprehensively evahae and comment on the relationships among historic
properties, cnvironental resources, trnsportation needs, and proposed project altemaives, the
submitted effects assessment clearly suggests that the avoidance or nizaton of adverse
effects to historic arhitectural and archaeological properdes, consistent with the goal of

iminating at grade intersections and traffie signals, substantially enhancing te capacity of
Route 1, and mnnimizing east-west tffi volumes on Washingron Road and Fisher Place in
West Wnmdsor should focus on

I Avoiding adverse effects to the Delaware and Raritan Cnal Historic Distidt and
Washington Road Elm Allee by eliminating the proposed west-side connector road

2 Avoiding adverse effects to archaeological sites 28 ME 2. 23, and 86 by eliminating the
proposed east-side cAeCtor road

3 Providing ehanced et-west access to Route 1 by constructing a Vaughn Drive
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conmector road (possibly along the no historic properties affected alignmena 0.2) that
pernits and encowrages te use of the existing multiple lane Alexander Road grade
separated interchange (The appication of taffic calming tchques to Washington Road
and risher Place In conjunction with tiis altenative would fitter encourage the
diversion of east-west traffic from these roads to the already multi-lane Alexander Road
grade separated Intechange. This alteraive might also provide a viable opporunity for
diverting some traffic from Alexznder Road cast of the Northeast Corridor (NEC)
Railroad once a new Alexander Road bridge over the NEC is built)

4 Avoiding adverse effects to historic properies in the vicinity of Harison Street by using
frontage road access to Route 1 and avoiding a loop Interchange in this area.

5 Maintining Washington Road access to Princeton and West indsor and substantially
mprong the envirnment of the National Regist of Historic Places listed Pes Neck

(Bapis Church (despite any temporary constucion impacts assoclated with this project
component), by depressing Route I in a cut, creating a grade separated Washington Road
crossing, and using frontage roads for access to local streets.

Because these five (S) stategies focus on avoiding adverse effects to historic properties
and satisying all presently Identified project needs, they have the added beefit of being
compatible with the United States Department of Transportation Act Sedoon 4F requirements to
develop pnrdent and feasible altematives that avoid the taidg of istoric properties.

The Washington Road Elm Allee, Penns Neck [Baptist] Church, and Aqueduct Mills
Historic Distict ae listed on the New Jersey Register of Histoc Places, therefore, the effects of
the preferred or chosen alip ment(s) on these bistoric resources wvill, eventually, need to be
assessed and reviewd in accordance with the New Jesey Register of Historic Places Act.

I look forward to continuing consultation as the E£S data is refined and the public
comments are compiled and integrated Into the EPS. Ifyou have quesions concernlng ths
prqject review. please call HPO Thsprtation and Planning Coordinator Cbarles Scott at 609-
633-2396 and/or HPO staffTMike Gregg for archaeology at 609-633-2395.

Sincerely.

Dootyp.
Deputy State Historic
Preservatio Officer
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C: Jewiette Mar, Environmental Coordinator, FHWA
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RUTGERS
Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute

Alan M. Voorhees Transportation Center
Edward J. Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy

Rutgers, the State University of NewJersey

MEMORANDUM

TO: Pemis Neck Area EIS Partners' Roundtable members and alternates
Members of the public and intested parties

FROM: Jon A. Carnegie, AICP/PP
Senior Project Manager

DATE: September 3, 2002

SUBJECT: Integraton of Penns Neck Area EIS and Section 106 public involvement processes

At the August 20, 2002 Penns Neck Area EIS Partners' Roundtable meeting, the project team
reiteted the intent to co inate the Penms Neck Area EIS public involvement process with the public
involvement activities required umde the implementing regulations of Section 106 (36 CFR Part 80
"Protection of Historic Properties"). See (httQJ/www.achp.gov/regs.html#800). The New Jersey
Department of Tanspotion and the Fedeal Highway Aministration, the lead agencies for the Pems
Neck Area EIS, have asked the project team to clarim*, in writing, how the EIS and Section 106
processes will be coordiated and which agencies and organzations have been granted "consulting
party" status in accodance with Section 106 regulations.

Penns Neck Area EIS Public Involvement Program
The Penns Neck Area EIS process includes a comprehesive and extensive public involvement
program, which is in fll compliance with federal public mvolvement requirements. The program has
been designed as an open and ongoing process aimed at establishing and maitaining effective
communications between the public and involved public agencies. The program's specific objective is
to maitai open lines of communication, active engagement, and maxmum participation of the public
throughout the scoping, strategy screenng, altemnatives evaluation, and impact analysis phases of the EIS
process.

Specific elements of the program include:
Early stakeholder interviews and small gmup listen sessions designed to promote early and
full understanding of the issues to be potentially addressed in the EIS, including issues related to
historic and archeological resources in the study area.

33 Livingston Avenue * 5h Floor * New Brunswick, NJ 08901
732/932-6812 x 700 * 732/932-3714 (fax) * www.policy.rutgers.edu/tpi/index.htm



* Partners' Roundtable Advisory Committee made up of conninuity partners from the public,
pnvate and nonprofit sectors. The pupose of the Roundtable is to assist in shaping an
Envirnmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Route 1-Penn's Neck area and to advise the EIS
process as it progresses. The Roundtable has 32 members and meets approximately bi-weekly.

• Public Sco&in Forum held in December 2001, to solicit input firm the general public on issues
related to the scope of the EIS.

• In-progress Review forum to be held on September 30,2002 to provide the public with an
opportunity to infomally discuss the altematives under considertion, as well as the traffic and
envronmtal stdies being conducted for the EIS.

* On- goin dissemation of project information tmugh diect mailings, a project website, and
avaiability of mateials at six document repositoiies.

• Public Heanng and comment penod on the DEIS.

Section 106 Public Involvement Requirements
According to 36 CFR Part 800,

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requirs Federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their undertangs on histonc properties and afford the Advisoy Council
on Historic Preservation a reasonable oppornity to conmnent on such undertakings. The
section 106 process seeks to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of
Federal undertakigs through consultation amnong the agency official and other parties with an

rest in the effects of the undertaing on histoic propertes, commencing at the early stages of
project planning. The goal of consultation is to identify historic prperties potenibay affected by
the undertakng, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse
effects on historic properties.

The regulations requre that agncies "seek and consider the views of the public in a manner that reflects
the nature and comlexity of the undertaldng and its effects on historic prpertes, the likely interest of
the public in the effects on historic properties, confidentiality conerns of pnvate individuals and
businesses, and the relationship of the Fedeal involvement to the underaig." In addition, the agency
must; "provide the public with infomation about an undertaking and its effects on hsboric propeties and
seek public comment and input." Finally, regulatons provide that "members of the public may also
provide views on their own initiative for the agency to consider in (the) decisio-maldng (process)".

Coordination of public involvement processes
Since the inception of the Penns Neck Area EIS process, members of the public and Partners'
Roundtable participants have provided valuable input on many EIS related issues, including those
related to historic and archeological resources. Input firm 92 individuals, representing 45
constituencies, including elected officials; state, municipal, courny, and regional agencies; institutional and
other stakeholder bodies; civic and public interest groups; transportation, envirnmental, planning,
historic preservation, and business organizations; residents and members of neighborhood groups; and
other idividuals reflecting a diverse range of views and interests, has been documented as part of early
stakeholder interviews and small group listeing sessions. Morthan 110 individuals provided fonnal
testimony as part of a public scoping forum held in December 2001; and input on historic and



archeological resources has been documented as part of many of the 22 Partners' Roundtable meetings
held to date.
Opportumities for on-going public nput on histic and archeological resource issues will continue

roughout the remainder of the EIS process. Specific opportunities will mclude:
• Notification of document availitv- Members of the public and Partners' Roundtable

particpants will receive notification of the availability of Section 106 related documents
including, cutual resource survey and determination of effects reports. Documents will be
made avaiable for review at six designated document repository locations. Memibs of the
public may provide wnitten comments for consideration in the decisionmaking process.

* Future Partners' Roimdtable meegs - Roundtable participants and members of the public
present at the meeings will receive briefings on the findings of the cultural resource survey and
detenmation of effects sudies and have an opportunity to discuss and comment on the findings
at fute Roundtable meetings.

* In-prowress Review Forun - Histoic and archeological resource studies wil be covered at one
of four information stations to be set up at the September 30, 2002 In-progress Review forum
to be held fiom lOAM to 1OPM at the New Jersey Hospital Association on Alexander Road in
West Windsor Township. Members of the public will bave an opportunityto discuss and
comment on cultural resource issues throughout the forum.

* Public Hearing on the Draft EIS - Members ofthe public wil have an opporftnity to review and
comment on the cultural resource survey and determiaon of effects reports as part of the
DEIS public hearing and public comment period tentatively scheduled for December
2002/January 2003.

Consulting Parties under Section 106
In addition to input firm the public as descried above, Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800), require
specific and formral consultation with a number of parties. According to the reguations, the following
pardes have consultative roles in the Section 106 process:

1. State Historic Preservation Officer;
2. Indian tnrbes and Native Hawaii Organiaons;
3. Representatives of local govermment with jurisdiction over the area in which the effects of an

undertkng may occur, and
4. Applicants for Federal assistance, permits, licenses, and other approvals.

In addition, the regulations provide that "ndividuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the
undetaing maypaticipate as consulting parties due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to
the undertkng or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking's effects on historic
properties." Consuling party status must be considered and approved by the FHWA NJ Division
Office in consultation with the State Histoic Preservation Office.

In addition to the FHWA NJ Division Office and the NJDOT, the following parties have been approved
to participate in Section 106 consultation as consulting parties:

1. NJ State Historic Preservation Office



2. Advisoty Council on Histoic
Preservation

3. Delawre & Raritan Canal Commission
4. Mercer County
5. National Tist fir Historic Preservation
6. Plaisboro Township
7. Princeton Borugh
8. Princeton Township

9. Prieton University
10. Saoff Corporation
11. Sierra Club (Centr Jersey)
12. Stony Brook-Mfillstone Watmshed

Associaton
13. Washigton Road Ehns Preservation

Tmst
14. West Windsor Townsbip

Gearally, it is the rsponsibility of consultmg parties to review and comment on information and
documentation pertinent to the identfication of historic poperties and assessment of the effects; to
participate in the development/evaluation and refinement of alternatives which can be considered to
avoid or minimize adverse effects; and to participate in the consideration of mitigation staegies or
measures where impacts cannot be avoided. For the Penns Neck Area EIS process, approved
consultng parties will receive individual copies of cultual resource survey and detemnation of effects
reports for review and written comment

If you have any questions regarding the coordinaton of Section 106 and EIS public involvement
activities, please feel free to contact me at 732/932-6812 x606 or by email at eame2ie rcinters.edu.

Thank you.



MEMO

To: Anthony B. Sabidussi, Section Chief
NJ DOT, Bureau of Environmental Services

C: Jon Carnegie, Senior Project Manager
The Transportation Policy Institute, Rutgers University

From: James C. Amon, Executive Director

Subject: Cultural Resources Effects Document
Penns Neck Area EIS

Date: 9 January 2003

.........................................................................

I am writing to express my strongest objection to an aspect of the Penns Neck Area
Cultural Resources Effects Document.

On page 22 of that document there is a discussion of noise impact on the Delaware and
Raritan Canal, a National Register of Historic Sites property. It reports that the NJDOT
did a noise effect study on the D&R Canal. I had heard that such a study had been done
and have requested a copy of it without success. At the very least it must be reported the
conditions under which this study was done. What locations exactly, what time of day,
what time of the year, and other details of the conditions are all relevant to my ability to
accept as valid that this test produced information that is appropriate.

More important, however, I am in complete disagreement with the statement that
"Because the canal does not meet the criteria for a location where serenity and quiet are
of extraordinary significance, noise effects were based on the NAC standards for a
recreation facility . . . " This is not a playground or an active sport area like a ball field.
I refer you to the MASTER PLAN for the Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park (D&R
Canal Commission, 1989) which states as a principle guiding all activity related to the
Canal Park that 'The Canal Park must retain a degree of serenity and separation from the
man-made world." This principle, which was adopted by the Canal Commission after
following all appropriate legal procedures for the adoption of a Master Plan, is part of the
basis for the Canal Commission's regulatory program and more specifically is partial
basis for N.J.A.C. 7:45-8.2(b) 4 which stipulates that roads proposed for construction
near the Canal Park will not be approved unless the applicant can demonstrate that "The
increased traffic will not have a noise impact on the Park."

An "Objective" adopted by the Canal Commission to articulate the above-cited
"Principle" states that "Vehicular intrusion, either from roads that enter the Canal Park or
from those that run parallel to it, should be avoided." (p.32, MASTER PLAN)



The assumption that noise intrusion is not a significant issue for the Canal Park appears
to have been made solely to satisfy the needs of this project and is not based upon any
analysis of this invaluable cultural resource or an understanding of the planning work that
has been accomplished for it. It must be reversed.

Once this improper assumption is reversed it will then be necessary to go to pages 14 and
15 of the Cultural Resources Effects Document and correct the text. that describes the
adverse impacts that would result from Alternatives B and BI. That discussion must be
expanded to note that those two alternatives would produce an adverse impact on the
Delaware and Raritan Canal because of the intrusive noise impact that would result if
either of them were built.

I have not completed my review of this entire document so I may have other comments,
but I believe that this issue of such importance that I want to send it to you immediately.



..-.---Advisory RECEIVED- Adviso
Council On JuN Oil 2000
Historic
Preservation HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

The Old Post Office Building
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809
Washington. DC 20004

MAY -5 2000

Hon. Rodney E. Slater
Secretary of Transportation
400 Seventh Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Ref: Route 1, Section 2S and 3J
Penns Neck Improvements
Mercer and Middlesex Counties, New Jersey

Dear Secretary Slater:

Recently, the Council has been contacted by a number of organizations concemed with
implementation of the process mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act and its implementing regulations, "Protection of Histoiic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800) for
the referenced project. As we understand it, the proposed action has the potential to adversely
affect several properties included in the National Register of Historic Places. Given the potential
for impacts to multiple historic properties, the substantial public controversy arising from the
project as proposed, and questions that have been raised about how the Council's regulations are
being applied, we are notifying.you that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in
Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, of our regulations is met for the referenced project and
the Council intends to participate in consultation regarding effects to historic properties and the
means for resolution. We are providing this notice as required by 36 CFR §800.6(a)(1)(iii). A
--opy of our letter to Dennis Merida notifying him of our intent to participate in the consultation
is enclosed.

Sincerely,

John M. Fowler
Executive Director

Enclosure



DVRPC FY 2003-2005 TIP - NJ Final Version

New Jersey - Highway Program

kI-tMercer
.

DBi# 02382 Trenton Revitl zation Improvements
A/Q Code X This project wIll provide for various infrastructure Improvements to support economic development In the City of

Trenton. These improvements may Include, but are not imited to, sewer improvements, roadway
improvements, and streetscape improvements.

This is a multi-vear funded Drolect under the Drovisions of Secion 13 of P.L 1995. c.108.

Prog Mgr.
Prog Cat.
Mileposts:

Mercer County
Strategic Mobility
NIA

Phase
EC
EC
EC
EC

Trenton City

TIP Program Years ($ millions) I Out-Years I
iY 2006 iY 2007Fund

STATE
STATE
STATE
TBD

iY 2003
2.000

-Y 2004 iY 200

2.000
2.000

2.000
EC TBD 2.000

Fiscal Year Total 2.000 2.000 2.000

I F Y 2003-2005 Total 6.000 I Out-Year Cost 4.000

DB# 031 Route I I CR 571 Penns Neck Area EIS (a.k.a. Millstone Bypass)
Route I In the vidnity of Washington Road to Harrison Street, Environmental Impact Statement
process for unspecified mobility enhancements

ANQ Code 2005M This project Is an Environmental Impact Statement process to develop a soluion or package of solutions to
address recurring congestion In the Penns Neck area of Route I in the vicinity of Washington Road (County
Route 571) and Harrison Street In West Windsor Township, Mercer County. The process Is Itended to gain
community Input on the nature of the problem to be addressed and the range of alternatives to be investigated,
and wivl seek consensus on a final solution or package of solutions to be Implemented. The process will
provide a model for future EIS processes within the framework of Departments Context Sensitive Design
initiative.

Prog Mgr.
Prog Cat.
Mileposts:

Fekete
Congestion Management
11.10 -12.10

Phase Fund
FSD NHS

West Windsor Twp.

I TIP Program Years ($ millions) I Out-Years
FY 2006 FY 2007FY 2003

0.100
FY 2004 FY 2005

Fiscal Year Total 0.100

FY 2003-2005 Total 0.100 Out-Year Costl

DB# 144 Route 27 (IC) Harry's Brook Bridge
Bridge over Harry's Brook, replacement

A/Q Code X This project will provide a replacement of Harry's Brook bridge with a new structure carrying two 12-foot lanes
and two B-foot shoulders. The existin structure suffidency rating is 5.0.

Prog Mgr Rollo Princeton Twp.

Prog Cat. Bridge Preservation

Mileposts: 2.30 - 2.40 |TIP Program Years ($ millions)| Out-Years

Phase Fund FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2Q00 FY 2006 FY 2007

CON STATE 2.574

Fiscal Year Total 2.574

FY 2003-2005 Total 2.574 Out-Year Cost

9/23/02 
Page 4 of 13

9/23/02 Page 4 of 13
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M, CGeCveY Department of EnykonmentAl Protection radley M. Campbell
Diviaon af Padb a Fomsy, Hirtooi pcwaBon -, Comissioner

PO Box 404, Trenton, Ni 0862S
IEL (629)292-2023 FAX: 4609) 954.075

mwstatc45us'dcpbp

HPOLL2002-73
December 11, 2002

Mr. Jack McQui21an
Manger
Buraeu of Envnmental Services
New Jsey Department of Transportation
103S Parkway Avenue
Post Offie Box 600
Trnton, New Jersey 0S625-0600

Dear Mr. McQuillan:

The Hstoric Preservation Office (O) appreciates havig the opponity to
prvide additional guidance regarding the evaluation of historic architectural resources as
part of the Penns Neck Area Environmental Impari Stazemem (F. Thee comments
In reSponse to your request for additional technical review comments on 3740 Brurswick
Pike (David Samoff Research Ceter).

As noted in our first tchnical review comments lettr (HPOJ2002-, October 2,
2002), previous HPO consulation commenlts dia not offer a specific or overt evaluation
of the National Register of Histic Places eligibility of 3740 Brunswick Pike (David
Sarnoff Research Center). The fOm! consulaion commuts coted in HPO-H98-1
(Aig5st, 1998) expressed t belief that the evaluion -f historic properties required
soliciting and considering comments from individuals and organizations with an Interest
in or a knowledge of historic properties.

To assist the New Jbrsey Department of Transportation (NjDO1) in advancing
the Penrs NeckArea Enwlronmarma Impact Statement (i) cultal resources evahltion
of the David SamnofResearch Center, the HPO reviewed radily available histowc
informaton and the public comment submitted.to the NJDOT and also participated in
two meein with NJDOT,jirojct consulting team, and Sanoff Research Center
prfessional staff. The information rviewed by the HPO included the Internet sites of
the Sarnoff Corporation, In utute of Electrical and Electronics Engines (IEEE), New
Jersey Insdtute of Technology (Inventors Iall of Fame), and American Me roxy
Collection of the Library of Congress (photographic documentation). The IWO has also

NowJeATC is gotluai OpponWdry Emplye
Ite9cIadpApeu

** TOiTAL PF4GE.04 **
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obtained and reviewed a copy of a Radio Corporation of Ameica publication cntitled
"194241967, Twenty-Five Years at RCA Laboratories," authored by the Radio
Corporation of America and cataloged in the Jeracyma collection of the New Jersey State
Libry as 1607.2 R129.

In the second meetn held to discuss the potntial National Registerof Hstoric
Places eligibility of the David Samoff Research Ccnter, PO staff suggested that the
available information supported the conclusion that the David Sarnoff Research Center
possesses both historic signaificace and integrity. Much of the meeting discussion
therea$er focused an the primarily additive changes to the origal 1941 building and the
establisbment of an appropriate period of significance and delineation of a historically
jusRfiable historic property boundary. The discussion was assisted by the careful revicew
of a series of aerial photographs taken from 1941 through 1980 and obtained by the
project consuling team from the Ncw Jersey State Library.

I offer the opinion that the David Samoff Research Center is eligble for the
National Register of Historic Places and recomemd the following parameters for
stabliig an appropatc period of sigificanre and delineating a historicalyjus le

bounmr. Documentation in the historic sites survey form ad in historic documentation
available in print and on the Internet rcognizes the evolution of research and
development activities at the David Samnoff Research Centr and a change in the focus of
reserch activities around the mid-1960s. A significant change in the focus of the
research performed at the David Sarof Research Center duing the 1960s could be used
to establish a period of significance beginning with the construcon ofthe ficility and
ending during the mid-1960s perhps no later iban 1968. Photographic documentation
confirms that the westem facade of the facility.was and rmains an oe vista up to the
easten boundary of US Route 1. This photographic documrntation also illustrates a
former property line, markcd by vegetation, separating the original complex from
property identifled as the J. A. and Hannah L. Haitpence farm to the north. The southern
boundary, perhaps the actual poper line, appea,t to be maked by landscaping and/or
natmal vgetalion and at the eastern end of ihe complex an internal citcalation road,
parkng lot, and powerhouse appear to distinguish the actively utilzed acreage fom 1the
unoccped property. These features appear to delineste a reasonable boundary that
cxisted firom 1941 thiozh ihe end of aperiod of significance in the mid to lite-I960s..

Additional Comments

The HPO looks forward to particpaftng in public and consulting party discussions
and consultaion regarding the evaluadon of historic properties within the Penns Neck
Arma IS study rea. The final revised cultual resources report should acknowledge, in
accordance with te public mnvolvement plan, the comments and/or information provided
by consulng parties and individuals and organizations with a knowledge of or an intest
in historic properties within the project APE. Te documnation of publio participation
in the cvaluation of historic resources and project effects will subsntially enhance the
quality and timeliness ofthe Secdon 106 consultation.

2
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Should you need any fiuthar assistance in Ide=tiring or evalaing potenti al
architcturI historiclesouces or if you have any questions regarding these coJments%
please contact Charles Scott at (609) 633-2396 or Steve Hardegen at (609) 98J-0141.

Sincercly,

Dorothy P. Gzzo
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

C:. MarcMai,NJ EP
Art Silber, NJDOT
Tony Sabiduss, N)DOT
Lauralee Rappleye.Marsett, NJDOT
Jeanette Mar, Environmental Coordinator, FHWA
Young Kim, Area Engineer, FHWA
Consuting I Interested Partics
Leslie Roche, DMJM+Harxzs
Jon Carncge, Rutgers

CSIC/NJDOTL2002-73PennsNedckSaroff'

. I - . .:
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Delaware Nation NAGPRA Office
P.O. Box 825

Anadarko, OK 73005
405 / 247-2448

Far. 405 1 247-9393

7 October 2002

USDOT - Federal Highway Administration
New Jersey Division
840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 310
West Treat, NJ 08628-1019

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS

Dear Mr. Kim:

Tbank you for contcting the Delaware
Delaware Nation is comm d to protec
heritage, culture, and re o Furthder
archaeolog sites

; the above refnced project. The
cal sitesat areimrtotibal
par,ti 4 onered wit.

'' astia imerzyoojects.

After reviewig the b Env ental , we concur with the
findings of that report. S 'ificall, we find that the area o chaeo ogical sites identified by
John Miner Associates s Id be avoided if at all possible, faruiarW those sites that are
cligible for the National gis of Historic Places. If cons makes disturbance of these
sites unavoidable, then P It archaeological esbgatsfuZd be conducted.

During any of the archa logical testing or cx ca of this project, if humn
remains are uncoveredve ask that you halt rbng ies and immediately
contact the Delaware on Also, die6ne, the Ste Ar:elst and the State
Historic Preservation OliCer s uI t 3d to thie discovery of uman remains.

We ask that you coninut o inom the Delaware Nation of the pr4ress of this project.
Specficaly, we would 4 of all cuural resources and arAhaeological survey reports. We
appreciate your coopa :ting the Delaware Nation. ^ould you have any questions,
feet fi-ee to contact me.C

cc: Anthony B. Sabidussi NJDOT



DMJM:HHARRIS

CONTACT MEMO

Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

November 5, 2002
Mr. Don Friday
New Jersey Audubon Sodety
Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Bald Eagles within the study area
File

Mr. Friday advised that he has no knowledge or records of bald eagles within the Penns Neck Area EIS
study area. Mr. Friday directed me to contact the NJDEP Endangered and Nongame Species Program
(ENSP) and/or the New Jersey Natural Heritage Program, which we did. These two agendes also
confirmed that there are no records of nesting bald eagles In the study area.



DMJM\HE HRRIS

CONTACT MEMO

Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

November 4, 2002
Mr. Russell Titus
Elizabethtown Water Company
Eileen FRarity-Loftus
Size of Elizabethown's Primary Service Area

Mr. Titus advised that Elizabethtown's primary service area is approximately 440 square miles (281,600
acres). This area Is that which Elizabethtown is the sole provider of water utili'des.



DMJMI1ARRI

CONTACT MEMO

Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

November 1, 2002
Ms. LarLssa Smith
NIDEP, Endangered and Nongame Species Program
Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Nesting bald eagles In the study area
File

I advised Ms. Smith of a property owners sighting of a pair of bald eagles near Camegie Lake in the
Princeton Township area, and Inquired as to the Endangered and Nongame Species Program's (ENSPs)
records for a nesting pair In this area or in Mercer County. Ms. Smith advised that there are no known
pairs of nesting bald eagles In Mercer County. The nearest nesting pair to this location occurs In
Monmouth County. Due to the populated nature of the Carnegie Lake area and Mercer County In
general, Ms. Smith advised that If a nestng pair did In fact occur in this vicinity, the ENSP would be
aware of such an occurrence. Ms. Smith also Indicated that the observed pair of bald eagles could be
from anywhere.
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CONTACT MEMO

Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

October 21, 2002
Mr. Russ Titus
Elizabethtown Water Company
Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Groundwater Extraction
File

Mr. Titus advised that Elizabethtown Water Company (Elizabethtown) procured Permit #5026 from the
New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), Bureau of Water Allocation. This permit
allows Elizabethtown the following maximum diversions from groundwater wells in its study area:

a
0

0

Monthly diversion not to exceed 68.6 million gallons;
Annual diversion not to exceed 450 million gallons; and,
Daily diversion not to exceed 3.89 million gallons.

Average daily usage in million gallons from 1990 to the present are as follows:

0

\�-; S

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

0

6

1990 0.53 million gallons per day (mgd);
1991 0.55 mgd;
1992 0.70 mgd;
1993 0.56 mgd;
1994 0.54 mgd;
1995 0.57 mgd;
1996 0.62 mgd;
1997 0.58 mgd;
1998 0.51 mgd;
1999 0.70 mgd;
2000 0.86 mgd;
2001 0.82 mgd; and,
2002 year to date 0.60 mgd.

Mr. ritus advised that Elizabethtown is well within the allowable diversion rates of its permit.
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October 10, 2002

Anthony B. Sabidussi, Section Chief
Bureau of Environmental Services
New Jersey Department of Transportation
PO Box 600
Trenton NJ 08625-0600

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS Review

Dear Mr. Sabidussi:

The enclosed information was previously provided to NJDOT, but we wanted to
ensure that this data is included in the on-going development of the Penns Neck
Area Environmental Impact Statement.

In a recent presentation to the Roundtable by Harris Engineering in September
2002, a review of the NJDEP Natural Heritage Database identified that no
threatened or endangered species were recorded in this database for the study
area. However, the Millstone Bvp_ss Issue Paeer prepared by the Stony Brook
Millstone Watershed Association in January 2000, provided documentation of
sighfings of the following species in Appendix A of the report.

Latin Name Common Name Comment I
Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron Threatened species
Circus cyaneus Northern Harnier Endangered species
Buteo Lineatus Red-shouldered Threatened species

I Hawk
Pandion haliaetus Osprey Threatened species
Lutra canadensis River Otter I

Dr. Michael Van Clef, a trained ecologist, prepared the second report included
in this submittal. His work was conducted in July and August of 2000, and he
concludes that many species may not have been observed because of the
seasonal variations. Dr. Van Clef provided a list of 44 rare and endangered
plants that could potentially be found along the Millstone River because of the
suitable habitat (Table 1). He also identified a great diversity of plant species
along the Millstone River, including 157 species (Table 2) Table 3 in his report
compared plant species recorded in the disturbed areas near the Rte 1 corridor to
those in the more secluded undisturbed areas. Invasive and weedy species
provided 80% of the site cover in area 1, witiin 200-300 feet from Rte 1. While

E) Printed on Recycled Paper PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT SINCE 1949



invasive and weedy species only covered 16-18% of the site in the more
secluded areas. His work demonstrates that disturbing the area can impact
habitat and the diversity of native plant species, allowing for invasive species to
overwhelm the plant community.

Please ensure that this information is included in the Penns Neck Area EIS and
the assessment of altemative road alignments and their potential impacts.

Sincerely,

Copy Millstone Bypass Roundtable
Mayor Shing-Fu Hsueh, West Windsor Township
NJDEP, Natural Heritage Database Program
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Latin Name T Common Name Com ents
Bh*

Accipiter o2p!i *. Copws HaV& .flJ m J&; immatm-e
Bubo 3rniians erat Homed Owl mat_ue Me&6 esftii
Asio otus Long-eared Owl

Otas asio - Eastem Screech-Owl
Podily=bus podiceps Pied-billed grebe
Brauta canadensis Caa Goose matUe M nesting

nesUino
Anas playync;hs Mallard nmature M& -esting
Aix -Pofia Wood Duck mathnre & e.0 . swimmng -

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ w ith y o u n g
Fulica americana American Coot
Charadrius vocife=us ldeer , mature '?&v nesmtin

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ n e stl ing s
Actitis macularia Spotted sandpiper

Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron Threatened.Species
Egretta caerulea Litde Blue Heron
Circus cyanens Northern Earritr mature V

.______________ :Endangered Species
Buteo lineatus Red-shouldere Hawk Threatened Species
Buteo jamaicensis Red-tailed Hawk
Pandion baliaetus Osprey Threatened Species
Phasianus coc s Ring-necked Pheant

Mleagiis gallopavo Vild Turxy adult vith young
7Znaida mcura Muring Dove.
Colates autus_ Norern Flicker
Me erp caroirs Red-belied W _'e
Picoides pubss DqownyWookpe
Pico llds s Hairy Woodpkr
Dryocopfieatus Pileated Woodpecker_
M&rchus cinitus rea Crested Flycatcher
Hinmdo mstica Barn Swallow
Cnoet otUta Blue Jay
Corvus brdchynchos Ameic Crow
Cetbia amercana Brown Crepe
Parus bicolor Tufted Titmouse
Parus atricapillus Black-capped Cbickade

I

.Paru carolinensis CamlinaChicledee

A
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Latin Name Common Name Comments
Afammak _ _ __ _ _

Ondatra sibet ca M k M
Didlhis inrslis OPOSSUM
Odocoileus virenianus Whitetail deer adult e wi youn, adult d

.__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ w ith fem ales
Sylvilagus fizidm as Eastern cottontl _

Plant
Cypriped acbaue Pink lady's Slipper
Lobelia cardinalis C_ardi_flowern
Lufmupeeis . Wildupse
Uvub&ti perfiolat Bellwot_ ..

Anemone qu olia Wood Anemone
Rhododiedron nudiflorm Fxte.Flower
*Mbbcus palustis ,Swamp rose mallow
Monotopa unilora Indian pipe
Woodwardia arcolta Netted chain fen
Onoilea sensbils Scnsi±ive fern

.4

I
I I

I I
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Michael Van Clef
5 Third Avenue 0
Monroe Township, NJ 08831
(732) 723 - 2704
mvancIef@rcI.rutgers.edu

August 18, 2000

George Hawkins
Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed Association
31 rtus Mill Road
Pennington, NJ 08534

Subject Millstone bypass

Dear George,

I would like to express my concern about the potential ecological Impacts of the proposed Millstone bypass. I am a
trained ecologist (Ph.D. candidate, Rutgers University) studying Invasive plants In natural areas. This summer I
had the pleasure of taking several canoe trips on the Millstone River as a volunteer for your organiation. The river
is an area of natural beauty that Is an excellent example of a healthy wetland ecosystem. The diversity of our
native flora and fauna on the banks of the river and adjacent wooded wetlands Is Impressive. The aggressive
weedy species that degrade so many natural areas In New Jersey exist only as isolated Individuals. They are kept
in check because the system is healthy and does not allow expansive-areas to be dominated by weed
monocultures.

Unfortunately, the proposed bypass could have significant impact that would jeopardize this fragile system.
Wetland systems are regulated by the timing, duration, and depth of flooding.' Increases In Impenneable surfaces
resulting from road construction will lead to excessive runoff that w1i alter the-natural hydrological regime.
Sedimentation caused by high levels of runoff wnIl also have a negative Impact on the river ecosystem. Weedy

v_apecies that currently exist in small numbers will thrive under such disturbances. The diverse native shrub
community dominating the banks of the river may be subjected to Invasion by weeds such as purple loosestrife or
Phragmites. fqorested wetlands could be reduced to a tangle of thomy mulforal rose plants and vines. These
transformationis have less aesthetic beauty for people and less ecological v'alue than the current habitat Rare
plants and animals would be lost in such an altered ecosystem.

The Department of Transportation should consider alternatives that will be more benign to the fragile Millstone
River ecosystem.

Three tables have been attached to this letter. The first table lists rare and endangered plants that may exist at the
site. These species are listed as potentially being found In Mercer County by the New Jersey Natural Heritage
Program and have habitat requirements that could be satisfied in the Immediate areas impacted by the bypass.
The second table is a preliminary list of species identified at the site. It Is certalnly Incomplete because of the
limited number of visits to the site, but gives a small example of the plant diversity In the area (157 species
identified thus far). The third table shows the percent cover of various species along the riverbank. Measurements
were taken from three areas at various distances from the RL I bridge near Harrison Street The table shows the
knpact on vegetation caused by the disturbances related to major roadways. The table shows an Increase In the
cover of Tnvasive non-native species and potentially weedy natve species closer to the roadway.

Sincerely,

3Michzaeran ciyef
Michael Van Clef

:c: Robert Tucker
Chrstine Altomari
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Table 3. Percent cover of vegetation components at various distances from Route 1.

I i_. _Da_

Site IA I Site2" I Site3G
Scientific Name Common Name Weed Status % Cover* % Cover % Cover*
Acerruxbum Red Maple NA 4 20 66
Alnus sernulata Smooth Alder NA 0 24 26
Apias americana Common Ground Nut NA 0 4 0
Befula nigra River Birch NA 0 0 2
Boehmeria cytindrica False NetWe NA 2 4 4
Cephalanthus occidentalis Buttonbush NA 4 14 0
Clematis virginiana Virgin's Bower NA 0 6 0
Comus amomum Silky Dogwood NA 0 50 36
Cuswuta sp. Dodder pQtentially weedy native 4 0 0
Hibiscus moscheutos. Swamp mallow NA 38 0 4
llex verdicllata Winterberry. NA 0 0 20
Lytirum.salicarla Purple Loosestrife invasive species 76 4 0
Nuphar advena Yellow Pond Uly potentially weedy native 0 0 6
Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia Creeper NA 0 6 0
Peftandra virginica Arrow arum NA 2 0 0
Pdygonum lapathfolium Nodding Smartweed NA 14 0 0
Quertus palusftrs Pin Oak NA 0 0 56
Rosanmutfiflora Muftifloral Rose invasive species .0 14 0
Rosa palustris Swamp Rose NA 13 22 0
salc rngra Black Willow, NA 0 38 0
Sambucus canadensts Common Elderberry NA 0 0
Smirax rotundifolia Common Greenbriar NA 0 0 4
Toxicodendron radicans Poison ivy NA 0 0 20
Unidentfied Grass Grass NA 6 0 0
Unidentified Segge Sedge NA 4 0 0
Viburmum dentatum Northern Arrowwood NA 0. 0 32
Vfits labrusca Fox Grape potentially weedy native 0 0 10

Percent Cover of Invasive Species and Potentially Weedy Native Species I 80 181 16

A Site 1: 200 - 300 feet from current bridge at Rt. I
8 Slte 2: 100 - 200 feet beyond mowed riverbank along FMC property
c Site 3: Junction of Millstone River and Uttte Bear Brook

* Percent cover was determined using the line intercept method. A measuring tape was stretched along.100
foot transects of the river. The length of the transect covered by each species present was recorded in five
10-foot Intervals separated by 10 feet along each transect Each percent cover calculation is based on 50 feet
of dverbank at each site. Note that percent cover can exceed 100% at a site because species overiap along the
transect.
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CONTACT MEMO

Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

October 2, 2002
Mr. Jeannette Bauers-Altman
NJDEP, Dvision of Fish and Wildlife
Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Penns Neck Area EIS - BROOK FLOATER OCCURRENCE
Leslie Roche

I advised Ms. Bauers-Altman of correspondence received from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, dated
January 23, 2002, indicating that there Is a known occurrence of brook floater (Afasmninta vafwse) in
the D&R Canal and the Millstone River. Ms. Bauers-Altrnan did not believe that this Is current data, as
she Is unaware of such an occurrence. In addition, since this occurrence was not provided by the NJ
Natural Hertage Program and the brook floater Is only rare on a Statewide basis, Ms. Bauers-Altman
believes that this data may be outdated. She advised that she would look Into this matter and get back
to me.



itat of Wtf Merri
a 4. McGreevey Departnent of Environmental Protection Bradley M. Campbell

Governor Division of Parks & Forestry, Historic Preservation Office Commissioner
PO Box 404, Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

TEL: (609) 292-2023 FAX: (609) 984-0578
www.state.nj.us/deplhpo

HPO-J2002-6
October 2, 2002
Log # 02-2934

M. Jack McQuillan
Manager
Bureau of Environmental Services
New Jersey Department of Transportation
1035 Parkway Avenue
Post Office Box 600
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Mr. McQuillan:

TBe Historic PrmscTvation Office (fIPO) appreciates having the opportunity tv
provide guidance regarding the evaluation of historic architectural resources as part of the
Pems NeckArea Environment.al lmpact Statement (EIS). These comments are in
response to your request for technical review comments on the submitted Historic
Architectural Survey Revised Draft Report (2 volumes) dated August 2002. This draft
report examines architectural historic properties in West Wmdsor Township, Mercer
County and Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County. Volume 1 includes the research
design and historical overview along with individual evaluations of 19 newly surveyed
historic architectural resources. Volumne II reproduces the previous historic architectural
survey reports.

The technical review comments that follow involve four (4) newly surveyed
architectural properties, two (2) previously surveyed architectural properties, and one (1)
property outside of the currently delineated Area of Potential Effects (APE):

12 Washington Road (David S. Voorhees Farmhouse)
45 Station Drive (Princeton Junction Hotel)
Nassau Interlocking Tower (Pennsylvania Railroad)
536 Alexander Road (Scott Berrien House)
258 Washington Road
3740 Brunswick Pike (David Sarnoff Research Center)
137 Washington Road.

00~~

New Jersey is an Equal Opporunity Emptoyer
Recycld Paper



Newly Surveyed Properties

The HPO commends the staffs of the New Jersey Department of Transportation
(NJDOT) Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) and the cultural resources consultant,
John Milner Associates, for providing an informative and very well organized survey of
historic architectural properties. The inclusion of an APE map with each individual
survey form materially assists the reviewer in understanding the location of the individual
property within the study area. The delineation on the large format APE map of known
historic properties, as well as newly and previously surveyed properties, is equally.
helpful. The HPO suggests that the following issues or concerns be addressed in the
preparation of the final Penns Neck Area EIS Historic Architectural Survey.

12 Washington Road.

The Mercer County historic sites survey of 1988 identified a historic house at 14
Washington Road that appears to match the description of the house at 12 Washington
Road. The survey form concluded that "It is one of the best preserved nineteenth century
houses in Princeton Junction and is now adaptively used." A copy of the survey form is
attached to this letter. The relation of the 12 and 14 Washington Road evaluations should
be resolved and the significance and integrity of this property should be reconsidered.

45 Station Drive

This property is identified as 28 Station Drive in the Mercer County historic sites
survey of 1988 (survey form 1113-L-71 included with Volume 1 of the current draft
report). The survey form identifies the building as a part of the nineteenth century
community of Princeton Junction. Although the building is in an advanced state of
disrepair, additional information regarding the history and significance of the property as
it reates to Princeton Jbinction'and -the Pennsylvania Riroad station should be presented.
The final revised survey form should confirm the appropriate address and municipal
block and lot number.

Nassau Interlocking Tower

Previous HPO correspondence to the NJDOT regarding the Alexander Road
Bridge replacement project noted a potentially eligible railroad historic district within
that project's APE. The Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
(Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office) identified the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) eligible Pennsylvania Railroad New York to Philadelphia
Historic District in an August 11, 1994 consultation letter to the Federal Highway
Administration. The opinion of eligibility originated with the Bucks and Philadelphia
County I-95 Intermodal Mobility Project and this railroad historic district is
acknowledged as a NRHP eligible and Section 4F property in the Pennsylvania Turnpike

2



Interstate 95 Interchange Project Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4F
Evaluation prepared and issued by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration (Pennsylvania Division). Because the railroad is significant for
connecdng New York and Philadelphia and providing an elevated (or grade separated)
and electrified right of way between these two major cities, its significance, integrity, and
character defining features within New Jersey should be considered comparable.
Additionally, the Camden and Amboy Railroad Historic Districts Study (Volumes I and
II, July 2001), prepared for the New Jersey Department of Transportation, also concluded
that the Trenton to New Brunswick segment of the Northeast Corridor Line (former
Pennsylvania Railroad) possesses historic significance and integrity.

The elements that should be considered contributing to, or part of the character
and setting of, a Pennsylvania Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) Histone District
include surviving historic interlocking towers, overhead and undegrade bridge* catenary
and electrical system structures, and railroad stations, facilities, and branch or side tracks.
The submitted draft report appropriately notes that interlocking towers are a "rare and
important building type." Although the interior operating machinery has apparently been
removed, the building retains its original exterior character and details. As one of only
seven Pennsylvania Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) mainline interlocking towers
remaining in New Jersey, Nassau interlocking tower should be considered contributing to
the integrity, character, and setting of a potentially NRHP eligible Pennsylvania Railroad
(New York to Philadelphia) Historic District. Information confirming the date of
construction of Nassau interlocking tower should be included in the final report. The
relationship of the County Route 571 Bridge (structure # 1117150) over the railroad to

'the potentially eligible Pennsylvania Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) Historic
District should also be examined in the final report.

536 Alexander Road (Scott Berrien House)

The Historic Preservation Office has received a pmliminary National Register of
Histonic Places nofmination for Berrien City, a potential historic district located about
1,200 feet outside of the delineated APE. The relationship between the 536 Alexander
Road home of Scott Berrien and the development of Berrien City should be investigated.

Previously Surveyed Properties

Previous HPO consultation did not offer specific or overt comments on the
evaluations of 258 Washington Road and 3740 Brunswick Pike (David Sarnoff Research
Center). The formal consultation comments contained in HPO-H98-1 (August 5, 1998)
expressed the belief that the evaluation of historic properties required soliciting and
considering comments from individuals and organizations with an interest in or a
knowledge of historic properties. With the understanding that the Penns Neck Area EIS
is actively seeking review agency and public comments on all previously and newly
surveyed properties, the HPO recommends that the evaluations of 3740 Brunswick Pike

3



(David Samnoff Research Center) and 258 Washington Road consider the comments of
consulting paities and the public, as well as the information available on Intemet sites
focusing on radio, television, and electrical engineering history.

3740 Brunswick Pike (David Sarnoff Research Center)

The evaluation of the historic significance and integrity of this property requires
additional consulting party and public review and discussion. Information readily
available on the Internet sites of the Samoff Corporation, Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers (IEEE), New Jersey Institute of Technology (Inventors Hall of
Fame), and American Memory Collection of the Library of Congress highlights the
significance of the facility. A copy of some of the easily accessible information is
enclosed. The New Jersey State Library also possesses a copy of a Radio Corporation of
America publication entitled "1942-1967, Twenty-Five Years at RCA Laboratories,"
authored by the Radio Corporation of America and cataloged in the Jerseyana collection
as 1607.2 R129.

258 Washington Road

The Mercer County historic sites survey of 1988 identified this house as "...a
good intricate example of its type. Although several small charming bungalows survive
in West Windsor, primarily in this expanded Penns Neck area and in the 1920s Berzien
City development, it is rather unusual to find a large bungalow in this region." A copy of
the survey form for this property is enclosed for inclusion in any subsequent
documentation regardiig 258 Washington Road.

Property Outside of the Currently Delineated APE

137 Washington Road

Although currently outside of the APE of the cultural resources study, please note
that the Mercer County survey of 1988 identified this house as "one of the most
distinctive houses in the Washington Road/Penns Neck vicinity..." A copy of the survey
form for this property is enclosed for inclusion in any subsequent documentation for this
property.

Additional Comments

The HPO looks forward to participating in public and consulting party discussions
and consultation regarding the evaluation of historic properties within the Penns Neck
Area EIS study area. The final revised cultural resources report should acknowledge, in
accordance with the public involvement plan, the comments and/or information provided
by consulting parties and individuals and organizations with a knowledge of or an interest

4



in historic properties within the project APE. The documentation of public participation
in the evaluation of historic resources and project effects will substantially enhance the
quality and timeliness of the Section 106 consultation.

Should you need any further assistance in identifying or evaluating potential
architectural historic resources or if you have any questions regarding these comments,
please contact Charles Scott at (609) 633-2396 or Steve Hardegen at (609) 984-0141.

Sincerely,

DorothyP
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Attachments / Enclosures (8)
C: Marc Matsil, NJDEP

Art Silber, NJDOT
Tony Sabidussi, NJDOT
Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett, NJDOT
Environmental Coordinator, FHWA
Young Kim, Area Engineer, FHWA
Consulting / Interested Parties
Leslie Roche, DMJM+Hamris
Jon Camegie, Rutgers

CS/C/NJDOTJ2002-6PennsNeck
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September 23, 2002

Young S. Kim, P.E.
Federal Highway Administration
840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 310
West Trenton, New Jersey 08628-1019

RE: Penns Neck Area Improvements -

Mercer and Middlesex Counties, New Jersey

Dear Mr. Kim:

On September 11, 2002, we received your request for our review of technical reports (prepared
by John Milner Associates, August 2002) on the results of architectural and archeological
resource survey for the referenced project. We will not be providing detailed substantive
comments on the four volumes of technical studies. Rather, our questions and concems directly
address the status of Section 106 review for the referenced undertaking.

According to your letter dated September 10, 2002,the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) has "decided to coordinate" the Section 106 and National Enviromnental Policy Act
(NEPA) processes as provided for in 36 CFR § 800.8 of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800)
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.8(a), our regulations do encourage Federal agencies to coordinate the compliance of Section
106 and NEPA, and to consider Section 106 responsibilities as early as possible in the NEPA
process. It appears, however, that FHWA does not plan to coordinate these processes, but rather
intends to use the process and documentation required for the preparation of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) to comply with Section 106 in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR
§§ 800.3 through 800.6. Please inform us if this interpretation of FHWA's intent is accurate.

You have asked that we review the four technical studies which gathered information to identify
and evaluate historic properties. We note that Qne of these studies did include a map showing
the area of potential effect (APE) ':for architectutral resotrces." It is not clear from this
description if this map shows the geographic scope of the undertaking's potential direct and
indirect effects. Accordingly, we ask that you clarify this matter so that we can participate more
effectively in consultation. Since FHWA must consult with the New Jersey State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) in determining the APE, we ask that you also provide us with any
views provided by the SHPO regarding the geograpbic scope of identification efforts. To further
facilitate our involvement, we ask that you also provide us with summary listing of the historic

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 809 * Washington, DC 20004
Phone: 202-606-8503 * Fax: 202-606-8647 * achp@achp.gov * www.achp.gov
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properties which FHWA has identified to date.

To facilitate public participation, FHWA has established a Partner's Roundtable Advisory
Committee which was convened "to consider issues pertinent to the development of the project
and provide advice to FHWA," and others. As a result of these efforts, FHWA has developed
the broad group of project alternatives which are currently under consideration. While we
support the involvement of stakeholders, the project documentation which we have reviewed
does not clearly identify the specific consulting parties which FHWA has identified or establish
their role in the evaluation of alternatives. We are concerned about this matter because your
September 10, 2002 letter does not appear to offer the opportunity for consultation between
FHWA and the consulting parties regarding ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.
Instead, it appears that FHWA only plans for consulting parties to provide comments on the draft
EIS. We encourage FHWA to provide for a more active role for consulting parties in the
evaluation of altematives and the resolution of adverse effects, especially given the scope of the
undertaking and its substantial public controversy.

We look forward to worling with you to resolve these matters. Should you have any questions,
please contact Laura Henley Dean, Ph.D., by telephone at 202-606-8527 or by e-mail at
ldeanc,achp.gov.-

I

Sincerely,

of Planning and Review



Elizabethtown Water CompanyI Netherwood Operations Ceter
/ , 1341 NorthAvenue

O P. Box ,il
* w Plainfield, NJ 07061-0111

Phone: (908) 654-1234 ' \
-_ www.etownwater.com \ Ž,

September 12, 2002

Mr. Michael Folli
DMJM Harris
Woodbridge Coxporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Re: Penns Neck Area EIS
Request for Information

Dear Mr. Folli:

In response to your request dated September 5, 2002, I can offer the following infornation:

* Surface water supply is from the Spruce Run and Round Valley Reservoirs and is
delivered to the treatment facilities via the Raritan River and D&R Canal.

* Treatment facilities are located in Bridgewater and Franklin Townships.

* Intakes are located adjoining the treatment facilities.

* Potable groundwater for the municipalities in question is derived from our Stoney Brook
facility in Princeton Township. All other wells in the municipalities in question are not in
service currently.

* Elizabethtown has no information on the handling of wastewater for this area. I can
suggest you contact the various regional sewage authorities.

Enclosed is a brochure giving general details of our operations. Due to security concerns, I
suggest that if there is a need for more specific information, the request can be addressed by
Elizabethtown Water Company on a case by case basis. I trust this will be acceptable to NJDOT.

Sin,cXely, -

Russell G. Titus
Network Operations Technician

(lJ J I/
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION lHISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

P.OBox 600
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

JAMES E. McGREEvEy JAME P. Fox
Governor Commissioner

August 28, 2002

Dorothy Guzzo, Administrator O
NJ Department of Environmental Protection q L /{ 6

Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

Attention: Transportation and Planning Group

Re: Penns Neck Area EIS Study
West Windsor and Princeton Townships
Mercer County
Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County
Review of Archeological Survey Report

Dear Ms. Guzzo:

The Department is presently engaged in the preparation of the Penns Neck Area Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The purpose of the EIS is to examine a variety of alternatives to address
traffic congestion, mobility constraints and safety concerns on Route U. S. I and east-west cross-
strects irthefemNeck raof Wesrt Widsoir'Township, hMerer County. 'Currently under
consideration are 18 project alternatives, with three additional Vaughn Drive Connector
alignments. The project to be designed and eventually constructed will be defined as the result of
the EIS process.

As you are aware this project has been in the project development phase for a number of years,
and we have previously solicited Section 106 consultation comments from your office on earlier
iterations of a Route 1, Penns Neck Interchange project. Because the Department and its partners
in the Roundtable initiated an extensive scoping process for the present project, the initial study
area defined for the cultural resources invest0gations was somewhat larger than that evaluated for
previously proposed projects. The study area was subsequently refined and an area of potential
effects was defined for both historic architectural and archeological surveys during a July 23,
2002 meeting among Charles Scott, representatives of John Milner Associates and
DMJM+Harris, and NJDOT environ mental staff.

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportuniy Emnployer * Printed on Recy1ed and Recyclable Paper



Pemns Neck EIS Study
Page 2

The enclosed archeological survey report has completed identification and evaluation
tasks associated with identifying National Register eligible sites within the area of potential
effects for all of the alternatives currently under consideration. In order to move forward with the
assessment of effects and the preparation of the EIS for the project, we need your technical
review comments on the work accomplished thus far. A separate effects assessment report is
currently in preparation and will be submitted to you on about October 1, 2002. We will need
your comments on eligibility in advance of that time in order to ensure that all National Register
listed or eligible properties are appropriately considered in that document. It is not our intention
to seek formal Section 106 consultation comments at this time; Section 106 consultation will be
coordinated with reviews to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.
However, in order to consider the likely effects on historic properties of any of the alternatives
currently under consideration, we are seeking your advice on the National Register eligibility of
all properties of sufficient age or importance within the APE for the project. Once duplicate
copies of the archeological survey report have been made we will also be seeking the advice of
all consulting parties and the two tribes identified by the FHWA on the same issues. Input from
representatives of interested groups and the public on design, cultural resources and other
environmental issues is being solicited throughout the EIS scoping process. A summary of the
integrated NEPA/106 public involvement process for this project is enclosed (Carnegie to
Roundtable members and alternates, 8128/02). All comiments wil be considered in preparing the
final cultural resources report.and recommendations. That report will be included in the EIS as a

"~-' technical appendix and again circulated to all consulting parties for formal comment.

Because the Department has made a commitment to completing the EIS process by April 2003,
we need to move forward as soon as possible. Art Silber, in an August 9, 2002 letter to Assistant
Commissioner Matsil (copy enclosed) asked for the cooperation of your staff in meeting two
critical dates. While we are aware that these review periods are significantly ;hbrter thbn the 30
day review normally allowed, we have scheduled a meeting for Friday, August 30 so that the
consultants can brief Charles Scott and Mike Gregg on the survey work which has been
conducted. Additionally, we have included a concurrence line at the conclusion of this letter to
facilitate your response to this request. If we can assist you and your staff in their review in any
other way, we will be happy to do so. Should you have any questions during the course of your
review, please do not hesitate to contact Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett directly at 530-2990.

(anager, Bureau of
1}3nvironmental Services

Enclosures



Penns Neck EIS Study
Page 3

cc: Leslie Roche, DMJM + Harris
Jon Carnegie, Rutgers
Young Kim, FHWA
Art Silber, NJDOT
Tony Sabidussi, NJDOT
Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett, NJDOT

w/o attachments

w/ attachments

V/
I concur with the recommendations of eligibilty as summarized in the attached
table and the revised draft report entitled Phase I Archeological Survey, Penns
Neck Area EIS, West Windsor and Princeton Townships, Mercer County and
Plainsboro To ship, Middlesex County, New Jersey. John Milner Associates,
August 2002. r

I concur with the recommendations of eligibility as presented in the report cited
above with the following modifications:

II AS
J Dorothy luzzo

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

q)1 it?-
Date

*-As explicated with the two attached tables and one attached archaeological site location map.

*I concur that adequate effort has been made to identify Native American and non-Native American
-archaeological sites and the estimated horizontal limits of those sites within the surveyed area for the
18 project alternatives. This does not include potential borrow areas outside of the surveyed area.
We are prepared to consult regarding assessment of adverse effects for eligible sites within the APE
of the selected alignment. Further background investigation and possibly Phase II evaluative test
excavation will be needed if the APE of the selected aligment contains any of the sites in the third

x and/or fourth columns of the second attached table or unevaluated portions of 28-Me-86.



Penns Neck Area EIS
Summary of Archeological Findings for

All Sites in Project Study Area

Site Source of Eligibility Opinion
Number National Regiser Eligibility or Site Identirication Effort

28Me2 Eligible SHPO Opinion 9113J76

28Me5 Eligible; within original study area, but Previous evaluation; cunrent
sufficiently distant from any alignments to study
preclude further consideration at this time

28Me23 Eligible SHPO Opinion 3/10/97

28Me50 Within original study area, but sufficiently Cross, 1941; Indian Site
distant from any alignments to preclude Survey; Kardas & Larrabee
further consideration'at this time 1976b

28Me55 Within original study area, but sufficiently Indian Site Survey, Kardas &
distant from any alignments to preclude Larrabee (1976b)
further consideration at this time

28Me60 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register _-. -.-- ._-._ . .__
eligibility is not being offered at this time

28Me63 Within original study area, but sufficiently NJSM Recorded Site; Kardas &
distant from any alignments to preclude Larrabee 1976a
ftirther consideration at this time

28Me86 not i6ligible JMA Study, 1996

28Me9M Archeological deposits identified during Previous studies; JMA
current survey which may be significant but Recommendation 2002
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register

.___.__ eligibility is not being offered at this time

.



28Mel81 Eligibility undetermined; within original NJSM Recorded Site
study area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

28Me6185 Eligibility unknown; within original study Research & Archeological
area, but sufficiently distant from any Management, Inc Study
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

28Mel9O Eligibility unknown; within original study Indian Site Survey, Kardas &
area, but sufficiently distant from any Larrabee 1976a
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

28Me201 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

28Me264 Not Eligible SHPO Opinion 3/10/97

28Me2S0 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but.
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
.eligbilit is not b ffere&atthis-ime- - -

28Me281 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

28Me282 Not Eligible JMA Recommendation 2002

28Me283 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defied; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time



28Me284 Archeological deposits identified during JMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about Naiional Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

Ben Boss Within original study area, but sufficiently -Kardas & Larrabee 1976b
Site distant from any alignments to preclude

further consideration at this time

28Mil20 Within original study area, but sufficiently Cross 1941
distant from any alignments to preclude
.further consideration at this time

28Mil29 Not Eligible Previous JMA Studies

28Mil36 Eligibility undetermined; within original NJSM Recorded Site
study area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

Data compiled by NJDOT
- - rom JMA k'enns Neck Report

8/29102; rev. 9/4/02Q



Penns Neck Area EIS
Tabular Summary of Archeological Findings for

All Sites in Project Study Area

National
Register Eligibility Eligibility
Eligible Not Eligible Undetermined' Unknown2

28Me2 28Me863 28Me6O 28Me5O

28Me5 28Me264 28Me91 28Me55

28Me23 28Me282 28Me181 28Me63

.___________ 28Mi129 28Me2O1 28Me185

28Me280 28Me19O

28Me281 Ben Boss Site

28Me283 -

28Me284

--:-. . . _ 28-120

___ _.__ _. 28M i136_ _ _ _ _ _ _

'"Eligibility Undetermined" used to Indicate that it is unlikely that there has been an
assessment of National Register eligibility for the site

2"Eligibility Unknown" used to indicate those sites for which an eligibility assessment has
probably been made, but the information was unavailable at the time the table was compiled

3Only that portion of the site which lies within the area previously studied has been
assessed as being not eligible. Site limits extend beyond area which has been field tested.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

TamcrON, NJ 08625

JOHN MILNEFR
ASSOCIATES, INC.

JAMEs E. MCGREEVEY
Governor

Mailng address:
New Jersy State Museum
PO Box 530
Trenton, New Jerscy08625-0530

REGENAL THoMAs
Secretary ofState

Location:
New Jrsey Stae Museum
205 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0530

April 5, 2002

Peter E. Siegel, Ph.D.
Principal Archaeologist/Senior Associate
John Milner Associates. Inc.
535 North Church Street
West Chester PA 19380-2397

Re: Presence of Archaeological Resources
U.S. Route l/Penns Neck Interchange
Mercer County, New Jersey
JMA Reference Code: PN-1

1.". � ii i.-
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Dear Dr. Siegel:

We have checked our records for the above-referenced project and report the following:

Six known archaeological resources appear to be located within the
boundaries of the project area. There are numerous known archao-
logical resources located wihin a 2-mile radius of the project area.
A copy of your project map showing the locations of these sites and
information from our files is enclosed. An archaeological survey, by
a professional archaeologist, would have to be conducted in order for
an accurate assessment to be made of its archaeological significance.

If we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Gregory D. Lattnzi
Registrar
Archaeology/Ethnology Bureau

GDL:gg
Enclosure
CC: NJ Departnent of Environmental Protection, Historic Preservation Office

NEWJERSETISAVEQUAL OPPORT TrEr4pLOTER lPmINm ONREC cr ED.ND RACTCw rLE PEAPER



COUNTY OF MERCER
TL DIVISION OF PLANNING

McDADE ADMINSISTRATION BUJLDNG
640 SOUTH BP.OAD STREET

P.O. BOX S068
TRENrON, NEW JERSEY 08650-0068

(6Q9) 9S9-6545

ROBERT D. PRUNETJIl
County E.xecutive

HARRY G. PARKIN JOHN F. RICCI
Chief of Staff CouniyAdmiristator

DONNA M. LEWIS
Plamning Director

March 26, 2002

Ms. Susan A. Lynch
DMJM+Harris
66 Long Wharf, 2nd Floor
Boston,MMA 02110-3603

Dear Ms. Lynch:

In response to your inquiry, please be infonried that within the area shown on the map
you sent me of the U.S. Route l/Penns Neck Area, there are no farns preserved by the
County of Mercer and this area is not in a Mercer County ADA. In addition, to the best of
my knowledge, there are no farms preserved in this study area by the local municipalities
or the State of New Jersey; however, you may wish to confirm that with those entities.

If I can be of furiter assistance, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

Daniel Pace
Assistant Planner



United States Department of the Interior

FISH A4Ngc&IYf,e;WERVICE

Ecological Services
In XMiy Rcfki tm 927 North Main Street, Building D

Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

ES-02/020 Tel: 6091646 9310Fax: 609/646 0352
http:J/njfieldoffice.fws.gov

January 23, 2002

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, Senior Environmental Scientist
DMJMHarris J
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza, Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South 200?0
Iselin, New Jersey 08830

Dear Ms. Flarity-Loftus:

This responds to your January 10, 2002 request to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
for information on the presence of federally listed endangered and threatened species within the
vicinity of the Penns Neck Area located within Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County; and
West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. The Service understands that the New
Jersey Department of Transportation is proposing highway improvements to alleviate vehicular
traffic congestion in this area.

AUTHORITY

This response is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 etseq.) (ESA) to ensure the protection of federally listed
endangered and threatened species. These comments do not address all Service concerns for fish
and wildlife resources and do not preclude separate review and comments by the Service
pursuant to the December 22, 1993 Memorandum of Agreement among the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), and the
Service, if project implementation requires a permit from the NJDEP pursuant to the New Jersey
Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act (N.J.S.A. 13:9B et seq.); nor do they preclude comments on
any forthcoming environmental documents pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 as amended (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 etseq.).

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

Except for an occasional transient bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), no other federally
listed or proposed endangered or threatened flora or fauna under Service jurisdiction are known
to occur within the vicinity of the proposed project site. Therefore, no further consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA is required by the Service. If additional information on
federally listed species becomes available, or if project plans change, this determination may be
reconsidered.



OTHER SERVICE CONCERNS

There is a known occurrence of the brook floater (Alasmidonta varicosa) in the Delaware and
Raritan Canal and the Millstone River within the project site. This species is considered rare
globally (G3) and within the State of New Jersey (SI) by the New Jersey Natural Heritage
Program. The Service requests that you consult with the New Jersey Endangered and Nongame
Species Program (address enclosed) to avoid adverse impacts to the brook floater as a result of
the proposed project.

Current information regarding federally listed and candidate species occurring in New Jersey is
enclosed, as well as addresses of State agencies that may be contacted for current site-specific
information regarding federal candidate and State-listed species. The Service encourages federal
agencies and other planners to consider federal candidate species in project planning.
Information is also enclosed regarding permit requirenents for activities in wetlands.

Please contact Lisa Solberg of my staff at (609) 646-9310, extension 47 if you haye any
questions about the enclosed material or require further assistance regarding federally listed
endangered or threatened species.

Sincerely,

John C. Staples
Assistant Supervisor

Enclosures

2



FEDERAL CANDIDATE AND STATE-LISTED SPECIES

Candidate species are species under consideration by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) for possible inclusion on the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.
Although these species receive no substantive or procedural protection under the Endangered
Species Act, the Service encourages federal agencies and other planners to consider federal
candidate species in project planning.

The New Jersey Natural Heritage Program maintains the most up-to-date information on federal
candidate species and State-listed species in New Jersey and may be contacted at the following
address:

Mr. Thomas Breden
Natural Heritage Program
Division of Parks and Forestry
P.O. Box 404
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 984-0097

Additionally, information on New Jersey's State-listed wildlife species may be obtained from the
following office:

Dr. Larry Niles
Endangered and Nongame Species Program
Division of Fish and Wildlife
P.O. Box 400
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 292-9400

If information from either of the aforementioned sources reveals the presence of any federal
candidate species within a project area, the Service should be contacted to ensure that these
species are not adversely affected by project activities.

Revised 08/00
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FEDERALLY LISTED ENDANGERED

AND THREATENED SPECIES
IN NEW JERSEY

An ENDANGERED species is any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

A TEIREATENED species is any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future tbroughout all or a significant portion of its range.

_____ _ COMMON NAME | SCIENTMIC NAME | STATUS

FISHES 3 Acipeser brevirostrum qq E

RE IES Clemmys muhlenbe i T

Lepidochelys kempii E

_ _~~~~~helonia mydas T

Eretmochelys imbricata E

Dermnochelys coriceat

l~~~~~~~~~:v-N Caretta caretta T

BIRDS i Haliaeetus leucocephalus T

Charadrius melodus T

Sterna dougallii dougafili I

WLAIMMA/ Fels concolor couguar E+

Myotis sodalis- E

jL _ Canis lupus E+

Sciurus niger cinereus E+

J* l~e~ y~ ~ ~-i?~ K k'~. ~.>x-~* 4 Balaenoptera musculus E

-Finbabc iA Balaenoptera physalus E

6Dsijii1 c :- . .... .. .... .em M egaptera novaeangliae E

-if I{M.- Balaena glacialis E
S rRV Balaenoptera borealis E

_ er$ .. fi@4b Physeter macrocephalus E



I I

INVERTEBRATES

j PLANTS

SCIENIFC NAME STATUS

Alasmidonta heterodon E

Cicindela dorsalis dorsalis T

Neonympha nL mitchellii E+

Nicrophorus americanus E+

Isotria medeoloides T

Helonias bullata T

Rhynchospora knieskernii T

Schwalbea americana E

Aeschynomene yi*nica T

Amaranthus puilus T

E endangered snecies IPE I vroposed endanzered

T threatened species PT proposed threatened

+__ presumed extirpated**

* Except for sea turtle nesting habitat, principal responsibility for these species is vested with the National
Marine Fisheries Service.

** Cuarent records indicate the species does not presently occur in New Jersey, although the species did
occur in the State historically.

Note: for a complete listing of Endangered and Threatened Wddlife and Plants, refer to 50 CFR 17.11 and 17.12.

For further information, please contact: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Jersey Field Office
927 N. Main Stet, Building D
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Phone: (609) 646-9310
Fax: (609) 646-0352

Revised 12106100
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FEDERAL CANDIDATE SPECIES
IN NEW JERSEY

CANDIDATE SPECIES are species that appear to warrant consideration for addition to the federal List
of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. Although these species receive no substantive or
procedural protection under the Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service encourages
federal agencies and other planners to give consideration to these species in the envirorrnental planning
process.

I I 11

Note: For complete listings of taxa under review as candidate species, refer to Federal Register Vol.
64, No. 205, October 25, 1999 (Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Review of
Plant and Animal Taxa that are Candidates for Listing as Endangered or Threatened Species).

Revised 11/99
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James E. McGreevey Departmet of Environmenal Protection Bradley M. Campbell
Governor Division of Parks and Forestry Commissioner Designee

Office of Natural Lands Management
Natural Heritage Program

P.O. Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

Tel. J609-984-1339
Fax. #609-984-1427

January 16,2002

Eileen Flarity-Loftus
DMJM + Harris
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza, Office Building B
485 B U.S. Route 1 South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Re: Penns Neck Area EIS

Dear Ms. Flarity-Loftus:

Thank you for your data request regarding rare species information for the above referenced
project site in West Windsor, Princeton and Plainsboro Townships, Mercer and Middlesex Counties.

The Natural Heritage Data Base has a record for an occurrence of barred owl that may be in the
immediate vicinity of the site. The attached list provides more information about this occurrence. Because
some species are sensitive to disturbance or sought by collectors, this information is provided to you
on the condition that no specific locational data are released to the general public. Thls Is not
intended to preclude your submission of this information to regulatory agencies from which you are
seeking permits;

Also attached are lists of rare species and natural communities that have been documented from
Mercer and Middlesex Counties. These county lists can be used as master species lists for directing
further inventory work. If suitable habitat is present at the project site, these species have potential to be
present. If you have questions concerning the wildlife records or wildlife species mentioned in this
response, we recommend you contact the Division of Fish and Wildlife, Endangered and Nongame
Species Program.

PLEASE SEE THE AITACHED 'CAUTIONS AND RESTRICTIONS ON NHP DATA'.

Thank you for consulting the Natural Heritage Program. The attached invoice details the
payment due for processing this data request. Feel free to contact us again regarding any future data
requests.

Sincerely,

Herbert A. Lord
Data Request Specialist

cc: Thomas F. Breden
Lawrence Niles
NHP File No. 02-4007436

New Jersy is an E4ual Opporitzmy Emloy
Reyded aper
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EXPLANATIONS OF CODES USED IN NATURAL HERITAGE REPORTS

FEDERAL STATUS CODES

The following U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service categories and their definitions of endangered and threatened plants and animals have been modifled from the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (F.R. Vol. SO No. 188. Vol. 61, No. 40; F.R. SO CFR Part 1 7). Federal Status codes reported for species follow the most recent

listing.

LE

LT

PE

PT

c

Taxa formally listed as endangered.

Taxa formally listed as threatened.

Taxa already proposed to be formally listed as endangered.

Taxa already proposed to be formally listed as threatened.

Taxa for which the Service currentiy has on file sufficient Information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support proposals to list

them as endangered or threatened spedes.

S/A Similarity of appearance species.

STATE STATUS CODES

Two animal lists provide state status codes after the Endangered and Nongame Spedes Conservation Act of 1973 (NS 23:2A-1 3 et. seq.): the list of

endangered spedes (NJA.C. 7:25-4.13) and the list defining status of Indigenous. nongame wildlife species of Newjersey (NJAC. 7:25-4.17(a)). The status

of animal species Is determined by the Nongame and Endangered Species Program (ENSP). _The staie status codes and definitlons provided reflect the most

recent lists that were revised In the NewJersey Register, Monday. June 3, 1991.

D Declining species-a species which has exhlbited a continued decline In population numbers over the years.

E Endangered species-an endangered species Is one whose prospects for survival within the state are In Immediate danger due to one or

many factors - a loss of habitat. over exploitation, predation. competition, disease. An endangered spedes requires Immedlate

assistance or extinction will probably follow.

EX Extirpated species-a spedes that formerly occurred In NewJersey, but Is not now known to exist within the state.

I Introduced species-a species not native to NewJersey that could not have established itself here without the assistance of man.

INC Increasing spedes-a species whose population has exhibited a significant Increase, beyond the normal range of its life cyde, over a long

term period.

T Threatened species-a species that may become endangered If conditions surrounding the species begin to or continue to deteriorate.

P Peripheral specIes-a species whose occurrence In New Jersey is at the extreme edge of Its present natural range.

S Stable species-a species whose population Is not undergoing any long-term Increase/decrease within Its natural cycle.

U Undetermined spedes-a species about whkh there Is not enough Information available to determine the status.

Status for animals separated by a slash(/) indicate a duel status. First status refers to the state breeding population, and the second status refers to the

migratory or winter population.
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Plant taxa listed as endangered are from NewJersey's offidal Endangered Plant Species Ust NJ.SA 1318-15 151 et seq.

E Native New Jersey plant specles whose survival In the State or nation Is In Jeopardy.

REGIONAL STATUS CODES FOR PLANTS

LP Indicates taxa liste4 by the Pinelands Commission as endangered or threatened within their legalJurisdktion. Not all spedes currently

tracked by the Pinelands Commission are tracked by the Natural Heritage Program A complete list of endangered and threatened

Pineland species Is Included in the Newjersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan.

EXPLANAllON OF GLOBAL AND STATE ELEMENT RANKS

The Nature Conservancy has developed a ranking system for use in Identifying elements (rare spedes and natural communitles) of natural diversity most

endangered with extinction. Each element Is ranked according to Its global. national. and state (or subnathonal In other countries) rarity. These ranks are used

to prioritize conservation work so that the most endangered elements receive attention first. Deflnitions for element ranks are after The Nature Conservancy

(1982: Chapter 4. 4.1-1 through 4.4.1.3-3).

GLOBAL ELEMENT RANKS

GI Critically Imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining Individuals or acres) or because of

some factor(s) making it especially vulnerable to extinction.

G2 Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences or few remalning individuals or acres) or because of some factor(s) making it,

very vulnerable to extinction throughout its range.

G3 Either very rare and local throughout its range or found locally (even abundantly at some of Its locations) in a restricted range (e.g. a

single western state, a physiographic reglon In the East) or because of other facors making It vulnerable to extinction throughout ies

range; with the number of occurrences In the range of 21 to 100.

G4 Apparently secure globally: although It may be quite rare In parts of its rnge, especialy at the periphery.

GS Demonstrably secure globally; although it may be quite rare In parts of Its range. especially at the periphery.

CH Of historical occurrence throughout Its range Le.. formerly part of the established blota, with the expectation that It may be rediscovered.

GU Possibly In peril range-wide but status uncertain; more Information needed.

GX Believed to be extinct throughout range (e.g.. passenger pigeon) with virtually no likelihood that It will be rediscovered.

G? Species has not yet been ranked.

STATE ELEMENT RANKS

Si Critically Imperiled In New jersey because of extreme rarity (S or fewer occurrences or very few remaining individuals or acres). Elements

so ranked are often restricted.to very specialized conditions or habitats and/or restricted to an extremely small geographical area of the

state. Also Included are elements which were formerly more abundant, but because of habitat destruction or some other critica factor. J>

Its biology, they have been demonstrably reduced In abundance. in essence, these are elements for whkh, even with Intensive searching.

sizable additional occurrences are unlikely to be discovered.
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S2 Imperiled In Newjersey because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences). Historically many of these elements may have been rnore frequent but

are now known from very few extant occurrences, primarily because of habitat destruction. Diligent searching may yield additional

occurrences.

S3 Rare In state with 21 to 100 occurrences (plant species In this category have only 21 to SO occurrences). Indudes elements which are

widely distributed In the state but with small populations/acreage or elements with restricted distribution, but locally abundant. Not yet

Imperiled In state but may soon be If current trends continue. Searching often yields additional occurrences.

S4 Apparently secure In state, wAth rnany occurrences.

SS Demonstrably secure In state and essentially Inendicable under present conditions.

SA Accidental In state, Including species (usually birds or butterflies) recorded once or twice or only at very great Intervals, hundreds or even

thousands of miles outside their usual range; a few of these spedes may even have bred on the one or two occasions they were recorded;

examples Indude European strays or western birds on the East Coast and vice-versa.

SE Elements that are dearly exotic In New Jersey Including those taxa not native to North Amnerica Ontroduced taxa) or taxa delibertely or

accidentally Introduced into the State from other pars of North America (adventlve taxa). Taxa ranked SE are not a conservation priority

(viable Introduced occurrences of GI or G2 elements may be exceptlons).

SH Elements of historical occurmnce In NewJersey. Despite some searching of historical occurrences andjor potential habitat, no extant

occurrences are known. Since not all of the historical occurrences have been field surveyed, and unsearched potential habitat remalns.

historically ranked taxa are considered possibly extant and remain a conservation priority for continued field work;

SP Element has potential to occur In NewJersey, but no occurrences have been reported.

SR Elements reported from New jersey, but without persuasive documentation which would provide a basis for either iccepting or rejecting

the report. In some Instances documentation may exist. but as of yet, its source or location has not been determined.

SRF Elements erroneously reported from New Jersey, but this error persists In the literature.

SU Elements believed to be In peril but the degree of rarity uncertain. Also Induded are rare taxa of uncertain taxonomical standing. More

Information is needed to resolve rank.

SX Elements that have been determined or are presumed to be extirpated from NewJersey. All historical occurrences have been searched

and a reasonable search of potentil habitat has been completed. Extirpated taxa are not a current conservation priority.

SXC Elements presumed extirpated from NewJersey but native populations collected from the wild exist in cultivation.

SZ Not of practical conservatlon concern In New Jersey. because there are no definable occurrences, although the taxon Is native and

appears regularly In the state. An SZ rank will generally be used for long distance migrants whose occurrences during their migrations

are too irregular (In terms of repeated visitation to the same locations), transitory, and dispersed to be reliably identified, mapped and

protected. In other words, the migrant regularly passes through the state. but enduring, mappable element occurrences cannot be

defined.

Typically, the SZ rank applies to a non-breeding population (N) in the state - for example, birds on migration. An SZ rank may In a few

Instances also apply to a breeding population (O), for example certain lepidoptera which regularly die out every year with no significant

retum migration.
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Although the SZ rank typically applies to migrants, it should not be used Indiscriminately. Just because a species Is on migration does

not mean It receives an SZ rank. SZ will only apply when the migrants occur In an Irregular, transitory and dispersed manner.

3 Refers to the breeding population of the element In the state.

N Refers to the non-breeding population of the element In the state.

T Element ranks contalning a T indicate that the Infraspecilfic taxon Is being ranked differently than the full species. For example Sr*chy

,p.l/srlsvar. homotrkhls ranked GST? SHW meaning the full spedes Is globaly secure but the global rarity of the var. homorha has

not been determined; In New Jersey the variety Is ranked historic.

Q Elements containing a Q In the global portion of its rank indicates that the taxon Is of questionable or uncertain taxonomical standing,

e.g., some authors regard It as a full spedes, while others treat It at the subspecific level.

.1 Elements documented from a single location.

Note: To express uncertalnty, the most likely rank Is assigned and a question mark added (e.g G2?). A range Is Indicated by combining two ranks (e.g.,

GI G2. Si S3).

IDENTIFICA;TiON CODES

These codes refer to whether the identification of the specles or communiqt has been checked by a reliable lndMdual and Is indicative of significant habitat.

Y Identiflcation has been verifled and Is Indicative of significant habitat.

BLANK Identlfication has not been verified but there Is no reason to believe It is not Indlcative of signiflcant habitat

? . Either It has not been determined If the record Is Indicative of significant habitat or the Identificatlon of the species or

community may be confusing or disputed.

R,.bA .pwe IMS

.,
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MERCER COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGTONAL

STATUS STATUS

GRANK SRANK

*** Vertebrates

ACCIPITER COOPERII

ACIPENSER BREVIROSTRUM

AMMODRAMUS HENSLOWII

AMMODRAMUS SAVANNARUM

BARTRAMIA LONOICAUDA

CLEMMYS INSCULPTA

CLEMMYS MUHLENBERGI!

WOLICHONYX ORYSIVORUS

EURYCEA LONGICAUDA LONGICAUDA

FALCO SPARVERIUS

GRAPTEMYS GEOGRAPHICA

LYNX RUFUS

PASSERCULUS SANDWICHENSIS

PETROCHELIDON PYRRHONOTA

PODILYMBUS PODICEPS

POOECETES GRAMINEUS

STRIX VARIA

STURNELLk MAGNA

COOPER'S HANK

SHORTHOSE STURGEON

HENSLOW'S SPARROW

GRASBHOPPER SPARROW

UPLAND SANDPIPER

WOOD TURTLE

BOG TURTLE

BOBOLINK

LONOTAIL SALAMANDER

AMERICAN KESTREL

COMMON MAP TURTLE

BOBCAT

SAVANNAH SPARROW

CLIFF SWALLOWN

PIED-BILLED GREDB

VESPER SPARROW

BARRED OWL

EASTERN MEADOWLARX

LE

LT

T/T

s/E

T/S

T

S

T/T

T

INC/S

U

S

T/T

S/8

E/S

S

T/T

D/S

aS

G3

04

05

Gs

G4

G3

Gs

OSTS

Gs

aS

aS

as

aS

as

GS

as

05

839. 541

83

Sin

82B

SIB

83

82

S2B

82

S3B9 S?N

83

53

S2B9, 4N

s2B

s1IB S3N

SIB. S2N

S3B

S3B. 84N

*** Ecosystems

FLOODPLAIN FOREST

FRESHWATER TIDAL MARSH COMPLEX

FLOODPLAIN FOREST

nRESwmATER TIDAL MARSH COMPLEX

04

047

S37

S3?

*** Invertebrates

ALASMIDONTA HETERODON

ALASMIDONTA UNDULATA

ALASMIDONTA VARICOSA

CICINDULA MARGINIPENNIS

FARONTA RUBRIPENNIS

DWARF WEDsEMuSSEL

TRIANGLE FLOATER

BROOK.FLOATER

COBBLESTONE TIGER BEeTLE

PINK STREAK

LE E GlG2

04

G3

02a3

a304

SI

53

SI'

5152

SI
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26 JAN 2001

MERCeR COUNTY

RARE SPECBS AMD NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REOIONAL

STATUS STATUS

GRANK SRANK

GOMPHUS ABBREVIATUS

LAMPSILIS CARIOSA

LAMPSILIS RADIATA

LASMIGONA SUSVIRIDIS

LEPTODEA OCHRACEA

LIOUMIA NAsurA

NICROPHORUS AMERICANUS

*** Vascular plants

AGASTACHE NEPETOIDES

ADASTACHB SCROPHULARIIFOLIA

AGRIMONIA MICROCARPA

ALOPECURUS ASQUALIS

APLECTRUM rEYELE

ASCLBPIAS RUA

ASCLEPIAS VARIBEATA

ASTER RADULA

RIDES BIDENTIDES

CACALIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA

CACALIA SUAVEOLENS

CALAMAGROSTIS PICKERINGI I
CALLITRICHE VERNA

CALYSTWIA SPITHAMARA

CAREX BARRATTII

CAREX FRANKrI

CAREX HAYDENrl

CAREX HITCHCOCKIANA

CAREX JAMESII

CAREX WILrEOII

CASTILLEJA COCCINEA

SPINE-CROWQfD CWBTAIL

YELLOW LAMPMUSSEL

EASTERN LAMPMUSSBL

GREEN FLOATER

TIDEATER MUCKET

EASTER PONDMUSEL

AMERICAN BURYING BSETLE

YELLOW GIANT HYSSOP

PURPLE GIANT HYSSOP

SMALL-FRUITRD GROOVEDUR

MAXRS MEADOW FOXTAIL

PVSTYROOT

RED MILKWED

WHITB MILKBWED

LOW ROWH ASTER

BUR-MARIOOLD

PALE INDIAN PLANTAIN

SET-SCENTED INDIAN PLANTAIN

PICKERING'S REsDaRASS

SPRING WATER STARWORT

ERECT BINDtBED

BAMATT's SEDG

FRANK'S SEDWE

CLOUD SEDGE

HITCHCOCK'S SEDWE

NEBRASKA SEDGE

WIL tEN'8S SEDGE

SCARLET INDIAN tAINTBRUSH

LE

0304

0304

G5

03

04

04G5

G1

B

E

LP

S

E

S

H

as

04

as

as

aS

04as

05

03

04G5

0304

04

as

040s

0304

05

as

as

05

as

as

S283

91

53

Si

81

e1

SH

82

52

82

52

SI

82

82

8281

SX.1

82

Si

84

83

Si

82

S1

82
82

LP

E

H
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26 JAN 2001

MERGER COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENSLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGIONAL

STATUS STATUS

GRANK SRANK

CERCIS CANADENSIS

CRATAEGUS CALPODENDRON

CRATAEGUS CHRY8OCARPA

CUSCUTA CEPHALANTHI

CUSCUTA POLYGONORUM

CYNOGLOSSUM VIRGINIANUM VAR

VIRGINIANUM

CYPERUS LANCASTRIENSIS

CYSTOPTERIS PROTRUSA

DICENTRA CANADENSIS

ELLISIA NYCTEL8A

ERAGROSTIS FRANKII

ERIOCAULON PARKERI

ERIOPHORUM GRACILE

EUPHORBIA MARILANDICA

GEUM VERNUM

HTWNrAS BULLATA

HETERANTHERA MULTIFLORA

HYBANTRUS CONCOLOR

JEFFERSONIA DIPHYLLA

LlMOSELLA SUBUIATA

MELANSHIUM VIRGINICUM

MIMULUS ALATUS

NUPHAR MICROPRYLLUM

PENSTEMO4 LAFNlGATUS

PHLOX PILOSA

PLATANTHBRA PERAMOENA

POTAMOGETON VAGINATUS

PYCNANTHEMUM CLINOPODIOIDES

RANUNCULUS AMIG8NS

REDBUD

PEAR HAWTHORN

FINEBERRY HAW rHORN

BUrTTON-BUSH DODDER

SMARTHEED DODDER

WILD COMFRFY

LANCASTER FLATSEDGE

LOWLAND BRITTLE FERN

SQUIRREL-CORN

AUNT LUCr

FRANK'S LOVEGRASS

PARKER'S PIPEWORT

SLENDER COTTONGRASS

MARYLAND SPURGE

SPRING AVERS

SWAMP-PINK

MUD PLANTAIN

GREEN VIOLET

TWINLEAF

WUDWEED

VIRGINIA BUNCHFLOW8R

WINGED MOSXEY FLOWER

SMALL YELLON POND LILY

SMOOTH BEARD TONGUE

DOWNY PHLOX

PURPLE FRING8L8SS ORCHID

SHEATHED PONDWEED

BASIL MOUNTAIN MINT

WATER-PLANTAIN SPEARWORT

B

3

GS

GS

GS

G5

GS

USTS

E

S

3

E

H

LT a LP

E

E

EE

B

I
E

8

Gs

G5

GS

as
G3

GM

GUQ

GS

G3

G4

GS

05

04?

GS

as

040S

as

GS

G5

05

02

G4

Si

S1

S1

S1

82

S2

St

S2

S1

S1

82

S2

SR

8N1.1

82

S3

82

Si

Si

S8

81

83

SR

81

SR

SI

SH

Si

S2



MERCER CoUNSY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRZSENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEX NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGIONAL

STATUS STATUS

GRANK SRANR

RANUNCLUWS PVSILLUS

RANUNCULUS REPTANS

RHYNCH0SPORA OLBULIARIS

RHYNCH0SPORA PALLIDA

SCIRPUS LONGII

SCUTELLARIA NERVOSA

STACUYS PALUSTRI8 VAR

NOMOTRICHA

TRADESCANTIA OHIENSIS

VERBENA SIMPLEX

ZIGADENUS LEIMXNTHOIDES

LOW SPIARWORT

CREEPING BUTTERCUP

GRASS-LIKE BsAKED RUSH

PALE BEAK RUSH

LONG'S BULRUSH

VEINED SKULLCAP

MARSH HFoDG-NETTLE

OHIO SPIDERNORT

NARROW-LEAVED VERVAIN

OCRANORUS

a

H

as

as

as

G3

G2

as

0S?T?

H

S2

SH

SI

83

82

82

SH

82

SI

St

U

E

S

as

as

04Q

92 Records Processed
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JBRsEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

(#

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGIONAL

STATUS sTATUS

CRANK SRANK

** Vertebrates

AMMODRAMUS HENsWWII

AHMODRAMUS SAVANNARUM

ASIO OTUS

BAPRTRAHIA LONGICAUDA

CIRCUS CYANEUS

CLIMMYS INSCULPTA

CLEMMYS MUHLENBERGII

DOLICHONYX ORYZIVORUS

FALCO PEREGRINUS

HYIA ANDERSONII

IXOsRYCHUS EXILIS

LANIUS LUDOVICIANUS HIGRANS

NYCTANASSA VIOLACHA

PASSERCULUS SANDWICHENSIs

PODILYMBUS PODICEPS

HENsLOrW SPARROW

GRASSHOPPER SPARROW

LONG-EARED OWL

UPLAND SANDPIPER

NORTHRN HARRIER

WOOD TURTLE

BOG TURTLE

BOBOLINk

PEREGRINE FArAN0

PrN BARRENS TREEFROO

LEAST BITTERN

MIGRANT LOMRHEAD SHRrKE

YELLOW-CROWNED NIGHT-HERON

SAVANNAH SPARROW

PIED-BILLED GREnE

N

T/6

T/T

E/U

T

E

T/S

B
9/

T/T

T/T

B/S

G4

05

Gs

Gs

Gs

a4

03

Ga

04

04

GS

G5T3Q

a5

GS

GS

81B

s29

02Bs 2N

SIR

819.83W

83

82

S28

S1B,s?N

53

83B

818,81N

S2B

S2B, S4N

SIB, S3N

** Invertebrates

AEsHNA CLEPSYDRA

ALASMIDONTA UNDULATA

ANAX LONGIPES

BOLORIA SELENE MYRINA

CALLOPHRYS IRUS

0ALLOPHRYS POLIOS

CELITHEMIS MARTHA

ENALLAaMA BASIDENS

ENALLAGMA PICTUM

ERYNNIS PBsIus PaERBsrus

HESPERIA LEONARDUS

LASMIGOWA SUBVIRIDIS

MOTTLED DARNER

TRIANGLE FLOATER

COMET DARNER

A SILVER-BORDERED FRITILLARY

FROSTED ELFIN

HOARY ELFIN

MARTHA' S PENNANT

DUBLE-STRIPED BLUET

SCARLET BLUNT

A PER8IUS DUSKY NIm

LEONARDS SKIPPER

GREEN FLOATER

04

04

as

GSTs

03

a5

G4

as

03

G5T2T3

04

G3

8283

83

92S3

82

82S3

83

8384

S3

S3

sR

82

G1
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14 SEP 2001

MIDDLESEX ODUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NASTUAL COMMUNrTIS PRESENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME cOMmON NAM FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGIONAL

STATUS STATUS

GRANK SRANK

LESTES EURINUS

MeTARRANTHIS PILosARIA

PAPAIPEMA NECOPINA

PONTIA PROTODICE

SATYRODES EURYDICE

SPEYERIA APHRODITE

SPEYERIA IDALIA

SYMPETRUM A3IGUUM

ANDER-WINGED SPREADWING

COASTAL BOG METARRANTHIS

SUNFLOWER BORER MOH

CHECKERED WHITE

EYeD BROWN

APHRODITS FRITILLARY

REGAL FRITILLARY

BLUE-FAcED MEADOWEAW

04

0304

04?

04

04

0s

03

aS

S2

8384

SH

Sl

81

SH

S2

*** Vascular plants

AGALINIS AURICULATA

AGASTACHE NEPETOIDES

ARTEMISrA CAMPESTRIS SSP

CAUDATA

AscLePIAS RUBRA

ASCLEPIAS VERTICILLATA

ASTER RADULA

DIDENS BIDENTOIDeS

BIDENS RATON?I

CALAMOVILPA BREVIPILIS

CAREX BARPATTII

CAREX LOUISIANICA

CAREX POLYMORPHA

CAREX UTRICULATA

CAREX WILLDENWII VAR

WILLDONOI r

CRATAEGUS CALPODBNDRON

CYPERUS LANCASTRIENSIS

DRABA REPTANS

BLATINB AMERICANA

EAR-LEAP FALSE FOXGLOVE

YELOW GIANT-HYSSOP

BEACH WORMWOOD

RED MILKWEED

WHORLED MILKWED

LOW ROUGH ASTeR

ESTUARY BURR-MARIGOLD

EATON'S BEGGAR-TICKS

PINE BARREN REEDaRASS

BARRATTIS SEDOE

LOUISIANA SEDGE

VARIABLE SEDGE

BOTTLB-SHAPED sBDGE

WILLDENO's SEDGE

PEAR HARHORN

LANCASTER FLAT SEDGE

CAROLINA WHITLOW-GRASS

AMERICAN WATERWORT

03

Gs

05T5

LP

S

3

LP

LP

04Gs

GS

as

G3

02

G4

G4

03

05

GSTS

sx

82

82

52

92

81

82

Si.l

84

54

SI

81

82

82

3

E

a

B

as

as

05

04

Sl

81

SH

52
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MIDDL1SEX COUNTY

RARB SPECIES AND NATURAL OMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

(ii)

NAME COMMON NAME FFD3RAL

STATUS

§TATE RWIONAL

SATUS SSATUS

GRANK SRANK

EUPATORIUM ALTISSIMUM

GENTIANA SAPONARIA VAR

SAPONARIA

HELONIAS BULLATA

HOTTONIA INFLATA

HYDROCOTYL8 RANUNCULOIDES

ISOETES RIPARIA VAR RIPARIA

LATHYRUS OCHROLEUCUS

LIATRIS SCARIOSA VAR

NOVAE-ANGLIAE

LISTERA AUSTRALIS

LYGODTUM PALMATUM

LYSIMACHIA HYBRIDA

MELANTHIUM VIRGINICUM

MICRANTHtMUM MICRANTHEMoIDES

MIMULUS ALATUS

MYRIOPHYLLUM TENEBLLUM

MYRIOPHYLLUM VERTICILLATUM

PHORADENDRON LEUCARPUM

PLANTAGO MARITIMA ViR

JUNCOIDES

PLATANTHERA FLAVA VAR FLAVA

PLASANTHERA P8RAMOENA

POLYGALA POLYGAMA

POLYGONUM GLAUCUM

PUCCINELLIA FASCICULATA

PYCNANTHEMUM TORRE8

RANUNCULUS PUSILWS VAR

PUSILLU8

RHODODENDRON CANADENSE

TALL 9ONESET

SOAPWORT GENAN

SWAMP-PINK

ESATH1RFOIL

FLOATING MARSH- PENNYWORT

SOR0E QUILLWORT

CREAM VrLING

NORTHERN BLAZING-STAR

SOUTHERN TWAYBLADE

CLIMBING FERN

LOWLAND LOOSESTRIFE

VIRGINIA BUNCHFLOWER

NUTTALL'S MUDWORT

WINGED MONKEY-FLOWER

SLENDER WATER-MILFOIL

WHORLED WATER-MILFOIL

AMERICAN MISTLETOE

SEASIDE PLANTAIN

SOUTHERN REIN ORCHID

PURPLt FRINWELESS ORCHID

RACEMED MILKNORT

SEA-BEACH KNOTWEED

SALTMARSH ALKALI GRA8S

TORREBY'S MOUNTAIN-MINT

LOW SPEARW0RT

LT H

S

S

LP

s

B

LP

LP

S

H

H

K

as

GST7

03

04

a5

G5?T5?0

G405

G5?T3

04

04

GS

a5

GH

a5

05

G5

a5

G5T5

G4T4?Q

Gs

G5

03

GU

02

G5T4?

S2

83

63

81

SI

83

OH

SH

S2

S2

83

81

SH

83

Si

SR

S2

82

912
81

82

S1

S2

S1

82

LP

t

H

RHODORA s5 S1
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MIDDLESEX. COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMnITIES PRESENTLY RECDRDED IN

THE NHE JERSEY NATURAL HERITAaE DATABASE

NAME cONtO NAME FEDERAL

STATUS

STATE REGIONAL

STATUS STATUS

RIBES CYNOSRATI

SAGITTARIA AUSTRALIS

BAGITTARIA CALYCINA VAR

SPONGIOSA

SCIRPUS NiRITIMUS

SCUTELLARIA LEONWARDII

SOLIDAGO ELLIOTTII

SOLIDAGO RIGIDA

STACHYS HYSSOPIFOLIA

TRIGOWCHIN MARITIMA

UTRICULARIA GIBBA

UTRICULARIA PURPUREA

VERbENA SIMPLEX

VICIA AMERICANA VAR AMERICANA

VIOLA BRITTONIANA VAR

BRITTONIANA

ZIOADENUS LEIMANTHOIDES

PRICKLY GOOSEBERRY

SOUTHERN ARROWAEAD

TIDAL ARROWHEAD

SALTMARS BtULRUSH

SMALL SKULLCAP

ELLIOTT'S GOLDENROD

PRAIRIE GOLDENROD

HYSSOP HEDGE-NETTLE

SEASIDE ARROW-GRASS

HUMPED BLADDERWORT

PURPLB BLADDERHORT

NARROWf-LEAF VERVAIN

AMERICAN PRPLE VETCH

BRITTON'S coA8T VIOLET

DEATH-CAMUS

S

05

as

G5T4

S

3

B

a

LP

LP

as

04T4

G5

OSTS

Gs

a5

GS

a5

a5

OSTS

04GST4TS

G40

SH

St

83

SR

81

S3

Si

82

81

83

83

81

82

83

81

E

E
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DMJMIMHARRIS
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 6364990

January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338

Mr. Thomas F. Breden
NJDEP
Division of Natural Lands Managemert
Natural Heritage Program
PO Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Breden:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRIS is underting the Penns
Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway Administration
requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed please find
portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the project study
area shown. An informnation request was previously sub:mitted for this project; however, the study
area has been recently revised and updated information Is required. Please provide us with any
information you may have regarding threatened or endangered species andVor natural communities
within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesiate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or EmaaH me at ElIeen.loftus@dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,

Ei nFlrity-Lo u, WS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\WCORRnro eabNral Hesitage.doc 1110/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DwMJMUHRRJS
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
Fax: (732) 636-6338

January 10, 2001

Mr. Clifford Day
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Eoological Services
927 N. Main Street, Building D
Pleasantville, NJ 08232

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Day:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DJMJM+HARRIS is undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. An Information request was previously submftted for this project;
however, the study area has been recently revised and updated Information is required. Please
provide us with any Information you may have regarding threatened and/or endangered species
within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional Information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus@dmimhamns.com.

Very truly yours,

DKMIMHARRIS

ileen Flarty-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\CORR¶info_eq_USFWS.doc 1/10/02
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DMJMIHE2RRJS
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Bulding B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 6364990

January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 63&6338

Ms. Sherry Dudas
Bureau of Legal Services & Real Estate
NJDEP Green Acres Program
PO Box 412
Trenton, NJ 08625-0412

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Ms. Dudas:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRIS is undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
Improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. An Information request was previously submitted for this project;
however, the study area has been recently revised arid updated information Is required. Please

<, provide us with a list of parcels In the following municipalities that have Green Acres encumbrances.

- West Windsor Township, Mercer County;
0 Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County.

Should you have any questions or need additional Information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Elleen.loftus@dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\C0RRVnfo-reCtGreen Aaesdoc 1/10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DMJME RRI.
Woodbndge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Isefin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338

NJDEP
Watershed Management Bureau
PO Box 418
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRISis undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to the Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor..
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. Please provide us with any Information you may have regarding
surface andfor groundwater quality data within or proximate to the project study area and the
location(s) of any public water supply intakes.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus@dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,

DMJM::HzARR

Eileen Flarity-Loftus PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\CORRMVnfo_reqwater supply.doc 1/10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DIMJWMHJARRS'
Woodbridge Corporate Plza
Office Building B
48SB U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990

January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338

NJDEP
Bureau of Water Allocation
Well Permitting & Regulations Section
PO Box 426
Trenton, NJ 08625-0426

RE: Penns Neck Area
Township of Piainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT),- DMJM+HARRIS iS undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. Please provide us vvith any Information you may have regarding
potable wenls within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional Information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Elleen.loftus@dmimharnis.com.

Very truty yours,

Eieen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366 31\0RfR\nro_re q.water qual.doc 1i10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DMJM:EHRRIS
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
January 10, 2001 Fax (732) 636-6338

Mr. Larry Niles
Endangered and Nongame Species Program
Division of Fish and Wildlife
PO Box 400
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404-0400

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Niles:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRIS Is underting the Penns
Neck Area Environmental Impact Staternent (EIS) according to Federal Highwray Administration
requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed please find
portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the project study
area shown. An Information request was previously submitted for this project; however, the study
area has been recently revised and updated information is required. Please provide us with any
information you may have regarding threatened or endangered species and/or natural communities
within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional Information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus(ardmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,

DwMJMHARRIS

Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31C0RR\1nfo req.ENSP.doc 1/29/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DMJM-JRRS-
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
4858 U.S. Route One Souih
WIelin, NJ 08830

Tet: (732) 636-4990
Fax: (732) 636-6338

January 10, 2001

Mr. John Scordato
NJDEP
Bureau of Floodplain Management
PO Box 401
Trenton, NJ 08625-0401

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Scordato:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+IHARRIS is undertaidng the.
Penns Neck Area ErnAronmental Impact Statemnent (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed

* please find portions of the US GeologicaL Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the
project study area shown. An information request was previously submitted for this project;
however, the study area has been recently revised and'updated Information Is required. Please
advise us as to the availability of the following information for the Millstone River, the Delaware &
Rartan Canal and Little Bear Brook, in the project vicinity:

* Topographic maps delineating flood hazard areas;
* Stream cross sections & profiles;

HEC 1 runs for the existing condition and the "encroachment run";
H HEC 2 runs, or-available hydrologic infornation; and

* Reports or supplemental infornation that would be useful for our analysis of impacts to these
resources and their floodplains from the proposed improvements.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please-do not hesitate to contact me
directy at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus@dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,

DMJM.'HARRIS

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\l366\3l\CORR\iVnf-oreaIodpaiWndoc 1101O02

AN AECOM COMPANY
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i£frd f thix aJer0tU
Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Governor Division of Parks & Foresty Commissioner

Historic Preservation Office
PO Box 404

Trenton. NJ 08625-0404
TEL: (609)292-2023

FAX: (60934-0578 HPO-B2000-72 PROD
February 16,2000

Ms. Lynn Middleton, Project Manger
Division of Project Management
Now Jersey Department of Tnsportation
1035 Parkway Avenue
PO Boxc 600 .

* Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Ms. Middleton:

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, in accordance With 36
CFR Part 80V: . c-tion of Historic Properties, as published in the Federal Register on I
1999 (64 FR 27071-27084), 1 am providing continuing consultation comments for the following
project:

Route US. 1, Sections 2S and 3J
Millstone By-Pass
West Windsor Township, Mercer County
PLaluboro Township, Middlesex County

Ihese comments are in response to your letter dated December 17, 1999, received at the
Historic Preservation Office ([PO) on January 7, 2000, requesting review and commeat on the
effects assessment for the Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District and the Lake Camegie
Historic District Previous HPO comments (HPO-H98-1, August 5,1998) rtsponded to the
effect assessment for the Washington Road Elm Alle6, Covenhoven-Silvers-Togan House (31
Logan Drive); Princeton Operating Station AT&T Building (Eden Institute), Aqueduct Mills
Historic District, and tree ahaeological sites.

I agree with the assessment that the proposed project will not effect the historic character
of the Lake Carnegie Historic District

[ very respectfully disagree with the assessment that the proposed project will have no
adverseeffect upon the Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (Canal). The proposed
roadway would substantially change the character of physical features within a portion of the
Caml's setting and would introduce visual atmospheric, and audible elements that diminish the
integrity of significant historic features in this portion of the Canal.

Neikk eyLrian Equa OpramwftkY EaVioya



Log #00-559 (98-1263,97-909,97-563)
Febnrary 15, 2000, HPO-B2000-72 PROD
Page2 of 3

The introduction of the proposed roadway would result in a significant change inthe
chamacter of the setting Qf.*e Canal in the area between Washington Road and Harrison Street
The area to the cast of the Canal between Washington Road on the south and Harrison Steet on
the north has historically been undeveloped and lighdy vegetated with no substantial roadway
features. Currently, the land to the east ofthe Canal is undeveloped open space used primarly
for recreation and for the storage of cut wood, stone, and recycled construction materaL A
narrow paved driveway provides restricted access to the area

The proposed roadway would also introduce visual, atmospheric, and audible elements
that diminsh the integrity of this particular portion of the Canal. The FHWA noise impact
criteria assist in understanding the mapitude of potential noise impacts but do not estblish a
decibel level threshold for determining an adverse effect

Currently some noise is transmitted up and down the Canal as vehicles make a
perpendicular crossing of the Canal at Washington Road and Harrison Street. ITis is suggested
by Table 1 on page 5 that indicates that peak hour noise drops to a level of 45 leq dBA at the
midpoint between Washington Road and Harison Street. No significant noise.source abuts or
parallels the Canal to either the east or west betwee these two perpendicular roadway crossings.
The introduciion of a roadway, with a 40 mile per hour design speed, abuting and parallel to
this section of the Canal would substantially expand the noise paths, currently limited to the
perpendicular crossings at Washington Road and Harrison Street, to the length of this section of
thle Qinal despite the presence of some natural and to be constructed noise attenuators.

The proposed introduction of berms and supplemental vegetation to screen the roadway
and dampen roadway noise represents one approach to migiting adverse visual and adible
effects, however, I can not agree that the berms and supplemenl vegetadon wille £everse
effects to this portion of the Canal Histonc District. I recogniz that immediatefy north of
Washington Road a large earthea berm rises on the eastern side of the Canal and would seprte
a segment of the proposed roadway from the Canal. However, heading north from Washington
Road the land east of the Caral flattens and, beginnig approxmately 140(fTet north of
Washigton Road, is levet with the Canal This is also where the proposed roadway will be
closest to the Canal Here, project plans call for the constucdoa of an earthen berm and the
plantifig of supplemental vegetadon to visually smen the roadway from the Canal and dampen
the roadway noise. Consequently, the proposed roadway would substally alter the physical
and visual setting of this portion of the Canal and represent the introduction of visual,
atmospheric, and audible elements not currently or previously present Since the removal of the
Camden and Amboy Branch Railroad from the eastern berm in the 1860's, this segment of the
Canal has been devoid of development or tansportaton infstucture.
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Log #00-559 (98-1263,97-909,97-563)
Febuary 15, 2000, HPO-B2000-72PROD
Page3 of 3

Additional Comments

Please note that pursuant to the revised regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe
National Historic Preservation Act, (64 FR 27071-27084, effective June 17, 1999),
archaeological sites may now be adversely affected by proposed undertakings. This change in
the regulations applies to the no adverse effect with data recovery assessment previously given to
archaeological sites 28-Me-2, 28-Me-23, and 28-Me-86.

I look forward to continuing consultation to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate the adverse
effects this proposed roadway will have on historic properties. If you have questions concering
this project review, please call HPO Trnsportation and Planning Coordinator Chades Scott at
609-292-2023, HPO staff Carl Nittinger for historic architecture at 609-984-0141 and/or HPO
staff Mike Gregg for archaeology at 609-633-2395.

'G/egory A. Marshall
tleputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

DPG/cn:mg:cs
Log #00-559 (98-1263,97-909;97-563)
c:\My Documents\106REV\2000\PO-B2000.072
c. R. Schroeder, FHWA

A. Fekete, NIDOT
A. Fox, FHWA
J. Sweger, NJDOT
Interested Parties List



fiatir of d ieh priwSy
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAION

P.OMx 600
Trnn. New JerseY 08625-0600

CHRisTE TODD WHTMAN JAMES WEINSTEIN
Goernor Co6mmsioner

December 17, 1999 .. "RCIVED

Dorothy Guzzo, Administrator 0 |
NJ Historic Preservation Office _
Division of Parks and Forestry
NJ Department of Environmental Protection
P. O. Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

Attention: Transportation Planning Group

Re: Route U. S. 1, Section 2S and 3J
Mercer and Middlesex Counties

Dear Ms. Guzzo:

On August 5, 1998 you responded to our request for comments on the above project
In your response you requested additional information wih respect to the project's
potential to cause visual and noise impacts to the Delaware and Raritan Canal and the
Lake Camegie Historic District

The requested information is contained in the enclosed Technical Memorandum
prepared by Frederic R. Harris, Inc. The memorandum cbncludes that the project as
proposed will cause an effect to the Canal which is not adverse through minimal
encroachments at Harrison Street and Washington Road; however, there would be no
destruction of or damage to elements which qualify the district for inclusion in the
Register. It further concludes that there would be no effect to the Lake Camegie
Historic District. After consideration of the methods used in preparing the
memorandum (discussed in the document), we concur with these conclusions.

On a related topic, minor modifications have been made to the design of the proposed
intersection of Relocated Route 571 with Washington Road to address concems raised
by the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission. These coneems dealt with the
horizontal alignment and the design speed of Relocated Route 571. A plan sheet
showing the intersection as currently proposed is also enclosed.

We look forward to receiving your comments as to eligibility and effect. However, in

Ne Jerswey Is An Equal Opporuity Employer * Prind on 1ecyd and Recydabk per
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advance of this, we would like to meet with you and the Federal Highway Administrafion
to discuss the projects foreseeable effects and to address any outstanding questions
you may have. We will contact your office to arrange this meeting.

In the interim, if you have any questions please contact me at 530-3780, Joseph
Sweger at 530-2985 or Charles Ashton at 530-5266.

Yours very truly,

>f'
Lynn Middleton
Project Manager

cc: L. Roche, F. R. Harris 1
R. Schroeder, FHWA wlencl.
A. Fekete
L. Rappleye-Marsett
L. Rich
J. Sweger

Encl.
CHA:tmr



APR 21 1999 09:45 FR NJDOT-PROJ MGT 3 609 530 5774 M 917326366338 P. 02/09

Christine Todd Whitman
Governor

JOtnte of 'Nftr SJrxaeg
Department of Environmental Protection

Division of Parks & Forcsuy
Hitoric Ptueraiiuon Oflice

PO Box404
Trenton, NJ. 08625-04o4

TEL: (60)292-2023
FAX: (609)984.0578

Roberi C. Shinn, Jr.
Commissioner

HPO-H98-1
August S, 1998

Ms. Lynn Rich, Program Manager
Division of Project Mangementt
New Jersey Department of Transportation
CN 600
1035 Parkway Avenue
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Ms. Rich:

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Offlccr for New Jersey, in accordance with 36
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Propcrties, as published in the Federal Register on 2
September 1986 (51 PR 31115-31125), l am providing continuing consultation comments for the
following project:

Route US. 1, Sec. 2S & 33
Washington to Mapleton Road
Grade Sepamted Interchange
Mermer and Middlesex Counties

SUMMARY! The project as currently designed will have an adverse effect
architectural properties Identified within the area of poteal effects (APE).
Identifying Historic Properties and 800.5 Assessing Effects below.)

on historic
(See 80O.4

These comments are in response to your lettcr of May 2D, 1998, reccived at this officc on
My 27,1998, with additional information attached pursuant to the Histoic Preservation Officc
(HPO) letter of rcqut dated March 10, 1997 (HPO-C97-9), requesting continuing Scaion 106
review and comments for the archaeological and architectal inventory and evaluation reporsm
for this road bypass project, mad meeftng, Tuesday, July 21 1998. at NJDOT Building, 1035
Parkway, Trenton, atended by representatives of Federal Highway Administrtion (FHWA)
saf, New Jersey Deparnment of Transportation (NJDOT) safi; and HPO staff. Additional
infomation submted or received for staff review include;



APR 21 1999 09:46 FR NJDOT-PFO MOT 3 609 530 5774 TO 91732636633B P.- 03/09

Ms. Lynn Rich, BES, NJDOT
Pums Ncck Grade-separatedlntthangp
Log #98-1263 (97-909,97-563) HPO-H984
August 5, 1998
Page2 of 8

State of Nerw Jersey Department of Transportation. 1996. Plant of Route U.S 1
(1953) Sections 2S & 3J, From N.J. Transi Railroad Bridge To Princeron-Plalnsboto
Road, Grading, Drainage, Paving and Siructures, Townsh4o of Plainsboro and Wst
Windsor, Counies of Mdidlesex and Mercer [one (1) copy each In three (3) of
drawing In plan with details].

Mc Varish, Douglas C. 1997. Deternination of Eligibility, Washington Road Elm
Alcee, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey, Prepared for. New
Jersey Department of Transportation, 1035 Parkway Avenue, CN 600, Trenton, NJ
08625-0600i; Prepared by: John Milner Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlak Street,
West Chester, PA 19380.

Me Varish, Douglas C 1997. New Jerey Department ofEnvironmental Protection &
Energy, Historic Prservation Offic, Individual Structures Surey Form: Historic
Namc: RC4 Laboratories 3740 Brwnswlck Pike, West Windsor Township, Merer
County. Prepared by Jobn Mier Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlack Street, West
Chester, PA 1930&

Mc Varisb, Douglas C 1997. New Jersey Department ofEnvtlonmental Protecdton &
EnerV, Historic Preservdion Office, Individual Structares Surey Fortn Historic
Name: Princeton Operating Station, (AT&T Buiding), 3794 Brunswick Pike, West
Wmdsor Township, Mercer Counot Prepared by John Milner Associates, Inc., 309
North Matlack Street, West Cheter, PA 19308

Me Varish, Dougls C. 1997. Naw Jersey Departmnt ofEnvironmental Protection &
Energy, Historic Preservaion 0OTice, Individual Structures Survey Fo,rn; Historic
Name: Covenhopen-SMvers-Logan House6 31 Logan DrMvi West Windsor TownshJp,
Mercer Count. Prepared by John Milner Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlack
Street, West Chester, PA 19308.

Hand, Susanne C. [Draft] 1998 Washington Road Elhn Alle,m National Register of
Hfstoric Places Nomination Applicacton Description and Statement of Signirfcance.
Prepared by Kinsey & Rand, 14 Aikcu Avenue, Princeton, NJ 08540.

800.4 Identifying Historn' Properties

Purunt to HPO lettr of equest dated March 10, 1997 (HPO.C97-9), it is my opInion
as Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jesey. based on the additional
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information submitted to the HPO for review and concurrence, that Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan
House, 31 Logan Drive, West Windsor Townsbip, Mercer County, Block: 2, Lot: 8, is eligible to
be listed in the National Register of Historic Placcs (NRHP) under NRHP Evaluation Criterion
C.

Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House is one of the few standn Dutch fanmhouses in West
Windsor Township, a portion of which dates from the mid-dghteenth century.

Also, pursuant to HPO letter of request dated Mardh 10, 1997 (HPO-C97-9), it is my
opinion zs Deputy State Hisoric Preservation Officer for New Jersey, based on the additional
information submited to the HPO for rview and concurrence, that Princeton Operating
Station (AT&T Building), 3794 Brunswick Pike, West Windsor Township, Mercer County,
Block 2.03, Lot 2-3, is eligible to be listed in the NRUIP under NRHP Evaluation Criterion A and
Criterion C.

Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Bailding) is a significant component assoCiated
with the developrnent of the East Coast long-distance telephone network in the early
twentitth centmy. seiving as a repeater station for long distance calls that traveled
ibrough New Jersey. Also, it is considered to be a rare surviving example of an early
twcnticth ccntuy long distance telephone repeater-test station.

In addition, pursuant to HPO letter of request dated March 10, 1997 (JIPO-C97-9), it is
my opinion as Deputy Stae ffistoric Preservation Officer for New Jersey, based on the additional
information submined to the HPO for review and concurrence, that the houses north of the
northem right-of-way of Harrison Street, west of U.S. Route 1. to the Delaware and Raritan
Canal Historic District boundary to the Lake Carmegie Historic District bounday, are cligible
to be listed in the NRHP under NRHP Criterion C as an extension of Aqueduct Mills Historic
District, located across the Millstone River in Middlesex Courty, previously found eligible to be
listed in the NRHP pursunt to review of another project APE situated in Middlesex County, by
SHPO Opinion dated December 20 1988 (ONJH1L884131), i.e:

1. John Applegate House, 43 Lower Harrison Stree West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 10;

2. Robert D. Thompson House, 47 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor
Township, Mrcer County, Block:l, Lot: 4;

3. George A. Reynolds, Jr. House, 48 Lower Harrison Street, Wcst Windsor
Township, Mercer County, Block: 3, Lot: 11;
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4. Islab Jemison House, SI Lower Harison Strect, West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 3; and

5. Edward S. Patterson House, 65 Lower Harison Street, West Windsor
Township, Mercer County, Block 1, Lot: 2 & 9.

In summary, to concur with your letter dated May 20, 1998, rcccived at this office on
May 27,1998, the following properties are listed in the NRHP:

I . Penns Neck Bapist Church (listed in the NRHP on 1228198);

2. Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (listed in the NRHP on
05/1 1/75); nd

3. Lake Carnegie Historic District (listed in the NRHP on 06/28/90).

Also, in summary to your leter daed May 20, 1998, received at Uhis office on May 27,
1998, the filowing properties have been found eligible to be listed in the NR1HP by SHPO
Opimon:

1. 28-Me-2 (SHPO Opinion dated 09113/76);

2. 28-Me-23 (SHPO Opinon dated 03110197, HPO.C97-9);

3. 28-Me46 (SIIPO Opinion dated 09/09n6);

4. Aqueduct Mil Historic District (SHPO Opinion dated 1220/88, ONJIH-L88
131);

5. Aqueduct Mill Historic District Extension (SHPO Opinion herein dated
07/08198, HPO-G98-32);

6. Penns Neck Cemetery (SHPO Opinion dated 03/10/97, BPO.C97-9);

7. 31 Logan Drive (SHPO Opinion hermin dated 07108/98, HPO-G98-32);

8. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building) (SHPO Opinion herein dated
07/08/98, HPO-G98-32); and
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9. Washington Road Elm Allee (SHPO Opinion dated 03110197, HPO-C97-9).

In evaluating the eligibility and the character defining featues of the Washington Road
Elm Allee, the HPO has relied upon both he submitted report prepared by Douglas C. McVarish
of John Miner and Associats, and a NRHP Nomination draft description and statement of
significance prepared by Susan Hand of Kinsey and Hand Associates. The draft statement of
significance summary concludes:

The Washington Road Elm Allee is significant as a ... roadway with a well-preserved
slice of Americn Elm trees. As a planned, ladscaped enrance to Princeton, New
Jersey, Washington Road is a gateway of historic and scenic significance. It rcprcscats
one of the prmry styles of landscape design along the American open road of the carly
twentieth centy - the reguarly spaced allee of shade trees. The Washington Road
Elm Allee is also the most extensive surviving cim-linaed roadway in central New Jersey
and the only elm-alice hist serves as a scenic vehicula enrance to a town.

The visual and physical chaacteristics of the Washington Road Elm Allee include the
regularly spaced procession of elm trees with a high and nerly continuous canopy of leaves tm
functions as the scenic portal or enuranceway to Princeton Borough, Princeton Township,
Princeton University, and the Lake Carnegie Historic District. As a planned, roadway
landscape, the Washington Road Elm Allee is an ending accomplishment of the civic
improvement and roadway beautification movements of the early twentieth century. Thce HPO
fully cxpects that the evaluation of the significance of the Washingtot Road Elm Allee as a
planned, roadway landscape, finctioning as the entrance to Princeton from the east, will rmain a
major focus of the NRHP nomination application as it is advanced by the applicant to the New
Jersey State Review Board, and, uimately, to the Keeper of the NRHP.

800.5 Assessing Effects

TO the assessment of effects this project wil have on the three (3)
archaeological properties idcntified within the APE of this project, te HPO concurs with your
letter dated May 20, 1998, received at this office on May 27, 1998, that, if disturbance of these
properties camot be avoided, mitigation through data recovery woud be appropriate. The
project, therefore, would have no adverse effect on the three (3) archaeological properties
situated within the APE of this project if data recovery is carried aut in accord with a plan
developed in consultaion with HPO staff and in keeping uith the Secretsry of the Interior's
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation.
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Pursuant to the meeting held on Tuesday, July 21, 1998, at the NJDOT Building, 1035
Parkway, Treton, attendcd by FHWA staff, NJDOT staff, and HPO staf& additional information
concerning th effects this project will have on the flloowing historic architectual properties is
forthcoming:

1. Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District; and

2. Lake Carnegie Historic Distict

Based on your letter dated May 20,1998, and project docmnentation attached, received at
this office on May 27,1998, HPO staff concur dtat the project as currently designecd will have no
effect on Penns Neck Baptist Church.

Also, bascd on your letter dated May 20, 1998, and project documentation attached,
received at this office on May 27, 1998, HPO staff concur that the project as currently designed
will have an adverse effect on:

1. Aqueduct Mils Historic District;

2. Washington Road Elm Allee

3. Covenhove4Silveus-Logan House; and

4. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building).

Within the boundaries of the Aqueduct Mills Historic District, the project as currently
designed proposes the following:

I. minor widening of U.S. Route 1 rig-of-way above Millstone River Bridge-,

2. construct retaining wall along U.S. Route I northwest of Millstone Rivecr Bridge;

3. introduce fill onnorthwest side of U.S. Route I inlite vicunty of Mapleton Road;
and

4. remove dry laid stone on northwest side of U.S. Route I in the vicinity of
Mapleton Road.
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Within the boundaries of Washington Road Elm Allee, the project as currently designed
proposes to removc five (5) of t oiginal American Elms which are a chaacr defining featur
of the landscape desiped allee of elm trees flanking- Washington Road. Also, thc project
proposes to terminate Washington Road where it currently intersects U.S. Route 1, and to
construct a cul-de-sac at that location. Based on the significance and character defining features
of the Wahington Road Elm Aleek both the proposed removal of five (5) of the original
American Elms and the termination of the elm allee by a cul-de-sar at the eastern end of
Washington Road, where it currently intersects U.S. Route 1, would be adverse to this NRHP
eligible property.

The project as curetly designed proposes to demolish the following historic
architectural properties:

1. Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House; and

2. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building).

Additional Review Comments

The HPO is disappointed that NJDOT and the FHEWA have not, prior to requesting HPO
comments, provided information to or solicited informafion from individuals and organizations
xprssing interest in the histnoric resources effected by the proposed undertaig. Guidance

from the Advisory Council on Historic Presrvaion describes the practical objectives and
benefits of involving the public:

Obtaiing assistance from members of the public to hae information a4out historic
properties and the areas tlat may be affected by undetakings and informing them of
agency undertaings and purposes;

Utilzn the applicable knowlcdge and expertise of professional and avocational
practitioners of such disciplines as histozy, architeal history, landscape architecture,
and archaelogy;

Inwlving property owners, local govemens, Indian tribes, neighborhood associations,
and olhers whose immediate n:rsts may be affected, whse viewpoints need to be
considered in decisioranaling and who may need to particpate in Section 106 review as
interested persons;
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Considering viewpoints prsented by interested persons aad other members of the public,
both as an aid to information gathering, and as a basis for decisionmaking.

I look forward to continuing consultation to avid and/or minimize the adverse effects
this project will have on histoTic architectura properties idcntified within the APE of the project
as currently designed ffiat are listed and discussed above. If you have questions conceming this
project review, please caln HPO Transporation and Planning Coordinator Charles Scott at 609-
292-2023, HPO staff Carl N-itinger for historic architectum at 609-984-0141, and/or HPO staff
Mike Gregg for archaeology at 609.63302395.
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Division of Parks & Forestry
Historic Preservation Office

PO Box 404
Trenton, N.J. 08625-0404

TEL: (609)292-2023
FAX: (609)984-0578

Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Commissioner

HPO-H98- 1-
August 5,1998

Ms. Lynn Rich, Program Manager
Division of Project Management
New Jersey Department of Transportation
CN 600
1035 Parkway Avenue
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Ms. Rich:

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, in accordance with 36
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, as published in the Federal Register on 2
September 1986 (51 FR 31115-31125), I am providing continuing consultation comments for the
following project:

Route U.S. 1, Sec. 2S & 3J
Washington to Mapleton Road
Grade Separated Interchange
Mercer and Middlesex Counties

SUMMARY: The project as currently designed will have an adverse effect
architectural properties identified within the area of potential effects (APE).
Identifying Historic Properties and 800.5 Assessing Effects below.)

on historic
(See 800.4

These comments are in response to your letter of May 20, 1998, received at this office on
May 27, 1998, with additional information attached pursuant to the Historic Preservation Office
(HPO) letter of request dated March 10, 1997 (HPO-C97-9), requesting continuing Section 106
review and comments for the archaeological and architectural inventory and evaluation reports
for this road bypass project, and meeting, Tuesday, July 21, 1998, at NJDOT Building, 1035
Parkway, Trenton, attended by representatives of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
staff, New Jersey Departnent of Transportation (NJDOT) staff, and HPO staff. Additional
information submitted or received for staff review include:

Newfinsey iman Equal Oppouiitfy Employer
Reycled Paper
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State of New Jersey Department of Transportation. 1996. Plans of Route U.S. 1
(1955) Sections 2S & 3J, From N.J. Transit Railroad Bridge To Princeton-Plainsboro
Road, Grading, Drainage, Paving and Structures, Townships of Plainsboro and West
Wndsor, Counties of Middlesex and Mercer lone (1) copy each in three (3) of
drawing in plan with details].

Mc Varish, Douglas C. 1997. Determination of Eligibility, Washington Road Elm
Allee, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. Prepared for: New
Jersey Department of Transportation, 1035 Parkway Avenue, CN 600, Trenton, NJ
08625-0600; Prepared by: John Milner Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlack Street,
West Chester, PA 19380.

Mc Varish, Douglas C. 1997. New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection &
Energy, Historic Preservation Office, Individual Structures Survey Form: Historic
Name: RCA Laboratories, 3740 Brunswick Pike, West Windsor Township, Mercer
County. Prepared by John Milner Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlack Street, W-est
Chester, PA 19308.

Mc Varish, Douglas C. 1997. New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection &
Energy, Historic Preservation Office, Individual Structures Survey Form: Historic
Name: Princeton Operating Station, (AT&T Building), 3794 Brunswick Pike, West
Windsor Township, Mercer County. Prepared by John Milner Associates, Inc., 309
North Matlack Street, West Chester, PA 19308

Mc Varish, Douglas C. 1997. New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection &
Energy, Historic Preservation Office, Individual Structures Survey Form: Historic
Name: Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House, 31 Logan Drive, West Windsor Township,
Mercer County. Prepared by John Milner Associates, Inc., 309 North Matlack
Street, West Chester, PA 19308

Hand, Susanne C. [Draftl 1998. Washington Road Elm Allee, National Register of
Historic Places Nomination Application Description and Statement of Significance.
Prepared by Kinsey & Hand, 14 Aiken Avenue, Princeton, NJ 08540.

800.4 Identifying Historic Properties

Pursuant to HPO letter of request dated March 10, 1997 (HPO-C97-9), it is my opinion
as Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, based on the additional
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information. submitted to the HPO for review and concurrence, that Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan
House, 31 Logan Drive, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, Block: 2, Lot: 8, is eligible to
be listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under NRHP Evaluation Criterion
C.

Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House is one of the few standing Dutch farmhouses in West
Windsor Township, a portion of which dates from the mid-eighteenth century.

Also, pursuant to HPO letter of request dated March 10, 1997 (IPO-C97-9), it is my
opinion as Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, based on the additional
information submitted to the HPO for review and concurrence, that Princeton Operating
Station (AT&T Building), 3794 Brunswick Pike, West Windsor Township, Mercer County,
Block 2.03, Lot 2-3, is eligible to be listed in the NRHP under NRHP Evaluation Criterion A and
Criterion C.

Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building) is a significant component associated
with the development of the East Coast long-distance telephone network in the early
twentieth century, serving as a repeater station for long distance calls that traveled
through New Jersey. Also, it is considered to be a rare surviving example of an early
twentieth century long distance telephone repeater-test station.

In addition, pursuant to HPO letter of request dated March 10, 1997 (HPO-C97-9), it is
my opinion as Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, based on the additional
information submitted to the HPO for review and concurrence, that the houses north of the
northern right-of-way of Harrison Street, west of U.S. Route 1, to the Delaware and Raritan
Canal Historic District boundary to the Lake Carnegie Historic District boundary, are eligible
to be listed in the NRHP under NRHP Criterion C as an extension of Aqueduct Mills Historic
District, located across the Millstone River in Middlesex County, previously found eligible to be
listed in the NRHP pursuant to review of another project APE situated in Middlesex County, by
SHPO Opinion dated December 20, 1988 (ONJH-L88-13 1), i.e: FPirsaboro

1. John Applegate House, 43 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 10;

2. Robert D. Thompson House, 47 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor*
Township, Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 4;

3. George A. Reynolds, Jr. House, 48 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor
Township, Mercer County, Block: 3, Lot: 11;
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4. Isiah Jemison House, 51 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 3; and

5. Edward S. Patterson House, 65 Lower Harrison Street, West Windsor
Township, Mercer County, Block: 1, Lot: 2 & 9.

In summary, to concur with your letter dated May 20, 1998, received at this office on
May 27, 1998, the following properties are listed in the NRHP:

1. Penns Neck Baptist Church (listed in the NRHP on 12/28/98);

2. Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (listed in the NRHP on
05/11/75); and

3. Lake Carnegie Historic District (listed in the NRHP on 06/28/90).

Also, in summary to your letter dated May 20, 1998, received at this office on May 27,
1998, the following properties have been found eligible to be listed in the NRHP by SHPO
opinion:

X 1. 28-Me-2 (SHPO Opinion dated 09/13/6);

2. 28-Me-23 (SHPO Opinion dated 03/10/97, HPO-C97-9);

3. 28-Me-86 (SHPO Opinion dated 09/09/76);

4. Aqueduct Mills Historic District (SHPO Opinion dated 12/20/88, ONJH-L88-
131);

7 5. Aqueduct Mills Historic District Extension (SHPO Opinion herein dated
07/08/98, HPO-G98-32);

6. Penns Neck Cemetery (SHPO Opinion dated 03/10/97, HPO-C97-9);

X 7. 31 Logan Drive (SHPO Opinion herein dated 07/08/98, HPO-G98-32);

8. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building) (SHPO Opinion herein dated
07/08/98, HPO-G98-32); and
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9. Washington Road Elm Aliee (SHPO Opinion dated 03/10/97, HPO-C97-9).

In evaluating the eligibility and the character defining features of the Washington Road
Elm Alice, the HPO has relied upon both the submitted report prepared by Douglas C. McVarish
of John Milner and Associates, and a NRHP Nomination draft dessription and statement of
significance prepared by Susan Hand of Kinsey and Hand Associates. The draft statement of
significance summary concludes:

The Washington Road Elm Allee is significant as a ... roadway with a well-preserved
allee of American Elm trees. As a planned, landscaped entrance to Princeton, New
Jersey, Washington Road is a gateway of historic and scenic significance. It represents
one of the primary styles of landscape design along the American open road of the early
twentieth century - the regularly spaced allee of shade trees. The Washington Road
Elm Allee is also the most extensive surviving elm-lined roadway in central New Jersey
and the only elm-allee that serves as a scenic vehicular entrance to a town.

The visual and physical characteristics of the Washington Road Elm Allee include the
regularly spaced procession of elm trees with a high and nearly continuous canopy of leaves that
functions as the scenic portal or entranceway to Princeton Borough, Princeton Township,
Princeton University, and the Lake Carnegie Historic District. As a planned, roadway
landscape, the Washington Road Elm Allee is an eniduring accomplishment of the civic
improvement and roadway beautification movements of the early twentieth century. The HPO
fully expects that the evaluation of the significance of the Washington Road Elm Allee as a
planned, roadway landscape, functioning as the entrance to Princeton from the east, will remain a
major focus of the NRHP nomination application as it is advanced by the applicant to the New
Jersey State Review Board, and, ultimately, to the Keeper of the NRHP.

800.5 Assessing Effects

To summarize the assessment of effects this project will have on the three (3)
archaeological properties identified within the APE of this project, the HPO concurs with your
letter dated May 20, 1998, received at this office on May 27, 1998, that, if disturbance of these
properties cannot be avoided, mitigation through data recovery would be appropriate. The
project, therefore, would have no adverse effect on the three (3) archaeological properties
situated within the APE of this project if data recovery is carried, out in accord with a plan
developed in consultation with HPO staff and in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation.
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Pursuant to the meeting held on Tuesday, July 21, 1998, at the NJDOT Building, 1035
Parkway, Trenton, attended by FHWA staff, NJDOT staff, and HPO staff, additional information
concerning the effects this project will have on the following historic architectural properties is
forthcoming:

1. Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District; and

2. Lake Carnegie Historic District.

Based on your letter dated May 20, 1998, and project documentation attached, received at
this office on May 27, 1998, HPO staff concur that the project as currently designed will have no
effect on Penns Neck Baptist Church.

Also, based on your letter dated May 20, 1998, and project documentation attached,
received at this office on May 27, 1998, HPO staff concur that the project as currently designed
will have an adverse effect on:

1. Aqueduct Mills Historic District;

2. Washington Road Elm Allee;

3. Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House; and

4. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building).

Within the boundaries of the Aqueduct Mills Historic District, the project as currently
designed proposes the following:

1. minor widening of U.S. Route I right-of-way above Millstone River Bridge;

2. construct retaining wall along U.S. Route I northwest of Millstone River Bridge;

3. introduce fill -on northwest side of U.S. Route 1 in the vicinity of Mapleton Road;
and

4. remove dry laid stone on northwest side of U.S. Route I in the vicinity of
Mapleton Road.
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Within the boundaries of Washington Road Elm Allee, the project as currently designed
proposes to remove five (5) of the original American Elms which are a character defining feature
of the landscape designed allee of elm trees flanking Washington Road. Also, the project
proposes to terminate Washington Road where it currently intersects U.S. Route 1, and to
construct a cul-de-sac at that location. Based on the significance and 5aracter defining features
of the Washington Road Elm Allce, both the proposed removal of five (5) of the original
American Elms and the termination of the elm allee by a cul-de-sac at the eastern end of
Washington Road, where it currently intersects U.S. Route 1, would be adverse to this NRHP
eligible property.

The project as currently designed proposes to demolish the following historic
architectural properties:

1. Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House; and

2. Princeton Operating Station (AT&T Building).

Additional Review Comments

The HPO is disappointed that NJDOT and the FHWA have not, prior to requesting HPO
comments, provided information to or solicited information from individuals and organizations
expressing interest in the historic, resources effected by the proposed undertaking. Guidance
from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation describes the practical objectives and
benefits of involving the public:

Obtaining assistance from members of the public to have informnation about historic
properties and the areas that may be affected by undertakings and informing them of
agency undertakings and purposes;

Utilizing the applicable knowledge and expertise of professional and avocational
practitioners of such disciplines as history, architectural history, landscape architecture,
and archaeology;

Involving property owners, local governments, Indian tribes, neighborhood associations,
and others whose immediate interests may be affected, whose viewpoints need to be
considered in decisiomnaking and who may need to participate in Section 106 review as
interested persons;
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Considering viewpoints presented by interested persons and other members of the public,
both as an aid to information gathering, and as a basis for decisionmaking.

I look forward to continuing consultation to avoid and/or minirmize the adverse effects
this project will have on historic architectural properties identified within the APE of the project
as currently designed that are listed and discussed above. If you have questions conceming this
project review, please call HPO Transportation and Planning Coordinator Charles Scott at 609-
292-2023, HPO staff Carl Nittinger for historic architecture at 609-984-0141, and/or HPO staff
Mike Gregg for archaeology at 609-63302395.
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Attention: Transportation Planning Group

Re: Route U. S. 1, Section 2S and 3J
Mercer and Middlesex Counties
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Dear Ms. Guzzo:

On March 10, 1997 you responded to our request for comments on the above project.
In your comments you requested additional information on a number of topics. At our
request, John Milner Associates, Inc. has compiled this information. The purpose of
this letter is to transmit that information and to request your comments on eligibility and
effect so that the Section 106 process may be concluded.

Idenifying Historic Properties:
1. Your letter states that properties on Harrison Street and 31 Logan Drive must be
evaluated for their potential eligibility as contributing resources to the NRHP eligible
Aqueduct Mills Historic District.* Milner has explored this question and concluded that
an appropriate boundary for the Aqueduct Mills Historic District would follow the
westem (southbound) right-of-way line along Route I across the Millstone River, to the
northem nright-of-way line of Harrison Street, to the Delaware and Raritan Canal
boundary to the Lake Camegie Historic District boundary. Using this boundary, the
properties on the northerly side of Harrison Street would be within the district, but 31
Logan Drive would not. Milner has found that while the house is related historically to
the village, it is at too great a distance from the other surviving elements of the
community to be considered a contributing resource. The individual eligibility of the

New Jersey ls An Equal Opportunity Employer * Pinted on Recycled end Recyclable Paper
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property is discussed in more detail below.

We are in agreement with Milners boundary recommendation.

2. Your letter states that Washington Road Elms, ... is eligible to be listed in the NRHP
under National Register Evaluation Criteria C because of its importance to landscape
architecture."

Although this statement was not accompanied by a request for more informaabon, Milner
has investigated the queston of the elms' eligibility in more detail. The resulting
document, formatted as a request for a Determination of Eligibility (and enclosed
herewith), concurs with your opinion that the elms are eligible under Criterion C; Milner
concluded that the elms are "...a designed landscape reflecting significant early
twentieth centuy trends in landscape design. The elms represent an Intact example of
an Ameican elm all6e, a once-common but now uncommon designed
landscape...Desp}te the loss of a number of original trees, the rows still clearly read as
an all6e and therefore possess the requisite integrity for National Register erigibiitV (p.
10). This conclusion varies somewhat from the reasons stated in your letter, since it is
based on the design of the landscape and the surival of mature specimens of a plant
species which are elsewhere decrining in number, the "dramatic entrance cited In your
letter is not seen as a conbibuting factor or element.

We are in agreement with Milner's recommendation of eligibility. The proposed
boundary of the eligible resource includes the single row of trees flanking Washington
Road on either side and is shown in Milners Figure 5 (following page 10).

3. Your letter states that "the information in the submitted report is not sufficient to
clearly and objectively evaluate the NRHP eligibility of three properties: the former
Radio Corporation of America Laboratory...the former American Telephone and
Telegraph building known as the Eden Instbute...and 31 Logan Drive.- Milner has
prepared state survey forms for all three properties, enclosed herewith. The survey
information may be summarized as follows:

a) The former Radio Corporation of Amenca Laboratory. Following extensive research
into the questions raised in your letter, Milner concluded that the complex is not eligible
for inclusion in the National Register under Critera A or C because i) "RCA
Laboratories were not the principal location of origination or development of any
product or process important to the electronics or communications industries"; and ii)
"Contemporary accounts of the property's construction, including an overview of the
complex in Architectural Record..., fail to indicate that its suburban campus site was
unusual."

b) The former Amefican Telephone and Telegraph building: Milner documents the
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I.

building's use as a repeaterAest station for long distance telephone service, but
concludes that its subsequent loss of integrity precludes National Register eligibility.

c) 31 Logan Drive: On the basis of additional research which included an interior
inspection, Milner determined that:

... at least a portion of the house dates from the mid-eighteenth century and
represents one of the few standing Dutch farmhouses in West Windsor
Township... It is locally significant under National Register Criterion C as
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of
construcion, an eighteenth-century Dutch farmhouse. The property is
recommended eligible for the National Register Individually.

We agree with Milners recommendations with respect to all three properties.

To summarize this section and the reports previously transmitted, the following
properties within the project's Area of Potential Effect (A. P. E.) are listed in the National
Register of Historic Places:

Penns Neck Baptist Church
Delaware and Raritan Canal
Lake Camegie Historic District

In our opinion the following properties wvithin the project's A. P. E. are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places:

28-Me-2
28-Me-23
28-Me-86
Aqueduct Mills Historic District (including specified properties on Harrison Street)
Penns Neck Cemetery
VWashington Road Elms
31 Logan Drive

At your request, the following properties have been investigated in more detail and in
our opinion are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places:

Former Radio Corporation of America Laboratory (Samoff Research Center)
Former American Telephone and Telegraph building (Eden Institute)

Assessing Effects:
Your letter states that £...the HPO is unable to fully assess effects for any architectural
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properties unbtl the HPO has...reviewed more detailed plans. A full set of plans (50%
photocopy, 261 sheets) Is transmitted herewith.

Based on the information contained In the plans and the reports by John Milner
Associates previously transmitted, in our view the effects of the project will be as
follows:

Penns Neck Baptist Church: No effect

Delaware and Raritan Canal: No adverse effect The boundary of the listed resource is
100 yards (91. meters) on either side of the centerline of the canal. The main line of
the realigned CR 571 will be appmximately 120 to 150 meters from the canal (scaled
from sheets 13 and 14). Roadway construction vinll occur within the boundary Of the
listed resource In the vicinity of the Harrison Street and Washington Road bridges, but
thls is not expected to diminish the Canals integrity.

Lake Carnegie Historic District No effect.

28-Me-2, 28-Me-23, 28-Me-86: No adverse effect with data recovery in accordance with
a plan to be developed In consultation with HPO staff and In keeping with the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines forArhaeological Documentation.

Aqueduct Mills Historic District: As discussed In our earlier correspondence, the district
will be affected by the removal of a low stone wall at the intemection of Mapleton Road
and Route U. S. 1. We propose to record the wall photographically, then relocate it
elsewhere in the district (preferably on the same property).

Construction of the realigned CR 571 will move the traffic currently using Hafson
Street-adjacent to the district boundary as recommended by Miner-away from the
distict by more than 200 meters (scaled from sheet 14).

The net result of these effects to the district will not, in our opinion, be adverse.

Penns Neck Cemetery. No effect

Washington Road Elns: The overall length of the all6e is approximately 1,160 meters.
Based on Milner's Figure 2, there are at present approximately 122 trees in the two
rows immediately flanking the roadway. These trees are about 15 meters apart and
about 4 meters from the edge of pavemfent Of the 122 trees, 78 (or 64%) are identified
as American elms from the original planting; 25 (20%) are younger Uberty elms, and 19
(16%) are younger Norway maples.

That the resource retains integrity, in spite of the fact that more than one third of the
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original trees have been replaced, illustrates a point made by Milner in the eligibility
assessment it is not necessary for all the original plantings to be present in order for a
designed landscape to be eligible, as long as the integrity of locaton and visual effect
have been preserved. Milner (p. 10) quotes Keller and Keller on integrity: "A boulevard
that has lost its original trees but where appropriate new street trees have been planted
may retain integrity.'

Sheet 24 (C-9) of the enclosed plans calls for the realigned CR 571 to meet the existing
alignment of Washington Road near the Delaware and Raritan Canal, and the
realignment of a short segment of the eastem portion of Washington Road to create an
intersection with CR 571. This plan sheet shows about 80 meters of Washington Road
being realigned, and the removal of about 12 trees in the primary rows. This scheme
has since been revised with the Intent of minimizing the projecfs effects-to the allee; a
copy of the revised sheet C-9 Is enclosed. As shown on the revised sheet, the length of
the realigned segment will be about 44 meters, and approximately five of the 122 trees
wvill be removed (four on the westbound side of the road and one on the eastbound
side). Approximately 117 trees will remain in the two primary rows. The 44-meter
realigned segment of Washington Road will also be flanked by two rows of trees to
continue the feeling of the allMe. Using the same spacing as the original planting, three
trees would be planted on each side of the rearigned segment

A cul-de-sac.near Route 1 will close Washington Road to through traffic, although the
roadway will remain. Thus, the vista framed by the trees-and thus the feeling and
association of the tree-lined roadway-wll persist, and will continue to be'visible to
users of Washington Road. Decreasing the traffic on Washington Road will also
eliminate the principal threat to the elms: Milner (p. 7) cites a statement by William
Flemer, Ill, of Princeton Nurseries, that "deterioration [of the elms] over the years was
found to be attnbutable more to the effects of constant heavy automotive traffic rather
than to the effects of Dutch Elm Disease.- The project should therefore be beneficial to
the remaining trees.

Proposed landscaping (sheets III through 120) includes two rows of trees flanking the
realigned CR 571 from Washington Road to approximately the lntersecton with Samoff
Drive, east of Route U. S. 1, a distance of approximately 1.8 km.

Because of the relatively small number of trees to be. removed, the beneficial aspects of
the project with respect to the remaining trees, and the nature and extent of the
proposed landscaping, the visual integrity of the all6e is expected to be present at the
conclusion of the project In our view the project will have an effect on the Elms which
will not be advere.

31 Logan Drive: Present plans call for the removal of the house. Since demolition
would be an adverse effect, alternatives have been and will continue to be explored.
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Among these is relocation of the house, preferably to a site near its present location
and ideally within the Aqueduct Mills Histodc District, since the house Is historically
related to the community. If this can be achieved, the move would be preceded by
recording on Its present site and an archaeological investigation of the proposed site to
avoid the disruption of any significant subsurface remains. Under this scenario, we
would anticipate that the result would be an effect which is not adverse. However, we
anticipate further consultaton with your office with respect to this property.

We look forward to receiving your comments as to eligibility and effect. If you have any
questions please contact me at 530-3780, Joseph Sweger at 530-2985 or Charles
Ashton at 530-5266.

Yours very truly,

Lynn Middleton
Project Manager

cc: R. Meyer, John Milner Associates
R. Schroeder, FHWA
A. Fox, FHWA
V. Martinez, FHWA
A. Fekete
L. Rappleye-Marsett
J. Sweger

Encl.
CHA:tm
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HPO-C97-9
March 10; 1997

Ms. Lynn Rich, Program Manager
Division of Project Management
New Jersey Department of Transportation
CN 600
1035 Parkway Avenue
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Ms. Rich:

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey,
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic
Properties, as published in the Federal Register on 2 September
1986 (51 PR 31115-31125) , I am providing consultation comments for
the following project:

Route U.S. 1, Sec. 2S & 3J
Washington to Mapleton Road
Grade Separated Interchange
Mercer and Middlesex Counties

SUMMARY: Based on the information contained in the reports
submitted for review, Historic Preservation Office (HPO) staff
cannot comment on the effects this project might have on all
cultural properties identified within the Area of Potential Effect
(APE). Additional information as requested herein mus,t be
submitted for HPO staff to complete the project review. (See 800.4
Identifying Historic;Properties and 800.5 Assessing Effects below.)

These comments are in response to your memorandum of December
26, 1996 requesting Section 106 review and comments for the
architectural evaluation of the AT&T building (Eden Institute) at
U.S. Route 1, and your memorandum of Februaty 3, 1997, received at
this office February 7, 199s7, requesting Section 106 review and
comments for the archaeological and architectural inventory and
evaluation reports for this road bypass project. The reviewed
reports are:

Newkxzy is an Equal qp nti Employe
Reyld Paper
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Phase I/II Archaeolocical Survey of the U.S. Route 1 Corridor,
Penn's Neck, Prepared for New Jersey Department of
Transportation, Trenton; Prepared by: Roberts, William 'I.,
Nancy A. Stehling, Anna V. Furkas, Allen Drost, and Brian
Ludwig, Greenhouse Consultants, New York, NY, 1988.

Supplement Phase I Archaeological Survey and Phase II
Archaeological Evaluations of Three Sites.. Route U.S.
l/Penn's Neck Interchance, Prepared for: New Jersey Department
of Transportation; Prepared by: 'Siegel,. Peter E., John Milner
Associates, West Chester, PA, 1996.

Route U.S. l/Penns Neck Int-erchange. Technical Environmental
Study, Historic Architecture, Prepared for U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration and New Jersey
Department of Transportation; Prepared by: John Milner
Associates, Inc., West Chester, PA, November 1986.

Supplemental Architectural Resources Investigation, Route U,S,
1/Penns Neck Interchange. West Windsor Township. Mercer County
and Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County, Prepared for:. New
Jersey Department of Transportation, Trenton, NJ; Prepared by:
John Milner Associates, Inc., West Chester, PA, 1996.

800.4 Identifying Historic Properties

The archaeological inventory and evaluatiQn efforts described
in these reports were adequate to identify eligible archaeological
deposits within the APE of preferred alternative Dl.1C. as
illustrated in the Siegel report (1996:Figure 5). No further
identification efforts are recommended for the APE of the preferred
alternative as surveyed. Two of these four sites have previously
been .found eligible to be listed in the National Register of
Historic Places '(NRHP) in Section 106 consultation for prior
projects, one has been found eligible.pursuant to these comments,
and the.fourth has been determined not eligible pursuant to these'
comments. The four archaeological properties are:

1. 28-Me-2. the RCA 2 prehistoric site. has a SHPO opinion
of eligibility dated 9/13/76.

2. 28-Me-23, the RCA prehistoric site. is eligible based on
the following opinion offered for the first time in these
comments, and in concurrence with the assessment offered
by Siegel (1996:30). This site is eligible under
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Criterion D because it has potential to yield important
information regarding changes in technological and
subsistence practices in New Jersey's Inner Coastal Plain
from the Late Archaic period to the Late Woodland period.

3. 28-Me-86, the RCA 3 prehistoric site. has a Determination
of Eligibility dated 9/9/76. -

4. 28-Me-264. the Kidd historic domestic site, is not
elicible b'ecause the archaeological deposits lack
integrity.'

The architectural inventory and evaluation efforts described
in these reports did not identify all eligible architectural
resources within the APE. The Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
identified one (1) additional property within the APE eligible to
be listed in the NRHP which was not identified in the submitted
reports.

I concur with the submitted reports that three (3) historic
architectural properties identified within the APE are listed in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Peznns Neck
Baptist Church was listed in the NRHP on 12/28/89. The Delaware
and Raritan Canal was listed in the NRHP oil' 05/11/75. Lake
Carnegie Historic District was listed in the NRHP on 06/28/90.

I also concur with the submitted reports that Aqueduct Mills
Historic District was determined eligible to be listed in the
National Register of Historic Places by SHPO opinion dated December
20, 1988 (ONJH-L88-131). The Aqueduct Mills Historic District was
initially recommended for inclusion in the NRHP by a 1978 Middlesex
County Historic Sites survey. -The Middlesex County Survey
recommended including, but did not identify, a number of properties
in Mercer County as part of the eligible historic district. A copy
of that survey recommendation is included in the documentation
submitted by the consultant. Additionally, the original SHPO
opinion of eligibility for the Aqueduct Mills Historic District,
transmitted as consultation regarding Route 1 and the Scudder's
Mill Road Interchange, referenced the inclusion of properties in
Mercer County in the historic district. The evaluation of
properties in Mercer'County was not undertaken, perhaps because
these properties were'outside the APE of the Scudder's Mill Road
project, and the southern boundary of the historic' district was
never delineated. The HPO feels that the properties on Harrison
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Street and 31 Logan Drive must be evaluated for their potential
eligibility as contributing resources to the NRHP eligible Aqueduct
Mills Historic District.

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey,
I concur with the submitted report that Penns Neck Cemetery, Block
3, Lot 15, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, is eligible to be
listed.in the NRHP under National Register Evaluation Criterion A
because of its association with the early development of the
community.

Penns Neck Cemetery, the oldest cemetery in West Windsor
Township, is located on land originally owned by' Garret
Schenck, one of the founders of Penns Neck. Based on the
headstones readable within the last forty-five years, it dates
to the 1730's. Formal organization occurred early in the
'nineteenth century when, in 1812, William Kovenhoven deeded a
parcel of land to Jacob S. Stout and John C. Schenck to be
held in trust as a burial ground for the residents of Penns
Neck.. In 1813, Satnuel.Worth also conveyed a parcel of land to
Stout and Schenck for the same purpose (the cemetery
apparently straddled the boundary of the two properties). The
cemetery contains the graves of many members of the
community's founding families.

Also, as Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New
Jersey, it is my opinion that Washington Road Elms, which extends
along both sides of County Route 571 from West of U.S. Route 1
nearly to the Delaware and Raritan Canal, in West Windsor Township,
Mercer County, is eligible to be listed in the NRHP under National
Register Evaluation Criteria C because of' its importance to
landscape architecture.

The Washington Road Elms were developed in the 1920's by
horticulturist William Flemer. This vista of Dutch elms is
possibly the last allee' of its type in.New.Jersey and clearly
represent-s an important historic designed landscape. The
mature trees that line Washington Road from U.S. Route 1 in
West Windsor Township to Princeton Borough articulates and
accentuates the linear character of the corridor and creates
a dramatic entrance from U.S. Route 1 through open fields and
natural-habitat to the bridge which carries the roadway over
the Delaware and Raritan Canal and the larger more design
conscious bridge which carries the roadway over Lake Carnegie.
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However, the information in the -submitted report is not
sufficient to clearly and.objectively evaluate the NRHP eligibility
of three (3) properties: the former Radio Corporation of America
(RCA) Laboratory known as the Sarnoff Research Center (SRC), the
former American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) building known as
the Eden Institute building, and 31 Logan Drive. The HPO feels
that to properly evaluate the significance and integrity of the
three (3) properties requires additional research and information.

The consultant's evaluation, of -the significance of the SRC
concludes that it "has been, and remains, an important center for
research that has,resulted in the production of many consumer and
industrial electronic components, most notably the color
television". Although the contribution of the SRC to the
development of color television was described sufficiently, the
contribution -of the. SRC to other research activities or the
development of the other listed final products was not adequate to
understand the full measure of the . property's historic
significance. Given the continuing use and significance of the SRC
as a research center and the presence of portions of the facility
that are less than fifty (50) years of age, the potential
eligibility of the property under Criteria Consideration G,
properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty
years, must be adequately examined.

Finally, unlike the RCA facilities in Camden, the SRC was
established in a relatively rural environment in proximity to a
major university. The potential significance of the SRC as an
early example *or prototype of a research laboratory campus
established separate from a production facility has not been, but
should be, explored.

The issues regarding the evaluation of integrity are equally
important. Balancing Historic Preservation Needs With The
Operation Of Highly Technical Or Scientific Facilities, prepared by
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in 1991,
establishes helpful guidance for evaluating properties associated
with scientific and technological history. The ACHP, recognizing
that scientific or technological properties are most appropriately
evaluated under Criterion A or B, offers relevant insight with the
question: "Does a property's historic value derive from its
association with events or persons, making physical history fabri.c
of secondary importance?" (page 28, column l). In discussing the
evaluation of integrity, the ACHP notes: "integrity does not denote
absolute purity, but it does demand enough physical presence to.
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retain a 'preservable entity' that communicates relevant
significance." (page 29, column 1). The ACHP concludes: "For a
property to be historically important for its scientific or
technological advances does not mean that it cannot be
unchanged..."(page 33, columns 1 and 2).

National Register Bulletin 15, How To Apply The National
Register Of Historic Places Criteria, defines integrity as the
"ability of a property to convey its significance" and-delineates
seven integrity factors. The SRC clearly possesses a number of the
seven integrity factors. The location and association of the
resource are unchanged. Depending upon the period of significance
of the SRC, the setting and feeling, a multi-acre campus enhanced
by the presence of a landscaped main entrance, are also retained,
even with additions to the original 1941 buildings.

Questions do arise regarding three of the seven integrity
factors: the design, materials, and workmanship of the, additions to
the original buildings. Again, depending upon the period of
significance established for the SRC, integrity would be maintained
by the continued use of brick facades at a height compatible with
the original main structure and by the construction of additions
that project from, rather than enclose, the original structure.

In the light of the previously cited ACHP document, the HPO
respectfully disagrees with the consultant's conclusion that
alterations to the interior of the SRC have erased the integrity of
the resource.

To adequately and objectively evaluate the NRHP eligibility of
the SRC, the following information or research is needed relevant
to both significance and integrity:

i. an expanded description and evaluation of the scientific
and technological research and products associated with
the SRC, including research and products deriving
significance within the last fifty (50) years;

2. the role of the SRC in scientific and technological
research associated with both World War II and the
subsequent "Cold War" during the 1950's and early 1960's;

3. iriformation regarding the decision to establish a unified
RCA research facility at this location, especially the
relationship of the original buildings to the three
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hundred (300) acre parcel of land and any expectations or
plans for eventual growth or expansion;

4. a delineation, preferably with plans, of subsequent
exterior alterations, additions or expansions, and
deletions (if any) to the original 1941 buildings;

5. an evaluation of the size or percentage of additions.or
alteration to the original 1941 buildings; and

6. an examination of the compatibility of the design,
workmanship, and materials of the additions that includes
a discussion of the scale, height, massing, and
proportions of the additions.

The assessment of the eligibility of the Eden Institute, the
former American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) building, is also
incomplete. The submitted evaluation was prepared in 1986 and does
not illustrate the current condition *of the building. In the
submitted photograph, the building appears to possess some
distinctive architectural details. To adequately and objectively
evaluate the NRHP eligibility of this building, the following
information or research is needed relevant to both significance and
integrity:.

1. a description of the original use or function of the
building, including a discussion of any interior
equipment associated with telecommunications operation;

2. the functional relationship of this building to the AT&T
system;

3. a description of the orig.inal architectural design or
features of the building;

4. current photographs that illustrate the retention or
removal of original architectural features and permit an
evaluation of the integrity of the building.

.The identification and evaluation of 31 Logan Drive is also
incomplete and, perhaps, incorrect. HPO staff have concluded that
the building reads as an 18th century residence (with 19th century
replacement windows and later additions to the North), not as an
early to mid-19th century wagon shop. The architectural character
and heritage of this building needs to be further described, and
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its origin and. history reinvestigated. To shed light on the
origins and heritage of this house, an interior inspection is
recommended.

The evaluation of 31 Logan Drive should also include an
evaluation of its relationship, to the Acqueduct Mills Historic
District.

800.5 Assessing Effects

Plans should be formulated in consultation with HPO staff to
avoid, minimize,- and/or mitigate adverse effects to sites Me-2, Me-
23, and Me-86. These three sites contain important components
within a larger site' complex that has attracted the attention of
the professional and 'avocational archaeological communities for
sixty (60) years. "Although much of the above site material is not
published, a general picture emerges of a more or less continuous
line of sites [from] the confluence of the Millstone and Stony
Brook and extending southeast along the southwest bank of the
Millstone and Big Bear Brook" (Kardas and Larrabee 1978:20, MER
E314b). The significance of this site complex, and its constituent
components, has not yet been explored. Unmitigated destruction of
any of the NRHP eligible components would be a significant loss to
the regional archaeological record.

If disturbance of these three (3) sites cannot be avoided,
then mitigation through archaeological data recovery would be
appropriate. There will be No Adverse Effect to these sites if
data recovery is carried out in accord with a plan developed in
consultation with HPO staff and in keeping with the Secretary of
the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological
Documentation.

Based on the submitted documentation, the HPO is unable to
fully assess effects for any architectural properties until the HPO
has met with NJDOT and reviewed more detailed plans. The three (3)
or four (4) photocopies (at' reduced scale) of plans (no profiles or
elevations) of the proposed alignments of the roadway do not'
provide an adequate foundation for assessing effects. The HPO has
no knowledge of the distance of the proposed roadway from the D&R
Canal or Lake. Carnegie Historic District or the elevation of the
roadway along these resources. ' Additionally, we have no
information on projected traffic volumes or roadway design
parameters.
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All proposed project alternatives might have an adverse effect
on Washington Road Elms where the Penns Neck Bypass intersects
Washington Road, depending on the impacts on the allee' of Elms in
the event that removal of several of the elms might be necessary.
Also, proposed Schemes D1.1 and D1.1C would have an adverse effect
on Washington Road Elms because it would require Washington Road to
become a cul-de-sac at the intersection with U.S. Route 1 West of
U.S. Route 1. This would diminish the integrity of the historic
property by altering the property's historic use and function. The
property would no longer serve as the historic ingress and egress
for traffic traveling from West Windsor Township into and out of
Princeton.

The HPO would like the opportunity to meet with the NJDOT
project team responsible for this undertaking to discuss the issues
referenced in this letter. Please call HPO staff Charles Scott at
609-292-2023 to arrange a suitable time and location to initiate
this dialogue. I look forward to continuing consultation comments
for this project.

Sincerely,

Dorothy P. Guzzo
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

DPG/cn:mg
Log #97-909 (97-563)
c:\wp5l\cen.gen\106.REV\HPO-C97.009
c..V. Martinez, FHWA

R. Schroeder, FHWA
A. Fekete, NJDOT
L. Middleton, NJDOT
R. Meyer, John Milner Associates, Inc.
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NEW JERSEY STATE MUSEUM
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

205 WEST STATE STREET CN 530
TRENTON, NJ 08625-0530

March 26, 1996

Mr. Peter Siegel
John Milner Associates
309 North Matlack Street
West Chester, PA 19380

Re: Phase I archaeological survey just east of Carnegie
Lake, Penns Neck, Mercer County

Dear Mr. Siegel:

We have checked our records for the above-referenced project
and report the following:

Rnown archaeological resources appear to be
located within and near the boundaries of the
project site. A copy of your project map
showing the locations of these sites and the
summary charts of the related site data is
also enclosed. An archaeological survey, by a
professional archaeologist, would have to be
conducted in order for an accurate assessment
to be made of its archaeological significance.

If we can be of further assistance. please do not hesitate to conta'
us.

Sincerely,

Karen Flinn
Reg is trar
Archaeology/Ethnology Bureau

KF:gg
encl.
CC: NJ Department of Environmental Protection

Historic Preservation Office

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
ROUTE 571, PENNS NECK AREA
FINAL REPORT
W Windsor Twp., Mercer County N.J.

Prepared for New Jersey Department of Transportation
by Frederic R. Harris, Inc.

Final Version Adopted: March 26, 1998



Revisions to report since February 10, 1998

* Commitment #1 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements was modified to clarify the use
of the feasibility study under Route 1 Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing.

* Commitment #5 - Signing Program was changed to Signing Program Coordination to
clarify its intent.

* Commitment #6 - Traffic Monitoring Program was included.

Revisions to report since February 20, 1998

* Site specific generators used in development of traffic volumes were reviewed and
compared to recent estimates.

* Eliminated strategies, Parking Regulations and Ordinances and expand Parking at Rail
Stations, were clarified.

* Information on the Hamilton train station was updated based on NJ Transits recent
projections.

* NJ Transits response to implementing an interim stop along the Dinky Line was included.

* All commitment language was strengthened by indicating that all commitments will be
implemented.

* Funding sources of all commitments were clarified.

Revisions to report since March 20, 1998

* Section I was revised to clarify that a 1996 Enviromnental Assessment is being
performed for the proposed project.

* Under Commitment #1 the width of a shoulder for the proposed facility was removed
from the text.



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Manaegement System

Executive Summary

Introduction

Under the ISTEA, as defined in 450:320 (b) of
the Metropolitan Planning Regulations
published in the Federal Register on October
28, 1993, federal funds may only be
programmed for projects such as "a new
general purpose highway on a new location or
adding general purpose lanes" that
significantly increase capacity for a Signal
Occupant Vehicle (SOV) in nonattainment
areas if the project results from a Congestion
Management System (CMS) meeting the
requirements of 23 CFR Part 500. A CMS is
designed to document the way in which the
requirements for programming federal funds
for projects that increase SOV carrying
capacity in nonattainment areas are met. The
CMS study must cover all reasonable
available travel demand reduction and travel
demand management strategies for the area
and demonstrate how effective these strategies
can be at eliminating the need for additional
SOV capacity. If the analysis demonstrates
that new SOV capacity is warranted, strategies
to manage the facility must be incorporated
into the proposed facility.

The purpose of this Executive Summary is to
provide the following:

* A run through of current conditions in the
project area,

* A description of the intended project,

* A description of the CMS evaluation
process,

* A summary of the CMS evaluation and
study recommendations and

* An overview of the commitments (by
NJDOT and others) to strategies that are
reasonable and complementary to the
facility and project area.

Current Conditions & Project Description

In 1984 the New Jersey Department of
Transportation (NJDOT) implemented a study
of the 20 mile section of the Route 1 corridor
between Lawrence Township, Mercer County
and New Brunswick, Middlesex County. The
corridor was divided into sections, and
alternative improvements in each section were
developed. The alternative improvements
were analyzed and presented in a series of
feasibility studies. In some sections the
recommendations were accepted and NJDOT
began implementing the final concept, but in
other sections the alternatives are still under
consideration. One of these sections is the
Penns Neck Area.

Penns Neck is an established community just
east of Route 1 along both sides of County
Route 571 (Washington Road). The Penns
Neck Circle is located at the intersection of
Washington Road and Route 1. To the South
of the circle, the "Dinky Railroad" crosses
over Route 1 and to the north are signalized
intersections at Fisher Place and Harrison
Street. Just north of Harrison Street, Route I
crosses over the Millstone River, into
Middlesex County. Most of the land west of
Route 1 is owned by Princeton University.
The David Samoff Laboratory is located in
the northeast comer of Penns Neck, South of
the Millstone River and East of Route 1.

Traffic volume in the Penns Neck area is
affected by Route 1 which runs north-south
and County Route 571 which runs east-west.
The two roads intersect at the Penns Neck
Circle. The conflict between the north-south
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LU
and east-west traffic movements at the Penns
Neck Circle contributes to the congestion in
the entire Penns Neck area.

Washington Road is an important east-west
route in the Penns Neck Area. West of Route
1, the two lane road provides access to
Princeton Borough and Princeton University.
East of Route 1 Washington Road extends
through the community of Penns Neck to a
point 500 feet west of the railroad tracks
where the roadway bends abruptly to the
north. From this point the road crosses over
the Northeast Corridor rail lines (Amtrak).
This small 0.3 mile segment of
roadway/bridge is New Jersey State Route 64.
East of the rail lines the roadway is named
Princeton-Hightstown Road. The road begins
with two lanes and then widens to a 4-lane
undivided highway east of Clarksville Road.
Together, these roads are designated as
County Route 571 that connects Princeton and
Hightstown and is heavily used by local
commuters. It also connects Route I in the
Princeton area to Hightstown in the vicinity of
New Jersey Turnpike, Interchange 8.

Route 1 is a major north-south route for both
local and regional traffic. Route 1 presently
experiences heavy traffic flows which result in
significant delays at the many signalized
intersections along the corridor. Route I is
typically a 6-lane divided highway with 12-
foot travel lanes, a 2-foot inner shoulder and
no outer shoulder. Congested conditions
prevail during the peak travel periods through
the project area. Because Route 1 is a
signalized arterial, the capacity of the traffic
signals control not only the entire section of
Route I but also the intersecting cross streets
such as Washington Road and Harrison Street.
These intersections operate near or over
capacity conditions during the peak periods.
This causes extensive queuing and delays,

contributing to the deterioration of overall
traffic flow, operational conditions and
increased travel time for both Washington
Road (Route 571) and Route 1. This results in
the inability to efficiently accommodate traffic
movements to and from other roadways and
the surrounding land uses.

For these reasons, a design concept was
developed for the Penns Neck area to remove
the traffic signals along Route I and provide
an overpass structure for Route 571 to cross
over Route 1 with connecting ramps.
Following the completion of the roadway
improvement project, the major source of
delay will be eliminated, the traffic signals,
while still maintaining the east-west
connectivity.

The CMS Evaluation Process

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC) is the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) who has
jurisdiction over Mercer County. At a May 16,
1997 meeting between DVRPC and NJDOT it
was agreed that NJDOT will sponsor the CMS
study process with the process being done in
accordance with the requirements of DVRPC.
In preparing the CMS Study a four (4) step
process was formulated. The following is a
description of this process.

Step 1 - A steering committee was formed to
coordinate the work performed and to obtain
input from other key regional transportation
agencies. This committee is to include
representatives from NJDOT, DVRPC,
Mercer and Middlesex Counties, Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), NJ.
Transit, Federal Transportation
Administration (FTA), West Windsor
Planning Board, Princeton Regional Planning
Board, Plainsboro Planning Board,
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Middlesex-Somerset-Mercer Regional
Council, Inc (MSM) and the Greater Mercer
TMA.

The first steering committee meeting reviewed
the history of the project and any supporting
traffic studies. The objective was to document
existing and future congestion levels and
traffic growth. DVRPC presented a systems-
wide picture of where the project falls on the
NJ CMS (the project is located in two CMS
corridors - US I and CR 571).

Lastly, DVRPC presented a screening of
improvement strategies, using a systems-wide
approach, to identify applicable strategies in
the corridor. The committee reviewed the
strategies and based on local considerations
determined the level of study necessary for the
individual strategies. See Table E-1 for the
results of the first steering committee meeting
relevant to the type of analysis to be
performed for each strategy.

Step 2- NJDOT's consultant, Frederic R.
Harris, Inc., established performance measures
which are applicable to the strategies,
identified the appropriate methodologies, and
conducted a preliminary evaluation of
strategies. A presentation was made to the
steering committee on the evaluation process,
assumptions and preliminary results.

A public meeting was held on November 5,
1997 as part of the CMS process. The purpose
of this meeting was to introduce the project to
the public and present the preliminary results
of the strategy evaluation. A formal
presentation was given, followed by a
question and answer period. DVRPC
distributed a survey requesting public opinion
regarding preferences among the CMS
strategies. Results of the survey are tabulated
and shown in the Final CMS Study Report.

Step 3 - The committee reviewed the results of
the analysis and a concurrence was reached
that there is no acceptable alternative to an
SOV widening.

The committee then develop a preliminary list
of travel demand management strategies that
"compliment" the project, help manage or
reduce the impacts of traffic to improve
system performance and extend the service
life of the proposed facility. Those
complementary strategies will then be
incorporated into the CMS process for more
detailed analysis, selection and/or
implementation.

Step 4 - The complementary strategies were
identified as commitments to the project
implementation or for further action as part of
the project. Commitments were developed to
sufficient detail to outline the funding source,
the time frame for which the commitrnent will
be implemented, the lead agency to carry the
commitment forward and approximate cost.
These commitments were presented to the
steering committee for review.

With concurrence from the committee, the
commitments to be instituted as part of the
CMS process were incorporated into the CMS
Study and the report was finalized.

Summary of the CMS Evaluation

As in the first step of the CMS process, a
detailed assessment of existing and future
operating conditions was initiated. Based on
such conditions it was determined that the
project area has insufficient capacity that
severely impacts traffic flow.
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TABLE E-1
CMS STRATEGY IDENTIFICATION

Coordinate with
Strategy Type of Study Strategy #

Mode Shift

1. CarpooUVanpool Quantitative 2.9. 11

2. Guaranteed Ride Home QuanUitative 1,9.11

3. Paratransit Services Quantitative

4. Transit Marketing Qualitative

5. Pedestrian Improvements Qualitative

6. Bicyde Improvements Qualitative 19

7. Park and Ride Qualitabive

PARKING MANAGEMENT

. Parking Regulations/Ordinances Not to be Studied

9. Preferental HOV Parking Quantitatve 1,2, 11

TDM

10. Transportation Management Associations (TMA) Qualitabve

11. Ride Matching Quanttative 1, Z29

12. Telecommutng Quantitabive

GROWrH MANAGEMENT

13. Activity Centers Qualitaffve 14

14. Land Use Policies/Regulatons Qualitative 13

ACCESS MANAGEMENT

15. Median Control Qualitative

16. Diveway Controls Qualitative

TRANSIT SERVICEIOPERATIONS IMPROVEMENTS -

17. Transit Coordination Not to be Studied

18. New Transit Service Quanttative

19. Bicyce Improvements at Rail Statons Qualitative 6

20. Transit Enhancement/Expansion Qualitative
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TABLE E-1
CMS STRATEGY IDENTIFICATION

Strategy 1 Type of Study J Coordinate with
Strategy Type of Study Strategy#

TRAFFIC OPERATION IMPROVEMENTS

21. Intersecton & Roadway Widening Quantitative 22

22. Channelization QuanUtaUve 21

23. Trafric Surveillance and Control System Quantitative

24. Ramp Metering Not to be Studied

25. Computerized Signal System QuanUtaUive 27

26. Ellmination of BotWlenecks Not to be Studied

27. Coordinate & Upgrade Traffic Signals Quantitative 25

28. One-way Streets Not to be Studied

INCIDENT MANAGEMENT

29. Incident DetectionrVerification Qualitative 30,31

30. Emergency Response Time Improvements Qualitative 29,31

31. Altemabve Roubng Techniques Qualitative 29,30

32. Construction Management Qualitative

ALTERNATIVE WORK HOURS

33. Staggered Work Hours/Flexible Work Schedules QuanUtiative 34

34. Compressed Work Weeks Quantitative 33

TRANSIT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

35. Expand Parking at Rail Stations Not to be Studied

INTELGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

36. Traveler Information Services Not to be Studied

GENERAL PURPOSE LANES

37. SOV Roadway Widening Quantitative
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To determine the most appropriate
improvement measure, a CMS analysis was
conducted. This was accomplished through an
analysis (both quantitatively and qualitatively)
of projected traffic conditions in the corridor
and evaluation of the impacts of various
congestion management system strategies.

It was anticipated that strategies analyzed in
this fashion may only result in a small
reduction in congestion that may be too fine to
measure using available techniques.
Therefore, the Committee determined certain
strategies may be grouped and evaluated
collectively.

achieve acceptable operating conditions
through the project area a trip reduction of
approximately 50% would need to be
achieved. It was detennined that, even if all of
the strategies were to be combined, the
resulting total would not meet the required trip
reduction to eliminate the need for an SOV
widening. Results of the analysis are
summarized below.

SUlMMARY OF RESULTS

RANGE OF
TRIP REDCT.STRATEGY

The original grouping of strategies outlined at
the first steering committee meeting was
modified to help better evaluate the potential
benefits of such strategies. Upon further
examination of the strategies, it was
concluded that these strategies could be
organized into 8 groups. These eight groups
include a car/vanpool program,
pedestrian/bicycle facilities, transit
improvements, physical improvements, traffic
signal improvements, advanced traffic control,
travel behavior modifications and growth and
development modifications. From these 8
groupings three distinct categories of
strategies were formed. These categories are
Mode Shift, Traffic Improvements and Travel
Demand Reduction.

Mode Shift 2.7% to 5.5%

Car/Vanpool

Pedestrian/Bicycle

Transit

Traffic Improvemts 0%

Physical

Traffic Signal

Advanced Traffic

Trvl Dmd Reduction 1.9% to 3.0%

Growth & Develp.

Need for SOV Capacity Improvement

The next step in the CMS process was to
determine if reasonable travel, demand
strategies could be implemented that may
eliminate the need for the SOV capacity
increase. It was determined that in order to

Travel Behavior
.T iCHANG

TOTAL CHANGE 4.6-8.5% ::

Complementary Strategies

The most effective TDM programs are
.
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comprised of several complementary and
coordinated strategies. Certain strategies were
determined to provide a measure of
operational, safety, or mobility improvement
and enlist public support. These strategies
will play a role in managing the area's travel
demand and complement the SOV capacity
increase. Thus, if such strategies are
implemented along with the project
improvements, the potential to increase the
service life of the improvements, provide a
means of managing future travel demand and
providing a better quality of life through the
project area can be realized.

The following is a brief description of the
project commitments determined during the
CMS process.

Commitment #1 - Pedestrian and Bicycle
Improvements; The leading concern of area
residents is the implementation of pedestrian
and bicycle facilities. With the removal of the
traffic signals under the proposed project,
Route 1 may act as a barrier for pedestrian
access across Route 1. The Steering
Committee has agreed that the need for such
facilities to provide a connection between
Penns Neck and Princeton is essential, as well
as, to achieve the goal of improving mobility
through the project area. A commitment to
incorporating strategies into the proposed
facility will include the following:

Sidewalk/Bicycle Mobility - The proposed
project will include facilities for
bicycles/pedestrians along a proposed
Bypass providing a connection between the
two communities. A 5 foot wide sidewalk
will be constructed for the length of a
Bypass.

The Steering Committee also recommended
and NJDOT has committed to including
paved shoulders for bicycle travel on the
proposed facility.

* Route I Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing -
NJDOT has committed to providing a
feasibility study to accommodate pedestrian
access across Route 1 relative to the
residential neighborhoods. The feasibility
study will establish the need for the
crossing and determine if such a crossing is
supported by area residents. If the
feasibility study determines the crossing is
warranted, a location for the crossing will
be determined. Implementation of the
crossing would then occur with the
construction of the project. The crossing
would be located between the Dinky
railroad bridge and Washington Road.

* Bicycle lockers at Princeton Junction &
Dinky train stations - The Steering
Committee recommended and NJDOT has
committed to increase awareness of the
existing programn as a project commitment.
This commitment would best be addressed
after the project construction is complete.

Commitment #2 - Central Jersey
Transportation Forum; A majority of local
concerns were related to the regional traffic
impacts due to planned roadway improvement
projects, area development, and transit
improvements. The Steering Committee
discussed the concemns of the local residents
and agreed that such issues need to be
addressed to effectively manage future traffic
conditions in the area. However, it was also
agreed that this is beyond the scope of this
CMS Study. Many studies regarding these
issues have been performed over the past
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several years. The committee felt that these
previous investigations should be integrated as
a means to address regional issues.

To do this, a Central Jersey Transportation
Forum is recommended. This Forum would
address a number of issues facing Central
New Jersey, such as the need for better traffic
management, truck traffic, population
forecasts, roadway projects such as Route 92
and provide the much needed coordination
effort between member agencies. The Forum
will result in a transportation action plan and
priority of projects for NJDOT and allow the
Counties/Municipalities to form a mechanism
to aid in the decisions made at both the State
and Local levels.

Commitment #3 - Ridesharing Program;
The Steering Conmmittee recommended and
NJDOT has committed to continue current
levels of funding for TMAs to administer and
market these services. In addition, the Steering
Committee recommended and NJDOT has
committed to the following expansion of the
program.

* Placement of signs along the project,
Routes 571 and Route 33 to promote the
toll free rideshare assistance telephone
number.

* Provide preferential parking for people who
carpool to the Princeton Junction train
station. This commitment should be
contingent on the completion of the
Hamilton Train station and an assessment
of its impact on the Princeton Junction train
station.

* Funding for the TMA to provide rideshare
matching services and supply registration

forms can be absorbed through the existing
TMA/NJDOT grant.

Alternate Work Schedules
The Steering Committee recommended a
commitment to providing seed money for
interested large employers along the study
area to develop and implement an alternate
work schedule program with their TMA.
The Smart Moves Challenge Grant program
is a potential funding source for this.

Commitment #4 - Transit Service
Transit Marketing
* A commitment to provide funding for

marketing a vanpool program will be
provided.

* A commitment to provide additional
funding for mass distribution of
information to targeted residential areas
near the study area is to be included as a
commitment.

Coordination of Regional Transit Feeder
Service
* A commitment is made to develop a

coordinated east-west shuttle system that
might connect East Windsor, Princeton
Junction Station, Samoff Center, Princeton
University, Princeton residential areas and
CBD, outlying Princeton employment sites
(Institute, hospital) and the Dinky. This
could be fiurther pursued as part of the
Central Jersey Transportation Forum and as
part of the TMA Core Program.

Commitment #5 - Signing Program; The
Steering Committee has recommended and
NJDOT has committed to a signing program
to be performed jointly by NJDOT and the
Princetons. The signing program is to
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investigate whether traffic between Route 1
and Princeton can be more efficiently directed
to its destination. Sign construction would be
funded separately, by NJDOT as part of the
Route I Penns Neck roadway improvements.

Commitment #6 - Traffic Monitoring
Program - To document the distribution of
traffic prior to and following the construction
of the proposed project, the steering
committee has recommended and Middlesex
County has committed to a traffic monitoring
program as part of the CMS process. The
traffic monitoring program will conduct seven
day-24 hour traffic counts through the use of
Automatic Traffic Recorders (ATR's) at key
locations in the project area.

Conclusion

The construction of a general purpose lane,
was found to be the most effective method of
addressing future travel demands in the study
area. During the process of this determination,
it was found that other supporting strategies
proved to be appropriate for the corridor. The
Table below shows a summary of the
reconmmended strategies for implementation as
part of the Penns Neck CMS process.

Counts will be taken prior to construction of
the proposed project to establish a base case
for traffic volumes. Counts will subsequently
be taken at 1 year intervals for a period of
three years after construction of the project is
complete. At the conclusion of each counting
period results will be summarized in a report
of findings. A meeting will be held with the
local officials to present the report and discuss
findings.
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Summary of Commitments

Funding Lead Approx.
No Commitment Source Time Frame Agency Cost

I Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements _ _

-Millstone Sidewalk/Bicycle NJDOT wlProject NJDOT $285,000
Mobility Const. Funds Construction $ 5,

-Route 1 pedJbicycle crossing NJDOT wlProject NJDOT $50,000
- Feasibility Study Dgn. Funds Design

-Route 1 pedJbicycle crossing NJDOT w/Project NJD 600
- Implementation Const. Funds Construction OT $ 00,0

-Bicycle lockers NJDOT Post Project NJ Transit $10,000Construction

2 Central Jersey Transportation Public Muli Yea DVRPC/ $350,000Forum Partnership y NJTPA

3 Ridesharing Program NJDOT Core Multi-year TMA $1 50,000/yrRidesharing Program Prog. _____

NJDOT/NJ 2y.Su/
4 Transit Service Transit Core 2l ntudy/ TMA $35,000

Prog. Imlen

5 Signing Program Coordination NJDOT wADroject NJDOT $20,000
6 _TrafficMonitoringProgramMercerCo.lDgn.Funds Design Mercer Co. $10000yr

6 Traffic Monitoring Program Mercer Co./ Multi-year Mercer Co. I$10,000/yr.
NJDOT III

Total $1,510,000

E-10P-.kl366\29\REPORTSkREXC-SUM.WPD P:U366'2S\REPORTSREXCSUM.WPD E-10... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
ROUTE 571, PENNS NECK AREA

FINAL REPORT
W. Windsor Twp., Mercer County N.J.

Prepared for
New Jersey Department of Transportation

Prepared by:
Frederic R. Harris, Inc.



- -

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS. i

LIST OF FIGURES .ii

LIST OF TABLES. iii

1.0 INTRODUCTION .. 1-1
1.1 StudyPurpose .1-1
1.2 Project Background. ...................................- 1
1.3 Need for Congestion Management System (CMS) ....... .............. 1 - 2
1.4 StudyArea ....................................... 1-2
1.5 Study Coordination . ....................................... 1 - 3

2.0 STUDY AREA ....................................... 2 - 1
2.1 Existing Roadway Network ....................................... 2 - 1
2.2 Transit Services ........... ......................... 2-2

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS ........................................-. 3 - 1
3.1 Existing (1992) Analysis ....................................... 3 - 1
3.2 Origin-Destination Investigation ................................... 3 - 3

4.0 TRAFFIC FORECASTS .. 4 - 1
4.1 NJDOT Penns Neck Traffic Study . 4 - I

4.1.a NJDOT Progranuned Improvements . 4 - 1
4.1 .b Background Growth Rate . 4 - 3
4.1.c Site Specific Traffic Generators . 4 - 3
4.1.d Demand Volumes . 4 - 4
4.1.e Route 92 Adjustments . 4 - 5
4.1.f Capacity Restraints . 4 - 5

4.2 DVRPC's Regional Transportation Model . 4 - 6
4.3 Recommendations . 4 - 6

5.0 CAPACITY ANALYSIS .. 5 -1
5.1 Traffic Analysis . 5 -1

6.0 CMS ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY . 6- 1
6.1 Project Initiation . 6 -1
6.2 Evaluation Methodology . 6 -4
6.3 Public Involvement . 6 - 6

i



7.0 CMS STRATECY ANALYSIS ..................................... 7-1
7.1 Mode Shift ..................................... 7-1
7.2 Traffic Improvements ...................................... 7 - 7
7.3 Travel Demand Reduction ..................................... 7 - 10
7.4 Eliminated Strategies ...................................... 7 -11

7.5 Conclusion ..................................... 7-14

8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMPLEMENTARY STRATEGIES.. 8- 1
8.1 Complementary Strategies. 8 -1
8.2 Summary. 8-9

9.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ............................ 9-1
9.1 Conclusions ........... ........................... 9 - 1
9.2 Recommendations . ...................................... 9-2

REFERENCES
APPENDIX

ii



--- ---- -- -- -- --J-

- LIST OF FIGURES

1-1 Project Vicinity and Location Map

1-2 Scheme D-1.lc

4-1 Forecasted Traffic Volumes vs Capacity - Route 1

4-2 Forecasted Traffic Volumes vs Capacity - Route 571

6-1 Strategy Flow Chart

6-2 Strategy Groupings

6-3 County Planning Areas

6-4 County Traffic Analysis Zones

6-5 Roadway Network with Traffic Analysis Zones

6-6 Summary of Public Responses of CMS Strategies

6-7 CMS Strategy Ranking

7-1 Bus Routes

7-2 US I /Washington Road Traffic Demand - CMS Reduction vs Capacity

8-1 Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities

LIST OF TABLES

2-1 Project Area Bus Service

2-2 Park and Ride Lot Summary for Route 1 Corridor

4-1 Capacity Restraints

6-1 CMS Strategy Identification

7-1 Summary of Results

8-1 Summary of Commitments

Mii



(' I

I
P NNXL VANiA

A rLA/rIJC
OCPA AV

HEW JREnEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ROUTE U.&V/ PEWS KECK ARNA

IMPROVEUMENTS

PROJECT VICINITY AND LOCATION MAP

Prodoeric R. Horph, lUse
Wk lb. -n b.I3

CIN. t.S.
OM February 199
Flgwar I I



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Study Purpose

Under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991, federal funds may
only be programmed for projects that will significantly increase carrying capacity for single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in a nonattaimnent area that results from a Congestion Management
System (CMS). This requirement is for both ozone and carbon monoxide. As the entire State of New
Jersey is classified as nonattainment for ozone, all projects are subject to this requirement requesting
federal funds. A CMS can be defined as a study designed to document the way in which travel
demand reduction and operational strategies are evaluated to determine their ability to eliminate the
need for the additional SOV capacity proposed by the project. This study is being performed in
accordance with the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) interim CMS
process.

1.2 Project Background

In December, 1986 the New Jersey Department of Transportation issued the Route I Corridor
Transportation Study. In this study, the Department identified the Route 1 corridor as an area of
intense growth. In 1991, the Department completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) for Route
I from Quakerbridge Road to Sayre Drive and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The study and EA formed the foundation for a series
of roadway improvements along Route I that have been completed. This included widening from
four to six lanes and grade separations at several locations including Alexander Road and Scudders
Mill Road and signal eliminations at the Motor Vehicle Inspection Station and Plainsboro Road.
The EA recognized that improvements are required in the Penns Neck area and specified the
construction of a grade separated interchange between Fisher Place and Logan Drive. The Penns
Neck area is shown in the attached Figure 1-1 Project Vicinity and Location Map. However, the
development of alternatives and preliminary design of the Penns Neck area improvements were not
part of this EA.

To date, Route I improvements in the Penns Neck Area have been restricted to elimination of the
shoulders to create three travel lanes in each direction and reconstructing the signals. These
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) improvements are intended as an interim measure to
relieve congestion through the Penns Neck area while more permanent solutions for Route 1 are
being advanced. As part of the initial Route 1 corridor studies in 1986, NJDOT developed a series
of altematives for Route I through the Penns Neck Area.

These alternatives included grade separations at the Penns Neck Circle, at Harrison Street and other
sites in between. Key issues associated with the alternatives included community impacts, impacts
to historical resources and traffic operations. In 1992, a study was performed to evaluate five
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Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

signalized intersections at Fisher Place and Harrison Street. Just north of Harrison Street, Route I
crosses over the Millstone River, into Middlesex County. The Penns Neck area is shown in the
attached Figure 1-1 Project Vicinity and Location Map.

It was agreed that the Route 571 improvements trigger the need for the CMS. However in
performing the CMS study, strategies should be evaluated on an area wide basis. The analysis is to
be conducted relative to where congestion is most prevalent. Therefore, although the proposed
project has triggered the CMS, the study should not be confined to Route 571.

1.5 Study Coordination

To coordinate the work performed and to obtain input from other key regional transportation
agencies, a steering conmmittee was formed for this CMS Study. This committee includes
representatives from NJDOT, DVRPC, Mercer and Middlesex Counties, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), N.J. Transit, Federal Transportation Administration (FTA), West Windsor
Planning Board, Princeton Regional Planning Board, Plainsboro Planning Board, Middlesex-
Somerset-Mercer Regional Council, Inc (MSM) and the Greater Mercer TMA. A total of five
steering committee meetings were held.

In addition, a public meeting was included as part of the CMS process. The purpose of this meeting
was to introduce the project to the public and present the preliminary results of the strategy
evaluation. A formal presentation was given, followed by a question and answer period. In general,
residents are in agreement that congestion is severe and an improvement in the roadway network is
needed. DVRPC distributed a survey requesting public opinion regarding preferences among the
CMS strategies discussed previously. See the Appendix for a copy of the survey. Results of the
survey have been tabulated by DVRPC and discussed in Section 6 of this report.

PA13"VMEPORTSW?41,-R".WPD I - 3 P:~I266U81REPO~T~RPNLRfl.WPD 1-3... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management Systema

signalized intersections at Fisher Place and Harrison Street. Just north of Harrison Street, Route 1
crosses over the Millstone River, into Middlesex County. The Penns Neck area is shown in the
attached Figure 1-1 Project Vicinity and Location Map.

It was agreed that the Route 571 improvements trigger the need for the CMS. However in
performing the CMS study, strategies should be evaluated on an area wide basis. The analysis is to
be conducted relative to where congestion is most prevalent. Therefore, although the proposed
project has triggered the CMS, the study should not be confined to Route 571.

1.5 Study Coordination

To coordinate the work performed and to obtain input from other key regional transportation
agencies, a steering committee was formed for this CMS Study. This committee includes
representatives from NJDOT, DVRPC, Mercer and Middlesex Counties, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), NJ. Transit, Federal Transportation Administration (FTA), West Windsor
Planning Board, Princeton Regional Planning Board, Plainsboro Planning Board, Middlesex-
Somerset-Mercer Regional Council, Inc (MSM) and the Greater Mercer TMA. A total of five
steering committee meetings were held.

In addition, a public meeting was included as part of the CMS process. The purpose of this meeting
was to introduce the project to the public and present the preliminary results of the strategy
evaluation. A formal presentation was given, followed by a question and answer period. In general,
residents are in agreement that congestion is severe and an improvement in the roadway network is
needed. DVRPC distributed a survey requesting public opinion regarding preferences among the
CMS strategies discussed previously. See the Appendix for a copy of the survey. Results of the
survey have been tabulated by DVRPC and discussed in Section 6 of this report.
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Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

Sarnoff Research Center. Harrison Street is a two-lane, 22-foot wide roadway without paved
shoulders.

Alexander Road

The Route 1 and Alexander Road intersection has been replaced with a full grade separated
interchange. This improvement included the widening of Route I to three lanes in each direction
with full shoulders.

Fisher Place

Fisher Place is a two-lane, 24 to 40-foot wide residential street with a jughandle along the
-southbound side of Route 1. Thejughandle provides access to Fisher Place and allows U-turns to
Route I northbound. Traffic from David Sarnoff Research Center and some diversionary traffic
from Washington Road also use Fisher Place.

Faculty Road

Faculty Road is a two-lane road with 14-foot travel lanes without shoulders. The road begins at a
signal controlled T-intersection with Alexander Road. It extends north and crosses Washington
Road with a signalized intersection. It then crosses Harrison Street with a stop controlled
intersection where it becomes Hartley Avenue. Faculty Road primarily serves Princeton University
and the local residents of Princeton Township and Princeton Borough.

North Post-Wallace-Cranbury Road

North Post Road begins at the community of Post Corner in West Windsor Township. This road
crosses Clarksville Road as it extends north towards Princeton Junction. At a stop controlled
intersection with Alexander Road, North Post Road becomes Wallace Road which provides access
to the Princeton Junction Train Station. At a signalized intersection with Route 571, Wallace Road
becomes Cranbury Road. Cranbury Road extends northeast to the to Grovers Mill and Cranbury.
Within the study area, this road is one lane in each direction.

Clarksville Road

Clarksville Road is a two-lane road which begins at Quakerbridge Road, traverses northerly and ends
at Route 571. At Route 571, Clarksville Road becomes Grovers Mill Road. Grovers Mill Road ends
at its intersection with Cranbury Road. Clarksville Road experiences heavy peak hour traffic as it
connects West Windsor Township with Lawrence and Hamilton Townships. Capacity is limited due
to kinks in the alignment of the road.

2.2 Transit Services

P:%1366'28%REPORTS\RFNL_RPT.WPD 2 - 2 ... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

A review of the study area's available transit services included a focus on both regional and local
alternatives. Within the study area there are rail, bus, and paratransit services available, provided by
both the public and private sectors. Developments in the area are constructed in campus-style
suburban settings. Such developments provide significant impediments to the implementation of
traditional transit services.

Rail Service
The focus of the area transit is the Northeast Corridor Rail Line linking Philadelphia, Trenton, New
Brunswick, Newark, and New York City. Both N.J. Transit and Amtrak operate commuter service
with frequent service throughout the day. Within the immediate study area, a regional train station
is located at Princeton Junction in West Windsor Township. Additionally, the Princeton Line, or
"The Dinky" as it is more commonly known, operates a 2.7 mile rail shuttle between the Princeton
and Princeton Junction train stations. Service is provided throughout the day, with frequency of
service highest during the AM and PM peak hours. The Dinky service is scheduled to meet nearly
all NYC-Trenton bound trains on the Northeast Corridor.

Bus Service
Local bus service for the project area is provided by N.J. Transit through its Mercer Division. N.J.
Transit operates ten routes in Mercer County. NJ Transit began operating Mercer County routes in
1984 with the first full year of operation in 1985. Table 2-1 summarizes project area bus routes.

In addition, there are several privately operated transportation services in the study area. Both
express and local bus service are provided to the Port Authority Bus Terminal in New York City.
Paratransit type services are provided by private operators to link corporation with the Princeton
Junction train station. Such services are paid for by the corporations being served.

Park and Ride Faeilities
As documented in the Route 1 Local and Corridor Demand Management Plan (Reference # 6) a
total of twenty-one park and ride lots exist between Trenton and New Brunswick through the Route
1 corridor. The lots range in capacity from 28 spaces to 3,800 spaces. A description of these lots is
included in the Appendix. Table 2-2 sunmmarizes park and ride facilities for the Route 1 corridor.

P:'1366-2SiREPORTS9RFNL_RPT.WPD 2 - 3 ... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



TABLE 2-1
Project Area Bus Service

New Jersey Transit Bus Service
Mercer County v _____Eldership

Bus # Route Name ofrips10 Total Riders tdersh
Trenton-Pnriceton Forrestal

600 Center 52 1,717 15
Trenton State College - White

601 Horse 48 905 19
602 Pennington - Trenton 44 374 9
603 Quaker Bridge Mall - Hamilton 73 2,555 35
604 East Trenton 34 255 8
605 Princeton - Quaker Bridge Mall 28 393 14

Princeton - Mercerville - Hamilton
606 Square 71 2,518 35
607 Ewing - Trenton 44 1,096 1 25
608 Hamilton - West Trenton 78 2,052 26

Ewing - Quaker Bridge Mall -
609 Mercer County College 99 3,097 31

New Jersey Transit (Red & Tan)
New Brunswick Area Service

M10__ N/A 57 N/A N/A
M1i N/A 26 N/A N/A
M14 N/A 60 N/A N/A
M15 N/A 36 N/A NWA
MIS N/A 30 N/A N/A

Mercer County Wheels Service
976 ILawrence Connection 1 13 ; 126 9.7
977 IWindsor Connection I 10 39 3.9

New Brunswick Wheels Service
980 ICentennial Avenue 1 8 1 80 1 10

N/A - Not Available
Source: Route I Local & Corridor Demand Management (Reference #6)
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Table 2-2
Park and Ride Lot Summary for the Route I Corridor

Lot A' Lot Name Township CapaCty % Use Shelter/ Official/
Services Unofficial

1 Ferren Daily Parking New 599 90 Y Official
Deck Bnswick _

2 Frren Montly Parking Ncw 621 95 Y Official
Deck Brunswick

3 Lower Church Street New 416 90 Y Official
Parking Lot Brunswick ___

4 Upper Church Street New 39 100 Y Official
Parking Lot Brunswick

5 Patterson Street Parking New 48 100 Y Official
Lot Brunswick

6 Weton Street Parking Lot New 162 55 Y Official
Brunswick

7 Jersey Avenue Daily PNR New 147 75 Y Official
Brunswick

8 Jersey Avenue Monthly New 826 90 Y Official
PNR Brunswick

9 Suburban Transit PNR New 230 100 Y Official
Brunswick ____

10 North Brunswick PNR North 100 0 Y Official
Brunswick _

11 A&cP Shopping Center South 20 - Y Unofficial
Brunswick

12 Shogun Restaurant South 100 10 Y Unofficial
Bruns-wick

13 Kendall Park Shopping South 78 60 Y Unofficial
Center Brunswick

14 Princeton ShoppiLg Princeton 28 90 Y Official
Center ToWDnshiP _ .

15 Dinky Shuttle Princeton 60 80 Y Official
_Borouzh_

16 National Business Parks PLLinsboro 50 0 N Official
17 Princeton Jct. Station West Windsor 3791 100 Y Official
19 Quaker Bridge Malil Lawrence 100 50 Y Unofficial
20 Perry Street Trenton 725 60 Y Official
21 I Trenton Rail Station Trenton 2913 99 Y Official
25 Route 130 PNR South - 80 Y official

Brunswick

Source: Route 1 Local & Corridor Demand Management
(Reference #6)
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Prior to the design of the proposed project traffic studies were conducted which began with the
counting of existing volumes in the study area. This raw data was then reduced and adjusted to
develop base year 1992 weekday traffic volumes for the AM Peak Hour, the PM Peak Hour, and
Daily Volume. The 1992 Volume Adjustment Report (Reference #4) dated July 1, 1992 details the
methodologies used to develop the adjusted traffic volumes. Traffic volume counts taken at this time
period did not include programed roadway improvements such as the interchange at Alexander Road
and the conversion of the Route 1 shoulder to a travel lane. Traffic Flow Maps were developed for
existing (1992) conditions and include:

* AdM Volume, truck percentage, speed
* PM Volume, truck percentage, speed

See the Traffic Analysis Report Route IJ.S. 1 - Penns Neck Area (Reference #2) for the traffic flow
maps. The required analysis for the CMS Study dictated that current (1997) traffic volume
conditions be verified. To accomplish this, sample traffic counts were conducted. Traffic data was
collected through Automatic Traffic Recorders (ATR) at key locations within the study area over
a 24-hour period. Traffic counts were performed between February and March 1997. See the
Appendix for count data. The following are those locations where traffic volume counts were taken.

* Alexander Road between Canal Road and West Drive
* Harrison Street at Lake Carnegie Bridge
* Washington Avenue south of Faculty Road
* Route 1 north of the Millstone River
* Alexander Road at the railroad bridge
* Washington Road at the railroad bridge

A comparison of the 1992 traffic volume counts with the recently conducted 1997 ATR counts was
performed to assess the recent traffic growth over the past five years. The 1997 ATR counts indicate
that traffic through the area generally increases by about 200% along Route 1 and 10% through along
Route 571 east of Route 1. Similarly 1997 traffic volumes could then be compared to the projected
2002 traffic volumes to ensure traffic volume projections have not been under or over estimated. The
1997 traffic volume counts were found to verify the growth projected for the 2002 and 2022
conditions.

3.1 Existing (1992) Analysis

The existing analysis is based on the 1992 traffic volumes and roadway geometries that were present
at the time of the coumts. The existing roadway was analyzed according to the methods of the 1224
Highm= Capaeity Manua1 (HCM. The microbased Highway Capacity Software, Version 2.1 was
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utilized to assist with the analyses. Roadway segments and signalized intersections were analyzed
for level-of-service (LOS). The definition of LOS varies by facility as described in Table 3-1.

TARTS 3_1
LELVF1OF SFR-VCR

HIGHWAY SIGNALIZED
SEGMIENT IN"TERSECTION

LOS
2-Lane (VPH)* 4-Lane(VPH)* Delay (sec)

A Free Flow, No Delays 140 1,170 s 5.0

B Stable Flow,Short Delays 340 1,170 5.1 to 15.0

C Desirable Design, 580 2,300 15.1 to 25.0
Moderate Delays

D Minimum Design, 960 2,840 25.1 to 40.0
Long Delays

E Theoretical Capacity 1,600 3,550 40.1 to 60.0

F Unstable flow >1,600 >3,500 >60

* Peak Direction Volume

Route I TSM and Dinky Railroad Bridge improvements did not begin until 1993, almost one year
after the counts. Therefore the 1992 capacity analysis reflects the operation of Route I in 1992, but
does not necessarily reflect the operation of Route 1 in 1993. A summary of the 1992 AM/PM peak
hour levels of service for the roadway network are shoNvn in the Traffic.Analysis Report loute TI JS.
I Penne= Neck Area (Reference #2).

RouLe

The intersection at Harrison Street fails in both the AM and PM peak hours with volume/capacity
(v/c) ratios of 123 in the AM and 1.07 in the PM. All Route 1 links operate within capacity except
for the link north of Harrison Street which fails in the AM peak hour.

Cotnty Route 571

In the AM and PM peak hours all links and signalized intersections along Route 571 operate at a
level of service of E or better. The unsignalized intersections along Washington Road operate above
capacity.
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3.2 Origin-Destination Investigation

Origin-Destination (Oll)) characteristics of trips along Route I were examined as part of the CMS
process. A review and analysis of this data provides for a comprehensive assessment of travel
characteristics through the project area Such information will aid in the evaluation of proposed CMS
strategies and the effects on travel pattems.

The DVRPC performed an O/D study in 1989 titled "Regional Cordon Line Traffic Survey". The
survey included a location on Route 1 between Logan Drive and Harrison Street in West Windsor
Township, Mercer County. This location was approximately one quarter mile south of the Middlesex
County line. A copy of the O/D results for this location is shown in the Appendix.

To summarize, a total of 2013 responses were received from the survey. Results indicate that of the
total traffic generated, approximately 700/o are for wzork purposes. Additionally, 82% of respondents
travel alone in their vehicles. The origin of trips for the project area included Plainsboro Township
(17.8%), West Windsor Township (9.4%), Princeton Borough (7.0%) and Princeton Tow nship
(2.2%). Similarly, destinations for the project area included Plainsboro Township (18.3%), W'est
Windsor Township (7.3%), Princeton Borough (8.5%) and Princeton Township (1.1%).
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4.0 TRAFFIC FORECASTS

The Route I corridor has been the focus of numerous traffic studies. To develop and analyze CMS
strategies, traffic data from two studies were utilized, the NJDOT Penns Neck Traffic Study and
the DVRPC regional transportation model. The Penns Neck Traffic Study represents a detailed
investigation of the existing traffic volumes and forecasts focused on the Penns Neck Area. The
other volumes were developed by DVRPC through the use of the regional transportation model.
Discussed below are each of these methods and how each will be utilized on this project.

4.1 NJDOT Penns Neck Traffic Study

In 1984 the NJDOT implemented a study of the 20 mile Route 1 corridor between LawrTence and
New Brunswick. The corridor was divided into study areas. The Department developed 2004
volume projections from 1984 traffic count data. The 2004 volumes were later superseded by 2005
volumes. Roadway improvements for each study area were developed, analyzed and recommended
in a series of feasibility studies using the volume forecasts. Recommended improvements such as
the Quakerbridge Road Interchange and Alexander Road Interchange, have been constructed and
are presently in service. In other areas the need for improvements has been accepted by the
Department and imnprovements are being investigated . The Penns Neck Traffic Study was
performed to supplement the previous traffic volume forecasts for the purpose of developing
proposed improvements to the Route I Corridor in the Penns Neck area. The Penns Neck Study
was focused between the following limits: Alexander Road to the south, Plainboro Road to the
north, Faculty Road to the west and South Mill Road to the east.

Traffic volume counts for the Penns Neck Area were taken in 1992 and forecasted to the years 2002
and 2022 where 2002 is the estimated time of construction (ETC) and 2022 is the design year. The
existing (1992) volumes were increased by a background growth rate and volume from site specific
traffic generators were added. The result was 2002 and 2022 Demand Volumes. The Demand
Volumes were distributed over the alternative roadway networks and capacity restraints were
applied to locations where volume exceeded capacity. The procedures to develop demand volumes
are described in detail in the Traffic Forecast Methodology Report (Reference #3) and the
procedures for restraints and redistnbutions are described in the Traffic Analysis Report. Route U J S
1 Penns Neck Area (Reference #2). The following is a discussion of the factors that were applied
to the base year volumes in determination of future volumes.

4.1.a NJDOT Programmed Inprovements

At the beginning of the study process Route 1 was two-lanes in each direction with a full outside
shoulder, except under the Dinky Railroad Bridge where the shoulder is eliminated. In the spring
and summer of 1993 the shoulder was converted to a third travel lane between the Penns Neck
Circle and the intersection at Plainsboro Road. This improvement, often referred to as TSM, is
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intended to serve as a temporary measure until a build scheme is selected.

North of Plainsboro Road, Scudders Mill Road met Route 1 at a signalized intersection. This
intersection was replaced with a grade separated interchange. Also included was the widening of
Route 1 to six-lanes with shoulders from the intersection at Plainsboro Road north to meet the
previously widened section at the College Road interchange.

South of the Penns Neck circle, the Dinky Railroad crosses over Route 1. The bridge carries a
single track over Route 1 and in 1992 only had room underneath for two-lanes in each direction
without shoulders. The construction to replace this bridge began in the summer of 1993 and the
scope of the project included the construction of one additional lane in each direction, without
shoulders. The new bridge provided sufficient under clearances to eventually widen Route 1 to
three through-lanes in each direction plus one auxiliary-lane in each direction.

South of the Dinky Railroad, Alexander Road had crossed Route 1 with a signalized intersection.
This intersection was replaced with a full grade separated interchange. Included with the Alexander
Road interchange is the widening of Route I to three-lanes in each direction with full shoulders
from the Dinky Railroad Bridge to Woodrow Wilson Boulevard.

Local Roadway Improvements

The intersection of Alexander Road/Wallace-North Post Road has been investigated by West
Windsor Township, as yet no improvements have been constructed. Improvements to that
intersection included replacing the existing structure carrying Alexander Road over the Amtrak rail
lines and creating a direct connection between Alexander Road and North Post Road. Wallace
Road would tie into the new alignment at a "T" intersection.

Route 571

County Route 571 controls much of the east-west movements of vehicles through the study area.
To develop traffic volume forecasts it was assumed that intersection capacity improvements would
be performed at key locations in Princeton Junction, consistent with the NJDOT Route 571 Needs
Assessment. These improvements are currently being investigated by the Mercer County
Engineer's Office.

No-Build

The No-Build altemative was analyzed with roadway improvements that were constructed and are
anticipated to be in place prior to the year 2002. These improvements include:

* TSM Improvements
* Replacement of the Dinky Railroad Overpass
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* Alexander Road interchange and widening of Route 1 to the south
* Scudders Mill Road interchange and the widening of Route 1 to the north
* Intersection improvements to:

1) Wallace / North Post / Alexander
2) Princeton-Hightstown / Clarksville
3) Princeton-Hightstown / Alexander
4) Princeton-Hightstown / Wallace-Cranbury

4.1 .b Background Growth Rate

The Background Growth Rate is the volume growth applied to the base year volumes resulting from
factors not specifically controlled for in the traffic model. Typically, this is population and
employment growth in the region surrounding the study areas, but can also include small site
specific generators within the study area which are not included in the model. To establish the
background growth rate three factors were examined: population growth, employment growth and
historical traffic growth.

The population of Mercer and Middlesex Counties is expected to grow at an annual rate of 0.64%
to 1.01%. Employment in the two county region is expected to grow at an annual rate of 1.1%.
Historical data indicate that background traffic growth follows employment growth so a background
growth rate of 1% was selected. Refer to the Traffic Forecast Methodology Report for Details
(Reference #3).

4.1 .c Site Specific Traffic Generators

The Penns Neck Area has tremendous growth potential. This section of Route 1 is commonly
referred to as the "zip strip" with the prestigious Princeton zip code of 08540. With land readily
available, many corporations find this area attractive for their corporate headquarters and offices.
Princeton University's presence also attracts businesses and residents to the area. Of particular
importance are the University's research, office and retail developments at the Forrestal Campus
in Plainsboro Township.

Local zoning laws generally allow for office/research development in this area. Access to this area
is provided primarily by Route 1. However, Princeton Junction Train Station also provides rail
service to the area, linking it to New York and Philadelphia.

Over the next 30 years, expected development of this area includes approximately 14 million square
feet of office space, 1.4 million square feet of commercial and retail space and 3,000 residential
units. Proposed developments in the project area were identified and the latest development data
was provided by local officials. The approved Traffic Impact Studies were used to obtain trip
generation and distribution data, when that information was available. However, some projects
were only in the concept stage so Traffic Impact Studies had not yet been developed. In these
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instances, the ITE Trip Generation Manual was used to generate development volumes. The trip
distnrbutions for these developments were derived from available distributions for nearby sites.

Many of the Traffic Impact Studies contained reduced volumes where trip reduction strategies were
warranted. For example, transit and car pooling for office developments, pass-by trips for retail
developments and internal capture for mixed-use developments are taken into account for reducing
trip generation. When applicable, the reduced trips were used in the traffic model. To generate trips
for the years 2002 and 2022 the development projects were ranked. Projects with final approval or
under construction were assumed to be occupied by 2002 and included in those forecasts.
Development projects with only preliminary or concept approval were included with the 2022
forecasts.

Site specific traffic generators used in the development of traffic volumes are identified in the
Appendix. It should be noted that as part of the CMS study, the status of these site specific
generators was compared recent estimates. The estimated growth for the project area was found to
be on target with original estimates. The location of the site specific generators is shown in Figure
4-1. Notable site specific traffic generators in Penns Neck include Carnegie Center (2,436,000 s.f.
Office), Princeton Forrestal (928,000 s.f. Office) and Princeton Nurseries (3,000,000 s.f. Office).

4.1.d Demand Volumes

Traffic volume forecasts were developed from the base year volumes, background growth rate and
site specific generators. See Figures 4-2 & 4-3 for forecasted traffic volumes. The period between
1980 and 1992 was a time of aggressive development in the Route 1 corridor. In the 1980's
numerous developers acquired large tracts of land, applied for and received approvals and started
developing their land in a phased scenario. The office projects listed below had been partially
developed and have additional phases with preliminary approvals.

* Carnegie Developments
* Nassau Park
* Squibb
* University Square
* Princeton Forrestal Developments

It is anticipated that these developers will continue to build as quickly as they can find new
occupants, resulting in tafflc volume growth that directly impacts the Route 1 corridor. Over the
next 20 to 30 years many of the developments will be completed and filly occupied. However,
similar new developments are not likely to follow because there are few remaining large parcels of
land that can support office parks of this magnitude. Therefore, as the existing development
projects are completed the corridor will approach build-out, and the rate of employment growth will
diminish. In other words, as these developments and the surrounding communities approach build-
out, traffic volume growth will moderate.
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4.1.e Route 92 Adjustments

Proposed Route 92 is an east-west highway which would provide direct access between the New
Jersey Turnpike Interchange 8A and U.S. Route 1. In development of the traffic forecasts, Route
92 was assumed to end at its intersection with U.S. Route 1 in South Brunswick Township, north
of College Road. The traffic in the Penns Neck area would be affected by this new route and
volume adjustments were made.

Route 92 was included in the traffic model associated with the Route 571 Needs Assessment,
prepared by NJDOT. A comparison of Build and No-Build volumes revealed that impacts to traffic
volumes in the study area are minor. Route 1 peak hour demand volumes were adjusted +/- 200
to account for the effects of Route 92.

4.1 .f Capacity Restraints

Much of the anticipated traffic volume growth results from trips between work and home. This
growth will have significant impacts on morning and aftemoon peak hour volumes. The volume
forecasts were examined with respect to the No-Build, and restrained volumes were developed for
the AM and PM peak hours. The link capacity of roadways, ramps and the capacity of signalized
intersections were evaluated to determine capacity restraints. While many locations within the study
area were examined, the peak hour volume is controlled by just a few key restraint points. Table
4-1 depicts the capacity restraints applied by scenario from the controlling links or intersections in
the Penns Neck network. Controlling (intersection) restraints are designated with the name of the
corresponding cross street.

TABLE 4-1
ROUTE 1 PENNS NECK CAPACITY RESTRAINTS

RESTRAINT

SCENARIO ROUTE 1 ROUTE 571

_______________ NB SB EB | WB
2002 AM No-Build Harrison Street Harrison Street l

2002 PM No-Build Harrison Street Harrison Street

2022 AM No-Build Harrison Street Harrison Street Clarksville
_______________ R oad

2022 PM No-Build Harrison Street Harrison Street Clarksville
___ Road
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4.2 DVRPC's Regional Transportation Model

The regional transportation model includes estimate of demographic and employment data for small
areas or zones. This enables the model to assign trip making characteristics associated with
households and businesses to the streets and transit facilities serving them. For regional travel, a
traffic analysis zone system is employed based on census tracts within the nine-county region
making up DVRPC's regional area. This results in 1,335 traffic zones for the entire DVRPC region,
which encompasses 3,833 square miles. The regional model projects traffic volumes to the year
2020.

In development of the model, each roadway has a fixed capacity. The capacity is determined through
a series of look-up tables. Once the roadway reaches its capacity, the excess volumes are
redistributed over the roadway network. The model goes through 15 iterations to "smooth out" the
traffic volumes.

The DVRPC regional model includes the Penns Neck Area, however, the model limits only include
Mercer County. The Penns Neck Area is therefore on the fringe of the DVRPC regional model. This
causes the traffic analysis zones to be larger therefore, diminishing the effectiveness of the model.
In addition, the model is "unfocused" through the area representing a more regional perception of
traffic conditions. Finally, there is a cordon station at the Millstone River which serves as one of
the entrance points to the model. At this location, the traffic volumes do not vary with the roadway
capacity. This is due to the model having no way of determining alternate routes for traffic because
the model limits do not go into Middlesex County.

4.3 Recommendations

As discussed above, although the regional model developed by DVRPC is an excellent tool for
estimating traffic growth on a region-wide bases, however is not suitable for such a small traffic
corridor as the Penns Neck area. The traffic forecasts developed by NJDOT represent a more
accurate gage of expected traffic volumes in the Penns Neck area. On the other hand, the regional
model provides a secondary tool in evaluating regional CMS strategies. This is discussed further in
Section 6 of this report.
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5.0 CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Traffic volumes have been forecast to the Estimated Time of Construction (ETC) which is the year
2002 and for the design year of 2022. The study area roadway network was evaluated to deternine
No-Build levels of service. The roadways were analyzed with 2002 and 2022 traffic volumes using
the methods described in the 1994 Highw=y Capacity Manual. The computer based Highway
Capacity Software, version 2.1 was utilized to perform the capacity/level of service computations.
In evaluating CMS strategies, traffic volumes developed for the design year will be utilized. In
addition, the evaluation of strategies will be performned assuming No-Build roadway conditions.

5.1 Traffic Analysis

The No-Build year 2002 and 2022 roadway network is different from the existing. For instance, the
signalized intersection at Route I and Alexander Road has been replaced with a grade separated
interchange. These changes are reflected in the 2002 and 2022 no-build traffic volumes. In
performing the traffic analysis, the traffic volume forecasts developed for the restrained condition
was utilized. Summary of the traffic analysis is shown in the Traffic Analysis Report, Route lJ.S.
I - Penns Neck Area (Reference #2).

Route 1

The north-south movement along Route 1 dominates the flow of traffic in the study area. Route I
volume is controlled by the capacity of the six lane segment north of Harrison Street and south of
Plainsboro Road. Intersections of key importance in the No-Build are Route 1/Harrison Street, and
Route 1/Washington Road. These intersections serve as primary or secondary restraint points that
govern the traffic volumes permitted in the No-Build Network. Under the restraint condition all
roadway links operate at a level of service of E or better in the peak hour in 2002 and 2022.
However, if the demand volumes are used in the analysis all roadway links will operate at over
capacity conditions.

County Route 571

County Route 571 controls the east-west traffic movement in the study area. No-Build traffic
volumes on Route 571 are controlled by the capacity of the intersection at Washington
Road/Clarksville Road. Traffic peaks westbound in the AM peak hour and eastbound in the PM peak
hour, in the years 2002 and 2022. Capacity restraints are applied in the peak direction to the 2022.
In the year 2002, Washington Road will operate at levels of service D or better at the intersections
and links. In 2022 the links and intersections degrade to a level of service E.
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6.0 CMS ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The intent of the CMS analysis is to analyze all reasonable available travel demand reduction and
operational management strategies for the corridor. This is accomplished through an analysis (both
quantitatively and qualitatively) of existing and projected traffic conditions in the corridor and
evaluation of the impacts of various congestion management system strategies. The analysis
demonstrates how effective such strategies are in eliminating the need for additional SOV capacity
in the corridor. If the analysis demonstrates that additional SOV capacity is warranted, then
reasonable strategies to manage the facility effectively (or to facilitate its management in the future)
will be incorporated into the proposed facility or recommended for further action.

Preparation of the CMS analysis will be done in accordance with DVRPC requirements. In
preparing the CMS study, the following methodology has been utilized in determining a reduction
in congestion due to the outlined strategies:

6.1 Project Initiation

A steering committee was formed to coordinate the work performed and to obtain input from other
key regional transportation agencies. This committee includes representatives from NJDOT,
DVRPC, Mercer and Middlesex Counties, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), N.J. Transit,
Federal Transportation Administration (FTA), West Windsor Planning Board, Princeton Regional
Planning Board, Plainsboro Planning Board, Middlesex, Somerset, and Mercer Regional Council,
Inc (MSM) and the Greater Mercer TMA. To date, four steering conmnittee meetings have been held.

At the first meeting, the DVRPC presented a screening of improvement strategies, using a systems-
wide approach, to identify applicable strategies in the corridor. The committee discussed each
strategy and based on local considerations evaluated the study needs. Each strategy was categorized
into three designations of study types which include quantitative, qualitative and not applicable to
the study area. Table 6-1 shows a list of the 37 strategies provided by DVRPC and the results of the
first steering committee meeting relevant to the type of analysis to be performed for each strategy.
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TABLE 6-1
CMS STRATEGY IDENTIFICATION

1 1 ~~~~~Coordinate with
Strategy | Type of Study | Strategy#

Mode Shift

1. CarpooWNanpool QuanUtative 2.9. 11

2. Guaranteed Ride Home QuanUtative 1,9, 11

3. Paratransit Services Quantitative

4. Transit Marketing Qualitative

5. Pedestrian Improvements Qualitative

6. Bicycle Improvements Qualitative 19

7. Park and Ride Qualitative

PARKING MANAGEMENT

8. Parking RegulationslOrdinances Not to be Studied

9. Preferential HOV Parking Quantitative 1. 2,11

TDM

10. Transportation Management Assocdabions (TMA) Qualitagve

11. Ride Matching Quantitative 1.2,9

12. Telecommubing j Quantitative

GROWTH MANAGEMENT

13. Activity Centers Qualitative 14

14. Land Use Policies/Regulations Qualitative 13

ACCESS MANAGEMENT

15. Median Control Qualitative

16. Driveway Controls Qualitatve

TRANSIT SERVICEIOPERATIONS IMPROVEMENTS

17. Transit Coordinaton Not to be Studied

18. New Transit Service Quantitative

19. Bicyyde Improvements at Rail Stations Qualitative 6

20. Transit Enhancement/Expansion Qualitative
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TABLE 6-1
CMS STRATEGY IDENTIFICATION

Coordinate with
Strategy Type of Study Strategy #

TRAFFIC OPERATION IMPROVEMENTS

21. Intersection & Roadway Widening Quantitative 22

22. Channeliza0on Quantiative 21

23. Traffic Surveillance and Control System Quantitative

24. Ramp Metering Not to be Studied

25. Computerized Signal System QuantitaUve 27

28. Elimination of Bottlenecks Not to be Studied

27. Coordinate & Upgrade Traffic Signals Quantitative 25

28. One-way Streets Not to be Studied

INCIDENT MANAGEMENT

29. Incident DetectionNerification Qualitative 30. 31

30. Emergency Response Time Improvements Qualitative 29.31

31. Alternative Routng Techniques . Qualitative 29.30

32. Constuction Management QualitaUve

ALTERNATIVE WORK HOURS

33. Staggered Work Hours/Flexible Work Schedules QuantitaUive 34

34. Compressed Work Weeks Quantitative 33

TRANSIT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

35. E-xpand Park at Rail Stationsr Not to be Studied

INTELUGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

36. Traveler Information Services Not to be Studied

GENERAL PURPOSE LANES

37. SOV Roadway Widening Quantitative
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As the CMS process evolved, the grouping of the strategies was modified to help better evaluate the
potential benefits of such strategies. Upon further examination of the 29 remaining strategies to be
evaluated, it was concluded that these strategies could be organized into 8 groups. These eight
groups include a car/vanpool program, pedestrian/bicycle facilities, transit improvements, physical
improvements, traffic signal improvements, advanced traffic control, travel behavior modifications
and growth and development modifications. From these 8 groupings three distinct categories of
strategies can be formed. These categories are Mode Shift, Traffic Improvernents and Travel
Demand Reduction. Figure 6-1 illustrates the strategy groupings and their relationship to the
grouping in a flow chart format. In addition, Figure 6-2 exhibits the relationships between the
strategy groupings and the different agencies facilitating the CMS process.

6.2 Evaluation Methodology

The DVRPC region consists of a total 72 planning districts. These districts are used as the basic
analysis zones in the regional model. The Penns Neck traffic impact corridor is only included within
one of these districts (#57) as shown in Figure 6-3. County districts are then broken down into traffic
analysis zones to replicate the study area. See Figure 6-4. For the purposes of this study, district 57
has remained intact and is not separated into smaller traffic analysis zones. This was done to take
into account the full effects of the project area. Figure 6-5 shows the roadway network within the
analysis zones. This will provide the best representation of the project area including Route 1,
Washington Avenue and the proposed improvement.

Quantitative Analysis

With the strategies identified and categorized into the level of analysis to be performed, the
methodology to evaluate each strategy was developed. The first type of analysis to be performed will
be a quantitative study. This type of analysis will use specific data and documented means such as
the Regional Transportation Model developed by DVRPC and computer programs to analyze each
strategy or a group of strategies by one or a combination of the following means:

1. To evaluate the strategies, one tool which has been utilized is the Travel Demand Management
(TDM) Evaluation Model developed by the COMSIS corporation. The model was developed in
the late 1980's drawing upon nationwide research in TDM. A version of this model was
sponsored by FHWA in 1993 which was available to the public to help States and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPO's) evaluate transportation strategies with respect to estimates in
a reduction of vehicle trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).

The TDM model was developed to address employer-based strategies such as transit,
carpool/vanpool, and alternative work schedules including flexible and staggered work hours,
compressed work weeks and telecommuting. Additionally, the model will evaluate area wide
applied strategies such as regulatory requirements, transit service improvements, and High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) priority lanes.
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Model input consists of trip tables for home-based person trips, home-based vehicle trips and
home-based transit trips provided by DVRPC's TRANPLAN trip tables. The model uses a series
of computer spreadsheets where information on the type and scope of strategy, level of program
(voluntary/mandatory) and type and size of employer. All assumptions to be used in this
development will be consistent with those employed in DVRPC's requirements. Output of the
model consists of both tabular and graphical reports which characterize the effectiveness of a
strategy or group of strategies. It does this through such measures as modal split, vehicles
occupancy, VMT and number of person trips and vehicle trips. Due to the location of the project
area and the fact that the DVRPC regional transportation model is unfocused through the project
area, this analysis was used as a secondary tool.

2. Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) Program is an analysis tool used by the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) to estimate travel and transportation
system impacts. In discussions with DVRPC, it was recommended that as many strategies or
groups of strategies be evaluated using this methodology. This was done to provide an
alternative analysis to the TDM evaluation model which bases the estimated benefits in travel
reduction through use of the DVRPC regional transportation model. As previously discussed,
DVRPC's regional model has limitations regarding the location of this project. The CMAQ
program calculates the change in vehicle trips and VMT by estimating conditions prior to the
implementation of a strategy or group of strategies.

3. Conventional traffic engineering analyses, such as capacity and level of service analyses using
the principals outlined in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual. Tools to be utilized will include
the Highway Capacity Software (HCS94), Passer II or Transyt-7F.

It is anticipated that strategies analyzed in this fashion may only result in small reduction in
congestion that may be too fine to measure using available techniques. Therefore, as discussed
above, the Committee has determined those strategies may be grouped and evaluated collectively.

In looking at certain strategies, DVRPC requested that Route 1 also be considered in the analysis.
The CMS analysis has focused on the project area but the regional strategies such as a
CarNanpooling Program or Park and Ride lots will consider effects to Route 1. This analysis will
depict the overall effectiveness of CMS strategies with regard to the reduction of traffic on Route
1 such that capacity along Washington Road may improve, specifically at the intersection of
Washington Road and Route 1.

Qualitative Analysis

The Second type of analysis to be perforned will be that of a qualitative analysis. This type of
analysis will rely on existing studies that have been performed in the project corridor and are
approved by the applicable jurisdiction and national or regional statistics which have been published
by industry accepted agencies such as ITE, AASHTO and FHWA.
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6.3 Public Involvement

To further tailor a CMS program to the project area, a public meeting was held on November 5, 1997
in West Windsor Township. The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the project to the public
and present the prelimninary results of the strategy evaluation. Approximately 100 people attended
the meeting. A formal presentation was given, followed by a question and answer period. In general,
residents are in agreement that congestion is severe and an improvement in the roadway network is
needed. DVRPC distributed a survey requesting public opinion regarding preferences among the
CMS strategies discussed previously. See the Appendix for a copy of the survey. Results of the
survey have been tabulated by DVRPC and categorized into 5 groups from very high support to not
supported. These results are shown in Figure 6-6 and graphically in Figure 6-7.

The survey also sought additional comments regarding the CMS study or other aspects of the project.
Most of the comment at the public meeting focused around the following items:

* Pedestrians and Bicycles
* Regional Traffic Issues
* Local traffic Issues
* Truck Traffic
* Better Utilization of the Dinky Right-of-Way
* CMS Study too Narrowly Focused
* Depressing Route I at Washington Road

At the third Steering Committee meeting, the committee reviewed each of these concerns and
developed an action item as part of the CMS process commitments. This will be discussed as part
of the CMS commitment presented in Section 8 of this report.
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7.0 CMS STRATEGY ANALYSIS

As presented earlier in this report, traffic volumes during the peak periods and throughout the
average day are projected to exceed capacity. Local traffic activity will continue to compete with
regionally oriented through traffic of Route 1. These conditions will adversely impact operations
resulting in congestion and delays.

To determine the most appropriate improvement measure, a CMS analysis was conducted. The intent
of the CMS analysis is to evaluate all reasonable available travel demand reduction and operational
management strategies for the corridor. This is accomplished through an analysis (both
quantitatively and qualitatively) of projected traffic conditions in the corridor and evaluation of the
impacts of various congestion management system strategies. The analysis demonstrates how
effective such strategies are in eliminating the need for additional Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV)
capacity in the corridor. If the analysis demonstrates that additional SOV capacity is warranted, then
reasonable strategies to manage the facility effectively (or to facilitate its management in the future)
will be incorporated into the proposed facility or recommended for further action. The following
sections describe the analysis of those strategies studied for the Penns Neck Area.

As previously discussed, the Route 571 improvements triggers the need for the CMS. However in
performing the CMS study, strategies are to be evaluated on an area wide bases. The analysis is to
be conducted relative to where congestion is most prevalent. Therefore, although the proposed
project has triggered the CMS, the study has not been confined to Route 571.

7.1 Mode Shift

Increases in capacity and reductions in congestion can be achieved by reducing vehicular travel.
Work-based travel is the most consistent daily trip type and has the greatest potential for reductions.
Providing a shift in the mode of travel is one of the more effective ways to realize such reductions.
Discussed below are the analysis of strategies aimed at determining whether such measures will
provide the needed reduction in vehicle trips.

Carpool/Vanpool
Increasing ridesharing is difficult. People want the flexibility to leave home and work when they
wish to, and have a vehicle available for running errands and in case of emergencies. Other
factors that discourage ridesharing include child care needs, free parking at work sites and the
low cost of driving. However, for many, ridesharing can be a way to save commuting costs.

Carpooling and Vanpooling is primarily attractive to long distance commuters and are easier to
form at locations with large employers. Average trip lengths for the Route I corridor are
approximately 15 miles making this strategy well suited for the corridor. Within the Route I
corridor, approximately 12% of work trips are through the use of carpools. To increase this
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share, employers can promote ridesharing by designating an individual to coordinate the
program, provide subsidies and/or provide information and ridematching capabilities. In
modeling this strategy, it has been analyzed as a group with other strategies. These strategies
include Guaranteed Ride Home, Preferential HOV Parking and Ride Matching services to
increase the attractiveness of ridesharing to the motorist and its trip reduction potential.

In performing the analysis for this group, certain key assumptions had to be made. These
assumptions relate to the employment make-up of the area and the level of participation the
program can achieve. It is assumed that this type of program is most effective at large
employment sites of 500 or more workers. Nationwide, approximately 25% of employment
situations meet this criteria. This percentage was used in the analysis performed for this project.
The level of participation assumed in the analysis was that of a low and medium effort.
Additional assumptions are shown on the analysis work sheets shown in the Appendix.

Results of the analysis showed a potential range of reduction in work trips of 1.7% to 3.7%. This
percentage equates to the elimination of 321 to 704 vehicle trips during both the AM and PM
peak hours. This reduction in vehicle trips was then reviewed with respect to the effects to the
specific roadways. As previously discussed, this strategy is a regional strategy which will have
its primary benefits to the Route 1 corridor. To apply the reduction of vehicle trips to the specific
roadway corridors, the traffic volumes of each was reviewed. The share of Route 1 traffic to
Washington Road traffic is approximately 85% and 15% respectively. Using these percentage
splits, the number of eliminated trip on the specific roadway could then be calculated. As a
check to the determination of the eliminated trips with the implementation of a car/vanpool
program, the Strategy Evaluation Handbook (Reference #10) developed by NJDOT was checked
for input. As outlined in this document, the upper limit for vanpooling in reducing vehicle trips
is 2.2 percent of all trips. This percentage may be slightly higher where more large employers
are located. This reduction percentage is within the range found in the analysis for the Penns
Neck area.

In order to facilitate the car/vanpool program, the use of a Transportation Management
Association (TMA) was investigated. TMA's were created to promote partnerships between
government and businesses to solve transportation problems. By supporting the TMA's,
employers can receive assistance in the task of influencing and alerting employees' of the
commuting options. The Greater Mercer and Keep Middlesex Moving are TMA's which have
presently established such programs in Mercer and Middlesex Counties. However, for the
purposes of this report in establishing the effects of a TMA's on congestion, no separate
reduction in vehicle trips was considered. Generally TMA's are supportive of other CMS
strategies. Support of the local TMA's is critical to the success of any program if further
implementation of a car/vanpool program is to continue. This will ensure that the benefits
estimated for the specific strategies be realized.

Park-and-Ride Lots are areas where individuals park their cars or are dropped off to use an

P:\~1366'28%,RPORTS RF.\'LRPT.WVPD 7 - 2 ... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

adjacent transit line or carpools. The existence of such facilities enables conmnuters to share a
portion of their work trip with others traveling by auto, paratransit or public transportation. Park-
and-ride lots that are secure and free of charge increase the convenience of those who choose to
carpool, vanpool or take transit.

In performing the analysis for this strategy, the Princeton Area Transportation Study (Reference
#8) was utilized in determining possible lot location and size. Based on an analysis of employee
residence locations, a screening was conducted by location, access and market potential.
Potential sites determined were:

- 1-95 Corridor (Scotch Road Interchange area)
- US 13011-295 (Rising Sun Road area)
- US 1 North Corridor (Adams Lane area and/or Johnson & Johnson/Squib area)

Lot sizes for each of the above locations were estimated to be 100 spaces each and assumed to
be 100% full for the purposes of the analysis. Additionally, to obtain the maximum benefit of
each lot it was assumed each lot would be serviced by transit to increase the attractiveness of lot
usage.

To estimate the effectiveness of the Park-and-Ride Lots in reducing congestion in the project
area, the CMAQ program was utilized. The results of the CMAQ analysis were applied such that
the reduction in vehicle trips created from the three lots above would be only applied to Route
l. The results of the analysis showed a reduction of less than 1% in work trips along Route 1.
The total number of trips eliminated is approximately 70 vehicles in both the AM and PM peak
hour.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
Pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, pedestrian overpasses and walkways are typical
pedestrian facilities. One important role for pedestrian facilities is to provide connectivity to
transit services. Pedestrian amenities for the project area are mostly limited to sidewalks that are
required for subdivision approval and are not part of a rational, comprehensive system designed
to link different land uses and provide alternatives to driving.

According to the 1990 Nationwide Personal Transportation Study, the length of a walking trip
for different purposes ranges from 0.4 to 1.0 mile. Typically, through the Route 1 corridor trips
are made over long distances. Pedestrian alternatives in the corridor would not address regional
travel (through trips) and truck-based goods movements. However, with the proximity of the
Princeton Junction Train Station and the Dinky Rail Line, some benefit may be realized along
Washington Road. To achieve such benefits, special consideration should be given to providing
pedestrian facilities to connect the community destinations, transit facilities and make
recreational facilities accessible and convenient.
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Bicycle facilities may be utilized as a primary mode directly connecting origins and destinations,
as a feeder providing a connection to transit modes or for circulation at activity centers. In
evaluating this strategy, Bicycle Improvements at Rail Stations was included in the analysis.
A key factor in deciding whether to use bicycles is the trip distance. According to the 1990
Nationwide Personal Transportation Study, the length of a bicycle trip for work trips is 2.1 miles.
As far as an alternative to regional traffic, bicycle improvements would not be appropriate.
However, similar to the discussion for pedestrian facilities the proximity of the Princeton
Junction Train Station and the Dinky Rail Line some benefit may be realized along Washington
Road. To achieve such benefits, special consideration should be given to providing bicycle
facilities to connect the community destinations, transit facilities and make recreational facilities
accessible and convenient. Bicycle storage facilities should be provided at the destinations.

As an alternative to help meet the capacity needs for the Penns Neck area, pedestrian and bicycle
facilities would not be appropriate. However, comment from the public meeting showed strong
support for such facilities. Implementation of such features would not so much relieve
congestion through the project area but would improve the quality of life. The analysis
performed in the study has focused on trip reduction with respect to work trips. However, the
majority of uses of such facilities would be recreational.

Presently, NJDOT is conducting a pedestrian/bicycle mobility study which includes the Penns
Neck area. It is recommended that findings from this study be further advanced to examine a
series of rational alternatives to provide improved pedestrian and bicycle access between
Princeton and Penns Neck. Local representatives should be brought into the process in order to
help flush-out the most viable alternatives. For instance, representatives of Princeton
recommended that there may be an opportunity to provide a pedestrian/bicycle link along the
Dinky railroad corridor.

Transit Improvements
Transit service has been one of the strategies considered in an effort to improve travel conditions,
reduce congestion and meet the need for future traffic growth in the project area. Through the
project area, as documented in Section 2 of this report, existing transit services are extensive in
the project area and include both bus and rail service. Due to this extensive service, this study
will consider any New Transit Service to be implemented as an enhancement or expansion of
the existing service. Results of the analysis have been considered under the strategy Transit
Enhancement/Expansion for reducing congestion and vehicle trips. Several transit options have
been investigated and a discussion of the applicability to the study area is discussed below.

Transit Coordination involves cooperation in the delivery of transit services so as to enhance
services and make them more attractive to transit riders. In evaluating this strategy, the Steering
Committee determined at the first committee meeting that the strategy Transit
Enhancement/Expansion is a more appropriate strategy. Any reduction in congestion would
therefore be included within that strategy. Transit Coordination will therefore not be analyzed
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separately.

Transit EnhancementVExpansion involves increasing transit capacity by expanding the number
of vehicles operated, constructing new facilities and providing better overall coordination
between systems. There are many variations of providing such improvements. For the purposes
of this report, each condition was examined individually. This would be an overestimate of
possible users in that some enhancements/expansions are drawing from the same pool of
potential users. Discussed below are those options which were considered in the evaluation of
providing an enhanced or expanded transit service.

THTamilton Train Station - N.J. Transit is presently constructing a train station along the
Northeast Corridor line. The station is located in Hamilton Township in the area of 1-295 off
Sloan Avenue. Preliminary estimates have been made to assess the impacts construction of
this train station will have on the roadway network surrounding the Princeton Junction train
station. N.J. Transit estimates that the Hamilton Train Station will attract approximately 980
riders per morning peak period. This translates into approximately 800 parking spaces that
are expected to be freed up.

Interim stop along the Dinky Railroad (Faculty Road) - As part of the CMS analysis process,
the steering committee determined that an additional stop along the Dinky rail line was
worthy of consideration. The initial reasons for consideration were to provide additional
parking for pernit holders to free up spaces for daily travelers at the Princeton station and
to serve developments in the stations vicinity with the rail. As documented in the Princeton
Area Transportation Study (Reference #8), a 50 space parking lot was proposed. It was
estimated that with the addition of this interim Dinky station during the peak hour a
reduction of 14 trips would be realized.

New Jersey Transit has reviewed this proposed station and has made the following
observations:

The 2.7 mile Princeton Branch is a single track line served by one train. With this constraint
the peakperiod schedule has been defined to meet as many Princeton Junction arrivals and
departures as possible, with preferencefor peak direction trips. Currently the peak periods
feature several stretches of continuous shuttle operations, up to 77 minutes, without a minute
of recovery time. A new station would add about I to 1.5 minutes per trip, which would
result in an added 2 to 3 minutes to each round trip. This would result in less peak service
for passengers and as a resultfewerNortheast Corridor trains would have connection with
shuttle trains to/from Princeton. Such a change would assuredly draw customer Criticism.

By adding a second train to the Princeton Branch current service levels could be maintained,
but this would involve a significant investment in rail equipment and infrastructure (a mid-
line passing siding), which we have not even begun to define.
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West TrentonRilLin - At theNovember 5, 1997 public meeting residents expressed an
interest is the effects of the West Trenton rail line may have on the project area if put back
into service. As documented in the November 14, 1997 Star Ledger, NJ. Transit has initiated
a passenger rail line study to examine the potential of restoring service from West Trenton
to Bound Brook.

• Tncrease Rus Service - In examining the effects of increased bus service the Princeton Area
Transportation Study (Reference #8) was utilized. Four potential bus routes were considered
for implementation and include:

* A - Princeton Borough downtown circulation and feeder to the Dinky station
* B - Hightstown to Princeton Junction feeder
* C - North Brunswick to Jersey Avenue station feeder
* D - Hamilton to Route 1 corridor

Figure 7-1 depicts the bus routes for services A & B. Bus service under Route C serviced
North Brunswick and New Brunswick Townships and was considered too far north of the
project area to effect travel patterns along Washington Road. Service D would provide
transfer opportunities from N.J. Transit's Mercer County routes. The route would serve
Route 1 and West Windsor Township and either feed the Dinky or Princeton Junction train
station. Such a service could possibly service the new Hamilton rail station and the
Quakerbridge Mall.

In analyzing the effects of such bus service, potential benefits to the project area could only
be realized from services B & D. Ridership estimates for these two routes during the AM
peak period (6:30 - 8:30 am) were projected to be 245 persons for service B and 134 persons
for service D.

Paratransit Services cover a wide variety of transit services, usually in smaller vehicles, often
without fixed routes or schedules, and for a variety of special purposes. These services can act
as feeders to long-haul bus and rail for pick-up of reverse commuters. Paratransit vehicles can
also be used to bring commuters to mid-day activities such as restaurants and shopping. Such
a service is important to encourage ridesharing and traditional use of transit.

Currently, there are paratransit services being operated in the area. New Jersey Transit is
operating a pilot project called Wheels, which is a flexible fixed route van service. Service is
provided from Lawrence and West Windsor Townships to the Princeton Junction Train Station,
Carnegie Center, and Nassau Park during moming and evening peak hours. Similarly in New
Brunswick, service is provided which picks-up passengers at the train station during the moming
peak and provides service to area businesses north of New Brunswick. The reverse service is
provided in the evening peak. This is a reservation based service and reservations must be made
the day before.
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The Greater Mercer TMA also administers the Train Link Shuttle. This is a shuttle system
providing service from the Princeton Junction Train Station to businesses along Scudders Mill
Road and College Road East. In addition, a host of shuttles are operated by local businesses and
town centers providing service to the Princeton Junction Train Station.

In addition to the expansion of these services, providing a "Dial-a-Commute' type of service to
the residential areas (Princeton Landing and Canal Point) was investigated. This type of program
would provide direct service to residents who may not have any other option but car to get to the
train station or bus stop. This type of program is effective where development area are of a
campus type style generating densities too low to support traditional mass transit.

In performing the analysis for expected ridership of such services, the Princeton Area
Transportation Study (Reference # 8) was utilized. Increasing existing services, which primarily
addresses a reverse commute, showed and increase of 83 users. This result would primarily affect
congestion on Route 1. The second type of service which is geared towards the residential
communities in providing service to Princeton Junction Train Station for commuters bound for
New York City and Philadelphia would result in an estinated increase of 94 riders. This increase
in ridership would provide relief to congestion along the local roadway network.

Efforts to publicize the existence of transit of various special programs can be viewed as part of
a Transit Marketing strategy. As outlined in the Strategy Evaluation Handbook (Reference
#10), a 0.5 percent increase in transit usage is estimated as the result of a "typical" package of
marketing and infornation actions. This translates to a less than 0.1% reduction in work trips.

7.2 Traffic Improvements

The capacity of a traffic facility is the measure of its ability to accommodate a stream of moving
vehicles. It is a rate instead of a quantity. All flow rates can be effected by a number of factors
including the roadway, vehicle performance characteristics, operational controls, and environmental
elements. The following discussion considers ways to increase the flow rate without increasing
capacity. With the imnplementation of this type of improvement, it should be noted that vehicle trips
are not reduced, however, delay may be reduced and levels of service improved.

Physical Improvements
One of the first physical improvements that was investigated was Intersection and Roadway
Widening. Ihis is a strategy to widen existing lanes, to provide shoulders where there are no
shoulders and/or widen existing shoulders to increase the traffic flow rate. According to the
survey distributed to the public at the November 5, 1997 meeting, this strategy was not supported
by local residents. Similarly, Channelization was also investigated to separate conflicting traffic
movements thereby reducing the delay. To do this would require intersection widening along
Route 571. At the public meeting this strategy was the least supported strategy. In addition,
widening of intersections along Route 571 may diminish the character of downtown Millstone.
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As part of the traffic analysis performed for the Penns Neck project, roadway improvement
projects were considered in the development oftraffic volumes and future operational conditions.
Results from this analysis showed poor levels of service and excessive delay.

A cause of congestion on roadways with uncontrolled access is vehicles turning across the
centerline to and from adjacent land uses. Controlling access is an operational improvement
strategy that has the potential to increase mobility and reduce congestion. Generally, such control
is most effective where significant development has not occurred. Implementation of such a
measure can involve concentrating movements generated by several land uses at a single
driveway or require that ingress and egress be conducted from an adjacent signalized intersection
controlled side street. The result is reduced vehicle friction and better mobility. To reduce
congestion the strategy, Median Control was investigated. Presently, Route 1 has median
control in place. It is a 3 lane arterial with^a center median barrier prohibiting crossing of the
roadway centerline. Washington Road is a two lane arterial consisting primarily of residential
properties to the east and University property to the west. Prohibiting crossing of the roadway
centerline along Washington Road is not an appropriate strategy given the local conditions.
Given these conditions providing median control through the project area does not appear to be
appropriate and would provide minimal reduction in congestion.

Similar to a strategy for median control is Driveway Controls. This strategy addresses
congestion from vehicles turning from or entering the roadway from adjacent land uses.
Presently, along Route 1 driveway controls are in place. Adjacent land uses have common
driveways and are often only permitted exiting the facility at a side street where available. As
stated above, Washington Road consists primarily of residential properties. Providing driveway
control through this area is not an appropriate strategy given the local conditions. Given these
conditions providing driveway control through the project area does not appear to be appropriate
and would offer only minimal reduction in congestion.

Traffic Signal Improvements
Computerized Signal System and Coordinate and Upgrade Traffic Signals are similar and
have therefore been reviewed as one strategy. This type of system allows for control of
individual and/or groups of traffic signals. NJDOT is presently implementing Traffic Signal
Contract #10 which extends from New Brunswick to Trenton. This system will provide a fiber
optic interconmection of traffic signals along Route I and include updated timing plans, Variable
Message Signs, CCTV cameras and a Highway Advisory Radio system. Control of the system
will be through a central command center allowing the intersection operations to respond to
changing traffic conditions given local conditions.

The ideal saturation flow rate for a signalized intersection is 1900 passenger cars per hour of
green time per lane (pcphgpl). Presently, the, green time split between Route 1 and Washington
Road is about 70/30, respectively. This will reduce the ideal flow rate by 30% on Route I and
70%/O on Washington Road. In addition, if factors for trucks, lost time due to clearance phases and
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response start up times will further reduce the flow rate. Early studies on implementing such a
system have shown an 8-15% reduction in delay. Reduced emissions are also achieved by
allowing platoons of vehicles to travel in the traffic stream minimizing disruptions in flow due
to a red signal. This allows for a smoother flow of traffic through a designated area.

Construction Management addresses disruption of traffic flow due to maintenance and
construction operations that must take place periodically. In addition to a reduction in capacity
as a result of a loss of roadway space, additional capacity is lost due to restricted roadway use.
Construction management strategies may include such activities as maintaining a given number
of lanes, restrict work to off-peak hours or phase work to mriniiize traffic impacts. This type of
coordination is presently employed by the transportation agencies through the project area. In
addition, any construction impacts are of a non-recurmng type of congestion and does not provide
relief to the everyday congestion problems that exist in the Penns Neck area.

Advanced Traffic Control
Congestion on a roadway network can be classified into two types: recurring and nonrecurning.
Congestion that occurs at regularly at particular locations during certain times is recurring
congestion while congestion caused by random events such as accidents, incidents, and special
situations is nonrecuring congestion. Both types of congestion lead to driver fiustrations. There
is however, a difference. With recurring congestion drivers plan there trips according to the
expected congested conditions. With nonrecurring congestion a trip which may normally be
satisfactory could be detrimental in terms of delay. A Traffic Surveillance and Control System
is primarily aimed at addressing traffic operations improvements along a highway, corridor or
region. Incorporating communications networks and intelligent transportation systems offer
technology based measures to reduce congestion. Many specific systems such as CCTV cameras,
Variable Message Signs, and advanced detection systems as discussed above are presently being
implemented by NJDOT under TSC #10.

Additionally, by coordinating personnel, equipment (such as closed circuit television cameras)
and techniques, the strategy Incident Detection/Verification could help to facilitate early
detection of incidents and provide a quick response to clear such incidents thereby limiting
unnecessary delays. To enhance the effects of this strategy, Emergency Response Time
Improvements and Alternative Routing Techniques were included as support strategies.
Typically, such systems are used on limited access roadways to allow for possible diversions.
This eliminates the condition where once a motorist has passed a certain portion of the roadway
where there are no exits to divert to in order to avoid such delays. Cun-ently, NJDOT is installing
TSC#10, which includes the implementation of CCTV cameras, a Highway Advisory Radio
System and a Variable Message Sign system along Route 1. This system will be controlled by
a central command center and be able to monitor traffic activities throughout the Route I
corridor to help provide relief from certain types of congestion.

An expansion of the system to include Washington Road was considered infeasible because it
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is a local roadway consisting mainly of residential properties. Any installation of this type of
surveillance system along such a roadway would be excessive. In addition, installation of CCTV
cameras along any type of residential area often is often met with opposition due to concerns
about privacy. Any further expansion of this type of system would not solve the need in meeting
future traffic growth.

7.3 Travel Demand Reduction

Transportation Demand Management is designed to increase the efficiency of moving people by
encouraging the use of other modes of transportation. Such programs are effective in developing
travel altematives, providing incentiveldisincentives and establishing alternative work arrangements.

Travel Behavior Modiflcations
Increases in capacity and reductions in congestion can be achieved by reducing vehicle travel.
Work-based travel is the most consistent daily type trip and has the greatest potential for
reductions or adjustments. Alternative work hours is an employer based strategy where the
employees' schedule is such that the peak times for roadway traffic may be avoided.
Compressed Work Weeks is one such strategy. Compressed work weeks can be defined as a
program where employers offer their employees the option to work either a 9-day/80 hour (9/80)
schedule or a 4-day/40 hour (4/40) schedule. For the purposes of this report, a 4/40 schedule was
assumed. This type of analysis will provide for a higher reduction in vehicle trips. In perforning
the analysis, the strategy for Staggered Work Hours/Flexible Work Schedules was included
as a complementary strategy. To estimate the trip reduction potential of this strategy,
assumptions on the level of effort were required. As previously discussed, a low and medium
level of effort were considered. The analysis yielded a total reduction of 1% to 1.6%/o in work
trips. This percentage equates to a reduction of 385 to 616 vehicle trips per day. The reduction
in vehicle trips would primarily benefit Route 1. It is estimated that the trip reduction potential
along Route I and Washington Road would be distributed approximately 85% along Route 1 and
15% along Washington Road.

Similarly, Telecommuting is a work based employer demand management program designed
to reduce the number of work trips and the length of trips for those worling at satellite centers.
The fax machine, personal computer and modem are making it possible for employees to work
at home or at work centers closer to their homes. As communication technologies improve,
telecommuting could become a significant factor in reducing demand and congestion.

A recent survey found that six percent of Americans already telecommute. The benefits of
telecommuting vary by how it is conducted. The greatest benefits are realized from employees
who telecommute from home since they eliminate the work trip entirely. Measures to promote
telecommuting include educating employers, establishing work centers and implementing tax
incentives for companies with telecommuting programs.
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The analysis yielded a total reduction of 0.9% to 1.4% in work trips. This percentage equates to
a reduction of 332 to 532 vehicle trips per day. The reduction in vehicle trips would primarily
benefit Route 1. It is estimated that the trip reduction potential along Route I and Washington
Road would be distributed approximately 85% along Route 1 and 15% along Washington Road.

Growoth & Development Modifications
The adoption and application of land planning or zoning requirements by local municipalities
were also considered. By limiting the development to land use proposals that have low vehicle
generation characteristics, or by regulating the density of site development vehicle trips can be
reduced. However, this is a strategy that can only be implemented on a local level.

It has been estimated that growth in the project area is to expand significantly over the coming
years. Presently, the project area consists of campus type developments. Many land development
projects are already approved and committed to making it extremely difficult to realize the
effects of implementing growth management policies in the near future. In addition, such a
change in zoning would need to be performed on a regional basis to account for through trips.
Specific strategies analyzed to achieve a reduction in generated trips is Activity Centers. This
is designed to encourage more efficient patterns of retail or entertainment development.
Development patterns surrounding the study area are well established. Similarly Land Use
Policies/Regulations is designed to encourage more efficient patterns of residential or
commercial development. Any change in zoning would be difficult to establish and but could
have an effect on future vehicle trips.

Unless widespread and timely cooperation in the area and surrounding communities can be
achieved and maintained, it is unlikely that development regulations will lead to significant
reductions in future traffic in the area. Nevertheless, adoption of the principals of a growth
management policy would certainly be a beneficial element in a complete package of managing
future traffic conditions in the area.

7.4 Eliminated Strategies

As discussed previously, the steering committee reviewed the potential strategies for the Penns Neck
area. During the review process, the steering committee found certain strategies were not applicable
to the study area. In such cases, the strategy was not considered during the CMS process. Discussed
below are those strategies which were eliminated from consideration and the reasoning for such
exclusion.

Parking Regulations/Ordinances
Parking management programs, such as cash-out parking, are designed to provide
incentive/disincentives that would reduce vehicle demand on the existing transportation system.
In general, parking management strategies are most effective when implemented in dense Central
Business Districts (CBD) that have limited parking. There are no CBD's within the study area
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and parking is available. This type of strategy does not provide relief for through trips which is
one of the main concems through the project area. In discussions with the Steering Committee,
it was determined that this strategy would not be included in the analysis.

Ramp Metering
Ramp metering is a flow managetnent technique which, by controlling the rate of vehicles
entering the highway, reduces congestion and improves flow on the highway. This involves the
placement of a signal on an entrance ramp to stop for a specified amount of time before entering
the highway. This eliminates platoons of vehicles attempting to merge into the traffic flow
simultaneously. Washington Road and Route I are both arterial roadways with unlimited access.
A ramp metering type of installation is not feasible for the project area. The steering committee
therefore eliminated this strategy from the analysis process.

Elimination of Bottlenecks
Bottlenecks are areas where lane drops or constricts significantly reduce traffic capacity.
Bottlenecks frequently occur at bridge crossings with narrow lanes and at entrance ramps with
high traffic volumes. Intersections can also be considered bottlenecks, however, intersection
improvements were previously discussed. This strategy was therefore eliminated from
consideration by the steering committee.

One-way Streets
One-way streets are usually considered for corridor studies where two parallel streets are used
to carry traffic in each direction. Washington Road is an arterial that has no immediate parallel
route making one-way streets an unrealistic strategy in reducing congestion. The steering
committee therefore eliminated this strategy from analysis.

Expand Parking at Rail Stations
In evaluating this strategy, the committee determined that expanding parking at rail stations
within the study area (Princeton and Princeton Junction) may increase trips to the study area.
Expanding parking facilities outside the study area, such as at Monmouth Junction train station
would not have a significant impact on trips in the Penns Neck area. Additional parking which
may be implemented due to the construction of an additional train station such as the Hamilton
train station or an interim stop along the Dinky have been included under Transit Enhancement'
Expansion. Therefore this strategy was eliminated from the study.

Traveler Information Services
Incorporating communications networks and intelligent transortation systems offer technology
based measures to reduce congestion. Many specific systems such as CCTV cameras, Variable
Message Signs, and advanced detection systems have been discussed under separate strategies.
This strategy would provide up-to-date or real time information about transit operations or
roadway conditions. For this strategy to be effective through the Route 1 corridor, the
information would need to be supplied to the user before the trip is to begin. This type of
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program is relatively new and to a large extent in the demonstration stages. Reliable information
on their effectiveness is not yet available. The committee therefore eliminated this strategy from
analysis.

Cumulative Effects of Strategies

Each of the strategies was evaluated individually or as a group. The results of this analysis were then
combined to evaluate the total cunulative reduction in traffic and are shown in Table 7-1. It should
be noted that this may be an overestimate, in that some of the strategies overlap and may not be
additive. Strategies such as Telecommuting and Compressed Work Weeks are competing for the
same pool of workers. The table below presents the total reduction in vehicle work trips during the
peak hour. The percentages outlined below, although relatively low do represent measurable
reduction in vehicle trips.

Table 7-1
Summary of Results

RANGE OF TRIP
STRATEGY REDUCTION

MODE SHIFT 2.7% to 5.5%

Car/Vanpool

Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements

Transit Improvements

TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS 0%

Physical Improvements

Traffic Signal

Advanced Traffic Control

TRAVEL DEMAND REDUCTION 1.9% to 3.0%

Growth & Development Modifications

Travel Behavior Modifications

TOTAL CHANGE 4.6 -8.5%
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7.5 Conclusion

As can be seen above, implementation of CMS strategies to reduce traffic demand will provide a
reduction of 4.6% to a 8.5% reduction in work trips through the study area. Given the traffic demand
in the area, congestion management strategies alone will not meet the need in reducing congestion.
Figure 7-2 shows the relationship between existing capacity, the reduction in vehicle trips due to
implementation of CMS strategies and the unrnet traffic demand. It is therefore recommended that
the additional SOV capacity improvement be made to help alleviate congestion. The percentages
outlined above, although relatively low do represent measurable reduction in vehicle trips.
Implementation of traffic management strategies along with the construction of a Bypass will
provide for the tools needed to help relieve congestion through the Penns Neck area.
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8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMPLEMENTARY
STRATEGIES

The alternative analysis conducted for this CMS study assessed a full range of options with the
potential to improve mobility through the Penns Neck area. Development of TDM programs
encompass a variety of strategies designed to optimize the efficiency of the transportation system
and better manage traffic by reducing the number of vehicles using the system or by influencing
when travel occurs. The most effective TDM programs are comprised of several complementary and
coordinated strategies. Certain strategies were determined to provide a measure of operational,
safety, or mobility improvement and enlist public support. However, the level of inprovement which
could be expected either alone or in combination would not adequately address future year capacity
needs through the project area. The Steering Committee therefore determined that a capacity increase
was unavoidable.

The construction of a general purpose lane was found to be the most effective method of addressing
future travel demands in the study area. The purpose of the proposed construction is to improve
traffic flow along Route I through the elimination of the traffic signals and the Penns Neck Circle,
while still maintaining an east-west connection between west Windsor and Princeton. During the
process of this detennination, it was found that other strategies proved to be appropriate for the
corridor. These strategies will play a role in managing the area's travel demand and trip activity.
Thus, if such strategies are implemented along with the project construction, the potential to increase
the service life of the facility, provide a means of managing future travel demand and providing a
better quality of life through the project area can be realized.

As discussed in the previous sections of this report, several strategies were found to have varying
measures of benefit to the area. However, some strategies such as increased bus service and an
interim stop along the Dinky, were judged by the Steering Committee to not have an immediate,
sizable or long termn benefit associated with this project. While these strategies are not being
dismissed as inappropriate strategies for the area, a compelling need has not been defined for further
consideration at this time. Other strategies that showed benefit, such as Computerized Signal
Systems and Park-n-Rides, have either been programmed for construction/implementation prior
to this study or are considered part of other proposed commitments that are recommended within this
section of the report. Therefore, upon the consensus of the Steering Committee, the strategies
contained within the following commitments have been recommended as the most favorable actions
at this time.

8.1 Complementary Strategies

Commitment #1 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
The leading concem of area residents is the implementation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
With the removal of the traffic signals under the project, Route I may act as a barrier for

P:\1366\28\REP>ORTS\RFNL_~.RFT.WPD 8 - 1 ... FREDERIC R. HARRIS



"'41j / -I:~ ,& ((O j~It 5 ' NEW JrERsEY DEPARTWENT OF TRAM4SPORITATION

t rcruth ~~~~~~~~~~~~ROUTiE %LS.1V POWsO NECK AREA
~~~UMIS 4Y SMY AREA ~~~~~~~IMPROVEMENTS

PEOrrSTPJAN/AICYCLE FACIUIW..&

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

pedestrian access across Route 1. The Steering Committee has agreed that the need for such
facilities to provide a connection between Penns Neck and Princeton is essential, as well as, to
achieve the goal of improving mobility through the project area. A commitment to incorporating
strategies into the facility as currently proposed (scheme D-l.lc) will include the following:

* Millstone Bypass Sidewalk/Bicycle Mobility - The proposed project will include facilities
for bicycles/pedestrians along the proposed improvement by providing a connection
between the two communities. The Steering Committee recommended and NJDOT has
committed to providing a 5 foot wide sidewalk for the length of the proposed roadway
to be constructed as part of the project construction. It is recommended that the sidewalk
begin where a Bypass would connect with Washington Road to the east of Route 1 and
continue along the south side of such a Bypass to the proposed traffic signal at the
Sarnoff driveway. At the traffic signal, pedestrian actuation will be provided with a
crosswalk to the north side of the roadway. The sidewalk will continue west over Route
1 to where the facility connects back to Washington Road. Destination signing will also
be included to indicate to users where the sidewalk will provide access to i.e. West
Windsor and Princeton. See Figure 8-1

The Steering Committee recommended and NJDOT has committed to providing paved
shoulders for bicycle travel for the length of the proposed facility. Special signing and
markings will be included as part of this commitment providing clear direction for
pedestrian and bicycle usage. In addition, Mercer County has committed to providing
regular street sweeping of the shoulders to allow for safe bicycle travel.

* In an effort to increase pedestrian and bicycle safety, treatments will be employed at the
intersection of Washington Road and the proposed facility west of Route 1. Just east of
this intersection are two large vacant tracks of land, both owned by Princeton University.
It is anticipated that this land will be developed by the University. The development of
this land will increase pedestrian and bicycle traffic through the intersection necessitating
the need for safe access to the future development.

NJDOT will, as part of the design documents, include provisions for pedestrian/bicycle
treatments at this intersection. Such treatments could include painted crosswalks,
appropriate warning signs, a flashing beacon system waming approaching motorists of
the presents of a pedestrian or bicycle, or other treatments which may be developed as
part of the design documents. These treatments would also help to further realize the
benefits of the sidewalk along the proposed improvement.

Cost: S285,000
Funding: New Jersey Department of Transportation - Construction Funds
Lead Agency: New Jersey Department of Transportation
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Route 1 Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing - NJDOT is committed to providing a feasibility
study to allow pedestrian access across Route 1 relative to the residential neighborhoods.
The feasibility study will establish the need for the crossing and determine if such a
crossing is supported by area residents. If the feasibility study determines the crossing
is warranted, a location for the crossing will be determined. Implementation of the
crossing would then occur with the construction of the project. The crossing would be
located between the Dinky railroad bridge and Washington Road. A pedestrian/bicycle
crossing must be linked to a local network or system of pedestrian/bicycle facilities,
requiring at a minimum, connections on both the east and west sides of the crossing.
Connection to the east and west of the pedestrian bridge would need to be provided by
local jurisdictions. Establishing such connections would be one of the criteria which the
crossing will be evaluated on for implementation. Other criteria may include
environmental, safety, aesthetics and traffic itnpacts considerations. These issues would
be addressed in the feasibility report. As part of the development of this report NJDOT
is committed to working with the County and local municipalities to further define and
refine the implementation of this commitment.

As a precursor to this study, field meetings were held to investigate possible location
options. Three options merit further investigation. A description of possible crossing is
discussed below. See Figure 8-1 for possible connection to the Route 1 crossings.

Option I - Provide a pedestrian overpass at Washington Road. Connection to this
overpass would be along Washington Road. This location does not seem to be well suited
for a pedestrian overpass as it may alter the historical character of Penns Neck, and likely
not be permitted under current historical regulations. In addition, long approach ramps
would be required to accommodate bicycles. An altemate to this option would be to have
Washington Road pass over a depressed Route 1. This altemate was not pursued due to
the high cost of such a proposal.

Option a - Provide a pedestrian overpass at the Mather Avenue cul-de-sac, adjacent to
the Dinky Rail Line. Connection to this overpass could be through the local roadway
system i.e. Washington Road, Wilder Ave, Pierson Ave. The site appeared to be well
suited for a bicyclelpedestrian overpass. The Route I grade is depressed by
approximately 8-10 feet at this location in order to pass under the Dinky Railroad. A
new overpass structure would not require long ramps to meet the approach grades.
There appeared to be a wom path from the cul-de-sac to the Dinky overpass, indicating
that pedestrians are currently using the railroad bridge as a means to cross Route 1. This
location is at the edge of the Penns Neck community and may not be ideally situated for
all residence.

Qption 2b - This crossing would also be at Mather Avenue but would provide
connections via the Dinky right of way. Mostly open fields were observed between the
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Dinky railroad bridge over Route 1 and the Princeton Junction Train Station. However,
as the proposed connection to the east gets closer to the Princeton Junction train station,
right of way becomes more restrictive due to the residential neighborhood and the
crossing of Little Bear Brook. The bridge at Little Bear Brook was not sufficiently wide
to accommodate pedestrian/bicycles. An adjacent bridge would be required possibly
impacting wetlands.

NJ. Transit is in favor of such local access improvements, however, it must be designed
such that it would provide a suitable separation from the railroad track and N.J. must be
indemnified from liability related to such a facility.
Option 3 - Provide a crossing at Varsity Avenue. This location would be very similar to
the Mather Avenue crossing but may serve the community better do to its proximity to
the Penns Neck residents.

Cost: $50,000 Feasibility Study/$600,000 Construction
Funding: New Jersey Department of Transportation - Design/Construction Funds
Lead Agency: New Jersey Department of Transportation

Bicycle lockers at Princeto7t Junction & Dinky train stations - Both Princeton and
Princeton Junction train stations have bicycle locker or racks. There are 60 bicycle
lockers at the Princeton Junction Rail Station. These can be rented for only $12.00 a
year, however only 40 are presently being used. This marginal participation may be due
to the lack of adequate facilities providing access to the train station.

The Steering Conmmittee recommended and NJDOT has committed to increase awareness
of this program as part of the project commitmnents. This could be done with
informational signing instructing users of the process. The Steering Committee also
recommended and NJ Transit has committed to revisiting its bike-on- board policy to
permit more bicycles on trains and buses. This commitment will be addressed after the
project construction is complete.

Cost: $10,000
Funding: New Jersey Department of Transportation
Lead Agency: New Jersey Transit

Commitment #2 - Central Jersey Transportation Forum
A majority of local concens were related to the regional traffic impacts due to planned roadway
improvement projects, area development, and transit improvements. The Steering Committee
discussed the concerns of the local residents and agreed that such issues need to be addressed to
effectively manage future traffic conditions in the area. However, it was also agreed that this is
beyond the scope of this CMS Study. Many studies regarding these issues have been performed
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over the past several years. The committee felt that these studies should be combined into one
document and that this study will be a way to address additional issues.

To do this, a Central Jersey Transportation Forum is included as part of the project
commitments. This Forum would address a number of issues facing Central New Jersey. Such
as the need for better traffic management, truck traffic, population forecasts, roadway projects
such as Route 92 and provide the much needed coordination effort between member agencies.
The Forum's goal will be to develop a transportation action plan and priority of projects for
NJDOT and the Counties/Municipalities and to form a mechanism to aid in the decisions made
at both the State and Local levels. An outline of the Forum is as follows:

Proposed Study Area
Cranbury, East Windsor, Franklin, Highstown, Lawrence, Montgomery, Plainsboro, Princeton
Borough, Princeton Township, South Brunswick, and West Windsor.

Policy Committee
NJDOT, FHWA, FTA, NJ Transit, DVRPC, NJTPA, Middlesex County, Mercer County,
Somerset County, Middlesex-Somerset-Mercer Regional Council, Keep Middlesex Moving,
Greater Mercer TMA, Office of State Planning and the study area municipalities.

Project Tasks
* Identify land use, transportation and economic issues
* Identify Transportation policies and issues
* Map proposed site plans/subdivisions
* Identify transportation improvements and studies in the area. Obtain periodic status updates
* Review previous transportation studies and models. Determine study elements requiring

updating
* Compile a composite traffic map showing AADT's, historical growth trends, and major areas

of traffic flow
* Public involvement program
* Review transit routes and opportunities for transit improvements
* Identify opportunities for Travel Demand Management programs and improve coordination

among existing programs
* Evaluate proposals from the previous efforts and input from the policy committee
* Develop a transportation plan and prioritize high priority projects
* Identify additional transportation improvement needs for the area.
* Identify a need for a continued effort and a means to maintain policy committee
* Identify next steps and implementation schedule.

Project Duration
Multi-year
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Cost: S350,000
Funding: Public Sector Partnership
Lead Agency: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission & North Jersey Transportation

Planning Authority

Commitment #3 - Ridesharing Program
Greater Mercer TMA receives funding from NJDOT to provide rideshare matching services to
employers within its service area. This includes conducting on site registration and transportation
fairs at employment sites, providing an emergency ride home and vanpool subsidy program for
new vanpools at member companies. The Steering Committee recommended and NJDOT has
committed to continue current levels of funding for TMAs to administer and market these
services. This commitment will be part of the 1999 funding program. In addition, the following
expansion of the program are part of this commitment.

* Placement of signs along the proposed facility, Routes 571 and Route 33 to promote the toll
free rideshare assistance telephone number.

* Provide preferential parking for people who carpool to the Princeton Junction train station.
Presently, 92 spaces are dedicated for carpool parking, all of which are being utilized.
Commitments could include providing additional preferential parking for carpools at the
train station. This commitment should be contingent on the completion of the Hamilton
Train station and an assessment of its impact on the Princeton Junction train station.
Completion of this train station may impact current conditions at the Princeton Junction train
station which may alter present needs.

* Funding for the TMA to provide rideshare matching services and supply registration forms
can be absorbed through the existing TMAINJDOT grant.

Alternate Work Schedules
The Steering Committee recommended and NJDOT has committed to providing seed money for
interested large employers along the study area to develop and implement an altemate work
schedule program with their TMA. The Smart Moves Challenge Grant program is a potential
funding source for this.

Cost: $150,000
Funding: NJDOT Core Program
Lead Agency: Greater Mercer TMA

Commitment #4 - Transit Service
This commitment is a combination of the NJDOT and NJ Transit core programs with the greater
Mercer TMA. Distribution of funding will be determined under final scoping of such programs.

8 -6 P:~t366~28\REPORT~RPNLRPT.WPD 8-6... FREDERIC R. HARRISPA1366\28\REPORTSaFNL�RFT.V/PD



Route 571 - Penns Neck Area
Congestion Management System

Transit Marketing
• NJ Transit recently approved a vanpool subsidy program, which will provide approximately

$150.00 per month to qualifying, registered vanpools. The Steering Committee
recommended and a commitment has been is be instituted to market this program. TMAs
have limited funding for marketing this program through their NJ Transit work programs;
however additional funding for advertisements, signs, etc. will be included as a project
commitment.

* Greater Mercer TMA is in the process of developing a brochure to make it easier for
commuters to take the train at Princeton Junction. The brochure explains ticket purchasing,
parking, how to read schedules, bus connections and is intended to address common
concerns about using transit. Greater Mercer TMA has limited funding for the design and
production of this document through the NJ Transit work program. The Steering Committee
recommended and a commitment has been established for additional funding for mass
distribution to targeted residential areas near the study area ($10,000-$20,000).

Coordination of Regional Transit Feeder Service
* There are a multitude of shuttles and corporate vans that regularly travel to and from the

Princeton Junction Rail Station. As part of this project, a commitment is made to develop
a coordinated east-west shuttle system that might connect East Windsor, Princeton Junction
Station, Sarnoff Center, Princeton University, Princeton residential areas and CBD, outlying
Princeton employment sites (Institute, hospital) and the Dinky. This could be included as part
of the Central Jersey Transportation Forum.

Cost: $35,000
Funding: NJDOT/N.J. Transit Core Program
LeadAgency: GreaterMercerTMA

Commitment #5 - Signing Program Coordination
As representatives/residents of Princeton have expressed a concern that drivers may have
difficulty knowing which route to take into Princeton, the Steering Committee has
recommended and NJDOT has committed to a signing program being performed jointly by
NJDOT and the Princetons. The signing program coordination is to determine whether traffic
can be more efficiently directed to their destination in Princeton. The program would
include identification of major destinations, such as the business district or university
facilities, routes and mode options in the Princeton area, evaluation of current usage, and
development of strategies to direct drivers to efficiently use Princeton's transportation
infrastructure. As part of the development of this progran NJDOT is committed to worldng
with the County and local municipalities to firther define and refine this commitment. One
key element of this program would be to evaluate the opportunities associated with utilizing
Faculty Road as a secondary traffic sorting facility.
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Cost: $20,000
Funding: NJDOT - Design Funds
Lead Agency: NJDOT/Mercer County/Local Municipalities

Commitment #6 - Traffic Monitoring Program

Members of the steering committee have expressed concern that the construction of the
proposed project may unduly strain certain roadways in the project area not originally
anticipated. To document the effect of distribution of traffic with the construction of the
proposed project, the steering committee has reconmnended that a traffic monitoring program
be instituted as part of the CMS process. NJDOT has conmmitted to working with the County
and local municipalities to further define and refine this commitment. The traffic monitoring
program will conduct seven day-24 hour traffic counts through the use of Automatic Traffic
Recorders (ATR's) at key locations in the project area.

Middlesex County has committed to providing the resources to perform the data collection
effort, development of the findings report and presentation to local officials. NJDOT will
provide resources in support of the data collection and technical input in development of the
report of findings. The following roadways have been identified as possible locations for
data collection:

* Alexander Road between Canal Road and West Drive
* Alexander Road over the Amtrak railroad tracks
* Harrison Street at Lake Carnegie Bridge
* Washington Road east of Faculty Road
* Route 571 over the Amtrak railroad tracks
* Faculty Road between Alexander Road and Washington Road
* Faculty Road between Harrison Street and Washington Road
* Hartley Avenue north of Harrison Street
* Prospect Avenue between Harrison Street and Washington Road

Counts will be taken prior to construction of the proposed project to establish a base case for
traffic volumes. Prior to perfonning the traffic counts a meeting will be conducted with local
officials to establish count procedures, identify count locations and coordinate all counting
efforts. Counts will subsequently be taken at 1 year intervals for a period of three years after
construction of the proposed project is complete. At the conclusion of each counting period
results will be sununarized in a report of findings. A meeting will be held with the local
officials to present the report and discuss findings.

Cost: $10,000/yr. ($40,000)
Funding: Mercer County/NJDOT
Lead Agency: Mercer County
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8.2 Summary

The construction of a general purpose lane, was found to be the most effective method of addressing
future travel demands in the study area. During the process of this determination, it was found that
other strategies proved to be appropriate for the corridor. Table 8-1 shows a summary of the
recommended strategies for implementation as part of the Penns Neck CMS process.

Table 8-1
Summary of Commitments

Funding Lead Approx.
No Commitment Source Time Frame Agency Cost

I Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements

-Millstone Sidewalk/Bicycle NJDOT wJProject NJDOT $285,000
Mobility Const. Funds Construction

-Route I pedJbicycle crossing NJDOT wlProject N $
* Feasibility Study Dgn. Funds Design JDOT $50,000

-Route I pedibicycle crossing NJDOT w/Project NJDOT $600,000
* Implementation Const. Funds Construction

-Bicycle lockers NJDOT Post Project NJ Transit $10,000
1 - ~~~~~~~~~~~~Construction

2 Central Jersey Transportation Public Multi-year DVRPC/ $350,000Forum Partnership u-er NJTPA

3 RidesharingPrograNJDOT Core Multi-year TMA $150,000/yrRidesharing Program Prog. _____

NJDOT/NJ 2y.Su/
4 Transit Service Transit Core 2yr. Studyl TMA $35,000

Prog. meen

5 ~~~~~~ ~~~~~NJDOT wlProject NJ T $200
S Signing Program Coordination Dgn.Funds Design NJDOT _20,:00

6 Traffic Monitoring Program Mercer CoJ Multi-year Mercer Co. $10,000/yr.Program NJDOT

Total $1,510,000
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9.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This Penns Neck CMS Study was performed to document current and future conditions through the
project area. The existing physical and operating conditions of Washington Road and Route 1 were
assessed, future conditions and operational characteristics for the year 2022 were forecasted and
analyzed. A full range of traffic management strategies were evaluated to meet the need of the
forecasted increase in congestion. The study analyzed such strategies and the impact they would
have on congestion. Recommendation were developed to provide support in managing future
congestion.

The findings of this study validate the earlier study findings, that a capacity increase is necessary in
the Penns Nock area to allow the facility to function more effectively now and in the future.
Complementary strategies were investigated and those determined to be feasible and appropriate for
the project area are recommended for inclusion under the CMS process. Such strategies will serve
to aid in managing the proposed facility. Major conclusions of the analysis are as follows:

9.1 Conclusions

1. Route 571 is an important roadway in the regional transportation network. The corridor is
residential and commercial in character and supports trip activity for area residents and
businesses.

2. Through the Route I corridor approximately 70% of the vehicles have only 1 occupant.
Estimates show approximately 12% of commuters are presently in some form of carpool.

3. Route 1 carries substantial traffic volumes. Peak hour operations are characterized by
volumes which exceed capacity. The result is poor levels of service, low travel speeds and
long delays. Other off peak periods, also encounter congestion and delays.

4. The growth trends are anticipated to result in significant increases in traffic demand over the
next 20 years through the project area.

5. Comparison of 1992, 1997 and 2002 traffic volumes validate the traffic forecasts developed
as part the traffic studies performed for the project.

6. Physical conditions along Route 1 hanper the roadways ability to function as a regional and
local travel facility. Traffic signal along Route I operate at oversaturated conditions.

7. The study findings verify conclusions reached in previous studies of the Route 1 Corridor.
The congested conditions are projected to continue and that a capacity increase is needed.
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9.2 Recommendations

1. A capacity increase is necessary in the Perms Neck area to allow the Route 571 and Route
1 to function more effectively now and in the future.

2. Incorporate findings from the Route I Bicycle and Pedestrian Corridor Case study as it
relates to the proposed project.

3. Provide 5' concrete sidewalk along the proposed improvement from Washington Road in the
vicinity of Princeton Junction train station to Washington road at the D & R Canal.

4. Provide paved shoulders along the proposed roadway for bicycle use.

5. Investigate potential locations for a Route I pedestrian crossing. As part of this investigation
commitments into providing adjoining access to the facility should be investigated.

6. Initiate a Central Jersey Transportation Study. This study would address a number of issues
facing Central New Jersey. Such as the need for better traffic management, truck traffic, and
roadway projects such as Route 92. The study will result in a transportation action plan and
priority of projects for NJDOT and the CountiestMunicipalities to form a mechanism to aid
in the decisions made at both the State and Local levels.

7. Continue to provide current levels of funding for local TMA's to administer and market
services effecting ridesharing and transit usage.
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SITE SPECIFIC GENERATORS

OFFICE DEVELOPMENT
f

7 *'

Status

Vacant or
U/C

Under
Review ConceptName Municipality Size (SF) Approved

I. - 4 6 4 9. 6

1. The Commons

2. West Windsor
Commerce Ctr.

3. University Sq.

4. Carnegie Ctr.

Carnegie Ctr.

5.* Carnegie Ctr.
West

6. Princeton
Metro Park

* Princeton
Metro Park

* Nassau Park

8. Princeton
Overlook

9. Windsor Green
Center

10. Alexander Pk.

Alexander Pk.

11. * 70 Acre
Parcel

12. Firmenich
Expansion

13.* Princeton
Nurseries

14.* Princeton
Forrestal Vlg.

15. * Robert
Wood Johnson

Foundation

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor.

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

292,000

81,606

315,000

462,000

364,000

1,295,000

34,475

171,500

1,050,000

122,000

10,000

75,000

216,000

457,380

250,000

3,000,000

928,000

500,000

x

x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

* Post 2002

(PENNS/I 366-13)



OFFICE DEVELOPMENT

_________ Status

Vacant or Under
Name Municipality Size (SF) U/C Approved Review Concept

16. College Road Plainsboro 16,900 X
East

College Road Plainsboro 460,500 X
East

17. Research Way Plainsboro 157,000 X

18. Princeton For. Plainsboro 1,000,000 X
Campus

19.* Gateway East Plainsboro 590,000 X

20. Merrill Lynch Plainsboro 880,000 X

21. Squibb For. Plainsboro 1,160,000 X
Center l

COMMERCIL DEVELOPMENT

Status

_______ ______ ____ Vacant Under
Name Municipality Size (SF) or U/C Approved Review Concept

33. West Windsor
Commerce
Center

34. Windsor
Green Ctr.

35.* R.J. Brunelli
&Co.

36.* Carnegie Ctr.
West

37. Nassau Park

38. Firmenich
Expansion

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

Plainsboro

105,000 x

166,752

220,000

149,000

600,000

250,000

x

x

x

x

x

(PENNS/1366-13)
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Name

_ 44.* 70 Acre
Parcel

45.* Camegie
Park

46.* Countryside

48. Mt. Laurel
Units

49.* Princeton
I Nurseries

50.* Fountain
I Oaks

51. Wyndhurst

PI

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Status
I. U

Municipality Size (du) Vacant
or U/C Approved

Under
Review Concept

_

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

W. Windsor

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

Plainsboro

110

252

750

126

263

560

162

-, 9. I

x

x

x
x

x

x

x

J. _______________________________ I ___________________ & ___________________ 1 ___________________ 1. ___________________ L __________________

MISCELLANEOUS
Wr,

Status

Name Municipality Size Vacant
or U/C ADDroved

Under
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To: Tony Sabidussi
Bureau of Enviromnental Services

From: Robert Abitz (3; Cd
Value Engineering Unit

Phone 530 - 5515

Date: November 27, 2002

Subject: Route 1 / Penns Neck Bypass
West Windsor Township, Mercer County

INTRODUCTION

The Value Engineering (VE) Unit has completed its review of the Route l/Penns Neck Bypass
project. We have provided two modified altemative schemes along with other independent
elements. We would like to present our schemes to you at your convienence.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The existing traffic signals at Washington Road, Fisher Place and Harrison Street create restriction
points on Route 1 that deteriorate highway capacity, particularly during the am/pm peak hours. The
NJDOT has set a goal of removing the traffic signals from Route 1. A number of traffic signils on
Route 1, in the area of this project, have been replaced with grade-separated interchanges including:
to the north, at Scudders Mill/Plainsboro Road and to the south, at Quaker Bridge Road, Alexander
Road and most recently, Meadow Road.

County Route (CR) 571 is a regionally significant east/west roadway. Within the project limits, CR
571 (Washington Road) is a two lane undivided road. From Route 130 to Clarksville Road, CR 571
is four lanes and undivided. From Clarksville Road to the Amtrak Northeast Corridor Bridge, CR
571 is basically a two-lane road, however the curb-lines are set back far enough to accommodate a
four-lane section. The Amtrak Northeast Corridor Bridge is currently 52 feet wide from curb to
curb, but it is only striped for two lanes. The intersection of CR 571 at Route 1 is an old traffic
circle that has been signalized. The am/pm peak hours produce significant queues on CR 571 (and
Harrison Street), east and west of Route 1.

There are two connections crossing Carnegie Lake into Princeton within the project limits:
Washington Road (CR 571) and Harrison Street. A third connection is located one-half mile south
at Alexander Road.



CURRENTLY PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The current alternatives vary significantly in function and cost (each construction cost listed
includes the Vaughn Drive Connector). For example, the "D" alternatives provide two new Route 1
grade separated crossings and various connections: one is located at existing CR 571 (Route 1 is in
a cut or "tunnel" section) and another to the north along with a new east/west connector roadway.
This costs approximately $97 million. On the other hand, the "G' altematives are basically
roadway widening and intersection improvements with a cost of $22 million. The "A" and "F'
altematives provide a new bridge crossing for existing CR 571 over Route 1 (Route 1 is in a cut)
along with corresponding connections. These alternatives also provide a new east/west alignment
and various interchange connections at Route 1 located to the north near Harrison Street.
Construction costs for Alternatives "A" and "F' are approximately $60 - $64 million. Alternative
"E" provides a diamond interchange for Route 1 and existing CR 571 (Route 1 again is in a cut with
existing CR 571 over), and it provides a new east/west alignment and corresponding interchange at
Route I located just north of Fisher Place. The construction costs for this alternative is
approximately $61 million. Alternative "C" does not cut Route 1 or provide a new east/west
alignment; they provide improvements along Route 1 and a northern interchange at Harrison Street.
Alternate "C" costs approximately $38 million. The "B" alternatives do not cut Route 1 either; they
utilize a northern crossing for the new east/west alignment and a corresponding interchange. This
altemative costs approximately $48 million. It is our understanding that this alternative distributes
traffic best, however it met resistance for the following reasons: the new CR 571 alignment nears
the Little Bear Brook and it either nears the Delaware and Raritan Canal (Alternate B.1) or it
divides the Princeton University property (Alternate B.2).

-To construct Route I in a cut, Route 1 at CR 571 would be lowered by 25 feet. The first 10 feet
* consists of soil (not rock) and the next 15 feet consists of bedrock. Very complex construction

methods and staging along with complex underground utility relocations would be required. It was
given that this would result in a construction cost of $25 million alone.

KEY ISSUES

It is our understanding that the goals of this project are to remove the traffic signals from Route 1
and best distribute traffic entering and exiting Princeton between Alexander Road, Washington
Road and Harrison Street. To achieve this, several schemes show two - Route 1 crossings (as
discussed above). This would result in the existing CR 571 remaining a regionally significant
roadway working in conjunction with the proposed Bypass (East Side Connector). This however, in
our opinion, undemiines the value of the Bypass. For these reasons, it was the goal of this office to.
maximize the use of the proposed East Side Connector Road and the Vaughn Drive Connector Road
and provide a centrally located interchange with Route 1 to best balance the traffic between
Alexander Road, Washington Road and Harrison Street without depressing Route I and limiting
environmental impacts.

RJA 2
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Vaughn Drive

Utilizing the same north and south limits, relocate the Vaughn Drive Connector further west then
the three current alternatives and provide a typical 'Trumpet" style interchange with the proposed
CR 571 alignment.

Advantages

1. Minimal parking impacts to businesses and particularly the train station thereby greatly
reducing mitigation costs.

2. Relocates the at grade rail crossing to a tangent section as opposed to the- existing location
which is on a curved section.

3. Inproves access to the train station by adding a third access point.
4. Provides a simplified interchange (CR 5711Vaughn Drive), improving traffic circulation.

Disadvantages

1. Requires an entire acquisition of a property (an abandoned bank).
2. A minimal encroachment on the 100-year floodplain will need to be mitigated.

"Modified Alternative B"

Of the three currently proposed locations for the "East Side Connector" (CR 571), this alternative
utilizes the northern most alignment. However, the Route 1 crossing and corresponding ramp
locations are relocated slightly to the south. CR 571 then continues south, parallel to Route 1
(approximately 350 feet to the west) and connects to Washington Road. Also a "Harrison Street
Connector" road is proposed to connect the CR 571 extension to Harrison Street. The alignment of
this connector road can be modified to bypass more of Harrison Street if deemed necessary. It also
should be noted that collector - distributor (c-d) roads can be provided on Route 1 to accommodate
the proposed Route iiCR 571 Interchange.

Advantages (as compared to Alternative B)

1. Balances the traffic between Alexander, Washington and Harrison Street with less severe
impacts to the vacant Princeton University property and without encroaching the Delaware
and Raritan Canal.

2. Provides a more efficient interchange for Route 1/CR571. The heavy tuming movements
are not signalized. The currently proposed Alternate B requires CR 571 EB to Route I SB
(465vph/630vph) and Route 1 NB to CR 571 EB (550vph/785vph) to turn left at signalized
intersections.

3. Greatly reduces ROW impacts in the vicinity of Harrison Street.
4. No impact to the historic school.

RJA 3
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Disadvantages (as compared to Alternative B)

1. Requires additional ROW from the Sarnoffproperty.
2. Introduces a weave on Route 1 NB and SB (weaving distances = approximately 1,000 feet).

Again, c-d roads may be added to Route 1 if it is deemed desirable to separate the weaves
from the main line.

"Modified Alternative B (B.2)" (See Inset)

The significant difference between this altemative and our 'Modified Alternative. B" is that in lieu
of the loop ramp from the proposed "East Side Connector" (CR 571) WB to Route I SB, a new
bridge would be provided allowing the WB to SB move to cross under the EB roadway and enter
Route I SB further south. This would eliminate the weave that is introduced in 'Modified
Alternative B" (on Route 1 SB between the proposed loop ramps). In addition, it would reduce
potential impacts to the utility sub-station.

"Modified Altermative E" (Option 1)

This alternative is a partial bypass. It utilizes the existing CR 571 roadway between Little Bear
Brook and Morning Sun Avenue. This section will be widened as to provide two - 12 - foot inside
lanes and two - 15 foot outside lanes (no median, as exists to the east). A new section of roadway
would be required between Little Bear Brook and the Amntrak North East Corridor Bridge. (This
section would connect to Vaughn Drive essentially as shown on our 'Modified Alternative B"
scheme.) West of Morning Sun Avenue, CR 571 would be relocated north, to the location shown
on Alternative E, then cross Route 1 (with a fill interchange) and then turn back to the south to join

'~~- Washington Road. A connector road is proposed on the east side of Route 1 to service both the
interchange and the Samoff property. Also, as in our "Modified Alternative B" scheme, a
"Harrison Road Connector" is proposed on the west side of Route 1. This alternative also provides
collector distributor roads on Route 1 to better accommodate the weaving movements.

Advantages (as compared to Alternative E)

1. Maximizes the value of the proposed CR 571 by distributing the traffic entering and exiting
Princeton between Alexander, Washington and Harrison Street with only one Route 1
crossing.

2. Provides a more efficient interchange for Route 1/CR571. The heavy turning movements
are not signalized and a collector-distributor road is provided. The currently proposed
diamond interchange requires two closely spaced traffic signals, which in our opinion,
would be less desirable.

3. Does not require depressing Route 1 or shifting it to the west ($25 Million) eliminating the
constructibility issues that would be encountered with depressing Route 1.

4. Greatly reduces ROW impacts in all four quadrants of the Route 1/Washington Road
intersection;

S. Eliminates potential utility impacts (that will occur if Route 1 is depressed)
6. Significantly reduces the amoumt of new roadway required for the Bypass.

RJA 4
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Disadvantages (as compared to Alternative E)

1. Additional wetland impacts in the vicinity of Little Bear Brook.
2. Different ROW impacts along existing CR 571 (3 residential acquisitions and several strip

takings).
3. Potential public disapproval (residents along the existing CR 571).
4. Requires the acquisition of the buildings (seemingly the old farmstead buildings) located

approximately 1,000 feet to the northwest of Route 1/Washington Road intersection.
However the roadway aligmnent in this area may be altered to miss these buildings if
deemed necessary.

"Modified Alternative E" (Option 2)

The significant difference between this and "Option 1" is that this scheme bypasses the entire leg of
CR 571, from Route I to the Amtrak Bridge, as shown in Alternate "E". From the standpoint of the
residences along this stretch of CR 571, this option would be an advantage over option 1. However,
more ROW is required from the Sarnoff property (as compared to Altemate "E" and our 'Modified
Alternate E - Option 1').

SUMMARY

In summary, these modified alternatives meet the stated fiunction of the project, which is to remove
the traffic signals from Route 1 while distributing the traffic entering and exiting Princeton from
Route I and points east among the three local roads (Alexander, Washington and Harison). These
alternatives achieve this with only one new Route 1 crossing (which is in accordahce with the
original scope of the project) thus maximizing the value of the new east/west connector. In
addition, these alternatives do not require depressing the Route 1 profile.

ATTACEMENTS:

Typical Sections
Modified Alternate B
Modified Alternate E
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OP. NO. BRILISTR (! ,)

AA ROUTE 1 8 STR.NO. 1103155

IDENTIFICATION
1 STATE NEW JERSEY
2 HIGHWAY DISTRICT 03
3 COUNTY MERCER
4 PLACE CODO 80240
A TOWN 1113
5 INVENTORY ROUTE 121000010
6 FEATURES INTERSEtTED

MILLSTONE RIVER
7 FACILITY CARRIED

US 1
9 LOC. 5.2 Ml NORTH OF 1-295

10 VERTICAL CLEAR 99 FT 99 IN
I1 MILEPOINT 11.960

100 DEFENSE HIGHWAY NO
101 PARALLEL STRUCTURE N
102 DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 2-WAY
103 TEMPORARY STRUCTURE

16 LATITUDE 40D 20.3M
17 LONGITUDE 074D 37.8M
19 BYPASS DETOUR LENGTH 01 Ml
20 TOLL 3 ON FREE ROAD
21 MAINTENANCE 01 NJDOT
22 OWNER 01 M4DOT

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
BUREAU Of STRTRAL-EVALUATION - STRUCTURE INVNTORY AND APPRAISAL

AS STRUCTURE NAME US i OVER MILLSTONE RIVER

CLAfSUf8TLION
104 HIGHWAY SYSTEM INVENTORY ROUTE 1 ON NHS
26 FUNCTIONAL CLASS 14 PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL URSAN
98 BORDER BRIDGE
99 BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NO

STATE ERROR NO
FEDERAL ERROR NO
LAST UPDATE 03/07/01

WATERWAY
STATE

AC NON-INV.FEATURe
AD ADMINISTRATIVE
AE ALTERNATE AGENCY
AF ALTERNATE STRUCTURE NO.

. I .
27 YEAR BUILT

106 YEAR RECONSTR
28 LANES ON/UNDER
29 ADT
30 YR OF ADT

109 TRUCK ADTT
31 DESIGN LOAD
32 APP. RDWY WIDTH
33 BR. MEOIAN
34 SKEW
35 STRUC. FLARED
36 SAFETY FEATURES
AG BR. RAILING TYPE
AH RAILING HT.
37 HISTORIC SIG
38 NAVI1. CONTROL
39 NAV.VERT.CLEAR.
40 NAV.HOR.CLEAR

116 MIN.NAV.VRT.CL

I06/
0656

19
04
H-

075
CLOSED/Y

00

00

4FT 00

000
0000

_ STRUCTURE DATA
128) 41 OPEN/CLOSED/POSTED A OPEN-NO RESTRICTION

42 TYPE OF SERVtCE HWY-PED/ WATERWAY
00 43 STRUC TYPE MAIN SPAN STL.STR.
00 44 STRUC TYPE APPR SPANS NONE
00 45 NUMBER OF SPANS MAIN 003
% 46 NUMBER OF APPROACH SPANS 0000

20 47 INVENT. ROUTE HORZ. CLEAR 37.8 FT
FT 48 MAXIMUM SPAN LENGTH 0035 FT
ES 49 STRUCTURE LENGTH 000111 FT
D 50 SIDEWALK/CURB LEFT .5.0 FT RIGHT 5.0 FT

NO 51 BRIDGE ROWY. WIDTH CURB TO CURB 75.2 FT
I1I 52 DECK WIDTH OUT TO OUT 89.8 FT
16 53 VERTICAL CLEARANCE OVER DECK 99 FT 99 IN
IN 54 MIN. VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE N 00 FT 00 IN
5 DJ. MIN.VERT.UNDER.4INC. SHOULDERS) 00 FT 00 IN

NO 55 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE RIGHT N 99.9 FT
FT 56 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE LEFT 0.0 FT
FT 108 WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM 690
FT A TYPE WEARING SURFACE 6 BITUMINOUS

8 TYPE MEMBRANE 9 OTHER
C TYPE DECK PROT. 0 NONE

75 TYPEOF WRK (COST IN THOUSANDS31 1
76 IMPROVEMENT LENGTH 000130 FT
94 BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COSTS $000668
95 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST $000100
96 TOTAL PROJECT cOST $001040
97 YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE 1998

114 FUTURE ADT 078500
115 YEAR OF FUTURE ADT 2020

BO STATE MAINTENANCE COST s
BP BRIDGE TO BE DEMOLISHED/NO REPLACEMENT
DA DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

Al SPEED POSTING
AJ SLOPE PROT.
AK ABUT. 09
AL PIER 02
AM FILL OVER 0

STRUCTURE
AN PLAN AVAIL
AO UTILITY
AP FENDER SYSTEM

AO CHLK.FNC HT FT
AR SPECIAL EQUIP.
AS SPECIAL TESTING
AT SPECIAL MATERIAL
AU ADD. STRUCT. TYPE
AV WIDENING TYPE

107 DECK STRUC.TYPE
110 DESIG.NAT.NETWK
111 NAVIGATION PROT.
112 NOIS BRIDGE

92 CRITICAL FEATURE INS
A FRACT. CRIT.DET.

INSP. FREUENCY
B UNDERWATER INSP.

INSP. FREQUENCY
C OTHER SPEC. INSP.

INSP. FREUENQY

93A FRACRIT.INSP.
93B UNDERWATR INSP.
93C SPECIAL INSP.

AW ME./EL. INSP.
AX DECK COND SURV
AY SPEC. TESTING

MPH
NcIIE

'.0 FT

YES
EGTW

NONE
I IN

A
0

1
NO

IVES

No
MO

YES
48 MO

No

NO

MO

03/99

/
03/77
04/77

5DEKCONDITION RAT1gal.
58 DECK 3
59 SUPERSTRUCTURE 6
60 SUBSTRUCTURE 4
61 CHANNEL AND

CHAN. PROTECTION 8
62 CULVERT N.
BA APPROACH RDWY 8

CONDITION

64 OPER. RATING 261
66 INV. RATING 236

APPRAISAL RATINGS
67 STRUCTURAL 4

EVALUATION
68 DECK GEOMETRY 4
69 UNDERCLEARANCE N

VERT. & LAT.
70 BRIDGE POSTING 5
71 WATERWAY ADEQ. 8
72 APPR. RDWY 8

ALIGNMENT

RAILROAD ITEMS
88 ORPHAN BRIDGE
BC USRA LINE CODE
BD RR TRKS ON/UNDR /
BE RR. MILEPOST

REMARK£
OF (C8) OVR 60X tO INATION

LEAKAGE WITH EFFL
DETERIORATED SIDEWALKS

DG (59) ENCASEMENT DETERIORATION

IH (60) SEVERE SPALLING
MEDIUM/WIDE CRACKS
EXPOSED FOOTINGS

Bl (61)
BJ (62)

kEMARKS

BK PERCENT OVERSTRESS
113 SCOR CRITICAL 7 NO

PROGRAMMIINV
BL DISCRETIONARY FUNDS
BM FED. JOB NO. BR NBIS73501
BM STATE JOB NUMBER 2202932

ITEMS
H TRUCK/LD1
HSTRUCK/LD2
TYPE 3 /LD3
TY.3S2 /LD4
TY.3-3 ALDS
MIL.LD /LD6
POSTED LOAD

CH MISC. RATI

RPLC DK&REHAB SUBSTR,INTERIM:UPGRD SFTY FTR
SL DK&APR CRKS:PTCH CB,SDWK0PRPT SPLS;PTCH
SUPER&SUBSTR SPLS;CLN&PNT STRNGRS;RPL/TITN
A BOLT NUTS;SL SUBSTR CRKS;INSTL RPRP ALONG
SE WNUL;RMV SOW DEBRIS

RATING (TONS) 9 INS ECTIO ATA
LUXPE 90 LATESTIPECTOH

BO-BV CA-C Cl CYCLE NUMBER
CJ TYPE INSPECTION

36 61 . 91 DESIG. INSP. FREQ.
31 52 CK INSP. CREW
47 78 CL NEXT INSP. DATE
62 99 CM CONSULT. AROR

CN PREV.INSP. DATE
CO PREV CONSULT. AROR
CP FEDERAL REPORT

NG L CO BRIDGE LIST
CR OFF THE ROUTE BRIDG

A

!A

iS

11/00.
11

24 MO
. p

11/02
& ASSOC.
S 08/98

& ASSOC.
YES

AZ FATIGUE
DETAILS

LOC. 1
LOC. 2
LOC. 3

SUFFICIENCY
RATING
(STRUC DEF)

56.8
t

PROGRAMMING INFO: GROUP: P98S CONSULTANT: Aror8 & Assoc. PROJECT MANAGER: AO 0 (DUPLICATE SI&A)
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OP. NO. BRILISTR 11/30/00 NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

UEAU OFSUCTURAL EVALUATION - STRUCTURE INVENTORY-AND APPRAISAL

AA ROUTE 64 8 StR.NO. 1117150

IDENTIFICATIOH
1 STATE
2 HIGHWAY DISTRICT
3 COUNTY
4 PLACE CODE
A TOWN
S INVENTORY ROUTE
6 FEATURES INTERSECTED

7 FACILITY CARRIED

9LOC. WE!
10 VERTICAL CLEAR
11 MILEPOINT

100 DEFENSE HIGHWAY
101 PARALLEL STRUCTURE
102 DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC
103 TEMPORARY STRUCTURE
16 LATITUDE
17 LONGITUDE
19 BYPASS DETOUR LENGTH
20 TOLL 3
21 MAINTENANCE 01
22 OWNER 01

58 DECK 6
59 SUPERSTRUCTURE 7
60 SUBSTRUCTURE 6
61 CHANNEL AND

CHAN. PROTECTION N
62 CULVERT N
BA APPROACH RDWY 7

CONDITION

64 OPER. RATING 286
66 INV. RATING 251

APPRAISAL RATINGO
67 STRUCTURAL 6

EVALUATION
68 DECK GEOMETRY 9
69 UNDERCLEARANCE 5

VERT. & LAT.
70 BRIDGE POSTING 5
71 WATERWAY ADEG. N
72 APPR. RDWY 6

ALIGNMENT

RAILROAD ITEMS
BB ORPHAN BRIDGE

DC USRA LINE CODE 1401
BD RR TRKS ON/UNDR 00/05
BE RR. MILEPOST 04683

NEW JERSEY
* 03
MERCER

80240
1113

131000640

AMTRAK

RT 64
ST WINDSOR TWP

99 FT 99 IN
0.120

NO
N

2-WAY

40D 19.1M
0740 37.3M

04 Mt
ON FREE ROAD

NJDOT
NJDOT

AB STRUCTURE NAME ROUTE 64 OVER AMTF

CLAsSIFICATIffN -
104 HIGHWAY SYSTEM INVENTORY ROTE'(
26 FUNCTIONAL CLASS 14 P$
98 BORDER BRIDGE
99 BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NO

RAK

ST)
FE[
LA'

kTE ERROR NO
DERAL ERROR NO
IT UPDATE 11/30/00

RAILROAD
AMTRAK

27 YEAR BUILT
106 YEAR RECONSTR
28 LANES ON/UNDER
29 ADT
30 YR OF ADT

109 TRUCK ADTT
31 DESIGN LOAD
32 APP. RDWY WIDTH
33 BR, MEDIAN
34 SKEW
35 STRUC.. FLARED
36 SAFETY FEATURES
AG BR. RAILING TYPE
AM RAILING HT.
37 HISTORIC SIG
38 NAVIG. CONTROL
39 NAV.VERT.CLEAR
40 NAV.HOR.CLEAR
116 MIN.NAV.VRT.CL

1939
0000

' 02/00
002500

1998
04 X
H-20

052 FT
CLOSED/NO

13 0
* NO
1011

49
5FT 101N

5
N/A

000 FT
0000 FT

FT

REMARKS
BF (58) SPALLED UNDER DECK

EXPOSED REBARS
DETERIORATED CURBS
DETERIORATED SIDEWALKS

DO (59) ENCASEMENT DETERIORATION
RUSTED BEARINGS

BH (60) SEVERE SCALING
EROSION

BK (61)
BJ (62)

NOT ON NHS AC NON-INV.FEATURE
RINCIPAL ARTERIAL URBAN AD ADMINISTRATIVE

AE ALTERNATE AGENCY
AF ALTERNATE STRUCTURE NO.

STRUCTURE DATA
41 OPEN/CLOSED/POSTED A OPEN-NO RESTRICTION Al SPEED F
42 TYPE OF SERVICE HWY-PED/ RAILROAD AJ SLOPE 1
43 STRUC TYPE MAIN SPAN STL.GIRD AK ABUT. I
44 STRUC TYPE APPR SPANS NONE AL PIER
45 NUMBER OF SPANS MAIN 001 AM FILL O0
46 NUMBER OF APPROACH SPANS 0000 STRUCTI
47 INVENT. ROUTE HORZ. CLEAR 52.0 FT AN PLAN Al
48 MAXIMUM SPAN LENGTH 0103 FT AO UTILIT1
49 STRUCTURE LENGTH 000104 FT AP FENDER
50 SIDEWALK/CURB LEFT 6.0 FT RIGHT 6.0 FT
51 BRIDGE RDWY. WIDTH CURB TO CURB 52.0 FT AO CHLK Fl
52 DECK WIDTH OUT TO OUT 53.3 FT AN SPECIAI
53 VERTICAL CLEARANCE OVER DECK 99 FT 99 IN AS SPECIAI
54 MIN. VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE R 22 FT 02 IN AT SPECIAI
DJ MIN.VERT.UNDER.(INC. SHOULDERS) 00 FT 00 IN AU AOD. S'
55 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE RIGHT R 12.3 FT AV WIDENII
56 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE LEFT 0.0 FT 107 DECK S1

108 WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM 600 110 DESIG.I
A TYPE WEARING SURFACE 6 BITUMINOUS 111 NAVIGA1
B TYPE MEMBRANE 0 NONE 112 NU8S 8I
C TYPE DECK PROT. 0 NONE

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS (COST IN THOUSANDS) 92 CRITICI
75 TTPC OF W6R - A FRACT,
76 IMPROVEMENT LENGTH 000000 FT INSP.
94 BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COSTS $000000 B UNDERW
95 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST $000000 INSP.
96 TOTAL PROJECT COST $000000 C OTHER
97 YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE INSP.

114 FUTURE ADT 003700
115 YEAR OF FUTURE ADT 2018 OTHER

BO STATE MAINTENANCE COST S 93A FRAC.C
BP BRIDGE TO BE DEMLISHED/NO REPLACEMENT 93B UNDERW
DA DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 93C SPECIA

UPGRD SFTY FTRS, PTCH BR CB & SDUK SPLS, SL AU ME./EL
ROWY CKS, BKFL APR SDWKS, RMV APR ELECT BXS AX DECK C
RPR WARNG SGNS, RMV BR DEBRIS, PNT BRGS &OR AY SPEC.
CBS, PTCH U/DK & SUBSTR SPLS, RPR SUPSTR CH
ENCSMT, BKFL SW WNOW'L EROSN

RATING ITONS)CTION
7NV L..9OPER. 90 LATEST INSPECTION 11/00
8Q-BV CA-CO CI CYCLE NUMBER 09

DI 27 46 CJ TYPE INSPECTION S
D2 51 86 91 DESIG. INSP. FREQ. 24 MO
D3 38 63 CK INSP. CREW F
D4 60 99 CL NEXT INSP. DATE 10/00
05 70 99 CM CONSULT. ARORA & ASSOC.
D6 CN PREV.INSP. DATE S 08/96
AD CO PREV CONSULT. EMJ MCFARLAND

CP FEDERAL REPORT YES
RATING L CO BRIDGE LIST

-------- n CR OFF THE ROUTE BRIDGE

POSTING
PROT.
03

/ER I
)RE
/AIL
r
SYSTEM

:C HT Fl
L EQUIP.
L TESTING
L MATERIAL
rRUCT. TYPE
IG TYPE
rRUC.TYPE
,NAT.NETWK
TION PROT.
RIDGE

RL FEATURE INS
CRIT.DET.

FREQUENCY
ATER INSP.
FREQUENCY
SPEC. INSP.
FREouENQY

lNSP,. DATE$
ACRIT. INS P.
ATR INSP.
L INSP.
. INSP.

OND SURV
TESTING

MPH
NONE

NONE
0.0 FT

YES
E

IN

F

1
NO

YES

YES
24 MO

NO
MO
NO
MO

10/98

.

REMARKS

BK PERCENT OVERSTRESS
113 SCOR CRITICAL N

PROGRAMMING
BL DISCRETIONARY FUNDS
BM FED. JOB NO. BR NBIS7
BN STATE JOB NUBER 220;

ITEMS
H TRUCK/LI
HSTRUCK/LI

N/A TYPE 3 /L
TY.3S2 /L
TY.3-3 AL
MIL.LD /L
POSTED LO

11
2386 CH MISC.

AZ FATIGUE
DETAILS

LOC. 1 0423
LOC. 2 0422
LOC. 3

SUFFICIENCY
RATING
C NOT DEF )

98.2
.

I PROGRAMMING INFO: GROUP: 98AM CONSULTANT: Arora & Assoc. PROJECT HANABERt Ut | (DUPLICATE Sl&A)
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OP. NO. BRILISTR* 04/03/01

AAROUTE 6011 8 STR.NO.

IDENTIFICATION
I STATE
2 HIGHWAY DISTRICT
3 COUNTY
4 PLACE CODE
A TOWN
5 INVENTORY ROUTE
6 FEATURES INTERSECTED

7 FACILITY CARRIED
Al

9 LOC.. 1.0 MILE
10 VERTICAL CLEAR
11 MILEPOINT

100 DEFENSE HIGHWAY
101 PARALLEL STRUCTURE
102 DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC
103 TEMPORARY STRUCTURE

16 LATITUDE
17 LONGITUDE
19 BYPASS DETOUR LENGTH
20 TOLL 3
21 MAINTENANCE 01
22 OVNER 8o

COQ1TLM RTINGS
58 DECK 4
59 SUPERSTRUCTURE 4
60 SUBSTRUCTURE 5
61 CHANNEL AND

CHAN. PROTECTION N
62 CULVERT N
BA APPROACH RDWY 6

CONDITION

64 OPER. RATING 224
66 INW. RATING 214

APPRAISAL RATIG
67 STRUCTURAL Z

EVALUATION
68 DECK GEOMETRY 2
69 UNDERCLEARANCE 5

VERT. & LAT.
70 BRIDGE POSTING S
71 WATERWAY ADEG. N
72 APPR. RDWY 3

ALIGNMENT

RAILROAD ITEMS
B9 ORPHAN BRIDGE Y
RC USRA LINE CODE 1401
BD RR TRKS ON/UNOR 00/04
BE RR. MILEPOST 4745

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UREAU OF STRUCTURAL EVALUATION * STRUCTURE INVENTORY AND APPRAISAL'

STATE ERROR HO
FEDERAL ERROR NO
LAST UPDATE 04/03/01

1149173

NEW JERSEY
03

HERCER
80240

1113
150000000

AMTRAK

LEXANDER ROAD
EAST OF RT 1
99 FT 99 IN

0.000
NO.
N

2-WAY

40D 18.7M
074D 37.8M

01 Ml
ON FREE ROAD

NJDOT
UNKNOWN

AR STRUCTURE NAME ALEXANDER ROAD OVER AMTRAK

CLSIFICTRIOH
104 HItHWAY SYSTEM IVENTY ROUTE 0
26 FUNCTIONAL CLASS 16
98 BORDER BRIDGE
99 BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NO

NOT ON HNS
MINOR ARTERIAL URBAN

AC NON-IHV.FEATURE
AAD ADMINISTRATIVE
AE ALTERNATE AGENCY
AF ALTERNATE STRUCTURE NO.

RAILROAD
AMTRAK

27 YEAR BUILT
106 YEAR RECONSTR
25 LANES ON/UNDER
29 ADT,
30 YR OF ADT

109 TRUCK ADTT
31 DESIGN LOAD
32 APP. RDWT WIDTH
33 BR. MEDIAN
34 SKEW
35 STRUC. FLARED
36 SAFETY FEATURES
AG BR. RAILINO TYPE
AH RAILING NT.
37 HISTORIC SIG
38 MAVIG. CONTROL
39 NAV.VERT.CLEAR
40 NAV.MOR.CLEAR

116 MIN.NAV.VRT.CL

1941
0000

02/00
009700

* 1995
04 %

OTHER
* 020 FT

NONE
O0 0

NO
0000

09
6FT 061N

S
N/A

000 FT
0000 FT

FT

REMARKS
BF (58) MORE THAN 5X $PALLS

SPALLED UNDER DECK
EXPOSED REBARS
ASPHALT PATCHED SPALLS
DETERIORATED RAILINGS

Be (59) LOSS OF SECTION
MODERATE/SEVERE RUSTING
RUSTED BEARINGS

BH (60) MODERATE SPALLING
EXPOSED REBARS
SLOPE PROTECTION DET

Bl (61)
BJ (62)

REMARKS

STRUCtURE DATA
41 OPEN/CLOSED/POSTED A OPEN-NO RESTRICTION Al SPEEDI
42 TYPE OF SERVICE HIGHWAYf RAILROAD AJ SLOPE I
43 STRUC TYPE MAIN SPAN STL.GIRD AK ABUT.I
44 STRUC TYPE APPR SPANS STL.STR. AL PIER
45 NUMBER OF-SPANS MAIN 001 AM FILL 0
46 NUMBER OF APPROACH SPANS . 00Z STRUCTI
47 INVENT. ROUTE NORZ. CLEAR 20.0 FT AN PLAN A:
48 MAXIMUM SPAN LENGTH 0074 FT AO UTILIT
49 STRUCTURE LENGTH , 000146 FT AP FENDER
50 SIDEWALK/CURB LEFT 0.5 FT RIGHT 2.7 FT
51 BRIDGE ROUY. WIDTH CURB To CURB 20.0 FT Aa CHLK F
52 DECK WIDTH OUT TO OUT 23.5 FT AR SPECIA
53 VERTICAL CLEARANCE OVER DECK 99 FT 99 IN AS SPECIA
54 MIN. VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE R 21 FT 05 IN AT SPECIA
DJ MIN.VERT.UNDER.CINC. SHOULDERS) 00 FT 00 IN AU ADD. S
55 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE RIGHT R 16.7 FT AV WIDENI
56 MIN.LAT.UNDERCLEARANCE LEFT 0.0 FT 107 DECK S

108 WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM 100 110 DESIG.
A TYPE WEARING SURFACE 1 CONCRETE 111 NAVIGA
B TYPE MEMBRANE 0 NONE 112 NBIS B
C TYPE DECK PROT. 0 NONE

PRO5SEDIMPROVEMENTS (COST IN THOUSANDS). 92 CRITIC
75 TYPE OF WRK , 311 A FRACT.
76 IMPROIEMENT LENGTH 000176 FT tNSP.
94 BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COSTS $002429 B UNDERW
95 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST $000050 INSP.
96 TOTAL PROJECT COST S003998 C OTHER
97 YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE 1998 INSP.

114 FUTURE APT 013580
115 ,YEAR OF FUTURE ADT 2018 OTHER_

BO STATE MAINTENANCE COST S 93A fRAC.C
BP BRIDGE TO BE DEMOLISHED/NO REPLACEMENT 935 UNDERN
DA DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS . 93C SPECIP

RPLC BR; INT RPRSs UPRD SFTY FTRS, RPR&PNT Al ME./EL
SUPSTR STL & BRGS, INSTL BR OK LMC OVRLY, AX DECK C
RPV APRS, BKFL NW EROSN, PTCH U/DK, DIPHRGM AY SPEC.
SUBSTR SPLS, SL SUBSTR CKS, RMV BR DEBRIS &
VEOTN, RPR ABUTMT SLP PROTECTIONS

RATING (TON) ISPECION-DATA
INV. _PER. 90 LATEST INSPECTION 11/00

S BQ-BV CA-CG Cl CYCLE NUMBER 07
/LD1 CJ TYPE INSPECTION S
/LD2 14 24 91 DESIG. INSP. FREQ. 24 MO
/LD3 19 31 CK INSP. CREW F
/LD4 30 50 CL NEXT INSP. DATE 10/00
/LD5 32 53 CM CONSULT. ARORA & ASSOC.
/LD6 CN PREV.INSP. DATE S 08/96
LOAD CO PREV CONSULT. EMJ MCFARLAND

CP FEDERAL REPORT YES
: RATING L CO BRIDGE LIST

CR OFF THE ROUTE BRIDGE

POSTING
PROT.
02 SEMI
06 CON c
VER c
URE
VAIL
Y
SYSTEM

NC HT Fl
L EQUIP.
L TESTING
L MATERIAL
TRUCT. TYPE
wG TYPE
TRUC.TYPE
NAT.NETIIK
TION PROT.
RIDGE

AL FEATURE INS
CRIT.DET.

FREQJENCY
WATER IMSP.
FREQUENCY.
SPEC. INSP.
FREQUENQY

RIT. NSP.
WATR INSP.
iL INSP.
L. INSP.
OND SURV
TESTING

MPH
NONE

I-STUB
1L BNT
o.0 FT

YES
z

r IN

F

1
NO

YES

YES
24 MO

NO

MO

11/00

BK PERCENT OVERSTRESS
113 SCOUR CRITICAL N

PROGRAMMINC
BL.DISCRETIONARY FUNDS
gm FED. JOB NO. BR NBIS7'
BN STATE JOB NUMBER 220:

ITEM
H TRUCK
HSTRUCK

N/A TYPE 3
TY.3S2
TY.3-3
MIL.LD
POSTED

II,
2386 CH MISC

AZ FATIGUE
DETAILS

LOC. 1 0423
LOC. 2
LOC. 3

SUFFICIENCY
RATING
(STRUC DEF)

3.3

(DUPLICATE SI&A)

.

IPROGRAMMING INFO: GROUP: 98AM CONSULTANTs Arorr & Assoc. PROJECT MANAGER: LK|PROGRAMMING INFO: GROUP: 98AM CONSULTANT: Arorm & Assoc. PROJECT MANAGER: 1K 1



FROM:

DATE:

RE:

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
MEMORANDUM

Andras Fekete
Manager
Bureau of Environmental Services

Stephen E. Warren t
Manager
Bureau of Safety Programs

September 19, 2001

ACCIDENT SUMMARY, RATES AND REcoRDs
RouTE I (M.P. 11.1 -12.1)
WEST WINDSOR
MERCER COUNTY

This Is in reference to your memorandum dated July 10, 2001 requesting this office to furnish
an accident summary, accident rates and accident records for the above-mentioned location.

4 lanes barrier
no shoulders

The accident rate for the above location indicates that the accident history for this location on
Route I exhibits a relatively good safety performance.

Also, please find an accident summary for the subject location along with copies of police
accident reports for the years 1998 through 2000 for your review.

If you have any questions, please contact Gary Stout of this office at 530-3478.

ATTACHMENTS

REC EIV rr"ISEW:GS:sw

on le am

8heA i



Accident Summary For Route I

From Milenost 11.1 to 12.1

For Time Period January 1. 1998 to December 31, 2000

342 - Total ACCidents

0-
70-

272 -

0% Fatal
20% InJury
80% Propertv Dam. (68.7)

283 - 83% Same DIr. (57.7%)
33 - 10% Angle

5 -1.5% LeftTum
1 .3% Head On
0 - 0% Overturned
0- 0% Pedestrian
8 2.3% FIXed Object
6- 1.8% Animal
2- .6% Parked Vehicle
0- 0O Pedalcycle
4- 1.2% OtherTypes

IF
F

F
F
F
F
F
F

F
F
FF
F

264 - 77% At Intersection (45.1%)
78 - 23% Between Inter.
0- 0% RR Crossing

228 - 67% Dry Surface
114 - 33% Wet Surface (21.3%)

0 - 0% Snow or ice
0 - OYo Unknown

F\

Fj
F
F

Fs

F

F

F,'-

F.
F

246 - 72% Day (70.5%)
96 - 28% Night, Dawn, Dusk
0 - 0% Unknown

NOTE:

Percentages In parenthesis are 2000 State Hlghway Average Values corresponding
to overrepresented accident categories.

9.
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FROM:

DATE:

RE:

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
MEMORANDUM

Andras Fekete
Manager
Bureau of Environmental Services

Stephen E. Warren
Manager*
Bureau of Safety Programs

March 7, 2002

ACCIDENT RATES AND SUMMARIES FOR
ROUTE 1(M.P. 10.8 - 12.1) VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS
WEST WINDSOR, MERCER COUNTY

I. .

Thils Is In response to your memo dated November 19, 2001
to furnish the above-mentioned accident data for the years

requesting this office
1998 through 2000.

ACCIDENT DATA RELATIVE TO OVERREPRESENTATIONS:

lie _ccident summary relauve to accident overrepreseuitations for tlte subiect
ocatlons on Route 1 for the period from January 1, 1998 to December 31, 2000 Is
herewith attached. The percentages In parenthesis on the summary are the year
2000 statewide average values corresponding to overrepresented accident
categories.

median
with shoulders

1 11.06 -11.29 4 lanes barrier
median

no shoulders

8.55 4.35

The accident rates for the above-mentioned locations on Route 1 are above the
statewide accident rate for similar cross-sections. Hence, a further review of the
eccident summary may be necessary. A review of the accident
_verrepresentation may provide an Insight Into any additional countermeasures
that could be Implemented to bring the accident rate more In line with the
statewide average.

" RO7ZaI
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Andras Fekete
Page 2
March 7,2002

4 lanes Darriei
median

no shoulders

1 11.69 - 11.96 4 lanes barrier
median

no shoulders

3.93 4.35

The accident rates for the above-mentioned locations Indlcate that the accident
history for these locations on Route I exhibit a relatively good safety
performance.

If you have any questions, please contact Gary Stout of this office at 530-3478.

Attachments

' ' - - ----- --_""W.GS-sw
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Accident Summary For Route I and Alexander Road

From Milenost 10.76 to MilePost 11.06

For Time Period January 1.1998 to December 31. 2000

57 - Total Accidents

0- 0.0% Fatal
15- 26.3% InJury
42- 73.7% Property Damnage

34- 59.6% Same Dir. (rear)
6 - 10.5% Same Dir. (side)
4- 7.0% Angle
7- 12.3% Left Turn
0- 0.0% Head On
0- 0.0% Overturned
0- 0.0% Pedestrian
5- 8.8% Fixed Object
1- 1.8% Animal
0- 0.0% Parked Vehicle
0- 0.0% Pedalcycle
0- 0.0% Other Types

.*

(68.5%)

(57.7%) OF
OF
OF

(5.9%) OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

26 - 45.6% At Inter. (45.1%) OF
31- 54.4% Between. Inter. OF
0- 0.0% RRCrossing OF

42 - 73.7% DrY Surface OF
10 -17.5% Wet Surface OF
5- 8.8% Snow or Ice A3.4%) OF
0- 0.0% Unknown OF

44-77.2% Day (70.5%) OF
13 - 22.8% Night, Dawn, Dusk OF
0- 0.0% Unknown OF

NOTE:

--. PercentagesIn anthedis are 0SateHlhwyAerageVaiiescorresponding-to.-
overrepresented accident categories.

** These columns Indicate the number of fatal accidents In each accident category.



Acddent Summary For Route I and Washinaton Road

From Milepost 11.06 to Milepost 11.29

For Time Period January 1.1998 to December 31. 2000

133 - Total Accidents

0- 0.0% Fatal
27 -20.3% Injury

106 - 79.7% Property Damage (68.5%)

83- 62.4% Same Dir. (rear) (57.7%)
18-13.5% Same Dir. (side)
26- 19.5% Angle (15%)
1- 0.8% Left Turn
0- .O% Head on
0- 0.0% Overturned
0- 0.0% Pedestrian
3- 2.3% Fixed Object'
1- 0.8% Anlmal
0- 0.0% Parked Vehicle
0- 0.0% Pedalcycle
1- 0.8% Other Types

**

124 - 93.2% At Inter.
9- 6.8% Between. Inter.
O - 0.0% RR Crossing

I

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
DP

89 - 66.9% DrY Surface
44 - 33.1% Wet Surface e
O - 0.0% Snow or Ice
0- 0.0% Unknown

91- 68.4% Day
42- 31.6% NIght, Dawn, DUSk
O - 0.0% Unknown

(45.1%) OF
OF
OF

OF
21.2%) OF

OF
OF

OF
OF
OF

NOTE:

-- --- Percentages IparenthesiswareFay4exage-Values correspondingo
overrepresented accident categories.

** These columns Indilcate the number of fatal accidents In each accident category.
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Accident Summary For Route I and Fischer Place

From MilePost 11.29 to MilePost 11.49

For Time Period Januarv 1.1998 to December 31. 2000

58 - Total Accidents

0- 0.0% Fatal
12 - 20.7% Injury
46 - 79.3% Property Damage (68.5%)

45 - 77.6% Same Dir. (rear) (57.9%)
6 -10.3% Same Dir. (side)
3- 5.2% Angle
0- 0.0% Left Turn
0- 0.0% Heac On
0- 0.0% Overturned
0- 0.0% Pedestrian
3 - 5.2% Fixed Ob3ect
1- 1.7% Animal
O - 0.0% Parked Vehicle
0- 0.0% Pedalcycle
0 - 0.0% Other Types

**

39 - 67.2% At inter.
19- 32.8% Between. inter.
0- 0.0% RR Crossing

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

40- 69.0% Dry Surface
18 - 31.0% Wet Surface
0- 0.0% Snow or ice
0- 0.0% Unknown

44- 75.0% Day
14- 24.1% Night, Dawn, DUSk
O - 0.0% Unknown

(45.1%) OF
OF
OF

OF
(21.2%) OF

OF
OF

(70.5%) OF
OF
OF

NOTE:

- -ia-Per-centages In parD Values corresponding to -
overrepresented accident categories.

*' These columns Indicate the number of fatal accidents In each accident category.
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Accident Summary For Route I and Harrison Street

From MilePost 11.69 to Milepost 11.96

For Time Period January 1.1998 to December 31. 2000

96 - Total Accidents

0 - 0.0% Fatal
26-27.1% InJury
70- 72.9% Property Damage (68.5%)

67- 69.8% Same Dlr. (rear) (57.7%)
10-10.4% Same Dlr. (side)
8- 8.3% Angle
5- 5.2% Left Tum
0- .OS% Head on
0- 0.0% Overturned
0- 0.0% Pedestrian
4 - 4.2% Fixed Object
0- 0.0% Animal
0 - 0.0% Parked Vehicle
0 - 0.0% Pedalcycle
2 - 2.1% Other Types

**

75 - 78.1% At inter.
21-- 21.9% Between. Inter.
0 - 0.0% RR Crossing

(45.1%) OF
OF
OF

OF
(21.2%) OF

OF
OF

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

61 - 63.5% Dry Surface
35 - 36.5% Wet Surface
0 - 0.0% Snow or ice
O - 0.0% Unknown

68 - 70.8% Day (70.5%)
28 - 29.2% Night, Dawn, Dusk (28.6%)
0- 0.0% Unknown

OF
OF
OF

NOTE:

Percentaaes In parenthesis are 2000 State Highway Average "al',es corresponding toQ -_
overrepresented accident categories.

These columns Indicate the number of fatal accidents In each accident category.
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C.
PENNS NECK AREA EIS

Summary of Inters ectlon Level-'ot-Servlce
Alternative Comparison- 2028 AM PEAK HOUR

C

NO. N/S Street LEJW Stree NoBuil Alt-A Alt-Al Alt-A2 Alt-A3 Alt-A4 Alt-B Alt-nH Alt..52 Att-C Alt-Cl AlttD Alt-01 Alt-D2 Alt-! Alt-P Alt-Fl Alt-G=I Ait-02

Routel1 Alexander LOS C C C C C a c C C D C C a B C C C C Ef
NB Rarmp Road Delay, 2. 23.7 25.9 23.1 23.3 19.8 22.5 21.7 31.2 45.6 24.3 21.3 17.0 19.0 21.3 20.9 20.5 31.4 70.7

2 Routel1 Washington LOS F NA WA N/A N/ A NA N/A i 77 N/A N/A WA NA N/A N/A N/A WA Wi~ NA N/A F/F N/A
2 ___ Road Del - -362/36

3 Routel1 Fisher PILOS F NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A WA WA N/A WA N/A N/A WA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Route I Harnson LOS F N/A N/A N/ A N/A NA 7i N/ NA NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A W/A F/ F WNA
street Delay 352.6 - -037

5 Carnegie Alexander LOS B B*i B B B B C B B B C B B B C B BBB
Way Road Delay 19.5 9. 19.6 19.3 19.4 19.1 20.9 19.5 19.7 19.8 24.1 19.2 ig.i 19.1 20.7 19.5 19.7 1. 19.7

6 Roszel Alexander LOS F D D Ef 0 Ef D Ef i E E E E if e Ef 0E
Road Road Delay 218.0 53.2 54.9 58.0 51.5 72.8 49.0 65.0 75.5 100.0 79.5 77.0 67.3 67.3 57.9 69.3 75.9 62.0 67.9

7 Bear Brook Alexander LOS D F F F F F D F F F F F F F F F F F Ef
Naughn Road Dely 48.7 161.8 163.4 125.4 159.4 146.4 42.9 108 108.7 143.8 119.6 141.5 152.5 152.5 113.0 139.0 189.3 81.3 70.8

8 North Post Alexander LOS D C C C C 0 D Ef C C D C D D C C B C F
Road Road Del~y 4. 34.3 23.5 32.2 22.9 39.6 36.6 75.423.4 33.9 47.9 29.3 35.2 35.2 22.3 27.6 19.2 32.4 113.9

9. Wallace Alexander LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F
Road Road Delay ~ 650.2 617.8..~2 280 * 395 614.2 691 809 809 * * 449

10 Wallace/ CR 571 LOS F F F ET F F F F F F F F F F F F F E
Cranburv _ _ elay 82.7 87.4 88.5 79.4 11486 9956 126.8 87.7 100.4 82.5 71.9 92.6 99.7 99.7 96.3 99.5 112.1 77.1 64.8

Alexander CR 571 LOS F F F F F F F F F Ef F F F F F F F F
Road _____Dela 125.3 146.8 155.4 153.1 177.2 146.4 178.7 159.3 177.5 67.0 94.2 1569.9 169.0 109.4 155.2 156.3 152.9 124.0 111.8

1 2 Clarksville North Post LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F
Road Road Dlelay 191.9 148.9 152.5 102.8 132.8 116.6 155.8 80.7 134.7 123.8 125.2 150.7 12 144.8 139.2 110.6 130.6 129.8 264.5

13 Clarksville CR 571 LOS F F F F F F F F F Ef Ef F F F F F F F
Road Delay 95.3 108.8 122.8 111.0 117.3 102.9 120.2 106.8 102.1 72.7 72.7 101.5 104.3 219.9 107.1 98.8 93.7 114.2 187.6

1 4 CanalPointe Alexander LOS C C C C C C C C E 0 D C C C C C C C D
Blvd Road Dejav 25. 24.8 275 5. 25. 266 24.9 257 59.3 49.4 40. 32 3.4 3. 34.3 249 2. 51 44.7

is Faculty Alexander LOS C C C C C C C C C C 0 C C C D C C C C
Road Road Delay. 32.5 28.0 32.6 29.6 27.1 25.7 28.0 24.9 28.3 331 53.3 27.6 30.7 30.7 36.6 24.7 22.2 25.5 32.3

16 Faculty Washlngton LOS F E if D if D F F Ef F F D D D E C C F Ef
Road Road Delav 124.9 63.8 62.9 43.3 69.3 40.1 97.9 105.8 58.8 85.7 85.3 38.8 39.7 39.7 55.8 27.9 28.3 115 70.9

17 Faculty Hanison LOS C D 0 F F if c C C s B F Ef E if F F C C
__ Road Street Delay 30. 46.4 38. 80.8 942 9. 23.5 24. 244 18.2 18.2 8j 9 55.7 55. 57.0 15. 2. 23.8 28.3
18 NJ-27 Bayard LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F
______ Lane Deay 128.4 150.8 13. 137 146.0 140. 170.1 22. 176.5 140.6 14. 1j8. 16. 15. 189.1 12. 2. 1. 212.9

NJ-27 Mercer LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F
_ _ Street De -- *

20 NJ-27 University LOS C B a 8 8 8 B B B B B C C C C C c C B
- ~~~~~~PI Dela 23.1 18.5 19.0 21.4 17.3 16.9 19.6 19.4 18.7 18.15 17.7 23.4 21.4 21.4 22.8 23.3 28.2 23.4 19.8

21 NJ-27 Washington LOS F E F F F Ef F F F F F F F F F D F F
-21 ___ Road Dela 322.5 69.4 152.0 159.8 90.9 67.8 180.2 158.1 149.6 198.5 165.4 85.7 85.7 102.5 155.3 828 43.3 183.8 108.3

22 NJ-27 HarilsonILOS F F F F. F F F1 F F F F F FFF F FFF
- 167.6 139.7 114.8 139.3~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1 134.7 137.8 175 131.3 _128.5 1_3.6 3 *_93j

Unsignalized intersection
Note: For Unslgnallzed Intersection, LOS represents the crltlcal movement on slde street



C f
PENNS NECK AREA EIS

Summary of Intersection Level-of-Service
Alternative Comparlson- 2028 PM PEAK HOUR

C

NO. NIS Street E/W Stree NOBUld Alt-A Aft-Al Alt-A2 Alt-A3l Alt-A4 Alt-B Alt-SI Ait-82 Alt-C Alt-Cl Alt-D Alt-Di Ait-D2. Alt-E Alt-F Alt.Fl Alt-"IO Alt-02
T Route 1 -7exn-erL7- C c C B C C C C C C C C c C C C c CI_ NB Ramp Road Dely 26.1 21.9 214 19.8 21.4 22.9 23.5 22.5 30.8 28.2 23.0 21.8 22.0 28.0 21.4 23.0 23.5 28.1 28.4

2 Route 1 Washington LOS F W/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NWA N/A W/A N/A W/A N/A NtA NWA N/A N/A N/A F/F W/A2 ~ Road Delay411.8 __ - -411 -

3 Routel1 Fisher PI LOS F N/A W/A WA N/A W/A N/A N/MA NtA N/A W/A W/A NIA N/A N/A N/A W/A W/A N/A
7~~ii Hanison ~~DlOS F8. NtA N/A N/A W/A N/A N/A NtA NtANA NA NA NA NA NA NA F/F N/A

street Dea 339.7 _ 2/3Camnegie Alexander LOS B B B B B B B B B BB
__ Way Road Deay 1. 18.8 19.0 18.9 19.2 19.4 19.8 la j 19.8 19.1 20.8 19 19.3 19.3 19.6 19.0 19.3 19.5 19.3

6 Roszel Alexander LOS F D D 0 D DED--D~ D H D E 0
Road Road Delay 239.5 42.9 53.3 43.3 64.9 49.8 42.0 50.6 48.2 68.3 6880 45.1 4687 80.0 49.4 58.9 44.1 47.7 49.4

Bear Brook Alexander LOS C C H D D D D E D H D D D D D
7_ Naughn Road Delay 30.9 289 48.9 367 54.3 48.2 38.2 78.6 47.8 452 58.7 358a 35.5 45. 39.5 45.2 41.5 53.3 50.8

8 North Post Alexander LOS F 0 H 0 E D F D 0 C D H D H D F DFRoad Road Delay 97.1 44.9 550 48.3 70.6 51.8 91.4 37.1 46.9 324 1L..se 58. 46.1 79.8 48.7 81.4 50.9 117.2
* Wallace Alexarnder LOS F F F F FF F F F F F F F F F F F F FRoad Road Dea 499.9 249.2 212.9 375.3 223.4 * 113.0 73.1 103.6 128.5 312. 210.3 210.3 384.8 25. 87

10 Wallace/ CR 571 LOS F F F F 7 F F F F F F F F F F F F EF
___ Cranbury Dea 130.1 126.5 122.8 123.9 105.3 116.6 155.1 137.7 140.1 97.5 85.1 14. 105 124 112 132 133 7.7 92Alexander CR 571 LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F ERoad Delay 127.2 96.1 104.7 102.8 106.8 104.1 100.2 117.7 108.7 87.2 85.0 96.4 101.8 101.8 84.4 1109.11 104.1 98.9 77.9
12 Clarksville North Post LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F FF12 Road Road Delay 19. 113.3 130.9 128.4 139.7 91.7 183.2 85.7 138.4 147.3 155.9 156.5 -142.6 149 129.7 206.5 163.3 132.4 218.6
13 Clarksvile CR 571 LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F13 Road Delay 134.9 110.4 106.6 107.5 102.1 110.4 124.2 110.0 109.3 81.8 84.8 100.9 100.9 100.9 107.7 127.7 113.9 101.5 119.6~Canal Pointe Alexander LOS HE D D D D C C F E F D D D D 0 D E F14 Blvd Road Dea 80 39.5 40.4 41.9 39.3 43.1 35.0 32.3 96.5 76.9 81.0 41 42.6 42.6 43.7 36.5 37.2 55.4 89.2
15 Faculty Alexander LOS C B B B 5 8 a B B B C C C C C C C B Cis_ Road Road Delay 24.4 1 9.9 19.4 20.0 18.6 19.1 18.2 18.1 17.8 28.0 26.2 23.0 21.2 21.2 22.3 28.2 22.3 19.3 21.9'
16 Faculty Washington LOS D c c C C C C C D C C C C C C C C D

__6 Road Road Delay 41.8 23.9 23.5 23.1 22.8 25.7 25.7 24.4 30.4 38.5 25.7 24.7 25.6 25.6 26.9 21.4 28.2 30.8 38.6
1 7 Faculty Harrison LOS C H E E D F C C D C 0 H E E C F F 0 C

_ Road Street Deay 30O8 6856 565 77.7 52.3 113.3 32.7 33.9 44.1 25.3 38A 758 56.6 568 30.6 106.3 17. 3. 26.9
1 8 NJ-27 Bayard LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F. F F F F

- ~~~~~~Lane Delay 149.3 206.2 175.2 158.4 172.5 151.6 179.8 148.2 228.4 106.9 217.0 168.1 152.5 152.5 140.8 163.7 188.9 120.3 232.5
1 NJ-27 Mercer LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F' F F F F F F F19, ~~~~Street Delay 

a

20 NJ-27 University LOS C B B B B B B B B B B B B B C B C
-20 __ PI Dela 23.4 18.2 181 16.9 17.2 19.1 18.1 18.7 18.4 174 18. 117. 201 19.7 C 21.

21 NJ-27 Washington LOS F E D D D 0 C C D C D 0 0 E21 _ _ oad Dela 1S0O4 69.0 66 35.0 36.8 44j 34.0 40.4 34.7 28:3 43.9 340 38.9 39 34.5 39.7 34 59 5.
NJ-27 Harrison LOS F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F

PtE 14.9 47. 153J 1442. ~ 4. 145 1~ ~ L ~ .~Unsignhllzed Intersection
Note: For Unslgnallzed Intersection, LOS represents the crItical movement en side street
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PENNS NECK AREA EIS

Future Roadway Network Assumptions
(Last revised: August 23, 2002)

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act, the Penns Neck Area EIS will include the

investigation of a No-build Altemative. This is a "do-nothing altermative." It is induded as the benchmark

alternative against which all "build" alternatives will be compared. This alternative includes roudne

maintenance and currentf planned improvements in the study area. For the purposes of the Penns Neck Area

EIS, cmrent±'y planned improvements were defined as roadway widening and roadways on new alignment in the

primary and secondary study area, and capacity increasing intersection improvements in the primary study

area. Only those projects programmed for funding in one of the following capital improvement

programs/plans were induded in the list of future roadway network assumptions:

* Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) FY2003-05 Transportation
Improvement Program (I1P);

* North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) FY2002-2004 TIP;

* Middlesex County FY2002-07 Capital Plan;

* Middlesex County FY2001-05 Capital Transportation Program (State Aid);

* Plainsboro Township Capital Improvement Plan; and

* West Windsor Township Capital Improvement Plan.

Capital imnprovement plans/programs for Mercer County, Somerset County, Princeton Borough and

Princeton Township were also reviewed; however, no projects were deemed appropriate for inclusion

according to the above described parameters. The attached tables describe the location, description and

source of all projects included in future roadway network assumptions. The assumptions are presented in

two tables. The first includes projects to be implemented by 2008. The second includes projects to be

implemented between 2008 and 2028.
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Future Roadway Network Assumptions

(1Last revised: 8/23/02)

TABLE 1: Projects to be implemented by 2008

MOULU I ,baboau vail

Blvd / Quakerbridge Rd
Interchange

Interchange
Iemove traftic signai ana jugnanaie;
econstruct for right-in / righhut operation;
implement mitigation measures at Route I /
Duakerbridge Rd interchange and at
luakerbridge Rd / Nassau Park Blvd
Intersection.

VV- -I V -- -VVI
TIP; Project ID#
01329/TIP #01329

bignai removeu; meoian ciosea; Rd 1 1 n-irt-yn-out
operation only; collector-distributor lanes added to Rt
1 NB at Q-bridge Rd interchange; completon of
auxiliary lane along Rte. I NB between the GM Auto
Mall and Mcintosh Inn; additional approach lane
added to Quakerbridge Rd. WB at Nassau Park Blvd.
intersection.

Route 33/Washington Twp. Roadway Construct new roadway on new alignment DVRPC FY 2003-05 2 lanes, full shoulders, curb, left tum lanes at
Bypass from Rt 33 west of Washington Blvd. to Rt 130 TIP; Project intersections.

in the vicinity of South Gold Drive ID#99368AMP#434
6

Route 206 widening Roadway Widen to 4 lanes between Doctors Way and NJTPA 6 Y 2002- lanes, with shoulders. Jughandtes and new signals
Brown Ave in Hillsborough Township, 2004 TIP; DB#780 at Brown Ave., Valley Road, & Triangle Rd.
Somerset County intersectons; New intersecton to be located betwee

alley Rd. & Camplain Rd..

Route 206 - Hillsborough Roadway Construct new roadway on new alignment NJTPA iY 2002- 4 lanes, limited access, with shoulders.
Bypass from Belle Mead-Griggstown Road In 2004 TIP; DB#779

Montgomery Twp. to Old Somerville Road In
Hillsborough Township, Somerset County

Route 206/Cherry Valley Intersection Intersection improvements, Including the DVRPC FY200305 Intersection Improvements, including the construction
Road construction of local service roadsrjug- TIP Amendment; of local service roadsrjug-handles In NW and SE

handles. Project ID#01320 quadrants.

est Windsor Townshi __ _
New Meadow Road Roadway Construct to 50 feet for 4 lanes, curb, West Windsor Twp Roadway on new alignment from Meadow Rd curve to
Connector drainage, sidewalk CIP the Camegie Center Connector.

2
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Puture Roadway Network Assumptions

(Last revised: 8/23/02)

New Meadow Rd / Camegic Intersection Construct new intersection with traffic signal West Windsor Twp Intersection improved w/dedicated left tum lanes, thn
Ctr Connector CIP and thru-right lanes on each approach; NEW Meadov

Rd dominant movement at signal.

New Meadow Rd / Meadow Roadway Realign, widen to 50 feet for 4 lanes, curb, West Windsor Twp 4 lanes, no shoulders, curb and sidewalk
Rd (to Clarksville) sidewalk CIP

Meadow Rd / Bear Brook Rc Intersection Widen for tur lanes, sidewalk, traffic signal West Windsor Twp T-Intersection, dedicated left and thnr on Meadow R
CIP EB approach; thru and right lanes on Meadow Rd WB;

dedicated left and dedicated right lanes on Bear Broo
Rd approach

Bear Brook Rd Roadway Widen to 40 feet for2 lanes, shoulders, curb, West Windsor Twp 2 lanes, full shoulders, curb, auxiliary lanes at
rainage, sidewalk CIP intersections with Toll Brothers development.

Alexander Rd /N. Post Rd Intersection Widen for turm lanes, traffic signal West Windsor Twp Dedicated right and thru on Alex Rd approach east or
(at the bridge) CIP bridge; dedicated left and thru on N. Post Rd

approach; dedicated left and right lanes on Alex Rd
EB approach on the bridge

Clarksville Rd / Meadow Rd Intersection Realign, widen for tum lanes, curb, sidewalk, West Windsor Twp Realign T intersection with new traffic signal to allow
install traffic signal CIP Meadow Rd. to operate as thru movement; New

approach configurations to include 2 thru lanes and a
dght lane on NB Clarksvifle and EB Meadow; SB
Clarksville approach to be configured with one thru
lane and one right lane.

Alexander Rd / Vaughn Dr Intersection Widen for tum lanes, improve traffic signal West Windsor Twp Dedicated left, thru and thru-right on Alexander Rd
CIP WB; dedicated left, double thru and right on

Alexander Rd EB approach; double left, thru and righ
on Bear Brook Rd; dedicated left, thru and right on
Vaughn Dr

Alexander Rd railroad bridg Bridge replacement Replace at current location, realign, and widen DVRPC FY 2003-05 One lane each direction w/ dedicated left on
for two lanes, tum lanes, shoulders, sidewalk, TIP; Project Alexander Rd EB approach
and bike lane ID#99414/TIP#9941

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Future Roadway Network Assumptions
(Last revised: 8/23/02)

Princeton Township _

Princeton Township Intersection Roadway Improvements in the viciniy of the DVRPC FY 2003-05 Minor widening approaches; signal retiming/phasing
Roadway Improvements Princeton Township municipal complex, TIP; Project

induding changes to Valley, Mt. Lucas, ID#HPOlOlOTIP#H
Terhune and Cherry Hill Roads P01010

South Brunswick
CR 522 (Rt 27 to Rt 130) Roadway Widen fbr 44anes with shoulders Middlesex County 2 lanes in each direction with shoulders and auxiliary

FY2002-07 Capital lanes at intersectons
Plan

CR 522 (Rt 130 to Cranbuff New roadway on new alignment along PFgeon Middlesex Cunty 2 lanes in each direction with shoulders and auxiliary
South River Road) Swamp Park and across NJ Turnpike FY2002-07 Capital lanes at Intersections

_____________________ connecting to CR535 Plan
CR 522, Section 2, Roadway Widen forI4anes with shoulders Middlesex County 2 lanes in each direction with shoulders and auxiliary
Monmouth Jct to Georges FY2001-05 Capital lanes at Intersections
Road Transportation

Program (State Aid)
Plainsboro Township

Mapleton Road (Rt.1 to Roadway Drainage and reconstruction; no capacity MiddlesexCounty No capacity increase.
Kingston) increase FY2002-07 Capital

Plan
Schalks Crossing/Scudders Intersection Widen for tum lanes, new signal Completed 2002 Double left, thru, and thru-right on Schalks Xlng SB
Mill Road approach; double left, 2 thru, and 1 right on Schalks

ing NB approach; dedicated left, 3 thru, 1 right on
Scudders Mill Rd EB approach w/reverse jug-handle
for access to Schalks Crossing SB; 3 thru, I thru-dgh
and 1 dght on Scudders Mill Rd WB approach

Campus Road (Princeton Roadway New roadway on new alignment between Developer I lane in each directon with center median. Traffic
Forrestal Center) Scudders Mill Road (opposite Connector constructed project, signal at the Intersection of Scudders Mill

Road) and Stelerator Road on Forrestal completed in 2001, Road/Connector Road and Campus Road.
Campus provides circulaton

road connection
within Forestal
Center development

4
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Future Roadway Network Assumptions

(Last revised: 8/23/02)

Mapleton Road/Seminary Rd Intersection Reconstruct Intersection on new alignment Plainsboro Township Dedicated left and 1 thru lane on Mapleton Road
and Install new signal. Mapleton Rd north of FY 2002 Capital approach; I thru lane w/ no auxiliary lanes on
Seminary will be realigned to connect with Budget Mapleton Rd South approach; dedicated left and thru
Seminary Rd and Mapleton Rd south of right on Seminary WB approach; 1 thru lane wino
Seminary wil be realigned to connect with auxiliary lanes on Barclay approach.
Barclay Rd (new) into Barclay Square
residential development to form a new 4-way
signalized intersection.

Plainsboro Road/Enterprise Intersection / Construct small extension of Enterprise Drive Plainsboro Township 1 lane In each direction with no auxiliary lanes
Drive/Middlesex Blvd. roadway across Plainsboro Road to Old Plainsboro FY 2002 Capital

Road. Install new signal at Enterprise Drive Budget
and Plainsboro Road.

Plainsboro Road /alker Intersection New signal DeveIopeKs 1 lane in each direction with no auxiliary lanes
Gordon Drive agreement
Plainsboro Road/Dey Intersection New signal Plainsboro Township 1 lane in each direction with no auxiliary lanes
Road/Edgemere Avenue FY 2002 Capital

Budget
Scudders Mill Road/Dey Intersection Widen for tumr lanes. Middlesex County Dedicated left, thru and right on Dey Road SB
Road FY2001-05 Capial approach; double left, 2 thru, and right on Scudders

Transportation Mill Road EB approach; dedicated left, and thru-right
Program (State Aid) on Old Plainsboro Road approach; I lane thru and no

auxillary lanes on Edgemere approach.

TABLE 2: Projects to be implemented between 2008 and 2028

West Windsor TownshiiD
North Post Rd at curve Roadway Rain, curb, sidewalk WetWindsor Twp No change to capacity

CIP
Alexander Rd / N Post Rd / Intersection and Realign, widen for tum lanes, curb, sidewalk West W7ndsor Twp Realignment of intersecton with designation of tum
Wallace Dr Roadway as needed to service new bridge over the CIP lanes and transilloning to new bridge over NEC.

railroad

5
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Future Roadway Network Assumptions

(Last revised: 8/23/02)

Alexander Rd (E of Railroad Roadway Traffic calming and pedestrian crossings West Windsor Twp No change to capacity
C IP _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Alexander Rd (W of railroad) Roadway Widen to coordinate with Alexander Rd bridge West Windsor Twp 2 lanes on Alexander Rd WB coming off the bridge; 2
replacement, curb, drainage, sidewalk CIP lanes transitioning to left only/right only on approach

to bridge.

Clarksville Rd / ntersection Widen for tum lanes, revise traffic signal West Windsor Twp Double left, double thru and right on Quakerbddge
Quakerbridge Rd CIP Rd EB & WB approach; double left, thru and right on

Clarksville Rd SB approach; double left, double thru
and right on Bakers Basin NB approach.

Clarksville Rd (North of N Roadway Curbs, drainage, sidewalk, pedestran West Windsor Twp No change to capacity
Post Rd) crossings CIP

Clarksville Rd / Penn Lyle Intersection Improve pedestrian crossings West Windsor Twp No change to capacity
Rd CIP
Route 571 - Clarksville Rd. Roadway Widen to 60 feet: two lanes, center left tum West Windsor Twp 1 lane in each direction with shoulders; center left
to Wallace/Cranbury Rd. lane/median, shoulders, curbing, drainage CIP m lane; and right tum lane at intersectons

Route 571/Clarksville Rd. Intersection Widen for tum lanes, curbs, drainage, West Windsor Twp Dedicated left, thru and right tum lanes on NB
sidewalk CIP Clarksville Rd. approach. Dedicated left plus a

thru/rlght lane on SB Clarksville Rd. approach. Add
head-to-head dedicated left tum lanes on EB and WE
approaches, with 1 thru and 1 shared thrulight lane
in each direction.

Route 571/Cranbury Neck Intersection Widen fortum lanes, curbs, sidewalk, traffic WestWindsorTwp Route 571 EB approach to Cranbury/Wallace- 2
Rd. signal timing revisions; coordinate with the CIP lanes each direction with left tum lane at approach;

Penns Neck area improvements Route 571 WB approach to Cranbury/Wallace - 2
lanes each direction with center tum lane; Add left
tum lanes to Wallace & Cranbury Rd. approaches.

Route 571 /Alexander Rd. Intersection Widen fortum lanes, curbs, sidewalk, modify West Windsor Twp Tintersectlon with dedicated left and right on
traffic signal CIP Alexander Rd approach; dedicated left and thru on

571 WB; dedicated thru and right on 571 EB.

6
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Penns Neck Area EIS - Future Roadway Network Assumptions
(Last revised: 8/23/02)

Clarksville Rd (Quakerbrldge Roadway Widen to 50 feet for 4 lanes, curb, drainage, West Windsor Twp 4 lanes, no shoulders
to Meadow Rd) sidewalk. CIP

Clarksville Rd (Meadow to Roadway Improve with shoulders and tuming lanes, West Windsor Twp 1 lane in each direction with shoulders; dedicated left
North Post Rd) curbs, drainage, sidewalk CIP tum lane; and right tum lanes at intersections and

major developments

Meadow Rd / Canal Pointe Intersection Widen for tum lanes, install traffic signal, West Windsor Twp T-intersection, dedicated left and right on Meadow
BIid CIP Rd approach; dedicated left and thru on Canal Pt

Blvd SB approach; thru and right on Canal Pt Blvd
NB approach

Camegie Center Blvd / Intersection Widen for tum lanes, install traffic signal, West Windsor Twp Tintersection, dedicated left and nght on Camegie
Canal Polnte Blvd CIP Center Blvd approach; dedicated left and double thru

on Canal Pt Blvd SB approach; double thru and right
on Canal Pt Blvd NB approach

Clarksville Rd 1 Cranbury Roadway Widen for tum lanes, curbs, drainage, traffic West Windsor Twp New traffic signal and minor approach widening for
Neck Rd signal CIP designated tum lanes. EB Cranbury Rd. thru & right

lanes; WB Cranbury Rd. thru and left tum lanes; NB
Clarksvlle Rd. left tum & right tum lanes.

Cranbury Neck Rd (Rte 571 Roadway Widen to 30 feet for 2 lanes, curbs, drainage, West Windsor Twp No change to capacity
to Clarksville Rd) sidewalk CIP

Cranbury Neck Rd / Intersection miden for tur lanes, curb, sidewalk, traffic West Windsor Twp New traffic signal and minor approach widening for
Millstone Rd signal CIP designated tum lanes

Cranbury Neck Rd (East of Roadway Widen to 30 feet for 2 lanes, curbs, drainage, West Windsor Twp No change to capacity
Clarksville Rd) sidewalk CIP

N Post Rd (South of Roadway Wden to 50 feet, curb, drainage, sidewalk, West Windsor Twp No change to capacity. I lane each direction with
Clarksville Rd) reconstruct Duck Pond culvert CIP shoulder, sidewalk and curbing added.

7
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT



Federal Register/Vol. 66, No. 5/Monday, January 8, 2001/Notices 1369

It is the Regional Council's practice to
provide an opportunity for members of
the public to make oral public
comments at its meetings. Public
comment session is scheduled from
11.00 a.m.-noon CST. Members of the
public who wish to make oral public
comments may do so during the Public
comments portion of the agenda. Up to
one hour will be allotted for the Public
comments with participation available
on a first-come, first-served basis.
Speakers addressing the Council are
requested to limit their remarks to no
more than 5 minutes. Persons wishing
to speak register at the door and are then
called on by the Council Chair during
the public comment period. Hand-out
materials should be limited to one
printed page. Written comments are also
invited and may be mailed to the
Regional Resource Stewardship Council,
Tennessee Valley Authority, 400 West
Summit Hill Drive, WT IIA, Knoxville,
Tennessee 37902.
DATE: The meeting will be held on
Thursday, January 18, 2001, from 8:30
a.m.to5p.m.CST.
ADDRESS: The meeting will be held in
Nashville, Tennessee, at the Sheraton
Downtown Hotel, 623 Union Street,
Nashville, Tennessee 37219, and will be
open to the public. Anyone needing
special access or accommodations
should let the contact below know at
least a week in advance.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sandra L Hill, 400 West Summit Hill
Drive, WT IIA, Knoxville, Tennessee
37902, (865) 632-2333.

Dated: December 19, 2000.
Kathryn 1. Jackson.
Executive Vice President, River System
Operations& Environment, Tennessee Valley
Authority.
[FR Doc. 01-425 Filed 1-5-01; 8:45 aml
BILLEIG CODE 3120-06

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Robin Schroeder, Program Operations
Director or Amy Fox, Environmental
Coordinator, Federal Highway
Administration, 840 Bear Tavern Road,
Suite 310, West Trenton, NJ 08628.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 771, Environmental Impact and
Related Procedures, the FHWA, in
cooperation with the New Jersey
Department of Transportation (NJDOT),
will prepare an environmental impact
statement in accordance with the
National Enviromnental Policy Act
(NEPA), on alternatives for
modifications to Route 1 and
intersecting roadways in the Penn's
Neck Area, to improve transportation
service. Generally, the section of Route
1 under evaluation extends from
Alexander Road Interchange in West
Windsor Township in Mercer County to
Scudders Mill Road Interchange in
Middlesex County. The EIS will
evaluate the No-Action and Build
Alternatives to determine potential
impacts and costs associated with each.

An Environmental Assessment (EA)/
Section 4(F) Evaluation of some
altemative solutions for mobility and
congestion problems in the Penn's Neck
area of Route 1 was developed by
FHWA and NJDOT and made available
to the public and review agencies
during October 2000. Subsequently, a
decision was made by Governor
Christine Todd Whitman to prepare an
EIS to allow broader public
participation in the process and a fuller
evaluation of alternatives and impacts.
After publication of this Notice, the
FHWA in cooperation with NJDOT will
continue the scoping process begun
during the preparation of the EA to
evaluate alternatives already under
review and to identify additional
possible alternatives. This process will
also identify significant issues to be
addressed in the EIS.

To ensure that issues involving this
proposed action are addressed fully and
significant concerns are identified,
written comments, suggestions or
questions should be directed to the
FHWA at the address provided above or
directed to: Mr. Andras Fekete,
Manager, Bureau of Environmental
Services, New Jersey Department of
Transportation, 1035 Parkway Avenue,
Trenton, NJ 08625-0600, Telephone:
609-530-2824.

The public will receive notices on
location and time of future
opportunities for participation at
meetings and public hearings through
newspaper advertisements and other
means. If you wish to be placed on the

mailing list to receivefurther
information as the project develops,
contact Mr. Andras Fekete at the
address above.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Research,
Planning and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation of
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program)

Issued on: December 28, 2000.
Robin Schroeder,
Progrnm Operations Director, FHWA-New
JerseyDivision, Trenton. - --
1FR Doc. 01-406 Filed 1-5-01; 8:4S aml
IIUING CODE 4910-22-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Tr'affic Safety
Administration

[Docket Number NHTSA-20008273

Reports, Forms, and Recordkeeping
Requirements

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Request for-piblic comment on
proposed collections of information.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement:
Mercer and Middlesex Counties, New
Jersey

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), USDOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: Before a Federal agency can
collect certain information from the
public, it must receive approval from
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). Under procedures established
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of
1995, before seeking OMB approval,
Federal agencies must solicit public
comment on proposed collections of
information, including extensions and
reinstatements of previously approved
collections.

This document describes two
collections of information for which
NHTSA intends to seek OMB approval.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before Marich 9, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Comments must refer to the
docket and notice number cited at the
beginning of this notice and be
submitted to U.S. Department of
Transportation Dockets, Room PL-401,
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20590. Please identify the proposed
collection of information for which a
comment is provided; by referencing its
OMB Control Number. It is requested,
but not required, that one original plus
two copies of the comments be
provided. The Docket Section is open
on weekdays from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Complete copies of each request for

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that an

-,Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
will be prepared for changes being
considered to Route 1 and intersecting
roadways in the greater Penn's Neck
Area to improve transportation service.
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PENNS NECK AREA EIS

"WOREING" PROBLEM STATEMENT (VERSION 5)

The following problem statement is a "working" document intended to communicate the
general nature of the mobiky issues facing the Penns Neck area. The issues and
perepions contained in the problem statement are intended to form the basisfor a detiled
ana#sis and statement regarding the 'purpose and need" for some action or actions to
address these mobihit issues. Further detailed study and docamentation of existing
conditions will quantfr/ the extent to whicb the issues contribute to or are affected by
mobil4y constraints in the Penns Neck area. It is anticipated that the "working prblem
statement" will evolve as detailed data becomes available.

STUDYAREA

The study area for the Penns Neck Area EIS has been structured into overlapping regions.

The primary study area is composed of the municipalities of Plainsboro Township, Princeton

Borough, Princeton Tovnship, and West Windsor Township. This area approximates a five-mile

radius from the intersection of Route 1 and Washington Road in West Wmdsor Township. The

primary study area boundary is defined flexibly, so as to permit the inclusion of significant origins and

destinations located on the fringe of the five-mile radius and to respond to the technical needs of the

EIS study. The secondary study area, which is composed of twenty municipalities in Mercer,

Middlesex and Somerset Counties 1, provides a regional context regarding demographics and travel

patterns. Unless specifically noted otherwise, references to the study area should be understood to

mean the primary study area. Finally, the study area for considering specific impacts from

actions/alternatives investigated in the EIS will be determined by the nature of the action/alternative

under consideration and the potentially impacted resource.

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

Context - The context in which the Penns Neck Area EIS is undertaken iepresents a complex policy

framework that requires a balancing of transportation, environmental, community, and development

needs. The study area contains many unique and important natural, cultural, historic, community,

and economic resources that should be protected and enhanced. As demonstrated by population and

employment trends, the study area is also a focal point for growth and development. Since 1990, the

primary study area has added approximately 17,000 people and 13,500 jobs. Table 1 illustrates

population and employment trends in the primary study area. Appendix A provides a regional context

for these trends by illustrating demographic changes in the secondary study area.

10/14/02 I
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According to the Local Area Land Use Inventory and Forecast study 2 (land use study)

completed for the EIS in July 2002, there are approximately 57,500 workers employed in the primary

study area. With the exception of the approximately 11,500 jobs concentrated in the Princeton

Borough central business district, these jobs are located in worksites on or near the Route 1 corridor.

Eighty percent (80%) of the primary study area's employment, or approximately 46,000 jobs, are

located in West Windsor and Plainsboro Townships, mainly between Route 1 and the Northeast

Corridor rail line. There are two primary nodes of employment. One employment node is located in

West Windsor Township and includes work sites on Alexander Road and in the Camegie Center

office complex. A second node is located in Plainsboro Township and indudes work sites on

Plainsboro Road and Scudders Mill Road, as well as in the Forrestal Center office complex. The

number of workers employed in West Windsor and Plainsboro is almost equal to that of the City of

Newark, which has approximately 50,000 jobs. In addition, according the land use study, 39,000 new

jobs are expected in the primary study area by the year 2028. This represents a sixty-eight (68%)

increase over the next 27 years.

10/14/02 2
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The pattern of TA

development in the study

area is decentralized and

auto-oriented. The dominant

land use pattern throughout

the study area is single-use Pbin

commercial and office Prino

development, built at low Pdnc

density, with free parking, West

and residential subdivisions. Total

In addition, the pedestrian

and bicyde network in the

primary study area is

incomplete. These conditions Plain.

result in low usage and mode Piroa
Princoshare for transit, pedestrian Pesn

and bicycle travel to and Total

from employment and other

destinations in the primary Sourc

study area. While the transit

and walking mode share for residents

of West Windsor and Princeton

BLE 1 - DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS IN THE PRIMARY STUDY
AREA

sboro
eton Boro
eton Twp
Windsor

1990
14,213
12,016
13,198
16,021

55,448

1990
8,033
18,857
4,417
11,114

42,421

Population Change

1990-2000
Abs.

2000 Change
20,215 6,002
14,203 2,187
16,027 2,829
21,907 5,886

72,352 16,904

Employment Change
1990-1999

Abs.
1999 Change

13,999 5,966
16,670 (2,187)
8,264 3,847
17,086 5,972

56,019 13,598

1990-2000
Percent
Change

42%
18%
21%
37%

30%

1990-1999
Percent
Change

74%
-12%
87%
54%

32%

sboro
eton Boro
eton Twp
Windsor

;es: US Census Bureau, NJ Dept. of Labor

WASHINGTON ROAD EAST
(AM Peak Period, Westbound)

Twfww t 1 E !
X 1M OM MiN fisBorough is higher than in many

surrounding municipalities, the

dominant mode of travel to and from

employment and other destinations in

the study area is single-occupant

automobile. The average occupancy

of vehides accessing employment

destinations in the primary study area

is 1.21 persons per vehicle. This

reliance on single occupant

/
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automobile use to access work sites in the study area on existing transportation infrastructure has

impaired mobility across all modes of
ALEXANDER ROAD EAST

travel, and delays due to traffic (AM Peak Period, Westbound)

congestion occur in many locations. TUW4pV4 V * \s) 5/

This has frustrated residents, 5%

employees and visitors in the primary

study area. With construction of

12,750,000 sq. ft. of additional

single-use, low-density, campus-style

office space, already approved by

local planning boards, it is reasonable

to anticipate that travel conditions

wi worsen.

Origin and Destination data 3 collected for the EIS indicates that the distribution of existing

traffic on Washington Road and Alexander Road refiects the importance of the previously described

employmnent nodes and the Princetons as major destinations. In the morning peak period, 71% of

existing westbound traffic on Washington Road is destined for the Princetons and points northeast,

northwest and west; 24% is destined for West Windsor; 1% is destined for locations south of the

primary study area and 4% is destined for Plainsboro. On Alexander Road, 65% of existing morning

peak period westbound traffic is destined for locations within West Windsor, including Carnegie

Center and work sites along Alexander Road; 1% is destined for locations south of the primary study

area; 32% is destined for the Princetons and points northeast, northwest and west; and 2% is destined

for Plainsboro.

Road-related issues - Employment and other destinations along or near Route 1 are major peak

period traffic generators. The existing roadway system lacks the connectivity of a grid system and

funnels traffic onto a few principal roads. The major north-south transportation artery in the study

area, Route 1, is classified in NJDOT's State Highway Access Management Code as an "accessible

principal arterial." It functions both as an inter-regional auto and truck corridor and as a local access

road for properties fronting the highway. While capital investments made in the past two decades

attempted to improve traffic flow along Route 1, much of the benefits were offset by additional

access points. In addition, the few parallel connector roads adjacent to either side of Route 1 are
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ineffective alternatives to the use of Route 1 for reaching employment and-other destinations in the

primary study area.

The east-west road system does not efficiendy distribute traffic to and from employment

centers in the primary study area, due to varying road widths, lane drops, lack of turning lanes, and

discontinuities. Many routes pass through residential and college neighborhoods and business

districts, do not meet existing peak period traffic demand, and function at impaired levels of service.

These roads indude: Harrison Street/Ewing Street from Route 1 to U.S. 206; CR571/Washington

Road from the Hightstown By-pass to Nassau Street; Alexander Road from C.R. 571 via the railroad

bridge to Mercer Street; and Meadow Road from Clarksville Road to Route 1/Canal Pointe

Boulevard.

Traffic traveling north-south on Route I and east-west, accessing and crossing Route 1 at the

Washington Road, Fisher Place, Harrison Street intersections and other signalized intersections in the

primary and secondary study area, creates traffic queues during peak travel periods. Motorists also

use local residential streets to avoid the congestion. Aerial surveillance 4 conducted in October 2001

revealed that traffic queues on Route 1 in the Penns Neck area range from 20-40 vehicles per lane (3

lanes) in the morning peak period. Southbound congestion in the evening peak period typically

extended back onto the Route 1 entrance ramp from Scudders Mill Road in Plainsboro. The Route 1

intersections at Harrison Street and Washington Road function above capacity [Level of Service

(LOS) E-FJ during the AM and PM peak period, while the Route 1 intersection with Fisher Place

functions above capacity (LOS E-E) during the AM peak period and is approaching capacity (LOS C-

D) during the PM peak period. Average travel delays on Route 1 range from 0.4 to 2.1 minutes at the

Washington Road intersection and 0.8 to 1.9 minutes at the Harrison Street intersection. These

conditions impair effective performance of both its through traffic and local access functions during

peak hours.

Similarly, the aerial surveillance documented east-west traffic congestion on both Washington

Road and Harrison Street In the morning peak period, westbound traffic queues on Washington

Road were observed to range from 20 to 85 vehides. The maximum observed queue extended from

Route 1 east to the intersection of Wallingford Drive, approximately 1% mile away. On Harrison

Street, eastbound traffic queues approaching Route 1 were observed to range from 20 to 30 vehides.

In the evening peak period, eastbound traffic queues on Washington Road were observed to range
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from 35 to 70 vehicles. Eastbound traffic queues on Harrison Street in the evening peak period were

observed to range from 20 to 75 vehicles. At the maximum observed extent, the queue extended

back to Lake Carnegie. Average travel delays on Washington Road range from 2.0 to 5.0 minutes and

1.4 to 8.2 minutes on Harrison Street during peak periods; however, the minimum and maximum

observed delays varied widely from 0.7 toll.2 minutes on Washington Road and 0.4 to 11.8 minutes

on Harrison Street, under typical conditions.

In addition to causing travel delays for motorists and truck drivers, traffic queues during peak

hours on both local roads and Route 1 deteriorate local air quality, pose safety hazards for motorists,

pedestrians, and bicyclists; and are believed by local officials to impede the ability of emergency

personnel to respond effectively. Data provided by Plainsboro Township indicates that transport

time from an emergency call in Plainsboro Township to the Princeton Medical Center takes an

additional 3 minutes during the evening peak period. This represents a 20% increase in travel time.

Infrastructure condition issues - There are two structurally deficient bridges in the study area that

must be repaired or replaced. One of these bridges is the Route 1 bridge over the Millstone River

located just north of the Route 1/Harrison Street intersection which has a sufficiency rating of 55 on

a scale of 0 to 100. This bridge carries 80,000 vehicles per day on Route 1 and is a critical link in the

regional highway network. The second of these bridges is the Alexander Road bridge over the

Northeast Corridor rail line in Princeton Junction, which has a suffciency rating of 3.3. Alexander

Road is a key travel corridor to major employment and retail destinations. NJDOT has accepted

responsibility for replacing this structure on its current alignment.

Transit-related issues - The pattern of development in the study area encourages dependency on

auto use and imposes constraints on providing a comprehensive network of public transportation

services. The existing public transit network indudes commuter rail service on the Northeast

Corridor rail line with a stop at the Princeton Junction train station, rail shuttle service via the

"Dinky" from the Princeton Junction station to Princeton Borough, express commuter bus service to

New York City, three local bus routes and a variety of public and prvate shutde services providing

access to and from the Princeton Junction train station.

While the public transportation network includes most major transit modes, the characteristics

of service, induding number of routes, frequency of service, hours of operation, required transfers and
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travel times, are less then optimal due primarily to the pattern of development in the study area. The

major transit facility, the Princeton Junction train station on the Northeast Corridor rail line, serves a

dual function. First, it is heavily used by commuters traveling out of the area to destinations north

and south. While use of the station

for this purpose is high. waitidn lists Bus and ShutUe Servicesn the Primary Study Area

for parking permits and over-capacity

conditions on some peak hour trains

indicates that existing demand is

greater than current system capacity.

The second function served by the

station is to distribute commuters and

visitors traveling into the study area

to a variety of purposes. Because the

origins and destinations of employees

and visitors coming into the study

area are dispersed, use of the NEC

rail line and PrincetonJunction

station by those traveling to

destinations in the study area is

limited.

The Dinky operation, which

serves residential markets in

Princeton Borough and Township,

downtown commercial development

in Princeton Borough and Princeton

University has limited parking

capacity in Princeton Borough. In

addition, service in both directions is

constrained by its single-stop, single-

track, single-train infrastructure,

which does not meet every Northeast

BuslShuttle ServIce Charactedstcs

600 Bus Route: NorthWAm Alon Route 1 tom Tmnton b
Frquency: 36 ii-6AM lo 8PM
Destnations served : Quakebridge Ml, Nassau Park dsopping
center, Markeffair MaUl, Camegie Center ollice cen1we P. indion
bain station, Preton Meadws opping center (Plainsboro),
Fonesl Center olice co x Piceton Fwestal
Trnsfer rwired ID bMe E -W

, Ridership: 1000 daly weekday riders
605 Bus Route: From Quakerbridge Ml bD Montgoery ho ring Cerner

Frequency: 75 rrn - 7:30AM 8PM
Destinations served : Montgomery Shopping Center, Princetn
Shopping Center, Priceton Senkx housing, Griggs Farm
residences, Palmer Square iceton Borough), Prince ion Dinky
station, lMarKdair Mall, Nassau Pezi shoppbn center, Memer Mall,
Quakebridge Mall
Ridership: 450 daily weekday riders

606 Bus Route: Rom Waslingtn Townhp b Princeton Bonxgh via
Hailon, Lawrence and Trenton
Frequency: variable, app mx. 30 raIn. - 6AM bD midr
Destnations served: serves destinatons In Hamlbn Township,
Hpewell Township, Lawre Twship. Princeto Bormugh and
Township, tfe Cly o Trentc and Washington Towiisp, hxing:
Hamilton Square, Hamilton Rai ln, Meoerle, Mmes Shopping
6enter, Palmer Sqare, Lucert Tedinlogies in Hopewel Township
(1 AM trp & 1 PM trlp) ETS, Brist MyersSquibb, Mercer County
Community Colege, Princeton Seniors housig and Prject
Freedom (Washington Twp.)
Ridership: averages 30 ders per trip

976 Route: Vaousidential devopments in Lawence and West
NWheel Wndsor T rishPs b Poneton undk rain sb

Shute Frequency: Tlmed mwet ound peak hour tais krm
8:30AM and 5:30 -8:30PM
Destin ations served: Resieni devebpoments abng P.imnce
Lne, Quakertddge and Clarksville Roads
Ridershlp: 120 daily riders

'Train Unk' Route: Priate eroye shufle b and tom Princeton Ju dion
Shuttle tain sto

Frequency: Tied b weet peak hour trais
Destinations served : Vaus empyent dest ns i,n
Pdrncetn Foarestal Center
Ridership: 80 dailvriders

East Route: Municipalyoperated shutle between East Widsor and
Widsor Priceton kmcdon train stafion
Sltuile Frequency: Tiredtormeet peaklhour

Desti,ations sened : Twin Rivers, HIghstown and other East
Wndsor redea neighotods
Rider-hip: N/A

Note: There ame a varity of smalerpdvate and public shutles that provide se, Ace
b and fmm te Pimcetoa uncin tran
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Corridor train stopping at Princeton Junction. The Dinky is used primarily by study area residents

traveling to destinations outside of the study area.

There are three local bus routes and three primary shuttle services operating in the study area.

The local bus routes are long and sometimes circuitous. Frequency of service on these routes varies

from approximately every 30 minute on the 600 and 606 bus to every 75 minutes on the 605 bus.

Bicydes may be carried on all local bus services. The three shuttle services operating in the primary

study area serve residential and employment destinations in the primary and secondary study area and

are scheduled to meet peak period trains at Princeton Junction train station.

Pedestrian and bicycle issues - According to the 1990 Census, 51% of workers living in Princeton

Borough walk or bike to work. In Princeton Township, 14% walk or bike to work. In Plainsboro and

West Windsor, the percentage is only slightly more than 1%. There are various reasons why

pedestrian and bicycle travel is not more widely used to access employment and other destinations in

the study area. While the terrain and local topography of the primary study area are conducive to

pedestrian and bicyde travel, infrastructure is lacking. The sidewalk network, induding cross walks,

in the Penns Neck, Princeton Junction, and the train station area is incomplete and many pedestrian

routes are unsafe. There are few striped bicycle lanes and separate bike paths in the primary study

area. The bicyde network is disconnected and travel between major origins and destinations is

difficult.

There is also a lack of safe and convenient pedestrian and bicyde routes for students to walk

and bike to schools and recreational facilities. Furthermore, while the existing intersection at

Washington Road provides at-grade access across Route 1, heavy auto traffic and frequent turning

movements make traveling by foot or by bicycle across Route 1, to inter-municipal destinations

within five miles, neither easy nor safe. Finally, there are few bicycle amenities to serve those who

choose to travel by this means. For instance, according to the Greater Mercer Transportation

Management Association, there is a thirty person waiting list for bicyde lockers at the Princeton

Junction train station. These conditions impair pedestrian and bicyde mobility in the primary study

area.

Demand Management Issues - As in other comparable suburban areas, travel demand

management strategies are not widely used. There are few incentives or impositions to foster

alternative commute pattems. Alternative work arrangements such as telecommuting and
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compressed work week arrangements are limited. Employer-sponsored flex-time policies do exist, but

are not early and late enough to shift travel out of peak periods; and flex-time makes car and van-

pooling more difficult. Presently, there are a limited number of car and van-pool programs operating

in the study area. Finally, government agencies offer few incentives to employers to support the

initiation of travel demand management strategies, and the incentives that do exist require extensive

record-keeping.

Community resources - The above-referenced transportation-related problems affect

neighborhood character and the integrity of the study area's many natural, cultural, historic,

community, and economic resources. These resources indude, but are not limited to:

1. The Millstone River and its watershed;

2. Litde Bear Brook;

3. The Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park;

4. The Delaware and Raritan Canal;

5. Lake Carnegie;

6. The Washington Road Elm Allee (extending from Route 1 to the Delaware and Raritan

Canal);

7. The Princeton Baptist Church of Penns Neck;

8. The Red Lion Inn on Washington Road in Penns Neck;

9. The Cemetery at the Princeton Baptist Church of Penns Neck and the Schenck-Covenhoven

Cemetery in the Princeton University fields off Washington Road, in West Windsor;

10. Natural areas, induding forests and wetlands in the study area;

11. Archaeological sites in the study area;

12. The Aqueduct Mills Historic District in West Windsor and Plainsboro;

13. The Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House in West Windsor;

14. The Princeton Operating Station in West Windsor,

15. Resideritial neighborhoods throughout the study area;

16. Princeton University; and

17. Businesses and institutions located in the study area.

Because these resources are held dear, they present a limitation on the range and design of solutions

to address the identified transportation problems.
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Notes:

1. The secondary study area municipalities include: East Wmdsor Township, Hightstown Borough,
Hopewell Borough, Hopewell Township, Lawrence Township, Pennington Borough, Princeton
Borough, Princeton Township, Washington Township, and West Wndsor Township in Mercer County,
Cranbury Township, Jamesburg Borough, Monroe Township, Plainsboro Township, and South
Brunswick Township in Middlesex County, and Franklin Township, Hillsborough Township, Millstone
Borough, Montgomery Township and Rocky Hill Borough in Somerset County.

2. Penns Neck Area EIS: Local Area Land Use Inventory and Forecast Study, Urbitran Associates, July
2002

3. Penns Neck Area EIS: Summary of Fmdings Origin/Destination Survey, Urbitran Associates, May
2002

4. Highway Traffic Quality on the US Route I Corrdor in the vicinity of Penns Neck, West Windsor,
New Jersey, Skycomp, Inc., October 2001
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AppendixA
Penns Neck Area EIS "Working" Problem Statement
Population and Employment Trends in Penns Neck Area EIS Secondary Study Area

Population Employment

1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-1999 1990-1999
Abs. Percent Abs. Percent

1990 2000 Change Change 1990 1999 Change Change
Mercer

East Windsor 22,353 24,919 2,566 11% 6,516 5,141 (1,375) -21%
Hightstown Borough 5,126 5,216 90 2% 2,746 3,309 563 21%
Hopewell Borough 1,968 2,035 67 3% 451 469 18 4%
Hopewell Township 11,590 16,105 4,515 39% 3,014 1,474 (1,540) -51%
Lawrence Township 25,787 29,159 3,372 13% 21,496 23,103 1,607 7%
Pennington Borough 2,537 2,696 159 6% 1,105 2,513 1,408 127%
Prinoeton Borough 12,016 14,203 2,187 18% 18,857 16,670 (2,187) -12%
Princeton Township 13,198 16,027 2,829 21% 4,417 8,264 3,847 87%
Washington Township 5,815 10,275 4,460 77% 1,961 2,491 530 27%
West Windsor Township 16,021 21,907 5,886 37% 11,114 17,086 5,972 54%

iddlesex County
Cranbury Township 2,500 3,227 727 29% 7,715 14,758 7,043 91%
Jamesburg Borough 5,294 6,025 731 14% 1,336 3,312 1,976 148%
Monroe Township 22,255 27,999 5,744 26% 1,697 2.963 1,266 75%
Plainsboro Township 14,213 20,215 6,002 42% 8,033 13,999 5,966 74%
South Brunswick Twp 25,792 37,734 11,942 46% 13,443 20,904 7,461 56%

Somerset County
Franklin Township 42,780 50,903 8,123 19% 24,328 33,345 9,017 37%
Hilisborough Township 28,808 36,634 7,826 27% 3,497 5,358 1,861 53%
Millstone Borough 450 410 (40) -9% 46 53 7 15%
Montgomery Township 9,612 17,481 7,869 82% 5,951 8,647 2,696 45%
Rocky Hill Borough 693 662 (31) -4% 493 373 (120) -24%

Regional Total 1260,493 1327,689 | 67,196 I 2651 133,762 |I177,211 | 43,449 | 32°/.

City of Trenton 88,675 85,403 (3,272) -4% 23,225 24,652 1,427 6%
City of New Brunswick 41,711 48,573 6,862 16% 22,971 24,331 1,360 6%

Sources US Census Bureau, NJDOL
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PENNS NECK AREA EIS

Working GOAMS & OBJECMfVES

As agreed by the Penns Neck Area EIS Partnes' Roundtable
(last revised 4.10.02)

GOAL: Provide an open, Inclusive, transparent and responsive EIS process.
Objectives:

+ Create a process that embraces the principles of context sensitive design, fosters innovation and
considers all ideas.

+ Create a process that meets or exceeds Federal requirements.

*: Ensure that important but tangential issues raised in the EIS process that cannot be addressed
by the EIS process are directed to the appropriate entity for action.

+ Create a process in which data are accessible and in which the models used are understandable
and the assumptions are clearly defined.

GOAL: Provide a proactive, comprehensive and ongoing public participation program.
Objectives:

+ Provide a variety of forums to solicit broad public participation from a wide variety of
perspectives.

*: Ensure that opportunities for public input are widely communicated.

+ Facilitate cross-communication between agencies, groups and individuals.

GOAL: Protect and enhance the integrity of residential neighborhoods.
Objectives:

* Enhance pedestrian/bicycle amenities, access and safety to schools and other community
facilities.

*: Enhance vehicular access and safety to schools and otber community facilities.

* Ensure that impacts are appropriate for the character of the existng roads and neighborhoods.

*:* Ensure that transportation (pedestian/bicycle/transit/road) impacts do not disproportionately
affect one neighborhood over another.

+ Be aware of unintended consequences (e.g. diverted traffic).

: Minimize adverse impacts on the integrity of neighborhoods.



PENNS NECK AREA EIS
Working GOALS & OBJECIIVES

As agreed by the Penns Neck Area EIS Partner's Roundtable
(last revised 4-10-02)

GOAL: Maintain the viability of Institutional and business communities
Objectives:

4 Enhance pedestrian/bicycle amenities, access, and saiLty to institutions and businesses.

4: Enhance vehicular access and safety to institutions and businesses.

** Minimize adverse effects on development of campuses.

4 Be aware of unintended consequences (e.g. diverted taffic).

GOAL: Protect and enhance the environment, including natural resources and open space.
Objectives:

4 Preserve or improve water quality in the Millstone River watershed and the Delaware and
Rantan Canal.

+ Protect against flooding and encourage stormwater recharge, where appropriate.

*. Protect against adverse noise impacts and meet federal and state air quality standards.

4 Protect wetlands and avoid impacts to federal and state rare, threatened, and endangered
species.

*: Consider underlying geological conditions (ie., bedrock, groundwater, etc.).

*:* Avoid habitat figmentation.

*: Protect and enhance access and use of recreational facilities.

*: Protect open space as defined by Green Acres.

4 Protect against adverse visual and light impacts.

GOAL: Protect and enhance historic and archeological resources.
Objectives:

*. Protect and enhance historic resources ffta have been:
- locally designated,
- identified as eligible for State or Federal Register;
- listed on State Register, or
- listed on Federal Register.

(See list in Appendix)

4* Avoid disturbances to archeological resources.
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PENNS NECK AREA EIS
Working GOALS & OBJECITVES

As agreed by the Penns Neck Area EIS Partner's Roundtable
(last revised 4-10-02)

GOAL: Recognize the interrelationships between land use and transportation.
Objectives:

.* Consider impact on land use induced by any tansportation improvement.

.C Ensure that improvements are sustainale.

4 M mihe compability of actions withthe goals and objectives of municipal Mster Plans
and the NJ State Development and Redevelopment Plan

GOAL: For all modes of transportation, Improve access, mobility and safety and reduce
congestion.

Objectives:

4.0 Discoage throgh traffic on residential steets and direct non-local traffic to appropriate
tranrton lcities.

4* Reduce the number of curb cuts along Route 1, and make use of collector/distrinutor lanes on
Route 1, where consistent with other objectives.

. Discourage heavy truck through movements on local east-west roads.

4t Improve the flow of traffic on Route 1.

ev Inprove the flow of east-west traffic on both sides of Route 1, and reduce intersection delays
when crossing north- south highways.

- Ensure an equitable balance of traffic on vanious east-west routes on both sides of Route 1.

*. Encourage altemate tansportation choices for trips to employment sites, train stations and other
destinations, in order to reduce auto dependence and single occupant vehicles (SOVs).

*:e Encourage regional use of transportation demand management (TDM) strategies.

*:e Provide better access and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

*: Address the needs of emergency response personnel and vehicles.

*. Provide effective transportation options for underserved populations.

*: Reduce travel delay and rate of growth in congestion throughout the primary study area, as
measured by vehicle miles traveled (VM1), vehicle hours traveled (VHT), volume/capacity ratio
(v/c), and level of service (LOS).
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PENNS NECK AREA EIS

SUMMARY REPORT

Meeting Description: Penns Neck Area EIS Partners' Roundtable Synthesis Workshops

Date: April 9,2003 Location: Samoff Corporation
April 14,2003 201 Washington Road

West Windsor, New Jersey

Prepared by: Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey

NOTES:

• The Synthesis Workshops were the 34 th and 35h meetings of the Partners' Roundtable.

• The attendance lists are attached.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF TIE WORKSHOPS:

I Martin Robins, Director, Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute (VTPI), welcomed

Roundtable members to the synthesis workshops and thanked the Sarnoff Corporation for

hosting the event. He reminded the Roundtable that the workshops represent the cuhnination

of 22 months of work and assured the group that the information gathered at these meetings

will help reviewers of the DEIS understand the impacts of the altematives under

consideration.

Mr. Robins reported that the format of the workshops was designed to provide the project

team with an opportunity to observe how Roundtable members have come to evaluate the

information provided throughout the EIS process. He emphasized that participants should be

conscious of issues they want the NJDOT and FLIWA to consider, and identify and record

these issues. He indicated that the outcomes of the synthesis workshops will be given a

considerable amount of weight in the EIS decision making process.

* Ms. Weiss thanked the members of the synthesis planning committee for their hard work and

dedication in planning the workshops. She stressed that the synthesis workshops are designed
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for those who have regularly attended Roundtable meetings and are familiar with the findings

presented at those sessions. Ms. Weiss described the purpose of the synthesis workshops as

follows:

1. To review project goals and objectives
2. To discuss the findings in reference to the project goals and objectives
3. To identify areas of possible agreement
4. To explore trade-offs and mitigations for areas of possible agreement
5. To determine areas of agreement

She noted the project team's hope that even if agreements are not reached at the workshops,

the Roundtable and project team will, at a minimum, emerge with a better understanding of

the various interests and points of view expressed thus far in the EIS process.

* Jon Carnegie, Senior Project Manager, VTPL reviewed a flow chart of the EIS process (see

workshop handouts). He explained that publication of the DEIS will be the next milestone in

the EIS process and reminded the group that the DEIS is an information document and not a

decision document. Critical elements of the DEIS will include descriptions and evaluations

of the alternatives under consideration, findings of the environmental studies and other

information discussed over the past two years with the Roundtable. Mr. Carnegie stressed

that the Roundtable's advise and input has helped to shape the content of the DEIS and noted

that every effort will be made to incorporate the outcomes of the synthesis workshops in the

DEIS. He stressed the fact that the outcome of the workshops will play an important role in

the selection of a preferred alternative and ultimately in the preparation of the Final ELS.

With regard to schedule, Mr. Carnegie reported that the project team anticipates forwarding

the DEIS to FHWA for final review by the end of April 2003, with the goal of publishing the

document in May 2003. Based on this schedule, a public hearing to receive testimony and

comment on the DEIS will be held in June 2003. Publication of the FEIS is now expected in

September 2003.

LISTENING "PRACTICE" EXERCISE

* Amy Steffen, Weiss Consulting, stressed the importance and value of understanding one

another's opinions and perspectives. She then reviewed the workshop ground rules and
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guiding principles (see workshop handouts) and introduced the "practice" exercise.

Participants were asked to pair up into groups of two to discuss the project goals and

objectives and acknowledge individual preferences related to thern. For this exercise,

participants were directed to select a partner whose views or perspective were perceived to be

different from one another. The exercise was designed to demonstrate the importance of

listening and understanding another individual's opinion or position and the underlying

interests that support that opinion.

DISCUSS FiINDINGS IN REFERENCE TO GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Following completion of the "practice" exercise, Ms. Weiss and Ms. Steffen requested that

participants organize thernselves into five groups and emphasized the irnportance of creating

groups with divergent perspectives. These small groups were instructed to circulate through

five stations, each focused on a different project goal. At each station, participants were

instructed to exchange opinions and explore varying interests related to how various

components of the alternatives addressed a specific project goal/objectives. Participants were

encouraged to ask themselves the question "Based on all thefindings andyour opinion,

which options (s) best satisfy this goal and its underlying objectives, and why?

OPTIONS FOR ROUTE 1

The first component(s) discussed by the groups were options for Route 1:

Primarv Options
* Do-nothing (No-Action)
* Route 1 at-grade with signals (Alts. G and G.1)

* Route 1 at-grade without signals - Right turn only at Washington Road and Fisher
Place (B-series, C-series, and Alt G.2)

* Route 1 in-a-cut (A-series, D-series, E, and F-series)

Secondary Components:
* Interchanges

- Loop-type interchange at Harrison Street (Alts. A, A. 1, A.2, B-series,
and F-series)

- Diamond interchange at Harrison Street (Alts. A.3, A.4, and C-series)
- Diamond interchanges south of PSE&G substation (D-series)
- Diamond interchange in the vicinity of Fisher Place (Alt. E)

* Access ramps at Washington Road (with Route 1 in-a-cut only)
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* Center turn lanes (Route 1 at-grade with signals only, Alt. G)
* Jug-handles (Route 1 at-grade with signals only, Alt. G.1)

Other considerations:
* Cross-section (three 12 foot travel lanes with 15 foot shoulders/auxiliary lanes in

each direction)
* Cut-and-cover plaza (Alts D and D.2)
* Route 1 options include replacement of the bridge over Millstone River

Participants were asked to focus their discussions on the Primary Options described above and

instructed that the items listed under secondary components and other considerations might

factor into trade-off and mitigation conversations later in the workshop. The following

opinions/comments were boarded by the groups with regard to the options for Route 1. It should

be noted that references to "tally marks" indicates the number of participants that expressed

concurrence with the statement.

Neighborhood Goal: Protect and enhance the integrity of residential neighborhoods

* Route 1 at-grade without signals and with interchange at Harrison Street is favored. (I
tally mark)

* The "do-nothing7 option is not acceptable for this goal. (1 tally mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut works best for objective 1, which related to enhancing pedestrian/bicycle
access and safety. This option also best serves through traffic on Washington Road and
minimizes adverse impacts on the integrity of neighborhoods. (2 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut would result in short-term neighborhood disruption, especially to Penns
Neck, but this option would be better for neighborhoods in the long term. (2 tally marks)

* The biggest concerns regarding Route 1 in-a-cut relate to potential impacts that may
occur during construction. Potential disturbances must be minimized. (2 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut facilitates pedestrian and bicyclist flow across Route 1. (2 tally marks)

* Pedestrian and bicycle facilities should be provided along Route 1. (2 tally marks)

* There is concern that Route 1 in-a-cut will increase traffic on Washington Road because
it will allow easier access across Route 1. (2 tally marks)

• Route 1 in-a-cut without the ESC and Harrison Street overpass adversely affects the
Penns Neck neighborhood. (6 tally marks) Conversely, the ESC and Harrison Street
overpass, without Route 1 in-a-cut adversely affect Princeton. (7 tally marks)
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* Construction of Route 1 in-a-cut could have a permanent adverse effect on the Penns
Neck neighborhood.

* Route 1 in-a-cut, which provides the most east-west crossings possible, enhances the
open fabric of community, removes physical barriers, minimizes traffic impacts and does
not favor one neighborhood over another. (14 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut with: traffic calming on Washington Road and Harrison Street; signage
that directs traffic/trucks away from residential neighborhoods; and provisions for
bicycle/pedestrian activity is favored. (11 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut with an additional Route 1 crossing at Fisher Place is desirable.

* Route 1 in-a-cut ensures that the facility respects neighborhoods with fewer diversions. (1
tally mark)

* Route I in-a-cut has an equitable impact on all neighborhoods. (1 tally mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut is better for pedestrians and bicyclists. (1O tally marks)

* Concerns regarding Route 1 in-a-cut include:
- Construction impacts: the roadway needs to be designed carefully
- Cost
- Context Sensitive Design is important (i.e. sidewalks necessary and all modes of

transportation need to be provided for in the design)

Business Goal: Maintain the viability of institutional and business communities

* The "do-nothing" option is not viable relative to this goal. It will negatively affect
businesses.

* Removing the Penns Neck area traffic signals will discourage traffic through residential
neighborhoods. (7 tally marks)

* Route 1 at-grade with signals provides east-west movement on Washington Road.

* Route 1 at-grade with signals does not work.

* Route 1 at-grade with no signals would have less negative impacts than Route I in-a-cut
on access to local businesses.

* Route 1 at-grade with no signals will not affect access to businesses, as there will be no
retail along Route 1 in this area.
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* Route I at-grade with no signals enhances mobility on Route I (north/south). (1 tally
mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut best addresses this goal. (6 tally marks)

• Route 1 in-a-cut enhances bicycle/pedestrian accessibility, increases access and increases
mobility. (13 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut enhances vehicular access. (14 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut has unintended consequences. (3 tally marks)

• Route 1 in-a-cut protects campuses. (9 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut coupled with frontage roads, will have a smaller physical footprint

* The construction period for Route 1 in-a-cut will dramatically affect businesses. As such,
construction duration must be minimized.

* The secondary components/options are critical in order to evenly distribute traffic.

* The Princeton central business district (CBD) should not be overburdened if Washington
Road becomes too desirable for a travel route.

* The Route 1 options work best for the business community with an ESC. (6 tally marks)

* The affect on Princeton University must be further discussed.

Environment Goal: Protect and enhance the environment, including natural resources and
open space

• Separating environmental data for the Route 1 options alone is difficult, given that the
data provided includes the impacts of other components. (8 tally marks)

* Given that we are examining only options for Route 1, from an environmental
perspective, there does not appear to be much difference between the options. (1 tally
mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut would result in less light and noise impacts. (11 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut, which provides access across Route 1 at Washington Road, is better for
pedestrian/bicycle access to parks. (1 tally mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut protects and enhances access and use of recreational facilities. (10 tally
marks)
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* The design of Route 1 in-a-cut must consider all objectives to minimize impacts
(stormwater control could be more costly if need to pump, etc.). (7 tally marks).

* Route 1 in-a-cut is a better option if appropriate Context Sensitive Design elements are
included:

- Reduces noise (6 tally marks)
- Better air quality (6 tally marks)
- If shale is underlying geology then easy to remove (2 tally marks)
- Reduces adverse light impacts (5 tally marks)

* The B and C-series alternatives are the best with regard to noise and air impacts.

* The diamond interchanges included in Alternatives A.3 and A.4, have greater
environmental impacts than do the other loop and diamond interchanges.

* Given the lack of data, we can not tell how my of the alternatives affect habitat.

• The data on sub-surface geology is inadequate to filly evaluate the potential impact of
Route 1 in-a-cut.

* Flooding must be addressed in all options. (2 tally marks)

* If adopted as proposed, DEP's new stormwater regulations will require that polluted
runoff from existing roads be addressed through a regional stonnwater management plan.
As such, potential pollutant impacts from existing roads should not be considered.

Historic Resources Goal: Protect and enhance historic and archaeological resources

* All options for Route 1 should move east to avoid Eden lIstitute and the Aqueduct Mills
Historic District and District Extension, and to the west to avoid the Penns Neck Baptist
Church. (2 tally marks)

• Route 1 at-grade without signals is best because is would have fewer construction-related
impacts (vibration/adverse effects) on historic structures.

* Route 1 in-a-cut is best for historic and archaeological resources. (7 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut with the diamond interchange south of the PSE&G station best protects
and enhances historic resources. (5 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut best protects Elm Allee as a gateway.

* Route I in-a-cut reduces traffic near the Penns Neck Baptist Church, and a plaza in front
of it would be even better. (4 tally marks)
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* The design of Route 1 in-a-cut is important in achieving the Goals & Objectives. (i.e.
blasting inconrectly could crack foundations) (7 tally marks)

• The cut-and-cover plaza would be positive because it would achieve the goal and
minimize long term impact. (6 tally marks)

* The cut-and-cover plaza would create more disturbance to the built enviromnent.

* The additional cost of the cut-and-cover plaza is too high. (2 tally marks)

* Diamond interchanges are better than loops-less footprint. (3 tally marks)

* The validity of the historic resources datatcriteria is questionable.

* More detailed objectives are needed.

Transportation Goal: For all modes of transportation improve access, mobility and safety and
reduce congestion

* It is difficult to evaluate the effect of Route 1 options without considering the other
components of the alternatives.

* For this goal, the "do-nothing" option is not acceptable. (10 tally marks)

* Route 1 at-grade with signals does nothing to improve traffic flow. (7 tally marks)

* Route 1 at-grade with no access across Route 1 at Washington Road is bad for east-west
access and does not meet the needs of emergency services. (4 tally marks)

* Route I in-a-cut would best meet the transportation goal: (14 tally marks)

- With traffic calming on Washington Road, it addresses bicycle/pedestrian
access and mobility (8 tally marks);

- It reduces travel delay and congestion;
- It discourages through traffic on residential streets;
- It reduces the number of curb cuts along Route 1 (7 tally marks);
- It discourages heavy truck through movements on local east-west roads;

however, it needs to be packaged with other components (7 tally marks);
- It improves traffic flow on Route 1;
- It improves the flow of east-west traffic and reduces intersection delays when

crossing north-south highways; and
- It provides more east-west crossings, resulting in a better balance of traffic on

east west routes and more options for emergency vehicles.
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* Route 1 in-a-cut without an ESC provides three access points to Princeton and West
Windsor because it addresses flow on Route 1 and allows east/west traffic to distribute on
the three access routes to Princeton. (1 tally mark)

* Route 1 in-a-cut when combined with an ESC, best meets this goal. (4 tally marks)

* Route 1 in-a-cut combined with an ESC:

- Keeps all three east/west corridors open (1 tally mark)
- Addresses the balance of traffic concern (1 tally mark)
- Addresses emergency service needs (2 tally marks)
- Discourages traffic through neighborhoods (1 tally mark)
- Improves Route 1 traffic flow (1 tally mark)
- Improves east/west flow (1 tally mark)
- Reduces delay (1 tally mark)

* The design of the Route 1 options should accommodate future construction of Bus Rapid
Transit.

* The transportation goal/objectives must reflect secondary components.

Areas of potential agreement:

The following areas of potential agreement emerged from the discussions on Route 1 options:

Neighborhood goal:

* The "do-nothing" option would adversely affect neighborhoods.

* Route 1 in-a-cut enhances the open fabric of community, removes physical barriers,
improves pedestrian/bicycle access and mobility, minimizes traffic impacts and does
not favor one neighborhood over another.

* Route 1 in-a-cut is the preferred option, provided that it is combined with:

- traffic calming on Washington Road through the Penns Neck
neighborhood and on Upper Harrison Street;

- signage to direct traffic/trucks away from residential neighborhoods; and

- appropriate facilities for bicycles and pedestrians.

* Attention to detail in final design will be critical to ensuring positive effects.

Business goal:

* The "do-nothing" option would adversely affect area businesses and institutions.
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* Although Route 1 at-grade without signals would have the greatest benefit in terms
of north-south travel time, Route 1 in-a-cut is the preferred option because it would
have the greatest benefits in terms of improving overall vehicular, bicycle and
pedestrian access to area businesses and protecting of future campus development.

Environment goal:

* Discerning the environmental effects of the Route 1 options is difficult because the
data provided includes the effects of other components; however, Route 1 in-a-cut is
the preferred option as long as appropriate attention is paid to ensuring that final
design addresses all of the environmental objectives.

Historic resources goal:

* Route I in-a-cut is the preferred option; however, ensuring protection during final
design will be very important. In addition, it would be preferable to combine Route 1
in-a-cut with a diamond interchange located south of the PSE&G substation to
protect resources located near Harrison Street.

* Route 1 in-a-cut with an extended cut-and-cover plaza provides added benefits in
terms of enhancing certain resources.

Transportation goal:
* The "do-nothing" and Route I at-grade with traffic signal options are not acceptable.

* It is difficult to evaluate the effect of Route I options without considering the other
components of the alternatives; however, Route 1 in-a-cut is the preferred option
because:

- With traffic calming on Washington Road, it addresses bicycle/pedestrian
access and mobility,

- It reduces travel delay and congestion;

- It discourages through traffic on residential streets;

- It reduces the number of curb cuts along Route 1;

- It discourages heavy truck through movements on local east-west roads;
however, it needs to be packaged with other components;

- It improves traffic flow on Route 1;

- It improves the flow of east-west traffic and reduces intersection delays when
crossing north-south highways; and

- It provides more east-west crossings, resulting in a better balance of traffic on
east west routes and more options for emergency vehicles.

WEST-SIDE CONNECTOR (WSC) ROADS & FRONTAGE ROADS

The next component(s) considered and discussed were the WSC road and frontage road options:
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Primary Options
* No West-side Connector (WSC) road and no Frontage roads (No-Action Alternative,

G-series)

* WSC road between Route 1 and Washington Road parallel to D&R Canal (B-series)
Secondarv Considerations:

- WSC road adjacent to Canal (Alts. B and B.1)
- WSC road centrally located through Princeton University property (Alt.

B.2)

* Frontage Road System (A, C, D, E and F-series)
Secondary Considerations:

- One-way frontage road system cast and west of Route 1 (Alts. A.1, A.3,
A.4, D-series, E and F-series)

- One-way frontage road west of Route 1 (Alt. F.l)
- Two-way frontage road west of Route 1 (Alt. A.2 and C-series)

* WSC road between Route 1 and Harrison Street (A, C, D, E and F-series)
Secondarv Considerations:

- Connecting to Harrison Street at the D&R Canal (A-series, D-series, and
F-series)

- Connecting Harrison Street just east of the D&R Canal (Alt. E)
- Connecting to Harrison Street at Logan Drive (Alt. D.1)
- Connecting to Harrison Street at Route 1 (C-series)

* WSC road between Washington Road and Alexander Road (Alts. B.2 and C)

Other considerations:
* One-lane vs. multi-lane frontage roads (Alt. D.2 only)
* WSC road cross-section (one 11 foot travel lane in each direction with 4 foot

shoulders striped as a bike lane)

The following comments/opinions were boarded by the groups with regard to the WSC roads and

frontage roads options:

Neighborhood Goal: Protect and enhance the integrity of residential neighborhoods

* The issue of a multi-lane vs. a one-lane frontage road should be left up to the design
engineers.

• Frontage roads are visually large and have too much pavement.

• The centrally located WSC road included in Alternative B.2 balances traffic through
neighborhoods and is away from the canal. This option best meets this goaVobjectives.
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* Frontage roads combined with a WSC road connecting to Harrison Street near the canal
as in the A and D-series alternatives best meets these objectives. (3 tally marks)

* Adding frontage roads does not detract from the neighborhoods as it provides a way to
make connections.

* Frontage roads will have a negative impact on Penns Neck. Too much traffic that is too
close to the homes. (3 tally marks)

* The WSC between Route 1 and Washington Road will have a negative impact on the
Harrison Street neighborhood (Harrison Street would receive a disproportionate amount
of traffic).

Business Goal: Maintain the viability of institutional and business communities

* Service roads are central to any positive or negative impacts on area businesses.

* Frontage roads work well for Route 1 businesses.

* Frontage roads maxiniize land use options.

* Design should incorporate pedestrian/bicycles along Route 1 and east/west routes.

* Frontage roads combined with a WSC road connecting to Harrison Street near the canal
as in the A series alternatives meet most of the objectives for this goal. (2 tally marks)

* Frontage roads best meet this goal/objectives. (7 tally marks)

* The WSC road near the canal as included in Alternatives B and B.1 should not be
considered; however, the centrally located WSC road as included in Altemative B.2
could work.

Environment Goal: Protect and enhance the environment, including natural resources and
open space

* The WSC roads fragments habitat.

• The WSC road included in alternatives B and B.1 are too close to the D&R canal
resulting in noise and visual impacts. (2 tally marks)

* The WSC road connecting to Harrison Street near the canal (A and D-series altematives)
causes the least amount of environmental impact. (1 tally mark)

* A wildlife survey is needed.

* The WSC road between Harrison Street and Washington Road will provide better traffic
flow into Princeton. This could reduce air quality impacts.
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* Frontage roads reduce habitat fragmentation. (2 tally marks)

* Frontage roads provide adequate access to parks, while reducing noise, visual and light
impacts. (2 tally marks)

Historic Resources Goal: Protect and enhance historic and archaeological resources

* A one-way frontage road system east and west of Route 1 is preferred because it would
not impact the Elm All6e, archaeological sites or the canal. (9 tally marks)

* The WSC between Route 1 and Harrison Street, as included in the D-series alternatives is
preferred. It has a small footprint and it is further away from the historic resources near
Logan Drive and Harrison Street and archaeological sites along the Millstone River. (4
tally marks)

* The WSC road to Harrison Street included in Alternatives D and D.2 is preferable to the
one used in Alternative D.1 because of potential impacts to the Covenhoven-Logan-
Silvers house and the Aqueduct Mills Historic District extension.

Transportation Goal: For all modes of transportation improve access, mobility and safety and
reduce congestion

* For mobility purposes on the west side, either a frontage road or west-side connector is
needed. (An ovexpass by itself doesn't work).

* The WSC road near the canal as included in Alternatives B and B.1 has some merit. (400
feet from the canal).

* There is concem regarding potential safety issues related to frontage roads.

* One-way frontage road on either side is better than two-way frontage road west of Route 1.

* A full interchange at Harrison Street with both east and west-side connectors (no frontage
roads) provides the best mobility, access and distribution of traffic. (1 tally mark)

* Frontage roads east and west of Route 1 would improve traffic flow on Route I by
removing that traffic from Route 1 earlier (D-series). It also would improve access
between Washington Road and Harrison Street, provide an equitable balance of traffic,
address emergency response needs and improve congestion. (3 tally marks)

* The WSC between Harrison Street and Route 1 (alternative D) with Route 1 in-a-cut
would provide an equitable distribution of traffic, improve traffic flow, reduce congestion
and provide route choice. (4 tally marks)

* If Route 1 in-a-cut is selected, frontage roads will be necessary.
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• Frontage roads should be designed to accommodate the most possible east-west and
north-south connections.

* A WSC road between Washington Road and Alexander Road better distributes traffic
into and out of Princeton.

Areas of potential agreement:

The following areas of potential agreement emerged from the discussions on the WSC road and

frontage road options:

Neighborhood goal:

* Frontage roads combined with a WSC road to Harrison Street is the preferred
option; however, potential traffic impacts on the Upper Harrison Street
neighborhood must be mitigated.

Business goal:

Frontage roads combined with a WSC road to Harrison Street is the preferred
option.

Environment goal:

* Frontage roads are preferred over a WSC road between Route 1 and Washington
Road because they would result in less habitat fragmentation and reduce visual and
noise impacts to the D&R Canal.

Historic resources goal:

* Frontage roads combined with the southern-most WSC road between Route 1 and
Harrison Street (e.g., as included Alternatives D and D.2) is the preferred option
because it has a smaller physical footprint, which results in no impact to the Elm
All&e and fewer impacts to the D&R Canal and historic resources located in the
vicinity of Logan Drive/Eden Way and Lower Harinson Street.

Transportation goal:

* Frontage roads combined with a WSC road connecting Route 1 and Harrison Street in
the vicinity of the D&R Canal is the preferred option because it provides an equitable
balance of traffic, improves traffic flow, reduces congestion, provides route choices
and addresses emergency response needs.

EAST-SIDE CONNECTOR (ESC) ROAD

The next component(s) considered and discussed by the groups were the ESC road options:
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Primar Options
* No ESC (C-series, D.2, and G-series, No-Action)

• ESC 1 - northerly alignment along the Millstone River (A-series, B-series and F-
series)

* ESC-2 - central alignment in the vicinity of Samoffs northern circulation road (Alts.
D and D.1)

* ESC 3 - southerly alignment adjacent to Penns Neck neighborhood (Alt. E)

Other considerations:

* 4-lane cross-section (two 11 foot travel lanes with a 5 foot shoulder striped as a bike

lane in each direction and a 12 foot landscaped median) vs. 2-lane cross-section (one

11 foot travel lane in each direction with 4 foot shoulders striped as a bike lane)

The following opinions/comments were boarded by the groups regarding options for the ESC

road:

Neighborhood GoaL Protect and enhance the integrity of residential neighborhoods

* The no ESC road option is desired because the road does not meet any of the
neighborhood objectives. (4 tally marks)

* The ESC road options would not affect vehicular, pedestrian or bicycle access and safety
to schools and community facilities.

* The no ESC road option would negatively impact neighborhoods. (4 tally marks)

* With traffic calming, Washington Road can handle additional traffic without an ESC
road. (1 tally mark)

* Any ESC road would induce more traffic east of the NEC rail line and is therefore bad
for neighborhoods east of the rail line. (2 tally marks)

* Any ESC road would be bad for the Upper Harrison Street neighborhood. (5 tally marks)

* Given the location of the ESC road crossing of the Little Bear Brook, all of the ESC
aligmuents would negatively impact residents living along Lower Fisher Place. (2 tally
marks)

* Another major road, in addition to the crossing of Route 1 at Washington Road will
destroy the Penns Neck neighborhood. (1 tally mark)

* The ESC road would divert and reduce Washington Road traffic. (6 tally marks)
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* The ESC road is essential for protecting the Penns Neck neighborhood. Protecting
Princeton is more dependent on the interchange and the WSC road options. (4 tally
marks)

* The ESC road is important to expand the grid of local connectors to distribute traffic. (2
tally marks)

* There must be three ways to get in/out of West Windsor. The ESC road provides this. (2
tally marks)

• An ESC means less traffic on Washington Road and therefore improves safety for
bikes/pedestrians. (4 tally marks)

* Building an ESC may require a WSC road to maintain the distribution of traffic. The
WSC road would have negative impacts.

* The ESC road could induce more traffic.

* ESC 1 is preferred because it is furthest away from the neighborhoods. (1 tally mark)

* ESC 1 would be one of three main roads into Princeton. This represents an opportunity to
prepare for future increases in traffic on Harrison Street through mitigating actions. (3
tally marks)

• The northern (ESC 1) and central (ESC 2) alignments best meet Objective 4 - ensure that
transportation impacts do not disproportionately affect one neighborhood over another,
and Objective 6 - minimize adverse impact on neighborhoods. The no ESC road option
would not meet Objective 4 (see above) and 5 - be aware of unintended consequences
such as diverted traffic. (4 tally marks)

* ESC 3 has the most significant negative impact on Fisher Place residents. (3 tally marks)

* ESC 2 is a compromise between ESC 1 and ESC 3. (2 tally marks)

* Support for the various ESC options relative to the neighborhood goal was expressed in
the following manner:

- No ESC - Negative impact on Penns Neck neighborhood. (2 tally marks)

- ESC 1 - Away from neighborhoods, but need to mitigate Harrison Street traffic
and keep traffic away from Penns Neck. (8 tally marks)

- ESC 2 - Build away from neighborhoods with bike/pedestrian path. Allows
sharing of the regional burden. (8 tally marks)

- ESC 3 - This option would work if there is no re-designation of the ESC as CR
571. (6 tally marks)
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Business Goal: Maintain the viability of institutional and business communities

* The ESC road is not necessary to achieve this goal.

* The no ESC road option is preferable because it would discourage traffic through local
streets, an unintended consequence. (1 tally mark)

* The no ESC road option is preferable to avoid unintended consequences of building the
ESC road (e.g., additional development on the Sarnoff site). ( 5 tally marks)

* The no ESC road option is not acceptable. (14 tally marks)

* All three ESC road options would enhance bike/pedestrian access if the ESC is designed
to be compatible with bikes/pedestrians. (2 tally marks)

* All ESC road options improve vehicular access. (2 tally marks)

* All ESC road options adequately protect future campus development. (2 tally marks)

* ESC 1 is best because it keeps Sarnoff's campus intact. (9 tally marks)

* ESC 2 minimizes through traffic on the campus and results in less diverted traffic.

* ESC 2 would have a negative impact on the Sarnoff campus. (1 tally mark)

* ESC I and 2 would enhance bike and pedestrian access while ESC 3 would not.

* The Princeton Shopping Center and downtown Princeton need to be accessible. An ESC
road is therefore needed. (7 tally marks)

* An ESC road should benefit existing businesses. Future growth could then fall into place.
(5 tally marks)

* The ESC road would not significantly affect Sarnoff's ability to build on its campus. (4
tally marks)

* Bicycles and pedestrians should not have to cross the ESC road unnecessarily (e.g., those
traveling between buildings on the future Samnoff campus). (7 tally marks)

* Samoff Corporation should pay for the ESC road. (4 tally marks)

* Do not provide "corporate welfare" - a private driveway to the Samoff property - at
public expense. Sarnoff should pay its fair share in cash and/or in-kind services, e.g.,
sidewalks, BRT, donation of land.

* Support for the various ESC road options relative to the business goal was expressed in

the following manner:
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- The no ESC option is preferable because it would limit potential impacts to
"Jugtown" businesses. (3 tally marks)

- ESC 1 is preferable because it would result in the least fragmentation of the
existing and future Samoff campus and protects the integrity of existing
businesses.

- ESC 2 is preferable because it would provide better access for bikes/pedestrians;
fewer unintended consequences; and improved access to the Sarnoff site. (2 tally
marks)

- ESC 3 - No specific comments.

Moving ESC 1 farther away from the river, but north of the ESC 2 alignment would help

Sarnoff, because compared to ESC 2, less infrastructure would be damaged.

Environment Goal: Protect and enhance the environment, including natural resources and
open space

* It is not possible to predict what will be built on the Sarnoff campus, so, one cannot
assume an ESC road will be needed.

* The ESC road is a road near a river and it cannot be expected to improve the
environment. It will fragment habitat, etc.

* The no ESC road option would be best for the environment because it does not disturb
habitat of threatened owls and other wildlife. It also would minimize development on the
Sarnoff property. (13 tally marks)

* Although the no ESC road option may be best with regard to environmental impacts, this
option is unrealistic because Sarnoff has approval to develop their property, creating
more traffic and demand for new roads. (3 tally marks)

• The ESC road (especially ESC 1) is the most damaging component of the alternatives and
should not be built. (1 tally mark)

* All of the ESC road options protect the river adequately.

* The ESC road alignments would have similar environmental impacts.

* The ESC road can be supported if construction of the road is linked to environmental
protections related to development on the Sarnoff property - better flood control,
recharge and pollution control from development and from the roadway. (5 tally marks)

* ESC 1 is the best option if it is built as far as possible away from the river, in order to
protect the environment. (3 tally marks)
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* ESC 2 is best from an environmental point of view, as long as mitigation measures are
undertaken to protect the Sarnoff campus.

* ESC 2 would most likely meet all objectives. Tradeoffs involved make it the most
desirable option if an ESC road is built. (2 tally marks)

* The ESC road should be built farther from the river, which is better for water quality and
prevents flooding. (2 tally marks)

* An ESC road closer to the river is not good for recreation. (2 tally marks)

• ESC 3 has the least impact on the environment. (1 tally mark)

* Building the ESC road could provide better access to natural/recreational areas. (4 tally
marks)

• The ESC road should be built by DOT, because there would be more protections for
wildlife and wetlands. (2 tally marks)

* There is a need for more relevant data, including a wildlife survey. This would show that
the ESC is bad for the environment. (1 tally mark)

* A wildlife survey is needed to fully assess the potential impacts of the ESC road. (6 tally
marks)

• It is difficult to discern what role the ESC road plays in water quality changes. (2 tally
marks)

* A balance between neighborhoods and the environment is necessary.

• An additional roadway may decrease air pollution. (2 tally marks)

• An additional roadway may not decrease air pollution.

* If there needs to be an ESC, then there needs to be massive mitigation to protect the
environment. (11 tally marks)

Historic Resources Goal: Protect and enhance historic and archaeological resources

* The no ESC road option would have the least impact on historic resources, especially to
archeology. (14 tally marks)

* The no ESC option would result in additional stress on elms due to more air pollution and
polluted stornwater runoff. (1 tally mark)

* The ESC roads would benefit historic resources in Penns Neck, including the Penns Neck
Baptist Church complex. (8 tally marks)
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* All three ESC road options adversely impact archeology. (2 tally marks)

* All three ESC road options should provide adequate buffer space to the area known
locally as the "Sheep Wash." (3 tally marks)

* ESC 2 has minimal impact on historic sites and helps sites in the vicinity of Harrison
Street because it locates the Route 1 interchange further south. (12 tally marks)

* Impacts to archeology from the ESC road options can be mitigated by digging up artifacts
and displaying them. (2 tally marks)

* Representatives from the Leni Lenape Indian tribe have indicated that they would prefer
keeping their ancestral artifacts undisturbed. (3 tally marks)

* Including an ESC road would mean the government will build the road (rather han
Sarnof) so archeological resources will be better protected. A publicly supported road
would promote archeological preservation. (3 tally marks)

* The Route 1 interchange with Route 1 can also affect archeological sites and historic
resources - diamond interchange options are preferred. (2 tally marks).

* An archeological district should be recognized to better protect the resources. (2 tally
marks)

E Careful design could significantly diminish the impacts on archeological resources. (5
tally marks)

* Pillage of archeological sites is now probable since these sites have been pinpointed on
public documents. They should be uncovered, documented, and displayed.

Transportation Goal: For all modes of transportation improve access, mobility and safety and
reduce congestion.

c The no ESC road option is favored because of potential impacts on Harrison Street
neighborhoods. (4 tally marks)

* The no ESC road option would ensure an equitable balance of traffic. (1 tally mark)

* The ESC road would ensure equitable balance of traffic on both sides of Route 1. (11
tally marks)

* The ESC road is needed to address emergency response needs. (3 tally marks)

* The ESC road would discourage traffic on residential streets. (4 tally marks)
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* The ESC has the potential to disrupt the balance of traffic on the three routes into/out of
Princeton.

* Any of the ESC road alignments would meet the transportation objectives.

* If an ESC is required then ESC 2 is favored.

* The ESC road might create a bottleneck in Princeton Junction. (6 tally marks)

* ESC 1 would give the appearance of a straight shot to Harrison Street for people looking
at a map. This might encourage drivers unfamiliar with the area, but the model data show
no difference in traffic between the alignments.

* The ESC road should be constructed as long as it does not affect Sarnoff's ability to
build. ESC I and ESC 3 are preferable. (1 tally mark)

* ESC 2 would provide transportation benefits while protecting both the river and the
Penns Neck neighborhood. (1 tally mark)

* The ESC road would alleviate congestion, especially traffic on CR 571. ESC 1 and ESC
2 are favored.

* ESC 2 is preferred because it would decrease truck traffic.

* ESC 3 is located too close to Fisher Place. (4 tally marks)

* ESC 1 or 2 would provide better pedestrian/bike access. (2 tally marks)

* The ESC road would help future transportation options such as BRT. (2 tally marks)

* ESC 1 and 2 are good for transportation if the Vaughn Drive Connector is built, but bad
for transportation if the VDC is not built.

Areas of potential agreement:

The following areas of potential agreement emerged from the discussions on the ESC road

options:

Neighborhood Goal

* The no ESC road option would have a negative impact on neighborhoods.

* Any ESC road alignment would reduce traffic on Washington Road in Perms Neck. As a
result, the ESC road would have a positive effect on the Penns Neck neighborhood;
however, ESC 3 would negatively impact residents along Fisher Place.
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* Any ESC road alignment would result in additional traffic on Upper Harrison Street. As
a result, mitigation will be needed.

* ESC alignments 1 and 2 are preferred.

Business Goal

* For this goal, the no ESC road option is unacceptable.

• Any ESC alignment would enhance vehicular, bike and pedestrian access to area
businesses.

* The location of the ESC road should balance neighborhood impacts, environmental
impacts and impacts to the Sarnoff property.

Environment Goal

* The no ESC road option is best for the environment.

* If an ESC road is built, significant mitigation is needed.

* A wildlife survey is needed to fully determine the impacts of an ESC road before a final
decision can be made.

Historic Resources Goal

* The no ESC road option would have the least overall impact on historic resources;
however, building an ESC road would have a positive impact on the Penns Neck Baptist
Church complex.

* Of the three ESC road options, the ESC 2 would result in fewer imnpacts to historic
resources.

Transportation Goal

* The ESC road provides three travel routes in and out of West Windsor and Princeton, this
would result in the most equitable balance of traffic on east-west routes on both sides of
Route 1.

* ESC 1 and ESC 2 are preferred and there is very little support for ESC 3.

VAUGHN DRIVE CONNECTOR ROAD

The next component discussed was the Vaughn Drive Connector (VDC) Road:

Primary Options:

a No VDC (No-Action Altemative, G.2 and B Altematives)
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a VDC 1 - eastern alignment connecting Station Drive to Vaughn Drive

* VDC 2 - central alignment

°) * VDC 3 - western alignment

Other considerations:

* Cross-section (one 11 foot travel lane in each direction with 8 foot shoulders striped
as a bike lane or parldng and a 12 foot landscaped median)

For this component, a small group of workshop participants were assembled in a small circle in

front of the remaining workshop participants. The following perspectives were represented in

this smnall group:

* West Windsor Township
* NJ TRANSIT
* Berrien City
• Chamber of Commerce of the Princeton Area

Ms. Steffen facilitated a conversation in which each small group member took turns expressing

their opinions and interests related to the VDC road options. In addition, other workshop

participants were invited to join the circle to share their thoughts, comments and concerns.

Representatives from Princeton University, Princeton Borough, West Windsor Citizens for

Transportation Alternatives, West Windsor Township Environmental Commission, and the West

Windsor Division- Greater Mercer County Chamber of Commerce expressed their views in this

fashion. All comments were recorded on flipcharts by Ms. Weiss. Following this discussion,

Mr. Carnegie synthesized what had been said and suggested an alternative alignment that sought

to balance the various concerns and interests. This alignment, which was referred to as "VDC

2/2," would be located between alignments 2 and 3. The exercise was intended to demonstrate

how potentially divergent interests and concerns could be balanced and addressed through

mitigation and modifications to a proposed alignment so that agreement on a preferred approach

could be reached.

Comments boarded during the discussion of VDC road options included the following:
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General

* Circulation around and within the train station area are very important and pedestrian safety
O in the station parking lots is a critical concern.

* The VDC road would provide simple, safe and convenient access to the station.

* The VDC road should not reduce the number of parking spaces at the station.

* The VDC road should be used to create opportunities for a "village center."

* The VDC road should be designed to enhance bicycle and pedestrian access to the station.

* The VDC road would provide another way to cross the railroad tracks near the station and
provide a route for traffic from CR571 to Route I south away from Berrien City and Penns
Neck neighborhoods.

* The Alexander Road bridge should be used as a means of distributing traffic east of Route 1.

* The VDC road would reduce traffic east and south of Route 1 in and around Berrien City,
Sherbrooke Estates, Benford Estates and Wellington Estates.

* The VDC road would increase traffic on Bear Brook Road adjacent to the Windsor Haven
neighborhood. It should only be considered in conjunction with an ESC road.

* The VDC road should be designed to accommodate a future BRT system connecting theO , station to developments west of the station.

* The VDC road should be designed to respect environmental and historic resources, including
the Little Bear Brook stream corridor.

* The no VDC road option is not viable. The VDC road makes this project work.

* Consider using the West Windsor compost station site located on Alexander Road for
additional station parking.

VDC 1

* VDC I would be the most disruptive to station area operations and would isolate a significant
portion of station area parking on the opposite side of the road from the station.

* VDC 1 would have the most impact on historic resources.
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VDC 2

* Although VDC 2 would impact the existing two-story brick office buildings adjacent to
Station Drive, these buildings are perceived to be functionally obsolete.

* VDC 2 would keep station area operations intact; however, it would still isolate some
parking areas.

* Consider moving VDC 2 further west to further consolidate parking areas on the station side
of the road. This would also provide an opportunity for the future development of a transit-
oriented village between the road and the station.

VDC 3

* VDC 3 provides the most distance from the station.

* VDC 3 affects circulation patterns, isolates some parking and impacts what is perceived to be
a newer/higher quality office building.

VDC 2 Yz (modified alignment between alignments 2 and 3)

* VDC 2 t/2 would:

- allow consolidation of surface parking on the station side of the road and at the same
time permit the expansion of the Little Bear Brook greenway by returning existing
parling area to green space and provide opportunities for future "village center"
development;

- avoid impacts to historic resources;

- provides additional buffer area for the "newer" office building located west of Station
Drive;

- enhance pedestrian/vehicular safety in parking lots; and (2 tally marks)

- avoid residential displacement. (1 tally mark)

* The following concerns were expressed:

- forested area adjacent to the VDC interchange with CR 571 (e.g., woodlands; mature
trees in the ramp area) should be protected;

- identified archeological sites near the interchange should be protected; and

- consideration should be given to purchasing Washington Road residences near the
proposed interchange because they will still be impacted.
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AREAS OF AGREEMENT

Following the discussion of the VDC road component, workshop participants were convened

around a board displaying the areas of potential agreement compiled during the two workshop

sessions. Ms. Steffen briefly reviewed the areas of potential agreement listed on the board and

asked participants to identify items on which the majority of the group could agree. It should be

noted that the not all Roundtable members were present for this discussion and that the

agreements cited below do not necessarily represent the position of all participants. Based on

the discussion, the following areas of consensus were agreed to by the majority of those

participating in the April 14, 2003 workshop:

* There was support for Route 1 in-a-cut.

* There was support for Vaughn Drive connector (VDC) modified alignment "2 '2".

* There was support for a one-way frontage road system on both sides of Route 1 with no

WSC road between Route I and Washington Road. Participants agreed that the frontage

roads should be located as far west as possible at Washington Road, without imnpacting the

Elm Allee or the Princeton University campus while also helping to protect the Penns Neck

Baptist Church and neighborhood. (Note: The frontage road on the east side of Route I

would accommodate northbound traffic and the frontage road on the west side of Route 1

would accommodate southbound traffic).

* There was support for an extended cut-and-cover/plaza over Route 1 in-a-cut. Participants

acknowledged the costly nature of this option but supported the community enhancemnent

benefits it would provide.

* There was support for a Harrison Street interchange and WSC road between Route 1 and

Harrison Street. Participants acknowledged the importance of designing this component to

mitigate potential traffic impacts to the Upper and Lower Harrison Street neighborhoods.

* There was interest in ensuring that there is enough wildlife information so that the EIS is not

called into question and so that needed mitigation can be identified and decisions fine-tuned.

(Note: A West Windsor survey was mentioned and it was also commented that it is not yet

known what additional information is needed).

26



* There was agreement that any and all roads/alignments require design and mitigation to

ensure context sensitive design. In this regard, there was support for continued voluntary

citizen involvement in project design decisions.

* There was NO agreement among the group regarding the ESC road; however, participants

agreed that among the three alignment options, ESC 3 was not acceptable.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Robins concluded the workshop by thanking everyone for sustaining their interest over the

past 22 months. He noted that he has never been involved with a more challenging, yet

intelligent and invigorating public involvement process. He opined that the process has created a

great deal of goodwill among various constituencies and he commended all of those who have

participated to date.

27



APRIL 9 AND APRIL 14 SYNTHESIS MEETING REPORT -

ADDENDUM 1

From: Sandy Shapiro
Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2003 3:25 PM
To: Jon Carnegie
Subject: Correction to Synthesis Workshops Summary Report

Jon,

I should like to enter the following correction to the Summary Report of the Penns Neck
Area EIS Synthesis Workshops, and I trust that it will be included in an addendum to the
DEIS:

On the last page, under the header "Areas of Agreement," the following statement
appears:

There was NO agreement among the group regarding the ESC road; however,
participants agreed that among the three alignment options, ESC 3 was not
acceptable.

It is my firm recollection (confirmed by others in attendance) that there was not any
agreement on any of the ESC aligmnents. The statement should simply read "There was
NO agreement among the group regarding the ESC road." Indeed, there was not
agreement as to whether there should be an ESC nor about any one being or not being
acceptable.

Thank you for your dedication and commitment to the Roundtable and the EIS process!

Sandy Shapiro
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PENNS NECK AREA ENVIRONMTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

IN-PROGRESS REVIEW

The Voorbee Tansportadon Policy Insltute at Rutgers Univesity, on behalf of the
New Jer Department of Transpotation, ha schedul an In-Progre Review to
update the public au the taus of work on the Pants Ned Area Environmental Impact
Statenmeot (EJS) Study and dte work indaetak to comply with Section 106 of the
NRational Historic Presvation Act. 'he EIS, which was initiated i Apnrl 2001, is
designed to ident* and evalute potential actiaas to address btafflc, mobility, and
saft ncerns om Route I and cast-wen cross streets In the Penms Neck ea of West

rindsur Townsp Section 106 wodk identifies historc properties, assesses their
eligiility for listing in Ike National Register of Histc Places, evaltates the Inpacts
of each aluLative tnder cnderaton n eiible or lis:ed properties, and considers
ulta ives to avoid or minimize any advse cffedL

The purpose of the o-Pgress Riew is to provide the community with an
opportunity to infomally discrss the alematives under consdertion, as wv1l as the
tramc and environmental wtudies teat u being conducted for the EIS. The project
team wil be available throughout the day to assist ihe public in reviewing narrtive and
g;ph materials, Including maMs, diart aud repts. Two brief p taions (see
schedule below) wil prvide an oveview of the work conducted to date and a
suinary ofthe alenatives under consideration

The In-Proess Review will be held.
DAT: Monday, Setmber 30,2002
IMVN: . 10-00 AM - 10:00 PM Infomal Review and Discussion

11:00 AM and 7:00 PM Presintatiat
A videotape f Ihc llO0 AM prcscutation
wil be available fr viewing thro ut
the day and cvni fr those able to
aendat 10 AM or 7D0 PM.

PLACE: New Jersey Hospital Association Conference Cecr
760 Alexander Road
Pinceton,l NJ

Avallabity of orwation: Documcnts relating to the projed can be reviewed on the
prr c vwebsite at wwwvennsned=eaeis.ore. They re also available at the foloing
project repositories (please calI for hours):
- West Widsor Public Libmy, 333 N pst IanOd, West Wuidsor (609) 799-0462
- Painsboro Public Ubray, 641 Plalasboro JRad Plalnsboro (609) 275-2898
- Prcton Townip Clcrk's Offce, 369 W 'iespoo Stree, Prnce Township

(609) 924-5176
- Prln Borough Ceks Offiic, Borough Hall, I Monumcnt Drive, Princeton (609) 497-7622
- Ruges Ualvenity Truspostaton Policy hIstitute, 33 LAvingsto Aveue, New Brsuidk

(732) 932-612 Ext. 593
-New Jersey Depnment of Tasportation, 1035 Pakway Avenue, Ewing (609) 530-2989

For fiuther infrmation concerning the In-Proess Review or the overall project,
contct HedeNeuhaus & Associates at (212) 5324175.

Ad appeared in die following newspapers:
Princetan Pacet (9/17/02) US 1 (9/11/02)
Prinmeton Town Topics (9/18/02) West Wmdsor and Plainsboro News (9/20/02)
Trenton Tines (9/18/02)
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PENNS NECK AREA ENVIROhMIN-TAL IMPCT SITME NT
SCOPING FORUM AND OPEN HOUSE

The Transpors11ton Policy ktiftu of Fluers UniverSty. on behalU o t New jerey Departnsnt of
TmnspoUton will hold an Environmer6tal Scopin Forum and Open House to Inboduce h pVBIc to the engineer-
kVand envlmentsl sde being Pebomed or an Envirodmental Impact Statemefli MIS). The EIS. which Ib
prepared br al lederafly-tunded proect and imusI comply with the Naganal Envonmntal Poricy Act of 1969. as
amended, will examin potntial sol n D ihe probiem cf moblity in th Floute Penm Neck A and ks, envi-
tons. wi t respective m pacts of hese solutons. The spedfic purpose of the Soping Fonim Is to eceive Vubic
comments an te apprprate ccpe of work of the EIS.

The formal Emironnta? Scoping Forum w inclloude if presenuttons lo hduce Yi overall Study OUU te pro-
), iean; describe Vi studyls background and objetives; review te process at wl be Wowed to evaluate al
oenll afteaves; and Introduce fte tchnl w es, caegoles o7 posiblE aona a range of Inpas tat

the ERS wil esses lor all potential opons. The remainder of the ssion w provkde an opprturity lor the yublc
to offer kiput en the swdy's scope of work wu an1w o onge of e olokions to be consider d In 1w EIS. The proceed-
ins wmI be rerded by a tnographer, and am pubic comens wi become part orft olidal meord.

The Open House win be an intorml esion bo provide opprunities for th public to review docurments and dis-
ptays Snd I d mus h EMS process an a one4oone brss wMh rmems of he project learOL

ATFE: Tuesday, December 4,2001
TIME: Open House 10:00A.M. - 1100 R.M.

Scoping orum, BegInsat 11:00A.M.
presentaton to be followed by
conUauous public cQmment period
Scoping Form 7.00 P.M.
rmpeat of presentalion, folowed by
connuation of public comment period

PLACE: West Windsor Township Ifunicipal Building
271 C 4aftvf Road, West Windsor, NJ

It needed, a supplemenzal public comment period wDI be held an Thursday. Decen th at nfe West Wndo
Muicipal Compex. om 7110 P.M. t 11:00 P.M., g aocommodate adIonl peaks who could not be sched-
ie due to em ialons

COMMENTS AD RECOUMENDATIONS: Persns wishing to xrovide comments and moormnerdatlorS lor le
offdal record wil have opportunIIs b do so duing the Scoping Forum Each peron wet be given 5 minutes of
speaWng tIme.

In addllon ieh w ommnts eating to the scope of lhe environmenx studies will be aucWed Urptl January 7,
2W2 Al comments Should be sent lo: Helen Nuthaus & Associates. 432 Perk Avenue Soutr. New York. NY
10016.

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION: Documenrs teating to lw proect nd hfe Scopng Forum can be revfwed on
Ihe project website at vrww.Pennsne9*areaeis.or They are also avaoabe fa ony of the lollowlng proect repedlo-
des (Vlease e for hou):

Wa Wed PuIIr URW)I. 35M N. P0 Rd. West Widso mg) 799-042
P*"w e ATowil Cks Olice. 569 Weow¶m SVwr. P ton 1m* (S09) #59 179
P,inc So CWkSEW ofllct u a, I &tnuarii O.. P"SCo1n (W0) dP7-7422
PkVnWr PiAc U>rwr. 941 Pgisbam Ro,ad. PISiWo O6N) 717-4

Sjg I UryTraoonS POW oluW. 33 U*vslmn Avwe. Ne- gww-i. (73() -1 O 4l CA 09
New oSey Dewawt of Ti'aoa 115 P4I1wyPweiO1. eing 6I 53054 IAs lw Andy FSr0W1

For additional bhfcnulon concening ihe Pernns Neck Ama EVS, or to reserve a speaking time at the Soaping
Forum. please conta Helen Neulaus by phone: 1212) 532-4175; mal: 432 Park Avanue Snh New York, NY
10016: emaDl: tnm19772AQL eom or lax (212) 532-7479.

Ad also appeared in:
Trenton Times (I 1/2/01 ) West Windsor & Plainsboro News ( II/2OI)
Town Topics (10/31/01) New Hope Gazette (I 1/8/01 )
US I (O1/31/01) Yardley News ( 11/8/01)
Newark Star-Ledger (I 1/2/01) Newtown Advance (11/8/01)
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PENNS NECK ARE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
SCOPING FORUM AND OPEN HOUSE

The Transportation Policy Institute of Rutgers
University, on behalf of the New Jersey Department of
Transportafion, Invites you to aftend an Environmental

Scoping Forum and Open House to discuss the
problem of mobility In the Route I/Penns Neck area

and its effect on neighboring communities.

DATE: Tuesday, December 4th

PLACE: West Windsor Township Municipal Building
271 Clarksville Road, West Windsor

TIME: 10:00 A.M. to 11:00 P.M. - Open House
11:00 AM. and 7:00 P.M. - Presentation
Following Each Presentaton - Public Comment Period

The purpose of the Scoping Forum is to share information with you
about the study and to get your comments on the problem and the
scope of work you think should be performed. Speakers will be
given five minutes to present their views, and all comments will
become a part of the official record of this project.

The Open House will be a chance for you to ask questions and
discuss the project with members of our study team. Displays and
handouts will be available.

If you would like to reserve a time to speak at the Forum, or to get
more Information about the project, please call Helen Neuhaus at
(212) 532-4175.

Information about the project is also available on our website at.
www.penn sneckareaeis.org, or at any of our project repositories
(call above number for hours and locations).
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Evaluation of Alternatives Chapter 5

53.2.2 Evaluation of the Alternatives
Objective 1: Protects wetlands and avoids habitat fragmentation

a) Aquatic habitat (wetlands & water bodies)

i. There are 245 acres of wetlands located within the primary study area.
Given the characteristics of these wetlands, most are likely to be categorized
as intermediate wetlands according to the NJDEP's classification system.

ii. All of the Action Alternatives would result in permanent wetland
disturbance ranging from 0.06 acres to 0.31 acres. This represents a reduction
in study area wetlands of between 0.02% to 0.13%.

iii. The C and G-series would be the best performers with 0.06 and 0.10 acres
of disturbance, respectively. This represents a 0.02% and 0.04% reduction in
study area wetlands.

iv. Alternatives B, B.1 and B.2 would be the worst performers with 0.31 acres
of total disturbance, which represents a 0.13% reduction in study area
wetlands.

v. All of the action alternatives except the C and G-series alternatives and
Altemative D.2, which do not include an ESC road, would impact wetlands
associated with the Little Bear Brook stream corridor.

b) Upland vegetation and habitat

i. There are three primary types of upland vegetation habitat present within
the study area - upland forest, agricultural fields and landscaped lawn/athletic
fields.

ii. Within the study area, upland forest provides the highest quality wildlife
habitat, agricultural fields are of moderate habitat value and landscaped
lawn/athletic fields are of the lowest value wildlife habitat.

iii. All of the action altematives would result in permanent upland vegetation
disturbance ranging from 1.34 acres (Alt. G.2) to 19.54 acres (Alt B:2).

(a) The best perfonning alternative relative to disturbance of upland forest
would be G.2 which disturbs no acres. The worst performing alternatives
would be Alternatives E and F.1 which disturb 5.8 and 5.83 acres,
respectively. All alternatives except the C and G-series altematives and
Altemative D.2, which include an ESC road, would disturb approximately
2.4 acres of upland forest adjacent to the Little Bear Brook stream
corridor.

(b) The best performing altematives relative to disturbance of agricultural
fields would be the G-series and C.1, which disturb 0.36 acres and 0.76
acres, respectively. These altematives would avoid disturbance of the
agricultural fields located west of Route 1 on Princeton University-owned
land. The worst performing altemative would be B.2 which disturbs 5.61
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Repository List

Project repositories have been established at the following locations to provide the public
with updated information about the Penns Neck Area EIS Study on an ongoing basis.

Plainsboro Public Library
641 Plainsboro Road
(609) 275 - 2898

Princeton Borough Clerk's Office
Borough Hall
1 Monument Drive
(609)497 -7622

Princeton Township Clerk's Office
Municipal Building
400 Witherspoon Street
(609) 924 -5175

West Windsor Public Library
333 North Post Road
(609) 799 - 0462

Rutgers University - Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute
Voorhees Transportation Center
Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy
33 Livingston Avenue, Room 445
New Brunswick, New Jersey
Contact Andrea Lubin for an appointment at (732) 932 - 6812 Ext. 593

New Jersey Department of Transportation
1035 Parkway Avenue
Ewing, New Jersey
Contact Tony Sabidussi for an appointment at (609) 530 - 2989




