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Guide to Comments and Responses 
 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) received approximately 1,290 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Route 92 Project Proposed 
by the New Jersey Turnpike Authority (DEIS), from about 270 commenters.  
 
A review of the individual comments found that the majority fell into 14 areas of 
concern. The table below shows the number of comments that were submitted for 
each of 14 areas of concern, plus an “other” category. A graphical depiction of the 
distribution of comments, by subject area, is presented on the next page. 
 

Subject Areas of Comments Received 
 

Subject area Number of 
comments 

Percentage of 
total 

   
Air and noise 34 2.6% 
Alternatives 213 16.6% 
Community services 12 0.9% 
Economics 51 4.0% 
Historic resources 15 1.1% 
Kingston 49 3.8% 
Land use/farmland/aesthetics 142 11.0% 
Public participation 62 4.8% 
Purpose & need/general 143 11.1% 
Regulatory/Scope 51 4.0% 
Traffic 279 21.7% 
Water quality/floodplains 73 5.7% 
Wetlands 69 5.4% 
Wildlife/SOC 74 5.8% 
Other 18 1.4% 
   
Total 1,283 100.0% 
   
Form letters of objection 1,454 --- 
(not included above)   

 
USACE received comments in three ways: 

 Written comments were received by paper mail and by email from 155 
commenters.   

 The spoken comments of 75 speakers at the two public hearing sessions on May 
20, 2004, were recorded and transcribed. 

 During the public hearing, a tape recorder was made available in a separate room 
for receipt of additional spoken comments.  Comments were recorded by 37 
commenters, which were then transcribed and made part of this record.  
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Subject Areas of Comments Received
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USACE reviewed the comments that were received on the Draft EIS, and provides a 
response to each comment in two comment-response volumes  
 
Comment-Response Volume 1 presents the comments that were submitted in 
writing, followed by responses to the written comments.  In general, only one copy of 
each form letter commenting on the proposed project has been included in Volume 1, 
with a total count provided of the form letters received.  The comments are grouped 
in the first section of the volume, and the responses are grouped in the second section.  
Volume 1 also contains brief “white papers” on two issues raised in the comments on 
the DEIS:  travel time changes projected to occur if Route 92 is built, and the impact of 
the proposed widening of the New Jersey Turnpike between interchanges 6 and 8A 
and the planned construction of a new interchange directly connecting the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike with Interstate 95 north of Philadelphia. 

Volume 2 contains the transcript of the comments of speakers at the public hearing, 
followed by responses to those comments.  The comments are marked and coded in 
the first section of this volume, and the responses are presented in the second section.  
Following this group of comments and responses, Volume 2 also contains the 
transcript of additional comments spoken into the tape recorder in a separate room 
during the public hearing.  The transcript of the additional tape-recorded comments is 
followed by responses to those comments. 

Within the comment documents, each individual comment has been labeled with a 
unique code.  The comment code consists of a commenter prefix and a sequence 
number for each comment from that commenter, beginning with 1.  The prefix and 
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the sequence number are separated by a dash.  For example, the comments of a 
commenter with initials ABC might be coded ABC-1, ABC-2, ABC-3, etc., and the 
comments of a commenter with initials DEF might be coded DEF-1, DEF-2, DEF-3, etc.  
In a few cases, lower-case letters are used in the codes for a group of consecutive 
comments from the same commenter that relate to the same general subject area (e.g., 
traffic, land use, wildlife).  For example, a sequence of comments from commenter 
ABC on the general subject of traffic might be coded ABC-16a, ABC-16b, ABC-16c, etc. 

The response to each comment is labeled with the same code as the comment.  The 
comments are grouped in the first section of each volume, and the responses to 
comments are grouped in the second section of the volume.  

To aid in locating groups of comments made by a particular commenter, each group 
of comments has also been labeled with a unique group code.  Each comment group 
code consists of a two-letter prefix and a number, separated by a dash.  The prefixes 
are WC for “written comments,” PH for “public hearing,” comments, and TR for 
“tape recording” comments.  For example, the 23rd commenter at the public hearing 
may have made 8 comments coded ABC-1 through ABC-8, which together constitute 
comment group PH23. 

Similar Comments 
Many of the comments on the DEIS are the same or nearly the same as the comments 
provided by other commenters.  When a response to a comment on a specific issue is 
presented, other comments that are nearly the same are answered by referring the 
reader to the initial response, using a comment code, rather than reprinting the 
original response. A multi-part comment is sometimes answered by reference to 
several responses. This approach shortens the response portions of the comment-
response volumes.  For example, the response to comment DEF-3 may be “Please see 
the response to comment ABC-2.”  A response to comment DEF-3 will be found in the 
response to comment ABC-2. 

Three indexes are provided at the end of this guide to assist the reader in locating 
comments and groups of comments, or in locating all comments made by a particular 
commenter.  Index 1 lists the commenters by name in alphabetical order, provides the 
comment code prefix and the comment group code for each commenter, and lists the 
volume and page where the comments of that commenter begin.  Index 2 lists the 
comment code prefixes in alphabetical order, provides the corresponding comment 
group codes, and lists the volume and page where the comments with that comment 
code prefix begin.  Index 3 lists the comment group codes in alphabetical and 
numerical order and lists the volume and page where each group of comments 
begins. 

If the response to comment DEF-3 reads “Please see the response to comment ABC-2,” 
the reader should refer to Index 2, find comment code prefix ABC, and go to the 
volume indicated and locate the response to that comment. 
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Index 1—By Name of Commenter 

Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

92 NOW 92NOW3 WC-144 1 3 554 
92 NOW, Cindy Gordon 92NOW2 WC-141 1 3 549 
Allen, Bruce BA TR-12 2 4 22 
Angelakos, Matina MA2 WC-045B 1 3 62 
Angelakos, Matina & Marios Avgousti MA1 WC-045A 1 3 60 
Anonymous individual UNK2 WC-029 1 3 41 
Anonymous Plainsboro resident UNK1 TR-36 2 4 63 
Anonymous Princeton resident UNK3 WC-107 1 3 474 
Appleby, Vernon D. VDA WC-069 1 3 138 
Arico, Luanne LA WC-150 1 3 560 
Barney, Bill BBR WC-037 1 3 51 
Baroni, Bill, NJ State Assemblyman, 14th District BBN PH-01 2 2 25 
Beesley, Tony TB PH-73 2 2 312 
Bellizio, Harold HB PH-27 2 2 130 
Bialler, Nancy NB PH-29 2 2 137 
Bovarnick, Daniel DBO WC-120 1 3 495 
Braverman, Michael MB PH-55 2 2 259 
Buchanan, William J. WJB PH-68 2 2 296 
Callery, Elizabeth ECA WC-041 1 3 56 
Camarota, Joe JC PH-28 2 2 134 
Cap, Francis FCA PH-61 2 2 280 
Carley, Charles CC WC-026 1 3 38 
Carnevale, Kaye KC WC-027 1 3 39 
Carringer, Nancy NC PH-52 2 2 250 
Carringer, Nancy NC WC-062 1 3 117 
Cecile Leedom, M. MCL WC-012 1 3 15 
Center Point at 8A, Doris Ebeid CP8A WC-136 1 3 539 
Central Jersey Transportation Forum, John J. 
Coscia 

CJTF WC-137 1 3 540 

Chrinko, Frank FCH PH-50 2 2 242 
Chrinko, Frank FCH WC-061 1 3 115 
Chunko, Michael MC WC-113 1 3 487 
Cohen, Ira J. IJC WC-131 1 3 519 
College Park at Princeton Forrestal Center, Vincent 
Marano 

CPPFC WC-146 1 3 556 

Collins , Ed EC WC-114 1 3 488 
Cooper, Simon SCLL2 WC-106 1 3 473 
Cranbury Twp, Richard Stannard CRTWP WC-134 1 3 531 
Cutchim, Deborah DC PH-25 2 2 120 
Czako, Gabor GC WC-115 1 3 489 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

D'Andrade, Laura S. LSD WC-042 1 3 57 
Dayton Village Citizens' Coalition, Robert Tucker DVCC PH-40 2 2 202 
Dayton Village Citizens' Coalition, Robert Tucker DVCC WC-056 1 3 91 
Delaware & Raritan Canal Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC PH-46 2 2 226 

Delaware & Raritan Canal Commission, James C. 
Amon 

DRCC2 WC-102 1 3 432 

Dietrich, Jim JD WC-040 1 3 54 
Dowgin, Cathy CD PH-15 2 2 81 
Dowgin, Cathy CD WC-054 1 3 87 
Drago, Anna AD WC-022 1 3 31 
Dye, Cecilia M. CMD WC-129 1 3 514 
Edelman, Susan SE TR-31 2 4 56 
Environmental Defense, Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Sierra Club-NJ Chapter, and NJ Public 
Interest Research Group, James Tripp & Edward 
Lloyd 

EDTST WC-059 1 3 103 

Flemer, William WF TR-30 2 4 55 
Franklin Township, Shirley Eberle FRTSE PH-09 2 2 58 
Franklin Twp FRTWP WC-082 1 3 160 
Fraser, Dorothy DF TR-05 2 4 10 
Freeman, Douglas B. DBF WC-025 1 3 34 
Friends of Princeton Open Space, Wendy Mager FOPOS WC-100 1 3 415 
George, Lloyd LG TR-13 2 4 24 
Georges, Steven SG PH-75 2 2 319 
Geraghty, Leona LGE WC-126 1 3 503 
Geraghty, Robert RG TR-34 2 4 62 
Goldsmith, Alan AG PH-69 2 2 299 
Grecsek, David DG WC-010 1 3 13 
Grecsek, Holly HG WC-009 1 3 12 
Halmo, Mark MH PH-54 2 2 255 
Halmo, Mark MH WC-064 1 3 124 
Hayes, Barbara D. BDH WC-127 1 3 504 
Herbert, David E. DEH WC-039 1 3 53 
Heron, Frank & Mandy FMH WC-149 1 3 559 
Hopewell Twp HOTWP WC-084 1 3 165 
Hopewell Twp, Jon Edwards HOTJE PH-35 2 2 180 
Hopewell Twp, Jon Edwards HOTJE WC-051 1 3 80 
Hopewell Twp, Joseph Kowalski HOTJK TR-18 2 4 33 
Hopewell Twp, Vanessa Sandom HOTVS TR-19 2 4 36 
Hopewell Twp, Vanessa Sandom HOTWP WC-080 1 3 154 
Inverso, Peter, NJ State Senator, 14th District PAI PH-02 2 2 30 
Inverso, Peter, NJ State Senator, 14th District PAI WC-055 1 3 89 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

Jackson, Lorraine LJ WC-116 1 3 490 
Johnson, Debra DJ PH-36 2 2 183 
Johnson, Debra DJ2 WC-109 1 3 476 
Jones, Roger & Elizabeth REJ WC-148 1 3 558 
Kaplan, Michael MKP WC-014 1 3 18 
Kath, Margaret MKA TR-08 2 4 15 
Kath, Sean SK TR-10 2 4 19 
Keenan, Jerry JKE TR-15 2 4 31 
Kingston Greenways Assoc., Charles Dieterich KGA3 WC-095 1 3 390 
Kingston Greenways Assoc., Karen Linder KGA1 PH-38 2 2 192 
Kingston Greenways Assoc., Karen Linder KGA2 PH-74 2 2 317 
Kingston Historical Society, Corrington Hwong CHW PH-70 2 2 300 
Kingston Historical Society, Corrington Hwong KHS WC-097 1 3 400 
Kingston Village Advisory Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and South Brunswick, 
Anne M. Zeman 

KVAC PH-12 2 2 68 

Kingston Village Advisory Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and South Brunswick, 
Anne M. Zeman 

KVAC2 WC-094 1 3 385 

Kingston Volunteer Fire Company, David Luck KVFC PH-65 2 2 291 
Kingston Volunteer Fire Company, David Luck KVFC2 WC-096 1 3 397 
Kowalski, Joseph HOTJK WC-008 1 3 11 
Kremer, Joseph JKR TR-07 2 4 13 
Kumar, Rakesh & Renee RRK WC-028 1 3 40 
LaRosa, Jeanette JLA WC-121 1 3 497 
League of Women Voters, Edith Neimark LWV PH-22 2 2 111 
League of Women Voters, Edith Neimark LWV TR-02 2 4 2 
League of Women Voters, Edith Neimark LWV WC-098 1 3 411 
Leandro, Geri GLE1 WC-024 1 3 33 
Leandro, Richard and Geri GLE2 WC-076 1 3 147 
Lennon, Gene GL PH-57 2 2 266 
Ling Hah, Ming MLH TR-20 2 4 37 
Local 472, Heavy and General Construction 
Laborers' Union, Jonh Hibbs 

LO472 WC-145 1 3 555 

Local 825 Operating Engineers, John Bulmer LO825 TR-17 2 4 33 
Lugin, Ed EL PH-62 2 2 283 
Luongo, Geri GLU1 TR-32 2 4 57 
Luongo, Geri GLU2 WC-020 1 3 28 
Lynch, Judy JL WC-035 1 3 49 
Mapelli, Claudio CM TR-14 2 4 29 
Mapelli, Claudio & Savanna CM WC-003 1 3 4 
Marshall, Craig SBTCM WC-005 1 3 7 
Masticola, Steve SM WC-089 1 3 180 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

Matthews, Anne AM WC-031 1 3 45 
Maxam, Elsie EM WC-033 1 3 47 
Mayors of Plainsboro Twp, West Windsor Twp, 
Princeton Borough, Princeton Twp, and 
Hightstown Borough 

92NOW WC-135 1 3 532 

Middlesex County, George M. Ververides MCGV2 WC-049 1 3 70 
Middlesex County, George Ververides MCGV1 PH-10 2 2 61 
Mikkelsen, David & Sally DSM WC-111 1 3 481 
Miller, Beth BM WC-043 1 3 58 
Miller, Lori LM WC-105 1 3 472 
Millner, Leonard J. LJM TR-23 2 4 42 
Millstone Valley Preservation Coalition, Ellizabeth 
Ann Palius 

MVPC1 PH-49 2 2 239 

Millstone Valley Preservation Coalition, Ellizabeth 
Ann Palius 

MVPC2 WC-099 1 3 413 

Millstone Valley Preservation Coalition, Jan Ten 
Broek 

MVPC3 PH-42 2 2 211 

Monroe Twp, Edward Cohen MOTEC PH-13 2 2 74 
Monti, Paul PM WC-044 1 3 59 
Murray, Elise & Tom ETM WC-023 1 3 32 
Murray, Joan JMU PH-30 2 2 143 
Muser, Jeanette K. RHBJM WC-004 1 3 5 
Narra, Aditya AN WC-032 1 3 46 
NJ Alliance for Action, Clifford Heath NJAA TR-03 2 4 6 
NJ Alliance for Action, Clifford Heath NJAA WC-075 1 3 145 
NJ Concrete and Aggregate Assoc., William F. 
Layton 

NJCAA WC-138 1 3 541 

NJ Dept. of Environmental Protection, Gary 
Sondermeyer 

NJDEP WC-090 1 3 188 

NJ Public Interest Research Group, Douglas 
O'Malley 

NJPIRG PH-45 2 2 221 

NJ Society for Economic and Environmental 
Development, Joseph McNamara 

SEED PH-16 2 2 84 

No 92, Cindy Dowgin CD2 WC-142 1 3 550 
Olsen, Virginia M. VMO WC-015 1 3 19 
O'Neill, Joseph E. PRBJO WC-017 1 3 24 
P., Bob BP WC-036 1 3 50 
Pantaleo, Tari TP1 PH-59 2 2 273 
Pantaleo, Tari TP2 WC-001 1 3 1 
Pantaleo, Tari TP3 WC-130 1 3 517 
Paszamant, Carol CPA TR-26 2 4 49 
Peel, Mark MPE PH-63 2 2 285 
Peel, Mark MPE2 WC-112 1 3 484 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

Perrine Road Residents Assoc., Betsy Sherer PRRA PH-21 2 2 107 
Perrine Road Residents Assoc., Betsy Sherer PRRA WC-052 1 3 83 
Pesari, Harish HP WC-122 1 3 498 
Peters, Joe JPE1 PH-44 2 2 216 
Peters, Joe JPE2 WC-058A 1 3 97 
Peters, Joe JPE1 WC-058B 1 3 98 
Peucker, Carolyn CPE PH-20 2 2 105 
Pisano, Maria G. MGP WC-108 1 3 475 
Pitrak, Paulette PP PH-24 2 2 119 
Plainsboro Twp PLTWP WC-085 1 3 168 
Plainsboro Twp, Arthur Lehrhaupt PLTAL PH-33 2 2 171 
Plainsboro Twp, Arthur Lehrhaupt PLTAL WC-047 1 3 65 
Plainsboro Twp, Peter Cantu PLTPC PH-32 2 2 166 
Plainsboro Twp, Peter Cantu PLTPC WC-048 1 3 67 
Plainsboro Twp, Robert O. Sheehan PLTRS PH-34 2 2 175 
Plainsboro Twp, Robert O. Sheehan PLTRS WC-046 1 3 63 
Plainsboro Twp, Robert O. Sheehan PLTRS2 WC-133 1 3 522 
Pollack, Jeremy JPO1 PH-72 2 2 307 
Pollack, Jeremy JPO2 WC-068 1 3 137 
Pollack, Marcia MPO PH-31 2 2 144 
Post-Zwicker, Tracey TPZ TR-33 2 4 61 
Poworoznek, Regina Falbow RFP TR-25 2 4 48 
Poworoznek, Richard RP TR-29 2 4 51 
PRIDE, Madelon Stewart PRIDE TR-35 2 4 62 
Princeton Borough PRBOR WC-016 1 3 20 
Princeton Forrestal Center, Robert J. Wolfe PFCRW PH-37 2 2 188 
Princeton Forrestal Center, Robert J. Wolfe PFCRW WC-050 1 3 78 
Princeton Packet PRPAC WC-143 1 3 551 
Princeton Twp PRTWP WC-087 1 3 175 
Princeton Twp Planning Board PCMP WC-077 1 3 148 
Princeton University, Pamela J. Hersh PRUPH TR-06 2 4 11 
Princeton University, Pamela J. Hersh PRUPH WC-002 1 3 3 
Printon , Kathleen KP TR-24 2 4 48 
Pugh, Zoya ZP PH-56 2 2 263 
R. Johnson, Kenneth KRJ WC-071 1 3 140 
Ramus, Grace GRA WC-038 1 3 52 
Regional Planning Partnership, Dianne R. Brake RPP PH-43 2 2 212 
Regional Planning Partnership, Dianne R. Brake RPP2 WC-139 1 3 542 
Reichenstein, Steve SR PH-71 2 2 306 
Reilly, Mike MRE WC-074 1 3 144 
Renk, Dorothy DR PH-64 2 2 290 
Renk, Dorothy & Ronald DR WC-067 1 3 134 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

Richardson, Phyllis PR WC-070 1 3 139 
Rocky Hill Borough RHBOR WC-081 1 3 157 
Rocky Hill Borough, Raymond E. Whitlock RHBOR WC-086 1 3 172 
Rodgers, Mark MRO TR-28 2 4 50 
Russo, Filomena FR TR-27 2 4 50 
Schwartz, Joe JSC PH-53 2 2 253 
Senopoulos, Harry HS WC-147 1 3 557 
Sensible Transportation Options Partnership, 
Lincoln Hollister 

STOP PH-48 2 2 235 

Sensible Transportation Options Partnership, 
Lincoln Hollister 

STOP WC-060 1 3 114 

Shah, Dharmesh DSH WC-034 1 3 48 
Shah, Jay JSH WC-117 1 3 491 
Siegel, Larry LSI WC-123 1 3 500 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Central Group, Edward 
Pfeiffer 

CGSC PH-17 2 2 89 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Central Group, Edward 
Pfeiffer 

CGSC WC-053 1 3 85 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff Tittel SCJT PH-06 2 2 45 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Laura Lynch SCLL1 PH-41 2 2 208 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Laura Lynch SCLL1 WC-057 1 3 96 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Laura Lynch SCLL2 WC-104 1 3 439 
Sinha, Mihir K. MKS2 WC-006 1 3 9 
Sinha, Mihir K. MKS1 WC-021 1 3 29 
Sneedse, Jonathan JSN WC-011 1 3 14 
Sneedse, Kathleen KS1 TR-21 2 4 39 
Sneedse, Kathleen KS2 WC-013 1 3 17 
Sneedse, Shannon SS WC-007 1 3 10 
South Brunswick Senior Advisory Council SBSAC WC-088 1 3 179 
South Brunswick Twp SBTWP WC-083 1 3 164 
South Brunswick Twp, Anne M. Zeman SBTAZ PH-39 2 2 196 
South Brunswick Twp, Carol Barrett SBTCB PH-04 2 2 39 
South Brunswick Twp, Christopher Killmurray SBTCK PH-11 2 2 65 
South Brunswick Twp, Craig Marshall SBTCM PH-08 2 2 55 
South Brunswick Twp, Diane Leonard SBTDL TR-11 2 4 21 
South Brunswick Twp, Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. SBTEL1 PH-51 2 2 245 
South Brunswick Twp, Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. SBTEL2 TR-37 2 4 65 
South Brunswick Twp, Gretchen Overhiser; Ron 
Overhiser 

GRO TR-09 2 4 16 

South Brunswick Twp, Jack Boekhout SBTJB PH-23 2 2 115 
South Brunswick Twp, Matthew Watkins SBTMW PH-05 2 2 42 
South Brunswick Twp, Michael B. Gerrard SBTMG PH-03 2 2 34 
South Brunswick Twp, Michael B. Gerrard et al. SBTWP2 WC-091 1 3 193 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

South Brunswick Twp, Michael W. Klemens SBTMWK WC-152 1 3 568, 
212 

South Brunswick Twp, Norman L. Marshall NLM WC-153 1 3 579, 
224 

South Brunswick Twp, Richard Pollard SBTEC WC-092 1 3 326 
South Brunswick Twp, Ted Van Nessen SBTTV PH-07 2 2 50 
South Brunswick Twp., Michael Paquette SBPD PH-19 2 2 100 
Southgate, David DSO PH-58 2 2 269 
Southgate, David DSO WC-066 1 3 132 
Southgate, Gwen GS WC-125 1 3 502 
Stony Brook - Millstone Watershed Assoc., George 
S. Hawkins 

SBMWA PH-18 2 2 94 

Stony Brook - Millstone Watershed Assoc., George 
S. Hawkins 

SBMWA2 WC-103 1 3 433 

Tate, George Henry Jr. GHT TR-16 2 4 32 
Tate, George Henry Jr., et al. VAR WC-079 1 3 151 
Telofski, Lorena S. LST WC-019 1 3 27 
Telofski, Richard RT WC-018 1 3 26 
Terhaar, Jennifer JTE WC-073 1 3 143 
Thokkadam, Anto AT WC-072 1 3 142 
Tri-State Transportation Campaign TSTC WC-078 1 3 149 
Tri-State Transportation Campaign, Damien 
Newton 

TSTC3 PH-14 2 2 76 

Tri-State Transportation Campaign, Damien 
Newton 

TSTC4 PH-47 2 2 230 

Tri-State Transportation Campaign, Janine Bauer et 
al. 

TSTC2 WC-093 1 3 329 

Tri-State Transportation Campaign, Sierra Club-NJ 
Chapter, NJ Environmental Lobby, NJ Public 
Interest Research Group, and NJ Environmental 
Federation, Jon Orcutt et al. 

TSTC WC-065 1 3 130 

Tuller, Sol ST PH-67 2 2 295 
Turkey Island Corporation, David Mackie (of 
AMEC Earth & Environmental) 

AMEC WC-151 1 3 561 

Underwood, Jack JU TR-01 2 4 2 
US Environmental Protection Agency Region 2, 
Robert W. Hargrove 

USEPA WC-154 1 3 604 

US Fish and Wildlife Service, Andrew L. Raddant USFWS WC-155 1 3 612 
Utility and Transportation Contractors Assoc. of 
NJ, Robert A. Briant, Jr. 

UTCA WC-140 1 3 547 

Various New Jersey residents PRO92 WC-132 1 3 521 
Vilkomerson, David DV TR-04 2 4 8 
von Zumbusch, Robert RVZ WC-128 1 3 507 
Wall, Dana DWA WC-124 1 3 501 
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Commenter 

Comment 
Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

Washington Road Elms Preservation Trust, Sarah 
Hollister 

SH WC-118 1 3 492 

West Windsor Citizens for Transportation 
Alternatives, Paula McGuire 

PMc WC-110 1 3 479 

West Windsor Citizens for Transportation 
Alternatives, Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA TR-22 2 4 40 

West Windsor Citizens for Transportation 
Alternatives, Sandra Shapiro 

SSH WC-101 1 3 423 

Wiser, Duke DW PH-60 2 2 275 
Wymer, William WW PH-26 2 2 125 
Wymer, William WW WC-063 1 3 118 
Yuell, Robert RY WC-030 1 3 43 
Zeman, Anne M. AZ WC-119 1 3 494 
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Index 2—By Comment Code Prefix 

Comment Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group Code Volume Section Page 

92NOW WC-135 1 3 532  
92NOW2 WC-141 1 3  549 
92NOW3 WC-144 1 3  554 

AD WC-022 1 3  31 
AG PH-69 2 2 299 
AM WC-031 1 3  45 

AMEC WC-151 1 3  561 
AN WC-032 1 3  46 
AT WC-072 1 3  142 
AZ WC-119 1 3  494 
BA TR-12 2 4 22 

BBN PH-01 2 2 25 
BBR WC-037 1 3  51 
BDH WC-127 1 3  504 
BM WC-043 1 3  58 
BP WC-036 1 3  50 
CC WC-026 1 3  38 
CD PH-15 2 2 81 
CD WC-054 1 3  87 

CD2 WC-142 1 3  550 
CGSC PH-17 2 2 89 
CGSC WC-053 1 3  85 
CHW PH-70 2 2 300 
CJTF WC-137 1 3  540 
CM TR-14 2 4 29 
CM WC-003 1 3 4  

CMD WC-129 1 3  514 
CP8A WC-136 1 3  539 
CPA TR-26 2 4 49 
CPE PH-20 2 2 105 

CPPFC WC-146 1 3  556 
CRTWP WC-134 1 3  531 

DBF WC-025 1 3  34 
DBO WC-120 1 3  495 
DC PH-25 2 2 120 

DEH WC-039 1 3  53 
DF TR-05 2 4 10 
DG WC-010 1 3  13 
DJ PH-36 2 2 183 

DJ2 WC-109 1 3  476 
DR PH-64 2 2 290 
DR WC-067 1 3  134 

DRCC PH-46 2 2 226 
DRCC2 WC-102 1 3  432 
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Comment Code 
Prefix 

Comment 
Group Code Volume Section Page 

DSH WC-034 1 3  48 
DSM WC-111 1 3  481 
DSO PH-58 2 2 269 
DSO WC-066 1 3  132 
DV TR-04 2 4 8 

DVCC PH-40 2 2 202 
DVCC WC-056 1 3  91 

DW PH-60 2 2 275 
DWA WC-124 1 3  501 

EC WC-114 1 3  488 
ECA WC-041 1 3  56 

EDTST WC-059 1 3  103 
EL PH-62 2 2 283 
EM WC-033 1 3  47 

ETM WC-023 1 3  32 
FCA PH-61 2 2 280 
FCH PH-50 2 2 242 
FCH WC-061 1 3  115 
FMH WC-149 1 3  559 

FOPOS WC-100 1 3  415 
FR TR-27 2 4 50 

FRTSE PH-09 2 2 58 
FRTWP WC-082 1 3  160 

GC WC-115 1 3  489 
GHT TR-16 2 4 32 
GL PH-57 2 2 266 

GLE1 WC-024 1 3  33 
GLE2 WC-076 1 3  147 
GLU1 TR-32 2 4 57 
GLU2 WC-020 1 3  28 
GRA WC-038 1 3  52 
GRO TR-09 2 4 16 
GS WC-125 1 3  502 
HB PH-27 2 2 130 
HG WC-009 1 3  12 

HOTJE PH-35 2 2 180 
HOTJE WC-051 1 3  80 
HOTJK TR-18 2 4 33 
HOTJK WC-008 1 3  11 
HOTVS TR-19 2 4 36 
HOTWP WC-084 1 3  154 
HOTWP WC-080 1 3  165 

HP WC-122 1 3  498 
HS WC-147 1 3  557 
IJC WC-131 1 3  519 
JC PH-28 2 2 134 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Code Comment 
Prefix Group Code Volume Section Page 

JD WC-040 1 3  54 
JKE TR-15 2 4 31 
JKR TR-07 2 4 13 
JL WC-035 1 3  49 

JLA WC-121 1 3  497 
JMU PH-30 2 2 143 
JPE1 PH-44 2 2 216 
JPE1 WC-058B 1 3  98 
JPE2 WC-058A 1 3  97 
JPO1 PH-72 2 2 307 
JPO2 WC-068 1 3  137 
JSC PH-53 2 2 253 
JSH WC-117 1 3  491 
JSN WC-011 1 3  14 
JTE WC-073 1 3  143 
JU TR-01 2 4 2 
KC WC-027 1 3  39 

KGA1 PH-38 2 2 192 
KGA2 PH-74 2 2 317 
KGA3 WC-095 1 3  390 
KHS WC-097 1 3  400 
KP TR-24 2 4 48 
KRJ WC-071 1 3  140 
KS1 TR-21 2 4 39 
KS2 WC-013 1 3  17 

KVAC PH-12 2 2 68 
KVAC2 WC-094 1 3  385 
KVFC PH-65 2 2 291 

KVFC2 WC-096 1 3  397 
LA WC-150 1 3  560 
LG TR-13 2 4 24 

LGE WC-126 1 3  5036 
LJ  WC-116 1 3  490 

LJM TR-23 2 4 42 
LM WC-105 1 3  472 

LO472 WC-145 1 3  555 
LO825 TR-17 2 4 33 
LSD WC-042 1 3  57 
LSI WC-123 1 3  500 
LST WC-019 1 3  27 

LWV PH-22 2 2 111 
LWV TR-02 2 4 2 
LWV WC-098 1 3  411 
MA1 WC-045A 1 3  60 
MA2 WC-045B 1 3  62 
MB PH-55 2 2 259 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Code Comment 
Prefix Group Code Volume Section Page 

MC WC-113 1 3  487 
MCGV1 PH-10 2 2 61 
MCGV2 WC-049 1 3  70 

MCL WC-012 1 3  15 
MGP WC-108 1 3  475 
MH PH-54 2 2 255 
MH WC-064 1 3  124 

MKA TR-08 2 4 15 
MKP WC-014 1 3  18 
MKS1 WC-021 1 3  29 
MKS2 WC-006 1 3  9 
MLH TR-20 2 4 37 

MOTEC PH-13 2 2 74 
MPE PH-63 2 2 285 

MPE2 WC-112 1 3  484 
MPO PH-31 2 2 144 
MRE WC-074 1 3  144 
MRO TR-28 2 4 50 

MVPC1 PH-49 2 2 239 
MVPC2 WC-099 1 3  413 
MVPC3 PH-42 2 2 211 

NB PH-29 2 2 137 
NC PH-52 2 2 250 
NC WC-062 1 3  117 

NJAA TR-03 2 4 6 
NJAA WC-075 1 3  145 

NJCAA WC-138 1 3  541 
NJDEP WC-090 1 3  188 
NJPIRG PH-45 2 2 221 

NLM WC-153 1 3  579 
PAI PH-02 2 2 30 
PAI WC-055 1 3  89 

PCMP WC-077 1 3  148 
PFCRW PH-37 2 2 188 
PFCRW WC-050 1 3  78 
PLTAL PH-33 2 2 171 
PLTAL WC-047 1 3  65 
PLTPC PH-32 2 2 166 
PLTPC WC-048 1 3  67 
PLTRS PH-34 2 2 175 
PLTRS WC-046 1 3  63 

PLTRS2 WC-133 1 3  522 
PLTWP WC-085 1 3  168 

PM WC-044 1 3  59 
PMc WC-110 1 3  479 
PP PH-24 2 2 119 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Code Comment 
Prefix Group Code Volume Section Page 

PR WC-070 1 3  139 
PRBJO WC-017 1 3  24 
PRBOR WC-016 1 3  20 
PRIDE TR-35 2 4 62 
PRO92 WC-132 1 3  521 
PRPAC WC-143 1 3  551 
PRRA PH-21 2 2 107 
PRRA WC-052 1 3  83 

PRTWP WC-087 1 3  175 
PRUPH TR-06 2 4 11 
PRUPH WC-002 1 3  3 

REJ WC-148 1 3  558 
RFP TR-25 2 4 48 
RG TR-34 2 4 62 

RHBJM WC-004 1 3  5 
RHBOR WC-081 1 3  157 
RHBOR WC-086 1 3  172 

RP TR-29 2 4 51 
RPP PH-43 2 2 212 
RPP2 WC-139 1 3  542 
RRK WC-028 1 3  40 
RT WC-018 1 3  26 

RVZ WC-128 1 3  507 
RY WC-030 1 3  43 

SBMWA PH-18 2 2 94 
SBMWA2 WC-103 1 3  433 

SBPD PH-19 2 2 100 
SBSAC WC-088 1 3  179 
SBTAZ PH-39 2 2 196 
SBTCB PH-04 2 2 39 
SBTCK PH-11 2 2 65 
SBTCM WC-005 1 3  7 
SBTCM PH-08 2 2 55 
SBTDL TR-11 2 4 21 
SBTEC WC-092 1 3  326 
SBTEL1 PH-51 2 2 245 
SBTEL2 TR-37 2 4 65 
SBTJB PH-23 2 2 115 

SBTMG PH-03 2 2 34 
SBTMW PH-05 2 2 42 

SBTMWK WC-152 1 3  568 
SBTTV PH-07 2 2 50 
SBTWP WC-083 1 3  164 
SBTWP2 WC-091 1 3  193 

SCJT PH-06 2 2 45 
SCLL1 PH-41 2 2 208 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Code Comment 
Prefix Group Code Volume Section Page 
SCLL1 WC-057 1 3  96 
SCLL2 WC-106 1 3  439 
SCLL2 WC-104 1 3  473 

SE TR-31 2 4 56 
SEED PH-16 2 2 84 

SG PH-75 2 2 319 
SH WC-118 1 3  492 
SK TR-10 2 4 19 
SM WC-089 1 3  180 
SR PH-71 2 2 306 
SS WC-007 1 3  10 

SSH WC-101 1 3  423 
ST  PH-67 2 2 295 

STOP PH-48 2 2 235 
STOP WC-060 1 3  114 

TB PH-73 2 2 312 
TP1 PH-59 2 2 273 
TP2 WC-001 1 3  1 
TP3 WC-130 1 3  517 
TPZ TR-33 2 4 61 

TSTC WC-078 1 3  149 
TSTC WC-065 1 3  130 

TSTC2 WC-093 1 3  329 
TSTC3 PH-14 2 2 76 
TSTC4 PH-47 2 2 230 
UNK1 TR-36 2 4 63 
UNK2 WC-029 1 3  41 
UNK3 WC-107 1 3  474 
USEPA WC-154 1 3  604 
USFWS WC-155 1 3  612 
UTCA WC-140 1 3  547 
VAR WC-079 1 3  151 
VDA WC-069 1 3  138 
VMO WC-015 1 3  19 
WF TR-30 2 4 55 
WJB PH-68 2 2 296 
WW PH-26 2 2 125 
WW WC-063 1 3  118 

WWCTA TR-22 2 4 40 
ZP PH-56 2 2 263 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Index 3—By Comment Group Code 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 
PH-01 2 2 25 
PH-02 2 2 30 
PH-03 2 2 34 
PH-04 2 2 39 
PH-05 2 2 42 
PH-06 2 2 45 
PH-07 2 2 50 
PH-08 2 2 55 
PH-09 2 2 58 
PH-10 2 2 61 
PH-11 2 2 65 
PH-12 2 2 68 
PH-13 2 2 74 
PH-14 2 2 76 
PH-15 2 2 81 
PH-16 2 2 84 
PH-17 2 2 89 
PH-18 2 2 94 
PH-19 2 2 100 
PH-20 2 2 105 
PH-21 2 2 107 
PH-22 2 2 111 
PH-23 2 2 115 
PH-24 2 2 119 
PH-25 2 2 120 
PH-26 2 2 125 
PH-27 2 2 130 
PH-28 2 2 134 
PH-29 2 2 137 
PH-30 2 2 143 
PH-31 2 2 144 
PH-32 2 2 166 
PH-33 2 2 171 
PH-34 2 2 175 
PH-35 2 2 180 
PH-36 2 2 183 
PH-37 2 2 188 
PH-38 2 2 192 
PH-39 2 2 196 
PH-40 2 2 202 
PH-41 2 2 208 
PH-42 2 2 211 
PH-43 2 2 212 
PH-44 2 2 216 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 
PH-45 2 2 221 
PH-46 2 2 226 
PH-47 2 2 230 
PH-48 2 2 235 
PH-49 2 2 239 
PH-50 2 2 242 
PH-51 2 2 245 
PH-52 2 2 250 
PH-53 2 2 253 
PH-54 2 2 255 
PH-55 2 2 259 
PH-56 2 2 263 
PH-57 2 2 266 
PH-58 2 2 269 
PH-59 2 2 273 
PH-60 2 2 275 
PH-61 2 2 280 
PH-62 2 2 283 
PH-63 2 2 285 
PH-64 2 2 290 
PH-65 2 2 291 
PH-67 2 2 295 
PH-68 2 2 296 
PH-69 2 2 299 
PH-70 2 2 300 
PH-71 2 2 306 
PH-72 2 2 307 
PH-73 2 2 312 
PH-74 2 2 317 
PH-75 2 2 319 
TR-01 2 4 2 
TR-02 2 4 2 
TR-03 2 4 6 
TR-04 2 4 8 
TR-05 2 4 10 
TR-06 2 4 11 
TR-07 2 4 13 
TR-08 2 4 15 
TR-09 2 4 16 
TR-10 2 4 19 
TR-11 2 4 21 
TR-12 2 4 22 
TR-13 2 4 24 
TR-14 2 4 29 
TR-15 2 4 31 
TR-16 2 4 32 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 
TR-17 2 4 33 
TR-18 2 4 33 
TR-19 2 4 36 
TR-20 2 4 37 
TR-21 2 4 39 
TR-22 2 4 40 
TR-23 2 4 42 
TR-24 2 4 48 
TR-25 2 4 48 
TR-26 2 4 49 
TR-27 2 4 50 
TR-28 2 4 50 
TR-29 2 4 51 
TR-30 2 4 55 
TR-31 2 4 56 
TR-32 2 4 57 
TR-33 2 4 61 
TR-34 2 4 62 
TR-35 2 4 62 
TR-36 2 4 63 
TR-37 2 4 65 

WC-001 1 3 1 
WC-002 1 3 3 
WC-003 1 3 4 
WC-004 1 3 5 
WC-005 1 3 7 
WC-006 1 3 9 
WC-007 1 3 10 
WC-008 1 3 11 
WC-009 1 3 12 
WC-010 1 3 13 
WC-011 1 3 14 
WC-012 1 3 15 
WC-013 1 3 17 
WC-014 1 3 18 
WC-015 1 3 19 
WC-016 1 3 20 
WC-017 1 3 24 
WC-018 1 3 26 
WC-019 1 3 27 
WC-020 1 3 28 
WC-021 1 3 29 
WC-022 1 3 31 
WC-023 1 3 32 
WC-024 1 3 33 
WC-025 1 3 34 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

WC-026 1 3 38 
WC-027 1 3 39 
WC-028 1 3 40 
WC-029 1 3 41 
WC-030 1 3 43 
WC-031 1 3 45 
WC-032 1 3 46 
WC-033 1 3 47 
WC-034 1 3 48 
WC-035 1 3 49 
WC-036 1 3 50 
WC-037 1 3 51 
WC-038 1 3 52 
WC-039 1 3 53 
WC-040 1 3 54 
WC-041 1 3 56 
WC-042 1 3 57 
WC-043 1 3 58 
WC-044 1 3 59 

WC-045A 1 3 60 
WC-045B 1 3 62 
WC-046 1 3 63 
WC-047 1 3 65 
WC-048 1 3 67 
WC-049 1 3 70 
WC-050 1 3 78 
WC-051 1 3 80 
WC-052 1 3 83 
WC-053 1 3 85 
WC-054 1 3 87 
WC-055 1 3 89 
WC-056 1 3 91 
WC-057 1 3 96 

WC-058A 1 3 97 
WC-058B 1 3 98 
WC-059 1 3 103 
WC-060 1 3 114 
WC-061 1 3 115 
WC-062 1 3 117 
WC-063 1 3 118 
WC-064 1 3 124 
WC-065 1 3 130 
WC-066 1 3 132 
WC-067 1 3 134 
WC-068 1 3 137 
WC-069 1 3 138 
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Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

WC-070 1 3 139 
WC-071 1 3 140 
WC-072 1 3 142 
WC-073 1 3 143 
WC-074 1 3 144 
WC-075 1 3 145 
WC-076 1 3 147 
WC-077 1 3 148 
WC-078 1 3 149 
WC-079 1 3 151 
WC-080 1 3 154 
WC-081 1 3 157 
WC-082 1 3 160 
WC-083 1 3 164 
WC-084 1 3 165 
WC-085 1 3 168 
WC-086 1 3 172 
WC-087 1 3 175 
WC-088 1 3 179 
WC-089 1 3 180 
WC-090 1 3 188 
WC-091 1 3 193 
WC-092 1 3 326 
WC-093 1 3 329 
WC-094 1 3 385 
WC-095 1 3 390 
WC-096 1 3 397 
WC-097 1 3 400 
WC-098 1 3 411 
WC-099 1 3 413 
WC-100 1 3 415 
WC-101 1 3 423 
WC-102 1 3 432 
WC-103 1 3 433 
WC-104 1 3 439 
WC-105 1 3 472 
WC-106 1 3 473 
WC-107 1 3 474 
WC-108 1 3 475 
WC-109 1 3 476 
WC-110 1 3 479 
WC-111 1 3 481 
WC-112 1 3 484 
WC-113 1 3 487 
WC-114 1 3 488 
WC-115 1 3 489 

  22 



Guide to Comments and Responses 
Final EIS for Proposed Route 92 

Comment Group 
Code Volume Section Page 

WC-116 1 3 490 
WC-117 1 3 491 
WC-118 1 3 492 
WC-119 1 3 494 
WC-120 1 3 495 
WC-121 1 3 497 
WC-122 1 3 498 
WC-123 1 3 500 
WC-124 1 3 501 
WC-125 1 3 502 
WC-126 1 3 503 
WC-127 1 3 504 
WC-128 1 3 507 
WC-129 1 3 514 
WC-130 1 3 517 
WC-131 1 3 519 
WC-132 1 3 521 
WC-133 1 3 522 
WC-134 1 3 531 
WC-135 1 3 532 
WC-136 1 3 539 
WC-137 1 3 540 
WC-138 1 3 541 
WC-139 1 3 542 
WC-140 1 3 547 
WC-141 1 3 549 
WC-142 1 3 550 
WC-143 1 3 551 
WC-144 1 3 554 
WC-145 1 3 555 
WC-146 1 3 556 
WC-147 1 3 557 
WC-148 1 3 558 
WC-149 1 3 559 
WC-150 1 3 560 
WC-151 1 3 561 
WC-152 1 3 568, 212 
WC-153 1 3 579, 224 
WC-154 1 3 604 
WC-155 1 3 612 
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BBN-1 

 PH-01 



BBN-1 



BBN-2 

BBN-3 

BBN-4 



 



BBN-5 



 PH-02 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC055 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-03 



SBTMG-1 

SBTMG-2 



SBTMG-2 

SBTMG-3 

SBTMG-4 

SBTMG-5 



SBTMG-5 

SBTMG-6 

SBTMG-7 



SBTMG-8 



 PH-04 







 PH-05 



SBTMW-1 

SBTMW-2 



SBTMW-2 



 PH-06 

SCJT-1 



SCJT-1 



SCJT-3 

SCJT-2 

SCJT-4 



SCJT-4 

SCJT-5 

SCJT-6 



SCJT-6 

SCJT-7 

SCJT-8 



SCJT-8 

 PH-07 



SBTTV-1 



SBTTV-1 

SBTTV-2 



SBTTV-3 

SBTTV-4 

SBTTV-5 

SBTTV-2 



SBTTV-6 

SBTTV-5 



 PH-08 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC005 for 
comment 
codes. 







 PH-09 







 PH-10 



MCGV1-1 



MCGV1-2 



MCGV1-5 

MCGV1-4 

MCGV1-3 



MCGV1-5 

 PH-11 



SBTCK-1 

SBTCK-2 



SBTCK-2 

SBTCK-3 



 PH-12 

KVAC-1 



KVAC-1 

KVAC-2 



KVAC-2 

KVAC-3 

KVAC-5 

KVAC-4 



KVAC-7 

KVAC-6 



KVAC-7 

KVAC-9 

KVAC-8 



KVAC-9 



 PH-13 



MOTEC-1 



MOTEC-1 

 PH-14 







TSTCDN-1 

TSTCDN-2 

TSTCDN-3 

TSTCDN-4 

TSTCDN-5 



TSTCDN-5 



 PH-15 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC054 for 
comment 
codes. 







 PH-16 







SEED-2 

SEED-1 



SEED-3 

SEED-2 

SEED-4 



SEED-4 

 PH-17 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC053 for 
comment 
codes. 











 PH-18 





SBMWA-1 

SBMWA-2 



SBMWA-2 

SBMWA-3 

SBMWA-4 

SBMWA-5 



SBMWA-6 



SBMWA-7 



 PH-19 



SBPD-1 

SBPD-2 



SBPD-3 



SBPD-5 

SBPD-4 

SBPD-3 



SBPD-5 

SBPD-6 



SBPD-6 

 PH-20 



CPE-1 



 PH-21 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC052 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-22 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC098 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-23 



SBTJB-1 



SBTJB-2(A)





SBTJB-2(B)

 PH-24 



PP-1 

 PH-25 



DC-2 

DC-1 

DC-4 

DC-3 

DC-5 



DC-6 

DC-5 



DC-6 

DC-7 



DC-7 



 PH-26 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC063 for 
comment 
codes. 











 PH-27 





HB-1 



HB-4 

HB-3 

HB-2 



 PH-28 

HB-5 



JC-3 

JC-2 

JC-1 



JC-7 

JC-6 

JC-5 

JC-4 



JC-7 

 PH-29 



NB-1 



NB-8 

NB-7 

NB-5 

NB-2,3,4 

NB-1 

NB-6 



 

NB-10 

NB-9 

NB-8 



 

NB-10 

NB-11 





 PH-30 

JMU-1 



 PH-31 

MPO-1 



MPO-2 











































 PH-32 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
set WC048 
for 
comment 
codes. 











 PH-33 

Please refer to 
comment group 
WC047 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-34 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC046 for 
comment 
codes. 











 PH-35 

HOTJE-1 



HOTJE-3 

HOTJE-2 

HOTJE-1 



HOTJE-6 

HOTJE-5 

HOTJE-4 

HOTJE-7 

HOTJE-8 



HOTJE-8 

 PH-36 



DJ-1 



DJ-3 

DJ-2 



DJ-5 

DJ-4 

DJ-3 





DJ-6 

 PH-37 

Please refer to 
comment group 
WC050 for comment 
codes. 









 PH-38 



KGAI-1 



KGAI-1 



KGAI-3 

KGAI-2 



KGAI-3 

 PH-39 



SBTAZ-1 

SBTAZ-2 

SBTAZ-3 

SBTAZ-4 

SBTAZ-5 

SBTAZ-6 



SBTAZ-7 

SBTAZ-6 



SBTAZ-9 

SBTAZ-8 

SBTAZ-7 



SBTAZ-11 

SBTAZ-10 

SBTAZ-9 

SBTAZ-12 



SBTAZ-12 

SBTAZ-13 

SBTAZ-14 



SBTAZ-14 

 PH-40 

Please refer to 
comment group 
WC056 for 
comment codes.













 PH-41 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC057 for 
comment 
codes. 







 PH-42 



 PH-43 

MVPCJT-1 







RPP-2 

RPP-1 



 PH-44 

RPP-2 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC058B 
for 
comment 
codes.











 PH-45 



NJPIRG-1 



NJPIRG-2 

NJPIRG-3 

NJPIRG-4 

NJPIRG-1 

NJPIRG-5 



NJPIRG-6 

NJPIRG-7 

NJPIRG-8 

NJPIRG-9 

NJPIRG-5 



NJPIRG-10 



DRCC-1 

 PH-46 



DRCC-4 

DRCC-3 

DRCC-2 



DRCC-7 

DRCC-6 

DRCC-5 



DRCC-9 

DRCC-8 



 PH-47 



TSTCDN2-1



TSTCDN2-1

TSTCDN2-2



TSTCDN2-3

TSTCDN2-2



TSTCDN2-4

TSTCDN2-5



 PH-48 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC060 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-49 

MVPCEP-1 



MVPCEP-2 

MVPCEP-4 

MVPCEP-3 

MVPCEP-1 

MVPCEP-5 



MVPCEP-5 

MVPCEP-7 

MVPCEP-6 



MVPCEP-7 

 PH-50 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
set WC061 
for 
comment 
codes. 







 PH-51 

SBTEL-1 



SBTEL-1 

SBTEL-2 

SBTEL-4 

SBTEL-3 



SBTEL-5 

SBTEL-4 

SBTEL-6 



SBTEL-8 

SBTEL-7 

SBTEL-6 



SBTEL-9 

SBTEL-8 



SBTEL-9 

 PH-52 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC062 for 
comment 
codes. 







 PH-53 



JSC-1 

JSC-2 



JSC-3 

 PH-54 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC064 for 
comment 
codes. 









 PH-55 

MB-1 



MB-1 



MB-1 

MB-2 

MB-3 



MB-5 

MB-4 

MB-3 



ZP-2 

ZP-1 

 PH-56 

MB-6 

MB-5 



ZP-3 

ZP-2 



ZP-4 

ZP-5 

ZP-6 



ZP-7 

GL-1 

 PH-57 



GL-1 



GL-1 



 PH-58 

GL-1 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC066 for 
comment 
codes. 









TPI-1 

 PH-59 



TPI-3 

TPI-2 

TPI-1 



 PH-60 

DW-1 

DW-2 



DW-2 

DW-4 

DW-3 



DW-6 

DW-5 

DW-4 



DW-9 

DW-8 

DW-7 

DW-6 

DW-10 



 PH-61 

DW-11 

DW-10 



FCA-1 



FCA-4 

FCA-5 

FCA-3 

FCA-2 

FCA-1 



FCA-7 

FCA-6 

FCA-5 



 PH-62 



EL-4 

EL-3 

EL-2 

EL-1 



MPE-1 

 PH-63 

EL-4 



MPE-1 



MPE-2 



MPE-2 



MPE-3 



 PH-64 

Please 
refer to 
comment 
group 
WC067 for 
comment 
codes. 



 PH-65 



ICVFC-1 

ICVFC-2 



ICVFC-3 

ICVFC-2 



ICVFC-5 

ICVFC-4 



 PH-67 

ST-1 

ICVFC-5 



ST-2 

 PH-68 



WJB-1 

WJB-2 



WJB-3 

WJB-2 



AG-1 

 PH-69 



AG-2 

 PH-70 



CHW-1 



CHW-1 



CHW-1 







SR-1 

 PH-71 



 PH-72 





JPO1-1 

JPO1-2 







 PH-73 





TB-1 



TB-2 

TB-1 
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PH-1 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

PH01 Baroni, Bill, NJ State 
Assemblyman, 14th District 

BBN-1 The purpose of proposed Route 92 is to offer faster connections between US Route 1 
and the NJ Turnpike.  This would positively affect traffic on local east-west roadways 
that are currently being utilized by commuters to access activities along US Route 1.  
The project would reduce overall traffic and congestion. For a detailed discussion, refer 
to Section 1 of the EIS. 

PH01 Baroni, Bill, NJ State 
Assemblyman, 14th District 

BBN-2 The DEIS and the comments on the DEIS are elements of the permitting process.  The 
purpose of the DEIS and comments is to assist the permitting agency, in this case the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in making a decision whether granting a permit for the 
project would be contrary to the public interest.   

PH01 Baroni, Bill, NJ State 
Assemblyman, 14th District 

BBN-3 Route 92 would be a limited-access highway, with entry/exit points in locations 
already served by regional highways, and which have already been approved for 
development by the local jurisdictions.  Therefore, the construction of Route 92 is not 
expected to increase sprawl. 

PH01 Baroni, Bill, NJ State 
Assemblyman, 14th District 

BBN-4 Construction of proposed Route 92 would bring construction jobs to central New 
Jersey, but many of the construction workers would be employees of contractors from 
outside the area.  Construction of proposed Route 92 could increase the rate of job 
creation in the proposed interchange areas, but is not expected to increase the ultimate 
number of jobs in those areas. 

PH01 Baroni, Bill, NJ State 
Assemblyman, 14th District 

BBN-5 See response to comment BBN-1. 

PH02 Inverso, Peter, NJ State 
Senator, 14th District 

PAI The comments in this comment group are the same as those in comment group WC055. 
Please see the responses to comments PAI-1 through PAI-3. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-1 As part of EIS preparation, the scoping meeting held on June 8, 2000 was reviewed and 
the issues raised at that meeting were identified.  In response to the comment, the EIS 
was checked against the scoping meeting minutes and it was found that the EIS does 
address the issues raised in scoping. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-2 Assessment of the environmental impacts of extending Route 92 west of US Route 1 led 
NJTA to propose terminating the highway at US Route 1. Please refer to Section 1.4 of 
the FEIS and to the response to comment CD-2. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-3 The potential impact of proposed Route 92 on stormwater flow is addressed in sections 
4.2.1.1 and 4.2.3.1 of the DEIS.  With respect to wildlife movement, please refer to 
sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.3.5 of the DEIS and the response to comment NJDEP-7.  With 
respect to visual resources, please refer to section 4.2.9 of the DEIS and the response to 
comment AMEC-3. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-4 The NJDEP Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife provided a list of endangered, 
threatened and rare wildlife species potentially present within the project area.  The 
river otter was not on the list because NJDEP classifies it as "stable."  The "stable" 
designation applies to species that appear to be secure in New Jersey and not in danger 
of falling into the endangered, threatened, or special concern categories in the near 
future.   

With respect to the wood turtle and bog turtle, two field ecologists performed 
streamside searches of all potentially suitable habitat within the project area between 
9:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. on October 3 and 10, 1995.  No wood turtles or bog turtles were 
found during the survey, and neither potentially suitable bog turtle habitat nor suitable 
wintering habitat for wood turtles was found within 300 feet of the proposed Route 92 
right-of-way.  Wood turtles must have wintering habitat within approximately 1 mile 
of where they spend the warmer months.  On four days in May and June 1996, the 
wood turtle survey was extended to the area along Devil's Brook within 1,000 feet of 
proposed Route 92.  On three of the four days, the temperature was above 70 degrees F. 
 No wood turtles were found, and no overhanging stream banks typical of wood turtle 
winter habitat were found.   

Forty fields in the project area were searched for grassland birds, including the 
Savannah sparrow, between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. on six days between mid-June 
and August 1995.  May and June are considered the best months to survey for 
grassland birds.  Fields determined to have higher potential as grassland bird habitat 
were surveyed on three or four different mornings.  Fields determined to contain 
potential habitat were surveyed again on four days from May 12 through June 23, 1996, 
between 6:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m.  No Savannah sparrows or other protected grassland 
birds were observed.   
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Surveys for Cooper's hawk, red-shouldered hawk and other raptors were performed in 
1995 on the same days as the grassland bird species.  Searches of forested habitat were 
performed after the morning surveys of open fields.  No Cooper's hawks were 
positively identified during the field investigations, but a hawk observed too distant 
for identification could have been a Cooper's hawk, and a hawk call heard but not 
identified could have been that of a Cooper's hawk.  No evidence of red-shouldered 
hawks was found during the survey.  Comparable surveys were conducted for other 
protected species, as summarized in Section 3.3.5.1 of the EIS.   

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-5 See response to comment BBN-1. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-6 The estimates developed for the EIS were made utilizing accepted growth figures in 
models that are being used for projections throughout central New Jersey.  The 
projections are realistic and utilize the best available data and modeling practices.   

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-7 See response to DW-10. 

PH03 South Brunswick Twp, 
Michael B. Gerrard 

SBTMG-8 Route 522 and US Route 1 were evaluated in the traffic modeling analysis and were 
found not to be as effective as proposed Route 92 in reducing congestion and 
improving mobility in the region. See Section 2 of the EIS. 

PH04 South Brunswick Twp, Carol 
Barrett 

 The same comments were submitted in writing.  Please see the responses to comments 
SBTWP-1 through SBTWP-5 in comment group WC083 and the responses to comments 
SBSAC-1 through SBSAC-5 in comment group WC088. 

PH05 South Brunswick Twp, 
Matthew Watkins 

SBTMW-1 Mapping used for the various EIS analyses was typically the most recent available by 
environmental parameter. This mapping was supplemented by field visits to check the 
accuracy of the mapping and to update the information, where necessary. 

PH05 South Brunswick Twp, 
Matthew Watkins 

SBTMW-2 See response to comment AMEC-2. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-1 A wide range of alternatives were evaluated in the DEIS, including a broad range of 
improvements to existing roadways, as well as a number of intersection improvements. 
 One of the stated purposes of Route 92 is to improve the ability of the public to travel 
on local and regional roads.  The overall purpose of the project is to maintain mobility 
in the region. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-2 Proposed Route 92 is designed to maintain mobility on the local and regional road 
networks. Transportation modeling conducted for the EIS indicates that Route 92 
would provide only the transportation capacity needed to accommodate growth that 
has already occurred or is already in the process of occurring. NJTA has no direct 
control over the local land development review and approval process, which is the 
jurisdiction of municipalities and counties. That being said, NJTA recognizes that new 
highway development can be a significant factor in the rate and shape of growth. State 
agencies have affirmed their interest in collaborating closely with local communities to 
ensure that future development occurs in sustainable patterns. For example, NJDOT is 
conducting a Route 1 Smart Growth study to work with the local communities in 
decision-making about and funding of the widening of US Route 1 through South 
Brunswick Township. This 15-18 month study is expected to be completed in 2006.  

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-3 The publicly-owned land through which proposed Route 92 would pass is owned by 
NJTA, NJDOT, Amtrak, Plainsboro Township, and the Middlesex County 
Improvement Authority (MCIA).  NJTA, NJDOT and Amtrak acquired the land for 
transportation purposes, with which proposed Route 92 is consistent.  Plainsboro 
Township owns land in the proposed Route 92 right-of-way west of the Amtrak line.  
In applying for Green Acres funding for the land west of the railroad, known as the 
Perrine tract, Plainsboro identified 35 acres through which the Route 92 right-of-way 
would pass, and specified that these 35 acres should be excluded from Green Acres 
involvement.  On the east side of the Amtrak line is the Plainsboro Preserve.  The 
MCIA owns the portion of the preserve through which proposed Route 92 would pass. 
 MCIA's purchase of the preserve was funded by the Middlesex County Open Space 
and Farmland Preservation Trust Fund rather than by Green Acres.  Nonetheless, 
conversion of a portion of the preserve to transportation use may be subject to Green 
Acres restrictions under NJSA 7:36-20.2(b). 
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PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-4 Federal regulations are expected to cause vehicular emissions to decline with or 
without proposed Route 92, although the projected improvement is slightly greater 
with Route 92.  Nitrogen oxide (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are 
expected to decrease by two-thirds or more compared to existing conditions.  These 
pollutants are precursors to ozone formation; therefore, it is anticipated that ozone 
concentrations will decrease.  Whether or not proposed Route 92 is built, PM2.5 
emissions are also expected to decrease substantially because of U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) emissions standards that took effect for cars and light trucks 
in 2004 and will take effect beginning in 2006 for heavy-duty diesel trucks. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-5 The proposed Route 92 project conforms to the New Jersey State Implementation Plan 
(SIP).  As required under 40 CFR Part 93, a transportation conformity analysis was 
performed for this project.  As part of the conformity analysis, a regional emission 
reduction test (40 CFR 93.119) was completed for the project.  Carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emissions were 
included in the emission reduction test.  Although vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
increase from 2001 to 2028, proposed Route 92 would cause a 1% reduction in vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) compared to the No-Action alternative in 2028. This reduction in 
VMT, combined with improvement in travel speeds, correlates to VOC, CO, and NOx 
emissions reductions of 13.1 and 14.1 and 0 percent, respectively. However, the 
emissions reduction test procedures require comparing the alternatives to existing 
(2001) pollutant levels.  This comparison shows a 70, 35 and 88 percent reduction of 
VOCs, CO and NOx emissions, respectively for proposed Route 92.  Similar reductions 
would occur under all alternatives. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-6 As discussed in the DEIS, USEPA has not listed the Broadway Swamp or the Devil's 
Brook wetland complex as "Priority Wetland."  NJDEP has determined that the study 
area's wetlands are classified as ordinary and intermediate.  The majority of woodlands 
through which proposed Route 92 would pass are narrow stretches of woodland 
oriented in a north-south direction.  These narrow stretches are "edge" habitat and 
provide limited interior forest habitat due to their dimensions.   The two larger 
woodlands in the westerly portion of the project corridor are large and do provide 
interior forest habitat, which would be reduced by construction of Route 92.  The 
proposed 500-foot bridges over Devil's Brook and the railroad tracks would reduce 
adverse impacts to the forest by allowing continued movement of wildlife along the 
Devil's Brook floodplain and associated woodlands.  Please see also the response to 
comment USFWS-26. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-7 One of the significant differences between the USACE EIS and previous environmental 
impact studies for proposed Route 92 is that the current study analyzed the project 
need from a more regional perspective and evaluated the effectiveness of the 
alternatives in maintaining regional mobility.  The role of proposed Route 92 is to 
provide flexibility in the regional traffic network, including allowing traffic to shift 
from the local road network to the regional road network, improving regional mobility. 

PH06 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, Jeff 
Tittel 

SCJT-8 The proposed Pennsylvania Turnpike interchange at Route 95 was evaluated to assess 
its effect on the alternatives considered for the EIS.  It was determined that the majority 
of the regional demand for Route 92 was related to regional travel within the State of 
New Jersey.  Please refer also to White Paper No. 2 in Section 2 of Comments and 
Responses Volume 1. 

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-1 See response to CD-2. 

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-2 The Route 92 project would result in higher traffic volumes on US Route 1 south of 
Ridge Road.  As part of the project, US Route 1 would be widened to six lanes from just 
north of Ridge Road to the Plainsboro border, a distance of approximately half a mile.  

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-3 Route 522 is extensively considered in the DEIS.  It was included in the traffic modeling 
analysis both as an existing roadway and as a widened highway.  The increase in 
roadway capacity provided by Route 522 and the proposed connection to Route 535 is 
needed to meet local demands for travel through South Brunswick.  Expansion of 
Route 522 will be required to meet future travel demand.  Such an expansion was 
found to exhibit significant adverse land use, noise, safety, and dislocation impacts. 

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-4 The full-featured design and function of Route 522 was evaluated as part of the 
alternatives analysis.  However, as noted previously, significant adverse local impacts 
are associated with expansion of Route 522. 



Responses to Public Hearing Comments 
 

PH-4 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-5 The project is intended to divert to a limited-access highway non-local traffic that 
would otherwise operate on local roadways.  It is anticipated that this roadway would 
offer benefits to persons traveling in both directions on Route 92 as well as on other 
east-west roads in the region. Toll impacts are built into the traffic model (please see 
the response to comment SBPD-2).   

PH07 South Brunswick Twp, Ted 
Van Nessen 

SBTTV-6 See response to FRTWP-27. 

PH08 South Brunswick Twp, Craig 
Marshall 

 This comment was also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the response to comment 
SBTCM-1 in comment group WC005.  

PH09 Franklin Township, Shirley 
Eberle 

 The same comments were submitted in writing.  Please see the responses to comments 
FRTWP-1 through FRTWP-32 in comment group WC082. 

PH10 Middlesex County, George 
Ververides 

MCGV1-1 The 8A interchange would be one end of the Route 92 corridor.  The construction of 
Route 92 would divert trucks traveling between warehouses in the vicinity of this 
Interchange and the US Route 1 corridor away from using local roadways through 
Middlesex County. 

PH10 Middlesex County, George 
Ververides 

MCGV1-2 The increased use of the land surrounding interchange 8A for regional goods 
warehousing and distribution to national markets was found to be part of the demand 
for increased regional mobility in the project area.  The separate analysis of need for 
expanded east-west highway capacity provided by the Middlesex County Planning 
Board is consistent with the transportation modeling analyses conducted for the EIS.  
The Planning Board’s supporting professional analysis provides validation of the need 
for expanded east-west road capacity using a design approach that will not exacerbate 
sprawl. 

PH10 Middlesex County, George 
Ververides 

MCGV1-3 Comment noted. 

PH10 Middlesex County, George 
Ververides 

MCGV1-4 The stormwater management system for proposed Route 92 has been redesigned to 
comply with the 2004 regulations.  Please see the responses to comments CGSC-6 and 
AMEC-1. 

PH10 Middlesex County, George 
Ververides 

MCGV1-5 Comment noted. 

PH11 South Brunswick Twp, 
Christopher Killmurray 

SBTCK-1 The concerns of USEPA are not being ignored.  USEPA Region II submitted comments 
on the DEIS, and responses to those comments are included in this document. 

PH11 South Brunswick Twp, 
Christopher Killmurray 

SBTCK-2 Information on US Route 1 traffic was garnered from information on current and 
future growth that was complemented with data from multiple traffic models.  Route 
92 is not expected or intended to cure Route 1 traffic issues, which are being studied 
separately by NJDOT.  This project is intended to provide better east-west connections 
in the area. 

PH11 South Brunswick Twp, 
Christopher Killmurray 

SBTCK-3 See response to CD-2. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-1 See response to CD-2. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-2 The FEIS contains an expanded evaluation of impacts to Kingston and vicinity.  Please 
refer to Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS and the response to comment KVAC-3 below. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-3 The projected impact of proposed Route 92 on traffic flow in the Kingston area is 
indicated by Table 4-3a in the FEIS.  Traffic impacts and other impacts on Kingston are 
discussed in Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS.  Impacts on pedestrian safety, roadway 
conditions and maintenance, noise levels, air quality and water quality would largely 
result from impacts on traffic.  Traffic modeling indicates that the significant traffic 
impact in Kingston would be an increase in truck traffic on Ridge Road/Heathcote 
Road and on Laurel Avenue, which functions as a continuation of Heathcote Road.  
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The EIS recommends that this impact be mitigated by imposing truck restrictions and 
implementing traffic calming measures on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road west of US 
Route 1.  After mitigation, proposed Route 92 would not have a significant traffic 
impact in Kingston, and would therefore not have a significant impact on other 
environmental parameters in the Kingston area. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-4 The Cook National Trust natural area is at least 1/2 mile west of the terminus of Route 
92 at US Route 1.  A portion of the Cook natural area fronts on Ridge/Heathcote Road. 
 As shown in Table 4-3a in the FEIS, traffic modeling indicates that proposed Route 92 
would make a difference of less than 1% in total traffic on Ridge/Heathcote Road, but 
that Route 92 would increase truck traffic.  An increase in truck traffic would have an 
adverse noise impact.  Mitigation for the projected increase in truck traffic is outlined 
above and in Section 5.3.10.  Vehicular emissions are projected to decrease substantially 
in response to federal mandates with or without proposed Route 92 (see Section 4.2.6). 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-5 Please see the response to comment KVAC-3.  As shown in Table 4-3a in the FEIS and 
discussed in Section 4.2.1.3, traffic modeling indicates that proposed Route 92 would not 
increase total traffic on the roads leading north and west out of Kingston.  Although no increase 
in overall traffic is predicted for Laurel Avenue, truck traffic is projected to increase.  After the 
increase, approximately 1% of traffic on Laurel Avenue would be trucks (defined as vehicles 
with more than two axles or more than four wheels).  Mitigation proposed for truck traffic on 
Ridge Road/Heathcote Road should also reduce truck traffic on Laurel Avenue (see Section 
5.3.10 of the FEIS).  At Route 518, traffic on Laurel Avenue/Route 603 splits among 518 east to 
Rockingham, 518 west to Rocky Hill, and 603 north to Griggstown along the Delaware and 
Raritan Canal and Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park.  The impact of proposed Route 92 on 
Laurel Avenue would begin to dissipate at this point. Therefore, impacts on historic sites in 
Rockingham, Rocky Hill, Griggstown, and the east side of the canal and park are expected to be 
minimal. River Road (Mercer County Route 605/Somerset County Route 533) runs north from 
Route 27 on the west side of the Millstone River and the canal and park.  Traffic modeling 
indicates that in 2028, proposed Route 92 would reduce car traffic and total traffic on River 
Road by approximately 6 percent relative to the no-action alternative, and would increase truck 
traffic by approximately 3 percent.  Projected truck traffic is approximately 1.5 percent of 
projected total traffic. Therefore, impacts to the west side of the canal and park would be 
minimal. The model projects that on Route 27 proposed Route 92 would reduce both car and 
truck traffic in the A.M. and P.M. peak hours and on an average weekday, relative to the no-
action alternative.  The model indicates that overall truck traffic on Route 27 would decrease by 
approximately 20 percent. Therefore, impacts on Franklin Township as a whole are expected to 
be positive. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-6 Comment noted. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-7 Comment noted. 

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-8 The projected impact of proposed Route 92 on traffic flow in the Kingston area is 
addressed in Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS.  The traffic analysis performed for the DEIS 
indicates that the only significant negative traffic impact in Kingston would be an 
increase in truck traffic on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road and on Laurel Avenue, which 
functions as a continuation of Heathcote Road north of Route 27.  The EIS recommends 
that this impact be mitigated by imposing truck restrictions and implementing traffic 
calming measures on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road west of US Route 1.    

PH12 Kingston Village Advisory 
Committee for the Joint 
Townships of Franklin and 
South Brunswick, Anne M. 
Zeman 

KVAC-9 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

PH13 Monroe Twp, Edward 
Cohen 

MOTEC-1 The commenter is correct in noting that the segment of proposed Route 92 between 
New Jersey Turnpike Interchange 8A and US Route 130 is projected to have minimal 
environmental impact. 
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PH14 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC3-1 The EIS presents projected 2028 levels of service for 15 intersections. It is projected that 
if proposed Route 92 is not built, 12 of the 15 intersections will fail in the morning peak 
hour and 13 will fail in the evening peak hour. With proposed Route 92, 11 would fail 
in the morning peak hour and 9 would fail in the evening peak hour. 

PH14 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC3-2 Proposed Route 92 is projected to attract enough traffic to reduce overall peak-hour 
traffic on existing east-west roads in the area by 18% and to reduce peak-hour truck 
traffic on existing east-west roads by 17%. These are substantial changes for one road in 
a transportation network to bring about. 

PH14 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC3-3 As discussed in sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.13 of the EIS, proposed Route 92 would have 
little effect on "sprawl" development.  Route 92 would be a limited access highway 
with interchanges only in areas that are already developed or in the process of 
developing.  As such, it would not open new areas to development. 

PH14 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC3-4 Evaluation of the cost of proposed Route 92 is beyond the scope of the EIS.  NJTA 
advises that bond proceeds are being held in reserve for construction of Route 92.  The 
bonds will be redeemed using toll proceeds from the New Jersey Turnpike and the 
Garden State Parkway.  No tax funds would be required for Route 92. 

PH14 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC3-5 The 4 lane section of US Route 1 south of Ridge Road would be widened to 6 lanes to 
accommodate traffic diverted to this section of roadway by the Route 92 project. 

PH15 Dowgin, Cathy  These comments were also submitted in writing. Please refer to the responses to 
comments CD-1 through CD-10 in comment group WC054. 

PH16 NJ Society for Economic and 
Environmental 
Development, Joseph 
McNamara 

SEED-1 Traffic on US Route 1 is expected to increase whether or not Route 92 is constructed.  
Traffic on local roads is also expected to increase.  The intent of the Route 92 project is 
to offer an alternative to local roads that would connect US Route 1 and the NJ 
Turnpike, providing reduced travel times and reduced traffic on local roads.   

PH16 NJ Society for Economic and 
Environmental 
Development, Joseph 
McNamara 

SEED-2 This commenter agrees with the findings of the DEIS. 

PH16 NJ Society for Economic and 
Environmental 
Development, Joseph 
McNamara 

SEED-3 Comment noted. 

PH16 NJ Society for Economic and 
Environmental 
Development, Joseph 
McNamara 

SEED-4 NJTA would pay for maintenance of proposed Route 92, Middlesex County would 
continue to pay for maintenance of county roads, and municipalities would continue to 
pay for maintenance of other local roads.  Because proposed Route 92 would remove 
traffic from local roads, it could reduce the cost of maintaining local roads. 

PH17 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, 
Central Group, Edward 
Pfeiffer 

 These comments were also submitted in writing. Please refer to the responses to 
comments CGSC-1 through CGSC-8 in comment group WC053. 

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-1 The alternatives analysis in the DEIS did evaluate a wide range of improvements to the 
local road system.  The modeling analyses conducted for these improvements indicate 
that local improvements alone would be inadequate to meet future traffic demands. 

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-2 Comment noted. 

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-3 Impacts of proposed Route 92 to undeveloped and agricultural land are discussed in 
DEIS sections 4.2.3.4 (Wetlands), 4.2.3.5 (Fish and Wildlife), 4.2.4 (Farmland), 4.2.9 
(Aesthetics), and 4.2.13 (Land Use).  

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-4 The State of New Jersey never adopted the Blueprint for Intelligent Growth (BIG), also 
called the "Big Map," as a guide for land use decisions. 

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-5 Comment noted. 
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PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-6 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

PH18 Stony Brook - Millstone 
Watershed Assoc., George S. 
Hawkins 

SBMWA-7 The significant past and projected growth in the project area, the significant role of US 
Route 1 in hosting employment opportunities, and the significant national role of the 
interchange 8A area in goods distribution has created travel demand that exceeds the 
capacity of the local road network.  The alternatives analysis and the traffic modeling 
that was conducted to support it indicate that new travel capacity needs to be created. 

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-1 The project is not intended to address all congestion issues in the region, on Route 1 
and on Old Ridge Road.  The project would address east-west connections in the region 
and offer an alternative to local roads.  We do expect that this would have a positive 
impact on traffic in the region.  

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-2 The effect of the toll on diversion of traffic from local roads to proposed Route 92 was 
accounted for in the traffic model by converting the toll into an equivalent time 
penalty, based on a value of time of $16/hour for cars and $42/hour for trucks.  This is 
the same procedure that was used in the regional traffic model for the Penns Neck EIS, 
and has been validated against usage of the Turnpike by both autos and trucks. 

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-3 Increased vehicle traffic is anticipated in the region with or without the construction of 
Route 92.  Models and demographic estimates indicate that increases will occur based 
on new employers, increased population, and other factors.  This project is one part of 
a regional effort to address these increases and seeking to shift some vehicles from local 
roads to a higher-capacity roadway.  

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-4 The transportation modeling analysis conducted for the EIS indicated a need for 
roadway capacity in the study area beyond that provided by Route 522. 

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-5 Comment noted. 

PH19 South Brunswick Twp., 
Michael Paquette 

SBPD-6 This project is expected to have a positive impact on east-west travel between US Route 
1 and the NJ Turnpike.  It is not intended to address safety issues on US Route 1.  
However, it is expected to ease some future congestion on local roads in the area which 
may have a positive impact on safety.   

PH20 Peucker, Carolyn CPE-1 Comment noted. 

PH21 Perrine Road Residents 
Assoc., Betsy Sherer 

 These comments were also submitted in writing. Please refer to the responses to 
comments PRRA-1 through PRRA-10 in comment group WC052.. 

PH22 League of Women Voters, 
Edith Neimark 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments LWV-1 through LWV-7 in comment group WC098. 

PH23 South Brunswick Twp, Jack 
Boekhout 

SBTJB-1 The USACE is preparing this EIS in accordance with its guidelines for implementing 
NEPA. Under NEPA, opportunities for public input occur at several milestones in the 
process. In the case of the Route 92 project, the first major USACE milestone was the 
scoping meeting held on June 8, 2000. Subsequently, USACE retained a contractor to 
prepare a DEIS under USACE direction. The DEIS was issued in April 2004 and in 
accordance with USACE guidelines, additional opportunity for public comment was 
provided. In addition to the notice of availability in the Federal Register, numerous 
copies were placed in public repositories in the study area; copies were also mailed out 
to individuals and agencies on the USACE mailing list. The entire DEIS was posted on 
the USACE website to encourage public review and comment. An afternoon and 
evening session public hearing was held on May 20, 2004 and additional opportunity 
to provide tape recorded statements was offered. The adequacy of the public input 
process is evidenced by the volume of comments received on the DEIS--75 speakers at 
the public hearing, 37 tape recorded statements and 155 comment letters, for a total of 
approximately 1,300 comments. These comments have been carefully reviewed by 
USACE and are being responded to. All of the public input will become part of the 
public record which the USACE will consider in rendering a permit decision. 

PH23 South Brunswick Twp, Jack 
Boekhout 

SBTJB-2A See response to comment CD-9. 
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PH23 South Brunswick Twp, Jack 
Boekhout 

SBTJB-2B See response to comment SCLL2-74B. 

PH24 Pitrak, Paulette PP-1 Comment noted. 

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-1 For all parameters except total population, data from the 2000 Census are the most 
recent local data available.  More recent data are not available for characteristics of the 
population.  

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-2 Every effort has been made to use the most recent data available.  Models were 
developed specifically for this project to estimate current and projected future traffic.   

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-3 The 1995 NJDEP aerial photos, which were the most recent aerial photos available from 
the State at the time of DEIS writing, were used in conjunction with field visits to 
provide an analysis based on current conditions.  

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-4 The information presented in the DEIS is a combination of new material and material 
presented in previous reports and other documents submitted for proposed Route 92.  
Updated modeling of traffic, air quality and noise was performed, and updated 
information on state and federal threatened and endangered species was collected.  
When it was determined that previously developed information was still valid, it was 
included in the current EIS. 

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-5 It is not apparent what specific information, or even the general type of information, 
the comment refers to.  The analysis in the EIS is based on the most recent information 
known to the preparers. 

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-6 The purpose and need analysis was developed jointly by the New Jersey Turnpike 
Authority, the EIS consultant, and the US Army Corps of Engineers.  The purpose and 
need was derived from past documents prepared by the Middlesex County Planning 
Board and the New Jersey Department of Transportation, and updated with recent 
road system information.  One of the key objectives is consistency with the New Jersey 
Smart growth process.  Improvements to existing roads and addition of new local 
roads create potential for inducing sprawl in the area.  Hence limited access roadways 
without local road connections are more consistent with New Jersey smart growth 
policy.  In addition the traffic modeling analysis identified a significant component of 
nonlocal traffic that would be utilizing local roadways.  A key characteristic for any 
project, so as to be consistent with the New Jersey smart growth policy, was to protect 
the quality of life for local residents and small businesses who use local roads, and to 
avoid dislocations along local roadways. 

PH25 Cutchim, Deborah DC-7 Comment noted. 

PH26 Wymer, William  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments WW-1 through WW-6 in comment group WC063. 

PH27 Bellizio, Harold HB-1 See response to AMEC-4. 

PH27 Bellizio, Harold HB-2 Comment noted. 

PH27 Bellizio, Harold HB-3 Proposed Route 92 is designed to draw truck traffic off local roads by providing a 
faster way of traveling between US Route 1 and the New Jersey Turnpike.  The 
proposed highway would be part of the New Jersey Turnpike system regardless of its 
numerical designation.  Truck restrictions on other roads would be implemented 
through a cooperative effort of municipalities, Middlesex County, and state agencies.  
Changing road designations would have no effect. 

PH27 Bellizio, Harold HB-4 The proposed Route 92 project includes addition of ramps connecting southbound US 
Route 1 with westbound Ridge Road and connecting northbound US Route 1 with 
westbound Ridge Road.  Proposed Route 92 would include bridges over Ridge Road 
and US Route 1.  The only toll collection points proposed on Route 92 would be just 
west of US Route 130 and at New Jersey Turnpike Interchange 8A. 

PH27 Bellizio, Harold HB-5 NJTA states that potential uses for and/or disposition of excess property NJTA owns in 
the Route 92 corridor has not been determined, and dedication to local communities 
will be considered. 



Responses to Public Hearing Comments 
 

PH-9 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-1 The study does not state that the construction of Route 92 would relieve all traffic on 
US Route 1. Table 2-13 provides a sample of potential traffic reduction on local east-
west connections between US Route 1 and the NJ Turnpike.  Section 4.2.7 indicates that 
traffic currently utilizing Route 1 for a north-south connection will be given a high-
speed alternative.  Indications are that Route 1 traffic will increase based on 
development in the area whether route 92 is constructed or not.  

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-2 Comment noted. 

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-3 Impacts of proposed Route 92 to undeveloped and agricultural land are discussed in 
DEIS sections 4.2.3.4 (Wetlands), 4.2.3.5 (Fish and Wildlife), 4.2.4 (Farmland), 4.2.9 
(Aesthetics), and 4.2.13 (Land Use).  

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-4 See response to comment BBN-3. 

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-5 Please see the response to comment KVAC-3. 

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-6 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

PH28 Camarota, Joe JC-7 The analysis of need in the project study area considered the extensive portfolio of both 
approved and planned development activity.  Further development of office space and 
other commercial space is anticipated throughout the Route 1 corridor, as well as 
additional warehouse development in the interchange 8A area contributed extensively 
to demands for increased capacity in the road system. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-1 Section 2.3 of the DEIS considers a wide range of transportation demand management 
measures including transit and less rapid transit. The analysis of the existing roadway 
system in the project area indicated that there are a number of major north-south 
roadways that could share regional traffic; however, these north-south roadways are 
not interconnected adequately to allow vehicles to transfer between them.  Hence, 
creation of east-west capacity is essential to the project purpose.  The limited access 
design is consistent with New Jersey Smart Growth policy, which discourages new 
accessibility to less developed areas. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-2 See response to FRWTP-23. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-3 Extending the truck lanes of the NJ Turnpike farther south would not address the need 
for additional east-west travel capacity in central New Jersey. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-4 Widening of US Route 1 was not rejected. The alternative was carried through the 
alternatives screening evaluation and received detailed evaluation in Section 4 of the 
DEIS.  In the DEIS, USACE does not select a preferred alternative among the 
alternatives (including US Route 1 widening) evaluated in detail. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-5 Please see the response to comment DRCC-3. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-6 Please see the response to comment DC-4. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-7 Although Route 92 would pass through rural land use areas, the intersections 
evaluated in the carbon monoxide (CO) "hot spot" analyses were located in congested 
traffic areas where background CO levels would be higher than those expected in a 
rural area.  Therefore, to be conservative, the higher suburban background CO 
concentrations were used.  Changing background CO concentration levels to those 
representative of a rural area would suggest reduced project impacts because the 
impact analysis is based on adding the predicted CO concentrations from the project to 
background suburban or rural concentrations and then comparing them to the one- 
and eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The table below 
demonstrates that the Dey Road and CR535 intersection for the proposed project 
would have lower CO concentration impacts using the rural background CO levels. 

2028 Background CO 
Concentrations (ppm) 

2028 Project + Background 
CO Concentrations (ppm) Averaging 

Time Rural Suburban Rural Suburban NAAQS 

One-hour 0.63  1.9  2.6  3.9 35 

Eight-hour 0.43  1.3  1.8  2.7  9   
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PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-8 The increase in truck traffic throughout the region is one reason for the construction of 
a roadway to address east-west connections in the area between US Route 1 and the NJ 
Turnpike.  The project would result in some potentially undesirable localized impacts 
that can be addressed through mitigation.  The EIS is sensitive to the need to address 
such impacts through mitigation.  The overall shift in traffic and the establishment of 
east-west high-speed connections would have a positive overall impact on regional 
traffic.  

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-9 It is true that in the vicinity of proposed Route 92, Perrine Road would no longer have 
the character of a rural through road. 

PH29 Bialler, Nancy NB-10 It is not the intention of the Route 92 project by itself to accommodate all future 
growth.  The Route 92 project is one element of an overall need to address growth.  The 
project would reduce traffic on local roads by establishing a new connection that offers 
an alternative to local roadways. 

PH30 Murray, Joan JMU-1 Please refer to Section 4.2.1.3 in the FEIS and the response to comment KVAC-3. 

PH31 Pollack, Marcia MPO-1 Please see the response to comment JMU-1. 

PH31 Pollack, Marcia MPO-2 Please see the response to comment JMU-1. 

PH32 Plainsboro Twp, Peter Cantu  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments PLTPC-1 through PLTPC-6 in comment group WC048. 

PH33 Plainsboro Twp, Arthur 
Lehrhaupt 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments PLTAL-1 and PLTAL-2 in comment group WC047. 

PH34 Plainsboro Twp, Robert O. 
Sheehan 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments PLTRS-1 and PLTRS-2 in comment group WC046. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-1 The results of the DEIS indicate that impacts on communities west of US Route 1 
would not be significant or could be mitigated. The Township is applauded for its 
efforts to reduce overall truck traffic on local roads. Efforts such as this from local 
municipalities can enhance the benefits offered by the construction of Route 92.  

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-2 See response to CD-2. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-3 See response to NB-1 and USEPA-5. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-4 Please see the response to comment TSTC3-1. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-5 Please see the response to comment DJ-1 below. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-6 Please see the response to comment FRWTP-23. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-7 Please see the response to comment TSTC3-4. 

PH35 Hopewell Twp, Jon 
Edwards 

HOTJE-8 Extension of Route 92 beyond the Route 1 terminus is not part of the current project 
design, and previous studies for Route 92 rejected a connection to Route 206 due to 
significant potential environmental effect.  Such a connection is not an element of the 
Route 92 project.  The EIS did not identify any impacts to Hopewell Township 
resulting from Route 92. 

PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-1 Traffic modeling indicates that the only significant negative traffic impact west of US 
Route 1 would be an increase in truck traffic on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road between 
Route 1 and Route 27 and on Laurel Avenue, which functions as a continuation of 
Heathcote Road north of Route 27.  For more specific information, see Section 4.2.1.3 of 
the FEIS.  As discussed in Section 5.3.10 of the DEIS, this impact could be mitigated by 
imposing truck restrictions on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road between US Route 1 and 
Route 27. 

PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-2 Comment noted. Additional lanes are planned for US Route 1 in the area south of 
proposed Route 92 to accommodate traffic diverted to this section of US Route 1 by the 
construction of Route 92. 
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PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-3 The character of South Brunswick Township is already changing rapidly.  The 
population of South Brunswick increased by 46% between 1990 and 2000, and is 
projected to grow another 50% by 2020.  Economic activity is also growing rapidly.  
Population and economic activity generate traffic.  Proposed Route 92 is a response to 
changes already occurring in South Brunswick and the region. 

PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-4 Please see the response to comment SBPD-2 

PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-5 The same types of vehicles that would use proposed Route 92 are currently using local 
roads, and they are carrying the same types of cargo they would carry on Route 92.  
Route 92 would draw traffic off the local roads, where runoff is generally not 
controlled as well as it would be on Route 92. 

PH36 Johnson, Debra DJ-6 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

PH37 Princeton Forrestal Center, 
Robert J. Wolfe 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments PFCRW-1 through PFCRW-5 in comment group WC050. 

PH38 Kingston Greenways Assoc., 
Karen Linder 

KGA1-1 The analysis performed for the EIS indicates that proposed Route 92 would have little 
impact on open space around Kingston.  Please refer to Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS. 

PH38 Kingston Greenways Assoc., 
Karen Linder 

KGA1-2 Proposed Route 92 would end at US Route 1, and would have little or no impact on 
species of concern in Kingston. 

PH38 Kingston Greenways Assoc., 
Karen Linder 

KGA1-3 Because the 2004 Stormwater Management Rules required modifications to the Route 
92 stormwater management plan as originally proposed, there will be an increase in 
cost for the mitigation measures.  The mitigation measures are described in Section 
5.3.3.1 of the FEIS.  

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-1 Comment noted. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-2 It is true that in crossing the Devil's Brook corridor, proposed Route 92 would cross one 
of the largest unbroken pieces of undeveloped land in Middlesex County.  It is also 
true that the Devil's Brook corridor is environmentally sensitive.  To maintain the 
hydraulic integrity of the Devil's Brook corridor and to provide passage for wildlife, 
the proposed design includes a 525-foot bridge over Devil's Brook and its flood plain 
and a 520-foot bridge over the Amtrak rail line west of Devil's Brook.  Beyond the 
Devil's Brook corridor, proposed Route 92 would stay within 1,000 feet of Friendship 
Road rather than passing through wetlands to the north and south. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-3 The 300-foot-wide right-of-way for proposed Route 92 would occupy 210 acres of land 
currently in agricultural use.  The highway would interfere with access to an additional 
78 acres of agricultural land, most of which is between the proposed Route 92 
alignment and Broadway Swamp.  Rather than being "destroyed," the 78 acres cut off 
by Route 92 would most likely revert to their natural state. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-4 Please see response to comment JC-3. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-5 See response to comment CD2-4. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-6 Please see response to comment LWV-3. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-7 A portion of the wetland mitigation plan is included in Appendix G of the FEIS. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-8 The fact that a site has potential for groundwater contamination does not mean a 
plume or other form of groundwater contamination is present.  If contamination is 
present, construction of proposed Route 92 could expedite cleanup. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-9 See response to comment NB-7. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-10 See response to comment SBTAZ-11. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-11 Under the 2004 Stormwater Management Rules, neither proposed Route 92 nor the US 
Route 1 Widening with Signal Removal alternative would be allowed to decrease 
groundwater recharge.  
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PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-12 See response to comment KGA1-3. 

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-13 See response to comment CD-9.  NJDEP received a copy of the DEIS.   

PH39 South Brunswick Twp, Anne 
M. Zeman 

SBTAZ-14 NJTA will consider, where necessary, a wide range of options to reduce the impact of 
deicing salt in highway runoff from proposed Route 92, depending on the degree of 
actual impact and sensitivity of specific areas to salt in the runoff.  These options 
include, but may not be limited to, alternative deicing materials, modified application 
rates and procedures, and minimizing or prohibiting the use of deicing salt in sensitive 
areas with warning provided to motorists of potentially hazardous driving conditions. 

PH40 Dayton Village Citizens’ 
Coalition, Robert Tucker 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments DVCC-1 through DVCC-5 in comment group WC056. 

PH41 Sierra Club, NJ Chapter, 
Laura Lynch 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments SCLL1-1 through SCLL1-8 in comment group WC057. 

PH42 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, Jan 
Ten Broek 

MVPC3-1 With respect to the Kingston area, please see Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS and the 
response to comment KVAC-3.  With respect to Griggstown, please see the response to 
comment KVAC-5.  Griggstown is more than 4 miles north of the western terminus of 
proposed Route 92.  No significant project impacts are expected to occur in 
Griggstown. 

PH43 Regional Planning 
Partnership, Dianne R. 
Brake 

RPP-1 Comment noted. 

PH43 Regional Planning 
Partnership, Dianne R. 
Brake 

RPP-2 Comment noted. 

PH44 Peters, Joe  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments JPE1-1 through JPE1-10 in comment group WC058B. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-1 Please see the response to comment TSTC3-1.  

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-2 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-3 The issue of induced development is addressed in sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.13.3 of the 
DEIS.  Any improvement in the transportation system could be said to encourage 
development by making it easier to move around in the affected area.  However, this 
does not mean development should be discouraged by maintaining the transportation 
system at a dysfunctional level.  Rather, development should be managed through land 
use controls.  Please see also response to comment TSTC3-3. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-4 As stated in Section 4.2.7 of the DEIS, peak period data was utilized to calibrate the 
model based on 2000-2002 information. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-5 The proposed Route 92 project includes widening of US Route 1 from four lanes to six 
lanes from Route 92 south to approximately the Plainsboro border, a distance of 
approximately one-half mile. This would add capacity to accommodate traffic diverted 
to this section of US Route 1 by Route 92. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-6 Comment noted. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-7 Comment noted. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-8 Comment noted. 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-9 In the signalized intersection tables, the volumes on US Route 1 approaching the signal 
do not include turning vehicles that exit Route 1 prior to the signal. 



Responses to Public Hearing Comments 
 

PH-13 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

PH45 NJ Public Interest Research 
Group, Douglas O'Malley 

NJPIRG-10 Projected vehicle miles traveled are somewhat lower for Route 92 than for the No 
Action alternative because with Route 92, many east-west trips will be more direct than 
under existing conditions. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-1 Comment noted. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-2 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-3 The traffic modeling analysis conducted for the DEIS indicates that the recently 
improved four-lane Route 522 will be needed to support local traffic patterns in South 
Brunswick.  The traffic model included four-lane Route 522 as part of the existing road 
system.  However, growth already approved or anticipated by the region’s 
municipalities will create the demand for additional capacity beyond the existing four-
lane Route 522.  For this reason expansion of Route 522, including widening to six 
lanes, was evaluated as an alternative. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-4 The commenter supports having multiple roads connecting north-south routes.  One of 
the key needs defined for this area is increased road capacity along east-west corridors, 
especially where they can link existing north-south routes.  While existing north-south 
roadways have some capacity available, the ability of vehicles to move between north-
south roadways is severely constrained by the lack of east-west roadway capacity. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-5 See response to comment NJPIRG-5. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-6 See response to AMEC-4. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-7 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-8 See response to CD-2. 

PH46 Delaware & Raritan Canal 
Coalition, Robert von 
Zumbusch 

DRCC-9 Comment noted. Route 92 would not affect efforts to obtain natural heritage area 
designations nearby. 

PH47 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC4-1 See response to comment NJPIRG-5. 

PH47 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC4-2 Comment noted. 

PH47 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC4-3 Increases in east-west truck flow between the NJ Turnpike and US Route 1 are 
inevitable.  Traffic modeling indicates that in the future, trucks will increasingly utilize 
and further congest local roadways for travel between these two points.  The diversion 
of truck trips away from these roadways represents one positive impact of the 
construction of Route 92. 

PH47 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC4-4 Please see the response to comment TSTC3-1. 

PH47 Tri-State Transportation 
Campaign, Damien Newton 

TSTC4-5 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  

PH-48 Sensible Transportation 
Options Partnership, 
Lincoln Hollister 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments STOP-1 through STOP-5 in comment group WC060. 
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PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-1 See response to comment DW-10. 

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-2 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-3 Please see the responses to comments CGSC-7 and SBMWA2-7. 

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-4 One of the road system needs identified through the traffic modeling analysis is for 
increased east-west road capacity linking the existing north-south corridors.  Proposed 
Route 92 would allow regional vehicular traffic to offload from Route 1 by providing 
access to the New Jersey Turnpike.  Proposed Route 92 would also provide access from 
the interchange 8A area to Route 1 without using local roads.  The Perrine Road 
interchange is designed to allow traffic to access several major office park facilities 
without having to travel on Route 1. 

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-5 The project is intended to improve traffic flow between the NJ Turnpike and US Route 
1.  Traffic, with or without the Route 92 project, is expected to increase in this area, 
which will further congest local roads.  The project is intended to reduce congestion.  

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-6 With respect to Kingston, please see Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS and the response to 
comment KVAC-3.  With respect to other communities in the Millstone valley, please 
see the responses to comments KVAC-5 and CD-2.  The Millstone River Valley Scenic 
Byway follows the Millstone River from Route 514 in Millstone to Route 27 in 
Kingston.  The byway includes River Road/Route 533 on the west side of the river and 
Laurel Avenue/Canal Road/Route 603 on the east side.  At its closest point to 
proposed Route 92, its southern terminus in the center of Kingston, the byway would 
be approximately 1 mile from proposed Route 92.  Route 92 would not be visible from 
the byway and would not increase total traffic on the roads of the byway.  Although no 
increase in overall traffic is predicted for Route 603, truck traffic is projected to 
increase.  After the increase, approximately 1% of traffic on Route 603 south of Route 
518 would be trucks (defined as vehicles with more than two axles or more than four 
wheels).  Mitigation proposed for truck traffic on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road should 
also reduce truck traffic on Laurel Avenue (see Section 5.3.10 of the FEIS).   

PH49 Millstone Valley 
Preservation Coalition, 
Ellizabeth Ann Palius 

MVPC1-7 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

PH50 Chrinko, Frank  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments FCH-1 through FCH-6 in comment group WC061. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-1 The Township of South Brunswick Master Plan was consulted, including the 
Circulation Element, and is addressed in Section 4.2.13.2 of the DEIS. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-2 Vibration impacts to residences near proposed Route 92 would be minor. According to 
Federal Transit Authority (FTA),Traffic Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report, 
April 1995, background vibration velocity levels in residential areas is usually 50 
velocity decibels (VdB) or lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans, 
which is around 65 VdB. Although, the perceptibility threshold is about 65 VdB, 
human response to vibration is not usually significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 
VdB.  Buses and trucks rarely create vibration that exceeds 70 VdB unless there is a 
bump in the road.  A vibration velocity level of 100 VdB or greater can cause minor 
cosmetic damage to fragile buildings.  This vibration level is typically associated with 
blasting from construction projects.  Construction of proposed Route 92 would not 
involve any blasting. The projected reduction of truck traffic along local roads after 
completion of proposed Route 92 would reduce vibration impacts to residences 
adjacent to those roadways (i.e., 50 feet from the edge of the roadway or closer). 

Section 4.2.8 of the DEIS evaluates potential noise impacts to homes along the route of 
proposed Route 92.  Route 92 would not cause substantial increases in noise at any 
point distant from its route.  In general, traffic modeling indicates that truck traffic near 
homes would be reduced.  Where noise increases would occur, the increases would 
typically be less than 5 dBA (barely perceptible). At a few locations, the increases 
would be up to 7 dBA (compared to No Action); these increases would be perceptible 
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but not substantial, according to FHWA and NJDOT guidance.  

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-3 A diesel engine burns more efficiently when the truck travels at a constant, relatively high 
speed.  Under these conditions, particulates in the exhaust are relatively small in size and are 
deposited over a relatively large area.  Proposed Route 92 would draw trucks off local roads, 
where they change speeds more often and operate less efficiently, onto a limited access highway 
where they can maintain speed and operate more efficiently.  The relatively fine particulate 
emissions from trucks on proposed Route 92 would tend to deposit farther from the road than 
the relatively large particles emitted by trucks on local roads.  This would reduce the impact of 
Route 92 on crops near the highway.  Diesel engines, such as used in heavy trucks and 
construction equipment  do contribute a substantial portion of the nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
particulate matter (PM), and to a lesser extent hydrocarbon (HC) emissions from mobile 
sources.  In January 2001 and in June 2004, EPA finalized the Highway Diesel and Nonroad 
Diesel Rules, respectively, which will implement more stringent standards for new diesel 
engines and fuels. The rules mandate the use of lower sulfur fuels in diesel engines beginning in 
2006 for highway diesel fuel. These fuels will enable the use of after-treatment technologies for 
new diesel engines, which can reduce harmful emissions of NOx, PM and HC by 90 percent or 
more.  After-treatment technologies for highway trucks will be phased in beginning in 2007. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-4 Effects to wetlands and wildlife are addressed in the DEIS.  Table 4-11 identifies the 
permanent impacts as well as temporary or construction impacts to wetlands.  Those 
temporary impact areas would be restored to preconstruction conditions after 
construction is completed. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-5 NJTA will be responsible for maintenance and repair of any roadways or intersections 
damaged during construction of Route 92, based on an assessment of pre- and post-
construction conditions.  Damage may be repaired by NJTA contractors or by local 
communities using funds provided by NJTA. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-6 Bond funds for proposed Route 92 are being held in reserve.  NJTA will redeem the 
bonds using toll revenues from the entire turnpike system and the Garden State 
Parkway. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-7 The impact of the tolls has been calculated as part of the model that has been utilized 
for this project.  Please see the response to comment SBPD-2. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-8 The Hightstown bypass was included as an component of the existing road network in 
the project area.  The final version of the Hightstown bypass project has deleted a 
component that would improve east-west travel to Route 1.  Deletion of this 
component of the Hightstown bypass project creates additional need for east-west road 
capacity, beyond that analyzed in the DEIS.  The need for road capacity in addition to 
Route 522 is discussed in the response to SBTTV-3. 

PH51 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL1-9 It is unlikely that significant development has occurred in anticipation of proposed 
Route 92, which would not provide access to any property that is not already accessible 
by road.  Please see also responses to comments NJPIRG-3 and TSTC3-3. 

PH52 Carringer, Nancy  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments NC-1 through NC-5 in comment group WC062. 

PH53 Schwartz, Joe JSC-1 The quality-of-life for the existing residents of southeastern Middlesex County is 
strongly affected by the local road system.  Not only does the local road system serve 
as a connector between residents in a neighborhood, it also functions as the first 
element of the journey to work, and provides access to community services and retail 
shopping.  Under New Jersey Smart growth policies, protecting the quality of 
community life is important.  Overloading and congesting the local road system with 
regional commuter traffic and commercial truck traffic, reduces quality of life for 
residents.  The alternatives analysis prepared for the DEIS examined more than 15 
approaches to meeting road capacity requirements in the study area, including transit, 
intersection improvements, improvements to the existing local and regional road 
network, and new roads.   

PH53 Schwartz, Joe JSC-2 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

PH53 Schwartz, Joe JSC-3 State authorities may override local zoning where it is considered necessary to meet a 
regional need.  Proposed Route 92 is designed to comply with laws protecting 
wetlands and other aspects of the environment. 

PH54 Halmo, Mark  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments MH-1 through MH-3 in comment group WC064. 
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PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-1 The EIS states that approximately 25% of the southern arrowhead plants in the Devil’s 
Brook study area would be impacted by proposed Route 92.  The Devil’s Brook 
southern arrowhead study area comprises approximately 12 acres of wetlands at the 
intersection of Devil’s Brook and proposed Route 92.  The estimate of 25% impact is 
based on detailed mapping of existing southern arrowhead plants and the proposed 
highway.  Impacts would be mitigated by transplanting southern arrowhead and by 
collecting seeds from existing plants for use in propagating new plants in a greenhouse 
for later planting in appropriate locations.  The proportion of seeds taken would not be 
sufficient to threaten the existing southern arrowhead colonies.  Use of local seeds, 
rather than importation of seeds, would be preferred. 

PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-2 Southern arrowhead, a state-listed endangered species, is the only plant listed in 
Section 3.3.5.1 of the DEIS for which potential habitat is found within the proposed 
right-of-way for Route 92.  Surveys for southern arrowhead were conducted in 1996 
and 1999 and in August 2004, after publication of the DEIS.  None of the other plants 
listed in Section 3.3.5.1 of the DEIS were found during the southern arrowhead 
surveys. 

PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-3 Comus amomum is not a misspelling; as indicated in the DEIS, it is the scientific term 
for silky dogwood, not for pale dogwood (Cornus amomum).  Pao palensis has been 
corrected to Poa pratensis in the FEIS. 

PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-4 See response to comment NJPIRG-5. 

PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-5 Proposed Route 92 would impact approximately 288 acres of agricultural land.  The 
USEPA Suggested Alignment would impact approximately 303 acres of agricultural 
land. 

PH55 Braverman, Michael MB-6 Page ES-14 of the DEIS quotes language in the Plainsboro Master Plan supporting 
proposed Route 92.   The DEIS contains no statements concerning the attitudes of 
Plainsboro residents toward proposed Route 92.  Officials representing Plainsboro 
Township are on record in support of proposed Route 92 (see comment groups WC046 
through WC048, WC085 and WC133).  Regarding South Brunswick, page ES-14 of the 
DEIS states that proposed interchange areas are zoned for commercial and industrial 
development, while other areas through which proposed Route 92 would pass are 
zoned for low-density residential development.  No statement is made concerning the 
compatibility of local zoning with highway development.  The opposition of South 
Brunswick Township to proposed Route 92 is described in sections 3.13.2.2 and 4.2.13.2 
of the DEIS. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-1 The need for improved east-west roadway capacity was evaluated by creating a 
regional traffic model.  Both existing demand for travel and projected future demand 
for travel arising from approved and anticipated development were incorporated into 
the analysis.  Demand for road capacity is associated with the business activities of 
hundreds of employers in the project area, and thousands of residents. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-2 Proposed Route 92 would improve east-west travel between the NJ Turnpike and US 
Route 1.  Vehicular traffic is expected to increase in this area with or without Route 92.  

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-3 The model utilized for this project accounts for tolls and the possible diversion of traffic 
that tolls can cause.  Please see the response to comment SBPD-2. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-4 Please see response to comment SBTEL2-2. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-5 See response to comment CGSC-6. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-6 The project would permanently fill 12.03 acres of wetland, and shade an additional 1.16 
acres of wetland, as shown in Table 4-11 of the DEIS.  Table 4-11 also identifies an 
additional 2.92 acres of temporary, or construction period alterations to wetlands.  
These areas temporarily altered during construction would be restored in place; 
therefore, permanent impacts to wetland would be limited to approximately 13.2 acres. 
 The remainder of the land to be converted to highway corridor is upland not wetland. 
 The supervision, regulation and costs of wetlands work, including mitigation, would 
be developed during the final design and permitting phases of the project.   

As the commenter points out, human development can alter the natural environment 
and affect upland and wetland ecosystems; even dirt roads can fragment mature 
forests.  The proposed Route 92 corridor passes through land already altered by human 
activity, including (1) developed areas at the east and west termini of the corridor, (2) 
agricultural fields and related activities throughout much of the project corridor, (3) 
Friendship Road, an existing paved roadway which the proposed alignment parallels 
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for about half the distance between US Route 130 and US Route 1, and (4) existing 
railroad tracks toward the western end of the alignment.  Selecting an alignment 
through already disturbed land minimizes adverse effects to larger intact natural 
environments found to the north and south of the proposed alignment. 

PH56 Pugh, Zoya ZP-7 No evidence has been found or offered that proposed Route 92 would threaten any 
species of plant or animal. 

PH57 Lennon, Gene GL-1 The legislation identified by the commenter seeks to refine the performance of 
USACE’s civil works function, whereby USACE constructs improvements to 
infrastructure as directed and largely funded by Congress.  The legislation does not 
speak to USACE’s regulatory function, whereby USACE determines whether 
construction by others should be permitted under applicable federal law including the 
Clean Water Act.  Proposed Route 92 is sponsored by NJTA, a state agency, and is not 
funded by Congress; NJTA seeks a Clean Water Act permit needed to build the 
proposed highway.  Therefore, USACE’s function with regard to Route 92 is 
regulatory. 

PH58 Southgate, David  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments DSO-1 through DSO-7 in comment group WC066. 

PH59 Pantaleo, Tari TP1-1 The Plainsboro Preserve totals more than 600 acres.  The 12.5 acres north of proposed 
Route 92 would represent approximately 2 percent of the preserve. 

PH59 Pantaleo, Tari TP1-2 The Plainsboro Preserve is currently affected by noise from the Amtrak Northeast 
Corridor rail line, which abuts the west side of the Preserve and a roadway, which 
abuts the east side of the preserve. According to the New Jersey Transit schedule, 102 
passenger NJT trains per weekday use this rail line; an additional 32 Amtrak trains are 
estimated to also use this rail line for a total of 134 passenger trains per day, or 
approximately 6 trains per hour, on average (more during peak hours). In addition, 
freight trains use the rail line. The noise receptor location R-9, which is located near the 
Preserve and is considered representative of the Preserve site, had a background noise 
level of 49.7 dBA.    The addition of Route 92 traffic noise to the background noise 
would increase the peak-hour noise level to 55 dBA.  The predicted noise increase from 
Route 92 traffic would be 5.3 dBA.  Projected noise levels immediately adjacent to 
proposed Route 92 in the Plainsboro Preserve are anticipated to increase by 7-9 dBA. 
According to FHWA guidance (See EIS Table 3-12), a 5-dBA increase or greater is 
considered a perceptible change. Therefore, the overall potential noise impacts to the 
Plainsboro Preserve are anticipated to be perceptible during peak-hour traffic 
conditions and minor (less than 5 dBA) during non peak-hour conditions. 

PH59 Pantaleo, Tari TP1-3 Increases in traffic are expected along roadways in coming years with or without Route 
92.  The project is intended to offer an alternative to local roads and divert some traffic 
onto this alternative.  

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-1 The statement of work was described by the lead agency, USACE, in a memorandum 
of understanding between the USACE and NJTA.  

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-2 The contract for preparation of the EIS is a public record that can be obtained by 
following procedures for access to public documents.  

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-3 In selecting a contractor to prepare the EIS, only firms with no prior involvement with 
the Route 92 project were considered in order to provide an independent analysis with 
maximum objectivity and minimum bias. This was done to prevent conflict of interest. 
The selection of CDM and the transportation subcontractor, Urbitran Associates, 
reflected that policy. Neither firm had previously worked on the proposed Route 92 
project. Furthermore, preparation of the EIS is under the direction of the US Army 
Corps of Engineers and all EIS work products must receive the Corps’ approval, not 
NJTA approval. CDM's prior work with NJTA was on contracts unrelated to proposed 
Route 92 and was performed by different staff members than working on this EIS. 

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-4 The EIS is based on the available data, whatever the underlying statistical 
characteristics of the data may be.  
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PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-5 Table 2-6 in the DEIS (alternatives analysis) presents the numerical criteria leading to 
impact and effectiveness scores for each of the alternatives. A number of the individual 
alternatives were considered in combination, specifically the composite local roadway 
improvements in subsection 2.4.6, and a combination of transportation management 
measures with new roadways.  Combining multiple new roadways was ineffective 
because it magnified the impacts, while the capacity they created was redundant.  
Combining multiple expansions of existing roadways magnified the potential of 
contributing to sprawl.   

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-6 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-7 Please see the response to comment DJ-1. 

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-8 The Millstone River Valley Scenic Byway follows the Millstone River from Route 514 in 
Millstone to Route 27 in Kingston.  The byway includes Route 533 on the west side of 
the river and Route 603 on the east side.  Impacts to the byway are addressed in Section 
4.2.1.3 of the FEIS and in the response to comment MVPC1-6. 

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-9 The commenter is presumably referring to the inclusion of the highway maps with 
Microsoft copyrights in Sections 1 and 3.  Microsoft allows distribution of up to 1,000 
copies of its maps for noncommercial purposes without specific permission if all legal 
notices on the map are also reproduced. 

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-10 A wide range of transportation demand management (TDM)  measures were analyzed 
in the DEIS, including carpooling, alternative work hours, parking management, HOV 
lanes, park-and-ride facilities, public transit, bicycle facilities, and Transportation 
Management Association involvement. Many of these strategies are currently in use in 
the study area; current and projected traffic conditions reflect implementation of these 
strategies, which are encouraged to continue and expand in their use. Others such as 
bus rapid transit (BRT)  are currently being studied (see response to comment FRTWP-
23). Analyses conducted for the DEIS indicate that concerted implementation of these 
TDM strategies would provide some traffic congestion relief and can offset highway-
induced trips, thereby helping to control congestion levels. Based on existing and 
projected congestion levels, TDM measures alone do not eliminate the need for 
improved east-west travel capacity nor do they reduce truck traffic. Part of the reason 
for this is the fact that TDM measures best reduce congestion in heavily populated 
areas near major employment centers, conditions that are not present in the study area. 
 The suburban nature of both residential and business development in the study area 
makes "non-car-centric" options such as mass transit difficult to implement, and 
typically results in low transit ridership, which does not reduce auto-dependent travel 
needs. Rather than rejecting TDM measures, however, the DEIS recognizes their 
benefits and correctly views them as complementary strategies to be supported and 
implemented in conjunction with other means to accomplish the project purpose. 

PH60 Wiser, Duke DW-11 The commenter addresses USACE’s performance of its civil works function, whereby 
USACE constructs improvements to infrastructure as directed and largely funded by 
Congress.  The comment does not speak to USACE’s regulatory function, whereby 
USACE determines whether construction by others should be permitted under 
applicable federal law including the Clean Water Act.  Proposed Route 92 is sponsored 
by NJTA, a state agency, and is not funded by Congress; NJTA seeks a Clean Water Act 
permit needed to build the proposed highway.  Therefore, USACE’s function with 
regard to Route 92 is regulatory. 

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-1 The proposed Route 92 project has been modified from its original conception. These 
modifications have been introduced to reduce the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project.  The project's length has been shortened, its alignment has been 
revised to minimize effects on environmental resources, bridges have been added to 
reduce filling of wetlands, and impact mitigation has been added to offset the 
environmental effects that could not be avoided.  The project history is presented in 
section 2.6.1 of the EIS.   

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-2 Analysis of Route 522 as an alternative is discussed in the responses to comment 
SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-3 The analysis of the Route 522 alternative did include review of a new turnpike 
interchange north of interchange 8A.  The feasibility of constructing such an 
interchange is considered to be low due to the environmental impacts and highway 
engineering constraints associated with locating such an interchange so close to an 
existing interchange. 
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PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-4 Six alternatives were examined in the DEIS involving improvements to local east-west 
roads similar to those constructed on Route 522. 

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-5 Please see response to comment SEED-4. 

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-6 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  

PH61 Cap, Francis FCA-7 Comment noted. 

PH62 Lugin, Ed EL-1 The needs analysis conducted for the DEIS (in section 1.4) indicates need for improved 
east-west road system capacity in the project area. 

PH62 Lugin, Ed EL-2 Proposed Route 92 would provide a connection between three major north-south 
highway corridors in central New Jersey: US Route 1 at the western terminus, US 
Route 130, and the New Jersey Turnpike at the eastern terminus. 

PH62 Lugin, Ed EL-3 Proposed Route 92 would be a limited access highway, while Route 522 is a local 
service roadway. 

PH62 Lugin, Ed EL-4 The commenter notes that the construction of the Route 522 improvements gives 
evidence of the need for improved east-west road capacity in the project area.  The 
commenter further notes that if Route 522 were connected to the New Jersey Turnpike, 
congestion at existing intersections, especially the intersection with Route 1, would 
significantly worsen.  This observation agrees with the findings of the traffic modeling 
conducted for the DEIS. 

PH63 Peel, Mark MPE-1 The improvements in travel time resulting from proposed Route 92 have been further 
evaluated and are presented in white paper #1.  The sum of the improvements in travel 
time for all traffic in the study area is significant, both in terms of the value of workers 
time, and in reduced air pollution. 

PH63 Peel, Mark MPE-2 The goal of the project is to provide a higher-speed alternative to local east-west 
roadways.  Regional traffic solutions involve many strategies, consistent with the New 
Jersey Smart Growth program.  Traffic, both on US Route 1 and on the east-west 
connections is expected to increase despite all efforts, including Route 92.  This project 
is part of an overall effort to address growing congestion. 

PH63 Peel, Mark MPE-3 See response to DW-10. 

PH64 Renk, Dorothy & Ronald  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments DR-1 through DR-6 in comment group WC067. 

PH65 Kingston Volunteer Fire 
Company, David Luck 

KVFC-1 Traffic analysis performed for the DEIS indicates that east of US Route 1, peak-hour 
traffic would be lighter on most roads with Route 92 than without it.  West of US Route 
1, changes would be minor, with slightly lighter traffic on some roads and slightly 
heavier traffic on others.  On US Route 1 itself, construction of Route 92 would increase 
peak-hour traffic south of the western terminus of Route 92.  As part of the Route 92 
project, US Route 1 would be widened to six lanes from just north of Ridge Road to the 
Plainsboro border, offsetting the increase in traffic.  Therefore, proposed Route 92 
should improve peak-hour emergency response times east of US Route 1, have little 
overall impact on response times west of US Route 1 and on US Route 1 itself.  Because 
Route 92 would be a new road with few interchanges, most construction activity would 
take place away from existing roads, and traffic impacts on existing roads during 
construction would be relatively minor.  Efforts would be required to minimize 
disruption of emergency services during construction of the interchanges. 

PH65 Kingston Volunteer Fire 
Company, David Luck 

KVFC-2 The description of the service area of the Kingston Volunteer Fire Company has been 
corrected in the FEIS. 

PH65 Kingston Volunteer Fire 
Company, David Luck 

KVFC-3 The opposition of the Kingston Volunteer Fire Department to speed humps on 
Heathcote Road/Ridge Road will be given serious consideration.  Traffic calming 
measures that would not disrupt emergency services would be recommended.  Other 
potential measures include textured pavement and roadway narrowings in places 
where the roadway is not already narrow.  With respect to truck traffic, the Circulation 
Element of the Township of South Brunswick Master Plan anticipates restriction of 
truck traffic from Ridge Road west of US Route 1 after certain intersection 
improvements are complete, including improvement of the intersection of US Route 1 
and Route 522.  Truck restrictions are also presented as a mitigation measure for traffic 
on Ridge Road in Section 5.3.10 of the DEIS.  Trucks other than emergency vehicles and 
trucks making local pickups or deliveries would be excluded. 
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PH65 Kingston Volunteer Fire 
Company, David Luck 

KVFC-4 More than 15 alternatives were examined in the DEIS to assess the degree to which 
they met the need for expanded road capacity in the project area, and for their 
environmental impacts.  The results of the comparison of alternatives was presented in 
section 2.7 of the DEIS. 

PH65 Kingston Volunteer Fire 
Company, David Luck 

KVFC-5 Efforts would be made to minimize disruption of emergency services during 
construction of the interchange between proposed Route 92 and US Route 1.  Please see 
also the response to comment KVFC-1. 

PH67 Tuller, Sol ST-1 Please refer to Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS and the responses to comments KVAC-3, 
KVAC-5, and CD-2. 

PH67 Tuller, Sol ST-2 Comment noted. 

PH68 Buchanan, William J. WJB-1 In response to the 2004 Stormwater Management Rules, the stormwater management 
system for proposed Route 92 has been redesigned to collect runoff from the section of 
the highway that crosses the Devil's Brook floodplain in the Plainsboro Preserve and 
convey it to six manufactured treatment units installed within the highway structure. 
Use of treatment units within the highway structure rather than outside the structure 
avoids additional impact to wetlands. The treatment units are projected to remove 
approximately 73% of total suspended solids from the stormwater runoff from this 
section of proposed Route 92. Discharges of stormwater in the Devil’s Brook watershed 
as a whole are projected to meet the New Jersey requirement of 80% removal of total 
suspended solids.  

PH68 Buchanan, William J. WJB-2 Proposed Route 92 would not affect future water supply.  The stormwater rules require 
that Route 92 not reduce groundwater recharge. Consultation with the Bureau of Water 
Allocation is not necessary. 

PH68 Buchanan, William J. WJB-3 See response to comment ZP-3. 

PH69 Goldsmith, Alan AG-1 The analysis of need for increased travel capacity in the project study area is based on 
analysis of future requirements in year 2028.  Current trends in land development and 
roadway and intersection performance indicates a trend of steady degradation in road 
system performance. 

PH69 Goldsmith, Alan AG-2 Route 92 is intended to maintain mobility in central New Jersey, rather than to serve 
any private interest. 

PH70 Kingston Historical Society, 
Corrington Hwong 

CHW-1 A comprehensive historic resources survey and impact analysis was conducted as 
described in Section 4.2.5 of the DEIS. The survey was reviewed by the State Historic 
Preservation Office, which concurred with the conclusion that no historic resources 
would be affected by Route 92. Project construction would end slightly west of US 
Route 1 and would not extend into Kingston. An increase in truck traffic is predicted 
on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road between US Route 1 and Route 27 in the center of 
Kingston, and on Laurel Avenue, which functions as a continuation of Heathcote Road 
beyond Kingston center.  As mitigation, the EIS recommends truck restrictions and 
traffic calming measures on Ridge Road/Heathcote Road between US Route 1 and 
Route 27 to reduce the potential for impact on historic structures on Heathcote Road. 

PH71 Reichenstein, Steve SR-1 The DEIS considered 16 alternatives for improved east-west travel in the project study 
area.  The revisions made to the Route 92 proposal over the years have resulted in 
significant reductions in its environmental impacts.  For example, proposed wetland 
filling has been reduced by approximately 75%. 

PH72 Pollack, Jeremy JPO1-1 The traffic model developed for the DEIS estimates that more than 2,000 drivers would 
each save more than 20 minutes during the morning peak hour each day; and that an 
additional 7,700 peak-hour drivers would each save more than 10 minutes each 
morning.  During the afternoon peak hour, approximately 2,400 drivers are projected 
to each save more than 10 minutes.  In all, projected peak-hour travel time savings are 
about 8,000 vehicle-hours per day. 

PH72 Pollack, Jeremy JPO1-2 Economists working on the Route 1 smart growth strategy have indicated that the 
interchange 8A area will play an increasingly important role in the distribution of 
goods, and in regional commerce.  The need for additional road system capacity in the 
project area is a function of the strong housing and business development trends that 
exist in central New Jersey. 

PH73 Beesley, Tony TB-1 As shown in Table 4-3a in the EIS, traffic modeling indicates that the volume of traffic 
on Mapleton Road in 2028 would be lower with proposed Route 92 than without it, in 
both the morning and afternoon peak hours and during an average weekday. 
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PH73 Beesley, Tony TB-2 Please see the response to comment MVPC3-1. 

PH73 Beesley, Tony TB-3 See response to comment DW-10. 

PH74 Kingston Greenways Assoc., 
Karen Linder 

KGA2-1 A portion of the wetland mitigation plan is included in Appendix G of the FEIS.  Please 
see also the responses to comments CGSC-7 and SBMWA2-7. 

PH74 Kingston Greenways Assoc., 
Karen Linder 

KGA2-2 Comment noted. 

PH75 Georges, Steven SG-1 The DEIS indicates that expanding park and ride facilities is a worthwhile alternative 
in the context of expanding public transit and ridesharing services in the study area. 
Enhancement of these TDM measures is recommended as a complement to other traffic 
congestion relief measures. 

PH75 Georges, Steven SG-2 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  
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          1                      JACK UNDERWOOD:  My name is Jack 
 
          2         Underwood.  Today is May 20th, 2004, and it's 
 
          3         quarter of three in the afternoon.  I'm not 
 
          4         affiliated with any particular group, but I do have 
 
          5         a series of strong feelings on the Route 92 plans. 
 
          6               As you may gather from some of the specific 
 
          7         comments I'll make, and I'll keep them brief because 
 
          8         I realize that you have many people that want to 
 
          9         comment on this thing, I am very passionately 
 
         10         against the plan.  And the reason I am is because I 
 
         11         think that this is a plan which is designed to favor 
 
         12         certain communities at the expense of others, and 
 
         13         also, to benefit The Forrestal Center and possibly 
 
         14         the New Jersey Turnpike.  This will take place at 
 
         15         the expense of other communities, one of which I 
 
         16         live in, which is Kingston, and also, the taxpayers, 
 
         17         who one way or another are going to have to cover 
 
         18         the New Jersey Turnpike costs for this project. 
 
         19               There is an alternative, as has been stated 
 
         20         many times, which is 522.  And I really feel that 
 
         21         that should be the route that's given priority. 
 
         22         Thank you. 
 
         23                      EDITH NEIMARK:  My name is Edith 
 
         24         Neimark.  This is May 20th at roughly 3:25 P.M. I am 
 
         25         speaking for the League of Woman Voters of the 
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          1         Princeton Area, and I will read you my comments. 
 
          2               The League of Woman voters of the Princeton 
 
          3         Area urges the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
 
          4         reject the permit application by the New Jersey 
 
          5         Turnpike Authority to fill in wetlands for the 
 
          6         purpose of building a roadway known as Route 92. 
 
          7               The League of Women Voters of the Princeton 
 
          8         Area represents seven municipalities in the greater 
 
          9         Princeton area, including both the Borough and 
 
         10         Township of Princeton, Plainsboro, West Windsor, 
 
         11         South Brunswick, Rocky Hill and Montgomery.  All of 
 
         12         these townships will be affected by the proposal to 
 
         13         grant a permit to fill in wetlands for the proposed 
 
         14         Route 92. 
 
         15               The League of Women Voters has a long-standing 
 
         16         position to quote, promote an environment beneficial 
 
         17         to life through the protection and the wise 
 
         18         management of natural resources in the public 
 
         19         interest by recognizing the inter-relationships of 
 
         20         air quality, energy, land use, waste management and 
 
         21         water resources.  End of quote. 
 
         22               We endorse land-use policies and procedures 
 
         23         and their relationship to human needs, population 
 
         24         trends, and ecological and socioeconomic factors. 
 
         25         The league feels strongly that this permit to fill 
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          1         in wetlands and the impact it will have on the 
 
          2         environment does not achieve optimum balance between 
 
          3         human needs and environmental quality. 
 
          4               Our reasons follow.  One:  Route 92 would 
 
          5         bisect through one of Middlesex County's largest and 
 
          6         most fragile pieces of remaining open land. 
 
          7         Thirteen acres of wetlands and three hundred acres 
 
          8         of farm land would be destroyed.  Route 92 would 
 
          9         also cut through a nature preserve, endangered 
 
         10         species habitat, and preserved open area.  The 
 
         11         League strongly opposes any development that 
 
         12         compromises natural habitats or degrades fresh water 
 
         13         wetlands. 
 
         14               Two:  The New Jersey State Plan is comprised. 
 
         15         Proposed Route 92 bisects an area around Devils 
 
         16         Brook designated in a New Jersey State Development 
 
         17         and Redevelopment Plan as PA-5.  The status New 
 
         18         Jersey applies to its most environmentally sensitive 
 
         19         areas.  According to the state plan, this means that 
 
         20         it should have the highest degree of protection from 
 
         21         development.  Destroying 13 acres of wetlands and 
 
         22         devastating open space and farm land is inconsistent 
 
         23         with the intent of the State Plan and Redevelopment 
 
         24         Plan.  The League supports the New Jersey State Plan 
 
         25         and does not support its violation or compromise. 
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          1               This area is the site of two -- this is point 
 
          2         three.  This area is the site of two aquifer 
 
          3         recharges from which approximately 50 percent of 
 
          4         South Brunswick Township's water supply depends. 
 
          5         The ground water flow of these aquifers would be 
 
          6         radically altered by the one hundred and three acres 
 
          7         of impervious surface and wetlands fill. 
 
          8               In addition, the Draft Environmental Impact 
 
          9         Study, DEIS, fails to address the increased 
 
         10         non-point source pollution, including road salt, to 
 
         11         the water shed and water supply, which would be 
 
         12         caused by the additional traffic this proposed 
 
         13         roadway would generate. 
 
         14               Four:  The DEIS fails to adequately address 
 
         15         the transportation issues for all the areas that 
 
         16         will be affected.  The League of Women Voters states 
 
         17         in its transportation position of 1977 that, quote, 
 
         18         the transportation planning process places a high 
 
         19         priority on energy conservation and social and 
 
         20         environmental costs and benefits.  End of quote. 
 
         21               The DEIS does not address conservation issues 
 
         22         fully, stating that quote, further analysis of 
 
         23         public transit operational improvements is 
 
         24         recommended.  Section two point nine.  Does it 
 
         25         address the impact -- nor does it address the 
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          1         impacts on all communities within and surrounding 
 
          2         the designated area, including abutting communities 
 
          3         west of the terminus.  Without conservation, social 
 
          4         or environmental benefits, we see little to offset 
 
          5         the extremely high cost of an estimated four hundred 
 
          6         million dollars for this plan. 
 
          7               Therefore, the League of Women Voters of the 
 
          8         Princeton Area urges the Army Corps of Engineers to 
 
          9         reject the application of the New Jersey Turnpike 
 
         10         Authority and to continue to promote wetlands 
 
         11         protection, open space preservation and sound 
 
         12         transportation planning. 
 
         13               Sincerely, Edith Neimark, President, Princeton 
 
         14         Area League of Woman Voters. 
 
         15                      CLIFFORD HEATH:  My name is Clifford J. 
 
         16         Heath.  I'm the Senior Vice-President of the New 
 
         17         Jersey Alliance For Action.  Today's date is May 
 
         18         20th, 2004.  The time is just about four o'clock in 
 
         19         the afternoon. 
 
         20               I'm here to testify in support of the Route 92 
 
         21         project.  The Alliance For Action is a consortium of 
 
         22         business and public interest, six hundred strong, 
 
         23         made up of consulting engineers, union laborers, 
 
         24         contractors, schools, individual counties, towns, 
 
         25         hospitals, colleges.  It's a very broad-based 
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          1         coalition. 
 
          2               My testimony is as follows:  The foresight of 
 
          3         the New Jersey Legislature in 1948 empowering the 
 
          4         formation of the New Jersey Turnpike Authority 
 
          5         should be heralded repeatedly by the citizens of New 
 
          6         Jersey. 
 
          7               The abundant prosperity of our state surely 
 
          8         had its genesis in the building of the world's 
 
          9         busiest toll road.  No sooner than the cutting of 
 
         10         the ribbon in late 1950, less than two years after 
 
         11         the initial ground breaking, it was already apparent 
 
         12         that the first in a series of widening would soon be 
 
         13         required. 
 
         14               The rapid growth of traffic demanded no less 
 
         15         of a response from the Turnpike's engineers, who 
 
         16         were guided by the principle of designing and 
 
         17         constructing in anticipation of traffic growth, not 
 
         18         just in response to that growth.  The history of the 
 
         19         Turnpike's many widenings during the 1950's, '60's, 
 
         20         '70's and '80's, is a reflection of that guiding 
 
         21         principle. 
 
         22               With the proposed Route 92 project, once again 
 
         23         the New Jersey Turnpike can beneficially serve New 
 
         24         Jersey by accommodating the traffic growth in 
 
         25         Middlesex County.  In contrast to the two-year 
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          1         construction timetable in 1950, the Route 92 
 
          2         extension, already many years in the deliberation, 
 
          3         was authorized by the state legislature in 1992 to 
 
          4         be transferred from the New Jersey Department of 
 
          5         Transportation to the New Jersey Turnpike.  That was 
 
          6         twelve years ago. 
 
          7               The New Jersey Alliance For Action supports 
 
          8         the Route 92 project and commends the Army Corps of 
 
          9         Engineers for their comprehensively balanced and 
 
         10         supportive Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
         11         Thank you. 
 
         12                      DAVID VILKOMERSON:  My name is David 
 
         13         Vilkomerson.  I live in Kingston, New Jersey.  The 
 
         14         date is the 20th of May.  It is approximately four 
 
         15         oh seven.  My affiliation is just to represent a 
 
         16         member of the community which resides in the 
 
         17         Kingston, New Jersey area. 
 
         18               I'm not going to go over all the various 
 
         19         significant impacts.  I'm sure my fellow members of 
 
         20         this community, that is the Kingston Community, have 
 
         21         talked about what the impact on this historic 
 
         22         community will be when a major, major thoroughfare 
 
         23         connecting Route 1, which is already impossibly 
 
         24         crowded, with the Turnpike, which is frequently 
 
         25         impossibly crowded, thereby sucking still more 
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          1         traffic through this area.  I of course am urging 
 
          2         you not to allow this community, that is Kingston 
 
          3         and the surrounding area, to be inundated with 
 
          4         traffic as that will result from -- from this 
 
          5         project. 
 
          6               What I actually want to bring to your 
 
          7         attention, and as an urge for perspective, is the 
 
          8         experience of almost fifty years ago in New York 
 
          9         City.  I was watching -- I'm not quite old enough, 
 
         10         but I was watching The Ken Burns History of New York 
 
         11         City, and there was a whole section describing the 
 
         12         impact of Moses, the guy who was building all the 
 
         13         important freeways and so forth in Long Island and 
 
         14         did a lot for them, when he finally got to New York 
 
         15         and wanted to do something called the Lower 
 
         16         Manhattan Expressway that was going to create a 
 
         17         major thoroughfare between the east of Manhattan and 
 
         18         the west of Manhattan, going through the approximate 
 
         19         region of Greenwich Village.  And he had never been 
 
         20         stopped before, but when the people of Greenwich 
 
         21         Village realized that this was going to be the end 
 
         22         of their community, they rallied and started to have 
 
         23         political impact, and was able actually to stop this 
 
         24         fellow, who had been successful in all his other 
 
         25         road building, for a very good reason.  They 
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          1         counterbalanced the need for increased through 
 
          2         traffic between the east and west of Manhattan, 
 
          3         somewhat similar to the east and west of Middlesex 
 
          4         County, by the importance of maintaining a 
 
          5         historical area.  And indeed, in the Ken Burns 
 
          6         Review of New York History, this became a signal 
 
          7         event.  It became the time when suddenly people in 
 
          8         New York recognized the importance of history, the 
 
          9         importance of preserving historical areas. 
 
         10               Fifty years later, now, we look back at the 
 
         11         planning board at that time and congratulate them on 
 
         12         their wisdom and insight in preventing the Lower 
 
         13         Manhattan Expressway from being built.  I'm urging a 
 
         14         similar kind of perspective and a similar kind of 
 
         15         wisdom to you all.  Building in itself, wonderful 
 
         16         thing.  But when you counterbalance the destruction 
 
         17         of area, when you look at the increased misery index 
 
         18         of the community for a slightly improved commute for 
 
         19         people going through the area, I think that you will 
 
         20         understand the wisdom of that New York Planning 
 
         21         Board and you should come out with basically the 
 
         22         same result:  No to 92.  Thank you. 
 
         23                      DOROTHY FRASER:  Yes.  My name is 
 
         24         Dorothy Fraser.  Today's date is May 20th, 2004, and 
 
         25         the time is just about five o'clock P.M.  I am a 
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          1         resident of South Brunswick Township and have been 
 
          2         for 43 years.  And at this point, watching the 
 
          3         township grow the way it has, I don't think the 
 
          4         roads or other things have grown along with it.  And 
 
          5         I totally object to having Route 92 put in.  I think 
 
          6         it's going to dump the traffic on Route 1.  I think 
 
          7         it's going to cause tremendous problems.  We haven't 
 
          8         even widened Route 1 in South Brunswick.  We have a 
 
          9         congestion there constantly. 
 
         10               So at this point I object to it and I don't 
 
         11         think we need any more super highways to get anybody 
 
         12         wherever they have to go.  We want to keep it as 
 
         13         rural and as comfortable as possible.  Thank you. 
 
         14                      PAMELA HERSH:  Hi.  My name is Pamela 
 
         15         Hersh.  The date is May 20th and the time is 7:42 by 
 
         16         now.  I am affiliated with Princeton University, and 
 
         17         here are my comments.  On behalf of Princeton 
 
         18         University, I would like to thank you very much for 
 
         19         the comprehensive, thorough and balanced Draft EIS 
 
         20         that studies the potential impacts of Route 92 on 
 
         21         the region. 
 
         22               We are very gratified that the conclusions of 
 
         23         the report find that the preferred alignment meets 
 
         24         the project's goals in providing an east/west link 
 
         25         from Route 1 to the Turnpike, significantly 
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          1         improving vehicular mobility and accessibility 
 
          2         throughout the region, taking traffic, especially 
 
          3         truck traffic, out of residential neighborhoods, and 
 
          4         by doing so, improving air quality throughout the 
 
          5         area.  The alignment does in this manner, that meets 
 
          6         state criteria for smart growth because, as the 
 
          7         Draft EIS explains, the proposed Route 92 would be 
 
          8         unlimited access highway that would not enable 
 
          9         linear development along its route. 
 
         10               As the University's Director of Community and 
 
         11         State Affairs, I represent an institution that has 
 
         12         been participating in conversation about the need 
 
         13         for Route 92 for several decades.  The region's 
 
         14         largest private employer and land owner, and a 
 
         15         destination for hundreds of thousands and visitors 
 
         16         annually, Princeton University has long believed 
 
         17         that Route 92 would make an important and positive 
 
         18         contribution to the economic viability of the region 
 
         19         and the quality of life of those living and working 
 
         20         in Central New Jersey.  The Draft EIS validates 
 
         21         those assumptions. 
 
         22               The two hundred and fifty-eight year old 
 
         23         university is a truly regional organization with an 
 
         24         historic connection to and a tremendous investment 
 
         25         in the welfare of the region.  We have a very strong 



 
 
                                                                    13 
 
          1         commitment to create the best possible environment 
 
          2         for living, working and learning.  We are pleased 
 
          3         that the design of Route 92 from Exit 8A to Route 1 
 
          4         has been improved over time.  The current alignment 
 
          5         yields the most benefits with the fewest number of 
 
          6         negatives for the residents, employees and 
 
          7         employers. 
 
          8               The necessary permits from the Army Corps and 
 
          9         the state agencies should be issued as soon as 
 
         10         possible so that the completion of this project 
 
         11         first discussed in 1938 finally can come to 
 
         12         fruition. 
 
         13               I'd be happy to answer any questions you might 
 
         14         have regarding the University's interest in this 
 
         15         project and its longtime support for the roadway. 
 
         16         Thank you very much.  Sincerely, Pamela Hersh. 
 
         17                      JOSEPH KREMER:  Hi.  My name is Joseph 
 
         18         Kremer.  I'm at 263 Friendship Road, Cranbury, which 
 
         19         is part of South Brunswick Township.  I have the 
 
         20         following questions.  Number one:  How many projects 
 
         21         traditionally does the Army Corps get that just 
 
         22         don't make sense?  I'm just wondering if you have 
 
         23         some type of statistic on that. 
 
         24               Does the Army Corps, in the past, design 
 
         25         projects even if they are difficult, or does it get 
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          1         to a point where they're so difficult there's 
 
          2         something in place that says this no longer makes 
 
          3         sense? 
 
          4               And the third question I have is, at what 
 
          5         point does a potential project no longer make sense? 
 
          6         If you have some type of statistic for that. 
 
          7               Number four:  What guidelines are in place to 
 
          8         recognize when a project no longer makes sense? 
 
          9               Number five:  With such a large amount of 
 
         10         wetlands being affected in a rural residential area, 
 
         11         how successful can we be at restoring these 
 
         12         wetlands? 
 
         13               Number six:  What percentage of restored 
 
         14         wetlands has been successful in the State of New 
 
         15         Jersey? 
 
         16               Number seven:  Isn't there a large percentage 
 
         17         of projects in the state where wetlands are restored 
 
         18         unsuccessfully? 
 
         19               Number -- I think nine:  Can you guarantee 
 
         20         this large amount of wetlands will be restored fully 
 
         21         back the way it was before?  Not only for wetland 
 
         22         quality, but as far as wildlife quality as well. 
 
         23               Number 10:  In the event of a tanker spill, 
 
         24         gas leak, toxic chemical spill, accident, how are 
 
         25         these wetlands going to be protected longterm?  What 
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          1         is going to be in place from a design view? 
 
          2               Number 11:  Wouldn't most people in the state 
 
          3         vote to get rid of toll booths? 
 
          4               So my question to you, which is number twelve, 
 
          5         toll booths are something the public doesn't want. 
 
          6         So why are we basing a new highway on more toll 
 
          7         booths? 
 
          8               Number 13:  In this present day, how are toll 
 
          9         booths constructed so that -- I'm sorry.  In the 
 
         10         present day, how are toll booths constructed so that 
 
         11         pollution, noise, and the environment are better 
 
         12         protected? 
 
         13               And number 14:  How are toll booth collectors, 
 
         14         the actual people, better protected?  Thank you. 
 
         15         And those are my comments. 
 
         16                      MARGARET KATH:  My name is Margaret 
 
         17         Kath.  Today is May 20th, 2002 -- 2004.  It's around 
 
         18         eight fifteen, and I'm against Route 92.  We have 
 
         19         fake wetlands behind my house that aren't working 
 
         20         out, that are not being taken care of.  It's dying. 
 
         21         There's horrible things going on in the woods. 
 
         22         There's all these little bug problems because these 
 
         23         are things that are not natural.  They tried to 
 
         24         create fake wetlands to make up for the good 
 
         25         wetlands that are destroyed.  So they had to do that 
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          1         behind my house because of Route 522. 
 
          2               And now you want to put in Route 92 with this 
 
          3         elaborate bridge that is going to be surrounding me, 
 
          4         and I moved out to the middle of nowhere so that we 
 
          5         can be left alone and not have to look at any of 
 
          6         these things that we're going to have to look at now 
 
          7         as well. 
 
          8               I think it's a big mistake.  The mosquito 
 
          9         control department thinks it's a big mistake.  They 
 
         10         don't like these fake wetlands and it's killing 
 
         11         trees left and right because they have these 
 
         12         diseases and everything else.  I really think we 
 
         13         shouldn't have Route 92. 
 
         14                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  Hi.  This is 
 
         15         Gretchen Overhiser and -- 
 
         16                      RON OVERHISER:  Ron Overhiser. 
 
         17                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  And our kids 
 
         18         Marshall, three years old, and Elliot, six month 
 
         19         old, Overhiser.  And it is -- 
 
         20                      RON OVERHISER:  It's May 20th at eight 
 
         21         fifteen P.M. 
 
         22                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  And -- 
 
         23                      A VOICE:  We're residents of Kingston. 
 
         24                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  And I'm the 
 
         25         Co-chair of the South Brunswick Historic 
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          1         Preservation Ordinance Task Force, as well as the 
 
          2         previous Program Director of Preservation New 
 
          3         Jersey. 
 
          4               And I hadn't intended to say anything tonight. 
 
          5         I knew the list would be long and I was glad to have 
 
          6         this opportunity on a tape recording, because as I 
 
          7         drove home the other day up Academy Street, which is 
 
          8         off of Route 1, to my house, I waited in traffic for 
 
          9         25 minutes and watched all the cars with all the 
 
         10         noise and all the pollution go up our street, go 
 
         11         through our little charming community, and up until 
 
         12         then I thought, you know, I'm not going to say 
 
         13         anything because we probably -- we might not live in 
 
         14         this area for that long.  And then I thought, you 
 
         15         know what?  This is wrong.  It's -- it's wrong for 
 
         16         small communities like this in New Jersey.  It's 
 
         17         wrong for my children to grow up seeing big 
 
         18         corporations able to take over roads, roadways, 
 
         19         small communities, at whim. 
 
         20               And I'm concerned that what has not been 
 
         21         addressed in the Army Corps of Engineers' report is 
 
         22         the impact that this road will -- that Route 92 will 
 
         23         have once it ends and dumps cars on Route 1.  Surely 
 
         24         you can't imagine that cars are going to stop -- 
 
         25         that's Elliot -- that cars are going to stop driving 

GRO-1 



 
 
                                                                    18 
 
          1         once they reach Route 1.  Many of these cars will 
 
          2         use Route 92 as a shortcut into Princeton.  And the 
 
          3         only roads that they can use as access are the roads 
 
          4         through Kingston, through Academy Street, through 
 
          5         Laurel Avenue and Heathcote Roads in Kingston.  It 
 
          6         spells the ruin of one of New Jersey dwindling 
 
          7         resources, which is -- which are their small 
 
          8         villages.  That's a shame.  I hope that that will be 
 
          9         addressed through Route 92 -- or uhm, through -- you 
 
         10         know, through the financial report. 
 
         11               I also am concerned with the impact on our 
 
         12         green belt in Kingston, which is a resource for all 
 
         13         of South Brunswick and indeed, Middlesex County. 
 
         14         I'm concerned that that hasn't been addressed. 
 
         15               I'm concerned about the impact on our water 
 
         16         supply in South Brunswick.  I'm concerned that as 
 
         17         well, that that has not been fairly and adequately 
 
         18         addressed in the Economic Impact Statement.  And 
 
         19         Ron, do you have anything else to add? 
 
         20                      RON OVERHISER:  I'll just echo your 
 
         21         comments, Gretchen.  It's -- it's -- it's -- this is 
 
         22         an unnecessary development in the state.  It doesn't 
 
         23         make any sense.  And it's things like this that are 
 
         24         causing us to rethink our residence, not only in 
 
         25         South Brunswick, but in the State of New Jersey in 
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          1         general.  And certainly, the leadership of this 
 
          2         state, which is obviously going against the grain of 
 
          3         what the citizens are demanding. 
 
          4                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  And I think it's a 
 
          5         shame because I think what you'll find is that -- is 
 
          6         more and more citizens find their quality of life 
 
          7         negatively impacted. 
 
          8                      RON OVERHISER:  It is deteriorating 
 
          9         rapidly. 
 
         10                      GRETCHEN OVERHISER:  Yeah.  You'll find 
 
         11         more and more taxpayers who are less and less 
 
         12         willing to live in New Jersey and live in these 
 
         13         communities, and that'll be -- that'll be a real 
 
         14         shame for -- for New Jersey in the end.  Thanks very 
 
         15         much. 
 
         16                      SEAN KATH:  Hi.  My name is Sean Kath. 
 
         17         I live at 74 Rouland Road in Cranbury.  The date is 
 
         18         May 20th, 2004, approximately eight P.M. 
 
         19               I have no specific political affiliation.  I 
 
         20         do have a background in mathematics, specializing in 
 
         21         flow technics.  I have a business which is located 
 
         22         both in East Brunswick and Lawrenceville, New 
 
         23         Jersey.  I drive the Route 1 corridor every day.  I 
 
         24         also live in what will be -- what is now one of the 
 
         25         most beautiful places in Middlesex County, if not 
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          1         the only beautiful place in Middlesex County left, 
 
          2         and will soon to be apparently have a fifteen foot 
 
          3         raised highway running through it that I get to have 
 
          4         a view of from my backyard. 
 
          5               But nevertheless, when I drive up and down the 
 
          6         Route 1 corridor every day, probably two or three 
 
          7         times a day from East Brunswick to Lawrenceville and 
 
          8         back, it is absolutely inconceivable to anyone that 
 
          9         drives that corridor that a major conduit that is 
 
         10         going to let itself out right at Forrestal Village's 
 
         11         gate is going to improve traffic in any way, shape 
 
         12         or form on Route 1. 
 
         13               The people that are commuting to and from the 
 
         14         area that this road exits at are not commuting from 
 
         15         a distance of the west.  I don't care what your 
 
         16         traffic studies say.  I have many clients.  We have 
 
         17         financial planning, both individual and corporate 
 
         18         clients in this area.  The people that work in the 
 
         19         Princeton area commute from Hamilton or from the 
 
         20         Brunswicks.  They do not come east to west.  You are 
 
         21         effectively just creating a long and elaborate and a 
 
         22         ridiculously expensive driveway for Forrestal 
 
         23         Village. 
 
         24               And let's face it, when these traffic 
 
         25         patterns -- when this road was first proposed 
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          1         thirty, forty years ago, these traffic patterns were 
 
          2         not what they are today.  They were -- this road was 
 
          3         proposed back then to provide an easy access from 
 
          4         the Turnpike to Forrestal Village.  That's the 
 
          5         purpose of the road at this point and its sole 
 
          6         purpose.  It is going to create an absolute horrible 
 
          7         traffic nightmare in the middle of Route 1, which is 
 
          8         arguably already a traffic nightmare. 
 
          9               Put aside the environmental impact, the 
 
         10         runoff, the fact that we in today's date and age 
 
         11         cannot take -- can take the last pristine, pristine 
 
         12         area in Middlesex County, which is so overpopulated 
 
         13         and overdeveloped and run a road right through the 
 
         14         middle of the wetlands, right through the middle of 
 
         15         a preserve, through the middle of the Plainsboro 
 
         16         Preserve, to run a roadway that is then going to 
 
         17         pollute, to have runoff, to have noise, to have 
 
         18         lights, and you know as well as I know, unforeseen 
 
         19         effect on the wildlife and flora and fauna of that 
 
         20         area.  It's an unconscionable act and it's an act 
 
         21         that is politically motivated, and in any way, shape 
 
         22         or form needs to be stopped. 
 
         23               Guys, this is just wrong.  Thanks. 
 
         24                      DIANE LEONARD:  My name is Diane 
 
         25         Leonard.  I live in Kendall Park.  I'm Chairperson 
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          1         of South Brunswick Shade Tree Commission.  Today is 
 
          2         Thursday, May 20th and it is quarter to nine in the 
 
          3         evening. 
 
          4               And I just want to add my support to the 
 
          5         statements made by the South Brunswick Environmental 
 
          6         Commission in opposition to 92 for the reasons they 
 
          7         stated.  And also I support the resolution that was 
 
          8         passed by our Township Council and read today by 
 
          9         Deputy Mayor, Carol Barrett. 
 
         10               Please do not approve this road.  It's a 
 
         11         boondoggle.  A lot of money for people who will not 
 
         12         use it because they're not going to pay the tolls. 
 
         13         So vote no 92.  Thank you very much. 
 
         14                      BRUCE ALLEN:  This is Bruce Allen on 
 
         15         May 20th at nine forty-three.  I'm a citizen of 
 
         16         Griggstown, New Jersey.  I want to talk about the 
 
         17         plans for I-92.  I think it's a really, really bad 
 
         18         idea because it will really provide little benefit 
 
         19         for traffic flow.  The primary benefit probably 
 
         20         would be to Princeton University, who is developing 
 
         21         areas that were intended for schools rather than 
 
         22         private residences, and also for their commercial 
 
         23         facilities. 
 
         24               So why do we need to benefit an organization 
 
         25         like that when there's public citizens that will 
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          1         have an adverse affect from this road.  The 92 plan 
 
          2         is going to link to Laurel Avenue, Ridge Road/Laurel 
 
          3         Avenue area and then into Canal Road, which is 
 
          4         already an overstressed high -- road.  It's a 
 
          5         two-lane road that comes to the Griggstown Causeway 
 
          6         where there's a one-lane bridge and links up to 
 
          7         River Road in Montgomery Township.  This is an 
 
          8         overstressed corridor with traffic. 
 
          9               In one year I had five accidents in my front 
 
         10         yard.  It's -- it's -- an amazingly dangerous road 
 
         11         to travel with excessive speed limits for the nature 
 
         12         of that road.  It would hook straight up to this so 
 
         13         you're going to increase the traffic on an already 
 
         14         overstressed road which is next to the canal, and 
 
         15         the canal is a water shed for Central New Jersey. 
 
         16         So you're going to add traffic along a water shed, 
 
         17         uncontrolled, and it's going to -- you know, have a 
 
         18         devastating affect on our water supply. 
 
         19               The other issue is this is an historic 
 
         20         district where George Washington marched his troop. 
 
         21         He stayed at multiple of the local houses along the 
 
         22         road that's actually going to connect to I-92, 
 
         23         including Rockingham, he stayed at a house in 
 
         24         Griggstown and he visited the Honeyman House, which 
 
         25         is on this route also.  And you know, for an 
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          1         expansion of this road you'd have to destroy these 
 
          2         historic sites. 
 
          3               So it just doesn't make sense for this small 
 
          4         section of highway, which truckers probably won't 
 
          5         even use because of the toll.  And what industry 
 
          6         connects from the Princeton Forrestal Center to -- 
 
          7         you know, the Turnpike except for Princeton 
 
          8         University?  So please block this from -- from being 
 
          9         developed. 
 
         10                      LLOYD GEORGE:  My name is Lloyd George. 
 
         11         Last name is spelled G-e-o-r-g-e.  Today is 
 
         12         Thursday, May 20th, 2004 at about nine forty P.M. 
 
         13         At this point much has been said.  I have very 
 
         14         little to add. 
 
         15               I want to connect with two points that were 
 
         16         made and then speak more philosophically about the 
 
         17         changing of scenarios, between the scenario that 
 
         18         existed in the structure of life fifty years ago to 
 
         19         what exists today. 
 
         20               And the two points that were made that I want 
 
         21         to connect with are number one, a point that was 
 
         22         made by the gentleman from South Brunswick, that the 
 
         23         current intention for Route 92 is a 20th century 
 
         24         antiquity.  And the other point that I would like to 
 
         25         connect with is the estimate of well in excess of 
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          1         four hundred million dollars, perhaps even a billion 
 
          2         dollars, by the time this project would be 
 
          3         completed. 
 
          4               Approximately fifty years ago, obviously in 
 
          5         the 1950's, under President Eisenhower, there was 
 
          6         conceived an Interstate Highway Network nationally 
 
          7         that would facilitate the mobility of military 
 
          8         vehicles and troops, and also the public.  Smart 
 
          9         planning would have ensured that that were completed 
 
         10         and that vision were accomplished during the 1960's 
 
         11         and the 1970's as President Eisenhower and his 
 
         12         administration had intended.  Unfortunately, 
 
         13         politics got in the way of some of those and 
 
         14         interrupted.  For example, Interstate 95 and what 
 
         15         would have been a Route 92 connecting 206 with the 
 
         16         New Jersey Turnpike. 
 
         17               What has happened is development, development 
 
         18         of the Route 1 corridor, development of farmlands 
 
         19         for housing, for commercial structures and so forth, 
 
         20         much of which didn't exist then.  The scenario gap 
 
         21         that I want to describe is a picture of the 
 
         22         structure of life at that time versus the structure 
 
         23         of life at this time. 
 
         24               There was a comment made at the very beginning 
 
         25         of this evening's hearing looking for the owner of a 
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          1         Volkswagen.  Well, fifty years ago a Volkswagen 
 
          2         Beetle was referred to as a -- (Inaudible). 
 
          3         Today -- today all the Volkses are very commonplace. 
 
          4               Fifty years ago we read about men on the moon 
 
          5         through Jules Vernon.  We've landed men on the moon 
 
          6         multiple times.  Fifty years ago maps were free and 
 
          7         we labored over route planning.  Now we get them off 
 
          8         the Internet and you can buy a GPS system for your 
 
          9         own car at Best Buy. 
 
         10               Fifty years ago people worked for corporations 
 
         11         eight to five, eight to six or nine to five and 
 
         12         expected to work there for life and retire at age 
 
         13         fifty -- 65 or 66.  That does not exist today. 
 
         14         People are forced to retire early.  Businesses are 
 
         15         based in the homes.  People do not even have to 
 
         16         travel to generate revenue producing work.  The 
 
         17         telecommunication phenomenon is still in flux and 
 
         18         still evolves. 
 
         19               Fifty years ago people would get to work by 
 
         20         driving their car.  Today they may walk, they may go 
 
         21         to the basement, they may go to the office next 
 
         22         door, they may drive some place other than their 
 
         23         normal place of business because of multi-location 
 
         24         work or they may telecommute.  Fifty years ago we 
 
         25         weren't considering mass transit a serious option 
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          1         because of the reliance on the automobile.  Today it 
 
          2         is.  Fifty years ago there was a forty hour work 
 
          3         week expectation with some overtime, and as I said, 
 
          4         eight to six, nine to five.  Now we have flex time. 
 
          5               Fifty years ago is the basis for which most 
 
          6         planning models have evolved.  The planning model 
 
          7         that was used to calculate the need for Route 92 is 
 
          8         rooted in the past.  This is not unique to this 
 
          9         particular model.  All models are rooted in past 
 
         10         experiences.  And to the extent that we haven't 
 
         11         experienced the future, we typically as planners 
 
         12         make assumptions. 
 
         13               My concern is that the mind set and the 
 
         14         structure of life that existed fifty years ago that 
 
         15         identified and spoke the need for Route 92 is 
 
         16         radically different today.  The structure of life is 
 
         17         radically different today.  The forces at play are 
 
         18         radically different today.  And I must question the 
 
         19         fundamentals on which the model is built and the 
 
         20         assumptions and the reliability of the assumptions. 
 
         21         And I should think that all the officials that are 
 
         22         looking at this plan would want to seriously 
 
         23         consider that as well. 
 
         24               This is not a trivial question.  Error in the 
 
         25         modeling caused us to miss the planet Mars entirely 
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          1         with a space shot a few years ago.  Billions of 
 
          2         dollars wasted.  Failures of intelligence have 
 
          3         allowed us to -- have caused us to hit wrong targets 
 
          4         in combat with devastating consequences.  The 
 
          5         fundamentals of the planning model and assumptions 
 
          6         are not trivial. 
 
          7               As to the estimate, if my father-in-law were 
 
          8         here today, he would have taken four hundred million 
 
          9         and multiplied it times three.  One point two.  His 
 
         10         estimates have always been solid.  I wish he were 
 
         11         alive today to testify personally. 
 
         12               My point is, whether the road should be built 
 
         13         or not built, I do not know.  But what I am 
 
         14         suspicious of is that the fundamental foundation on 
 
         15         which the model and its assumptions are placed, and 
 
         16         the situation that we face today and what we are 
 
         17         ignorant of the future should -- must raise a 
 
         18         question as to the feasibility technically, 
 
         19         economically and environmentally and humanly as a -- 
 
         20         from the development that has occurred over the last 
 
         21         several decades justified by the expenditure of one 
 
         22         point two billion dollars.  This is a trade-off 
 
         23         issue.  What about bridges?  What about the 
 
         24         homeless?  What about education?  What about the 
 
         25         deficit?  So that's my point. 
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          1               Seriously question the fundamentals of this 
 
          2         plan and consider the options that have been 
 
          3         articulated so eloquently by others -- others giving 
 
          4         testimony tonight.  Thank you. 
 
          5                      CLAUDIO MAPELLI:  Hello.  My name is 
 
          6         Claudio Mapelli.  The spelling of the first name is 
 
          7         C-l-a-u-d as in David i-o.  Last name, M like Mary, 
 
          8         a-p like Peter e-l-l-i.  I'm a resident of 
 
          9         Plainsboro, New Jersey.  My address is 8 Silvers 
 
         10         Lane, Plainsboro, New Jersey, 08536. 
 
         11               I'm making this statement on May 20th, 2004 
 
         12         as part of the Army Corps of Engineers' hearing 
 
         13         about Route 92.  And so my statement is directed to 
 
         14         the attention of the Army Corps of Engineers, that 
 
         15         regulatory branch, the Route 92 DIS -- I'm sorry, 
 
         16         DEIS, 26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937, New York, New 
 
         17         York, 10278-0090. 
 
         18               Dear Sir or Madame, I would like to voice my 
 
         19         strong opposition to the construction of Route 92 
 
         20         for the following reasons.  Number one:  The road is 
 
         21         not needed.  Many alternatives are possible that 
 
         22         should be considered, including those proposed by 
 
         23         the EPA.  In its most recent configuration, the road 
 
         24         is a travesty of the original Route 92 and cannot 
 
         25         fulfill the original goal of connecting the New 
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          1         Jersey Turnpike with Routes 1, 206 and Interstate 
 
          2         287. 
 
          3               Number two:  The road will compromise 
 
          4         environmentally sensitive areas, especially 
 
          5         including the Plainsboro Preserve, to which I live 
 
          6         near.  It would create conditions for even more 
 
          7         sprawl and uncontrolled development, especially 
 
          8         along the Route 1 corridor.  To think that a major 
 
          9         roadway like Route 92 would reduce or divert traffic 
 
         10         anywhere in its vicinity is to be ill-informed and 
 
         11         at best, naive.  Route 92 would increase traffic 
 
         12         significantly, especially on Route 1 and on local 
 
         13         roads, which would be used by truckers to avoid 
 
         14         Turnpike tolls. 
 
         15               Number three:  The Route 92 project makes a 
 
         16         mockery of Governor McGreevey's efforts to reduce 
 
         17         urban sprawl and curb development in New Jersey. 
 
         18         The real solution to our traffic problems is to 
 
         19         improve our mass transit infrastructure.  This in 
 
         20         turn would create better job -- better jobs, 
 
         21         permanent jobs, better jobs than the jobs that would 
 
         22         be created, only temporarily, by the Route 92 
 
         23         project. 
 
         24               Number four:  Route 92, which should be better 
 
         25         named the New Jersey Turnpike/Forrestal Connector, 
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          1         is a project of special interests who have an 
 
          2         absolute disregard of the public interest. 
 
          3               I urge the Governor, our elected officials, 
 
          4         our legislators and the Army Corps to stand up to 
 
          5         the special interests and say no to sprawl and say 
 
          6         yes to clean air, yes to clean water and yes to a 
 
          7         better quality of life.  Thank you. 
 
          8                      (Whereupon, this marks the end of tape 
 
          9         1 and the beginning of tape 2.) 
 
         10                      JERRY KEENAN:  My name is Jerry Keenan. 
 
         11         I'm a resident of East Windsor Township, 28 
 
         12         Pinehurst Drive.  It is -- today is May 20th.  I'm 
 
         13         here to speak at the early edition of the hearings. 
 
         14         And as an East Windsor resident, I am looking 
 
         15         forward to the construction of this road.  I am sick 
 
         16         and tired of having to cross east and west -- east 
 
         17         to west and then back west to east to get back to 
 
         18         work. 
 
         19               There are no good routes to go right now.  522 
 
         20         as everyone knows is a disaster.  Any other choice 
 
         21         you can come up with is not only not efficient, but 
 
         22         also very dangerous for children in the area.  There 
 
         23         are school buses, there are homes along the way, and 
 
         24         I am very looking forward to the construction of 
 
         25         Route 92.  And I call on the interested parties to 

TR-15 

JKE-1 



 
 
                                                                    32 
 
          1         put together plans as quickly and as efficiently as 
 
          2         possible so we can see the construction of this road 
 
          3         begin and be completed.  Thank you very much. 
 
          4                      GEORGE HENRY:  My name is George Henry 
 
          5         Tate, Jr.  The date is May the 19th.  The time is 
 
          6         two fifteen.  Affiliation, myself, I'm a resident of 
 
          7         South Brunswick Township.  Comments, I'm for the 
 
          8         I-92 express road.  I feel that the Township and the 
 
          9         people that are attending the thing here at the 
 
         10         hotel are bussed in and they're part of the 
 
         11         entourage that's related or people that's involved 
 
         12         with the politicians, whether republican or 
 
         13         democrat, it makes no difference.  They got a select 
 
         14         group that runs the Township and that's it.  They're 
 
         15         not interested in any kind of improvement, roads or 
 
         16         nothing else.  They want to do what's convenient for 
 
         17         them. 
 
         18               We need something done with the roads.  The 
 
         19         I-92 is best believed that it would relieve the 
 
         20         traffic and the congestion.  That's great, but 
 
         21         there's other problems, too.  You know, small roads, 
 
         22         DOT problems.  There's a lot of traffic.  There's a 
 
         23         lot of things that needs to be done.  And this thing 
 
         24         has been going on for years, and it really needs to 
 
         25         be adhered to.  So that's about it.  Thank you for 
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          1         your time.  That's about it.  Did it sound all 
 
          2         right? 
 
          3                      JOHN BULMER:  John Bulmer, Local 825 
 
          4         Operating Engineers.  I'm a business agent in Mercer 
 
          5         and half of Middlesex County.  I'm in favor of 
 
          6         project 92.  The traffic on this Route 1 is terrible 
 
          7         and it does need to be addressed.  The job needs to 
 
          8         be done real soon.  All I get is complaints on it. 
 
          9         That's it. 
 
         10                      JOSEPH KOWALSKI:  Okay.  Only hold this 
 
         11         when it's ready.  My name is Joe Kowalski.  It's the 
 
         12         20th of May, nineteen -- I'm sorry, 2004.  It's two 
 
         13         forty-five in the afternoon.  I'm the Chairman of 
 
         14         the Hopewell Township Mayor's Task Force on Traffic 
 
         15         and Trucking.  That's in Hopewell, New Jersey.  My 
 
         16         address is 30 Pleasant Valley/Harbourton Road in 
 
         17         Titusville, New Jersey. 
 
         18               And my comments are that I am asking you to 
 
         19         reject the Turnpike Authority's proposed Route 92 
 
         20         extension to Route 1 near Princeton and Kingston. 
 
         21         Route 92 is supposed to remove traffic from local 
 
         22         roads, but it's common sense that 92 will just 
 
         23         attract enough traffic to the local roads and to the 
 
         24         west of Route 1. 
 
         25               The estimate of adding one thousand vehicles 
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          1         to terminate at Routes 1 will amplify the already 
 
          2         congested region, including as far west as Hopewell 
 
          3         Township, East Amwell, West Amwell and Lambertville. 
 
          4         This proposal appears to be to favor the commercial 
 
          5         development at the expense of lowering the quality 
 
          6         of life and increasing traffic grid lock in the 
 
          7         region.  An Army Corps of Engineer DES even states 
 
          8         these historic communities in the area would get 
 
          9         more trucks if Route 92 is built. 
 
         10               Also, truck drivers wouldn't likely use a toll 
 
         11         road when they drive for free on nearby local roads, 
 
         12         like County Road 522.  In fact, a lot of the traffic 
 
         13         problems caused by trucks on local roads are because 
 
         14         truck drivers avoid the high tolls on New Jersey 
 
         15         Turnpike.  Route 20 -- Route 92 violates the 
 
         16         McGreevey Administration Policy of Fiscal 
 
         17         Responsibility and Smart Growth.  Rather than 
 
         18         approving the roads that already have, 92 would cut 
 
         19         through a nature preserve, wetlands and endangered 
 
         20         species, habitats and open space and farmland. 
 
         21               The cost is enormous.  Four hundred million 
 
         22         estimated in 1993.  That's a decade ago.  It 
 
         23         probably would be much higher in reality. 
 
         24               An east/west connection to Route 1 and 95 
 
         25         already exists just parallel a few miles south of 



 
 
                                                                    35 
 
          1         the proposed 92.  Extending County Road 522 to the 
 
          2         Turnpike would also improve the flow of east/west 
 
          3         traffic with much smaller impacts than 92.  I 
 
          4         frankly don't think it's even necessary.  The money 
 
          5         out for Route 22 would be better -- 92 rather, would 
 
          6         be spent much better to widen and remove the signals 
 
          7         from Route 1.  This money would be better spent on 
 
          8         repairing and improving roads or bridges we already 
 
          9         have and increasing public transfer around Route 1. 
 
         10         We can do better than 92.  We need to start with a 
 
         11         fair community based resolution process that works 
 
         12         for the whole region, not to favor some special 
 
         13         interest or commercial development groups. 
 
         14               The Route 92 DIES -- DEIS makes no mention of 
 
         15         community involvement and the decision process.  It 
 
         16         is the community must live with whatever is built 
 
         17         for decades in life on and to come. 
 
         18               Please reject the Turnpike's proposal of 
 
         19         alignment of 92, and instead, use our money on 
 
         20         transportation projects that make sense to the 
 
         21         community, the environment and to the taxpayers of 
 
         22         New Jersey.  Thank you. 
 
         23                      A VOICE:  Yeah.  It's going.  That's 
 
         24         why I asked you to do that.  And then I'm going 
 
         25         to -- I've got your card right over here. 
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          1                      A VOICE:  What's the date? 
 
          2                      A VOICE:  Five twenty. 
 
          3                      VANESSA SANDOM:  Thank you.  My name is 
 
          4         Vanessa Sandom.  I'm Mayor of Hopewell Township. 
 
          5         It's May 20th.  It's around three -- what time is 
 
          6         it?  Three o'clock.  I have to do this correctly. 
 
          7         Three oh six. 
 
          8               I want to put into the record a resolution 
 
          9         that Hopewell Township passed on May 20th, and I 
 
         10         will simply read the end of it where we renew our 
 
         11         opposition formally to the construction of Route 92 
 
         12         in its present alignment.  And we refer the Army 
 
         13         Corps of Engineers to Hopewell Township Resolutions 
 
         14         99-96 and 00-32 that also are in opposition to the 
 
         15         construction of Route 92.  The resolution we just 
 
         16         passed a couple of weeks ago is 04-157.  I'm going 
 
         17         to leave that here on the record. 
 
         18               I also have a number of questions that I would 
 
         19         like answered.  I understand that this highway will 
 
         20         transect the wetland creating a hazard for wildlife 
 
         21         on the ground and in the trees.  I'd like to know if 
 
         22         this plan is -- if the road will be elevated over 
 
         23         the entire wetland.  It's possible and more than 
 
         24         likely that this will have a negative impact on 
 
         25         birds and other nesting birds on the ground as well. 
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          1               I'm very concerned about the nesting bald 
 
          2         eagles in the vicinity of Carnegie Lake that have 
 
          3         been spotted in Sondeck Park within shouting 
 
          4         distance of the proposed 92.  Nesting bald eagles 
 
          5         are federally endangered, and you, the Army Corps, 
 
          6         must take this into account when finalizing your 
 
          7         EIS. 
 
          8               Also, we would like to -- Hopewell Township 
 
          9         would like to ask the Army Corps for research, to 
 
         10         research the impact of toxic runoff on the 
 
         11         underground aquifer that lies under proposed Route 
 
         12         92.  This should be thoroughly researched by you and 
 
         13         your experts.  It's not currently in the study. 
 
         14               Additionally, most homes along the route rely 
 
         15         upon wells and septic systems.  So we need to know 
 
         16         what impact that would have on those homes.  And 
 
         17         finally, will groundwater levels be changed by 
 
         18         construction, thereby affecting the wells public as 
 
         19         well as private, and the septics? 
 
         20               Those are my comments.  I'm at (609)737-9104. 
 
         21         Again, I'm Mayor of Hopewell Township on May 20th. 
 
         22         Thank you. 
 
         23                      MING LING HAH:  Okay.  My name is Ming 
 
         24         Ling Hah.  My -- I live in just Route 1, on the 
 
         25         Ridge, the corner.  I was in that address since 
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          1         1978.  So I watch all the traffic almost 24 years. 
 
          2         So at the beginning when I drive from New York to my 
 
          3         address, only take it -- from Queens, only take one 
 
          4         hour and five minutes.  Now take me four hours if I 
 
          5         want to go to Queens, the same place. 
 
          6               So I watch all the accident.  I was in the 
 
          7         corner, so I watch it.  Route 1 and the Ridge Road, 
 
          8         that has lot of accidents sometimes that go to the 
 
          9         wall.  Some -- the truck hit the people, fly in the 
 
         10         sky.  I was -- I had to be witness.  So now the 
 
         11         traffic get so heavy, when I go to train station 
 
         12         pick my husband up, and I cannot even make a turn 
 
         13         from the other side to this side.  Either to reverse 
 
         14         or to go all the way behind me in Kingston over 
 
         15         there come here, come to my address.  So the traffic 
 
         16         is very, very terrible. 
 
         17               When I go down Wal-Mart, sometime taking me -- 
 
         18         travel always take me at least -- you know, thirty 
 
         19         minutes.  The traffic just like now sometimes 
 
         20         compare New York, I think it's more heavy than New 
 
         21         York.  When you go to Manhattan everywhere, that 
 
         22         traffic is terrible.  And like Route 1, Ridge Road, 
 
         23         the corner, and the water, they keep building, so 
 
         24         many people move in, the South Brunswick Township 
 
         25         and the other, oh, the move, the residents so many. 
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          1         And the traffic is very, very terrible. 
 
          2               So I want Turnpike.  That's good for 
 
          3         everybody.  I living in here.  Most people, Township 
 
          4         people against because they living far away.  They 
 
          5         don't care.  I don't know why they went against. 
 
          6         They never see the traffic.  They're far away from 
 
          7         Highway 1 and they don't know.  I'm the one know. 
 
          8         24 years I watch everything.  Tell you the truth, we 
 
          9         really need I-92.  Really, really need I-92. 
 
         10               But why in the meeting room all the people 
 
         11         talk from South Brunswick, they're all living far 
 
         12         away.  At least -- I think most people living five 
 
         13         or ten miles far, they never see the traffic.  So 
 
         14         you know, when you got a lot of people you need the 
 
         15         room. 
 
         16               I guarantee you they had a water floor, 
 
         17         everything.  That's a dangerous corner, danger how 
 
         18         we're going from South Brunswick Township to the 
 
         19         Sand Hill Road over there down to the Plainsboro. 
 
         20         Thank you.  My name is Ming Ling Hah.  Thank you. 
 
         21                      KATHLEEN SNEEDSE:  My name is Kathleen 
 
         22         Sneedse.  Today is May 20th, 2004.  It is three 
 
         23         forty in the afternoon.  I am against Route 92.  I 
 
         24         have lived in the Princeton Collections since 1985. 
 
         25         I work on Route 1, 3490 U.S. Route 1, and I don't 
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          1         think that 92 is going to help.  I think it's just 
 
          2         going to make it worse.  So please do not do this. 
 
          3         Thank you. 
 
          4                      SANDRA SHAPIRO:  My name is Sandra 
 
          5         Shapiro.  S-h-a-p-i-r-o.  Today is May 20th, 2004. 
 
          6         The time is three fifty-five.  I'm affiliated with 
 
          7         West Windsor Citizens for Transportation 
 
          8         Alternatives.  I come to speak about Route 92, and 
 
          9         in South Brunswick Township, I do not believe that 
 
         10         it would be a -- 
 
         11                      A VOICE:  Excuse me, ma'am.  You can 
 
         12         pause it. 
 
         13                      SANDRA SHAPIRO:  I'd like to voice my 
 
         14         opposition to Route 92 as currently proposed.  I was 
 
         15         involved in the round table for the Penns Neck area 
 
         16         DEIS as a representative of West Windsor Citizens 
 
         17         for Transportation Alternatives. 
 
         18               The Route 1 -- Route 92 funds could be used 
 
         19         instead to look at other transportation modalities 
 
         20         to relieve the -- the proposed Route 92 calls for 
 
         21         the relief of congestion, improve mobility, minimize 
 
         22         impacts on communities.  All of these could be 
 
         23         achieved by other modes, by a commute options 
 
         24         package to encourage car pooling, to charge for 
 
         25         parking in office parks. 
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          1               Who are we improving mobility for?  The best 
 
          2         way to improve mobility is to look at these other 
 
          3         modes.  There hasn't been enough planning for 
 
          4         alternative methods of travel, nor has there been 
 
          5         enough planning for -- to encourage more transit of 
 
          6         moving goods. 
 
          7               One objection that I have would be the number 
 
          8         of trucks that this will generate.  I understand 
 
          9         there will be more -- that there will be more need 
 
         10         for moving of goods and services because of the 
 
         11         ports and the warehousing at route -- at Exit 8-A of 
 
         12         the Turnpike.  However, if there were other 
 
         13         modalities for moving those goods, such as on 
 
         14         trains, that would help tremendously. 
 
         15               I have had the privilege of twice sighting a 
 
         16         bald eagle near the D&R Canal in Plainsboro.  The 
 
         17         nest is apparently nearby and we can all delight in 
 
         18         the return of endangered and threatened species to 
 
         19         Central New Jersey.  This is because of an 
 
         20         encouragement in best management practices of the 
 
         21         environment.  And this new proposed roadway would 
 
         22         not do that.  It would destroy many acres of 
 
         23         wetlands. 
 
         24               I am concerned it would pollute the recharge 
 
         25         area, the smallest and most vulnerable aquifer in 
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          1         the state.  It would endanger dozens of scenic and 
 
          2         historic communities, destroy green acres, lands in 
 
          3         Plainsboro adjacent to the New Jersey Audubon 
 
          4         Society Preserve.  It would fail to relieve traffic 
 
          5         problems in a community which bear its burden.  It 
 
          6         would -- (Inaudible) -- homes with heavy truck 
 
          7         traffic and be a publicly funded roadway to 
 
          8         encourage sprawl in the community. 
 
          9               I note that the roadway at Forrestal 
 
         10         Village/College Road is four-way -- four lanes wide, 
 
         11         but it has never been up to capacity in its usage. 
 
         12         I note that Route 522 has been built and it, with 
 
         13         slight modifications, could be used to relieve some 
 
         14         of the traffic. 
 
         15               We also should increase the -- Route 1 to 
 
         16         encourage people to use that way.  We must use our 
 
         17         dollars wisely, promote fiscal responsibility in New 
 
         18         Jersey and get the State of New Jersey out of the 
 
         19         business of subsidizing sprawl and rather into the 
 
         20         business of preserving land.  Thank you very much. 
 
         21                      LEONARD MILLNER:  My name is Leonard J. 
 
         22         Millner.  M-i double l-n-e-r.  Today is May 20, two 
 
         23         oh oh four.  The time is now four fifty-three P.M. 
 
         24               I'm a former Mayor of East Windsor Township, 
 
         25         New Jersey.  I was very -- that was in 1982 and 
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          1         1984.  And at that time -- excuse me, prior to that 
 
          2         I was on the Planning Board of East Windsor from 
 
          3         about 1970 to 1980.  And during my time on the 
 
          4         council from '80 to eighty -- in the end of '88, I 
 
          5         was active on the Planning Board also. 
 
          6               We were very interested in the predecessor of 
 
          7         Route 92, which originally was supposed to go from 
 
          8         exit 8-A over to Route 206.  That -- we were working 
 
          9         with mayors and council people and planners in the 
 
         10         other townships along the way, and we thought we 
 
         11         were making progress when someone up here in 
 
         12         Monmouth County or some -- Middlesex decided that 
 
         13         they wanted the road up here from exit 8-A over to 
 
         14         at least Route 1, should go over to the other side 
 
         15         of Princeton actually. 
 
         16               This road is very important.  We worked on it 
 
         17         and we had our alignments made up, but we -- once 
 
         18         the road was -- I like to say stolen from us, the 
 
         19         rights of way that were being reserved were 
 
         20         immediately released and builders built houses in 
 
         21         many of the rights of way so that the road couldn't 
 
         22         possibly come back there unless we started from 
 
         23         scratch again. 
 
         24               I think it's very important that this road be 
 
         25         built, as I did back in the 1980's.  Traffic has 
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          1         gotten no better, and it has gotten considerably 
 
          2         less.  The people who say that this road will bring 
 
          3         more traffic don't recognize the fact that the 
 
          4         traffic is going to come anyway.  And most of the 
 
          5         traffic is here already.  What you really want to do 
 
          6         is provide a way for the through traffic to get 
 
          7         through your community without riding your local 
 
          8         roads and congesting your local at-grade 
 
          9         intersections. 
 
         10               In East Windsor we had Route 132 -- 133 I mean 
 
         11         built.  We approved that.  The Hightstown -- it was 
 
         12         the Hightstown Bypass.  Although it had the name 
 
         13         Hightstown Bypass, it did not run in Hightstown.  It 
 
         14         ran totally in East Windsor, and we wanted that road 
 
         15         because it alleviated traffic in East Windsor, 
 
         16         especially at the corner of Route 130 and 571. 
 
         17         People coming from or going to Princeton could 
 
         18         easily bypass our congested shopping areas and get 
 
         19         over to the Turnpike or over to Route 33 and go on 
 
         20         down toward the shore area or go north or south on 
 
         21         the Turnpike without affecting our local roads. 
 
         22               And I think that we were told that the Route 
 
         23         92 design and location would also help us and 
 
         24         alleviate traffic on Route 571, the Princeton 
 
         25         Hightstown Road. 
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          1               At the beginning of my talk if I said that 
 
          2         this road was -- that our road was to go to 8-A, it 
 
          3         was to go from 8 to Route 206 in Princeton.  I'm not 
 
          4         sure.  I may have misspoken at that point. 
 
          5               But I just want to go on record again as being 
 
          6         totally in favor of this road.  East Windsor people 
 
          7         are in favor of this road.  I think our council is 
 
          8         in favor of this road.  And it is important that the 
 
          9         road be built. 
 
         10               People who are complaining that it will bring 
 
         11         noise and pollution I'm afraid are in fear of the 
 
         12         bogeyman.  They have set up a straw man and they are 
 
         13         now trying to use that as a way to stop the road 
 
         14         because they're afraid it might bring traffic.  But 
 
         15         it won't.  It will actually alleviate traffic.  I'm 
 
         16         sure the Hightstown Bypass has brought no traffic 
 
         17         into East Windsor or Hightstown.  It has relieved us 
 
         18         of our problems by having the trucks and the traffic 
 
         19         going, as I said before, from the Turnpike or Route 
 
         20         33 over in Middlesex coming through and being able 
 
         21         to get beyond East Windsor at least or almost beyond 
 
         22         East Windsor without affecting our local roads and 
 
         23         intersections. 
 
         24               The noise and pollution problems were handled 
 
         25         in East Windsor.  There were people afraid of noise, 
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          1         and sound barriers were put up.  To my 
 
          2         understanding, there's working very well. 
 
          3               So once again, I want to be on record as being 
 
          4         totally in favor of this road and hope that you will 
 
          5         not be frightened off by people who are raising 
 
          6         bogeyman, like the environmental issue which the 
 
          7         road was originally moved up to its present location 
 
          8         from where it was when it was going by east or 
 
          9         through East Windsor was moved up here because at 
 
         10         that point you proved that there were fewer or 
 
         11         almost no problems with -- with the pollution or 
 
         12         many fewer problems with the groundwater basins. 
 
         13         Thank you for your attention. 
 
         14               Just a P.S. that I had forgotten.  This is Len 
 
         15         Millner continuing.  I'd forgotten to mention that I 
 
         16         feel that this roadway will alleviate the terrible 
 
         17         traffic congestion on Route 1 and also on Route 130 
 
         18         by allowing people to get to the Turnpike without 
 
         19         having to travel on those roads if they're coming 
 
         20         from the Princeton or even Lawrenceville or North 
 
         21         and South Brunswick areas. 
 
         22               My daughter now lives in South Brunswick, and 
 
         23         when they go to the Turnpike going north, they go up 
 
         24         Route 1, and that road is terribly congested all the 
 
         25         way to New Brunswick.  If this road is built, they 
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          1         would get on in South Brunswick and move unimpeded 
 
          2         and without impeding other local traffic to the 
 
          3         Turnpike at exit 8-A. 
 
          4               Route 130 is also congested.  I had to drive 
 
          5         my daughter to school -- or my granddaughter to 
 
          6         school this past week early in the morning because 
 
          7         she was staying with us for a few days, and I'd have 
 
          8         to wait two traffic light cycles on Route 130 in 
 
          9         order to get through a traffic light to go to the 
 
         10         next light and have to wait there. 
 
         11               I feel that by getting some of that traffic 
 
         12         off of that road -- because a lot of it was coming 
 
         13         up toward -- moving north toward Route 32 to get 
 
         14         over to the Turnpike.  If this road had been built, 
 
         15         they wouldn't have been on 130.  They would have 
 
         16         come right across on 92 right to the Turnpike, and 
 
         17         it would have been a wonderful relief of congestion. 
 
         18         Thank you. 
 
         19               Oh, and the people who are against this road 
 
         20         are saying that it will bring more traffic.  They 
 
         21         don't understand the traffic is here.  The traffic 
 
         22         will continue to come here.  And by getting the 
 
         23         through traffic off your local roads, you'll save 
 
         24         the local roads from the congestion that they -- 
 
         25         that they fear.  Thanks again for your attention. 
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          1                      KATHLEEN PRINTON:  My name is Kathleen 
 
          2         Printon.  It is May 20th, 2004.  The time is five 
 
          3         ten.  And my affiliation is that I'm a Kingston 
 
          4         resident for over ten years, and I adamantly oppose 
 
          5         Route 92 coming through the historic town of 
 
          6         Kingston. 
 
          7               I live about four houses off of Laurel Avenue, 
 
          8         and I do already hear the trucks from Track Brock 
 
          9         driving by, and I can't even imagine the intensity 
 
         10         of the noise of our village with all the trucks and 
 
         11         excess cars coming off Route 92. 
 
         12               I urge you to please reconsider and use Route 
 
         13         522, which is a wonderful alternative, a very wide 
 
         14         three-lane highway at many points.  I -- you know, 
 
         15         at this point we're in a deficit to begin with, our 
 
         16         state, and I don't think that we need to spend this 
 
         17         kind of money on a road that would completely 
 
         18         disrupt one small town that has a very historic 
 
         19         background.  So I just wanted to show my strong 
 
         20         opposition to Route 92.  Thank you. 
 
         21                      REGINA POWOROZNEK:  My name is Regina 
 
         22         Falbow Poworoznek.  Today is five twenty.  It is 
 
         23         seven forty-ish, I think.  I'm a home owner.  I live 
 
         24         in Kingston.  And my comment is, I think -- I wish 
 
         25         someone had come out and talked to the local 
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          1         truckers that go and use the quarry.  If someone 
 
          2         goes to the Kingston Deli or to the Main Street Cafe 
 
          3         and talks with these people, their suppliers will 
 
          4         not give them the extra money to use the Turnpike 
 
          5         connection. 
 
          6               Therefore, why are you building this just to 
 
          7         bring more pollutants into our air, more traffic?  I 
 
          8         have a child with asthma and I do not appreciate 
 
          9         this road coming through.  And I will continue to 
 
         10         fight it along with my neighbors.  Thank you very 
 
         11         much. 
 
         12                      CAROL PASZAMANT:  My name is Carol 
 
         13         Paszamant.  P as in Peter, a-s as in Sam, z as in 
 
         14         zebra, a-m as in Mary, a-n as in Nancy, t as in Tom. 
 
         15         It's May 20th, 2004 at eight P.M. 
 
         16               I am a resident of North Brunswick Township 
 
         17         and a lifelong resident of Middlesex County.  I'm 
 
         18         here to state my opposition to this proposed Route 
 
         19         92.  I feel that it's a boondoggle that we as 
 
         20         taxpayers cannot afford.  Trucks may or may not use 
 
         21         this once it's built, but in any case, its cost 
 
         22         cannot be justified.  This proposal will not 
 
         23         mitigate sprawl, but increase it.  Plainsboro has 
 
         24         been counting on this road and has planned or really 
 
         25         plotted its course at the detriment of its northern 
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          1         neighbor, South Brunswick.  We do not need more 
 
          2         roads in this region, we need less development. 
 
          3         Thank you. 
 
          4                       FILOMENA RUSSO:  My name is Filomena 
 
          5         Russo.  It is May 20th at eight fifteen.  I live at 
 
          6         34 Sycamore place in Kingston.  I have been a 
 
          7         resident there for 13 years. 
 
          8               My biggest concern at this point is that you 
 
          9         will not listen to what's been presented to you and 
 
         10         that you will not do what I hope is your job, which 
 
         11         is to truly and honestly assess all the facts and do 
 
         12         the correct thing and not give them a wetland permit 
 
         13         and not allow this to continue. 
 
         14               We are destroying every possible village that 
 
         15         we have in this state.  And unfortunately we don't 
 
         16         have the power, the money or political wherewithal 
 
         17         to fight this.  And please restore my faith in the 
 
         18         system.  Please restore my faith in your job and do 
 
         19         the correct thing.  Thank you. 
 
         20                      MARK RODGERS:  Yes.  My name is Mark 
 
         21         Rodgers, R-o-d-g-e-r-s, speaking on behalf of me and 
 
         22         my wife Paula Brown, B-r-o-w-n.  Today is May 20th. 
 
         23         The time is roughly eight o'clock. 
 
         24               We are both opposed to the permitting of Route 
 
         25         92, the proposed Route 92, on grounds which include 
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          1         the increase in traffic, the increase in water and 
 
          2         air pollution and noise pollution that would result, 
 
          3         and the increase in cost to the municipalities 
 
          4         involved. 
 
          5               I commute from Somerset through Deans to 
 
          6         Yardville, New Jersey on Route 130 every day, excuse 
 
          7         me, five days a week, and I've already experienced 
 
          8         the traffic congestion on Route 130.  And I'm sure 
 
          9         that the Route 1 terminus on exit 8-A would only add 
 
         10         to that and worsen it.  It's obvious that some of 
 
         11         the alternatives, like widening Route 1 or uhm, 
 
         12         simply making it illegal for the already illegal 
 
         13         truck traffic to travel on local roads might be a 
 
         14         way to mitigate the problems instead of constructing 
 
         15         this costly boondoggle. 
 
         16               So I urge Governor McGreevey and the State 
 
         17         Department of Environmental Protection to oppose the 
 
         18         Route 92, and my wife feels the same way. 
 
         19                      RICHARD POWOROZNEK:  Okay.  My name is 
 
         20         Richard Poworoznek.  Today is May 20th.  The time is 
 
         21         eight fifteen, and I'm just representing myself as a 
 
         22         concerned citizen. 
 
         23               My comments this evening -- and I've been to 
 
         24         these hearings probably for the last eight to ten 
 
         25         years.  The last one that was held on these 
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          1         premises, it was the Holiday Inn, now it's the 
 
          2         Radison, at the start of the Environmental Impact 
 
          3         Statement.  This is such an ill-conceived idea that 
 
          4         is being driven by monied interest in Princeton and 
 
          5         the surrounding areas.  This is not a viable road 
 
          6         for any means whatsoever, other than to support the 
 
          7         development of the remaining open spaces in 
 
          8         Middlesex County. 
 
          9               This particular road is going to destroy not 
 
         10         only wetlands in the road's path, but it's going to 
 
         11         destroy sensitive and historical revolutionary sites 
 
         12         through the cross traffic that it's going to create 
 
         13         through the Historic Village of Kingston, and from 
 
         14         people trying to go back and forth off this road to 
 
         15         the western and north-western areas. 
 
         16               This is an ill-conceived road as well, because 
 
         17         the conceived notion is that people will be willing 
 
         18         to pay three dollars and fifty cents to go six 
 
         19         miles.  Unfortunately, most people will not opt to 
 
         20         pay that.  It was back in 1993 when the state 
 
         21         government increased tolls on the Turnpike that we 
 
         22         saw a dramatic increase in the amount of local 
 
         23         traffic, including truck traffic, on Route 1.  It's 
 
         24         not the solution to the problem. 
 
         25               The last point I want to bring up is, I 

RP-2 

RP-1 



 
 
                                                                    53 
 
          1         understand the Army Corps of Engineers is in the 
 
          2         business of building things.  Unfortunately, you are 
 
          3         quite bias against this particular situation because 
 
          4         you really are not looking at the total impact of 
 
          5         the road.  Your swath of study does not go far 
 
          6         enough to the north and to the west, and you're 
 
          7         really only concentrating on a small local area. 
 
          8               And I hope you're taking into consideration 
 
          9         the likely buildouts that will occur as a result of 
 
         10         this road.  Those buildouts are going to slow 
 
         11         traffic even further, and they're not going to 
 
         12         increase the traffic flow.  Princeton University, 
 
         13         who owns a number of acreages near the outlet of 
 
         14         this road on Route 1 and down through the Route 1 
 
         15         corridor has had a huge money interest in having 
 
         16         this road built. 
 
         17               The no-exit road that six miles -- it was 
 
         18         originally designed for a six-mile road to Route 1, 
 
         19         now has planned on at least four and possibly six 
 
         20         exits to accommodate the off-ramping onto office 
 
         21         parks and other developments planned as a result of 
 
         22         this road. 
 
         23               We in South Brunswick have been fighting 
 
         24         gasoline dealers and gasoline merchants who want to 
 
         25         make large investments of gasoline stations for 
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          1         vehicles coming off this road.  They would not be 
 
          2         wanting to do this unless they felt that this road 
 
          3         was going to be built. 
 
          4               So at the end of the day, and I want to 
 
          5         conclude my comments, is that this road hurts and 
 
          6         destroys sensitive wetlands.  It will hurt and 
 
          7         destroy sensitive historical sites.  It does not 
 
          8         have, through your analysis, a wider swath of the 
 
          9         impact both for traffic and environment.  In 
 
         10         addition, you're putting an unfair burden on the 
 
         11         amount of delivery truck traffic to build this road 
 
         12         through the local roads. 
 
         13               So on top of the fact that you're allowing 
 
         14         this construction to continue, that's technically 
 
         15         just a large jobs program for the -- for the 
 
         16         construction industry as well as a private driveway 
 
         17         to Princeton University future development, you 
 
         18         are -- you're in the process of harming the local 
 
         19         economy by actually forcing an additional investment 
 
         20         of road improvement and maintenance. 
 
         21               We have heard additions and large amounts of 
 
         22         approximately one to two million dollars of fill 
 
         23         that needs to take place to build this road.  Well, 
 
         24         all that fill has to come to these construction 
 
         25         sites through the local roads that you think can't 
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          1         handle traffic today.  Well, fortunately they will 
 
          2         further not handle traffic to the destruction of 
 
          3         those local roads through all this fill delivery 
 
          4         that will have to take place. 
 
          5               So I hope you will reconsider your decision. 
 
          6         I hope the decision will not be granted to issue the 
 
          7         permit.  I hope that people will understand that 
 
          8         environmental protection does not continue with the 
 
          9         building of additional roads.  It only exacerbates 
 
         10         the already fragile situation. 
 
         11               The four to five hundred million dollars it 
 
         12         will cost to build this road can more than 
 
         13         adequately, adequately be spent to improve Route 1 
 
         14         and interchange and Dey Road connections that will 
 
         15         certainty increase the flow of traffic without this 
 
         16         additional situation. 
 
         17               Thank you much for your time.  I hope you are 
 
         18         listening to the people who are coming tonight and 
 
         19         not being whitewashed by other ta -- by other 
 
         20         interests in this battle.  Thank you. 
 
         21                      WILLIAM FLEMER:  My name is William 
 
         22         Flemer.  I own the property home at 1004 Ridge Road, 
 
         23         Kingston, New Jersey.  Today is the 20th I believe 
 
         24         of May.  It's approximately eight thirty P.M. and I 
 
         25         would like to speak in opposition to the 
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          1         construction of Route 92 because of the profound 
 
          2         negative impact that is sure to result on the Town 
 
          3         of Kingston, specifically on Ridge Road were my home 
 
          4         is. 
 
          5               Ridge Road traffic is already extremely heavy. 
 
          6         It's a poorly designed and undersized road for the 
 
          7         traffic that already exists, and the possibility to 
 
          8         anticipate traffic being dumped on Route 1, 
 
          9         westbound traffic and eastbound traffic, it has no 
 
         10         other choice.  If it wants to continue west or east 
 
         11         from the terminus of 92 on Route 1 other than Ridge 
 
         12         Road, Raymond Road and other local Kingston Roads, 
 
         13         the affect on this would be disastrous for Kingston 
 
         14         quality of life and traffic patterns.  And it is my 
 
         15         understanding that the -- such affects on Kingston 
 
         16         are not adequately addressed by the studies that 
 
         17         have been taken, performed to date. 
 
         18               So I would like to add my voice to the chorus 
 
         19         of those opposing the construction of Route 92. 
 
         20         Thank you. 
 
         21                      SUSAN EDELMAN:  My name is Susan 
 
         22         Edelman.  Today is one -- what is it?  It's Thursday 
 
         23         May 20th, and it is approximately eight thirty P.M. 
 
         24         I am a resident of South Brunswick.  And I was 
 
         25         trying to think of the correct analogy for this 
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          1         road.  And finally just a moment ago it popped into 
 
          2         my head. 
 
          3               If a couple is getting married, they're very 
 
          4         much in love, but all of a sudden something changes. 
 
          5         They break up.  The reason for the wedding is not 
 
          6         there anymore.  Do people still have a wedding 
 
          7         ceremony and reception?  No, they do not.  And the 
 
          8         same thing is true for this road.  The reason that 
 
          9         this road was going to be built does not exist, so 
 
         10         the road should not exist.  Thank you. 
 
         11                      GERI LUONGO:  My name is Geri Luongo. 
 
         12         It is May 20th at eight fifty P.M.  I'm a resident 
 
         13         of Kingston. 
 
         14               And basically I sat through this afternoon's 
 
         15         sessions and this evening I wanted to comment but 
 
         16         they're ongoing, so I decided to take this form. 
 
         17               After listening to the Plainsboro Officials 
 
         18         speaking, it seems very simple.  The simplified to 
 
         19         me is that they want it, South Brunswick doesn't, so 
 
         20         why doesn't the Corps give a -- issue a permit for 
 
         21         this 92 to begin in Plainsboro?  I mean that would 
 
         22         solve all the problems. 
 
         23               But basically the issues and the needs 
 
         24         surrounding the construction of Route 22 are 
 
         25         complicated.  They're confusing and somewhat 
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          1         tenuous.  As I read past reports and articles and 
 
          2         perused documentation, I was further from the 
 
          3         rationalization and the reasoning to why Route 22 -- 
 
          4         Route 92 is needed.  I looked for answers to how -- 
 
          5         and how it would really serve to the best and the 
 
          6         highest interests of the people of New Jersey, and 
 
          7         more importantly, to the communities and the regions 
 
          8         surrounding the proposed project.  But I failed to 
 
          9         find a viable and responsible answer to this 
 
         10         question in any of the documentation. 
 
         11               There are many questions and concerns that I 
 
         12         would like the new EIS to address.  First and 
 
         13         foremost is why?  How will Route 92 better meet the 
 
         14         current and future demands of the area, of the 
 
         15         region, and of the region, than the newly 
 
         16         constructed Route 522 in the alternate roadways? 
 
         17         This access was planned and built just for the 
 
         18         purposes of providing an easy access route to New 
 
         19         Jersey Turnpike at 8-A and meet future development 
 
         20         and growth needs in the area.  Why do we need 
 
         21         another access only a couple of miles away? 
 
         22               Secondly, even if the new EIS determines 
 
         23         feasibility for Route 92, why should we build it? 
 
         24         Why should we continue the past industrial-type 
 
         25         growth trends of highway and roadway development 
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          1         when today, we have the knowledge and technology to 
 
          2         do things differently.  This knowledge that we can 
 
          3         draw upon today, especially considering the past 
 
          4         mistakes, the impacts of our past actions.  Appoint 
 
          5         us accountable and we must be responsible in our 
 
          6         planning and construction projects for the future. 
 
          7               Just because it can be done and impact studies 
 
          8         may be designed to justify it, doesn't make it right 
 
          9         for our lifetime or for future generations to come. 
 
         10         This type of growth is irresponsible.  Just one year 
 
         11         ago I moved to the Village of Kingston from Perth 
 
         12         Amboy, which is known as the crossroads, because it 
 
         13         does have accessibility to the major highways: 
 
         14         Route 9, 35, yes, 1, I-287, 440, New Jersey Turnpike 
 
         15         and the Garden State Parkway.  Perth Amboy has easy 
 
         16         access, I must say, and it is convenient to any 
 
         17         place you need to drive your automobile.  And the 
 
         18         multiple choices of roadways provided easy movement 
 
         19         for goods via the trucking system. 
 
         20               But there are major quality of life issues for 
 
         21         everyone living in that area.  When two small foster 
 
         22         children came to live in our home in Perth Amboy, I 
 
         23         considered the area in which we lived.  I accepted 
 
         24         the responsibility to mother and care for and 
 
         25         protect these children and to do what was in their 
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          1         best interests. 
 
          2               After 25 years of living with truck and 
 
          3         automobile congestion, we moved to Kingston for what 
 
          4         I thought would be space, freedom, ability to walk 
 
          5         safely, and a better place to raise our children. 
 
          6         However, I soon discovered that Kingston was already 
 
          7         in trouble. 
 
          8               As a resident I picked up mail from my post 
 
          9         office -- post box at the post office located on 
 
         10         Route 27.  When walking to the post office with my 
 
         11         four-year old daughter, I was astounded by the 
 
         12         traffic which sped in both directions on the narrow 
 
         13         roadway of Academy.  We have to carefully maneuver 
 
         14         crossing the road to walk to the post office. 
 
         15         Academy and Ridge Roads are used as pass-through 
 
         16         roads.  And the congestion now is more than these 
 
         17         old time country roads ever were thought to have to 
 
         18         bear. 
 
         19               I can't even imagine encouraging more through 
 
         20         traffic on these roads with the construction and 
 
         21         convenience of Route 92.  The impact in this area 
 
         22         has not been addressed and is well beyond the study. 
 
         23               Since the roads that connect west and east run 
 
         24         right through Kingston, this is a vital point that 
 
         25         must be thoroughly taken under consideration when 
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          1         the new EIS is done.  These roadways are extremely 
 
          2         narrow.  They're old country roads.  They cannot 
 
          3         endure much more traffic.  It is very difficult to 
 
          4         turn out on Euclid eastwardly onto Academy in a 
 
          5         standard sized automobile or a mini-van because you 
 
          6         must go into two lanes of traffic to make the turn. 
 
          7         Many times I'm stuck waiting for the Route 27 
 
          8         traffic light to change and both lanes of the 
 
          9         roadway to be clear so I can pull out of my own 
 
         10         neighborhood street. 
 
         11               The small neighborhood access roads must also 
 
         12         be included in this study.  You don't need any type 
 
         13         of engineering degree, planning degree to know that 
 
         14         the construction of Route 92 is wrong.  Just because 
 
         15         of financial interests of economic growth of 
 
         16         Plainsboro or Princeton University, it is wrong to 
 
         17         do this to the people in the area.  And I think that 
 
         18         you really need to listen to what the people need. 
 
         19         Please do not issue the permit.  Thank you. 
 
         20                      TRACEY POST-ZWICKER:  My name is Tracey 
 
         21         Post-Zwicker.  P-o-s-t hyphen Z-w-i-c-k-e-r.  It's 
 
         22         May 20th, 2004, nine thirty P.M.  I'm a resident of 
 
         23         Kingston, New Jersey, and I just want to say I 
 
         24         oppose Route 92, I think for all the reasons that 
 
         25         have been stated at the hearing.  Personally, it TPZ-1 
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          1         will have an incredible negative impact on my 
 
          2         quality of life and that of my family's.  I think we 
 
          3         need to be more creative, find a better solution, 
 
          4         and I urge the Army Corps to do that work.  Thank 
 
          5         you. 
 
          6                      ROBERT GERAGHTY:  My name is Robert 
 
          7         Geraghty.  It's five twenty, 2004.  It is now 
 
          8         approximately nine forty.  I am a resident of South 
 
          9         Brunswick.  I have been a resident of South 
 
         10         Brunswick for forty years.  And I'd just like to 
 
         11         pass one comment on, that it's almost ludicrous to 
 
         12         think that 522 is not a major consideration for what 
 
         13         an east/west corridor should be.  The road is 
 
         14         already there.  And to put in 92 to parallel 522 is 
 
         15         a huge waste of funds and absolutely not necessary. 
 
         16         Thank you. 
 
         17                      MADELON STEWART:  Good evening.  This 
 
         18         is Madelon Stewart.  It's Thursday, May 20th, 2004, 
 
         19         and it's 20 minutes of ten. 
 
         20               I'm affiliated with PRIDE, which is an 
 
         21         organization of home owners in the Raymond Road 
 
         22         area.  There are about two hundred houses, so almost 
 
         23         three hundred adults and more children. 
 
         24               We're very, very concerned about Route 92.  We 
  
         25         believe that it will negatively impact traffic on 
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          1         Raymond Road.  But that's not the only reason we're 
 
          2         concerned about it.  We think that there needs to be 
 
          3         regional planning to alleviate the kind of 
 
          4         congestion that we have in our area, and we are 
 
          5         absolutely, vehemently for having -- convening a 
 
          6         round table, such as they convened for the Millstone 
 
          7         Bypass, to resolve some of these issues. 
 
          8               South Brunswick has Route 522, and certainly 
 
          9         Plainsboro has Schalks Crossing Road, which connects 
 
         10         up with Dey Road and which would make another 
 
         11         east/west connector, and we believe that a network 
 
         12         of roads east/west is the way to go. 
 
         13               And I believe that what this will do will only 
 
         14         bring more trucks to Route 1, which is not what any 
 
         15         of us want.  Thank you very much. 
 
         16                      A VOICE:  . . . . . . May 20th, 2004. 
 
         17         The time is nine fifty P.M.  No affiliation.  I'm a 
 
         18         citizen of Plainsboro. 
 
         19               My comments are thus:  Even though Plainsboro 
 
         20         Township voted in favor of this highway, I am not in 
 
         21         favor of the highway.  I'm not an engineer.  I'm not 
 
         22         an environmental analyst.  I have been involved in 
 
         23         analyses and the studies of business nature in the 
 
         24         past and I know that a logical approach is also 
 
         25         best, but there are some times when you need to 
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          1         bring in some common sense.  And my common sense 
 
          2         tells me a few things.  Number one, being a resident 
 
          3         of this area for oh, about 21 years, or Central 
 
          4         Jersey and Plainsboro in particular, I know that 
 
          5         truck drivers on the Turnpike like to beat the tolls 
 
          6         as much as they can.  And one of the ways they do 
 
          7         that in the northeast corridor is by jumping off the 
 
          8         Turnpike and going down Route 1 and jumping onto 95 
 
          9         and going further on down into the Washington area, 
 
         10         Baltimore, down into Florida. 
 
         11               92 would only give them an additional chance 
 
         12         to jump off the Turnpike and beat some tolls, jump 
 
         13         onto Route 1, go right down 95 a short distance, 
 
         14         five miles or so, whatever it is, jump onto 95, 
 
         15         which is a free route all the way into the 
 
         16         southeast.  We certainty don't need any more traffic 
 
         17         on Route 1 because it's not designed to handle the 
 
         18         amount that it has now. 
 
         19               I'd also like to say regarding east/west 
 
         20         alleviation of traffic concerning Route 92, which 
 
         21         was its original function, whether it was fifty, 
 
         22         sixty years ago, but addressing that concern, again, 
 
         23         I think a bit of common sense seems to apply. 
 
         24               I was wondering what all the fuss was about 
 
         25         with the traffic east/west in Plainsboro, so one 
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          1         morning I took some time at rush hour and went down 
 
          2         around -- oh, I guess about eight, eight fifteen, 
 
          3         somewhere in that range, to Princeton Meadow 
 
          4         Shopping Center, which is on Plainsboro Road, and I 
 
          5         drove with the traffic.  And there was a bit of 
 
          6         traffic.  I drove with the traffic up to Schalks 
 
          7         Crossing Road where it broke, and it took me all of 
 
          8         about five minutes when the trip would normally take 
 
          9         perhaps about -- oh, I don't know, one or two 
 
         10         minutes. 
 
         11               It seems to me that a few minutes extra time 
 
         12         on everybody's part that travels that road isn't 
 
         13         enough to spend three hundred or four hundred 
 
         14         million dollars just to cut off a few minutes travel 
 
         15         time through the -- the most traffic part of 
 
         16         Plainsboro.  Those are my comments.  Thank you very 
 
         17         much. 
 
         18                      EDMUND LUCIANO:  My name is Ed Luciano. 
 
         19         Today's date is May the 20th.  The time is ten 
 
         20         twenty-eight on Thursday evening.  My affiliation is 
 
         21         not only as a South Brunswick Township resident, but 
 
         22         also as a councilman.  I have been the Mayor, the 
 
         23         Former Mayor, Deputy Mayor, been on the Council, 
 
         24         been on Planning Board and been on the Zoning Boards 
 
         25         I guess with an affiliation of over ten or fifteen 
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          1         years.  So I'm somewhat familiar with the planning 
 
          2         process and so forth. 
 
          3               Several questions that I have, and I spoke 
 
          4         about these a little bit earlier this evening, and 
 
          5         I'll start with them in order.  They may not be the 
 
          6         order that I spoke at the podium. 
 
          7               Number one:  Everyone seems to be concerned 
 
          8         with sprawl, but if you were to look at the Route 1 
 
          9         corridor, and especially between New Brunswick and 
 
         10         down to Quaker Bridge through Plainsboro, you will 
 
         11         see the sprawl not only with townhomes and condos, 
 
         12         but also with commercial building, office building, 
 
         13         office research development. 
 
         14               A lot of the homes that lie behind the office 
 
         15         research area on Route 1 were purchased by the 
 
         16         people who work in those buildings along Route 1. 
 
         17         The sprawl is already there, and it's a promise that 
 
         18         Route 92 would be built.  So even before it became a 
 
         19         reality, the planning process in neighboring 
 
         20         Plainsboro, going down to the Windsors and south of 
 
         21         us, was to build up those areas along Route 1 
 
         22         anticipating that there would be relief from Route 
 
         23         92. 
 
         24               So my question for the most part is, where has 
 
         25         the traffic patterns come from now that we know the 
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          1         development of those areas, past, present and what 
 
          2         the future is?  Has anyone looked at the sprawl, the 
 
          3         additional sprawl and the additional traffic?  And 
 
          4         that traffic would be coming off of Route 1 north 
 
          5         and south. 
 
          6               The second question that I do have deals with 
 
          7         the residual environmental damage that during the 
 
          8         construction of the Route 92, the wetlands that are 
 
          9         immediately surrounding that area, they will be 
 
         10         damaged and they will be affecting in the wildlife 
 
         11         as well as any wetlands that are in that particular 
 
         12         area. 
 
         13               Speaking of wetlands, from what I understand 
 
         14         there has never been a successful wetlands built to 
 
         15         the tune of I think what we're looking at -- the 
 
         16         Turnpike is proposing the construction of a 57 acre 
 
         17         wetland north and south of the proposed alignment 
 
         18         east of High Press Road.  I would like to know where 
 
         19         in New Jersey has a reconstructed wetlands of such 
 
         20         size been located, and how long ago and what stage 
 
         21         of life is it in?  And is it considered to be 
 
         22         successful or not?  Because if the 57 acres of 
 
         23         wetlands is going to be used to justify the removal 
 
         24         of natural wetlands, we should have some degree of 
 
         25         confidence and proof that the 57 acre wetland will 
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          1         survive. 
 
          2               So I would like to know, questions as to is 
 
          3         there one of that size and scope in New Jersey? 
 
          4         Where is it?  How old is it?  And is it a success or 
 
          5         not?  The Corps has commented once before that they 
 
          6         have not had one of this size to -- to examine.  So 
 
          7         how could they have put remarks in the DEIS on a 
 
          8         wetlands construction that they don't have any -- 
 
          9         any experience with? 
 
         10               I'm also concerned that during the building of 
 
         11         Route 92 there's going to be large vehicles. 
 
         12         They'll be diesel engines most likely.  They will be 
 
         13         giving out diesel particulates.  These diesel 
 
         14         vehicles also drip a lot of oil, hydraulic oil and 
 
         15         grease and so forth, and I'm concerned about the 
 
         16         affect of the aquifers that are in the area.  That 
 
         17         also was not tended to by the DEIS. 
 
         18               So I would like to know what is going to be 
 
         19         the impact of the aquifers as a result of these 
 
         20         large vehicles moving dirt and stone and concrete 
 
         21         around disturbing the area to build Route 92. 
 
         22               The third comment that I have is I'd like to 
 
         23         know the study that was done using the South 
 
         24         Brunswick Township Master Plan.  I'd like to know, 
 
         25         A, if the Army Corps was aware that there was a 
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          1         South Brunswick Traffic Master Plan and a Growth 
 
          2         Master Plan.  Because we do have DEIS studies, and 
 
          3         we, for the most part, layer by layer can 
 
          4         reconstruct South Brunswick Township, and nowhere in 
 
          5         the DIS does it mention that.  I would like to know 
 
          6         why not.  And if they did not know that existed, I 
 
          7         would like them to use the DIS, and then to revise 
 
          8         their findings regarding aquifer damage and wetland 
 
          9         damage and recharging and so forth, having that 
 
         10         particular information available to them. 
 
         11               Also, the roadway situation, the travel -- the 
 
         12         master plan dealing with the travelling and of the 
 
         13         roads.  The DEIS has taken into account nothing 
 
         14         regarding intersection improvements and so forth to 
 
         15         move traffic in and around South Brunswick Township. 
 
         16         It also took nothing into account in the South 
 
         17         Brunswick Township Traffic Master Plan that talked 
 
         18         about traffic. 
 
         19               Most of the traffic in South Brunswick is 
 
         20         passing through South Brunswick to go to the north 
 
         21         and to go to the south.  The primary reason why we 
 
         22         have so many trailers on Route 1 going south or 
 
         23         going north is because they get off at 9-A, which is 
 
         24         close to one, and they take that all the way down to 
 
         25         where they can hit 95 or 295 and save the toll. 
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          1               So I'd like to know why the Army Corps would 
 
          2         believe that that mind set would change and that 
 
          3         the -- the truck drivers as well as the drive -- car 
 
          4         drivers would pay an additional toll coming off of 
 
          5         the Turnpike to go six point seven miles when they 
 
          6         avoid the toll up around exit 9-A in New Brunswick. 
 
          7               So I'm concerned about the traffic study, 
 
          8         where they got their numbers from and what was taken 
 
          9         into account as to why Route 1 traffic was growing 
 
         10         as it has, and did it take into account that the 
 
         11         growth has been such ever since there's been a -- a 
 
         12         toll increase. 
 
         13               Furthermore, on Route 1 going north and south, 
 
         14         has it been taken into account that right where 92 
 
         15         will be dumped, it's still a two-lane highway.  My 
 
         16         question would be, why would you take an already 
 
         17         congested highway system, add the additional traffic 
 
         18         that's stated in the DEIS onto -- onto Route 1 
 
         19         and -- Route 1 north and south. 
 
         20               The situation is you're going to -- you're 
 
         21         just going to exasperate the Route 1 traffic problem 
 
         22         in and around that entire area.  So before 92 is 
 
         23         built, I believe that there needs to be many, many 
 
         24         improvements in the local areas, the intersections 
 
         25         and so forth.  And of course, Route 1 needs to be 
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          1         widened to at least four lanes, with the one lane 
 
          2         being used to get on and off or get in and out of 
 
          3         the corporate parks that are planned and those that 
 
          4         are in existence. 
 
          5               Route 522 and Route 133, they do exist 
 
          6         currently.  They are two major east/west roadway 
 
          7         systems.  Route -- South Brunswick Township has 
 
          8         built Route 522 and it's a four-lane road, and it 
 
          9         runs east/west.  It runs actually from Cranbury Road 
 
         10         all the way through to Route 27. 
 
         11               I'd like to know why the DEIS did not study 
 
         12         the cost and the alternative of hooking the Turnpike 
 
         13         up with 522 down near Cranbury Road and use that as 
 
         14         the east/west artery.  I believe that should be 
 
         15         studied, not only from environmental areas, but as 
 
         16         well as the financial areas and the disturbance 
 
         17         areas, as well as the traffic-flow areas. 
 
         18               Also, I'm very concerned about the cost.  A 
 
         19         bond came out at three -- a hundred and fifty 
 
         20         million.  I believe that that bond has been 
 
         21         exhausted.  By my own estimates, I believe that the 
 
         22         cost of this enterprise is going to be over one 
 
         23         billion dollars to build a six point seven mile 
 
         24         roadway that will be tolled.  It will have a toll 
 
         25         coming off the Turnpike and a toll coming off of 92 
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          1         to access Route 1.  I do not believe people are 
 
          2         going to take advantage of that roadway because of 
 
          3         the toll.  And according to the studies, I do not 
 
          4         believe also that there's going to be a savings of 
 
          5         time as was indicated in the study. 
 
          6               So therefore, I would like to have a study 
 
          7         that would show the time savings between using 522 
 
          8         and 133 verses using Route 92.  And 522 is a 
 
          9         four-lane road that's free, as is 133. 
 
         10               So I believe we need to know, will an access 
 
         11         to 522 off the Turnpike change the character of the 
 
         12         traffic?  And if it will, how would it compare it to 
 
         13         92?  And in fact, would 522 and 133 be a less costly 
 
         14         alternative and a more efficient alternative to 
 
         15         Route 92?  Route 522 would provide access from the 
 
         16         north and Route 133 would provide access from the 
 
         17         south. 
 
         18               So in my final point that I would like to make 
 
         19         regarding the money issue.  We know three hundred 
 
         20         and fifty million was on the first bond.  I believe 
 
         21         that this entire project is going to cost one 
 
         22         billion dollars or more.  My concern is simply that 
 
         23         that one billion dollars, if we did a study, we can 
 
         24         take the balance of what it would cost to link up 
 
         25         522 and use that to improve the local roadway 
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          1         systems so that there would be easier access east 
 
          2         and west to Route 1. 
 
          3               I would also pose a question as to why there 
 
          4         wasn't a study and a strong recommendation that 
 
          5         Route 1 be widened to four lanes before 92 ever is 
 
          6         built.  And I think the most important questions 
 
          7         here that has not been addressed, is simply that of 
 
          8         environmental conditions regarding the aquifers, 
 
          9         regarding the wetlands, regarding the air quality, 
 
         10         because during the building of Route 92 and after 
 
         11         the building of 92, car fumes and diesel 
 
         12         particulates will be affecting I believe the quality 
 
         13         of the food that is being grown in active farms that 
 
         14         currently lie along the Route 92 alignment. 
 
         15               So I do believe that the DEIS has left a 
 
         16         number of questions unanswered.  And I believe that 
 
         17         they should be answered, should be addressed.  This 
 
         18         way we can get a total picture as to is 522 and 133 
 
         19         the alternative that links both highways, that links 
 
         20         the Turnpike to Route 1, and a far less cost than 
 
         21         what's proposed from the Turnpike? 
 
         22               And, I also would say that in terms of the 
 
         23         highway, Route 92 is going to be elevated maybe 
 
         24         fifteen feet or more.  That elevation is nowhere in 
 
         25         any of the Local Townships.  So South Brunswick 
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          1         Township, predominately a farming community and a 
 
          2         residential community, now will start to look more 
 
          3         like Elizabeth, New Jersey than it does in our 
 
          4         Master Plan. 
 
          5               So my question is, was our Master Plan Read? 
 
          6         Was it taken into consideration?  How was it 
 
          7         applied?  And what were the conclusions drawn as to 
 
          8         the total impact of 92 on traffic, on environmental, 
 
          9         on aquifers, and on the local roads, yes, and the 
 
         10         impact on the local road systems. 
 
         11               I believe that the cost and all the other 
 
         12         factors will make 522 the better alternative.  So 
 
         13         what we need is a full-blown study of an alternative 
 
         14         to 92, which is 522.  That has not been done.  I'd 
 
         15         like to know why it hasn't been done.  Because 522 
 
         16         was known to be built, and it's one year away from 
 
         17         being completed to Cranbury Road, and why that 
 
         18         cannot be used to connect it to the Turnpike. 
 
         19               I believe that road will provide the relief 
 
         20         that's seen and needed, because I do believe that 
 
         21         the north/south traffic is going to increase just as 
 
         22         a nature of growth in the Township, 92, which is 
 
         23         only exasperated down where it meets Route 1. 
 
         24               These are my comments.  If you need to reach 
 
         25         me, my home phone is (732)297-2234 and my office 
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          1         phone is (732)777-3644.  I know I ramble a bit, but 
 
          2         you know what my questions are and it's late, so 
 
          3         forgive me for rambling.  Thank you. 
 
          4                      (Whereupon, the tape concludes.) 
 
          5 
 
          6 
 
          7 
 
          8 
 
          9 
 
         10 
 
         11 
 
         12 
 
         13 
 
         14 
 
         15 
 
         16 
 
         17 
 
         18 
 
         19 
 
         20 
 
         21 
 
         22 
 
         23 
 
         24 
 
         25 



 
 
                                                                    76 
 
          1                           C E R T I F I C A T E 
 
          2          
 
          3          
 
          4                  I, MARIA GEORGELES, a Certified Shorthand 
 
          5         Reporter and Notary Public of the State of New 
 
          6         Jersey, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
 
          7         true and accurate transcript of the stenographic 
 
          8         notes of the tape-recorded proceeding as taken by 
 
          9         me, in the above entitled matter on the date and 
 
         10         place hereinbefore set forth. 
 
         11          
 
         12          
 
         13                           ______________________ 
 
         14                           MARIA GEORGELES, C.S.R. 
 
         15                           LICENSE NO. XIO2007 
 
         16          
 
         17          
 
         18          
 
         19          
 
         20 
 
         21 
 
         22 
 
         23 
 
         24 
 
         25 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Tape-Recorded Comments 



 



Responses to Tape-Recorded Comments 
 

TR-1 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

TR01 Underwood, Jack JU-1 Please see response to comment AG-1 

TR01 Underwood, Jack JU-2 Please see the response to comment SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR02 League of Women Voters, 
Edith Neimark 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments LWV-1 through LWV-7 in comment group WC098. 

TR03 NJ Alliance for Action, 
Clifford Heath 

NJAA-1 This commenter's observations regarding the need for proposed Route 92 are 
consistent with the traffic modeling analysis conducted for the DEIS 

TR04 Vilkomerson, David DV-1 Proposed Route 92 would not inundate the Kingston area with traffic.  Traffic analysis 
performed for the DEIS indicates that Route 92 would reduce traffic in the Kingston 
area as a whole, as shown in Table 4-3a in the FEIS and discussed in Section 4.2.1.3 of 
the FEIS.   The only significant negative traffic impact projected for Kingston would be 
an increase in truck traffic on Heathcote Road/Ridge Road between US Route 1 and 
Route 27 and on Laurel Avenue, which functions as a continuation of Heathcote Road 
north of Route 27.  The EIS recommends that this impact be mitigated by 
implementation of truck restrictions and traffic calming measures on Heathcote 
Road/Ridge Road west of US Route 1. 

TR05 Fraser, Dorothy DF-1 The proposed Route 92 project includes widening of US Route 1 from four lanes to six 
lanes from Route 92 south to approximately the Plainsboro border, a distance of 
approximately one-half mile. This would add capacity to accommodate traffic diverted 
to this section of US Route 1 by Route 92. 

TR05 Fraser, Dorothy DF-2 The character of South Brunswick Township is already changing rapidly.  The 
population of South Brunswick increased by 46% between 1990 and 2000, and is 
projected to grow another 50% by 2020.  Economic activity is also growing rapidly.  
Population and economic activity generate traffic.  Proposed Route 92 is a response to 
changes already occurring in South Brunswick and the region. 

TR06 Princeton University, 
Pamela J. Hersh 

 These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments PRUPH-1 through PRUPH-4 in comment group WC002. 

TR07 Kremer, Joseph JKR-1 USACE receives many permit applications for projects. Some of these permit 
applications are withdrawn during the permit review process when it becomes evident 
to the applicant that the particular project is not viable due to flaws that may preclude 
issuance of a permit.  USACE does not design or build projects for permit applicants. 

TR07 Kremer, Joseph JKR-2 Please see the responses to comments CGSC-7 and SBMWA2-7. 

TR07 Kremer, Joseph JKR-3 See response to comment AMEC-2. 

TR07 Kremer, Joseph JKR-4 Tolls are the reason NJTA is able to operate without tax money.  Tolls are equitable 
because they are paid by people who use the highway and because they increase with 
intensity of use (e.g., heavier vehicles pay higher tolls).  At this point, toll collection 
requires toll booths.  EZPass technology makes it possible to reduce, but not eliminate, 
the role of toll booths. 

TR07 Kremer, Joseph JKR-5 Comment noted. 

TR08 Kath, Margaret MKA-1 Please see the responses to comments CGSC-7 and SBMWA2-7. 

TR09 South Brunswick Twp, 
Gretchen Overhiser; Ron 
Overhiser 

GRO-1 The project is intended to offer a “shortcut” to US Route 1 that would relieve some 
local roads of current and projected congestion.  The towns to the west of US Route 1 
are not expected to experience a significant impact as a result of this project.  

TR09 South Brunswick Twp, 
Gretchen Overhiser; Ron 
Overhiser 

GRO-2 Proposed Route 92 would have no impact on efforts to establish a green belt or 
greenway around the Village of Kingston.  Proposed Route 92 would end at US Route 
1. 

TR09 South Brunswick Twp, 
Gretchen Overhiser; Ron 
Overhiser 

GRO-3 See response to comment CD-9.   

TR10 Kath, Sean SK-1 Traffic on US Route 1 is expected to increase whether or not Route 92 is constructed.  
Traffic on local roads is also expected to increase.  The intent of the Route 92 project is 
to offer an alternative to local roads that would connect US Route 1 and the NJ 
Turnpike, offering reduced travel times and reduced traffic on local roads. 



Responses to Tape-Recorded Comments 
 

TR-2 

Commenter 
Code 

Commenter Comment # Response 

TR10 Kath, Sean SK-2 Because proposed Route 92 would connect the Route 1 corridor with the Route 130 
corridor and the New Jersey Turnpike, it will allow access to Route 1 from these 
adjacent north-south corridors, as well as offload traffic from Route 1 to these adjacent 
north-south corridors, without using the local road network. 

TR10 Kath, Sean SK-3 Proposed Route 92 would not run through the middle of the Plainsboro Preserve, but 
through its northern end.  The Plainsboro Preserve is not pristine, having been 
disturbed by quarrying and agricultural activities.   

TR11 South Brunswick Twp, 
Diane Leonard 

SBTDL-1 Comment noted. 

TR12 Allen, Bruce BA-1 Please see the response to comment AG-1. 

TR12 Allen, Bruce BA-2 Comment noted. 

TR12 Allen, Bruce BA-3 The proposed Route 92 project does not include widening of any road west of US 
Route 1. 

TR13 George, Lloyd LG-1 The traffic model that was prepared for the DEIS is based on the current road network 
in the region, and is also based on current development patterns, approved 
development projects, and anticipated development in each of the municipalities in the 
project area, as described in section 4.2.7 of the DEIS. 

TR13 George, Lloyd LG-2 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

TR14 Mapelli, Claudio & Savanna  These comments were also submitted in writing.  Please refer to the responses to 
comments CM-1 through CM-5 in comment group WC003. 

TR15 Keenan, Jerry JKE-1 This commenter expresses concern about the safety of children if Route 522 were to be 
used as a substitute for proposed Route 92 or if it were to be expanded.  This comment 
is consistent with the analysis presented in the DEIS regarding the Route 522 
alternative. 

TR16 Tate, George Henry Jr. GHT-1 Comment noted. 

TR16 Tate, George Henry Jr. GHT-2 Comment noted. 

TR17 Local 825 Operating 
Engineers, John Bulmer 

LO825-1 Comment noted. 

TR18 Kowalski, Joseph  These comments are identical to those in comment group WC006. Please see the 
responses to comments MKS-1 through MKS-7 in comment group WC006. 

TR19 Hopewell Twp, Vanessa 
Sandom 

HOTVS-1 In the wetland area between Friendship Road and the Amtrak lines, proposed Route 92 
would extend approximately 20 to 30 feet above the surface of the wetlands. 

TR19 Hopewell Twp, Vanessa 
Sandom 

HOTVS-2 Please see the response to comment NJDEP-5. 

TR19 Hopewell Twp, Vanessa 
Sandom 

HOTVS-3 See response to comment CD-9. 

TR19 Hopewell Twp, Vanessa 
Sandom 

HOTVS-4 See response to comment CD-9.  The intent of the ground water recharge portion of the 
2004 stormwater rules is to impact the ground water as little as possible - both in terms 
of quantity and quality.  The new rules indicate that the amount of recharge should 
either be equal to the pre-construction rate or the site must infiltrate the difference in 
pre- and post-construction 2-year storm water runoff volumes.  The proposed Route 92 
would comply with the 2004 stormwater rules. 

TR20 Ling Hah, Ming MLH-1 Comment noted. 

TR21 Sneedse, Kathleen KS1-1 Comment noted. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-1 Transportation demand management, and transportation management strategies were 
evaluated as part of the DEIS.  The extensively suburban nature of both residential and 
business development in the project area makes "non-car-centric" options, such as mass 
transit, difficult to implement, and typically results in low transit ridership, which does 
not reduce auto-dependent travel needs. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-2 The project is intended to provide an alternative east-west connection for cars and 
trucks that currently utilize local roadways that connect US Route 1 and the NJ 
Turnpike.  It is acknowledged that traffic concerns must also be addressed through a 
combination of smart growth, roadway techniques, and alternative modes.  
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TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-3 Please see the response to comment DR-4. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-4 See response to comment CD2-4. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-5 Proposed Route 92 would not create significant danger to any communities.  With 
respect to Green Acres land, please see the response to comment SCJT-3. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-6 Please see response to comment TSTC3-3. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-7 Please see the responses to comments SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR22 West Windsor Citizens for 
Transportation Alternatives, 
Sandra Shapiro 

WWCTA-8 See response to AMEC-4. 

TR23 Millner, Leonard J. LJM-1 Comment noted. 

TR23 Millner, Leonard J. LJM-2 Comment noted. 

TR23 Millner, Leonard J. LJM-3 Comment noted. 

TR23 Millner, Leonard J. LJM-4 Comment noted. 

TR24 Printon , Kathleen KP-1 Truck traffic is expected to increase along local roads in the area with or without the 
construction of Route 92.  Route 522 is not suited to address the needs that the 
proposed roadway is intended to address, as evidenced by the continuing and 
increasing congestion on the other local east-west roadways. 

TR24 Printon , Kathleen KP-2 Please see the responses to comments SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR25 Poworoznek, Regina Falbow RFP-1 The effect of the toll on diversion of traffic from local roads to proposed Route 92 was 
accounted for in the traffic model by converting the toll into an equivalent time 
penalty, based on a value of time of $16/hour for cars and $42/hour for trucks.  This is 
the same procedure that was used in the regional traffic model for the Penns Neck EIS, 
and has been validated against usage of the Turnpike by both autos and trucks. 

TR26 Paszamant, Carol CPA-1 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

TR26 Paszamant, Carol CPA-2 Please see response to comment TSTC3-3. 

TR27 Russo, Filomena FR-1 Please see response to comment SBTJB-1.  

TR28 Rodgers, Mark MRO-1 New federal requirements are expected to cause substantial reduction in vehicular 
emissions with or without proposed Route 92.  The traffic analysis in Section 4.2.7 of 
the EIS indicates that future traffic conditions would be better with proposed Route 92 
than without it.  Proposed Route 92 would shift traffic from local roads, which are 
maintained by Middlesex County and its municipalities, to Route 92, which would be 
maintained by NJTA.  Because Route 92 would be a limited-access highway, it is likely 
that its accident rate would be relatively low.  Police services on Route 92 would be 
provided by the New Jersey State Police.  It is therefore unlikely that proposed Route 
92 would increase the overall demand for emergency services in the municipalities 
through which it would pass, or that it would cause an increase in taxes in any 
municipality. 

TR28 Rodgers, Mark MRO-2 Comment noted. 

TR28 Rodgers, Mark MRO-3 Preventing truck and commercial traffic from using local roads, as suggested by this 
commenter, will create a significant economic impact on goods distribution in the 
region, as well as increasing air pollution impacts by creating longer trips for trucks. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-1 Please see the response to comment KVAC-3. 
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TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-2 Toll pricing has been taken into account in the traffic model utilized to predict traffic 
levels for this project.  Please see the response to comment RFP-1. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-3 See response to LWV-6. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-4 Please see response to comment NJPIRG-3. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-5 Comment noted. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-6 Please see response to comment SEED-4. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-7 Comment noted. 

TR29 Poworoznek, Richard RP-8 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

TR30 Flemer, William WF-1 The projected impact of proposed Route 92 on traffic flow in the Kingston area is 
indicated by Table 4-3a in the FEIS.  Traffic impacts and other impacts on Kingston are 
discussed in Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS.  Impacts on pedestrian safety, roadway 
conditions and maintenance, noise levels, air quality and water quality would largely 
result from impacts on traffic.  Traffic modeling indicates that the only significant 
traffic impact in Kingston would be an increase in truck traffic on Ridge 
Road/Heathcote Road and on Laurel Avenue, which functions as a continuation of 
Heathcote Road.  The EIS recommends that this impact be mitigated by imposing truck 
restrictions and implementing traffic calming measures on Ridge Road/Heathcote 
Road west of US Route 1.  After mitigation, proposed Route 92 would have no 
significant traffic impact in Kingston, and would have no significant impact on other 
environmental parameters in the Kingston area.  Please see also the response to 
comment KVFC2-8. 

TR31 Edelman, Susan SE-1 The purpose and need for increased east-west road capacity is described in section 1 of 
the DEIS.  The projected continuation of the residential and business development 
trends in the region constitute a large portion of the demand for increased east-west 
travel capacity. 

TR32 Luongo, Geri GLU1-1 Please see the responses to comments SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR32 Luongo, Geri GLU1-2 Proposed Route 92 does not in itself represent growth so much as it is an attempt to 
mitigate traffic problems caused by other growth that has already occurred or is in the 
process of occurring. 

TR32 Luongo, Geri GLU1-3 The project is intended to offer an alternative to east-west travel on local roads between 
US Route 1 and the NJ Turnpike.  The effect on traffic west of Route 27 is expected to 
be minimal. 

TR32 Luongo, Geri GLU1-4 See answer to GLU1-3 

TR33 Post-Zwicker, Tracey TPZ-1 Comment noted. 

TR34 Geraghty, Robert RG-1 Please see the responses to comments SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR35 PRIDE, Madelon Stewart PRIDE-1 Traffic on US Route 1 is expected to increase with or without the construction of Route 
92.  The project is intended to provide an alternative for vehicles traveling between US 
Route 1 and the NJ Turnpike.  

TR35 PRIDE, Madelon Stewart PRIDE-2 Please see response to comment PAI-3.  

TR35 PRIDE, Madelon Stewart PRIDE-3 Please see the responses to comments DRCC-4,.NB-1, and USEPA-7. 

TR35 PRIDE, Madelon Stewart PRIDE-4 The volume of cars and trucks on US Route 1 is expected to increase with or without 
Route 92.   

TR36 Anonymous Plainsboro 
resident 

UNK1-1 Toll pricing was taken into account as part of the model utilized for this project.  Please 
see the response to comment RFP-1. 

TR36 Anonymous Plainsboro 
resident 

UNK1-2 Please see the response to comment AG-1. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-1 Please see response to comments SBTEL1-9, NJPIRG-3 and TSTC3-3. 
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TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-2 As stated in Section 4.2.3.4 of the DEIS, approximately 2.9 acres of wetlands would be 
disturbed during construction of proposed Route 92, in addition to the 13.2 acres that 
would be permanently filled or shaded.  The 2.9 acres would be restored upon 
completion of construction, and it is anticipated that they would recover to their pre-
construction condition.  Impacts to wetlands outside the immediate construction area 
would be avoided by building temporary construction roads within the right-of-way, 
parallel to the road being constructed.  As described in the excerpt from the wetland 
mitigation plan in Appendix G of the FEIS, 57 acres of new wetlands would be created 
as part of the proposed Route 92 project. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-3 Please see the responses to comments CGSC-7 and SBMWA2-7. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-4 See response to comment CD-9.  There would be runoff and debris mitigation 
measures in place during the construction of the proposed Route 92 highway.  
Construction site controls are expected to limit contaminated runoff as well as peak 
rates of runoff. Contractors would be required to use vehicles in good condition and 
vehicles in good condition should not affect the aquifer. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-5 Please see response to comment SBTEL1-1. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-6 The South Brunswick traffic Master plan was a point of reference in this DEIS for all the 
alternatives that were evaluated our located in South Brunswick Township.  
Intersection improvements were evaluated in DEIS subsection 2.4.1. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-7 Toll pricing was taken into account as part of the model utilized for this project.  Please 
see the response to comment RFP-1.  In addition, Route 92 would offer a faster 
alternative to traffic now exiting at Turnpike Interchange 9 to access US Route 1 in the 
study area. An accepted model (Penns Neck) was utilized to generate the numbers for 
the projections as part of the study.  

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-8 See response to AMEC-4. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-9 Please see the responses to comments SBTTV-3 and DRCC-3. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-10 Please see response to comment TSTC3-4. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-11 Comment noted. 

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-12 With or without the project vehicular pollutant emissions are expected to decrease 
substantially from 2001 (existing conditions) to 2028.  This is primarily due to expected 
advancements in automobile and truck emissions controls and cleaner burning fuels.  
Therefore, impacts to local agricultural farms will be reduced relative to existing 
conditions.  Regional air quality would improve a little more with Route 92 than 
without it.  

TR37 South Brunswick Twp, 
Edmund A. Luciano, Jr. 

SBTEL2-13 Although the land in South Brunswick is largely flat, most homes in South Brunswick 
are as tall as proposed Route 92, and most trees are taller.  Therefore, proposed Route 
92 would not extend above the prevailing height of structures and vegetation.  
Elevated highways in densely developed areas such as Elizabeth tend to be taller 
because they must pass over other structures, including other elevated roadways. 
Please see response to comment SBSAC-2. 
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