DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
Highlights of the
Central New Jersey Transportation Forum
Meeting of August 1, 2002
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Organization
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Princeton Junction Communities
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC)
West Windsor Township
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New Jersey Transit
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Tushar Patel
Stanley Platt
Pete Rayner
Marvin Reed
Ron Reinhardt
Marshall Robert
Sarah Roberts
Jenny Ruth
Tony Sabidussi
Roger Sager
Walter Schmidlin
Don Shanis
Charles Starks
Ron Tindall
Paul Truban
George Ververides
Pete Weale
Louise Wilson
Bob Wolfe

New Jersey Transit
Hopewell Borough
New Jersey Transit
South Brunswick Township Planning Board
West Windsor Township
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC)
Lawrence Township
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC)
New Jersey Governor’s Office
Bristol-Myer Squibb
Hopewell Borough
URS Corporation
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC)
Greater Mercer Transportation Management Association
Princeton Borough
Transit Center
Michael Baker Jr., Incorporated
Montgomery Township
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC)
New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT)
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission
Sarnoff Corporation
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Heyer, Gruel & Associates
North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA)
New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT)
Middlesex County Planning
Princeton Communities
Montgomery Township
Princeton Forrestal Center

The meeting of the Central Jersey Transportation Forum took place on Thursday August 1, 2002
at Sarnoff Corporation in Princeton, NJ. The Forum was briefed on the contents of the Phase 1
Executive Summary. The legislative committee reported on action agenda items. There was a
call for action on tax reform. The results of the modeling for bus rapid transit was presented.
The meeting concluded with an update on the progress of the Penns Neck Area Environmental
Impact Study
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1.

Introduction of Attendees
John Coscia, Executive Director of DVRPC, welcomed guests and thanked Sarnoff for
hosting the Forum meeting. Guests were asked to introduce themselves and say which
organization they represented. Mr Coscia told everyone that it is important that they
participate in the process.

2. Summary of the February Meeting’s Highlights
Mr. Coscia asked for changes to the February meeting highlights. The highlights were
approved as written.

3. Phase 1 Executive Summary
Stanley Platt, DVRPC led the discussion on the Phase 1 Executive Summary, the
document summarizes the Forum’s work to date. Mr. Platt informed the group that at
the first meeting of the Forum over 80 transportation issues were identified. These
were later consolidated into 5 main issues. Over the last three years the Forum has
been working on these issues and the conclusion was that a balanced approach was
needed to have any noticeable effect on congestion in the region. Improvements were
needed in highway, transit, land-use and transportation demand management (TDM)
strategies. The Executive Summary summarizes why the Forum was formed, the
planning process, the modeling process, the findings, and presents recommendations.
He told the group that the Executive Summary is part of a larger, more technical report.
When asked if the document (Executive Summary) would be released publicly, Mr.
Coscia told the group that a copy would be sent to everyone on the mailing list.
Wendy Benchley, Princeton Borough Council asked if the mailing list included all
planning boards even though some have not been attending. She asked that the
Summary have widespread dissemination.
Chris Altomari, Stony Brook- Millstone Watershed Association requested the Summary
be sent to Mayor Palmer of Trenton though he is not on our current mailing list.
Mr. Coscia assured the group that the Summary would indeed have widespread
dissemination, he continued by telling the group that if they knew of anyone who should
receive a copy they should inform DVRPC staff as soon as possible.
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Sandy Brillhart, Executive Director of Greater Mercer TMA asked if there would be a
press release on the Executive Summary.
Mr. Coscia turned the question to the group asking if they wanted it sent to the
newspapers and other media.
Pam Hersh, Director Office of Community and State Affairs at Princeton University said
before anything is delivered to the media, members of the Forum should be allowed to
examine the Summary and comment.
In reply Mr Coscia said, the document need not be held up for review, it is not new
material that is being presented. However, if members of the Forum want to comment,
they should get their comments to DVRPC staff as soon as possible.
Robert Bzik, Executive Director of Somerset County Planning asked that a powerpoint
version of the Executive Summary be placed on DVRPC website.
Stanley Platt told the group, the Action Plan is on the website and that is a concise
version of the Summary.
Chris Altomari said that when the larger report is released there should be a public
review/comment process. Citizens should have an opportunity to comment.
Louise Wilson, Mayor of Montgomery Township said she would be delighted if a
presentation could be made to the officials and citizens of Montgomery, so they would
see how it affects them. They would be able to see where they fit in the bigger picture.
Mr. Coscia said the staff would be happy give this presentation.
Ron Tindall, North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority said the MPO would be
happy to assist DVRPC staff with the public outreach program.
Marvin Reed, Mayor of Princeton Borough said he hoped when the summary is
presented to the public, earlier findings on expected congestion is included. He said
the last few meetings the concentration has been on bus rapid transit (BRT) and this is
only a part of the solution. There is a need to concentrate on all aspects of a possible
solution.
Peter Cantu, Mayor of Plainsboro said the Forum has to aggressively advocate the full
range of improvements and go forward as a Forum in our lobbying efforts.
Paul Cohn, NJDOT referred to page 10 of the Summary that indicated toll increases on
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New Jersey Turnpike as one of the causes of truck diversion to local roads. He said
truck lobbying groups were encouraging trucks to return to the turnpike and many trucks
have. He asked if truck traffic was still an issue.
Marvin Reed said trucks are still a problem on all roads in Central New Jersey. Exit 8A
was developed as a major truck warehouse area and there is no way to divert trucks
from local roadways.

4. Legislative Committee Report
Bob Wolfe, Princeton Forrestal Center and Chairman of the Legislative Committee
made this presentation. Referring to a draft letter on property tax reform included in the
hand-outs for the meeting, he said there was a call for action. The letter is asking that
the legislature step up to its responsibility by calling a special session in 2003 for the
sole purpose of considering property tax reform; if not then convene a constitutional
convention. The committee’s intent is for the letter to be sent to the governor and
members of the state legislature. Member municipalities are asked to endorse letter or
municipal endorsements can be attached to the letter.
Wendy Benchley said that the letter should be signed. There was another petition to
endorse constitution convention going around, it could get confusing.
Peter Cantu said the letter should be sent out as soon as possible. The convention is
not going to happen on a timely basis. The letter should be sent to the municipalities
seeking their endorsement but in the mean time the Forum should vote.
Pete Rayner asked Deirdre Naughton, NJ Governor Appointee what should be done to
ensure that the letter gets into the Governor’s reading file.
Ms Naughton said she thought the Forum was going about it in the correct manner. She
said the letter should be sent to the State House, she offered to forward it directly to the
Governor.
Robert Bzik voiced his concern that the letter does not address other action items. He
said the letter to municipalities should be coordinated with the dissemination of the
Executive Summary.
In response, Mr. Wolfe said time was very important at this stage.
Ms Benchley said the Forum should have a meeting with the Governor to present and
discuss the contents of the letter. There should be a lobbying day, where the Forum
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would put pressure on the legislators. She said this could be done some time in the fall
when the full Phase 1 Report was ready.
Sandy Brillhart asked whose signature would be on the letter to the Governor.
It was agreed the letter would go out with Mr. Coscia’s and Mr. Wolfe’s signatures,
chairman of the Forum and chairman of the Legislative Committee respectively. There
would be a special Central Jersey Transportation Forum letterhead designed with
DVRPC at the bottom.
Mr. Coscia asked for all in favor of sending the letter to the Governor and Legislature.
There were no “nays” and Deirdre Naughton abstained.
Mr. Wolfe continued his report, informing the group that the Legislative Committee had
met six times since its inception. He said substantial time was spent reviewing the
existing transfer of development rights (TDR) legislations. He reported that there are
several discussions going on in the state on TDR. In the committee’s discussions on
Enhanced Regional Planning, there was no existing bills but the committee was
reviewing the draft 1994 “Inter-municipal and County Infrastructure Partnership Act” The
committee also reviewed Senator Inverso’s Bill (S645) which would “establish
procedures for approval of certain application for development affecting neighboring
municipalities”. The committee voted unanimously that the bill was seriously flawed and
will convey that to the senator.
Ms. Benchley asked were there any actions taken on TDR.
Mr. Cantu said there a number of discussions going on, and there are opportunities to
support TDR as a coalition with other parties. Legislative committee members were
currently meeting with other groups. If there is no agreement then the Forum should
start lobbying on its own. There are legitimate concerns out there about TDR but they
are not all insurmountable.
Pam Mount, Mayor of Lawrence Township said politicians and planners need to talk to
the farmers, who own most of the land, when they discuss TDR.
In reply, Mr. Cantu said the Legislative Committee is reaching out to the Farm Bureau.
Ms. Brake told the Forum that the farming communities are involved but the dissention
has shifted from the sending zones to the receiving zones and this should be kept in
mind for implementation of TDR.

6

5. Bus Rapid Transit

Stanley Platt started the presentation by giving a brief overview of the bus rapid transit
(BRT) studies and a summary of the BRT workshop held in March.
Ms. Brillhart spoke of the activities of the TMA and their consultants since the
workshop. The objective of the GMTMA BRT initiative was to create a BRT vision for
the Route 1 corridor; determine the feasibility of the alignment developed at the
workshop; and identify opportunities for a demonstration project. Ultimately there is an
opportunity to bring a vehicle to the region and see how it works. They had two
workshops since the Forum’s workshop where the vision was expanded to more than
just lines on a map. They examined two alternative BRT configurations, a regional
system concept and gateway concept. The Regional System includes direct one-seat
service from outlying park and rides located in Bucks, Burlington, Somerset and
Middlesex Counties. Other features of the system include core system on exclusive
right-of-way; the service area is the same as that determined by the Forum; 16 hours
per day service, 20 minute peak and lunch time frequencies, 30 minute off-peak; 50
vehicles would be required for this level-of-service. The Gateway System is a less
extensive system; provides access to the core system by means of gateway stations
that will facilitate multi-modal transfers. Fewer vehicles are required to provide the
same level-of-service as the regional system. Lawrence Station Road, Hamilton,
Forrestal Village and Route 92 are possible gateway stations. The preliminary findings
of the GMTMA initiative include identifying an alignment that can be built; and warrants
further evaluation. The TMA encouraged the Forum to do an in-depth study. Ms Brillhart
said there was an opportunity to build an alignment now but it could be slipping away.
She said BRT should now be integrated into municipal land use decisions and there is
a need for local commitment to establish requirements and ordinances. She said the
next steps for the TMA is the completion of a report showing the findings of the study;
and a demonstration project sometime in January where a bus would be test driven in
the region. An education and outreach program to the public and municipalities should
be initiated. Again as a next step Ms Brilhart urged the Forum to undertake an in-depth
study of BRT because the TMA preliminary study shows it is feasible in the region. She
said BRT should be presented/marketed as a transportation alternative mode not a
means of solving congestion.
In the discussion that ensued Chris Altomari asked what benefits to air quality and
energy efficiency would the vehicles have.
Janet Campbell-Lorenc, SYSTRA consulting said most of the vehicles were hybrid.
Ms. Altomari said that this could be a selling point for the system, the fact that these
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vehicles are energy efficient and clean burning.
Matt Ledger and Tom Marchwinski of New Jersey Transit gave an overview the
modeling assumptions and results. Mr. Ledger described the background of BRT
proposal that started with the failure of the light rail transit (LRT) to meet NJ Transit’s
criteria for further consideration. He said the BRT analysis incorporates inputs from the
BRT workshop that identified service parameters and potential new routes and the
GMTMA, Barker/SYSTRA team concept development study for a BRT alignment. The
BRT analysis assumptions include concentrated land-use pattern (as established by
the Forum at the November 2000 land-use/transit Charrette); a BRT alignment
extending from I-295 in Lawrence Township to Ridge Road in South Brunswick with
extensive feeder bus services; a shift in housing and employment patterns to the BRT
corridor, overall totals remaining constant; transit demand management strategies; and
revised running times and service patterns. In reporting transit forecasting assumptions
Mr. Marchwinski told the Forum that the alignment used was that of the GMTMA
sponsored study where they looked at wetlands and other impediments. The
assumptions on service used for the model was that from the workshop which was
modified by the Forum’s steering committee. The demographic figures used do not
reflect the recent census. URS and NJ Transit developed transit rider-ship estimates
and projected vehicle trip patterns using the Forum’s assumptions about transit
services. Estimates of potential rider-ship were forecasted by NJ Transit using travel
times from URS model runs. Modified where appropriate DVRPC Model Land Use
Factor was used to reflect transit/land-use scenario development patterns. The model
also assumed NJ Transit fare policies on all transit services. Given the land use and
TDM modifications, the BRT forecasting results shows a potential 21, 000 daily trips on
the proposed BRT system in 2020; peak period mode shares for the markets that the
alignment served total 7.4 percent with off-peak 1.9 percent. Mr. Marchwinski said this
was very good and it was close to what major urban areas in New Jersey generates.
He also said the proposed alignment meets minimum peak period thresholds for BRT
and this indicates that BRT merits additional technical study. The next phase of the
BRT study should include a detailed cost/benefit analysis and more detailed project
definition. Mr. Marchwinski said the trend land use scenario reduces BRT ridership
potential by 60 percent. Instead of 21,000 daily trips, the resulting ridership would be
800; this is below the peak period threshold. Therefore land use plays a big role,
without significant changes in land use patterns fixed guide-way transit would not meet
Transit Score criteria for further study. Referring to a table which compared LRT and
BRT with trend land use and concentrated land use with TDM, Mr. Marchwinski told the
group that BRT with land-use and TDM had a high number of daily trips than LRT
because it had an extensive feeder system with better frequency and no transfers. In
summarizing his presentation Mr. Marchwinski stressed that the land use modifications
and TDM implementation are key conditions for justifying advancement of BRT and the
potential next steps of the Forum was to explore feasibility of land use modifications
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and TDM implementation.
A discussion ensued where Mr. Marchwinski was questioned on what current or recent
re-zoning was included in the modeling.
He replied that recent changes in West Windsor which included some clustering had
not be reflected.
Mr. Reed said the population/employment figures prepared for the Penns Neck Area
EIS followed actual zoning.
Mr. Marchwinski said the figures used were somewhat different from those used at the
Penns Neck Area EIS.
Mr. Coscia said the assumptions need to be re-visited and each municipality should
have an opportunity to make a judgement as to what is acceptable.
Ms. Brake said the Forum need to understand the difference between the zoning
assumptions used by NJ Transit and the actual zoning. It can then determine the
shortfall in population/employment and decide what can be done about it. Right now,
the Forum needs to buy into the results of the BRT analysis.
Stephen Decter, West Windsor Township said some rezoning will occur at the Wyeth
property. Sarnoff has finished rezoning. There are some interesting legal and other
issues to take into consideration. But West Windsor needs some support or get some
guidance on proceeding.
Alison Miller, West Windsor Council said trend land use and the actual land use are
disconnected. What needs to be done is a reaching-out with the understanding that
West Windsor will not zone for an additional 20,000 people. Everyone needs to work
together to find a solution that will benefit everyone.
Tom Marchwinski said that the demographic numbers are not only residential but also
include employment.
Ms. Miller reply was there is a need to work with sensitivity and understanding and the
trend has not been.
Pam Hersh said, referring to NJ Transit presentation, she needs to understand why is
the cost justification different for transit than for highways. Transit is expected to
perform better than road.
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Mr. Marchwinski replied that when asking for federal money to finance a project there
are certain criteria that have to be satisfied. NJ Transit has limited capital funds, and
therefore they have to look at cost effectiveness. What is shown is the bare minimum
for cost recovery.
Ms. Hersh said cost recovery is not expected for highways.
Pete Rayner said for the Forum to consider changes in job distribution it may need
enabling legislation to carry this out, TDR is one way, may need another.
Robert Bzik said the Forum need to work with the municipalities.
Philip Beachem, NJ Alliance for Action said it is important to recognize the
fundamental changes occurring at NJ Transit. Transit needs to be more cost effective.
Therefore further analysis to whether BRT moves forward needs to have current data.
Mr. Coscia told the gathering that not all data has been received from the Census
Bureau. The journey to work trip information that is important to NJ Transit analysis is
missing. The purpose of the work to date is to see whether or not transit is feasible.
Now that has been determined, follow-up work needs to begin. There are two caveats;
the land use side and detailed BRT concepts to be examined more carefully.
Pam Mount asked whether or not children will be able to use the system for school
transportation. Money allocated to busing children could be included in this system.
Children in urban areas use the transit system for school transportation and this area is
rapidly becoming an urban area.
Tushar Patel, URS gave a presentation on the effects of proposed changes in land use
and transit has on 2020 traffic conditions. He told the group that the modeling
assumptions were the same as that previously modeled for LRT except the transit
component. This included the new BRT system with existing service plus improved bus
and shuttle. He reported the scenario reduces auto trips by 2.7 percent or 39,100 trips
from the “Do Nothing” scenario. Congested vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is reduced by
23 percent. Freeways will carry a larger percentage of VMT relieving lower type
roadways. The scenario reduces vehicle-hours-traveled (VHT) by 9.4 percent over the
“do nothing” scenario. VHT on lower type roadways were reduced by 13-16 percent as
more traffic shifts to major roadways due to both Route 92 and the growth centers. In a
comparison of volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios of the BRT/Land Use/Highway II and “Do
Nothing” Scenario, major improvements in the V/C ratio is shown at screenline B
(between US1 and US 130) due to increase in capacity related to Route 92. V/C ratios
for screenlines A, C, G1 and G2 are all above capacity. Congested lane miles are
reduced by 26 percent or approximately 100 miles over the “Do Nothing” scenario. In
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summarizing the presentation Mr. Patel said significant congestion will remain in the
region; 46 percent of the VMT will be on congested sections of roadways. Travel time
on local roads will improve while roads near major development centers will experience
slightly more congestion.
Sarah Roberts, Montgomery Township pointed out that the streets in Montgomery
Township showed increased congestion with this scenario. Therefore, she has a
problem going back to the Planning Board to encourage Montgomery’s participation in
the BRT process.
Mr. Patel pointed out that the roadways of Montgomery Township showed increased
congestion because of the proposed construction of the US 206 Bypass in
Hillsborough.
Mr. Coscia said the V/C ratio changes very little when the whole package of
improvements are put together.
Peter Cantu said BRT provide options rather than relieve congestion. If the highway
improvements are removed from the scenario congestion relief is negligible.
Mr. Coscia asked now that the Forum had heard the BRT presentations, the question is
what to do next?
George Ververides, Director of Planning for Middlesex County, felt what needs to be
addressed by this group are some of the immediate needs to improve today’s traffic
congestion as development comes in.
Stanley Platt told the Forum that county road improvement issues need to be
addressed as the local roads will take a disproportionate share of the traffic increase in
the future. This will be one of the topics to be discussed at the next Forum meeting.
Pam Mount said for land use trends to be changed, the townships need advice right
now. This cannot wait until its time for construction. She said it would be helpful, if not
imperative if some one with real credibility provides outreach to the municipalities.
Mr. Coscia said an outreach effort can be accommodated. Some one will be available
to talk about what was presented this morning. However, further study is needed.
Dianne Brake said in the short term three things need to be considered. The first was
to update the data used in the analysis; second, it needs to be determined how big the
problem is; and third, pin point the exact location of GMTMA BRT alignment to begin
dialogue with the towns in terms of ROW preservation, examine fatal flaws and work
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towards a transit study.
In the discussion that followed it was pointed out that in terms of budgeting and funding
there is an opportunity of advancing a new way of transit with the help of municipalities.
It was also pointed out that even though we look at short-term projects, it has long term
implications and results but near term action is required today.
Peter Cantu said the BRT benefits needs to be demonstrated to the towns when talking
about their participation or may not get their support. Highway improvements show the
most benefits for congestion therefore it needs to be advanced.
Jim Hess, Regional Planning Partnership, Inc. said RPP had the GOZ model and they
were willing to work closely with the municipalities to look at their land use situation.
This was a good tool to show the impacts of existing zoning on the future.
Mr. Reed commented that it is good to preserve ROW in the municipal master plans,
and at this point it should be sufficient. There is a bill being considered in the
Legislature to conduct BRT studies; if passed funding will be available. What needs to
be done is to go back to basics and look at the congestion challenge that the region
faces and examine basic highway improvements.
Mr. Coscia said he gathered from the group that as a next step they wanted to
implement short range programs and there was no consensus on a detailed BRT study;
or should this take the form of a two-pronged approach, implement highway
improvements and focus on a BRT outreach program.
Mr. Cantu said a holistic approach was needed not just BRT. The Forum needs to
focus on, and move forward with all aspects.
Mr. Wolfe said the Forum should go forward with a BRT study, the work done to date
has identified some physical aspects which if not acted upon now may be lost in the
next couple of years.
Mr. Coscia said NJ Transit should develop a scope of work for a detailed BRT study
and determine a cost estimate. We can then seek funding.
William Beetle, NJDOT asked if the municipalities have enough information to talk
about BRT alignment. There should be dialogue with the municipalities to determine
their vision.
George Ververides suggested as the municipalities review their master plans the BRT
alignment should be tied into the transportation section.
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Don Shanis, DVRPC said there should be a two-way conversation, the towns should
inform the Forum of what they are doing.
Mr. Beetle said a lot of hard work has been done, the municipalities need to inform the
Forum how this will change their vision.
Jack Kanarek, NJ Transit said in NJ Transit presentation they first identified land use
issues as a next step to investigate; there needs to be a multi-modal discussion with
each community. If that confirms that there is an opportunity for BRT then we look for the
money. There needs to be a consensus from the municipalities on the land use
assumptions before we proceed.
Mr. Beetle suggested going to the municipalities and examine the gap in land use and
then make a decision on proceeding.
Pete Rayner said BRT is not he only game in town, there are other transportation
modes. The towns need to be given the tools to effectively change.
Mr. Coscia said DVRPC would work with the steering committee to develop an
outreach program to the municipalities and get their feedback on improvements and
needs.

6. Penns Neck Area EIS Update
Jon Carnegie, Project Manger, The Transportation Policy Institute at Rutgers University
presented an update on the EIS process. The purpose of the Penns Neck Area EIS is
to address traffic congestion and examine alternatives that would work. To date they
have identifies 8 alternatives. Included in these alternatives are a variety of gradeseparated options between Harrison Street and Washington Road. Some of the
alternatives had Route 1 placed in a cut. In all but one alternative there is a local road
connecting to Vaugh Drive. All selected alternatives will be packaged with TDM
strategies. The DEIS will be prepared by December 2002 and the Record of Decision
is anticipated by April 2003.
Mr. Coscia asked if the alternatives had been priced.
Mr. Carnegie replied that they had not.

7. Next Steps
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Mr Coscia said at the next meeting a number of the action agenda items will be
discussed as well as the cost estimate for current highway improvement projects.
There will also be an update on the progress of S92.
Chris Altomari said the Bristol, Myers Squibb and Jannsen Pharmaceuticals were
working on a corporate shuttle in Hopewell and they may be able to make a
presentation to the Forum.
Mr. Coscia told the Forum they would be informed of the next meeting date; after which
he thanked everyone for attending and again thanked Sarnoff for the use of their
accommodations.
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