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TRUCK ACCESS

Adopted Repeal and New Rules: N.J.A.C. 16:32

Effective Date: January 22, 2008.

Expiration Date: January 22, 2013.

Summary of Public Comments and Agency Responses:

Comments were received from the following municipalities, counties, businesses and
individuals: Assemblyman Reed Gusciora; Congressman Rush Holt; Senator Walter J.
Kavanaugh; Mayor Phyllis Marchand; Senator Bob Smith; Mayor Mildred Trotman; Senator
Shirley K, Turner; Borough of Metuchen; Princeton Borough; Borough of Pompton Lakes; City
of New Brunswick; East Amwell Township; Franklin Township; Hillsborough Township;
Hopewell Township; Lawrence Township; Montgomery Township; Princeton Township; South
Brunswick Township; Middlesex County Department of Planning; Somerset County; Somerset
County Planning Board; Dr. M. Rashid Abbasi; Carolyn Abbate; Dr. & Mrs. Hamed M. Abdou;
Fay Abelson; Barbara Abramson; Bernard Abramson; Murray Abramson; Bruce Ackerman;
Martha Ackerman; Henry Acselrod; Afifa Afifi; Khondamir Agzamov; Angela Ajayi; George
Akers; Aline & Charles Akselrad; Joyce Albers-Schonberg; Richard Albright; Kathy Ales;
Priscilla Algava; Danielle Almstead; Camille Amadio; Walter Ameling; Alkesh Amin; Robert
Ams; Lauren Anderson; Joseph Anzek; Harriet Anzek; Philip Arrison, Sr.; Alice Artzt; Angiras
Arya; Valerie Aubourg; Joanne Augustine; William Ayers; Blair Woodward Ayers; Shaista
Azizalam; Faith Bahadurian; Hetty Baiz; Marion Bakoulis; Victor Bakunoff, III; Hector Baraona
& Heidi Schwarzenberg; Grayson Barber; Albert Barclay, Jr.; David Barile; Beth Baron; Pablo
Barquim; Joan Bartl; Pamela Barton; Penelope Baskerville; Marian Bass; Barbara & Harry
Bates; Dan Bauer; Aislinn Bauer; Elizabeth Baugha; Peter Baugha; David Baum; Mary
Bauman; Myrna Bearse; Brady Becker; David Becker; Jill Becker; Theodore Begun; Mark
Beissinger; Meryll Belfor; Bill Bender; Alix Bennett; Patricia Berhau; Ruth Besser; Robert &
Sheila Beyer; Helena Bienstock; Janis Birchfield; Susan Bishop; Gavin Black; Sue Anne &
Martin Blackman; Barbara Blackwell; Carol Blum; S. Bodine; Werner Boeglin; Harriet
Bogdonoff; Wanda & Roger Bollentin; Bruno Bosacchi; Bob Bostock; Marie Boucek; Lonnie &
Antoinetta Branham; Elizabeth Brasor; Caren Maynett Breithaupt; David Breithaupt; Hans
Breme; Leigh Dodson Brigaud; Amy Brigham; Judith Bronston; Claire Brown; Timothy Brown;
Robert Brynildsen; Miruna Budisteanu; Nancy Burnett; Dennis & Carolyn Buss; Jane Buttars;
Susan Byer; Mary Caddeau; J. Cahouet; Mesut Cakir & Elizabeth Stokes; Mary Calvin;
Jacqueline Cantwell; Gustavo Carniero; Susan Carril; Georgia Carroll; Gloria Cartusciello; Fred
& Lynn Causing; Eulogio Espitia Cazares; Laurel Cecila; Robert Cerutti; Ellen Charry; Theodore
Chase, Jr.; Andy Chen; Chi Yi Chen; Peter Cheung; Ron & Jacqueline Chiang; Karen Chin;
Nandine Chowdhury; James Christy; Susan McFadden Chyn; Angela Clark; James Clark &
Isabelle Clark-Deces; Judith Clark; Matt Clark; Julianna Clark; Melissa Clark; Marguerite
Cleary; Hugh Cline; Maryann Closterman; Hope Cobb; Jennifer Cochran; Steven Cochran;
Janet Cohen; Mary Jo Colli; Adriana Collins; Christine Colosimo; Louise Conley; S. Conlon;
Susan Connaughton; Laura Connolly; Paul Conover; Melinda Contreras-Byrd; Nicolette
Conway; Joan Cook; Rosemary Cousin; Joan Crespi; Roger Crevier; Petra Crevier; Mariangela
Cruz; Allison Cryan; Rick Cucinotta; Melissa Cunningham; Sam Cunnighame; Jenn Curatola;
Gina D'Adamo; Elisabeth Dahlen; Ann Danson; Francis Danson, Jr.; Ana Cannas Da Silva;
Salma Da Supta; Theodore Davidson; Arch C. Davis, III; Ron & Lauren Davis; Susan Davis;
Dawn Day; Ellen & Craig Deardorff; E. & C. Dehaas; David DeMuth; Frances DeMuth; Jennifer
DeMuth; Mr. & Mrs. John H. Denny, Sr.; Brian Deppa; Judith deTuro; Tracy Devine; Maria
DiBattista; Darlene DiGeronimo; Linda DiMatteo; Robert Dix, Jr.; David Dodge;
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Margaret Dodge; Dr. T.A. Dolotta; Thurston Domina; Gianni Donati; Susan Doran; Cassandra
Douglas; Tatiana & Paul Dourbal; Lucille Doviak; Peter Doviak; Lois Dowey; Ellen Dowling;
Leslie Dowling & Carlo Momo; Sharon Downey-Hohmuth; Aiden Doyle; Albert Dumapit; Louise
Dunham; Dara & Patricia Dunn; Peter Durichko; Sean Eade; Arthur Edelson; Judith Edelson;
Ed Edelson; Jackie Edgcomb; Verena Edwards; Catherine & Zvi Eiref; Emily Eischen; D.
Eisenberg; Kari & Evan Eisenberger; Uri Eisenzweig & Ericka Deglau; Aaron Eley; Amy Ellis;
Walter Emmerich; Wilma Emmerich; Curt Emmrich; Alex Engel; Jane Engel; Dr. J. Mark Engel,
Michael Engel; R.E. Enstrom; David Ertel; Frances Ertel; Elizabeth Ettinghausen; Maria Evans;
Charles & Wendy Rolfe Evered; Robin L. Everett, Jr.; Anne Fahey; Hutchinson Kay Fairman,
Jr.; Carl Faith; Justin Farrell; Ashley Farrell; Frank Fasano; Janet Fearon; Candace Feiring;
Petra Felkl; Christopher Feltham; Maria Fernandez-Medina; Lillian Ferracone; Richard
Finlayson; Siobhan Fisher; Agatha & Robert Fleming; Richard & Marjorie Fleming; Russell
Floyd; Emma Forehand; Garlie Forehand; Letitia Fraga; Bernice Frank; Emma Franklin; Ann
Fries; Karen Fuchs; Jamie Fuller; Mary Funk; Peter Funk; Mary Furey & Paul Gerard; David
Gabai; Reine Gabai; Lucille Gaignault; John Gale; Dinchung Gan; Kathryn Gardner; Jeanne
Garner; Sheldon Garon; Ann Garvey; Leslie Geller; Alan Gelperin; Anthony & Beverly Genetta;
Jennifer Geoghan; Stefan Gerber; Murray & Elaine Gilbert; Ayanna Gill; Sandy Gilliland; D.
Ginsburg; Joseph & Mary Giordmaine; Benjamin Glasser; Christine Godfrey; Margaret Goheen;
Samuel Goldfarb; Irene Goldfarb; Dr. Nancy Goldin; Cheryl Goldman; B.S. Goldsmith; David
Goldsmith; Fred Goldstein; Nancee Goldstein; Steve Goldstein; Frank Gomez; Alan Goodheart;
Jenny Goodman; Andy Goodpaster; Mickey & Alan Graham; Oliver Graudejus; Don Greenberg;
Mary Anne Greenberg; Nancy Greenspan; Milon Gregory; Sheeny Grewal; Stephen Griffies;
Allen & Pamela Grossman; Carol Gubernat; Frank Gubernat; Susan Guiragos; Neville Gulvala;
Wanda Gunning; Lee Gunther; Ira Guterman; Rigoberto Gutierrez; Ken Haag; Christine Hagan;
Thomas Hagedorn; Adelaide Bennett Hagens; Herbert Hagens; Tim Hagerty; Carter Hahn;
Ronald Hahn; Susan Hahn; Colleen Hall; Robert Hall; Winifred Hall; Jacqueline Hall-
Handelman; Barbara Hallows; Matthew & Lena Hamel; Leita Voss Hamill; William H.B. Hamill;
Donna Hamilton; Les Hamilton; Sandra Hamilton; Blair Hamren; Jeffrey Hamren; Lucas
Hamren; Mark & Erin Hamrick; Caroline Hancock; David Handelman; Kyle Hang; John
Hanselmann; Dr. George Hansen; Margaret Harper; Mary Harper; Daniel Harris; Nancy Hartog;
David Hauss; Edwina Hawes; Ruppert Hawes; N.H. Hays; Susan Head; Bruce Heagstedt; Mary
& John Heilner; Sandra & Charlie Heinrich; Susan Henoch; David A. Henry (Princeton Regional
Health Department); Linda Henry; Janie Hermann; Janet Heroux; Timothy Herpin; Deborah
Herrington; Andrew Hersh; Pam Hersh; Wendy Hersh; William Hewitt; Kyle Heys; Rebecca
Jordan Heys; Colin Hill; Margaret Hill; Cordelia Hill; William C. Hill; J. Robert Hillier; Sofia
Hillner; Stephen Hiltner; Melissa Hilton; Christopher Hines; Elisa Hirvonen; Nichola Hoffman;
Arthur Hohmuth; Deborah Hollander; Harriet & Ted Hollander; Carol & Peter Holzer; Andrea
Honore; Tage Honore; Joseph Horvath; Holly Houston; Barbara Howard; Carolyn Hoyler; Pei
Hsiang; Martha Hughes; Mike Humes; John Hurley; Susan Hurley; Judith Hutton & Kate Story
(YMCA of Princeton); Suzanne Hyman; Jeanne Ilvento; Vera Inkiow; Lillian Israel; Lenore
Itzkowitz; Norman Itzkowitz; Bernadette Izzo-Yasinowsky; Ina Jackson; Barry Jacobs & Susyn
Berger; Kathleen Jacobs; L. Jacobson; Thomas Jacoby; Trudy Jacoby; Peter Jaffe; Reba Jaffe;
Jayne Jay; Karen Jezierny (Dir. Of Public Affairs, Princeton University); Anna Johansson;
Brooke Johnson; Joseph Johnson; Joyce Johnson; Mary Ellen & Hallett Johnson, Jr.; Margaret
Jones; M.G. Joshi; Michael & Lucille Joye; Greg Kaganowicz; Carol Kagay; Hannah Kahn; Laura
Kahn; Martin Kahn; Edyth Kamenir; Chi Lung & Chia-chen Chu Kang; Nicholas Karp; Allen &
Arianne Kassof; Gary Katona; Adria Katz; Hilda Kaufman; Jill & Gregg Kaufman; TinaMarie
Kawan; Edwina Keaney; Edmund Keeley; Yanneke Kelir, Joanna Kendig; Stephanie Kennedy
(Business Administrator/Board Secretary-Princeton Regional Schools); Isabel Kentengian;
Beverly Kestenis; Vladimir Khazak; Miriam Kim; Won T. & Youn Y. Kim; Kingston Tailor Shop;
William Kinsley; George Kiovsky; Nancy Klath; Norman Klath; Gillian Knapp; Catherine Knight
& Dr. Donald F. Denny, Jr.; Nancy Knight; James Knill; Laura Kogan; Refen Koh;
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Krysia Kolodziej; Linda Koos; Larry Koplik; Brent Krasner; Jonathan Krejci; Ellen Kubacki; Cyril
& Hana Kucera; Richard Kuhn; John David Kurman; Sheila Kurtzer; Eleanor Kux; Fay
Lachmann; Ira Lackey; Michael Lackner; Anton & Alison Lahnston; Matteo Laizzo; Peter Lake;
Michael Landau; Mimi Landau; Alexander Lane; Deborah Lane; Cynthia Laskin; Bruce Lawton;
Peter Lee; Linda Gayle Lee; Shu Chen Lee; Ceil Leedom; Ronald Lemahieu; Lai-King Leong; J.
Leopold; Dr. & Mrs. M. Leopold; Lael Leslie; Ron Lessard; Robert Letourneaux; Andrew Levine;
Lisa Marcus Levine; Monica Levine; Richard Tom Levine; Robert J. Levine; Eleanor Lewis; Jean
Lian; Philip Lian; G. Licholcir; Robert Lichty; Elliot Lieb; You Linfeng; Dr. James List; Pin Shuo
Liu; Manuel Llinas; Alison Longley; Stephen Longley; C.K. Longshaw; Richard Lopacki; Sandra
Lopacki; Janeth Lopez; Elina Lorenz; Mary Lott; Lou's Barber Shop; Marlene Lucchesi; PJ
Lucchesi; Anthony Lunn; Sharon Lurye; Anna Lyles; John McAllister; Kathleen McCormack & Al
Agrisani; Douglas McCune; Michael McGillen; Greta McGregor; Juliana McIntyre; Kathryn
McIsaac; Lynne & Douglas McKinnon; Maureen McLaughlin; Pamela Machold (on behalf of
Riverside Neighborhood Assoc.); Roland & Pamela Machold; John Mackay; Tom Mackie; Emily
Mackie; Dawn MacLaren; Jerry & Ellen MacLean; Jane & Robert MacLennan; Andrea Malcolm;
Maria Maldarena; N. Manabe; Liza Manganello; Rosalie Marfuggi; Dr. Margery Mark; Berit
Marshall; Carol Marsland; John Marsland, Jr.; Kristin Martini; Charles & Melinda Martinson;
Ralph Martinson; Stephen Masticola; Sarah Materniak; Michael Mathews; Cecelia Mathews;
Christine Maurer; Alison Maxwell; Karen May; Jerry Mazza; Jeanne & Joseph Mazzetti; David &
Kate Mechanic; Victor Medore; Albert Medwin; Annisa Mele; Daren Mele; Seth Mellman; Miki
Mendelsohn; David Mertz; Carole & James Messersmith; Dr. Joseph Meyer; W. Bradford
Middlekauff; Margaret Migliore; David Mikkelsen; Sally Mikkelsen; Saudi Milburn; Kim Millar;
Beth Miller; Douglas Miller; Jane Miller; Maura Mills; Drs. Simon & Anna Milman; Miranda
Mirfakhrai; Beth Leigh Mitchell; Daniel Moffo; Dana Molina; Raoul Momo; June Montanari;
Brian Moor; William Moran; A. Perry Morgan, Jr. & Elisabeth Horgan; Dr. & Mrs. Robert Forbes
Morgan; Alexander Morris; Margaret Morris; Deborah Morrison; Gary & Barbara Moskowitz;
Elizabeth & Julian Moynahan; Gerald & Veronica Muller; Joan Mueller; James Mulroy;
Chitsomanus Muneepeerakul; Marion Munk; Marion Murphy; Donna Murray; Elise & Tom
Murray; Kathy Murtagh; Chris Myers; Dorothy Myers; Steven Nadler; F. Nardozza; Nassau
Presbyterian Church (via University Medical Center at Princeton-Cardiopulmonary Dept.);
Lauren Navarret; Holly Nelson; G. Susan Nemeth; Lee Neuwirth; Caryn Newman; Eve
Niedergang; Dana Nini; Tyler Nkadi; North End Coalition; Ewa & David Norton; Paula Norwood;
Michele Ochsner; Charlotte O'Connell; Morgane O'Connell; Mike & Morgane O'Connell;
Constance O'Dea; Myra O'Donoghue; Anne O'Dowd; Kristine Olson; Dr. Josephine Ondetti;
Henry & Arlene Opatut; Kathy Orchen; Margaret Mary Orlando; Arno Orsini; Daniel Osherson;
Natalya Ossina; Marv & Patricia Ostberg; Carol Owen; C.R. Owen; Jerry Palin; Caroline Pallat;
Alec Palmer; Molly Palmer; Pat Palmer; Michael Paluszek; Rahul Pandharipande; Tari Pantaleo;
Melissa Panter & Pierre Emeric; John Panzica; Diane Paraskevas; Rosemary Parish; Barbara
Parmet; K. Suzanne Parsons; Saibal Patra; Dale Paulshock; Nils Pearson; Mark Peel; David
Peery; John Penrod; Liz Perez; Norberto Perez; Brian Perkins; Brian & Lois Perkins; Margery
Cuyler Perkins; James Perry; Dr. V.S. Perry; Elizabeth Stuyvesant Fish Perry; Toby & Bill
Peterson; Emanuella Pinals; Robert Pinals; Jennifer Pitts; Salvatore Pitts; Karen Pizarro;
Joanne Pizza; Susan Pizzi; Karen Polokoff; Alison & David Politziner; Steve Pomerantz; M.
Pophristic; Dorothy Potts; Julia Poulos; Laurie Powsner; Christopher Pozarycki; Tony Pradhan;
Janet Pressel; Candace Preston; Kathleen Preziosi; Will & Fran Price; John Procaccini; Mary A.
Procaccino; Peter Prorok; Randi Protter; Craig Provorny; Dennis Quinn; Dr. Arnold Rabson;
Barbara Racich; Joseph Racich; Eva Raldow; Maria & Juan Ramirez; Patricia Ramirez; Grace
Ramus; Denise Ramzy; William & Marlene Rankin; Ivar Raphael; Joyce Rappaport; Michael
Rappaport; Ann Reed; Robin Reed; Richard & Jill Reid; Joy & Spencer Reynolds; Sheree
Rheinhardt; Diane Rhodes; Carol Rigolot; Elizabeth Riley; Sarah Ringer; Laura Kay Roberts;
Sarah Roberts; Harriet Robertson; Ramon Robledo; Robert & Sue Rodgers; Daniel Roels;
Laurel Rogers; Meredith Rogers; Robert Ross; Hugo & MaryJane Rossi; Nathalie Rossiliol;
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Andy Rothman; Beth Rothman; Daryl Julie Rothman; D. & S. Rouel; George Rovnyak; Barbara
Rovnyak; Penelope Rowlands; Kevin Royer; Connie Jo Rubel; Arthur Rudy; Paulette Rudy;
Janis Runkle; Ralph A. Runyon, III; Denis Ryono; Lois & Jan Safer; Jake & Cynthia Sage; Dave
Saltzman & Heidi Joseph; Jeffrey Saltzman; Gregory & Elizabet;h Samios; Kenneth & Rachel
Samoil; Jaime Samson; Shannon Santos; Irene Sanz; Lutie Spitzer Saul; Mircea Savu; Douglas
Sawyer; Alison Scafuri; Laura Schafer; Sylvia & Joseph Scheeren; Mark Scheibner; Leonard
Schiro; James Schnitzer; Maya Schonenberger; Ann Schoonover; William Schreyer; Helen
Schwartz; Jonathan Schwartz; May Screvier; Joan Semenek; M.F. Semmelhack; Hannah
Semmelhack; Louise Senior; Eileen Shahbender; Patricia Shangkuan; Barbara Shapiro; L.B.
Sharon; Doris Shea; Fadlou Shehadi; Fadlou & Alison Shehadi; Claire Shields; Denise Shipper;
Marilyn Shteir; O. Shteir; A. Shulzycki; William Shurley (on behalf of The Student Government
of Princeton Theological Seminary); Sheila Siderman; Ruth Sigal; Rachelle Simon; Albert
Sincak; Dr. & Mrs. Frank Sinden; Arlene Sinding; Henry & Joann Singer; Josh Sinha; Raj
Sinha; Dudley & Linda Sipprelle; Scott Sipprelle; Eva Jan Siroka; Edward Skladany, Jr.;
Frances Slagle; Brian Sleigh; Robert Slighton; Margaret Slighton; John Smiley; Maryellen
Smiley; Dirk Smit; Arnold Smith; Edward Smith; Susan Smith; Jeff Smith; Amy Smith; Joel
Smith; Jonathan Smith; Dr. Peter Smith; Monica Snowden; Elaine Solomon; Sandy Solomon;
Avni Soni; Raj Soni; Jessica Sordan; Thomas Southerland, Jr.; David & Gwen Southgate;
Andrea Spalla; Helen & Thomas Spiro; Willa Stackpole; Natalie Stanley; Mr. & Mrs. Dennis
Stark; Jean Starks; Irene Stein; S. J. Stein; Julie Steinberg; Marjorie Steinberg; Malcolm
Steinberg; Marilyn & Barry Steiner; Kurt & Judit Stenn; Mary Stevens; Elizabeth Steward;
Dianne Stewart; Gill Stewart; Madelon Stewart; Hunt Stockwell; Joanna Storrar; Mary Stange;
Tom Stange; Linda Strange; Rev. Frank Strasburger; Loralee Strauss; C. Barnwell Straut;
Nancy Strong; William Strong; Joel Studebaker; Michael Suber; Phyllis Suber; Molly Sullivan;
Patrick Sullivan; Heather Swartz; Susan Swensen; Yvonne Szaferman; Barry Szaferman; Rush
Taggert; Alexandra Taylor; Amelia Taylor; Susan Taylor; Dr. Phyllis Teitelbaum; Srdjan Teslic;
Sean Richards Teter; Harriet Teweles; Ellen Thompson; Peter Thompson; Suzanne Thompson;
E. Tilghman; Sue Tillett; Ward Titus; Mark Tobias; Lisa Tobias; David Tolman & Dorothy
Shepard; Peter & Kathleen Tovar; Diana Traquiwa; Cynthia Treves; Alain Tschanz; Anthony
Tse; Polly Tse; Wayne & Emily Tuan; Rick Tucci; Martin Tuchman; John & Merlene Tucker;
Robert Turoff; Gail Ullman; University Medical Center at Princeton (signature illegible); Doreen
Valentine; Susan Van Dongen; Murthy Vangala; Surya Vangala; Raj Vangipuram; T. B. Van
Italli; Denise Varga; Parker Vaughey; Crabriel Vecchi; Paul Veronsky; L. Vieland; Monica
Vildostegui; Laura Vujosevic; Jeanne Wacker; James Wade; Lucile Wade; William Wakefield;
Pam Wakefield; Marne Walizer; Kerry Walk; Alma Walker; Ann Walker; Robert & Barbara
Walker; Alison Wall; John & Katherine Walsh; Paul Walsh; Anne Walsh; D. Warnock; Hannah
Warren; Andrea Warriner; Susanna Waterman; J.A. Weatherill; Anne Weber; Lawrence Weiss
& Carol Hoffman; Russ Weiss; Eleanor Werenfels; Harold Werner; Miquelon Weyeneth; Alan
White; Alexander White; Marjory White; Rena White; Sarah Whiting & Ron Witte; Lynn
Whitney; Mark Widmer; Larry Wiley; Dr. Francois Wilhelm; Brandon Willett; Kris Willett;
Cornelia Williams; Murray Williams; R. Kirk & Sandy C. Williamson; B. Philip Winder; Julia
Winder; Peter Wolanin; Amy Wolfe; Deanna Womack; Ying Li & Guchen Yang; Dania Yaskanin;
Jason Yellen; Andre & Frances Yokana; Janet & Edwin Yost; Cynthia Young; J. Yu; Brian Zack;
Ewa Zak; Jamie Zaninovich; Froma & George Zeitlin; Anne Zeman; Xiaoni Zhang; Lixin Jiang &
Baiyu Zheng; Susan Zief; Mary Zikos; Julie Zimmerman; Diane Zorich; Maria Zullo; one
anonymous; 27 illegible/no address; five received after deadline.

Discussion

Following the publication of the rule proposal that is the subject of this adoption,
Department representatives were invited to attend a series of meetings regarding the rule
proposal, including a meeting with local officials in Princeton Borough; a meeting held by
Congressman Rush Holt with representatives from Mercer County, that included Princeton
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Township and Lawrence Township representatives; a "Truck Summit" sponsored by
Assemblyman Peter Biondi which additionally included representatives from Somerset County,
Hillsborough Township, Montgomery Township, Bridgewater Township, and Raritan Township;
and a Town Hall meeting sponsored by Congressman Rush Holt with residents primarily from
the Princeton Borough, Princeton Township and Lawrence Township areas. At these meetings,
Department representatives discussed the rule proposal and answered questions on truck
routing and the legal challenge to the previous truck routing rules. In addition, the
Department prepared "Myths and Facts" informational material which provided answers to
many of the questions raised at these meetings. The "Myths and Facts" informational material
was posted on the Department's website, distributed at the Town Hall meeting, and was
provided to representatives of the communities noted above for posting on their official
websites.

In response to the rule proposal, the Department received public comments from individual
commenters, several county and municipal officials, several members of the New Jersey
Legislature, and a member of the U.S. Congress. Comments were received in the form of
emails, individual letters, resolutions, and form letters which included information provided to
local residents by several municipalities. Form letters made up approximately 77 percent of
the total comments received on the rule proposal.

The Department also received a few letters and e-mails with comments pertaining to this
rulemaking that were missing addresses, names, or legible signatures. These comment letters
were all included in the rulemaking record and considered by the Department. Because of
missing addresses, names or legible signatures, the Department was not able to either
acknowledge receipt of those comment letters or in other cases include their name in the
above list of commenters. The Department also received letters from several individuals after
the close of the public comment period. These commenters are not included in the list above
and their comments were not considered as part of this rulemaking.

Because of the large number of comments received, there were a considerable number of
similar, identical and/or related comments from different persons, particularly since so many
form letters were received. In the following summary of comments and responses, the
Department has made an effort to group together comments which dealt with similar, identical,
or related subject matters. This approach gives the Department the opportunity to make its
response within the context of related issues. It is also hoped that this will give the reader the
opportunity to get a sense of the scope of related issues which the Department must consider
in this rulemaking.

Instead of repeating all of the similar, identical or related comments on one particular
matter, the Department has quoted one or more verbatim comments which were
representative of the comments on that issue. Comments quoted verbatim are shown in
quotation marks. In some instances, for the purposes of clarity and conciseness, the
Department paraphrased or condensed some of the public comments shown. In such
instances, the public comment is not shown in quotation marks.

Throughout the comments and responses, the term "large trucks" refers to 102-wide
standard trucks and double-trailer truck combinations. The term "blue routes" is a colloquial
reference to those roadways which appear on the Department's Truck Routing Map (see
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/freight/trucking/map.shtm) as restricted for travel by
large trucks and which are listed in Appendices A or B of N.J.A.C. 16:32. These roadways are
colored "blue" on that map and are shown as a blue line.

While these rules affect truck routing for both interstate and intrastate large trucks
throughout the State, the preponderance of comments received on the rule proposal centered
on the segment of the Route 206 corridor from the Somerville Circle to I-295 in Lawrenceville,
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and the segment of the Route 27 corridor from New Brunswick through Princeton. At issue is
whether or not these roadway segments should be included in the New Jersey Access Network,
as described in the rule proposal, and continue to function as State highways providing
connections between National Network roadways. Proportionally, 95 percent of commenters
focused their comments on these Route 206 and 27 corridor segments. In addition to these
two State highways, comments were received regarding truck traffic and its impacts on Routes
31, 202, and several other State, county and municipal roadways. Truck related issues that
commenters brought up varied widely and sometimes went beyond the scope of this
rulemaking.

In general, the comments received by the Department can be categorized as follows:

-- Comments on the language of the rule proposal and suggested alternative language
describing how trucks regulated under N.J.A.C. 16:32 leave the National Network and access
terminals for local deliveries;

-- Concerns about large truck traffic on Routes 206 and 27 and requests that these
roadways be removed from the New Jersey Access Network;

-- Concerns about large truck traffic on Route 31;

-- Requests that various other roadways be removed or included in the New Jersey
Access Network or be included in N.J.A.C. 16:32 Appendices A or B as described in the rule
proposal; and

-- General comments on truck related issues.

In considering these comments, the Department has had to bear in mind the series of
regulatory and legal actions that led to the rule proposal. The Department's proposal of
December 18, 2006 (38 N.J.R. 5322(a)) was the latest in a series of regulatory actions
regarding this chapter, as it pertains to permitted routes for these vehicles, beginning with new
rules which were adopted on December 7, 1999. Those 1999 rules prohibited large trucks
from using State highways and county roads as through routes or shortcuts between National
Network highways, when they did not originate their trip in New Jersey, or have a destination
within the State. Those same rules became the subject of a lawsuit, American Trucking
Associations Inc. and U.S. Xpress, Inc. vs. Christine Todd Whitman, James Weinstein, Col.
Carson Dunbar, and John J. Farmer, Jr., 136 F. Supp.2d 343 (D.N.J. 2001), the plaintiffs
alleging that the 1999 rules violated the Interstate Commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution,
in essence because they made a distinction between those routes which could be traveled by
interstate trucks versus those that could be used by intrastate trucks.

Ultimately, the 1999 rules were found to be unconstitutional on the grounds stated by the
plaintiffs (see 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 29271 (D.N.J. March 24, 2004). This decision was
appealed in the U.S. Third Circuit Court of Appeals which affirmed the lower court's decision
(see 437 F.3d 313 (3d Cir. N.J. 2006), and was eventually appealed to the U.S. Supreme
Court which declined to hear the case. Having the 1999 truck routing rules struck down by the
courts left New Jersey with virtually no rules in place to regulate the routing of truck traffic. To
protect the public interest and safety, and to ensure that large trucks were not free to travel
on roads unsuitable for their size and configuration, the rules found to be unconstitutional were
repealed and emergency new rules and concurrently proposed new rules were promulgated
that mirrored the "pre-1999" truck routing rules. This put back in place rules that identified
roadways not suitable for large trucks and established truck routing rules for these vehicles,
regardless of the truck's origin or destination. These rules were proposed as an emergency
repeal and new rule on February 24, 2006 and adopted effective June 22, 2006 (38 N.J.R.
3056(a)).
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While the Department accepted the court's decision and had put back in place truck routing
restrictions consistent with the "pre-1999" rules, it also believed that alternative truck routing
rules should be developed that would meet the requirements of the Interstate Commerce
Clause of the U.S. Constitution, but would also address the concerns raised by many
communities, organizations and individuals, which had prompted the Department to restrict
the movement of interstate trucks within New Jersey in 1999. As described in the proposal for
this current adoption, a task force was brought together, chaired by the Commissioner of
Transportation, which included various constituencies that had expressed interest or concerns
with truck routing in New Jersey. This task force was instrumental in working with the
Department in the development of the rule proposal that is the subject of this adoption. These
rules identify those roadways suitable for travel by large trucks, by establishing a hierarchy of
roadways upon which these trucks should travel within the State of New Jersey. This hierarchy
was established based upon the function of the roadways and the character of the service they
are intended to provide; while balancing the need to protect the safety of the traveling public
and the need to provide the trucking industry with an efficient and economical system of
roadways upon which to travel within New Jersey.

In developing the proposed new rules, the Department and the task force used the
suggestions and guidance of the court's decision that found the 1999 rules unconstitutional.
This was done by applying the routing requirements equally to both interstate and intrastate
large trucks in a manner which is least burdensome to commerce. While the previous rules
created a network of roads that trucks could use, the rules that are the subject of this adoption
establish a network of roadways that these vehicles can use and also establish routing
requirements that all regulated trucks must follow. Vehicles are required to utilize the National
Network to the extent feasible and consistent with their destination. Trips off of the National
Network should be for the purpose of seeking food, fuel, rest, repairs, or to reach a terminal by
the direct route (shortest distance). Upon completing each trip, the vehicle should return to
the National Network in a manner consistent with reaching its next terminal. Trips off of the
National Network or the New Jersey Access Network onto all other local unrestricted roadways
should be only for the purpose of accessing a terminal on those roadways by the direct route.

The routing restrictions found at N.J.A.C. 16:32 have also taken into consideration the
complexity of New Jersey's roadway network. The National Network provides a framework for
interstate and regional intrastate travel within New Jersey. New Jersey's State highways
provide connections between National Network roadways and the larger network of county and
municipal roadways. Together, New Jersey's State, county and municipal roadways create a
network for large trucks needing to access terminals to pick up or deliver all manner of goods.

While providing a network of roadways critical to commerce, many of these highways also
serve as main streets for many communities and must be accessible to both pedestrians and
bicyclists. State highways such as Routes 206, 27 and 31, are excellent examples of the
multifaceted nature of most, if not all, State highways. They are lined in many areas with
residential neighborhoods, but also serve local businesses, churches, schools, colleges and
universities, and provide regional interconnection between other National Network roadways,
other State highways and numerous county and municipal roadways.

The Department has considered the comments received requesting that changes be made
to the composition of roadways that make up the New Jersey Access Network, including
removal of Routes 206 and 27 from that network. The Department has also reviewed the
reports and supporting documentation submitted by Lawrence Township, Princeton Township
and Princeton Borough in support of their request that Routes 206 and 27 be removed from
the New Jersey Access Network. The Department's conclusion, after reviewing this material, is
that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New Jersey Access
Network, as described in N.J.A.C. 16:32, and that there is no basis for exclusion of these
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segments of State highway from that network. The Department has communicated this
decision to these communities. Notwithstanding this decision, the Department has also
determined that selective changes to the networks described in this chapter would not be
prudent without further analysis regarding the impacts of such changes on network continuity,
local communities, the traveling public, legal impacts, and New Jersey's economy. For that
reason, and taking into consideration that few changes have been made to the designated
network since its adoption in 1992, the Department has determined that it is appropriate to
initiate a Reevaluation Study of the New Jersey Access Network, the roadways excluded from
through truck movements and identified in Appendices A and B in N.J.A.C. 16:32, and other
unrestricted roadways within New Jersey. This Reevaluation Study will be undertaken by the
Department, in consultation with an advisory group which will include, but not be limited to,
representatives from the counties, municipalities, New Jersey State Police, and the New Jersey
trucking industry. The outcome of this study may result in roadways currently included in the
New Jersey Access Network being added to Appendices A or B, but could also result in roadway
currently identified in Appendices A or B being added back into the New Jersey Access
Network. Amendments to Appendix C may also be warranted. Any subsequent
recommendations from this Reevaluation Study for modifications to these networks will be the
subject of future rulemaking. This should not be interpreted, however, to mean that the
Department believes that the rule proposed for adoption or that the networks described at
N.J.A.C. 16:32 are flawed.

The Reevaluation Study of the current truck routing network will be initiated concurrently
with a five-year program by the Department to increase the monitoring of large truck
movements within New Jersey. This program will include truck volume data collection utilizing
existing and additional weigh-in-motion stations and the coordinated collection of truck volume
data from the various authorities having jurisdiction over roadways entering and traversing
New Jersey. The collection of this data will enhance the Department's ability to make sound
and reasonable decisions concerning any contemplated modifications to the current truck
routing network.

Notwithstanding the Department's decision to undertake additional studies and data
collection efforts as they relate to truck movements within New Jersey, the Department
believes that it is prudent to adopt these rules, as proposed with only minor technical changes,
thereby repealing the current (that is, "pre-1999") rules. Consistent with prior court decisions,
the rules that are the subject of this adoption provide a higher level of restriction of the use of
the New Jersey Access Network, as well as county and municipal roadways, than the current
(pre-1999) rules. This is accomplished by directing all large trucks to more appropriately use
the National Network for as much of their trip within or through New Jersey, as is reasonably
possible. Even without modification to the composition of the current New Jersey Access
Network, the Department believes that the rules that are the subject of this adoption provide
the necessary constitutional balance of protecting the safety of the traveling public while
providing the trucking industry with an efficient and economical system of roadways upon
which to travel within New Jersey.

Comments on the proposed rule language

N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.4 (c)

COMMENT: Princeton Borough, Princeton Township, Lawrence Township, the Village of
Kingston, Princeton University staff, and residents questioned the language of proposed
N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.4(c) that implies that there are specific roads, highways, streets, public alleys
or other thoroughfares that DOT has determined cannot safely accommodate large trucks. If
so, they want to know the identity of the locations and what criteria were used in making the
decision.
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RESPONSE: The Department agrees that N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.4(c) states that "Double-trailer
truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks may leave the National Network to the
extent reasonably necessary to access facilities providing food, fuel, repairs and rest within two
miles roadway distance from the National Network except upon those roads, highways, streets,
public alleys, or other thoroughfares that cannot safely accommodate a double-trailer truck
combination and 102-inch wide standard trucks and are so designated by the Department."
Further, N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.3(e) states "the rules of this chapter do not supersede other State
rules outside of this chapter, municipal ordinances and county resolutions, which may
otherwise restrict or control the movements of truck or other vehicles. An example of such a
restriction is a maximum weight posting or the designation of local 'truck route' restrictions,
which have been adopted and posted as provided in N.J.S.A. 40:67-16.1 et seq." It should be
noted that county resolutions which set a maximum weight limit for county bridges do not
need Department approval. The rules acknowledge that there are roadways not suitable for
these vehicles, and that roads so designated are not accessible to them. These restrictions
may include designations such as "no truck access" or a "weight restriction" on a roadway, and
are properly signed for all vehicles to know what kind of restriction has been placed on that
roadway. All vehicles, including commercial motor vehicles, must obey regulatory restrictions
placed on roadways that are so signed. The criteria for restricting large trucks from a
particular roadway can include, but are not limited to, bridge weight restrictions and limited
bridge height. Roadways that are weight restricted are approved based on these factors
ensuring that there is reasonable alternative access for trucks and that such restriction will not
result in the entrapment of large trucks on roadways that are restricted to them. The identity
of all such roadway restrictions would be too numerous to list in this rule summary.

N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.5

COMMENT: Princeton Borough, Princeton Township, Lawrence Township, the Village of
Kingston Borough, Princeton University staff, and residents questioned why proposed N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.5 does not use criteria similar to 23 CFR 658.9, for truck network inclusion. They
similarly asked what Federal criteria were used by NJDOT to identify the roadways or segments
which are to be included in the proposed New Jersey Access Network.

RESPONSE: N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.5 describes the designation of the New Jersey Access
Network for travel by large trucks. 23 CFR 658.9 describes the criteria for the National
Network. The Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) authorized the
establishment of a "National Network" for trucks where Federal width and length limits would
apply and includes the Interstate System and other designated highways. 23 CFR 658.19
describes the requirements for reasonable access between the National Network and terminals
and facilities for food, fuel, repairs and rest. Terminals are any points where goods are loaded
or unloaded, and include such things as supermarkets, convenience stores, shipping terminals
and regional shopping malls. N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.5 describes the criteria used to designate
roadways which provide reasonable access between the National Network and terminals.
While designation of a roadway for inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network includes
consideration of the dimensional characteristics of large trucks so that these vehicles can
safely travel on these roadways, it would be unreasonable and impractical for the Department
to only include those roadways that meet the criteria for the National Network, that is, the
Interstate System, in establishing the New Jersey Access Network, as that would not provide a
sufficient network of roadways for reasonable access to terminals, as required by Federal
regulations.

N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6

COMMENT: Princeton Borough, Princeton Township, Lawrence Township, the Village of
Kingston, Princeton University staff, and residents commented that N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6 should
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be eliminated or revised. They believe that this section creates a loophole which allows large
trucks to use "any and all" roads to reach a delivery point and undermines the purpose of the
rule. Strict limits should be set as to how much distance can be traveled on New Jersey Access
Network roads or local unrestricted roads before the trucks must return to the National
Network. The commenters also believe that the words "backtracking" and "feasible" should be
defined. Some commenters referred to N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.2, requesting that the language be
changed to indicate that "upon completion of the trip, the vehicle must return to the National
Network by the shortest distance."

RESPONSE: All states must allow large trucks reasonable access to any location where
freight originates, terminates or is handled in the transportation process. N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6
describes the means by which large trucks may leave the National Network to access
terminals. This section describes, in reasonable detail, how the New Jersey Access Network,
local unrestricted roadways, and those roadways listed in Appendix A and B of this chapter are
to be utilized by large trucks for travel in New Jersey. These rules direct these vehicles to
utilize the New Jersey Access Network, which includes roadways such as Routes 206 and 27 in
the Princeton area, only when accessing a terminal or seeking access to the National Network.
The rules do not allow large trucks to use "any and all roads to reach a delivery point," as
suggested by the commenters. It would be impractical for the Department to attempt to set
strict limits on the distance that can be traveled on the New Jersey Access roads, as this is a
function of the location of the terminal and its distance from the National Network. The
Department intended the terms "backtracking" and "feasible" to be used in their common
meanings and does not believe these terms need to be defined in these rules. The Department
believes that the commenters who referred to N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.2, actually meant to refer to
N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(a)1. The Department does not agree that the language of N.J.A.C. 16:32-
1.6(a)1 should be amended to say "upon completion of the trip, the vehicle must return to the
National Network by the shortest distance" as suggested by the commenter. This language
may direct large trucks back through the communities through which they have already
traveled, in a direction inconsistent with their next delivery. This will add unnecessary vehicle
miles to New Jersey's roadways, place a burden on the communities through which the
vehicles have had to backtrack, place an undue burden on New Jersey's trucking industry as
well as New Jersey's economy, and be inconsistent with prior court decisions.

COMMENT: A commenter questioned the use of the phrase "direct route." Interpretation
will be subjective and it would be difficult to ascertain the shortest distance from maps.
Truckers will choose routes that reduce trip time and are more fuel efficient, thereby
disobeying restrictions. The phrase "backtracking to reach the National Network in a manner
inconsistent with accessing the next terminal shall not be required" provides a loophole for
truckers to ignore the intent of the rules. N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(a)2 "clearly allows all size trucks
to use local roads..." Police will "quickly figure out" that enforcement will be difficult and will
"simply not enforce these restrictions."

RESPONSE: The Department disagrees with the commenter that interpretation of the
phrase "direct route" will be subjective, in relation to determining if a large truck is on the
appropriate route for accessing a terminal. Distances to or from the National Network can be
discerned on most highway maps, but maps are only one of the means available to document
the route that a particular large truck is taking. N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(c) provides that large
trucks "...may use acceptable forms of documentation to demonstrate that they are traveling
in a manner consistent with the provisions of this chapter which include, but are not limited to:
1. Bill of lading; 2. Delivery receipt; 3. Shipping order; 4. Manifest; 5. Log book; 6. Map,
written description, computer generated map, or other depiction of the route, with roadway
mileage tallies; 7. Other documentation particular to that industry...". The Department
believes that the commercial trucking industry makes decisions about the "most direct route"
for virtually every delivery being planned and should not have difficulty providing
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documentation for the same. As with any rule, the possibility that a rule may be disobeyed is
not an acceptable rationale for not establishing a regulatory requirement.

The Department also disagrees that the language of N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(a)1, which states
that "...backtracking to reach the National Network in a manner inconsistent with the next
terminal shall not be required, as long as the trip complies with the route priorities established
by this chapter," creates the "loophole" suggested by the commenter. This provision is
intended to avoid unnecessary and circuitous routing of large trucks to return back to the
National Network. To do otherwise would undoubtedly add unnecessary vehicle miles to New
Jersey's roadways, and have a negative impact on the communities through which they would
have to travel. It would also have a negative impact on air quality, as well as the economics of
the commercial trucking industry which in turn would have a negative impact on New Jersey's
economy and the cost of goods and services to New Jersey's residents. It would also be
inconsistent with prior court decisions.

The Department also disagrees that the language of N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(b) "clearly allows
all size trucks to use local roads...". This section describes how large trucks may use local
unrestricted roadways to access terminals. It clearly indicates that the vehicle must "return to
the National Network by the direct route unless continued use of the local unrestricted roadway
provides the direct route to the next terminal located on a local unrestricted roadway." This is
intended to require the truck to return to the National Network by the shortest distance but
also allows for multiple stops along local unrestricted roadways for those vehicles making
multiple deliveries. It is also intended to route only those vehicles to which N.J.A.C. 16:32
applies, that is, 102-inch standard trucks and double-trailer truck combinations. Vehicles
larger than these are considered "oversized" and are routed through permits issued by the
Motor Vehicle Commission. Pursuant to 23 CFR 658, any state that did not regulate smaller
trucks, such as 96-inch wide trucks, before enactment of the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982, was precluded from doing so. Since New Jersey did not regulate 96-inch trucks at
that time, the State was precluded from regulating those vehicles. And as described above,
this section applies to "local unrestricted roadways," that is, those roadways that are not
otherwise posted with a restriction that would apply to large trucks.

Finally, the Department does not agree that law enforcement officials will "simply not
enforce these restrictions" because the rules are difficult to enforce or understand. The
Department consulted with the New Jersey State Police, who will primarily be responsible for
enforcement of the rules that are the subject of this adoption, to ensure that they are clear,
concise and enforceable.

N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7

COMMENT: Relating to Routes 206 and 27, the Borough of Princeton asked if the
Department applied the factors proposed at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 when determining which
roadways would be included or excluded from the New Jersey Access Network in the proposed
Appendices A, B, and C. Similarly, they asked, having been told that Routes 206 and 27 were
part of the 1987 New Jersey Access Network, what criteria were used then.

RESPONSE: The rules that are the subject of this adoption made no changes to the list of
roadways found at N.J.A.C. 16:32 Appendices A, B and C, previously in effect. The
Department, therefore, did not need to "apply the factors proposed at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 when
proposing these rules (38 N.J.R. 5322(a)). Notwithstanding this point, the factors for
consideration of additions or deletions to the New Jersey Access Network found at the
proposed N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 reflect the same criteria for this consideration found at the
current N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 and 1.8. These criteria are directly related to the characteristics
and function of the subject roadway, and include such things as safety considerations,
available alternative routing, roadway improvements and the need for suitable and adequate
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routes for the through movements and access to points of loading and unloading by subject
trucks. These criteria have also been part of N.J.A.C. 16:32, in various forms but conceptually
the same, since the rules were adopted February 17, 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)). While these
factors are taken into consideration when considering additions or deletions to the New Jersey
Access Network, the selection of roadways for the New Jersey Access Network is based on the
criteria found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.5(b) which includes designation as a State highway, county
"500" series road or a limited number of county "600" series roads. These roads generally
provide connections to other access roads, have a minimum travel lane width of 11 feet, and if
in a rural area, have a minimum travel lane width of 10 feet with eight-foot shoulders for 90
percent or more of the roadway segment length.

COMMENT: Princeton Borough also asked for clarification on who may propose additions or
deletions to the Network pursuant to proposed N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 and if affected municipalities
are given notice of any such requests. Further, Princeton Township commented that N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.7 should be revised to include additional separate criteria which analyze the impact on
residents and residential areas.

RESPONSE: In regards as to who may propose a change to the New Jersey Access
Network, such proposals may come from anyone, although generally, the information that
must accompany such a request is typically best collected by a county or municipality. Should
such a request be received by the Department, consideration of all of the factors found at
N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 would necessitate coordination with the county and municipality in which
the roadway is located, before the Department would issue a final determination on the
request. Further, should the Department determine that the requested change to the New
Jersey Access Network is appropriate, the process by which that change would be proposed as
an amendment to N.J.A.C. 16:32 would include notification to the affected county and
municipality, as part of the rulemaking process and the amendment would be subject to a
public comment period, before such a change would be put into effect. Regarding including
additional criteria which analyzes the impact of network changes on residents and residential
areas, these types of issues are examples of those taken into consideration under N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.7(b)8 - "any other relevant factors as determined by the Department." The
Department has intentionally made this criteria factor general, as it is intended to allow for
consideration of unanticipated, unusual, or roadway specific factors.

COMMENT: Princeton Borough asked if any roadways or segments had been removed from
the New Jersey Access Network since 1987 and why; and whether NJDOT periodically reviews
any changed circumstances which may effect the inclusion of roadways.

RESPONSE: Since the adoption of N.J.A.C. 16:32 in February 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)),
the following changes have been made to the New Jersey Access Network:

On January 3, 1989 (see 21 N.J.R. 29(c)), the Department adopted amendments to
N.J.A.C. 16:32 removing a 4.55 mile portion of Route 47 from Appendix A, thereby making it
accessible to large trucks.

On October 4, 1999 (see 31 N.J.R. 2892(a)), the Department adopted amendments to
Appendix A, adding 3.22 miles of Route 90, and Appendix B, adding 20.58 miles of County
Route 518, thereby making these roadway segments restricted for large trucks.

On May 2, 2005, (see 37 N.J.R. 1525(a)), the Department made a number of changes to
Appendices A, B, and C. As explained in the proposal (see 37 N.J.R. 25(a)) the New Jersey
network of highways is updated regularly. Minor changes in the roadway network occur due to
the construction of new roadways and links, and newly-constructed highway improvements
which change roadway geometry. These changes are then reflected in the Department's
network database and include the reassignment of mileposts, route designations, and
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assignments of mileposts and routes on concurrent roadways. The notable changes were as
follows:

N.J.A.C. 16:32, Appendix A

"NJ 73 now includes the mileage of the Rt. 561 Spur (deleted from Appendix B). NJ 169
was deleted and its mileage reassigned as NJ 440. NJ 170 was deleted because it was
redesignated as Co. 690. Since Co. 690 was not designated as an intrastate access travel
route it was not included in Appendix C. NJ 444 was identified as the Garden State Parkway."

N.J.A.C. 16:32, Appendix B

"Rt. 501 was deleted and its mileage reported under NJ 184 and NJ 440. The Rt. 513
mileage was decreased for the section length concurrent with NJ 31 and Rt. 579. The Rt. 514
Spur I was redesignated as Co. 650 and the Rt. 519 Spur was redesignated as Co. 651.
Neither route was designated as an intrastate travel access route so were not included in
Appendix C. The information relating to Rt. 520 previously read ". . .between NJ 18 in
Marlboro Twp., Monmouth Co. and a stream in Marlboro Twp., Monmouth Co." It now reads,
"Between NJ 18 and a stream at M.P. 6.61 in Marlboro Twp., Monmouth Co." The Rt. 521
mileage was decreased for the section length concurrent with NJ 206. The Rt. 521 Spur was
redesignated as Rt. 560. The Rt. 524 Spur was redesignated as Rt. 524 Alt. The Rt. 525
mileage was decreased for the section length concurrent with Rt. 512. The Rt. 527 Spur was
redesignated as Co. 613. Since Co. 613 was not designated as an intrastate travel access
route it was not included in Appendix C. The Rt. 530 mileage was decreased for the section
length concurrent with NJ 38. The information relating to Rt. 533 previously read "between
Mercer Mall in Lawrence Twp., Mercer Co." It now reads, "Between entrance to Mercer Mall at
M.P. 8.22 in Lawrence Twp., Mercer Co." The Rt. 557 mileage was decreased for the section
length concurrent with NJ 50. Rt. 560 includes the mileage previously designated as the Rt.
521 Spur. The Rt. 561 Spur was deleted and its mileage reassigned to NJ 73. The information
relating to Rt. 561 Alt. previously read "between Old Rt. 561 Alt. In Galloway Twp., Atlantic
Co. and Co. 614 in Galloway Twp., Atlantic Co." It now reads, "Between an unnamed road at
M.P. 7.17 and Co. 614 in Galloway Twp., Atlantic Co." The Rt. 579 mileage was decreased for
the section length concurrent with NJ 31."

N.J.A.C. 16:32, Appendix C

"Co. 629 mileage between US 9 in Middle Twp., Cape May County and Co. 619 in Stone
Harbor, Cape May Co., was deleted and its mileage reassigned to Co. 657."

"The overall difference in mileage in Appendices A, B and C was as follows:

Appendix A: +9.37 miles

Appendix B:-11.1 miles

Appendix C: +0.82 miles

This represented an overall decrease of 0.91 miles of ineligible routes, which equates to
less than a one percent change."

No other additions or deletions have been made to the New Jersey Access Network or those
Appendices. As noted in the discussion above, the Department has determined that it is
appropriate to initiate a Reevaluation Study of the New Jersey Access Network, in consultation
with representatives from the counties, municipalities, New Jersey State Police, representatives
of the New Jersey trucking industry, and others. Any subsequent recommendations from this
Reevaluation Study for modifications to these networks will be the subject of future
rulemaking.
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COMMENT: Residents from several townships also questioned the road selection process
(N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.4 and 1.7). As noted by one commenter, the proposed rule exempts 64
sections of 47 State highway routes; 86 sections of 48 county "500" series roads and, 18
sections of 18 county "600" series roads for a total of 168 exempted sections of 113 roads.
Why is Route 206 in Lawrence and parts of Princeton included in the network? Why has the
four-lane portion of Route 31 in Ewing been excluded? Why are portions of CR 527 (Franklin
Twp.) and CR 567 (western Somerset County) permitted on the New Jersey Access Network,
while the rest of those roads are forbidden? What are the truckers supposed to do when they
reach the end of the Access Network portion? There is the suggestion that all county roads
which are not part of the Access Network be forbidden to large trucks.

RESPONSE: The New Jersey Access Network was developed and initially proposed in June,
1986 (see 18 N.J.R. 1184(b)), reproposed in December 1986 (see 18 N.J.R. 2428(a)), and
adopted in February 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)). As noted in the Summary of the re-
proposal, changes made to the initial proposal established an "integrated network of through
routes which 102-inch wide standard trucks may use for all purposes. The system consists of
most state and county roads." In addition, the reproposal provided an "access provision
permitting 102-inch wide standard trucks to reach destinations off of the system." As also
noted in the adoption Summary, changes were made to the network and the lists of roadways
excluded from the New Jersey Access Network, based on numerous comments received on the
proposal which were considered after evaluation by Department personnel. The criteria for the
routes selected for the access network established in 1987 were exactly the same criteria
found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.5(b) in the rules that are the subject of this adoption. These criteria
are the basis for exempting some State or county roadways and including others, as
questioned by the commenters. Regarding certain roadways, such as CR 527 and CR 567,
which are only partially accessible to large trucks, the accessible portions most likely have
terminals to which large trucks must gain access. The answer to what these trucks should do
after completing a delivery is that they should return to the New Jersey Access Network, and
subsequently the National Network, by the most direct route, consistent with their next
destination. The non-network portions of those county roads are not intended to be used as
through routes; rather, they are only accessible if a terminal is actually located on that portion
of the roadway. The Department does not agree with the suggestion that all county roads not
on the New Jersey Access Network be "forbidden to large trucks" as changing land use
patterns and new development, over which the Department has no control and may not be
aware, may necessitate these roads being used by large trucks to gain access to terminals.

Process designating roads for limited truck access

COMMENT: Regarding the "special process in place to have roads designated for limited
[truck] access. The rules regarding the appropriate presentation of a request are unclear and
poorly promulgated. While the rules allow for additions and deletions to the New Jersey Access
Network, the burden should not be on a municipality, county or other agency to petition for a
designation change when a roadway has obvious limitations that the state is or should be well
aware of."

RESPONSE: The Department has taken into consideration the comment that the processes
in place for requesting modifications to the roadway networks found in N.J.A.C. 16:32 are
unclear and poorly promulgated. The Department believes that the rules that are the subject
of this adoption address this issue in that they have simplified and clarified the process
formerly found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7 and 1.8, which can now be found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7.
Regarding the statement that "the burden should not be on a municipality, county or other
agency to petition for a designation change when a roadway has obvious limitations that the
state is or should be well aware of," the Department acknowledges this comment. The entity
with jurisdiction over a particular roadway, and therefore having knowledge of its limitations,
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should be responsible for initiating requests for changes in the New Jersey Access Network. In
the case of State highways, the Department has, in the past, initiated such changes. The
Department, however, relies on the counties and municipalities to initiate requests for such
changes on roadways under their jurisdiction, when they become aware of new limitations
which would justify removing a particular roadway from the Network. The Department
believes that the information needed to make a decision on additions or deletions from the
New Jersey Access Network is readily available to the entity with jurisdiction over the roadway
and, therefore, it is not burdensome for the requester.

Maryland regulations

COMMENT: The Borough of Princeton, the Township of Princeton, Montgomery Township
and many residents commented that New Jersey's rules should be similar to those of the State
of Maryland. They believe that Maryland's rules have no loopholes, are simple and equitable,
do not discriminate between interstate and intrastate trucks, emphasize the use of state
highways with four or more lanes, and force the trucks to stay on the National Network unless
taking the shortest distance to and from a point of delivery. They also state that these rules
have "held up" without challenges from the trucking industry "for a very long time."

RESPONSE: The Department has reviewed Maryland's regulations as they relate to the
regulation of large trucks, and has consulted with representatives from the Maryland State
Highway Administration, so as to evaluate the differences or similarities between their
regulations and those of New Jersey. Both Maryland's and New Jersey's regulations must meet
the Federal requirements for regulation of large trucks, and must not discriminate between
interstate and intrastate truck travel.

Maryland's current statutes and regulations have been effective since October 1, 2005;
therefore, the commenter's contention that these regulations have "held up without challenges
from the trucking industry for a very long time" is without basis. At that time, their statutes
and regulations were modified to regulate large trucks based on the length of the trailers,
rather than the width of the vehicle. Maryland regulates the routing of 53-foot trailers and
double-trailer truck combinations. New Jersey regulates the routing of all 102-inch wide
trucks, without regard to the trailer length, and also, double-trailer truck combinations.
Therefore, New Jersey regulates the routing of a 28-foot trailer (that is, one part of a double-
trailer truck combination) if it is 102 inches wide. Maryland does not regulate the routing of
that sized vehicle.

Both Maryland and New Jersey have designated a National Network of roadways, for use by
regulated vehicles. Maryland, however, does not have a network of roadways similar to New
Jersey's Access Network. Rather, Maryland added non-interstate multi-lane highways to their
National Network to which the regulated vehicles have free access, including access for
through movements. This network is much less extensive than New Jersey's Access Network
which has been designated specifically for access "off" of the National Network for food, fuel,
rest, repairs, or access to terminals, thereby, providing a higher level of restriction than that
placed by Maryland on similar roadways.

Unlike New Jersey, Maryland does not designate a hierarchy of roadways that are restricted
to large truck travel. Generally in Maryland, roads that are not on the National Network are
restricted and to be used only for access to terminals. Specifically, Md. Code Ann., Transp.
Sec.24-104.1(h) states that "When a semitrailer and a trailer (double) are being operated in
combination with a truck tractor, the combination of vehicles shall not be subject to an overall
length limitation. This combination may only be operated on any part of the interstate system
or other State system highways that are designated by the Secretary in conjunction with the
U.S. Department of Transportation, or on a highway that is the shortest practical route
between a designated highway and a truck terminal, point of origin/destination of cargo, or for
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a distance not to exceed 1 mile, facilities for food, fuel, repair or rest. A semitrailer or trailer
being operated in this combination may not exceed 28 feet in length for each unit." Maryland's
regulations do not speak to the issue of "backtracking" or subsequent trips once an initial
delivery is made to a terminal, as do New Jersey's rules. Further, N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(a)1
requires that the vehicle be traveling in a manner "consistent with reaching its next terminal,"
which the Department believes is comparable to finding a "practical" route to the next
terminal.

The Department's conclusion regarding Maryland's regulations is that they are based on a
different statutory authority regarding which vehicles are regulated, they require the same
evaluation by enforcement officers regarding whether a large truck is on the most "practical"
route or is "traveling in a manner consistent with its next destination" and that they do not
appear to offer a better method of routing large trucks. The Department, therefore, declines
the commenters' suggestion that N.J.A.C. 16:32 be revised to be consistent with Maryland's
truck routing regulations.

Routes 206 and 27

Request for exclusion of Routes 206 and 27 from the New Jersey Access Network

COMMENT: The Borough of Princeton and Princeton Township jointly submitted a report to
the Department, with supporting documentation including a joint resolution, requesting the
exclusion of Routes 206 and 27 from the New Jersey Access Network. Lawrence Township
submitted a similar report with supporting documentation, requesting that Route 206, through
their township, be excluded from the New Jersey Access Network. Somerset County submitted
a resolution requesting Routes 206 and Route 27 within the County be removed from the New
Jersey Access Network. Franklin Township and South Brunswick Township submitted a joint
resolution requesting that the entire length of Route 27, from the border of Princeton Township
to the border of the City of New Brunswick, be excluded from the New Jersey Access Network.
Hillsborough Township submitted a request that Route 206 be excluded from the New Jersey
Access Network, adding a request that tandem trucks (double-trailer truck combinations) also
be prohibited on Route 206. Many residents along these corridors commenting on the
inclusion of Routes 206 and 27 in the New Jersey Access Network echoed these comments in
their letters; one commenter suggested that tandem trucks not be allowed on Routes 202/206
to Route 22 in the Somerville/Bridgewater area. The following summarizes the points offered
in the resolutions as the rationale for exclusion of the Routes 206 and 27 from the New Jersey
Access Network:

-- Previous rules protected these roads from "oversize truck traffic" and these rules were
declared unconstitutional because they applied to some trucks and not others;

-- Routes 206 and 27's location between I-287, I-295/95 and Route 1 leads to "oversize
vehicles" using these roads as "cut-throughs" to avoid paying New Jersey Turnpike tolls;

-- The proposed rules limit oversized trucks to the National Network; however, N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.6 allows them to continue to on the New Jersey Access Network from point of delivery
to point of delivery without returning to the National Network. This will effectively cause
Routes 206 and 27 to become part of the National Network;

-- Local police have stopped trucks for other infractions and conducted roadside
inspections. They found many trucks with brakes so out of alignment that they have to be put
out of service. This confirms national statistics that show that one in four trucks have badly
adjusted brakes. These brakes cause increased stopping distances and accidents;

-- Because Routes 206 and 27 are narrow two-lane roads and have little or no shoulders,
the State Police say that it is unsafe to conduct roadside inspections. Under State law, local
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police officers are not allowed to conduct inspections unless the truck has been stopped for
other infractions;

-- Inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network will put Routes 206 and 27 on the truck
route maps distributed to truckers traveling in New Jersey while Route 1 and the New Jersey
Turnpike are viable alternate routes for this oversized truck traffic;

-- The geometric characteristics of Routes 206 and 27 make these roadways
inappropriate for their inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network. Issues include, but are not
limited to, the geometry of the intersection of Routes 206 and 27; on-street parking on both
sides of Route 27 and on one side of Route 206 within Princeton's downtown area; narrow or
nonexistent shoulders; and potential stress on the 18th century Route 206 bridge over Stony
Brook;

-- Limited safe sight distances, including a large number of uncontrolled intersections and
driveways, and the stopping distances needed for large trucks;

-- Accident rates on both roadways;

-- Traffic volumes on both roadways;

-- Roadside environment (the proximity of homes, historical properties, and the town's
main commercial districts, to the roads);

-- High cost of roadway repairs from damages caused by large trucks;

-- Safety concerns regarding truck traffic and the mix of residential areas with high levels
of pedestrian and bicycle activity;

-- Threats to local economy because shoppers and tourists may find their trip "blighted
by large trucks," as well as the negative impact of trucks on property values and sales which in
turn depletes tax revenues;

-- Threats to historical heritage areas and historic properties in communities along the
Routes 206 and 27 corridors by increased levels of air pollution and vibrations from large
trucks;

-- Threats to residents' health by increased levels of air and noise pollution from large
trucks;

-- Conflict with the principles in the Federal TEA-21 legislation [Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act of 2003] concerning preserving environmental,
scenic, community, and historic values which the commenters state "are part of a new culture
of transportation management that should determine the writing of new rules";

-- Conflicts with the recommendations of the Department's "Route 206 Joint Vision Plan
and Traffic Calming Study";

-- The turning radii of oversized trucks is greater than space permits at many
intersections. The trucks must override the curbs or drive into other lanes and this creates
dangerous situations for nearby cars and pedestrians;

-- Route 27 and the southern section of Route 206 are part of the King's Highway, which
is part of the National Register of Historic Places and Route 27 is part of the Lincoln Highway;
and

-- Because the roadway is considered a congested and hazardous traffic area, Route 206
in Hillsborough and much of Montgomery, has been designated a "Safe Corridor Zone" by
NJDOT. Allowing tandem trucks is inconsistent with the safe corridor designation.
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RESPONSE: As explained in the discussion above, the Department has considered the
comments received requesting that changes be made to the composition of roadways that
make up the New Jersey Access Network, specifically, removal of Routes 206 and 27 from that
network. The Department has also reviewed the reports and supporting documentation
submitted by Lawrence Township, Princeton Township and Princeton Borough in support of
their request that Routes 206 and 27 be removed from the New Jersey Access Network. The
Department's conclusion, after reviewing this material, is that both Routes 206 and 27 meet
the current criteria for inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network, as described in N.J.A.C.
16:32, and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State highway from that
network. The Department has communicated this decision to these communities.
Notwithstanding this decision, the Department has also determined that selective changes to
the networks described in this chapter would not be prudent without further analysis regarding
the impacts of such changes on network continuity, local communities, the traveling public,
legal impacts, and New Jersey's economy. For that reason, and taking into consideration that
few changes have been made to the designated network since its adoption in 1992, the
Department has determined that it is appropriate to initiate a Reevaluation Study of the New
Jersey Access Network, the roadways excluded from through truck movements and in
identified in Appendices A and B in N.J.A.C. 16:32, and other unrestricted roadways within New
Jersey. This Reevaluation Study will be undertaken by the Department, in consultation with an
advisory group which will include, but not be limited to, representatives from the counties,
municipalities, New Jersey State Police, and the New Jersey trucking industry. The outcome of
this study may result in roadways currently included in the New Jersey Access Network being
added to Appendices A or B, but could also result in roadway currently identified in Appendices
A or B being added back into the New Jersey Access Network. Amendments to Appendix C
may also be warranted. Any subsequent recommendations from this Reevaluation Study for
modifications to these networks will be the subject of future rulemaking. As also noted in the
discussion, this should not be interpreted to mean that the Department believes that the rule
proposed for adoption or that the networks described at N.J.A.C. 16:32 are flawed.

Regarding the statements made in support of the resolutions described above, the
Department offers the following:

COMMENT: Previous rules protected these roads from "oversize truck traffic" and these
rules were declared unconstitutional because they applied to some trucks and not others.

RESPONSE: Commenters mistakenly believe that the truck routing rules adopted by the
Department in 1999 regulated "oversized truck traffic" when they actually regulated trucks
meeting Federal length, width and weight requirements. Under the previous rules, intrastate
large trucks were permitted on both Routes 206 and 27 and only large trucks engaged in
interstate commerce (having neither an origin nor destination in New Jersey) were restricted to
remain on the National Network. The commenters are correct that the 1999 rules were found
to be unconstitutional because they made a distinction between interstate and intrastate large
trucks and the roadways available to them for travel within New Jersey. For that reason, the
rules that are the subject of this adoption no longer make a distinction regarding the origin or
destination of the large trucks subject to this rule. All large trucks, interstate and intrastate,
are required to get to or remain on the National Network unless making a delivery, in which
case they may use the New Jersey Access Network or other roadways as outlined in the rules
that are the subject of this adoption.

COMMENT: Routes 206 and 27's location between I-287, I-295/95 and Route 1 leads to
"oversize vehicles" using these roads as "cut-throughs" to avoid paying New Jersey Turnpike
tolls.

RESPONSE: There are many factors which determine the route used by large trucks that
are the subject of these rules. In general, large trucks are looking for the most economical
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route in which to make deliveries; however, that economy includes time saved on roadways
designed for long distance travel, such as the interstate systems and New Jersey Turnpike,
rather than simply tolls alone. Other factors, such as Federal restrictions on the number of
hours a driver is permitted to operate a truck, dictate that trucks take the most direct route
and are not generally using the route simply to avoid tolls. The rules that are the subject of
this adoption direct large trucks to the National Network of roadways in New Jersey in a
manner consistent with their destination, which should also be consistent with the trucking
industry's general practice of using these roadways as they typically provide a better economy
of travel for these vehicles.

COMMENT: The proposed rules limit oversized trucks to the National Network; however,
N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6 allows them to continue to on the New Jersey Access Network from point of
delivery to point of delivery without returning to the National Network. This will effectively
cause Routes 206 and 27 to become part of the National Network.

RESPONSE: All states must allow large trucks reasonable access to any location where
freight originates terminates or is handled in the transportation process. N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6
describes the means by which large trucks may leave the National Network to access
terminals. This section describes, in reasonable detail, how the New Jersey Access Network,
local unrestricted roadways, and those roadways listed in Appendix A and B of this chapter are
to be utilized by large trucks for travel in New Jersey. These rules direct these vehicles to
utilize the New Jersey Access Network, which includes roadways such as Routes 206 and 27 in
the Princeton area, only when accessing a terminal or seeking access to the National Network.
As such, this will in no way "effectively cause Routes 206 and 27 to become part of the
National Network." As already noted, the Department does not agree that the language of
N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6(a)1 should be amended to say "upon completion of the trip, the vehicle
must return to the National Network by the shortest distance." This language may direct large
trucks back through the communities through which they have already traveled, in a direction
inconsistent with their next delivery. This will add unnecessary vehicle miles to New Jersey's
roadways, place a burden on the communities through which the vehicles have had to
backtrack, and place an undue burden on New Jersey's trucking industry and, therefore, New
Jersey's economy.

COMMENT: Local police have stopped trucks for other infractions and conducted roadside
inspections. They found many trucks with brakes so out of alignment that they have to be put
out of service. This confirms national statistics that show that one in four trucks have badly
adjusted brakes. These brakes cause increased stopping distances and accidents.

RESPONSE: The commenter does not indicate the source of the statistics cited, and the
Department is not aware of any reports or studies that support the statistics quoted. While the
Department acknowledges that brakes, along with vehicle weight, play an integral role in the
stopping distances of large trucks, the regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and
weight requirements is outside the scope of these rules.

COMMENT: Because Routes 206 and 27 are narrow two-lane roads and have little or no
shoulders, the State Police say that it is unsafe to conduct roadside inspections. Under State
law, local police officers are not allowed to conduct inspections unless the truck has been
stopped for other infractions.

RESPONSE: The Department is not aware that the State Police have said that conducting
roadside inspections on these roadways is unsafe. Regarding enforcement of these rules on
roadways such as Route 206, the commenters are correct that there are limited shoulder areas
to pull-over and inspect large trucks. The Department acknowledges this concern and has
offered to work with officials along the Routes 206 and 27 corridors to identify locations where
improvements could be made to shoulder areas to safely accommodate such inspections.
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Local law enforcement cannot stop large trucks unless they have "probable cause" for the
violation which is the basis for the stop. The New Jersey State Police, and in particular, the
Motor Carrier Inspection Unit, are the only law enforcement officials designated by law to
inspect large trucks and may stop and inspect such vehicles without "probable cause."

COMMENT: Inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network will put Routes 206 and 27 on the
truck route maps distributed to truckers traveling in New Jersey while Route 1 and the New
Jersey Turnpike are viable alternate routes for this oversized truck traffic.

RESPONSE: Routes 206, 27 and 1 have been designated as New Jersey Access Network
highways since that network was established in N.J.A.C. 16:32 on February 17, 1987 (see 19
N.J.R. 374(a)) and will continue to be so designated on maps made available to the public.
The New Jersey Turnpike is part of New Jersey's National Network of highways and provides a
viable route for large trucks provided that it is consistent with the vehicle's destination.

COMMENT: The geometric characteristics of Routes 206 and 27 make these roadways
inappropriate for their inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network. Issues include, but are not
limited to, the geometry of the intersection of Routes 206 and 27; on-street parking on both
sides of Route 27 and on one side of Route 206 within Princeton's downtown area; narrow or
nonexistent shoulders; and potential stress on the 18th century Route 206 bridge over Stony
Brook.

RESPONSE: The issues raised by the commenters are consistent with the considerations
made by the Department when determining the appropriateness of including a roadway in the
New Jersey Access Network. These and other factors were taken into account when
considering whether Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network. The Department has determined that there is no basis for exclusion of
these segments of State highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of
this summary.

COMMENT: Limited safe sight distances, including a large number of uncontrolled
intersections and driveways, and the stopping distances needed for large trucks.

RESPONSE: As noted above, these and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.

COMMENT: Accident rates on both roadways.

RESPONSE: As noted above, this and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of state
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.

COMMENT: Traffic volumes on both roadways.

RESPONSE: As noted above, this and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.

COMMENT: Roadside environment (the proximity of homes, historical properties, and the
town's main commercial districts, to the roads).

RESPONSE: As noted above, these and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
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Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.

COMMENT: High cost of roadway repairs from damages caused by large trucks.

RESPONSE: The Department does not dispute that large trucks contribute to the "wear
and tear" of New Jersey's roadways, as do other vehicles utilizing the roadways along with
weather conditions such as snow and ice. The "wear and tear" to New Jersey's roadways,
however, does not negate the need for these vehicles to have reasonable access to food, fuel,
rest, repairs and terminals, as required by Federal law.

COMMENT: Safety concerns regarding truck traffic and the mix of residential areas with
high levels of pedestrian and bicycle activity.

RESPONSE: As noted above, these and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.

COMMENT: Threat to local economy because shoppers and tourists may find their trip
"blighted by large trucks," as well as the negative impact of trucks on property values and
sales which in turn depletes tax revenues.

RESPONSE: The rules that are the subject of this adoption direct large trucks to get to or
remain on the National Network of roadways, unless making a delivery. As such, it is
anticipated that the large trucks traveling on Routes 206 and 27 will predominately be making
local deliveries within those corridors, and large truck volumes are not anticipated to increase
on those corridors as a result of the adoption of this chapter. Large trucks have always had
access to the Routes 206 and 27 corridors, and support the local economies of these
communities by delivering goods to local businesses, which in turn attract the shoppers and
tourists referenced by the commenters. The Department does not anticipate that the shoppers
and tourists will find their trips "blighted by large trucks" which use Routes 206 and 27, nor
does the Department anticipate that property values will be reduced or sales be negatively
impacted, as a direct result of truck traffic continuing to use these roadways.

COMMENT: Threats to historical heritage areas and historic properties in communities
along the Routes 206 and 27 corridors by increased levels of air pollution and vibrations from
large trucks.

RESPONSE: Although air pollution control and diesel truck emissions are not issues within
the regulatory scope of the N.J.A.C. 16:32 and this rulemaking, the Department recognizes
that air quality is a serious concern. The Motor Vehicle Commission requires that all heavy-
duty diesel vehicles 18,000 pounds gross vehicle weight or more to be tested for smoke
emissions annually at a licensed Diesel Emission Inspection Center within 90 days of the
vehicles registration or registration renewal. The Motor Vehicle Commission, in conjunction
with the New Jersey State Police, also enforces the diesel inspection program through a
random roadside emissions inspection program, to reduce diesel truck emissions throughout
the State. The structure of the roadside enforcement program utilizes a substantial fine
structure, together with a deliberate focus on the most likely offenders, to encourage
compliance with the opacity standards established by the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP). The program was the first of its kind in the nation, and is a
model for other states.

Regarding impacts to historic properties from large truck vibrations, the Department
acknowledges the concerns raised by the commenters and offers that the protection and
preservation of historic properties in conjunction with Department transportation projects is
well established. Virtually every community within New Jersey has historic properties, many
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often in close proximity to roadways. For this reason, establishment of a roadway network
which maintains access to terminals to which goods must be delivered, but which does not
include roadways upon which historic properties are located, would be virtually impossible.
Further, historic properties are often associated with the tourist industry and local businesses
which are supported these visitors, such as restaurants and gift shops. These businesses often
require deliveries by large trucks. Therefore, networks established for travel by large trucks
must take into consideration the need to support the local economies of the communities in
which historic properties are located. Where localized routing restrictions are requested by
communities to avoid historic properties, viable, reasonable, alternative access must be
available for such a request to be considered by the Department.

COMMENT: Threats to residents' health by increased levels of air and noise pollution from
large trucks.

RESPONSE: See above Response regarding air pollution. Noise pollution from large trucks
is also outside the regulatory scope of N.J.A.C. 16:32; however, the Department acknowledges
the concerns raised by the commenters.

COMMENT: Conflict with the principles in TEA-21 legislation concerning preserving
environmental, scenic, community, and historic values which the commenters state "are part
of a new culture of transportation management that should determine the writing of new
rules."

RESPONSE: The reference to the principles of TEA-21 "that new highway projects should
preserve environmental, scenic, community, and historic values, provide for consideration of
the context of the locality, and encourage access for other modes of transportation" refers to
considerations that should be given to Federally funded transportation projects. Federal
requirements as they relate to routing of large trucks are more appropriately found at 23 CFR
658. The commenters are correct, however, that these principles will apply to any federally
funded transportation projects that might be initiated by the Department, county or local
municipality on corridors such as Routes 206 or 27. Such projects may, or may not have been
identified in the "Route 206 Joint Vision Plan and Traffic Calming Study," which has been
supported by both Princeton Borough and Princeton Township. That study clearly identifies
Route 206's inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network and its role as a regional
transportation corridor. As such, any projects proposed by the Department, consistent with
this study, will also be consistent with the need for Route 206 to continue to be accessible to
large trucks.

COMMENT: Conflicts with the recommendations of the Department's "Route 206 Joint
Vision Plan and Traffic Calming Study."

RESPONSE: The Department disagrees that this study conflicts with the "Route 206 Joint
Vision Plan and Traffic Calming Study," which has been supported by both Princeton Borough
and Princeton Township. That study clearly identifies Route 206's inclusion in the New Jersey
Access Network and its role as a regional transportation corridor. As such, any projects
proposed by the Department, consistent with this study, will also be consistent with the need
for Route 206 to continue to be accessible to large trucks.

COMMENT: The turning radii of oversized trucks is greater than space permits at many
intersections. The trucks must override the curbs or drive into other lanes and this creates
dangerous situations for nearby cars and pedestrians.

RESPONSE: As noted above, these and other factors were taken into consideration when
determining that both Routes 206 and 27 meet the current criteria for inclusion in the New
Jersey Access Network and that there is no basis for exclusion of these segments of State
highway from that network, as described in the discussion portion of this summary.
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COMMENT: Route 27 and the southern section of Route 206 are part of the King's
Highway, which is part of the National Register of Historic Places and Route 27 is part of the
Lincoln Highway.

RESPONSE: See above Response regarding impacts to historic properties.

COMMENT: Because the roadway is considered a congested and hazardous traffic area,
Route 206 in Hillsborough and much of Montgomery, has been designated a "Safe Corridor
Zone" by NJDOT. Allowing tandem trucks is inconsistent with the safe corridor designation.

RESPONSE: The Department disagrees that allowing large trucks on Route 206 is
inconsistent with a safe corridor designation. A safe corridor is designated by total crash data,
which this segment of roadway met at the time of its designation. Designation as a "Safe
Corridor Zone" is intended to elevate the driver's awareness of the crash potential for that
segment of highway, not to preclude any particular type of vehicle from that roadway.
Additionally, other "Safe Corridors" are also part of the New Jersey Access Network.

Federal regulations/court case

COMMENT: The commenters feel that NJDOT is using the federal regulations and the
decision in American Trucking Association, Inc. et al. v. Whitman, et al., 437 F.3d 313 (D.N.J.
2001), as an excuse. They believe that NJDOT can solve the trucking problem without
"running afoul of any other jurisdictions." They say that the Third Circuit decision, while
requiring equal treatment for intrastate and interstate trucks, does not require that roads such
as Routes 206 and 27 in Princeton be included in the New Jersey Access Network. Other
commenters expressed disappointment that the 1999 rules were struck down as
unconstitutional and recognize that the Department is taking another look at the rules to
ensure that our roads are safe.

RESPONSE: The commenters' suggestion that the Department is using Federal regulations
and the outcome of the Federal court case regarding New Jersey's truck routing rules as an
"excuse" and that the Department can "solve the trucking problem without running afoul of
any other jurisdictions" ignores the Federal government's extensive regulation of the
commercial trucking industry and the State's inability to restrict interstate travel. This
comment also belies the considerable effort and aggressive manner in which New Jersey has
pursued regulation of truck routing in a manner that balances the needs of the trucking
industry with the concerns of local communities. The commenter is correct that the "court
decision while requiring equal treatment for intrastate and interstate trucks, does not require
that roads such as Routes 206 and 27 in Princeton be included in the New Jersey Access
Network"; however, as explained elsewhere in this summary, these roadways provide
necessary interconnectivity between National Network roadways and other State, county and
local roadways. The Department acknowledges the commenters' recognition that the
Department has proposed these new rules so as to ensure that New Jersey's roadways are
safe, and shares the commenters' disappointment that the 1999 rules were deemed
unconstitutional.

TEA-21

COMMENT: The commenters state that the proposed rules contradict the provisions and
requirements of TEA-21. This act provides that new highway projects should preserve
environmental, scenic, community, and historic values, provide for consideration of the context
of the locality, and encourage access for other modes of transportation. This is particularly
relevant for Routes 206 and 27 because these two roads were part of a Department-funded
assessment which resulted in the "Route 206 Joint Vision Plan and Traffic Calming Study."
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This study was finalized and adopted in 2006 by both the Borough of Princeton and Princeton
Township and was "enthusiastically embraced by the citizens residing in these municipalities."

RESPONSE: The commenters' suggestion that TEA-21, which has subsequently been
superseded by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users of 2005 (SAFETEA-LU), is applicable to New Jersey's truck routing rules is erroneous.
The reference to the principles of TEA-21 "that new highway projects should preserve
environmental, scenic, community, and historic values, provide for consideration of the context
of the locality, and encourage access for other modes of transportation" refers to
considerations that should be given to Federally funded transportation projects. Federal
requirements as they relate to routing of large trucks are more appropriately found at 23 CFR
658. The commenters are correct, however, that these principals will apply to any Federally
funded transportation projects that might be initiated by the Department, county or local
municipality on corridors such as Routes 206 or 27. Such projects may, or may not have been
identified in the "Route 206 Joint Vision Plan and Traffic Calming Study," which has been
supported by both Princeton Borough and Princeton Township. That study clearly identifies
Route 206's inclusion in the New Jersey Access Network and its role as a regional
transportation corridor. As such, any projects proposed by the Department, consistent with
this study, will also be consistent with the need for Route 206 to continue to be accessible to
large trucks.

Traffic signals

COMMENT: Princeton residents commented that safety is a big concern because Routes
206 and 27 travel through residential areas which include unsignalized intersections. The
Borough of Princeton questioned whether DOT has analyzed the current approved traffic signal
plans to confirm that existing signals can accommodate large trucks safely.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the commenters' concerns regarding safety on
Routes 206 and 27. Regarding approvals of traffic signal plans, all necessary traffic signal
analysis is done prior to installation of a traffic signal. This analysis includes an assessment of
the subject intersection to ensure that the design of that intersection can accommodate all
types of vehicular traffic.

Roundabouts

COMMENT: Comments were made regarding Department plans to put small roundabouts
on Route 206 in Princeton, stating that this is "context sensitive design." The commenters feel
that the proposal for large trucks on these roads is highly "context insensitive" and is in
complete opposition to modern concepts of small-town development.

RESPONSE: Context sensitive design (CSD) is an approach to planning and designing
transportation projects based on active and early partnerships with communities. CSD is not a
new concept for the Department, being formally incorporated into its procedures in 1999. CSD
involves a commitment to a process that encourages transportation officials to collaborate with
community stakeholders so the design of the project reflects the goals of the people who live,
work and travel in the area. Such collaboration results in creative and safe transportation
solutions. Planning transportation projects using the CSD approach includes considering all
"contexts" for the roadway, including its function as a regional transportation corridor and its
use by large trucks. The Department acknowledges the commenters' suggestion that the
"roundabouts" being proposed for Route 206 in the "Route 206 Joint Vision Plan and Traffic
Calming Study" are an example of CSD. The Department, however, disagrees with the
commenters that use of Route 206 by large trucks is "context insensitive" and "in complete
opposition to modern concepts of small-town development" as even small towns rely on
businesses that depend on deliveries by large trucks.
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Impacts on commuting

COMMENT: Routes 206 and 27 are already heavily congested during rush hours. Allowing
large trucks during these hours would make the roads nearly impassable.

RESPONSE: This comment expresses a misconception that large trucks are not already
allowed on Routes 206 and 27. The rules being proposed for adoption do not change the
designation of Routes 206 and 27, as being accessible to large trucks, which began with the
adoption of N.J.A.C. 16:32 in February 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)). While the Department
does not anticipate an increase of large trucks on these roadways resulting from adoption of
this chapter, a five-year program is being initiated by the Department to increase the
monitoring of large truck movements within New Jersey. This program will include truck
volume data collection utilizing existing and additional weigh-in-motion stations and the
coordinated collection of truck volume data from the various authorities having jurisdiction
over roadways entering and traversing New Jersey, along with data along roadways such as
Routes 206 and 27. The collection of this data will enhance the Department's ability to make
sound and reasonable decisions concerning any contemplated modifications to the current
truck routing network.

Safety of pedestrians and cyclists

COMMENT: The Borough of Princeton, the Township of Lawrence, and many residents in
Princeton, Lawrence Township, the Village of Kingston, South Brunswick Township and Franklin
Township expressed concern for the safety of pedestrians and cyclists if large trucks are
allowed on Routes 206 and 27. These roads already have a high volume of traffic and travel
through residential and business districts and in close proximity to schools (including Princeton
University), parks, churches and a synagogue. Many sections of Route 27 have no sidewalks.
Commenters suggested that pedestrians are at risk because of truck's blind spots and because
they block the line of sight for cars in the parallel lane that continue moving even if the truck
has stopped. The local school system has to bus the neighborhood children, at additional
expense, because it is unsafe for them to cross 206. According to one commenter, "Frequently
on Nassau Street (Route 27) pedestrians dart across the road..." Another commenter, who is
blind, said that additional truck noise makes it "almost impossible to make safe decisions about
street crossings." Other commenters stated that trucks coming into Princeton on Route 206 do
not obey the posted speed limit signs and speeding trucks have difficulty stopping. Aggressive
truckers also harass and intimidate pedestrians and drivers by following too closely and
beeping to make people speed up.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment and shares the concerns raised
by the commenters regarding pedestrian and bicyclist's safety. New Jersey is the most
densely populated state in the country which means that pedestrians and motorists, including
commercial trucks, need to exercise caution and courtesy in sharing the State's roads safely.
The Department has made pedestrian safety a top priority. In September 2006, a $74 million,
multi-State agency, Pedestrian Safety Initiative was undertaken to focus on improving
conditions for pedestrians across the State. The Department, the Attorney General and the
Motor Vehicle Commission have partnered in a variety of programs to improve pedestrian
conditions, including facility improvements, education and enforcement efforts, planning and
technical guidance. Fundamental to reducing pedestrian safety accidents in New Jersey is a
change in driver behavior, incorporation of safety improvements on State and local roads and a
campaign to raise pedestrian safety awareness.

The Department also shares the commenters' concerns with bicycle safety in New Jersey.
Besides promoting safety information and recreational opportunities for bicyclists, the
Department also plans and designs bicycle facilities on New Jersey highways, offers
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engineering guidelines, a Master Plan for roadways that are compatible with bicyclists and
walkers and a resource center for statewide projects.

Notwithstanding the high priority the Department has placed on pedestrian and bicycle
safety, motorists, trucks, pedestrians and bicyclists must share New Jersey's roadways.
Residents' concerns regarding excessive speeding and aggressive driving are more
appropriately directed to local law enforcement officials.

Accident rates

COMMENT: Because of congestion and the residential nature of the areas, accident rates
are already high on Routes 206 and 27. Allowing large trucks on these roads will increase the
danger. Several comments stated that "[m]ore than 100,000 people are injured each year in
heavy truck crashes, but multi-trailer trucks are notably more dangerous. They have a crash
rate at least 11 percent higher then single trailer trucks: they have poorer stability and they
can be carrying much heavier loads." The area also has a large deer population and motorists
stopping suddenly to avoid a deer may be run over by a truck behind them which is too large
to stop quickly.

RESPONSE: The commenter does not offer the source of the crash statistics noted and the
Department is not aware any source for the crash rate cited for multi-trailer trucks over single
trailer trucks. All vehicles, large trucks included, are expected to maintain a safe stopping
distance between their vehicle and the vehicle in front of them, in the event of an
unanticipated stop, such as for deer crossing a roadway. While these issues are not the
subject of this rulemaking, the Department acknowledges the concerns raised by the
commenters.

Compensation for infrastructure wear and tear

COMMENT: A Princeton resident asked, "who is compensating the Township and Borough
of Princeton for additional infrastructure wear and tear..." Another resident commented that
the Borough has to spend money to repair and replace street signs which are damaged by
trucks. Residents of Hopewell commented that the surface of Route 31 is degraded by heavy
trucks which cause potholes and rough pavement.

RESPONSE: Pole mounted signs bearing the name of the street are the responsibility of
the local municipality and are not maintained by the Department. Trucks are limited to a
height of 13 feet. Mast arm signs are mounted higher than 13 feet and are free swinging.
Generally, the Department bears the cost to repair and replace signing on State highways.
The wear and tear to the infrastructure of Routes 206 and 27, as well as to that all State
highways, is the responsibility of the Department, not local municipalities.

Bus travel on Route 27

COMMENT: A Princeton resident commented that Suburban Bus Company and New Jersey
Transit buses making frequent stops on Route 27 must stop partly in the travel lane because
the shoulder is not wide enough for them.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment and agrees that, in many
locations, State highways serve as main streets for local communities and, therefore, allow for
on-street parking. Motorists may have to yield to buses making stops to drop off or pick up
passengers in these locations, where shoulder widths are insufficient for the bus to pull out of
the travel lane and allow other vehicles to pass.
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Cost-benefit analysis

COMMENT: "No cost-benefit analysis justifies allowing access for large trucks on these
roads [Routes 206 and 27]." The cost savings these "shortcuts" create for the trucking
industry "result in actual costs to the community in health and safety, as well as wear and tear
on roads ill-suited to large truck use..." The argument that the cost savings are passed down
to consumers is "illusory" and not supported by any studies that take into account the actual
costs of wear and tear created by large trucks on State, county and local roads.

RESPONSE: The Department has not proposed, nor is aware of, any cost-benefit analysis
that may have been prepared as justification for allowing large trucks to access Routes 206 or
27. The Department's proposal, in support of the rules being proposed for adoption, indicated
that the hierarchy of roadways upon which these trucks should travel is "based upon the
function of the roadways and the character of the service they are intended to provide;
balancing the need to protect the safety of the traveling public and the need to provide the
trucking industry with an efficient and economical system of roadways upon which to travel
within New Jersey." The Department has not suggested that "the cost savings are passed
down to consumers." The Department does not dispute that large trucks contribute to the
"wear and tear" of New Jersey's roadways, however, that does not negate the need for these
vehicles to have reasonable access to food, fuel, rest, repairs and terminals, as required by
Federal law.

University expansion

COMMENT: There is a planned expansion at Princeton University which entails extensive
renovations and building. The plans include work on University Place and Alexander Road
which access Nassau Street (Route 27). Large trucks which are not part of the construction
crews will cause more congestion and an increased likelihood of accidents and pollution.

RESPONSE: This comment implies a misconception that large trucks are not already
allowed on Routes 206 and 27. The rules being proposed for adoption do not change the
designation of Routes 206 and 27, as being accessible to large trucks, which began with the
adoption of N.J.A.C. 16:32 in February 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)). The Department does not
anticipate an increase of large trucks on these roadways resulting from adoption of this
chapter; rather, truck volumes are anticipated to remain the same or may actually decrease as
more large trucks remain on National Network roadways for the majority of their trip.
Therefore, while large trucks that are involved in the construction of the University expansion
may cause additional congestion and its associated problems within the Princeton area, the
Department does not anticipate these issues to arise from this rulemaking.

Comparison of Routes 206 and 27 with other roads

COMMENT: Sections of these roads (Routes 206 and 27) are similar to other roads on
which trucks are not permitted (sections of Route 31 in Ewing, Route 70 in Medford, and Route
9 in Toms River). "One would logically conclude that roads with similar characteristics would
be treated in a consistent manner."

RESPONSE: These and other factors will be taken into consideration during the
Reevaluation Study to be conducted by the Department, as described in the discussion portion
of this summary.

Previous ban on large trucks

COMMENT: Many commenters referred to the 1990's ban on large trucks on their roads
(specifically Routes 206 and 27). There is an implication that the State previously banned
large trucks on Routes 206 and 27. They contend that there have been no substantive
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changes in the circumstances which led to that ban; the roads are still narrow with little or no
shoulders. Other commenters suggested that the inclusion of Routes 206 and 27 in the New
Jersey Access Network is a new designation for these roadways and that the previous rules had
banned oversized trucks from using these roads.

RESPONSE: The rules found at N.J.A.C. 16:32 do not regulate "oversized trucks" traffic.
Rather, they regulate the routing of large trucks, which are considered "legally sized" for use
on the National Network and for which states must grant reasonable access to terminals, food,
fuel, rest, and repairs, pursuant to 23 CFR 658. Oversized trucks are those that exceed the
legal Federal and State length, width or weight restrictions and require special permitting and
routing by the Motor Vehicle Commission, pursuant to Title 39 of the New Jersey Statutes.

Routes 206 and 27 have been part of the New Jersey Access Network since its initial
designation in N.J.A.C. 16:32, adopted on February 17, 1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)). The
"truck ban" referred to in this comment came from amendments to N.J.A.C. 16:32 which were
adopted on December 7, 1999. These rules, which were eventually found to be
unconstitutional, "banned" interstate large trucks from leaving the National Network if they
did not have an origin, destination or both, within New Jersey. Therefore, the commenters are
partially correct, in that interstate large truck were banned from utilizing roadways on the
New Jersey Access Network, like Routes 206 and 27. However, all intrastate large trucks,
those having an origin, destination or both, within New Jersey, were free to travel on these
roadways unrestricted. The Department's decision to propose and adopt those rules in 1999
was prompted by an overall concern, Statewide, regarding large truck travel movements and
public safety, and a general increase in large truck volumes Statewide, not because of specific
concerns about Routes 206 or 27 and the shoulder width of those roadways. The 1999 rules
were intended to address Statewide movements of large trucks engaged in interstate travel,
which the State believed should appropriately be restricted to the National Network of
roadways.

Enforcement of N.J.A.C. 16:32

COMMENT: The Borough of Princeton noted that in American Trucking Assoc., Inc, et al.,
v. Whitman et al., 437 F.3d 313 (3rd Cir. 2006), NJDOT argued that it would be impossible to
enforce rules similar to those now being proposed because they would require random police
checks of restricted vehicles on the New Jersey Access Network to ensure compliance. The
officer would be required to make "difficult calculations" regarding whether the truck needed to
be on that road to reach a specific New Jersey destination from the National Network or to
access the National Network from the New Jersey origin. They question how the rules can be
enforced by either local or State police. Local police must have "probable cause" to pull over
any vehicle; they must first determine that a separate motor vehicle violation has occurred.
Since enforcement would fall largely to State police, will patrols by State Police be increased on
the New Jersey Access Network? The Borough and many residents expressed concerns
regarding the difficulties that police encounter when a large truck has to be pulled over
because of narrow lanes and limited or no shoulders on Routes 207, 27, 583 and 571.
Residents commented that "the State police have told us in Princeton over the years" that the
roads are too narrow for safe law enforcement. There is no place in Princeton to pull over
trucks and no weigh stations on Route 206. "Clever and illegal" truckers can use 206 to avoid
the National Network roads and "elude detection" of overweight and hazardous cargo, brake
problems and other dangers. This is an issue of homeland security and the "three State Police
officers that performed inspections were reassigned after 9-11 [sic] to security details." The
State needs to provide truck enforcement training to police forces and new laws should be
enacted if they are necessary. "Pressure against this from trucking interests is not acceptable
during a war on terror." Montgomery Township pointed out that, "The rules state that the New
Jersey Network provides connections to the National Network; however, it appears that there
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is no ability to prohibit a large truck from routinely using the New Jersey Network as long as
the trucker claims that he is only using the New Jersey Network as a connection or a
destination. In what case could a large truck be prohibited from traveling on the New Jersey
Network? In addition, the rule is riddled with provisions modified as 'to the extent feasible'.
Such provisions render the rule unenforceable."

RESPONSE: The commenters have raised related, but separate, issues regarding
enforcement of N.J.A.C. 16:32. In the American Trucking Assoc., Inc, et al., v. Whitman, et
al., 2004 U.S. Dist. Lexis 29271 (D.N.J. 2004) the Department argued that restricting all large
trucks from the New Jersey Access Network, except those accessing a terminal, would be
difficult due to enforcement issues. The court, however, was not convinced that this would be
the case. According to the court, enforcement of N.J.A.C. 16:32 in an even-handed manner
would require verification that randomly stopped large trucks are appropriately utilizing the
New Jersey Access Network only as needed to reach particular origins or destinations "and to
return to the National Network consistent with the vehicle's next destination point." Id at 19.
The court went on to say that "surely law enforcement officials, who are entrusted with the
discretion to make nuanced determinations of probable cause ... would be capable of enforcing
such a Regulation." Id at 19-20. Accordingly, these rules apply truck routing restrictions even-
handedly to both interstate and intrastate large trucks and will rely on law enforcement
officials to make determinations on their enforcement.

The commenters are correct that local law enforcement officers must have "probable
cause" to stop any vehicle, regardless of whether or not it is a commercial truck. If a stop has
been made, due to a separate motor vehicle violation and it is determined that the vehicle has
violated the routing provision of N.J.A.C. 16:32, local law enforcement officers can issue a
violation under N.J.S.A. 39:3-84.3(l). In regards to enforcement of commercial motor carrier
rules, only those members of the State Police Commercial Motor Carrier Inspection Unit can
stop a commercial truck and conduct random inspections, without probable cause. The
question of whether or not State Police patrols will be increased on the New Jersey Access
Network should more appropriately be directed to the New Jersey State Police.

Regarding enforcement of these rules on roadways such as Route 206, the commenters are
correct that these types of roadways do not have weigh stations and that often there are
limited shoulder areas to safely pull over and inspect large trucks. The Department
acknowledges this concern and has offered to work with officials along the Routes 206, 27, and
31 corridors to identify locations where improvements could be made to shoulder areas to
safely accommodate such inspections.

Regarding the commenters' suggestions that "clever and illegal truckers can use Route 206
to avoid the National Network roads and elude detection of overweight and hazardous cargo,
brake problems and other dangers," the segments of Route 206 with limited shoulders areas
provide only a short distance where trucks can "elude detection." For the most part, Route
206 has sufficient shoulder area for law enforcement to pull over large trucks violating motor
vehicle rules. The Department acknowledges the commenters' belief that this is "an issue of
homeland security." It is unclear, from the commenters' statements, however, as to which
"three State Police officers" they are referring. The State Police Commercial Carrier Inspection
Unit currently has over 100 troopers assigned to perform random inspections of large trucks
throughout the State. The commenters' suggestion that local police forces should be trained to
perform truck inspections is not the subject of these rules; however, the commenter's are
correct that statutory changes would be necessary for local police to perform the random
inspections currently carried out by the Commercial Carrier Inspection Unit.

Montgomery Township is correct that "the New Jersey Access Network provides connections
to the National Network"; however, if the driver of a large truck can not reasonably
demonstrate that the New Jersey Access Network is providing a direct route to a terminal, they
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can anticipate being ticketed for a routing violation, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 39:3-84.3(l). The
fine for this violation is not more than $400.00 for the first offense, $700.00 for the second
offense and $1,000 for each subsequent offense. The Department disagrees that the phrase
"to the extent feasible" ... "renders the rule unenforceable." The Department anticipates that
enforcement officers will be able to make determinations as to whether or not a large truck is
on the appropriate route.

Supports rules as proposed

COMMENT: A commenter from Princeton Township urged NJDOT not to grant Princeton an
exemption from the New Jersey Access Network. He works in town and drives daily on Routes
206 and 27. According to him, trucks are not a hazard and do not detract from the quality of
life of residents.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment.

Route 206 over the CSX railroad in Hillsborough Township

COMMENT: Referring to the Belle Mead section of Hillsborough Township., the most
hazardous condition is the sharp curve on an incline over the CSX railroad bridge with a fork in
the road onto Rt. 601 just prior to the bridge. Additional factors make this even more
dangerous: access in the northbound lane onto Rt. 601 is in the midst of the curve; and traffic
entering from Rt. 601 onto Rt. 206 North has to cross the Rt. 206 southbound lane. This is
already the site of numerous incidents.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the commenters' observations regarding the
geometric challenges at this location, but does not acknowledge that it is dangerous. The
average number of crashes at the location is 15 per year; and the average number of crashes
involving trucks is two per year. While the Department does not agree that this segment of
Route 206 is dangerous, the Department has plans to replace the referenced bridge, on an
alignment south of the existing bridge, which should provide a smoother roadway alignment.
Route 601 will also be realigned to perpendicularly intersect Route 206 as a signalized "T"
intersection, thereby eliminating the "forked" condition. The roadway profile will also be
improved. This project is currently scheduled to be awarded for construction in the summer of
2009.

Geometrics of Route 206 through Hillsborough and Montgomery Townships

COMMENT: The residents of Hillsborough and Montgomery had concerns relating to the
geometrics of Route 206. Commenters discussed the frequent lane changes that occur starting
at the Somerville Circle and continuing through Hillsborough. In that short distance, the road
goes from two lanes to three lanes, back to two lanes and then down to one lane. There were
also comments relating to the narrowness of the shoulders, the large number of traffic lights
which cause constant stop and go traffic.

RESPONSE: The number of travel lanes for the referenced segment of Route 206 is
consistent with the traffic volumes for that particular segment of roadway. Those volumes
take into account the percentage of large trucks traveling on that roadway. Traffic signals and
the lane configurations of intersections are designed based on the analysis of traffic volumes
and the turning movements of the vehicles at those intersections. While there are minimum
distance requirements for the spacing of intersections along a State highway, which the
Department follows when issuing access permits and approving traffic signal locations, the
impetus for these traffic signals is the development along and adjacent to the roadway which is
outside the Department's authority to control.
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Route 206 through Montgomery Township

COMMENT: The southern section of Route 206 in Montgomery is heavily congested and, in
places, poorly maintained by DOT. The road is very bumpy which contributes to noise
pollution and unsafe driving conditions.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment but disagrees with the
commenter that any portion of Route 206 is poorly maintained.

Allowing trucks to travel on roads unsuitable for them

COMMENT: Former rules prohibited large trucks (except intrastate) on Route 206 in
Montgomery. Those rules were found to be unconstitutional, but that is not adequate
justification for now allowing those trucks to travel on roads that are unsuitable for them.

RESPONSE: The commenter is correct that pursuant to rules adopted by the Department
in 1999, interstate large trucks were prohibited from using the New Jersey Access Network,
which includes Route 206, except to access food, fuel, rest, and repairs, and that those rules
were found to be unconstitutional. However, the fact that intrastate large trucks were
allowed access to the New Jersey Access Network, including Route 206, indicates that those
roadways were not then, nor are they now, considered "unsuitable for them."

Air quality impacts of rules

COMMENT: In addition to the fear of injury or death due to accidents involving large
trucks, many commenters are worried about health problems related to increased air pollution
due to diesel emissions. They state that diesel trucks emit more than twice as much nitrogen
oxide and 10 to 100 times as much particulate matter as cars. There are references to the
harmful nature of diesel exhaust based on information from the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

RESPONSE: Although air pollution control and diesel truck emissions are not an issue
within the regulatory scope of the N.J.A.C. 16:32 and this rulemaking, the Department
recognizes that air quality is a serious concern. The Motor Vehicle Commission requires that all
heavy-duty diesel vehicles 18,000 pounds gross vehicle weight or more to be tested for smoke
emissions annually at a licensed Diesel Emission Inspection Center within 90 days of the
vehicles registration or registration renewal. The Motor Vehicle Commission, in conjunction
with the New Jersey State Police, also enforces the diesel inspection program through a
random roadside emissions inspection program, to reduce diesel truck emissions throughout
the State. The structure of the roadside enforcement program utilizes a substantial fine
structure, together with a deliberate focus on the most likely offenders, to encourage
compliance with the opacity standards established by DEP. The program was the first of its
kind in the nation, and is a model for other states.

Noise impacts

COMMENT: Commenters expressed concerns about the effects of increased noise pollution
which may cause "irritation, stress and, and sleep interference." Comments were made
relating to the Governor's suggestion that trucks could travel through towns at night. The
residents said that the trucks are too noisy and their sleep would be disturbed.

RESPONSE: The Department is not aware of any statement by the Governor regarding
trucks traveling through towns at night. Further, there is no intention to restrict truck travel to
nights within New Jersey.
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Large trucks discourage walking and cycling

COMMENT: Princeton and the Village of Kingston are pedestrian-friendly towns.
Considering the national obesity problem and other health issues, shouldn't NJDOT be
encouraging people to use their cars less and get exercise by walking and cycling more? The
presence of large trucks will force people to drive because they will be afraid to cross streets
on foot.

RESPONSE: The Department agrees with the commenters' observation regarding the
benefits of pedestrian travel and encourages walking and cycling with over $10 million per year
in its pedestrian and bicycle programs. It should be noted that pedestrians should always
cross at designated crosswalks and intersections, where all motorists are required to stop to
allow them to pass. Vehicles not stopping for pedestrians are an enforcement issue and
outside the scope of this rulemaking.

Large trucks and property values

COMMENT: Some commenters in Princeton suggested that the degradation caused by
large trucks will result in a "slum-like condition" for their community. The residents of the
Village of Kingston and Lawrence are also concerned about property values. Several residents
commented that their houses have already been damaged by road vibrations and properties
have been damaged by trucks running over the frontage.

RESPONSE: The rules that are the subject of this adoption direct the routing of large
trucks to legally accommodate access between the National Network and terminals. As such, it
is anticipated that the large trucks traveling on Routes 206 and 27 will predominately be
making local deliveries within that corridor, and large truck volumes are not anticipated to
increase as a result of the adoption of this chapter. Large trucks have always had access to
the Routes 206 and 27 corridors, and support the local economies of these communities by
delivering goods to local businesses. The Department does not anticipate that "slum-like"
conditions or reduced property values will occur along these corridors as a direct result of
continuing truck traffic on these roadways. Regarding commenters statements that their
homes have been "damaged by road vibrations and properties have been damaged by trucks
running over the frontage," the Department acknowledges these comments but has no means
to verify their accuracy. Further, while roadways such as Routes 206 and 27 are part of a
roadway network utilized by large trucks to access terminals to pick up or deliver all manner of
goods, they also serve as main streets for many communities and must be accessible to both
pedestrians and bicyclists. State highways such as Routes 206 and 27 are excellent examples
of the multifaceted nature of most, if not all, State highways. They are lined in many areas
with residential neighborhoods, but also serve local businesses, churches, schools, colleges and
universities, and provide regional interconnection between other National Network roadways,
other State highways and numerous county and municipal roadways. It would be impossible
and impractical for the Department to designate only those state highways not bordered by
residential properties as the New Jersey Access Network.

Large trucks and historic qualities of Princeton

COMMENT: Many comments focused on the historical nature of the Princeton community
and cited the Historic Preservation Act of 1966. One commenter urged DOT to "[i]n much the
same way that you would fight to protect the desecration of our Jersey seashore or any other
unique natural environment in our state, you must protect the town of Princeton from these
smoke-belching destroyers of our unique landscape...once the historic gem of Princeton is
gone, it will never return."
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RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment but disagrees with the
commenters' portrayal of large trucks as "smoke-belching destroyers of our unique landscape"
jeopardizing the "historic gem of Princeton." The Department believes that the rules that are
the subject of this adoption appropriately regulate the routing of large truck traffic in New
Jersey, balancing the many concerns of the counties and municipalities, including the impacts
to historic resources, while taking into consideration Federal regulations, legal decisions issued
by the courts, and the needs of local, State and national economies.

Route 31

Local enforcement and modifications to system of "blue routes"

COMMENT: The Department received a resolution from the Township of Hopewell, Mercer
County. Some elements of this resolution were reiterated in separate submissions from
residents. The resolution requested that NJDOT allow municipal police to begin inspecting
heavy trucks for safety and weight and that the State provide necessary training for the
municipal police, at a reasonable cost; that the new truck rules are enacted as drafted, with
the added provision that these rules are reviewed within a year's time of the enactment to
review the impact on Hopewell Township and the surrounding municipalities; and specific
procedures are developed for the addition or modification of blue routes and that this
procedure be reviewed with Hopewell Township and surrounding municipalities so that changes
to local blue routes, including Routes 31, 130, 202, and 206 and other regional blue routes,
are treated equally amongst all affected communities. The following statements were given in
support of those resolutions:

-- Route 31 between Route 202 in Hunterdon County and I-95 in Mercer County is a two-
lane, narrow, curving, hilly road with residential and commercial driveways;

-- The portion of Route 31 between the circle and I-95 has been documented as having
the highest fatal and non-fatal accident rate in Hopewell Township;

-- NJDOT has proposed new truck regulations demarcating Route 31 north of I-95 as a
"blue route." Permitting 102-inch wide trailers and double trailer combination trucks;

-- A truck safety study from California documented that increased inspections of heavy
trucks resulted in a 10 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents and a 26 percent reduction
in truck-at-fault accidents related to defective brakes;

-- Within seven years following the introduction of a weight and inspection program,
Maryland experienced a more than 50 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents;

-- A Pennsylvania study of trucks on routes leading out of New Jersey placed 53 percent
of trucks out-of-service and 14 percent of drivers out-of-service;

-- A New Jersey State Police inspection on Routes 31 and 202 resulted in 14 percent of
trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service; and

-- The inspection of heavy trucks can be performed only by New Jersey State Police.
State Police resources available for inspections are inadequate, which indirectly endangers the
motoring public. It is not likely that the New Jersey State Police resources will be increased.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the resolution submitted by Hopewell
Township. In regards to the request that NJDOT allow municipal police to begin inspecting
heavy trucks for safety and weight and that the State provide necessary training for the
municipal police, at a reasonable cost, the Department does not have the statutory authority to
act on this request. Inspection of commercial motor vehicles for safety and weight violations is
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the responsibility of the New Jersey State Police, through the Commercial Carrier Inspection
Unit, and is carried out pursuant to N.J.S.A. 39:3-84.3a(1).

In regards to the request that the truck rules which are the subject of this adoption be
subject to review within a one-year timeframe after enactment so as to review the impact of
these rules on Hopewell Township and surrounding communities, as noted in the above
discussion, the Department is committed to an increased monitoring program over the next
five years to evaluate the impact of these rules throughout the State, including Hopewell
Township and surrounding communities.

Regarding the request that specific procedures be developed for the addition or
modification of restricted routes and that this procedure be reviewed with Hopewell Township
and surrounding municipalities so that changes to local restricted routes, including Routes 31,
130, 202, and 206 and other regional restricted routes, are treated equally amongst all
affected communities, the process by which changes to the networks are made are already in
place as found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7. While not specifically calling out the local coordination
requested by Hopewell Township, the consideration of network changes upon surrounding
communities is of critical importance to the Department when network modifications are
contemplated.

Regarding the statements offered in support of those resolutions the Department offers the
following:

COMMENT: Route 31, between Route 202 in Hunterdon County and I-95 in Mercer County,
is a two-lane, narrow, curving, hilly road with residential and commercial driveways.

RESPONSE: Department concurs that Route 31, between Route 202 in Hunterdon County
and I-95 in Mercer County traverses a mixture of residential, commercial and rural agricultural
areas. The roadway, however, is comprised of two 12-foot lanes with eight-foot shoulders,
meeting the geometric standards of roadways that make up the New Jersey Access Network.

COMMENT: The portion of Route 31 between the circle and I-95 has been documented as
having the highest fatal and non-fatal accident rate in Hopewell Township.

RESPONSE: A review of crash records for Route 31 indicates that there was one
documented fatality on this segment of highway in 2004, and no fatalities documented for
2005 or 2006. The Department acknowledges this comment, and notes that this segment of
Route 31 has been the subject of discussions between Hopewell Township and Department
staff regarding traffic movements in this corridor. These discussions resulted in the prohibition
of left-turn movements along Route 31 between I-95 and the Route 31 Pennington circle. The
Department will continue its coordination with Hopewell Township on this issue, as needed.

COMMENT: NJDOT has proposed new truck regulations demarcating Route 31 north of I-95
as a "blue route," permitting 102-inch wide trailers and double-trailer combination trucks.

RESPONSE: The rules that are the subject of this adoption have not changed the
designation of Route 31 to that of a "blue route." Route 31 has been part of the New Jersey
Access Network, and accessible to large trucks, since adoption of N.J.A.C. 16:32 in February
1987 (see 19 N.J.R. 374(a)).

COMMENT: A truck safety study from California documented that increased inspections of
heavy trucks resulted in a 10 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents and a 26 percent
reduction in truck-at-fault accidents related to defective brakes.

RESPONSE: The Department is not aware of this study and the commenter has not stated
its source; therefore, the Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. Notwithstanding
the accuracy of these statistics, regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight
requirements is outside the scope of these rules.
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COMMENT: Within seven years following the introduction of a weight and inspection
program, Maryland experienced a more than 50 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents.

RESPONSE: The Department cannot find a study that supports this comment and the
commenter has not stated the source of this statistic; therefore, the Department cannot offer
comments on its accuracy. Notwithstanding the accuracy of this statistic, regulation of
commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight requirements is outside the scope of these
rules.

COMMENT: A Pennsylvania study of trucks on routes leading out of New Jersey placed 53
percent of trucks out-of-service and 14 percent of drivers out-of-service.

RESPONSE: The commenter has not stated the source of these statistics; therefore, the
Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. Notwithstanding the accuracy of these
statistics, regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight requirements is
outside the scope of these rules.

COMMENT: A New Jersey State Police inspection on Routes 31 and 202 resulted in 14
percent of trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service.

RESPONSE: The commenter has not stated the source of this statistic; therefore, the
Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. The inspection of large trucks and the
percentage of trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service is outside the scope of these
rules.

COMMENT: The inspection of heavy trucks can be performed only by New Jersey State
Police. State Police resources available for inspections are inadequate, which indirectly
endangers the motoring public. It is not likely that the New Jersey State Police resources will
be increased.

RESPONSE: While inspection of large trucks is not the subject of these rules, the
Department does not agree that inspections of commercial trucks in New Jersey are
inadequate. The New Jersey State Police serves as the primary enforcement agency for the
regulation of commercial vehicles and hazardous materials transportation within the State.
There are over 100 troopers assigned to conduct these inspections, as well as diesel emissions
testing, statewide. Annually, over 35,000 inspections are performed throughout the State.

Routes 31 and 202 Township of East Amwell

COMMENT: The Department received two resolutions from the Township of East Amwell.
Some elements of these resolutions were reiterated in separate submissions from residents.
The resolutions request that NJDOT continue to restrict Route 31, between Route 202 in
Hunterdon County and Route I-95 in Mercer County, to 96-inch wide trailer trucks and allow
municipal police to begin inspecting heavy trucks for safety and weight. There is a further
request that the State provide necessary training for the municipal police, at a reasonable cost.
The following statements were given in support of those resolutions:

-- Route 31, between Route 202 in Hunterdon County and Route I-95 in Mercer County,
is a two-lane, narrow, curving, hilly road. There are residential and commercial driveways
along the roadway;

-- At one time, a large number of 96-inch and 102-inch wide trucks used Route 31 and
there were several accidents involving automobiles and trucks, which were caused by the
trucks, which resulted in fatalities to the automobile occupants;

-- For public safety reasons, Governor Whitman heeded the advice of many elected
officials and restricted Routes 31 and 202 to 96-inch wide trailers. There have been no fatal
accidents since that restriction;



36

-- Allowing all sizes of semi-trailer trucks, including 102-inch wide trailers and double-
trailer combinations, will increase the potential for accidents (including fatalities);

-- There are other roads available to semi-trailer trucks that are designed for heavy
trucks;

-- The State should provide sufficient police to enforce the restriction of Route 31 to 96-
inch wide trailer trucks;

-- A truck safety study from California documented that increased inspections of heavy
trucks resulted in a 10 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents and a 26 percent reduction
in truck-at-fault accidents related to defective brakes;

-- Within seven years following the introduction of a weight and inspection program,
Maryland experienced a more than 50 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents;

-- A Pennsylvania study of trucks on routes leading out of New Jersey placed 53 percent
of trucks out-of-service and 14 percent of drivers out-of-service;

-- A New Jersey State Police inspection on Routes 31 and 202 resulted in 14 percent of
trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service; and

-- The inspection of heavy trucks can be performed only by New Jersey State Police.
State Police resources available for inspections are inadequate, which indirectly endangers the
motoring public. It is not likely that the New Jersey State Police resources will be increased.

Regarding the statements offered in support of these resolutions the Department offers the
following:

COMMENT: Route 31, between Route 202 in Hunterdon County and Route I-95 in Mercer
County, is a two-lane, narrow, curving, hilly road. There are residential and commercial
driveways along the roadway.

RESPONSE: Department concurs that Route 31, between Route 202 in Hunterdon County
and I-95 in Mercer County traverses a mixture of residential, commercial and rural agricultural
areas. The roadway, however, is comprised of two 12-foot lanes with eight-foot shoulders,
meeting the geometric standards of roadways that make up the New Jersey Access Network.

COMMENT: At one time, a large number of 96-inch wide and 102-inch wide trucks used
Route 31 and there were several accidents involving automobiles and trucks, which were
caused by the trucks, which resulted in fatalities to the automobile occupants.

RESPONSE: Large trucks have always had access to Route 31. The Department
acknowledges this comment and shares the commenters' concerns regarding crashes and
fatalities, on Route 31 and throughout the State, regardless of which vehicle caused the crash.

COMMENT: For public safety reasons, Governor Whitman heeded the advice of many
elected officials and restricted Routes 31 and 202 to 96-inch wide trailers. There have been no
fatal accidents since that restriction.

RESPONSE: The commenter is incorrect that Governor Whitman restricted Routes 31 and
202 to 96-inch wide trucks. The restrictions to which the commenter refers are those
established in N.J.A.C. 16:32 in 1999. As described elsewhere in this summary, those rules
restricted interstate large trucks to the National Network, but continued to allow intrastate
large trucks to utilize roadways that make up the New Jersey Access Network, of which both
Route 31 and a portion of Route 202 are a part. Since large trucks utilized Route 31 prior to
1999 and subsequent to those rules going into effect, the Department does not believe there is
any correlation between those rules and fatal crashes.
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COMMENT: Allowing all sizes of semi-trailer trucks, including 102-inch wide trailers and
double-trailer combinations, will increase the potential for accidents (including fatalities).

RESPONSE: The Department is not aware of any studies or documentation that links large
trucks to an increased potential for crashes.

COMMENT: There are other roads available to semi-trailer trucks that are designed for
heavy trucks.

RESPONSE: The Department believes the commenter is referring to roadways that make
up the National Network, when referring to roadways "designed for heavy trucks" and agrees
that these roadways provide the highest level of mobility facilitating interstate and
interregional travel within New Jersey. That is part of the rational for establishing a hierarchy
of roadways for travel within New Jersey, and identifying the National Network as the first tier
of roadways upon which large trucks should travel. While the National Network is available for
travel by large trucks, other "second tier" roadways are necessary to facilitate deliveries to
terminals. These "second tier" roadways make up the New Jersey Access Network, of which
Route 31 is a part.

COMMENT: The State should provide sufficient police to enforce the restriction of Route 31
to 96-inch wide trailer trucks.

RESPONSE: The enforcement of truck routing rules is generally accomplished by the New
Jersey State Police, who serves as the primary enforcement agency for the regulation of
commercial vehicles and hazardous materials transportation within the State. There are over
100 troopers assigned to conduct these inspections, as well as diesel emissions testing,
statewide. Annually, over 35,000 inspections are performed throughout the State.

New Jersey cannot restrict large trucks utilizing Route 31 to 96-inch wide trailer trucks.
The Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 allowed commercial trucks to
increase to 102-inch widths and require states to allow reasonable access to food, fuel, rest,
repairs, and access to terminals for large trucks. In response to those, and subsequent,
Federal regulations, New Jersey established the New Jersey Access Network, of which Route 31
is a part. As described in the rules that are the subject of this adoption, this network is
intended to provide connections for all large trucks between the National Network and
terminals.

COMMENT: A truck safety study from California documented that increased inspections of
heavy trucks resulted in a 10 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents and a 26 percent
reduction in truck-at-fault accidents related to defective brakes.

RESPONSE: The Department is not aware of this study and the commenter has not stated
its source; therefore, the Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. Notwithstanding
the accuracy of these statistics, regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight
requirements is outside the scope of these rules.

COMMENT: Within seven years following the introduction of a weight and inspection
program, Maryland experienced a more than 50 percent reduction in truck-at-fault accidents.

RESPONSE: As described elsewhere in this summary, the Department cannot find a study
that supports this comment and the commenter has not stated the source of this statistic;
therefore, the Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. Notwithstanding the
accuracy of this statistic, regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight
requirements is outside the scope of these rules.

COMMENT: A Pennsylvania study of trucks on routes leading out of New Jersey placed 53
percent of trucks out-of-service and 14 percent of drivers out-of-service.
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RESPONSE: The commenter has not stated the source of these statistics; therefore, the
Department cannot offer comments on their accuracy. Notwithstanding the accuracy of these
statistics, regulation of commercial motor vehicle safety, size and weight requirements is
outside the scope of these rules.

COMMENT: A New Jersey State Police inspection on Routes 31 and 202 resulted in 14
percent of trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service.

RESPONSE: The commenter has not stated the source of this statistic; therefore, the
Department cannot offer comments on its accuracy. The inspection of large trucks and the
percentage of trucks and/or drivers being placed out-of-service is outside the scope of these
rules.

COMMENT: The inspection of heavy trucks can be performed only by New Jersey State
Police. State Police resources available for inspections are inadequate, which indirectly
endangers the motoring public. It is not likely that the New Jersey State Police resources will
be increased.

RESPONSE: While inspection of large trucks is not the subject of these rules, the
Department does not agree that inspections of commercial trucks in New Jersey are
inadequate. The New Jersey State Police serves as the primary enforcement agency for the
regulation of commercial vehicle and hazardous materials transportation within the State.
There are over 100 troopers assigned to conduct these inspections, as well as diesel emissions
testing, statewide. Annually, over 35,000 inspections are performed throughout the State.

New route parallel to Route 31

COMMENT: Several commenters referred to the possibility of a new route which would
parallel Route 31 connecting Routes 202 and I-95. There is no suitable road to connect the
Somerville area south to I-95 and other destinations. Routes 27, 29, 31 and 206 are not
acceptable roads for large trucks. In the past, there were plans to connect I-95 to Route 287.
Eventually, that section of I-95 was de-designated and funds were diverted to improvements
for Route 1. Another commenter believes that Route 206 has become "a part of the Federal
Interstate system" because "previous administration ...block[ed] the connection of [Route] 295
directly to Route 95." According to the commenter, trucks use Route 206 to connect to Route
287 to the north with Route 295 to the south. There was a suggestion that a new limited
access highway, west of Route 31 in Hunterdon and Mercer counties, would make Route 202
the preferred route for trucks from Route 287 to I-95 and would relieve the traffic which now
affects Routes 31 and 206 and some county roads. One commenter admits that it would be a
more expensive solution than designating existing roads, but it would protect the homes and
businesses along those roads. Another commenter states that "...the State must look for a
suitable route for trucks and build one if necessary."

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges that there were plans, dating back to the
1960s, to build a new interstate connection between I-95 in Mercer County and I-287 in
Somerset County. That plan was dropped by the Department in 1982 due to local opposition
and the Department has no plans to revisit that project. Further, the Department has no plans
to construct a new, limited access highway, to connect Route 202 with I-95. While this might
be seen as a solution to "protect the homes and businesses along those roads [Route 31]," as
suggested by the commenters, there would undoubtedly be impacts to other homes and
businesses wherever a new roadway alignment might be selected. A new highway project, as
suggested by the commenters, would have to compete with the limited funding resources
available to the Department to maintain and improve the State's existing highway
infrastructure and bridges. Regarding the suggestion that Route 206 serves as a connection
between Route 287 and Route 295, the Department acknowledges this comment and agrees
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with the commenter that Route 206 serves both local and regional travel between these two
interstate roadways. The rules that are the subject of this adoption, however, should limit the
large trucks using Route 206 to those that are seeking terminals or traveling to reach the
National Network as directed in N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.1 and 1.6.

Restriction of heavy trucks on other roads and not Route 31

COMMENT: Why are heavy trucks restricted on other "safer" roads and not on Route 31?

RESPONSE: The commenter does not specify which roads are believed to be "safer" than
Route 31 for travel by large trucks. In general, roadways that are restricted to large trucks are
so restricted because of roadway features which make travel on these roadways by large
trucks unsuitable, and Route 31 is not such a roadway.

Meetings regarding Route 31

COMMENT: In regards to Route 31, were meetings held on this subject? Are minutes from
those meetings available to the public?

RESPONSE: As the Department did not hold meetings with individual communities along
Route 31 regarding the rules that are the subject of this adoption, meeting minutes are not
available.

General concern with large trucks on Route 31

COMMENT: Many residents are concerned about the possibility of larger, heavier trucks
using Route 31. They also cite the limited or lack of shoulders in some areas, the single lane
along the Flemington to Clinton and Washington corridor, the traffic circles, the heavy volume
of traffic that already exists (especially during rush hour), the use of the road by school buses,
the large number of traffic lights, and the close proximity of residences and businesses to the
roadway.

RESPONSE: The commenters are mistaken that "larger, heavier trucks" may be utilizing
Route 31 as a result of the rules that are the subject of this adoption. N.J.A.C. 16:32 regulates
the routing of 102-inch wide standard commercial vehicles, which is the overall width of the
vehicle. The maximum weight for commercial motor vehicles, not requiring a special permit
for oversized/overweight travel, continues to be 80,000 pound, and the regulation of large
truck weight requirements is outside the scope of these rules. The other concerns suggested
by the commenters, in regards to Route 31, are factors which have remained essentially
unchanged since the roadway was first designated as part of the New Jersey Access Network in
1992.

Traffic and safety studies

COMMENT: According to residents, the volume of heavy truck traffic has declined.
Commenters questioned how the road could be any less dangerous now if used by heavy
trucks, than it was when the Whitman restriction was enacted. Are there traffic and safety
studies?

RESPONSE: The commenter expresses a common misconception regarding the intent of
the "Whitman restriction," that is, the 1999 truck routing rules enacted by the Department. As
described in the discussion of this adoption, the 1999 rules prohibited large trucks from using
State highways and county roads as through routes or shortcuts between National Network
highways, when they did not originate their trip in New Jersey, or have a destination within the
State. The Department's decision to propose and adopt those rules was prompted by an
overall concern, Statewide, on large truck travel movements and public safety, and a general
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increase in large truck volumes, statewide, not because of "dangerous" conditions on roadways
such as Route 31. While safety studies have not been warranted for Route 31, the Department
continuingly monitors truck volumes and crash data on roadways throughout the State,
including roadways such as Route 31.

Route 31 in Oxford/White Townships

COMMENT: A resident in the Oxford/White Township area (Route 31 just south of Route
46) commented that trucks are using Route 31 to make the connection from I-80 to I-78
instead of using Route 287. There has also been increased truck traffic on Route 519 from
Hope to Route 46 and then to Route 31. There is minimal State Police presence on the roads.
He has asked for a guardrail to be placed in front of his house, but has not had a "favorable
response." The truckers speed and drive carelessly and the road has curves, limited sight
distances and limited shoulders. These were reasons that were cited by Governor Whitman
when she limited truck traffic on Route 29 in Frenchtown.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the commenters' observations regarding
increased truck traffic, but disagrees with the generalization that truckers "speed and drive
carelessly" particularly where a roadway has "curves, limited sight distances and limited
shoulders." The permanent truck restriction on Route 29 from its intersection with I-95 to its
northern terminus at Route 12, for trucks exceeding 13 tons, was enacted through P. L. 2001,
c. 45, effective, May 30, 2001. The commenter is correct that the basis for the restriction was
the "sharp curves, minimal shoulders, and limited sight distance" of this segment of State
highway. Regarding the request for "a guardrail," a request, as described by the commenter,
was not found during the review of the Department's files.

Reducing the speed limit on Route 31

COMMENT: A resident of Route 31 in Pennington feels that the road is more dangerous
since the "Supreme Court overturn of the truck ban." He believes that the speed limit should
be "drastically reduced" and the number of traffic lights should be increased. Trucks should be
encouraged to use the interstate system.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the commenters concerns, regarding the
decision by the U.S. District Court on New Jersey's previous truck routing rules; however, it
does not believe that reducing the speed limit or increasing the number of traffic lights along
Route 31 is a reasonable response to the court's decision. Speed limit decisions and the
warrant for traffic signals must take into consideration a variety of factors, as outlined in the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, including, but not limited to, traffic volumes, driver
and pedestrian safety, roadway geometry and signal spacing. Reducing the speed limit or
increasing the number of traffic signals so as to slow down traffic and make a roadway "less
desirable" for large trucks would not be an action that the Department would take into
consideration. The Department does agree with the commenter that large trucks should be
encouraged to use the National Network, which is comprised primarily of the Interstate
system, as required by the rules that are the subject of this adoption as found at N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.1.

Road degradation in Hopewell

COMMENT: Residents of Hopewell commented that the surface of Route 31 is degraded by
heavy trucks which cause potholes and rough pavement.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges that large trucks contribute to the degradation
of roadway surfaces, as do all other vehicles utilizing the roadways and weather conditions
such as snow and ice.
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Route 31 in Hopewell not suitable for interstate truck traffic

COMMENT: In Hopewell Township, Route 31 is essentially "a main street." There are
residences and shops, school buses and children crossing the road to get to schools. The road
is not suitable for interstate truck traffic. Commenters are not opposed to interstate
commerce, as guaranteed by our Constitution, but ask why those trucks are not kept on the
roads built to handle them rather than local roads like Routes 31 and 206. The commenters go
on to request that Route 31 be removed from the New Jersey Access Network.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment and agrees that, to the extent
practicable, large trucks, regardless of whether or not they are engaged in interstate travel,
should use the system designated as the National Network. However, these trucks must also
be allowed to access food, fuel, rest, repairs and terminals which are the destination or origin
of the goods they are carrying. For that reason, the Department designated the New Jersey
Access Network, composed primarily of State highways and some county 500 and 600 series
roadways. The New Jersey Access Network provides the interconnectivity between the
National Network and those destinations, and many of these roadways serve the dual role of
being a community's main street. The rules that are the subject of this adoption identify the
hierarchy of roadways that these large trucks should use, emphasizing that the National
Network should be utilized for the majority of their trip, to the greatest extent practicable.

Regarding the request that Route 31 be removed from the New Jersey Access Network, the
segment of roadway in question is comprised of two 12-foot lanes with eight-foot shoulders,
meeting the geometric standards of roadways that make up the New Jersey Access Network.
The Department has determined that there is no basis for removal of Route 31 from the New
Jersey Access Network.

Comments concerning other roadways

Route 583 and County Route 571

COMMENT: The Borough of Princeton and Princeton Township also submitted jointly a
request to the Department, with supporting documentation, for exclusion of Route 583 (a
municipal roadway) and County Route 571 from the New Jersey Access Network. The following
are the points given as the rationale for exclusion of Routes 583 (from I-295 to Princeton
Borough) and County Route 571 (from Route 1 to Route 27) from the New Jersey Access
Network:

-- Route 583 (Mercer Street/Mercer Road) has a four-ton weight restriction for its entire
length through Princeton Township and Princeton Borough;

-- County Route 571 has a 20-ton weight restriction on its bridge;

-- These roads are narrow, two-lane roads without shoulders;

-- The roadbed of Mercer Street is concrete slab and in poor repair;

-- The geometry of Route 27 and County Route 583 is substandard for use by large
trucks and usually crowded with pedestrians and cars;

-- The geometry of Route 27 and Mercer Street is also poor and is not signalized;

-- County Route 571 traverses Princeton University and has a high pedestrian use;

-- Route 583 is primarily residential;

-- Mercer Street does not provide useful connections between New Jersey Access roads
and National Network roads; and

-- Historic properties are located on both roads.
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RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges that Route 583 has a four-ton weight
restriction and that the D&R Canal bridge on County Route 571 has a 20-ton weight restriction.
These and other such roadways with restrictions which would affect travel by large trucks are
addressed in N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.3(e), which states "The rules of this chapter do not supersede
other State rules outside of this chapter, municipal ordinances and county resolutions, which
may otherwise restrict or control the movements of truck or other vehicles. An example of
such a restriction is a maximum weight posting or the designation of local 'truck route'
restrictions, which have been adopted and posted as provided in N.J.S.A. 40:67-16.1 et seq."
As such, both roadways, if properly signed, provide the exclusion requested by the
commenters; however, the Department will take this comment into consideration as part of the
Reevaluation Study described in the discussion section of this adoption, and determine if
further clarification is needed in Appendix B of N.J.A.C. 16:32. Such clarification would be the
subject of future rulemaking by the Department.

Cedar Lane, Princeton

COMMENT: A resident of Cedar Lane in Princeton commented that her street has become
"an established bypass for cars racing through" to avoid traffic on Harrison Street. Devices
that clock speed don't make a difference, but putting a stop sign on Patton Avenue might have
an affect.

RESPONSE: Cedar Lane is a municipal roadway under the jurisdiction of Princeton
Borough. Therefore, concerns regarding cars "racing through" to avoid traffic on Harrison
Street, and suggestions that a stop sign on Patton Avenue might alleviate the situation, are
more appropriately directed to officials of Princeton Borough and are outside the scope of these
rules.

Hughes Drive in Hamilton Township

COMMENT: A resident of Hughes Drive in Hamilton commented that there are truck
terminals on Quakerbridge Road and Youngs Road. The truckers have quick access to Routes
1, I-95 and 295 and county roads, but use local roads as shortcuts to the interstates and
Turnpike. The trucks speed and the vibrations cause property damage. Mercer County Park,
Community College and Vocational Facilities are all located on Hughes Drive. Large trucks
create dangerous situations for students, residents and park visitors. The residents have
requested a traffic light at the corner of Hughes Drive and Paxson Avenue. The requests have
"fallen on deaf ears."

RESPONSE: Hughes Drive is a municipal roadway. As such, pursuant to the rules that are
the subject of this adoption, it would be accessible to large trucks only if making a local
delivery. The consideration of traffic signals at intersecting municipal roadways such as
Hughes Drive and Paxson Avenue requires a traffic signal warrant study, which evaluates the
proposed signal location against the guidelines and requirements of the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices. If the signal appears to be warranted, the municipality then passes a
resolution/ordinance, in support of the proposed traffic signal location. The municipality then
requests approval from the Commissioner of Transportation of the municipal
resolution/ordinance and new signal location. To date, the Department has not received a
request to approve a new signal at the intersection of Hughes Drive and Paxson Avenue.
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County Route 526, Mercer County

COMMENT: One commenter asked "once again" to have Route 526 between the Turnpike
and Route 130 designated as a "blue route." The road is two lanes and large trucks use it to
go to and from the two highways.

RESPONSE: The commenter is requesting that County Route 526, between the New Jersey
Turnpike and Route 130, be added to Appendix B of N.J.A.C. 16:32, and restricted for use by
large trucks unless a terminal is located on that roadway. This request is not from Mercer
County, which has jurisdictional responsibility for that roadway, nor does the request include
the necessary information for consideration of such a request, as found at N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.7.
The Department will consult with Mercer County on including this segment of roadway in the
Reevaluation Study of the New Jersey Access Network, as described in the discussion section
of this adoption.

County Route 518, Mercer County

COMMENT: One commenter requested that County Route 518 be excluded from the New
Jersey Access Network.

RESPONSE: County Route 518, from Route 165 in Lambertville City, Hunterdon County to
Route 27 in Franklin Township, Somerset County, is already listed in Appendix B of N.J.A.C.
16:32. As such, it is excluded from the New Jersey Access Network.

Pompton Lakes

COMMENT: The Department received a letter from the mayor of the Borough of Pompton
Lakes. It is the Borough's understanding that the proposed truck rule seeks to keep heavy
truck traffic on appropriate roadways such as the interstates and state highways.

Pompton Lakes is a residential community that is on the edge of Route 23 in Riverdale and
Route 287 on the northern edge. Years ago, before Route 287 opened, a "truck route" was
designated. This route runs entirely through what is now a residential neighborhood and
carries heavy truck traffic. With the extension of Route 287, this "existing flawed truck route
[is] unnecessary..."

In 2000, the Borough adopted two ordinances to eliminate the residential roadways as
heavy truck routes. A third ordinance was being prepared which would redirect heavy trucks
around the residential neighborhoods by using Routes 23, 287 and the Paterson Hamburg
Turnpike. They believe that the purpose of this ordinance is "congruent" to the purposes of
the rule proposal.

Presently, the bridge over the Pequannock River between Pompton Lakes and Riverdale is
closed for repairs. This bridge is a critical link in the existing truck route and the closure
makes this route unavailable to trucks. Since they have to use alternate routes now, the
Borough hopes that they will continue to have to use them.

The Borough hopes that the Department will support the ordinance when it is submitted for
approval and continue to insist that heavy truck traffic uses appropriate state and interstate
roadways.

RESPONSE: The Department has not, as yet, received a request from the Borough of
Pompton Lakes regarding ordinances to "eliminate the residential roadways as heavy truck
routes." Should the Department receive such a request, it will be evaluated, taking into
consideration available alternative truck routes and locations of terminals which these vehicles
must access, in consultation with the Borough of Pompton Lakes and Passaic County prior to
determining if such a restriction is appropriate.
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Somerset County and the Somerset County Planning Board

COMMENT: The Department received a resolution from Somerset County opposing the
inclusion of Route 206 in the New Jersey Access Network and mentions Routes 27 and 28. The
Department also received a letter from the Somerset County Planning Board which supports
the County's comments and adds requests for exclusions and inclusions of several "500 series"
roads. The following statements support the resolution:

-- Previously submitted recommendations and comments dealt with county roads that the
County felt should be excluded from the New Jersey Access Network. None of the prior
recommendations were implemented and they continue to be high priority;

-- Certain roadways in the County are classified as part of the Access Network and either
terminate to local roadways or segments that are classified as local roadways. These
roadways do not connect to other roads in the Access Network and the County requests that
they be excluded since trucks using them would have no choice but to use local roadways at
the termination of the Access Network classification;

-- The County wants certain roads excluded from the Network because they are
designated scenic corridors which go through historic hamlets;

-- Route 206 traverses many historic structures, national landmarks, town centers,
residential housing and shopping centers, all of which have driveways, parking lots and road
entrances;

-- Route 206, although a State highway, is a local roadway that services local needs and
traffic. Large trucks would be inappropriate and unsafe;

-- Sections of Route 206 are inappropriate and unable to accommodate large trucks.
Substantial lengths of the road have substandard lane widths, narrow and, in some cases, non-
existent shoulders, hairpin turns and a dangerous traffic circle;

-- Some sections have heavy pedestrian traffic and the sidewalks and shoulders are
immediately adjacent to the roadway;

-- Route 206 is a high accident area and has been designated a "safe corridor" due to
existing safety concerns relating to existing traffic volume and speed, potential driver
distractions due to adjacent land use activities, its location within town centers and shopping
areas;

-- Route 27 traverses the border between Somerset and Middlesex Counties. There are
many historic districts, national landmarks and residential areas which would be adversely
affected by a large volume of heavy trucks. The road geometry contains few travel lanes,
narrow cartway widths, small or no shoulders and limited sight distances;

-- Route 27 has varying road widths through the Village of Kingston. Many historic
structures are close to the road and could suffer significant damage from increased truck
volumes. This section is designated as part of the King's Highway Historic District and is also
part of a proposed Millstone Valley Scenic By-Way. The County requests the removal of Route
27 from the Access Network. Trucks should be encouraged to use Route 1, a multilane divided
highway located just a mile east of Route 27;

-- Route 28 is a State highway with high residential development and pedestrian activity.
Large trucks should be discouraged from using Route 28. Trucks can use Route 22 located just
a mile north as an alternate which connects with I-287, I-78 and I-80;

-- One section of Route 28 between Finderne Avenue (CR 633) and Chimney Rock Road
(CR 675) should be retained as part of the Access Network. There is no direct access to
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northbound I-287 from eastbound Route 22, allowing trucks to travel on this section will allow
access to the connection and the area is predominantly commercial;

-- The County suggests improving enforcement of the new rules to develop and post
truck route wayfarer signs to insure that drivers of large trucks are directed to access the first
tier roadways on the National Network by the most direct and shortest distances, to minimize
impacts on the roads and adjacent land uses;

-- The County strongly suggests that DOT examine Maryland's Truck Route Network and
associated regulations. They are much stricter, clearer to understand and enforce, and require
large trucks to return to the network after making a delivery; and

-- The Planning Board agrees with the County regarding its suggestions relating to
Routes 27, 28 and 206, signage and the Maryland regulations. Separate comments were
made regarding the following 500 Series roads:

-- CR 512 Peapack and Gladstone Borough. Omit allowed segment, there is no
connection to a through route and there is no outlet from the segment;

-- CR 514 in Franklin Township. Omit allowed section between Berry Street and the
Middlesex County line. There is no connection to a through route and there is insufficient
width through the downtown streetscape development area known as the "Hamilton Street
Parking and Circulation Improvement Project";

-- CR 525 in Bridgewater Township. Omit allowed section from Route 22 to Gilbridge
Road, there is no outlet, no connection to a through route and the roadway width is
insufficient;

-- CR 525 Bernard's Township. Omit allowed section between the Dead River and Route
1-78. This is an isolated segment with no connection to a through route;

-- CR 531 Watchung Borough. Omit allowed section between CR 527 and Route 78.
There is a weight limit restricted segment and contains a steep grade;

-- CR 567 Branchburg Township. Omit the allowed section from milepost 3.66 to Old
York Road. This is an isolated segment with no connection to a through route. The roadway is
narrow and winding with limited shoulders and tight radii on several critical curves;

-- CR 567 Branchburg Township and Raritan Borough. Omit allowed section. This is an
isolated section with no connection to a through route. This section also parallels Route 202,
which is a preferable alternate route for large vehicles;

-- CR 527 in Franklin Township is currently disallowed between CR 619 Cedar Grove Lane
and milepost 49.67; therefore trucks leaving Middlesex County have no access to 1287 and are
left with no outlet. This route should be allowed from the Middlesex County line to Route 287.
However, access to CR 527 from Route 287 to its intersection with CR 531 in Watchung
Borough should be disallowed based on the criteria established for 102-inch trucks. No
connections to through routes, weight limit restrictions on steep grades, insufficient travel
width through Bound Brook and South Bound Brook Boroughs, low bridge clearance and
insufficient turning radius at the Bound Brook roundabout;

-- Certain roadways in Somerset County are classified in the recently proposed New
Jersey Access Network and either terminates to local roadways or segments are classified as
local roadways. These areas include:

-- CR 567 Branchburg Township;

-- CR 514 in Franklin Township; and

-- CR 525 in Bridgewater, Warren and Bernard Townships;
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-- Since these roadways do not connect to other roadways in the New Jersey Access
Network, Somerset County requests that they be excluded since trucks utilizing these
roadways would have no choice but to use local roadways at the termination of the New Jersey
Access Network classification;

-- CR 523 Bedminster Township; and

-- Somerset County also wishes to exclude Lamington Road CR 523 from the New Jersey
Access Network since it does not offer connections to the New Jersey Access Network and is a
designated scenic corridor traversing historic hamlets in Somerset and Hunterdon counties.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the comments offered by Somerset County
and the Somerset County Planning Board. These comments will be taken into consideration as
part of the Reevaluation Study of the New Jersey Access Network to be undertaken by the
Department. Any recommendations from that study, including concurrence with any of the
recommendation made by Somerset County or the Somerset County Planning Board, will be
the subject of future rulemaking.

Middlesex County, the Borough of Metuchen, the City of New Brunswick

COMMENT: The Department received letters from the Middlesex County Department of
Planning, the City of New Brunswick and the Borough of Metuchen. The Department of
Planning concurs with the requirement that through trips of all large trucks, regardless of
origin or destination, be maintained on the National Network (the First Tier in the hierarchy of
roads). Three of these roads run through the County: the New Jersey Turnpike, I-287 and NJ
440. They have concerns over the inclusion of certain county roads in the New Jersey Access
Network. Segments of these roads pass through developed areas and are not conducive to
safely and/or adequately accommodate large trucks. The roads are as follows:

-- Route 27 from Woodbridge to South Brunswick;

-- CR 516 Old Bridge;

-- CR 529 Dunellen, South Plainfield, Piscataway, Edison;

-- CR 531 South Plainfield, Edison, Metuchen;

-- CR 535 Sayreville, South River, East Brunswick;

-- CR 539 Cranbury;

-- CR 609 New Brunswick, Piscataway;

-- CR 615 Sayreville, South Amboy; and

-- CR 673 Sayreville.

Adequate signage should be placed to insure that drivers of large trucks are able to access
the First Tier roads on the National Network by the most direct and shortest possible distance
in order to minimize potential impacts on Second, Third and Fourth Tier roads.

The City of New Brunswick agrees with the concerns raised by Middlesex County regarding
truck route restrictions and the designation of New Jersey truck access routes through New
Brunswick. They are requesting that specific roads, and segments thereof, be removed from
the New Jersey Access Network:

-- Route 27 through New Brunswick;

-- Route 26 Livingston Avenue from the New Brunswick border to Nassau Street;

-- Route 172 George Street between Route 18 and Route 27;
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-- CR 527 Easton Avenue between Route 27 and the New Brunswick border;

-- CR 514 Hamilton Street between CR 527 and the New Brunswick border; and

-- CR 609 Landing Lane between CR 622 in Piscataway and CR 527 in Franklin Township,
Somerset County.

These routes traverse New Brunswick's downtown and fully developed residential
neighborhoods, they do not function as major through routes, are narrow cartways in places,
have frequent traffic signals, poor geometrics, on-street parking, existing congestion and
significant pedestrian activity. These routes run through an area designated by NJDOT as a
transit village, where pedestrian activity and mass transit is to be encouraged. The blocks are
short and tractor-trailers would cause more congestion and likely block intersections. Added
noise, traffic and air pollution from large trucks would impact the quality of life to residential
and pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods.

-- Route 91 between Route 1 and Van Dyke Avenue is not designated as part of the New
Jersey Access Network. This is a State highway that generally travels through an industrial
area and it would seem appropriate to include it in the Access Network.

-- The City agrees with the County regarding the adequate signage for drivers. Sections
that are prohibited to trucks should have signs with large, clear lettering.

The Borough of Metuchen has concerns about the proposed truck routes. The Borough is
surrounded by Edison Township. As a result, an enormous amount of traffic goes through
Metuchen to connect to various highways and interstates.

-- Routes 1 and 287 are nearby and they carry a large amount of trucks;

-- The Borough's truck routes are already congested, especially where Route 27 and CR
531 meet (probably the worst intersection in Metuchen, if not in Middlesex County). The
intersection cannot handle turns made by tractor-trailers or the volume of traffic between 7:00
A.M. to 7:00 P.M.;

-- Along CR 531 there is a high school, designated school crossings and bus stops;

-- Three railroad bridges have height restrictions. Trucks striking the bridges cause
traffic problems, particularly in the downtown area;

-- Along Route 27, there are two bridges in need of repair. There are scheduled for
repair in the near future, but until then, there is a weight concern for the bridge on Route 27
near Wakefield Drive; and

-- CR 531 and Route 27 are lined with residences that would be impacted by more and
larger trucks. The quality of life for residents could be affected.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the comments offered by Middlesex County,
the Borough of Metuchen and the City of New Brunswick. These comments will be taken into
consideration as part of the Reevaluation Study of the New Jersey Access Network to be
undertaken by the Department. Any recommendations from that study, including concurrence
with any of the recommendations made by Middlesex County, the Borough of Metuchen or the
City of New Brunswick will be the subject of future rulemaking.

General comments on truck related issues

Fair and consistent regulations

COMMENT: One commenter requested that the Department develop regulations that are
fair and consistent across the State, and that all roads are looked at carefully, and that fair
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consideration is given to any applications for an exemption or change in status from the New
Jersey Access Network.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment and believes that the rules that
are the subject of this adoption are "fair and consistent across the State." The Department is
also committed to carefully considering any requests for exemption or change to the New
Jersey Access Network.

Department of Transportation responsibility

COMMENT: Commenters believe that the Department is responsible to communities for
ensuring that large trucks travel on roads that were built to carry them safely. They state that
rules "cannot compensate with a failure of public policy to provide adequate roads to carry
intrastate and interstate commerce...DOT ought to take more leadership in finding the funds to
provide adequate roads." Another commenter said that "moving goods efficiently is a laudable
goal...we need ...a transportation system which puts community livability and citizens' safety
first."

RESPONSE: Ensuring that large trucks travel on roadways that were built to carry them
safely is one of the Department's highest priorities. The Department has striven since 1992,
with the enactment of truck routing rules required by the Federal Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982, to designate appropriate truck routing restrictions within New Jersey.
Public policy on funding of new interstate highways, or expansion of the existing interstate
system, is well outside the scope of these rules. The Department must work with the
transportation network as it exists today, to balance the need to move goods efficiently and
effectively while balancing the needs of the communities that are serviced by those roadways,
including the safety of the traveling public, pedestrians and bicyclists. The Department
believes that the rules that are the subject of this adoption, appropriately strike that balance,
taking all of these factors into consideration.

Supports large trucks and does not support rules as proposed

COMMENT: In 1982, Federal laws approved three types of commercial vehicles (twin 28-
foot trailers, 102-inch wide trucks and 53-foot trailers) for use on the National Network which
the states could also approve with their own terms and conditions. In 1984, New Jersey
adopted rules relating to twin 28-foot trailers and 102-inch wide configurations. A map
showing the permitted roadways and, in the case of the 28-foot trailers, a permit system for
"off route movements" were implemented at that time. In 1990, New Jersey approved
legislation permitting 53-foot trailers. The permit system for 28-foot trailers was discontinued
and the three types of vehicles had "pretty much unobstructed travel" through the state.
According to the commenter, the safety records for these vehicles were "absolutely
outstanding" and these three vehicle types "never contributed to the cause of any particular
accident." In the late 1990s, a "furor" developed because people in Somerset County, along
Routes 202, 206 and 31, said that their roads were "residential" and they didn't want any
trucks on them. Because of this, the State revised the 1984 allowances. Before 1984, the
gross weight was 80,000 pounds and it has never changed. "To start a regulation up that is in
conflict with the past twenty some years is extremely unfair to the truck operator who has
purchased the kind of vehicles approved in 1984. New Jersey should put aside this proposed
regulation and get ready for the next wave of weight and dimensional increases."

RESPONSE: In response to the historical background provided by the commenter, New
Jersey adopted rules regarding permitted routes for 28-foot double-trailers effective July 18,
1983. P.L. 1991, c. 115 effectuated the change for allowing trailers up to 53 feet in length and
the Department adopted rules for the same, effective April 19, 1991. The permit process for
28-foot double-trailers, referenced by the commenter, was discontinued effective July 6, 1992.
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The commenter's observation that these vehicles had essentially unrestricted travel within New
Jersey following these regulatory actions is incorrect in that the Department's rules have
always identified certain roadways that were restricted for use by large trucks, unless a
terminal was located on that roadway and it provided the only direct access to that terminal.
These restricted roadways were not available for through travel movements. Further, many
other roadways, not specifically noted in N.J.A.C. 16:32, were further restricted from use by
these vehicles due to weight or dimensional restrictions and were so posted. The Department
believes that the commenter's claim that "the safety records for these vehicles was 'absolutely
outstanding'" and these three vehicle types "never contributed to the cause of any particular
accident" to be unsubstantiated and would not be borne out by an evaluation of safety records
or traffic crash statistics. Regarding the rules that were promulgated in the "late 1990s", that
is, the rules that were found to be unconstitutional in that they distinguished between
interstate and intrastate truck travel, the commenter is correct that concerns had been
raised by the communities along Routes 202, 206 and 31. However, the Department's
decision to propose and adopt those rules was prompted by an overall concern, Statewide, on
large truck travel movements and public safety, and a general increase in large truck volumes,
Statewide. The Department disagrees with the commenter that the proposed rules are in
conflict with rules that have been in place for the past 20 years, or that they create a burden
on members of the trucking industry that have been operating under rules that have been in
place during that time. The Department does not agree with the commenter's suggestion that
the proposed rules be "put aside." The suggestion that there will be future weight and
dimensional increases for large trucks is speculative, at this time, and if proposed, will prompt
careful evaluation by the Department.

Pandering to the trucking industry

COMMENT: There is a belief that NJDOT is pandering to the trucking industry. Comments
include: "Huge resources have been given over to the trucking industry..."; the plan to
"reverse [an] earlier decision" and allow large trucks to use Routes 206 and 27 through
Princeton is "...a gift to the trucking industry..."; "The trucking lobby is obviously wielding its
power locally and with the compliant National government against the interests of local
citizens."; "...NJDOT usually favors big business, big rigs"; trucking companies "should
consider the cost of removing the wrecks that occur, especially if Princeton decides to sue
them"; and "Are any of the trucks/or trucking companies currently using the state roads
paying for local transit?" Commenters believe that the American Truckers Association and
their lobbyists are bringing pressure to ensure that the interests of their clients are above the
interests of the people.

RESPONSE: The Department disagrees with the commenters that the rules proposed for
adoption pander to the trucking industry. While these rules were developed in consultation
with representatives from the New Jersey Trucking Association, other interested parties, such
as the League of Municipalities, the Association of Counties and the Tri-State Transportation
Campaign, also participated in their development. Further, these rules do not change Routes
206 or 27's designation as part of the New Jersey Access Network; therefore, they do not
represent a "plan to "reverse [an] earlier decision and allow large trucks to use Routes 206 and
27 through Princeton." The Department believes that the rules being proposed for adoption
strike an appropriate balance between protecting the safety of the traveling public and the
need to provide the trucking industry with an efficient and economical system of roadways
upon which to travel within New Jersey. Comments offered regarding the costs of removing
wrecks from roadways are noted, but are outside the scope of these rules. The Department is
not aware of any trucks or trucking companies using local roads in New Jersey participating in
the costs for local transit. In general, transit costs are supported by a combination of federal
and state funding, and ridership fares.
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Commissioner's remarks

COMMENT: Several commenters focused on the Commissioner's remarks at the February
13, 2007 Town Hall meeting regarding the contention that local roads are not safe for large
trucks, and quoted the Commissioner as saying, "if a road geometrically cannot handle the
truck it should not be on the road." They also quoted the Commissioner as stating that "traffic
and safety were the only criteria to be applied in considering designation of roads and that
other Departments would not be consulted" and that he is "considering all factors...to balance
the concerns of all parties." Other commenters suggested that the Department institute a
system of "courtesy" comments from other State government or historic preservation agencies
to allow their comments on Department rules and designation processes.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges that when asked what criteria is used to
determine if a roadway is safe for use by large trucks, the Commissioner of Transportation
responded that large trucks should only be on roadways that are geometrically appropriate for
that size vehicle. The Department notes, however, that other factors are also considered when
designating roadways for use by large trucks. Those factors include, but are not limited to,
safety issues such as crash data, traffic volumes, roadside development or environment,
alternative routing, and sight distance at intersections.

The Department believes that the commenter misunderstood the Commissioner's
statement regarding consultation on these rules by other departments within State
government. Although the process by which public comments are solicited during the
rulemaking process is not the subject of these rules, all departments of State government,
along with the general public, have an opportunity to comment on all rulemaking, during the
public comment period noted in the New Jersey Register for each rulemaking action, pursuant
to N.J.A.C. 1:30-5.4. The Department takes all comments into consideration, including those
of other State departments, in its rulemaking actions. When appropriate, the Department
coordinates with other State agencies that may be affected by its proposed regulatory actions.
The Department does not believe that a separate "system" of soliciting comments from other
state departments or historic preservation agencies is necessary.

The commenter is correct that the Commissioner has stressed during the development of
these rules, and in all public discussions, that these rules need to try to balance the concerns
of all parties affected by the truck routing rules.

Turnpike lease

COMMENT: Several comments were directed at the proposed change of designation
coming at the same time that the State is considering leasing the Turnpike as a budgetary
bailout. They questioned whether the agent for a privately managed road would set tolls at a
rate that would encourage truckers to use the Turnpike.

RESPONSE: The setting of tolls by the New Jersey Turnpike is not the subject of these
rules. The Department cannot comment on a speculative issue, such as the leasing of the New
Jersey Turnpike and any actions that a potential agent for that roadway might take on the
setting of toll rates.

Elimination of truck tolls

COMMENT: Commenters indicated that they "support the elimination of truck tolls on the
Turnpike to keep the trucks on roads more suitable for them." Other commenters suggested
reducing truck tolls overall, possibly using the EZ Pass system to develop a "quantity discount
system" for truckers who regularly use the same routes, and instituting special rates for
truckers who use the turnpike at night.
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RESPONSE: Tolls are a frequently cited issue in the truck routing debate. While toll rates
and policies on incentives to attract truck traffic on the New Jersey Turnpike are not the
subject of this rulemaking, coming under the authority of the New Jersey Turnpike Authority,
the Department agrees that economics is one of the primary considerations of the trucking
industry when making decisions about the routing of trucks through New Jersey, or any other
state for that matter. Travel time is one of the factors that affect the economics of
transporting goods. The Department believes that, notwithstanding the tolls charged by the
New Jersey Turnpike, use of National Network roadways, such as the New Jersey Turnpike,
provide a much more economical route for these vehicles than regional roadways such as
Routes 206, 27 and 31. The Department agrees that attracting more trucks to the Turnpike is
a positive course of action. The Department, through its Commissioner who is the Chairman of
the Turnpike Authority, will continue to promote use of the Turnpike by large trucks. However,
it must be noted that the Department of Transportation does not operate the New Jersey
Turnpike, or any other toll road or bridge. These toll facilities are all operated by various
independent highway and transportation authorities who have bonding obligations to the
bondholders of the authorities to operate the roads in a fiscally responsible manner. While
many would agree that more trucks should be using toll roads, attracting them with a
significant toll decrease alone creates other potential equity problems because reducing tolls
for one type of toll road user means that all the other toll road users will need to pay a larger
proportion of the costs to operate the toll facility. There is a misconception that trucks would
stop using local roads if the Turnpike tolls were abolished. The Department believes that even
if this were to happen, many jurisdictions would not necessarily see a significant decline in the
amount of truck traffic because of the large number of trucks engaged in intrastate commerce
and making local deliveries.

Avoidance of tolls and weigh stations

COMMENT: Commenters indicated that they believe that trucks use local roads to avoid
traffic and weigh stations.

RESPONSE: Weigh stations are typically located on interstate highways and situated such
that commercial motor vehicles have limited opportunities to use local roadways to avoid being
weighed. As a supplement to permanent weigh station facilities, the New Jersey State Police
Commercial Motor Carrier Inspection Unit conducts random safety and weight inspections on
various roadways in New Jersey, including New Jersey Access Network roadways, to ensure
that commercial motor vehicles are properly loaded and that the vehicles meet all applicable
safety requirements. While the Department cannot guarantee that a large truck will not utilize
a local road to avoid traffic or a weigh station, it believes that reasonable mechanisms are in
place to minimize these occurrences.

Local deliveries

COMMENT: Some commenters stated that large trucks should not be allowed to make local
deliveries. It was suggested that "It is high time for further restrictions and for the trucking
industry to adopt a spoke and hub model (like UPS) with goods transferred to smaller trucks
for local deliveries." "Semis" making deliveries must "double-park or extend out into
intersections." Princeton isn't suitable for large trucks and can't handle "through" trucks, such
as those "going straight through Princeton from Canada to the Deep South." Some Hopewell
residents commented that trucks routinely use Route 31 as a connection between Route 287
and I-95. They see Canadian trucks going past their houses and doubt that those trucks are
making local deliveries.

RESPONSE: Federal regulations (23 CFR 658) prohibit states from restricting commercial
motor vehicles from accessing terminals (that is, making local deliveries) unless there are



52

roadway geometric or safety issues which make it impractical for large trucks to access such
locations. Further, New Jersey would be preempted from promulgating rules making the
trucking industry adopt a "spoke and hub" model for transferring goods to smaller trucks for
local deliveries, as many of these trucks are engaged in interstate commerce, which is
Federally regulated.

Regarding the commenter's suggestion that large trucks are "going straight through
Princeton from Canada to the Deep South," and that "Canadian trucks going past their houses"
are not making local deliveries, pursuant to the truck routing rules currently found at N.J.A.C.
16:32, this travel is not prohibited. The Department does acknowledge that some out-of-State
large trucks, such as trucks from Canada, may be utilizing Route 31 to provide a connection
between I-78 or I-287 and I-95, since this would be the most direct route for connection
between these interstate roadways. New Jersey's attempt to restrict interstate trucks without
an origin or destination in New Jersey through rules first promulgated in 1999, were found
unconstitutional by the U.S. District Court. The rules that are the subject of this adoption
would restrict all large trucks, regardless of their origin or destination, to the National Network
(interstate system of roadways) for the majority of their trip, utilizing roadways that make up
the New Jersey Access Network to access food, fuel, rest, repairs or to access terminals for the
delivery or pick-up of goods.

Dependence on foreign oil

COMMENT: Princeton residents believe that encouraging people to walk or cycle will
decrease our dependence on foreign oil and reduce energy consumption, especially fossil fuels.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges this comment. As previously discussed, the
Department strongly supports numerous pedestrian and bicycle safety initiatives.

Global warming

COMMENT: A Princeton resident suggested that fear of walking or biking because of large
trucks on their roads would force residents to use their automobiles more. Several other
commenters suggested that increased use of automobiles will have a negative impact on global
warming. This contradicts Governor Corzine's goals to reduce global warming in New Jersey as
outlined in Executive Order No. 54, signed February 13, 2007. The Governor also supports the
New Jersey Global Warming Response Act (A3301/S2114).

RESPONSE: The Department supports Governor Corzine's goals to reduce global warming
in New Jersey, as outlined in Executive Order No. 54 and P.L. 2007, c. 112 (approved July 6,
2007). The Department recognizes that increased automobile travel has a negative impact on
reducing global warming and is committed to working with the Governor in trying to reduce
overall vehicle miles traveled in New Jersey. The Department also recognizes that one of the
ways to support the goal of reducing global warming is to ensure that large trucks, which are
critical to New Jersey's economy, are using the most effective and efficient transportation
network available to them, so as to minimize the large truck vehicle miles traveled on New
Jersey's roadways. N.J.A.C. 16:32 is structured so as to require large trucks to utilize the
appropriate roadways in a manner that is consistent with the designated hierarchy system and
consistent with their destinations and does not require them to take circuitous routes between
the National Network and terminal destinations. These rules specifically do not require
backtracking to reach the National Network, if that is inconsistent with their next destination,
as that would be counterproductive to reducing truck mileage on New Jersey roadways, and
therefore, inconsistent with New Jersey's goals to reduce global warming.
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Emergency vehicle access

COMMENT: Commenters suggested that large trucks cause more congestion and are
concerned that they may block the passage of emergency vehicles. They also feel that trucks
involved in accidents are more difficult and time consuming for emergency personnel to handle
and will create situations in which those emergency personnel are not available for smaller
incidents.

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges these comments; however, the concerns
raised by the commenters are outside the scope of these rules.

Traffic islands and speed "bumps"

COMMENT: A resident of Mercer Street in Princeton commented that traffic islands and
speed bumps cause trucks to make "dangerous and often illegal maneuvers."

RESPONSE: Traffic islands are intended to channelize traffic flow. Speed (bumps) humps
are intended to discourage excessive speed without lowering the actual travel speed of the
roadway. The Department is not aware of any evidence that either islands or humps cause
trucks to make dangerous or illegal maneuvers.

Development issues in Monroe Township

COMMENT: One commenter suggested that the Department look at the crisis developing in
Monroe Township regarding warehouses, trucks, development, senior communities, and
inadequate infrastructure.

RESPONSE: The Department believes the commenter is suggesting that the referenced
development is exceeding the capacity of existing infrastructure. The issues that the
commenter raises are not the subject of this rulemaking. They are related to land use
decisions and zoning ordinances, which are controlled by the municipalities, not by the
Department.

Summary of Agency-Initiated Changes

The Department is making changes to the rule text upon adoption. Upon review of the
proposal as published at 38 N.J.R. 5322(a), a mistake in codification was discovered in N.J.A.C.
16:32-1.5. Subsection (c) was mistakenly codified as (d). This error is being corrected. In
addition, in Appendix A, the name of Dover Township in Ocean County has been updated as
Toms River Township, and, in Appendix B, the name of Washington Township in Mercer County
has been updated as Robbinsville Township.

Federal Standards Statement

N.J.A.C. 16:32, Truck Access, are federally required rules pursuant to 23 CFR Part 658.
The Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, Pub. L. No. 97-424, as amended,
requires that each State adopt or establish a network of highway routes and associated local
access policies to accommodate trucks with widths in excess of 96 inches and up to 102
inches, and for trucks with double-trailer combinations. Furthermore, these Federal rules
require states to give trucks reasonable access to terminals, food, fuel, repair services, and
rest.

The adopted repeal and new rules do not exceed any Federal laws, standards or
requirements. Therefore, a Federal Standards analysis pursuant to Executive Order No. 27
(1994), P.L. 1995, c. 65 is not required.
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Full text of the adopted new rules follows (additions to proposal indicated in boldface with
asterisks *thus*; deletions from proposal indicated in brackets with asterisks *[thus]*):

SUBCHAPTER 1. DESIGNATED TRAVEL ROUTES FOR DOUBLE-TRAILER TRUCK COMBINATIONS
AND 102-INCH WIDE STANDARD TRUCKS

16:32-1.1 Purpose and scope

(a) The New Jersey Department of Transportation has determined that it is in the public's best
interest to direct the travel of large trucks within New Jersey. Large trucks restricted in this
chapter include double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks. The
purpose of this chapter is to establish the hierarchy of roadways, upon which double-trailer
truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks should travel within the State of New
Jersey. This hierarchy has been established based upon the function of the roadways and the
character of the service they are intended to provide; balancing the need to protect the safety
of the traveling public and the need to provide the trucking industry with an efficient and
economical system of roadways upon which to travel within New Jersey. The hierarchy of
roadways, setting forth the priority of routes for travel by double-trailer truck combinations
and 102-inch wide standard trucks in New Jersey, is as follows:

1. The National Network;

2. The New Jersey Access Network;

3. All other unrestricted roadways within New Jersey.

(b) Consistent with the requirements of 23 CFR 658.9, New Jersey's National Network provides
the highest level of mobility facilitating interstate and interregional travel. The New Jersey
Access Network provides connections to the National Network and facilitates access to
terminals. All other local unrestricted roadways shall be used only to provide access to
terminals. This chapter sets forth the standards and procedures applicable to double-trailer
truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard truck operations within the State of New
Jersey with regard to permitted routes, width restrictions, length requirements, access to
terminals, and network addition or deletion procedures. Reasonable access shall be permitted
to terminals and to facilities for food, fuel, repairs and rest.

16:32-1.2 Definitions

The following words and terms, when used in this subchapter, shall have the following
meanings, unless the context clearly indicates otherwise.

"Department" means the New Jersey Department of Transportation.

"Direct route" means that route that is the shortest distance to complete a trip.

"Double-trailer truck combination" means a truck-tractor semitrailer-semitrailer
combination, which meets the equipment length requirement as set forth in N.J.S.A. 39:3-84
and 23 CFR 658.13.

"Household goods carrier" means a vehicle being used to transport household goods and
effects to or from a private residence, or to or from a place of storage.
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"102-inch wide standard truck" means a truck greater than 96 inches, but not greater than
102 inches in width, exclusive of mirrors and other safety devices, which meets the equipment
length requirements as set forth in N.J.S.A. 39:3-84(3) and (4), as amended.

"Terminal" means any location where freight originates, terminates, or is handled in the
transportation process and, when serviced by twin trailers, includes sufficient off-street area
for ingress, egress, drop off or pick up and maneuvering of twin trailer combinations.
Additionally, a motor carrier operating facility, a distribution center, or a rail, waterborne, or
air terminal shall be considered the same as a terminal.

"Trip" means travel from one terminal to another terminal.

16:32-1.3 General provisions

(a) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks are permitted to
operate in New Jersey only to the extent and under the conditions authorized by the rules in
this chapter.

(b) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks must complete all
trips using the National Network, but may leave the National Network in order to seek access
to terminals pursuant to this chapter.

(c) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks may be permitted to
detour off the authorized routes only to the extent necessary to bypass road closings, and
route restrictions, such as weight or vertical clearance limits. Double-trailer truck
combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks shall return to the designated network as
soon as practicable during a detour movement.

(d) To the extent feasible, a trip to a terminal shall avoid residential areas.

(e) The rules of this chapter do not supersede other State rules outside of this chapter,
municipal ordinances and county resolutions, which may otherwise restrict or control the
movements of trucks or other vehicles. An example of such a restriction is a maximum weight
posting or the designation of local "truck route" restrictions, which have been adopted and
posted as provided in N.J.S.A. 40:67-16.1 et seq.

(f) The maximum width permitted on the routes designated in N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.4(c) and 1.6 is
102 inches, exclusive of mirrors and other safety devices.

16:32-1.4 Designated National Network travel routes for double-trailer truck combinations and
102-inch wide standard trucks

(a) The following routes, which comprise approximately 545 miles, are hereinafter designated
as the "National Network" for travel by double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide
standard trucks:

1. Interstate highways, except I-78 between Henderson Street in Jersey City, Hudson County
at approximate milepost 67.03 to the New York State Line (Holland Tunnel) in Hudson County
at approximate milepost 67.83;

2. The New Jersey Turnpike (entire length);
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3. The Atlantic City Expressway (entire length);

4. NJ Route 42, from I-295 in Bellmawr Borough, Camden County at approximate milepost
14.18 to the Atlantic City Expressway in Washington Township, Gloucester County at
approximate milepost 6.35;

5. NJ Route 81 from I-95 in Elizabeth City, Union County at milepost 0.00 to US 1 at Newark
Airport in Elizabeth City, Union County at approximate milepost 1.00;

6. US Route 130, from US Route 322 in Logan Township, Gloucester County at approximate
milepost 12.21 to I-295 in Logan Township, Gloucester County at approximate milepost 14.10;
and from I-295 in West Deptford Township, Gloucester County at approximate milepost 23.62
to I-295 in West Deptford Township, Gloucester Township at approximate milepost 23.95;

7. US Route 322, from the Pennsylvania State Line at the Commodore Barry Bridge in Logan
Township, Gloucester County at milepost 0.00 to US Route 130 in Logan Township, Gloucester
County at approximate milepost 2.18; and

8. NJ Route 440, from the New Jersey Turnpike (designated as I-95) at the intersection with
I-287 in Edison Township, Middlesex County at milepost 0.00 to the Outerbridge Crossing in
Perth Amboy City, Middlesex County at approximate milepost 5.15.

(b) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks operating on the New
Jersey Turnpike and the Atlantic City Expressway are subject to the rules of the New Jersey
Turnpike Authority and the South Jersey Transportation Authority, respectively.

(c) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks may leave the
National Network to the extent reasonably necessary to access facilities providing food, fuel,
repairs, and rest within two miles roadway distance from the National Network except upon
those roads, highways, streets, public alleys or other thoroughfares that cannot safely
accommodate a double-trailer truck combination and 102-inch wide standard trucks and are so
designated by the Department.

16:32-1.5 Designated New Jersey Access Network travel routes for double-trailer truck
combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks

(a) The following routes are hereinafter designated as the "New Jersey Access Network" for
travel by double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks:

1. All State highway routes with the exception of those listed in Appendix A, incorporated
herein by reference, approximately 1,706 miles;

2. All county "500" series roads with the exception of those listed in Appendix B, incorporated
herein by reference, approximately 1,735 miles;

3. Those county "600" series roads listed under Appendix C, incorporated herein by reference,
approximately 80 miles; and

4. The Garden State Parkway south of Exit 105, approximately 106 miles. Use of this route is
subject to the rules of the New Jersey Highway Authority, now merged with the New Jersey
Turnpike Authority.
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(b) The routes as set forth in (a) above were selected on the basis of the following criteria:

1. They are State highways, county "500" series roads or, in limited cases, county "600" series
roads;

2. They connect at both ends with other access routes (although spur routes are possible for
geographic or other reasons);

3. They have travel lane widths of 11 feet or greater for 90 percent or more of the segment
length. Lanes which are only 10 feet wide are counted as 11 feet wide when located on four-
lane divided highways with shoulders;

4. Within rural areas, as established by the Federal Highway Administration under the Federal-
Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 4, Chapter 6, Section 3, they may have 10-foot lane
widths with an eight-foot shoulder for 90 percent or more of the segment length; and

5. The general criteria within this subsection may be superseded in particular instances by
determinations made on the basis of engineering judgment.

*[(d)]* *(c)* Designation of any route in this chapter as a New Jersey Access Network travel
route for double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks is a designation
that pertains to permissible widths only. Such designation does not always guarantee free
movement of all double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks. Some
double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard truck movements may be
restricted on a route because of route or bridge weight restrictions and/or vertical clearance
restrictions.

16:32-1.6 Reasonable access to terminals

(a) Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks must complete all
trips using the National Network except as follows:

1. They may use the New Jersey Access Network to reach a terminal or the National Network
by the direct route. Upon completing a trip the vehicle must return to the National Network in
a manner consistent with reaching its next terminal, unless continued use of the New Jersey
Access Network provides the direct route to the vehicle's next terminal. For the purposes of
this subsection, backtracking to reach the National Network in a manner inconsistent with
accessing the next terminal shall not be required, as long as the trip complies with the route
priorities established by this chapter;

2. They may use local unrestricted roadways only as necessary to:

i. Access a terminal located on a local unrestricted roadway, but must return to the National
Network or New Jersey Access Network by the direct route unless continued use of the local
unrestricted roadway provides the direct route to the next terminal located on a local
unrestricted roadway; or

ii. Reach the New Jersey Access Network from the National Network by the direct route or to
access the National Network from the New Jersey Access Network by the direct route; and
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3. Double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide standard trucks shall not use a
roadways list in Appendices A and B of this chapter unless that roadway provides the only
access to a terminal.

(b) To the extent feasible, a trip to a terminal shall avoid residential areas.

(c) When accessing terminals off the National Network, double-trailer truck combinations and
102-inch wide standard trucks may use acceptable forms of documentation to demonstrate
that they are traveling in a manner consistent with the provisions of this chapter which may
include, but are not limited to:

1. Bill of lading;

2. Delivery receipt;

3. Shipping order;

4. Manifest;

5. Log book;

6. A map, written description, computer generated map, or other depiction of the route, with
roadway mileage tallies;

7. Other documentation particular to that industry; or

8. Where a driver does not have written documentation due to the nature of the business, such
as an unanticipated pick-up, compliance with the provisions of this chapter may be
documented by contact with a dispatcher for confirmation of routing.

(d) Unless otherwise prohibited as provided in (a) above and pursuant to 23 CFR 658.19, 102-
inch wide standard trucks in the following categories are permitted free access to points of
loading and unloading:

1. Household goods carriers;

2. Motor carriers of passengers; and

3. Truck tractor-semitrailer combinations in which the semitrailer has a length not to exceed
28 1/2 feet and which generally operates as part of a double-trailer truck combination.

16:32-1.7 Additions and deletions to the New Jersey Access Network travel routes

(a) The Department anticipates that, from time to time, requests for additions and deletions to
the New Jersey Access Network will be made. These requests will be considered by the
Department, taking into consideration factors including, but not limited to:

1. Sight distance at intersections;

2. Traffic volumes;

3. Roadway geometrics;
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4. Roadside development or environment;

5. Accident records;

6. The use of the route by other trucks to date; and

7. Alternate routings.

(b) Approval or denial of such requests will be issued based on:

1. Revised information on the geometric characteristics of specific roadways;

2. Roadway improvements;

3. Engineering investigations;

4. The need for suitable and adequate routes for through movements and access to points of
loading and unloading;

5. Safety problems;

6. Public comment;

7. The operating characteristics of double-trailer truck combinations and 102-inch wide
standard trucks; and

8. Any other relevant factors as determined by the Department.

(c) Requests should be sent to the Director, Division of Traffic Engineering and Safety, New
Jersey Department of Transportation, P.O. Box 613, Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0613.
Submissions of proposals for additions or deletions should be as specific as possible in regard
to:

1. Identification of routes proposed for addition or deletion;

2. Information bearing on the criteria for review set forth in (b) above; and

3. Any other information that the party making the submission believes will be helpful to the
Department in reviewing the proposed addition or deletion.

(d) A route may be proposed for addition or deletion regardless of whether the roadway is
under the jurisdiction of the State, a county, a municipality or an independent authority. The
Department will review every submission made under this subsection and will determine
whether or not to propose any amendment to this chapter. The Department will notify the
party making the request of its determination, in writing, and the Department's decision will be
final.

16:32-1.8 Maps

(a) The Department may, from time to time, prepare and distribute maps and graphic
depictions of the designated truck network. Any map or graphic depiction so prepared shall
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not be considered a regulatory description of the designated truck network superseding or in
lieu of the textual descriptions adopted in this chapter.

(b) Subject to their availability, maps and graphic depictions of the double-trailer truck
combinations and the 102-inch wide standard truck designated network may be obtained from
the Department. Requests should be submitted to the Manager, Bureau of Transportation
Data Development, P.O. Box 613, Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0613. Truck network maps and
rules are also available on the Department's website at: www.state.nj.us/transportation/.
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APPENDIX A

The following State highway routes are not part of the New Jersey Access Network, although
some of these routes may be accessible under the provisions of N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6. Note that
the Palisades Interstate Parkway and the Garden State Parkway, north of Exit 105, are both
restricted for all commercial vehicles and are subject to the rules of the Palisades Interstate
Parkway Commission and the New Jersey Highway Authority, now merged with the New Jersey
Turnpike Authority, respectively.

Route Description

US 9 Between M.P. 0.00 in Lower Twp. and Steel Rd. in
Middle Twp., Cape May Co.

Between NJ 52 in Somers Pt. City and US 30 in
Absecon City, Atlantic Co.

Between Co. 625 in Berkeley Twp. and NJ 166 in
Beachwood Boro, Ocean Co.

NJ 13 Between Hollywood Blvd. in Pt. Pleasant Boro and Co.
632 in Pt. Pleasant Boro, Ocean Co.

NJ 23 Between Rt. 517 in Franklin Boro and Rt. 517 in
Hamburg Boro, Sussex Co.

Between NJ 94 in Hamburg Boro and Rt. 565 in Wantage
Twp., Sussex Co.

Between Rt. 519 in Wantage Twp. and New York State
Line in Montague Twp., Sussex Co.

NJ 28 Between Co. 633 in Bridgewater Twp. and Chimney Rock
Rd. in Bridgewater Twp., Somerset Co.

NJ 29 Between NJ 129 in Hamilton Twp. and US 1 in Trenton
City, Mercer Co.

Between US 202 Delaware Twp. and Rt. 523 in Stockton
Boro, Hunterdon Co.

NJ 31 Between US 206 in Trenton City and I-95 in Hopewell
Twp., Mercer Co.

NJ 33 Between Nottingham Way in Hamilton Twp. and Rt. 526
in Washington Twp., Mercer Co.

Between US 130 in East Windsor Twp. and Woodside Ave.
in East Windsor Twp., Mercer Co.

NJ 34 Between NJ 79 in Matawan Boro, Monmouth Co. and US 9
in Old Bridge Twp., Middlesex Co.
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Route Description

NJ 35 Between Bay Ave. in Brick Twp. and Delaware Ave. in
Point Pleasant Beach Boro, Ocean Co.

Between NJ 34 and NJ 70 in Wall Twp. and NJ 138 in
Wall Twp., Monmouth Co.

NJ 37 Between NJ 70 in Lakehurst Boro and US 9 in
*[Dover]**Toms River* Twp., Ocean Co.

NJ 38 Between I-295 in Mt. Laurel Twp. and Rt. 530 in Mt.
Holly Twp., Burlington Co.

NJ 41 Between NJ 47 in Deptford Twp. and Rt. 544 in
Deptford Twp., Gloucester Co.

Between Rt. 544 in Runnemeade Boro and NJ 168 in
Runnemeade Boro, Camden Co.

NJ 44 Between Barbers Ave. in Logan Twp. and Wellington
Ave. in West Deptford Twp., Gloucester Co. Note:
Entire route is excluded.

NJ 45 Between Co. 602 in Woodstown Boro, Salem Co. and NJ
77 in Harrison Twp., Gloucester Co.

NJ 47 Between Atlantic Ave. in Wildwood City and Co. 624
in Wildwood City, Cape May Co.

Between the Maurice River Twp./Millville City
Corporate Line and NJ 55 in Millville City, Cumberland Co.

Between Park Ave. in Vineland City, Cumberland Co.
and US 40 in Franklin Twp., Gloucester Co.

Between US 322 in Glassboro Boro, Gloucester Co.
and Rt. 551 in Westville Boro, Camden Co.

NJ 49 Between I-295 in Pennsville Twp. and Co. 632 in
Pennsville Twp., Salem Co.

NJ 52 Between Palen Ave. in Ocean City, Cape May Co. and
US 9 in Somers Pt. City, Atlantic Co. Note: Entire
route is excluded.

NJ 53 Between NJ 10 in Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp. and I-80
in Denville Twp., Morris Co.

NJ 67 Between NJ 5 in Fort Lee Boro and US 9W in Fort Lee
Boro, Bergen Co. Note: Entire route is excluded.
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Route Description

NJ 70 Between M.P. 10 in Evesham Twp. and Rt. 541 in
Medford Twp., Burlington Co.

Between US 9 in *[Dover]* *Toms River* Twp.,
Ocean Co. and NJ 34 and 35 in Wall Twp., Monmouth Co.

NJ 71 Between Co. 49 in Manasquan Boro and NJ 35 in Belmar
Boro, Monmouth Co.

NJ 73 Between US 322 in Folsom Boro, Atlantic Co. and the
Atlantic City Expressway in Winslow Twp., Camden Co.

I-78 Between Henderson St. in Jersey City and the New
York State Line (Holland Tunnel), Hudson Co.

NJ 79 Between Hance Blvd. in Freehold Twp. and Rt. 516 in
Matawan Boro, Monmouth Co.

NJ 82 Between Kingswood Rd. and NJ 439 in Union Twp.,
Union Co.

NJ 88 Between Rt. 623 in Lakewood Twp. and NJ 35 in Point
Pleasant Boro, Ocean Co.

NJ 90 Between the Pennsylvania State Line at the Betsy
Ross Bridge in Pennsauken Twp., Camden Co. and NJ
Route 73 in Cinnaminson Twp., Burlington Co.

NJ 91 Between US 1 in North Brunswick Twp. and Van Dyke Rd.
in New Brunswick City, Middlesex Co. Note: Entire
route is excluded.

NJ 94 Between I-80 in Knowlton Twp. and
Knowlton/Blairstown Corporate Line, Warren Co.

NJ 109 Between Jackson St. in Cape May City and US 9 in
Lower Twp., Cape May Co. Note: Entire route is excluded.

US 130 Between N.J. Turnpike in Pennsville Twp. and Co. 618
in Carney's Point Twp., Salem Co.

NJ 147 Between US 9 in Middle Twp. and Walnut Ave. in North
Wildwood City, Cape May Co. Note: Entire route is excluded.

NJ 156 Between Rt. 524 in Hamilton Twp. and US 130 in
Hamilton Twp., Mercer Co.

NJ 159 Between Co. 614 Spur in Fairfield Boro and US 46 in
Fairfield Boro, Essex Co.
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Route Description

NJ 161 Between Allwood Rd. and Van Houten Ave. in Clifton
City, Passaic Co. Note: Entire route is excluded.

NJ 163 Between US 46 in Knowlton Twp. and US 46 in Knowlton
Twp., Warren Co. Note: Entire route is excluded.

NJ 166 Between US 9 in Beachwood Boro and Co. 4 in
*[Dover]* *Toms River* Twp., Ocean Co.

Between NJ 37 in Dover Twp. and US 9 in *[Dover]*
*Toms River* Twp., Ocean Co.

NJ 171 Between the North Brunswick Twp./New Brunswick City
Line and NJ 27 in New Brunswick City, Middlesex Co.

NJ 173 Between Voorhees Rd. in Greenwich Twp., Warren Co.
and Bethlehem Ave. in Bloomsbury Boro, Hunterdon Co.

Between I-78 Connectors at Co. 614 and I-78
Connectors at Co. 635 in Union Twp., Hunterdon Co.

Between Rt. 513 in Clinton Twp. and I-78 Connectors
at Center St. in Clinton Twp., Hunterdon Co.

NJ 175 Between NJ 29 in Ewing Twp. and NJ 29 in Ewing Twp.,
Mercer Co.

NJ 179 Between Old York Rd. in West Amwell Twp. and US 202
in East Amwell Twp., Hunterdon Co.

NJ 183 Between Co. 601 and US 206 in Stanhope Boro, Sussex Co.

NJ 184 Between US 9 in Woodbridge Twp. and Carlock Ave. in
Perth Amboy City, Middlesex Co.

US 202 Between US 206 in Bedminster Twp. and Rt. 525 in
Bernardsville Boro, Somerset Co.

Between I-287 in Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp. and
I-287 in Boonton Twp., Morris Co.

Between Co. 633 in Lincoln Park Boro, Morris Co. and
NJ 23 in Wayne Twp., Passaic Co.

NJ 440 Between NY State Line and Rt. 501 in Bayonne City,
Hudson Co.

NJ 495 Between I-95 (NJ Turnpike) in Jersey City and the New
York State Line in Weehawken Twp., Hudson Co. Note:
Entire route is excluded.
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Route Description

Garden State Between NJ 36 in Tinton Falls Boro (Exit 105), Monmouth Co.
Parkway and the NY State line in Montvale Boro, Bergen Co.

Palisades Between I-95 in Fort Lee Boro, Bergen Co. and the NY
Parkway State Line in Alpine Boro, Bergen Co.
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APPENDIX B

The following county "500" series are not part of the New Jersey Access Network although
some of these routes may be accessible under the provisions of N.J.A.C. 16:32-1.6:

Route Description

Rt. 503 Between Empire Blvd. in Moonachie Twp., Bergen Co.
and the S. Hackensack/Hackensack Corporate Line.

Between Grove Avenue in Hillsdale Boro and the N.Y.
State Line in Montvale Twp., Bergen Co.

Rt. 504 Between Main Street in Montvale Twp. and West Parkway
in Pequannock Twp., Morris Co.

Between 19th Street and NJ 20 in Paterson City,
Passaic Co.

Rt. 512 Between Rt. 513 in Califon Boro, Hunterdon Co. and
Railroad Ave. in Far Hills Boro, Somerset Co.

Between US 202 in Far Hills Boro, Somerset Co. and
the Morris Co. County Line.

Between M.P. 24.73 and M.P. 25.39 in Passaic Twp.,
Morris Co.

Rt. 513 Between NJ 12 in Frenchtown Boro and Rt. 579 in
Franklin Twp., Hunterdon Co.

Between NJ 31 in Clinton Twp., Hunterdon Co. and Rt.
517 in Washington Twp., Morris Co.

Between M.P. 26.14 in Washington Twp., Morris Co. and
the Chester Twp. Corporate Line.

Between Oxbow Lane and Co. 696 in W. Milford Twp.,
Passaic Co.

Rt. 514 Between Rt. 202 in E. Amwell Twp., Hunterdon Co. and
Berry St. in Franklin Twp., Somerset Co.

Between Mary Ave. and US 9 in Woodbridge Twp.,
Middlesex Co.

Between US 1 and 9 in Rahway City and Bay Ave. in
Elizabeth City, Union Co.

Rt. 515 Between NJ 94 and the N.Y. State Line in Vernon Twp.,
Sussex Co.
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Route Description

Rt. 517 Between Rt. 523 in Tewksbury Twp., Hunterdon Co. and
Rt. 513 in Washington Twp., Morris Co.

Rt. 518 Between Rt. 165 in Lambertville City, Hunterdon Co.
and traversing Hunterdon Co. and Mercer Co. and
terminating at Rt. 27, Franklin Twp., Somerset Co.
Note: Entire route is not eligible.

Rt. 519 Between NJ 29 in Delaware Twp., Hunterdon Co. and to
the Pohatcong Twp. Corporate Line, Warren Co.

Between Co. 661 in Frelinghuysen Twp., Hunterdon Co.
and M.P. 62.65 in Fredon Twp., Sussex Co.

Rt. 520 Between Texas Rd. in Old Bridge Twp., Middlesex Co.
and Hartmann Rd. in Marlboro Twp., Monmouth Co.

Between NJ 18 and a stream at M.P. 6.61 in Marlboro
Twp., Monmouth Co.

Rt. 521 Between NJ 94 in Blairstown Twp., Warren Co. and to
US 206 in Frankford Twp., Sussex Co.

Between US 206 in Sandyston Twp. and Mashipacong Rd.
in Montague Twp., Sussex Co.

Rt. 522 Between NJ 27 and Co. 679 in S. Brunswick Twp.,
Middlesex Co.

Rt. 524 Between Rt. 539 in *[Washington]* *Robbinsville*
Twp., Mercer Co. and Clarksburg Rd. in Millstone
Twp., Monmouth Co.

Rt. 524 Alt. Between Rt. 524 and Rt. 524/547 in Howell Twp.,
Monmouth Co.

Rt. 525 Between Gilbridge Rd. in Bridgewater Twp. and I-78 in
Bernards Twp., Somerset Co.

Between the Dead River and Rt. 512 in Bernards Twp.,
Somerset Co.

Between I-287 in Bernards Twp. and US 202 in
Bernardsville Boro, Somerset Co.

Between US 202 in Bernardsville Boro, Somerset Co.
and NJ 510 in Mendham Boro, Morris Co.

Rt. 526 Between Village Rd. and Rt. 535 in W. Windsor Twp.,
Mercer Co.
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Route Description

Rt. 527 Between M.P. 49.67 and Co. 619 in Franklin Twp.,
Somerset Co.

Rt. 529 Between US 22 in Green Brook Twp. and Rt. 527 in
Watchung Boro, Somerset Co.

Rt. 530 Between Springfield Rd. in Pemberton Boro and Newcomb
Drive in Pemberton Twp., Burlington Co.

Between Whitesbog Rd. and NJ 70 in Pemberton Twp.,
Burlington Co.

Between NJ 70 in Manchester Twp. and S. Main St. in
Toms River, Ocean Co.

Rt. 532 Between Rt. 541 in Medford Lakes Twp. and US 206 in
Tabernacle Twp., Burlington Co.

Between Rt. 563 in Woodland Twp. and NJ 72 in
Woodland Twp., Burlington Co.

Rt. 533 Between entrance to Mercer Mall at M.P. 8.22 in
Lawrence Twp. and US 206 in Princeton Twp., Mercer Co.

Between US 206 in Montgomery Twp. and Rt. 514 in
Millstone Twp., Somerset Co.

Between Rt. 514 in Millstone Boro and Rt. 527 in
Bound Brook Boro, Somerset Co.

Rt. 534 Between Warwick Rd. in Deptford Twp., Gloucester Co.
and the Camden Co. County Line.

Rt. 536 Between Winslow Rd. in Monroe Twp., Gloucester Co.
and Co. 706 in Winslow Twp., Camden Co.

Between Co. 720 and NJ 73 in Winslow Twp., Camden Co.

Rt. 536 Spur Between NJ 42 in Monroe Twp., Gloucester Co. and the
Camden County Line, Camden Co.

Rt. 537 Between US 206 and Co. 670 in Springfield Twp.,
Burlington Co.

Between Overbrook Dr. in Freehold Twp. and School Rd.
East in Colts Neck Twp., Monmouth Co.

Between Wayside Ave. and Pearl Harbor Dr. in Tinton
Falls Boro, Monmouth Co.



69

Route Description

Rt. 538 Between Rt. 551 in Swedesboro Boro and Rt. 581 in
S. Harrison Twp., Gloucester Co.

Between the Elk Twp./Franklin Twp. Corp. Line and US
322 in Monroe Twp., Gloucester Co.

Rt. 539 Between the Millstone Twp., Monmouth Co./E. Windsor
Twp., Mercer County Line and Perrineville Rd. in
E. Windsor Twp., Mercer Co.

Rt. 543 Between Recovery Blvd. in Florence Twp. and Co. 628
in Mansfield Twp., Burlington Co.

Rt. 545 Between Co. 667 in Pemberton Twp. and the Pemberton
Twp./New Hanover Twp. Corp. Line, Burlington Co.

Between the Springfield Twp./Chesterfield Twp. Corp
Line and M.P. 7.64 in Chesterfield Twp., Burlington Co.

Between M.P. 13.00 in Bordentown Twp. and US 206 in
Bordentown Twp., Burlington Co.

Rt. 548 Between NJ 47 in Maurice River Twp., Cumberland Co.
and NJ 49 in Upper Twp., Cape May Co. Note: Entire
route is not eligible.

Rt. 549 Between Duquesne Blvd. and NJ 70 in Brick Twp.,
Ocean Co.

Between Dunbeck Rd. in Brick Twp., Ocean Co. and Co.
21 in Howell Twp., Monmouth Twp.

Rt. 549 Between NJ 88 in Pt. Pleasant Boro and Rt. 549 in
Brick Twp., Ocean Co. Note: Entire route is not
eligible.

Rt. 550 Between NJ 47 in Maurice River Twp., Cumberland Co.
and US 9 in Dennis Twp., Cape May Co. Note: Entire
route is not eligible.

Rt. 550 Spur Between NJ 47 in Dennis Twp., Cape May Co. and NJ
347 in Maurice River Twp., Cumberland Co.

Between NJ 347 in Maurice River Twp., Cumberland Co.
and Rt. 550 in Dennis Twp., Cape May Co. Note:
Entire route is not eligible.

Rt. 552 Between M.P. 1.48 and M.P. 1.82 in Upper Deerfield
Twp., Cumberland Co.
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Route Description

Rt. 552 Between Rt. 553 in Upper Deerfield Twp., Cumberland
(continued) Co. and the Atlantic County Line.

Rt. 552 Spur Between Wade Blvd. in Millville City and Rt. 552 in
Vineland City, Cumberland Co.

Rt. 553 Between Cherry St. in Commercial Twp. and Rt. 555 in
Downe Twp., Cumberland Co.

Between Co. Rt. 720 in Fairfield Twp. and Co. Rt. 705
in Upper Deerfield Twp., Cumberland Co.

Between Rt. 540 in Pittsgrove Twp., Salem Co. and NJ
47 in Glassboro Boro, Gloucester Co.

Between NJ 47 in Glassboro Boro and the Monogahela
Creek in Woodbury Heights, Gloucester Co.

Rt. 557 Between NJ 47 in Dennis Twp. and Rt. 550 in Woodbine
Boro, Cape May Co.

Between Rt. 550 in Woodbine Boro and NJ 50 in Upper
Twp., Cape May Co.

Rt. 560 Between US 206 in Sandyston Twp. and the Delaware
River (Dingmans Ferry Bridge) in Sandyston Twp.,
Sussex Co.

Rt. 561 Between M.P. 17.73 in Mullica Twp. and US 30 in
Hammonton Twp., Atlantic Co.

Between NJ 73 in Winslow Twp. and Florence Ave. in
Berlin Boro, Camden Co.

Rt. 561 Alt Between M.P. 0.00 in Galloway Twp. and Rt. 575 in
Galloway, Atlantic Co.

. Between an unnamed road at M.P. 7.17 and Co. 614 in
Galloway Twp., Atlantic Co.

Rt. 565 Between US 206 in Frankfort Twp. and NJ 23 in Wantage
Twp., Sussex Co.

Rt. 567 Between Rt. 514 in Hillsborough Twp. and M.P. 3.66
in Branchburg Twp., Somerset Co.

Rt. 569 Between Rt. 533 in Lawrence and US 206 in Lawrence
Twp., Mercer Co.
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Route Description

Rt. 571 Between Rt. 524 in Millstone Twp. and S. Rochdale Rd.
in Roosevelt Boro, Monmouth Co.

Rt. 575 Between Rt. 561 Alt. and US 9 in Port Republic City,
Atlantic Co.

Rt. 577 Between NJ 24 in Springfield Twp., Union Co. and
Bleeker St. in Millburn Twp., Essex Co.

Between the S. Orange/W. Orange Corp. Line and
Gregory Pl. in W. Orange Town, Essex County

Rt. 579 Between Mt. Airy Rd. in Hopewell Twp., Mercer Co. and
Rt. 523 in Raritan Twp., Hunterdon Co.

Between NJ 12 in Raritan Twp. and Rt. 513 in Franklin
Twp., Hunterdon Co.

Between Co. 614 in Alexandria Twp., Hunterdon Co. and
NJ 173 in Greenwich Twp., Warren Co.
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APPENDIX C

The following county "600" series roads are designated as New Jersey Access Network travel
routes:

Route Description

Co. 16 Between NJ 35 in Ocean Twp. and NJ 71 in Asbury Park
City, Monmouth Co.

Co. 38 Between NJ 18 in Tinton Falls Boro and Rt. 547 in
Tinton Falls Boro, Monmouth Co.

Co. 601 Between US 9 in Middle Twp. and Co. 619 in Avalon
Boro, Cape May Co.

Co. 606 Between US 206 in Trenton City and NJ 33 in Hamilton
Twp., Mercer Co.

Co. 607 Between the Long Beach Twp./Beach Haven Boro County
Line and 4th St. in Barnegat Light Boro, Ocean Co.

Co. 609 Between Rt. 553 in Fairfield Twp. and NJ 49 in
Bridgeton City, Cumberland Co.

Co. 609 Between Rt. 527 in New Brunswick Twp. and Co. 622 in
Piscataway Twp., Middlesex Co.

Co. 610 Between Rt. 539 in Stafford Twp. and NJ 72 in
Barnegat Twp., Ocean Co.

Co. 615 Between Co. 673 in Sayreville Boro and NJ 35 in South
Amboy City, Middlesex Co.

Co. 618 Between Rt. 551 in Carney's Point Twp. and US 130 in
Carney's Point Twp., Salem Co.

Co. 619 Between Middle Twp./Stone Harbor County Line and Co.
623 in Ocean City, Cape May Co.

Co. 623 Between US 9 in Upper Twp. and Co. 619 in Ocean City,
Cape May Co.

Co. 625 Between US 9 in Dennis Twp. and Co. 619 in Sea Isle
City, Cape May Co.

Co. 629 Between NJ 152 in Longport Boro and US 40/322 in
Atlantic City, Atlantic Co.

Co. 649 Between NJ 24 in Millburn Twp. and Rt. 508 in
Livingston Twp., Essex Co.
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Route Description

Co. 656 Between Co. 623 in Ocean City and 4th St. in Ocean
City, Cape May Co.

Co. 657 Between Co. 619 in Stone Harbor and NJ 47 in Dennis
Twp., Cape May Co.

Co. 673 Between Rt. 535 in Sayreville Boro and Co. 615 in
Sayreville Boro, Middlesex Co.
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