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I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
Compilation of Comments Received
Summary

This document contains the comments received on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation (EA/Draft 4(f), dated October 2009, and circulated for public review on December 9, 2009.
This document is divided into five sections, including this “Summary,” as listed in “Organization of this
Document” on the previous page. Copies of the actual comments received and of the Public Hearing
transcripts are included.
The Notice of Availability of the EA/Draft 4(f) and of the scheduled Public Hearing is attached and was
published in the following newspapers on the dates indicated:
The Trenton Times, December 9, 2009
The Trentonian, December 9, 2009
The Bucks County Courier Times, December 9, 2009
The Bucks County Herald, December 10, 2009
The Notice of Availability and Public Hearing was also published on the project web site,
www.scudderfallsbridge.com, and the EA/Draft 4(f) was also available for review and downloading on this
web site.
A second notice was published in these same newspapers prior to the scheduled Public Hearing:
The Trenton Times, January 13, 2010
The Trentonian, January 11, 2010
The Bucks County Courier Times, January 11, 2010
The Bucks County Herald, January 14, 2010
On January 19 and 20, 2010, the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) held a Public
Hearing, conducted in two parts: the first part on January 19 in Ewing, New Jersey; and the second part
on January 20 in Langhorne, PA. Approximately 186 people signed-in at the Public Hearing on January
19, and approximately 196 people did so on January 20. On each evening an informal open house was
held beginning at 5:00 p.m. during which time project information was on display and project staff were
available for questions. The formal Public Hearing began at 7:00 p.m. and adjourned at 9:00 p.m. on each
evening, and the proceedings were recorded by a court reporter. A second court reporter was available to
individuals wishing to provide comment privately during the open house and Public Hearing.
The public comment period began upon publication of the Notice of Availability on December 9, 2009
and ended on February 4, 2010, a period of 55 calendar days. Comments were accepted via mail or
delivery, at the Public Hearing, and via a dedicated e-mail address. Approximately 330 agencies,
organizations, and individuals submitted comments.

EWING TOWNSHIP
Bear Tavern Rd

NJ Route 29
29

Taylorsville Rd

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING & ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT/DRAFT SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION
The Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission, in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
(PennDOT), and the New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJ DOT), is conducting
a public hearing/open house for the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. The preferred alternative includes replacement of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge over the Delaware River and improvements to 4.4 miles
of I-95 in PA and NJ to alleviate traffic congestion and improve operational and safety
conditions.
The Environmental Assessment (EA)/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is available
for public review at www.scudderfallsbridge.com and at the following locations
until February 4, 2010:
Lower MakefieldTownship Municipal
Building
1100 Edgewood Road
Yardley, PA 19067
Twp. Manager’s Office
P: (215) 493-3646

PA Route 332

332

LOWER
MAKEFIELD
TOWNSHIP

Ewing Township
Municipal Offices
Dept. of the
Municipal Clerk
2 Jake Garzio Drive
Ewing, NJ 08628
Steve Elliot
P: (609) 883-2900 x7609

Bucks County Free
Library─YardleyMakefield Branch
1080 Edgewood Road
Lower Makefield
Township, PA 19067
P: (215) 493-9020

Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge
Commission
110 Wood & Grove
Streets, Morrisville, PA
19067
Kevin Skeels
P: (267) 790-1048

PennDOT
District 6-0
7000 Geerdes Boulevard
King of Prussia, PA 19406
Mary Raulerson,
P: (610) 205-6873

Mercer County
Library ─ Ewing
Branch
61 Scotch Road
Ewing, NJ 08628
P: (609) 882-3148

Written comments on the EA/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation should be submitted to Kevin Skeels at the
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission above or via email to scudderfallsbridgeEAcomments@hntb.com
by February 4, 2010. Written and oral comments may also be submitted at the public hearing.

PUBLIC HEARING/OPEN HOUSE:
Location: Villa Victoria Academy, 376 West Upper Ferry Road, Ewing, NJ | Date: Tues., January 19, 2010, Open House-5:00 p.m.
Public Hearing-7:00 p.m.
Location: Sheraton Bucks County Hotel, 400 Oxford Valley Road, Langhorne, PA | Date: Wed., January 20, 2010, Open House-5:00
p.m. | Public Hearing-7:00 p.m.
On each evening an informal open house will begin at 5:00 pm during which project information will be on display and project staff will be
available. The formal public hearing will begin at 7:00 pm on each evening. The meeting locations are compliant with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA). If you require special assistance to attend and/or participate in this meeting or need additional information please
contact Mary Raulerson at (610) 205-6873. In addition, if you or another individual with whom you are familiar does not speak English
as their primary language and who has limited ability to read, write, speak or understand English desires to participate in this meeting or
needs additional information, contact Mary Raulerson at (610) 205-6873. Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, PennDOT does
not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, age, or disability. If you feel that you have been denied the benefits
of, or participation in a PennDOT program or activity, you may contact the PennDOT Bureau of Equal Opportunity, DBE/Title VI Division
at (717) 787-5891 or (800) 468-4201.

Summary of Responses to Comments on
the Environmental Assessment

Response to Government Agency/Official’s Comments

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Responses to Government Agency/Official’s Comments on the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Nineteen federal, state, and local government agencies/officials submitted written comments on the EA/Draft
4(f). Each agency letter was assigned a number (e.g. G1, G2, etc.), which is referenced in the responses to
comments.
Number

AGENCY

DATE OF COMMENT

G1

National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division

January 29, 2010

G2

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III

February 4, 2010

G3

NJ Department of Environmental Protection, Historic Preservation

January 11. 2010

G4

NJ Department of Environmental Protection, Environmental
Regulation

February 4, 2010

G5

Not used.

Not applicable.

G6

South Jersey Transportation Authority

January 19, 2010

G7

NJ Transit

February 4, 2010

G8

PA House of Representatives, Steve Santarsiero, 31st Legislative
District

January 20, 2010

G9

PA House of Representatives, Steve Santarsiero, 31st Legislative
District

January 20, 2010

G10

PA Department of Conservation & Natural Resources, Bureau of
Forestry

December 30, 2009

G11

PA Department of Conservation & Natural Resources, Bureau of
State Parks

January 29, 2010

G12

PA Fish and Boat Commission, Division of Environmental Services

February 3, 2010

G13

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

February 1, 2010

G14

Delaware River Basin Commission

January 28, 2010

G15

Township of Ewing, Honorable Jack J. Ball, Mayor

January 22, 2010

G16

Township of Plainsboro, Honorable Peter A. Cantu, Mayor

January 27, 2010

G17

Township of Lower Makefield, Terry Fedorchak, Manager

February 1, 2010

G18

Yardley Borough, Joseph Hunter, Council President

January 25, 2010

G19

Hopewell Township, Paul Pogorzelski, Township
Administrator/Engineer

February 3, 2010

G20

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Willie R.
Taylor, Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

May 4, 2010
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G1 - U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Correspondence from Stanley W. Gorski, Field Offices Supervisor,
January 29, 2010
Comment A.
In the Delaware River, adult shortnose sturgeon which over-winter in dense sedentary aggregations in the
upper tidal reaches of the river are known to occur in the lower bay upstream to at least Lambertville,
New Jersey. Most spawning, which typically lasts from late-March into mid-May, occurs in the vicinity
of Scudders Falls, which features rapid, moderately turbulent flow, and abundant cobble/boulder
substrates. Adult shortnose sturgeons typically remain in the spawning area for a relatively short period of
time and usually leave the Scudders Falls area to return to the tidal portion of the river after spawning.
It should, however, be anticipated that shortnose sturgeon eggs and larvae may be present in the project
area for as long as 28-days after spawning (from late-April through mid-June). During the late summer
months, they are more dispersed and are thought to be more widely distributed throughout the river and
estuary than in the winter months. Migration of this duration would result in the movement of larvae
spawned at Scudders Falls into the tidal river. Depending on the nature of any in-water work required for
bridge replacement and other associated activities, this action could affect shortnose sturgeon.
Avoiding in-water work during the March 15 - June 30 period when spawning shortnose sturgeon, eggs
and larvae are likely present will minimize impacts to this endangered species. We note that the Federal
Highway Authority has initiated formal consultation with NMFS's Protected Resources Division pursuant
to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment (BA) considering potential impacts
to both species was prepared and submitted for agency review. A Biological Opinion based on
information provided in the BA, is currently being formulated and release of the document is pending. For
questions or specifics regarding the Section 7 coordination and/or consultation process or protected
resources in general, please contact Julie Crocker of the Protected Resources Division at (978) 282-8480.
Based upon the information stated above, we recommend extending the moratorium on construction
activities, or modifying aspects of the planned approach in the project area to July 15 so as to protect river
herring (alewife and blueback herring) which are important as prey for predatory fish such as bluefish. In
addition, as alternatives are developed, both the DRJTBC and Federal Highway Authority should
consider the implementation of best management practices (i.e., turbidity barriers or siltation curtains),
beyond those already proposed, in order to offset any potential negative effects on the downstream water
and habitat quality in the Delaware River. Supplementary compensatory mitigation measures to restore
those disturbed and degraded areas currently supporting anadromous and catadromous fish may be
required.
Response: The Biological Opinion for the Project that was issued by NMFS provides for a work
moratorium of March 15 through June 30 for in-water work. As part of the Project we are to monitor
water temperature data between March 1 and July 15 to determine when the mean daily water
temperature has reached 18 degrees centigrade. The Biological Opinion states that at least 28 days
must have passed since the mean daily temperature reached 18 degrees centigrade before any in-water
work begins.
The project will consider extending the construction moratorium for “in-water” work to July 15. As
stated on pages 148 and 156 of the EA/Draft 4(f), a determination of the feasibility of this extension, as
it may affect the overall construction schedule, will be made during the final design phase in the
context of Section 404 and state permitting. Similarly, final details of best management practices and
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compensatory mitigation will be made at that time, consistent with the Terms and Conditions of the
Biological Opinion. A copy of the Biological Opinion is included as an Appendix to the EA
Addendum.
G2 - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, Correspondence from Barbara Rudnick,
NEPA Team Leader, February 4, 2010
Comment A.
We encourage the project team to continue to avoid and minimize impacts caused by the project. The
project team should also coordinate with state and federal agencies to develop an acceptable mitigation
plan for impacts to natural resources.
Response: Coordination with state and federal resource and regulatory agencies will continue through
the final design and permitting phase of the project to further avoid and minimize impacts to the
natural environment where practicable, and to refine and finalize mitigation plans for unavoidable
impacts.
Comment B.
The EA states that 8 acres of woodland will be permanently impacted. We suggest that the EA should
discuss mitigation for all tree removal at all sites. Flora serves as a carbon sink and tree removal
diminishes the carbon storing capacity thus exacerbating the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.
Response: The majority of highway widening will occur within the existing grassed median or along
the roadside areas, and the tree clearing proposed will occur predominantly within the existing
highway rights-of-way. The majority of tree clearing (6 acres of 8 acres total) will occur within New
Jersey, and most of this is situated within the NJ Route 29 Interchange area. Landscaping will be
performed within the interchange areas, particularly in the area of the canal parks, to enhance visual
quality for park users, as noted on page 125 of the EA/Draft 4(f). However, the ability to reforest to
compensate for the total woodlands cleared for the project is constrained by available highway rightof-way. The areas within the right-of-way available to be reforested are further constricted by the
location of proposed stormwater management facilities, which will include detention basins within
interchange areas and drainage ditches along roadsides, as well as by the placement of proposed noise
barriers. Development of final design of proposed noise barriers will include aesthetic considerations,
including plantings.
Comment C.
All bridge and roadway runoff should go to storm water management facilities that are located in upland
locations.
Response: As shown in the EA/Draft 4(f), page 129, a survey of treatment of water runoff on long
bridges was conducted to assess the current best practices in the United States and found that bridge
runoff is typically discharged directly to the waterways via bridge scuppers. The current proposal is to
carry the bridge surface runoff for the outer thirds of the bridge length via closed piping off of the
bridge for discharge in the overall project drainage system. The run off for the middle third will be
captured and outlet through downspouts to the river below. Bridge runoff volumes with the proposed
project will be approximately equal to existing bridge runoff volumes.
In addition, during the next phase of the project when the details of the bridge superstructure and
project drainage system are finalized, a Spill Prevention and Countermeasure Plan (SPCP) will be
4
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developed and further evaluation of the bridge drainage system will be performed to identify Best
Management Practices appropriate to comply with federal and state stormwater regulations.
Comment D.
The disposal of the existing bridge material should be discussed along with any associated hazardous
waste issues. This would include asbestos. Page 182 mentions lead but not asbestos.
Response: As shown in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter IV, Section Q – Hazardous Wastes, Part 2 –
Impacts, paragraph (b) on page 182, during final design the potential for encountering asbestos during
utility construction will be determined.
If asbestos is encountered at that time, the methods of disposal will be determined using the governing
regulations in OSHA, NJDEP, PA DEP, NJDOT and PennDOT Standards to maintain worker health
and safety and properly dispose of the asbestos. These methods will be reflected in the Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasure Plans which will also be developed during final design.
Comment E.
The cumulative impact section should address cumulative impacts to environmental resources.
Response: The level of information that is readily available varies widely for the various projects that
have been recently constructed, are in the planning and development stage, or are envisioned to occur
in the future. Information on environmental impacts was not available for all of the projects that were
identified in Section IV.R, “Secondary Development and Cumulative Impacts” of the EA/Draft 4(f).
The projects identified are also predominantly either removed geographically from the immediate area
of the project site or are situated on upland parcels.
Environmental resources in the project area include wetlands and floodplains that are primarily
located along the Delaware River and the canals. Several of the proposed or recently constructed
development sites along the I-95 corridor (e.g., Tamar Commons development at the Bear Tavern Road
Interchange and developments on New Jersey State Police property for the Emergency Operations
Center and New Jersey Public Health, Environmental, and Agriculture Facilities) are located on
upland fields and are not expected to involve considerable, if any, wetlands alterations. The majority
of developments that immediately adjoin the corridor are located on upland parcels.
Other transportation projects in the vicinity involve work within existing developed transportation
facilities.
For instance, the wetlands impacts associated with the Trenton-Mercer Airport
improvements were reported to total 0.07 acre in the 2002 Final Environmental Assessment (EA), and
the 2007 Draft Environmental Assessment addressing the reactivation of passenger rail service on 27
miles of existing railroad on the West Trenton Line estimated that impact would occur to less than 1
acre of wetland. Neither of these transportation projects was estimated to involve any substantial
impacts on water resources and floodplains. The West Trenton Passenger Rail Service Restoration
Study and Draft Environmental Assessment concluded that: “The majority of the disturbance
associated with the construction aspect of Build Alternative will occur with the existing rail right-ofway. The proposed station sites are located in developed areas. Field surveys determined that the
proposed station sites were previously disturbed and did not host any threatened or endangered species
or habitat types. As a result, the Build Alternative will not result in impacts to the natural resources in
the study area. The proposed project also will not impact floodplains or floodways.” These were the
only two projects for which information on impacts to environmental resources was readily available.
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Comment F.
The EA should state how the contractor will implement measures to minimize adverse air quality impacts
stemming from potential mobile source air toxics and equipment exhaust emissions during construction.
Potential mitigation strategies to reduce particulate matter (PM) and NOx include reducing construction
equipment activity and shift times. Other mitigation measures such as use of ultra-low sulfur fuel in
equipment, deployment of clean diesel equipment through engine retrofits, rebuilds, or repowering may
be employed. EPA would like to see such a discussion on mitigating the impacts that construction
equipment will have on air quality.
Response: Roadway and bridge construction has the potential to impact the local ambient air quality by
generating fugitive dust through construction activities such as demolition and material handling.
As the project design is further developed, and the construction contract documents are developed
during the final design phase of the project, appropriate measures will be considered and incorporated
into contractor specifications to minimize impacts on the air quality of the area. As noted on page 170
of the EA/Draft 4(f), applying water or appropriate liquids during demolition, land clearing, and
construction operations can minimize fugitive dust. Water can be applied as wheel wash on
construction equipment and on material stockpiles and other surfaces capable of producing airborne
dust. When in motion, open-body trucks used for transporting materials would be covered. Best
Management Practices (BMP) of the state departments of transportation will be employed.
Other measures to be considered during final design to reduce mobile source emissions during
construction include: 1) minimizing idling of delivery trucks or other equipment during periods of
unloading or other non-active use; 2) maintain the existing number of traffic lanes during
construction and schedule operations that may disrupt traffic flow to off-peak hours, to the maximum
extent possible; 3) particulate matter trap, oxidation catalysts and other devices that provide an after
treatment of exhaust emissions to off-road dump trucks and bulldozers; 4) the use of clean fuel as
ultra-low sulfur diesel.
Comment G.
Given the long construction timeframe DRJTBC should utilize all feasible construction and operational
mitigation measures to minimize community exposures. Additional measures which should be considered
include utilization of non-road diesel engines that conform to EPA's stringent Tier 3 or Tier 4 emission
standards (as applicable) or non-emission solar generators, an idling minimization policy, and either
electrification of the project site or staging of diesel generators to avoid adverse impacts to the
surrounding community. DRJTBC can enforce these measures through the use of clean diesel
specifications in the project's construction contracts. We suggest that DRJTBC develop a complete set of
committed measures to be included in the EA.
Response: During the final design phase of the project, DRJTBC will consider feasible measures and
will incorporate appropriate and feasible measures into the construction contract documents.
Comment H.
We suggest that the project team implement green practices and techniques during the design and
operation of the project. For example, air emissions during construction will include particulate matter
(PM2.5 and PM10). To reduce the potential health and environmental impacts of these pollutants in the
project area and to improve the conditions for the workers, the installation of diesel particulate filters
(DPF) on construction equipment should be considered. DPFs can reduce diesel particulate emissions by
90 percent for stationary and non-stationary diesel equipment. To learn more about this technology and its
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application, you may reference DPFs at http://wwvv.epa.gov/oms/retrofitynonroad-list.htm or contact us
directly. Enclosed are some additional greening recommendations that may be applicable to this project.
Response: During the final design phase of the project, DRJTBC will consider feasible measures and
will incorporate appropriate and feasible measures into the construction contract documents.
Comment I.
The EA should provide a description of the maintenance program that will be implemented to ensure the
proper operation of the storm water system. During the construction phase, the water quality impacts of
the project should mitigate through the implementation of soil erosion and sedimentation control plan
which includes silt fences, hay bales, seeding, topsoil stabilization matting and turbidity barriers.
Response: As shown in the EA/Draft 4(f) on page 132-133, several of the storm water management
measures to be utilized for the project are discussed. During the final design portion of this project,
Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, as well as National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plans will be developed for the project using
Best Management Practices (BMP) to be implemented during and after construction activities.
Included in these plans will be details of BMP measures used which each have their own maintenance
program, i.e. Silt Fence PennDOT Detail - Remove deposits when sediment accumulation is one half
the above ground height of the silt fence, which will be shown for the details used.
Comment J.
We suggest that the project team consider the use of recycled industrial materials which can reduce the
overall environmental footprint of the project. The environmental benefits include reduced greenhouse
gas emissions, reduced land disposal requirements, and reduced utilization of virgin resources.
Information on recycled materials can be found at www.epa.gov/osw/conserve/rrr/imr/indust.htm.
Response: The project will follow PennDOT and NJ DOT guidelines for recycled materials.
Comment K.
We recommend that future documents use double sided printing.
Response: Comment noted.
G3 - State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Historic Preservation Office
Correspondence from Daniel D. Saunders, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, January 11,
2010
Comment A.
We would like to remind the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) that the draft
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) must be executed before the finalization of the 4(f) document.
Response: - A Programmatic Agreement (PA) was executed for this project. The New Jersey State
Historic Preservation Office is a party to the PA. The Final Section 4(f) document includes a copy of
the fully- executed PA. A copy of the fully-executed PA can also be found as an Appendix to the EA
Addendum.
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G4 - State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Permit Coordination
and Environmental Review, Correspondence from Joseph D. Corleto, Principal Environmental
Specialist, February 4, 2010
Division of Land Use Regulation (DLUR)
Comment A.
The proposed project will require approval under the Flood Hazard Area Control Act (FHACA) rules,
which were last revised in 2007. The Environmental Assessment is incomplete with respect to any
discussion that dealt with these rules. Therefore, the Division of Land Use Regulation cannot assess
compliance with these Rules.
Response: See response to Comments A and B, below.
Comment B.
The proposed project will be required to satisfy the standards for fill in the flood fringe, floodway, and
disturbances to riparian zones as set forth in subchapter 10 of the Flood Hazard Area Control Act Rules.
Response to Comments A and B: It is noted in the EA/Draft 4(f) in Volume 2, page B-1, that an
Individual Flood Hazard Permit from NJ DEP will be required. Design information necessary for this
permit will be developed during the final design and permitting phase of the project. Subchapter 10 of
the FHACA rules will be addressed in the Flood Hazard Permit at that time.
Comment C.
Similarly, the Environmental Assessment did not address the Stormwater Management Rules at N.J.A.C.
7:8. Therefore, compliance with those Rules could not be determined. An application for a Flood Hazard
Permit will be required to demonstrate compliance with the Stormwater Management Rules.
Response: It is noted in the EA/Draft 4(f) in Volume 2, page B-1, that an Individual Flood Hazard
Permit from NJ DEP will be required. Design information necessary for this permit will be developed
during the final design and permitting phase of the project. The Stormwater Management Rules in
N.J.A.C. 7:8 will be addressed in the Flood Hazard Permit at that time.
Comment D.
Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act Rules (N.J.A.C. 7:7A) The New Jersey portion of the project was
issued a Letter of Interpretation - Line Verification (LOI) on December 12, 2005, verifying the extent of
freshwater wetlands in the project area, and identifying the resource value classification of the wetlands.
Intermediate and ordinary resource value wetlands were identified within the project area. The LOI is
valid until December 12, 2010. It is recommended that the applicant apply for an LOI Extension, which
would extend the expiration date of the LOI to December 12, 2015.
Response: The LOI Extension was applied for and the Extension was received. The expiration date is
December 12, 2015.
Comment E.
The applicant is proposing the permanent disturbance of 0.64 acres of freshwater wetlands and the
temporary disturbance of 0.09 acres of freshwater wetlands. Temporary impacts to wetlands transition
areas are also proposed, but are not quantified in the EA. These impacts must be quantified as part of an
application to NJDEP. The applicant is advised to apply for a Freshwater Wetlands Individual Permit and
8
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address all relevant items under N.J.A.C. 7:7A - SUBCHAPTER 7 INDIVIDUAL FRESHWATER
WETLANDS AND OPEN WATER FILL PERMITS. Please be advised that issuance of this permit is
predicated upon the applicant presenting alternatives that would result in fewer impacts to wetlands, and
further demonstrating that the selected alternative has minimized impacts to wetlands to the greatest
extent possible.
Response: Volume 2 of the EA, Attachment B – Permits Checklists/Consistency Determinations,
identifies the need for a NJDEP Freshwater Wetlands Individual Permit. This permit will be prepared
and submitted to NJDEP during the Final Design and permitting phase of the project. Temporary
impacts to transition areas will be quantified in the Freshwater Wetlands Permit application.
Additionally, Chapter 3 of the EA, Alternatives Analysis, presents the alternatives considered for this
project. Wetland impacts were a factor in selecting a Proposed Alternative. Table III-4 on page 43
presents the wetland impacts associated with the I-95 Mainline Segment design options (Inside
Widening versus Outside Widening). Table III-5 on page 45 presents the wetland impacts associated
with the Taylorsville Road Interchange Design Options1-4. Table III-6 on page 48 presents the
wetland impacts associated with the NJ Route 29 Interchange Design Options (Option 1 a-c and
Option 2). In each location, the Proposed Alternative had either the same or fewer wetland impacts
than the other alternatives.
We will provide mitigation for forested and emergent wetland impacts at a 2:1 ratio and open water
impacts (i.e., the Delaware River) at a 1:1 ratio for both NJ and PA. This is the regulatory agencies’
standards for mitigation. Attempts will be made, during final design, to minimize wetland impacts.
Comment F.
In addition, mitigation must be provided for wetlands impacts per N.J AC. 7:7A-15.8. Please be advised
that the freshwater wetland rules require 2:1 mitigation for creation or restoration for forested, scrubshrub, and emergent wetlands, which differs from what is proposed on p. 144 of the EA. If wetlands
enhancement is proposed, the Department shall evaluate the wetlands values and functions lost as a result
of the disturbance and determine on a case-by-case basis the amount of enhancement required to ensure
that the mitigation area results in wetlands of equal functions and values to those lost.
Response: Comment noted. Wetland mitigation will be further defined during the Final Design and
permitting phase of the project. Table IV-10, Wetland Impacts by Area, on Pages 143 and 144 presents
functions and values associated with each wetland, which can be used to determine if mitigated
wetland functions and values are being replaced if enhancement is proposed.
Division of Fish and Wildlife (DFW)
Comment G.
The DFW feels that the trestle causeway design along with the mitigation measures found in Section, M.
Threatened and Endangered Species - 3. Mitigation, should minimize / prevent disruption of Shortnose
Sturgeon spawning activities and the anadromous species spawning run. The DFW also feels that the
"Reasonable and Prudent Measures" and "Terms and Conditions" provided by NMFS, and attached,
should be integrated more fully into this mitigation section.
Response: The “Reasonable and Prudent Measures” and “Terms and Conditions” are part of NMFS’
Biological Opinion which has been issued for this project. These “Reasonable and Prudent Measures”
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and “Terms and Conditions” will be adhered to in final design and permitting and in project
construction. A copy of the Biological Opinion is included as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment H.
Endangered and Non-game Species Program (ENSP): Fish and Wildlife's ENSP is still concerned with
mussel species (triangle floater, yellow lampmussel and tidewater mucket), although the trestle causeway
should reduce impacts to these species. The EA mentions mussel mitigation options, such as
preconstruction surveys, relocation to an upstream reach, collection of additional species survey data, or
habitat enhancements, but it does not discuss them. ENSP would like to see greater detail and discussion
of these options in order to comment and provide assistance.
Response: As noted on page 156 of the EA/Draft (f), the project will develop a final mitigation plan for
yellow lampmussel, triangle floater, and tidewater mucket in consultation with NJ DEP DFW (ENSP).
This will occur during the final design and permitting phase of the project.
Division of Parks and Forestry (DP&F)
Comment I.
The Division of Parks and Forestry did not see a compensation plan in the EA to address the diversion of
State Park land due to the increase in the size of the replacement bridge. Additionally a right of entry
permit will be required from the Division for temporary access during construction.
Response: The only diversion of State Parkland is due to the bridge pier foundations within the
Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park. It is noted on page 111 of the EA that approval from the New
Jersey Green Acres Program and the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission will be required.
Coordination with Green Acres and the D&R Canal Commission has been on-going throughout the
project and concurrence on the compensation plan has been reached. This compensation plan is
referenced on page 167 of the EA and described in the Programmatic Agreement, Appendix B of the
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.
Natural Lands Management
Comment J.
The Natural Lands Management program has reviewed the EA and found no mention of rare or
endangered plants surveys being completed. The section of the EA addressing on Threatened and
Endangered species only focused on rare and endangered animals, fish, and clams.
Response: The project coordinated threatened and endangered species information with the Office of
Natural Lands Management. In a letter dated May 30, 2007, the Natural Lands Management office
stated that neither the Natural Heritage Database nor the Landscape Project had any records of rare
wildlife species occurring in the project area. The yellow lampmussel was identified within ¼ mile of
the project area. Therefore, additional mussel surveys were conducted for the project area. Since the
May 30, 2007 letter did not identify potential rare or endangered plants occurring within the project
area, no plant surveys were conducted for the New Jersey portion of the project area.
G5 – Not used.
G6 - South Jersey Transportation Authority, Correspondence from Bart Mueller, Executive
Director, January 19, 2010
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Comment A.
The South Jersey Transportation Authority supports the DRJTBC’s plan to implement All Electronic
Tolling (AET) or “cashless tolling” on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge project. AET provides for,
improved safety, lowered emissions, and mitigates congestion associated with conventional toll plazas.
AET also supports variable tolls including both index based pricing, and variable pricing within a
managed lane environment.
As the SJTA embarks on its own All electronic Tolling (AET) program, we support DRJTBC’s efforts
toward implementing AET, and look forward to coordinating with them toward statewide efficiencies that
can be achieved with this state of the art toll collection system.
Response: Comment noted. DRJTBC also looks forward to such coordination.
G7 - New Jersey Transit, Correspondence from Thomas Clark, Regional Manager, Government &
Community Relations, February 4, 2010
Comment A.
The NJ TRANSIT Corporation, known as NJ TRANSIT, was created by the State Legislature in 1979,
and was charged with the responsibility of overseeing most bus and rail service in the state. In 2004, NJ
TRANSIT completed an Alternative Analysis Study for Bus Rapid Transit service to help alleviate traffic
congestion on the Route 1 corridor, which impacts the counties of Mercer, Middlesex and Somerset, and
which include the core corridor communities of Plainsboro Township, West Windsor Township,
Lawrence Township, Princeton Township, Princeton Borough, and South Brunswick.
Bus Rapid TRANSIT is the most cost effective way to expand public transit in the growing suburban
areas of Middlesex, Somerset, and Mercer Counties, in New Jersey, and Bucks County, in Pennsylvania.
The proposed inside shoulders designed for future Route 1 Bus Rapid Transit Service on the Scudder
Falls Bridge Improvement Project will help support future BRT service between New Jersey and
Pennsylvania, which will help reduce traffic congestion for the region, and help improve air quality.
Therefore, NJ TRANSIT, supports the Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project, and looks forward to
working with the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission in helping to move this much needed
public transportation improvement for the region.
Response: Comment Noted.
G8 - Pennsylvania House of Representatives, Correspondence from Steve Santarsiero, 31st
Legislative District, January 20, 2010
Comment A.
I understand that the Commission has decided to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge crossing at some date in
the future. On behalf of the residents of the Newtown-Yardley area, many of whom regularly travel the
Scudder Falls Bridge, I write to urge the Commission to reconsider that decision and, at the very least, to
perform a full impact study before a final decision on the subject is made.
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An impact study is necessary to assess fully how any proposed tolling of the crossing will affect the area.
In particular, an impact study should include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The impact of traffic patterns on the bridge and on 1-95 leading to the bridge in both
directions;
The impact on other Delaware River crossings that motorists might use as alternatives to the
Scudder Falls Bridge;
The impact on nearby collector and arterial roads;
The impact on residential areas near each potential alternative crossing;
Environmental impacts from all of the foregoing; and
An assessment of proposed fees and projected revenues generated by them.

I would like to request further that this issue be placed on the agenda of the Commission's February 22,
2010 meeting. I look forward to your response.
Response: As requested, the above-noted items were discussed during the February 22, 2010
Commission (DRJTBC) meeting. The Commission had a Traffic Diversion Study performed, dated
May 11, 2011, to evaluate the following:





The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the new Scudder
Falls Bridge
The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the portion of I-95
within the project area. The southbound direction was evaluated because the Commission is
only proposing to implement tolls in the southbound direction.
The impacts on other Delaware River crossings
Impacts on nearby arterial routes and other major links in the roadway network.

The study shows that construction of a new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound
direction) will not cause an inordinate amount of traffic to divert to and overwhelm the other river
crossings. The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year 2015, there will be a slight decrease
in traffic volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll scenario and a slight increase in traffic
volumes for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those
bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction).
For the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the other river crossings will decrease slightly for both
the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those
bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction).
The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the local roadways over time, more and
more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge and pay a toll to save on travel time.
The study also indicates that any diversions during off-peak hours will not create new traffic
congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The combined improvements from the Scudder Falls
project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp entrance and exit conditions) should also reduce regional
traffic congestion because more motorists will use the bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to
New Jersey) during peak and non-peak hours.
A copy of Representative Santarsiero’s letter dated January 20, 2010 is attached as Appendix A to this
Response to Comments document. The Commission sent a copy of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated
September 8, 2010, to Representative Santarsiero on October 6, 2010 and a copy of the transmittal
letter is also included in Appendix A of this Response to Comments document. Subsequent to that
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time, the Traffic Diversion Study was updated to clarify the study methodology and the final Traffic
Diversion Study was completed on May 11, 2011.
The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
As the project advances, the Commission will determine what the toll rates will be as well as when
tolling in the southbound direction will become effective.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.
G9 - Pennsylvania House of Representatives, Correspondence from Steve Santarsiero, 31st
Legislative District, January 20, 2010 (Second letter)
Comment A.
Once again, I would like to thank the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC or the
Commission) for its commitment to build full-height sound barriers to protect most of the neighborhoods
along Interstate 95 in Lower Makefield Township (LMT).
In a letter dated July 1, 2008, LMT manager Terry Fedorchak wrote to the DRJTBC at my request and
that of my colleagues on the LMT Board of Supervisors. In that letter, LMT requested that, as part of the
Scudder Falls improvement Project (see enclosure), the Commission expand planned barriers to
delineated gap areas. Those gaps in the approved sound barrier plan had been identified as places where a
lack of barrier coverage would have an adverse impact on adjacent neighborhoods. As the state
representative for the district that includes LMT, I renew my request on behalf of affected residents to
extend the sound barrier footprint to close the remaining gaps. I would ask further that this issue be placed
on the agenda of the Commission's February 22, 2010 meeting.
Response: As requested, the above-noted items were discussed during the February 22, 2010
Commission (DRJTBC) meeting. The Commission is providing more noise abatement for this project
than is required under guidance and standards of the Federal Highway Administration, the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, and the New Jersey Department of Transportation. The
Commission has committed to spending an additional $4.5 million in noise walls more than is required
under the FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria.
The gap areas shown on the plan will remain. If the Commission were to be guided solely by the
established criteria for noise-abatement placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the
Commission’s total noise-barrier installation costs would have been $3 million. The Commission
decided to exceed what is required under these established design standards. We are committed to
installing an additional $4.5 million worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent,
more than is required under FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria of noise levels, feasibility and cost
reasonability.
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The designated locations for these additional noise walls were not chosen arbitrarily. They were
selected based on using a FHWA model which was calibrated using our relaxed threshold for
designating noise wall locations. This approach provided a defensible rationale for where public funds
could be expended to install additional noise walls. Likewise, this modeling identified areas where
further public expenditures for the erection of additional noise walls could not be supported.
We reexamined the project record on these locations. Due to the distance from the roadway, the future
sound levels as a result of the project would not impact residences in Noise Study Area 5 (NSA 5),
which is the west side of I-95 between Quarry Road and Dolington Road. Therefore, sound walls are
not warranted in accordance with the model’s noise criteria. As for the gaps for NSA 4 (west side of I95 – Bridle Estate/Devonshire neighborhoods) and NSA 6 (east side of I-95 – Makefield Chase
neighborhood), the sound wall design was optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of
the receivers while at the same time meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost-reasonability criteria.
Similarly for NSA 7 (west side of I-95 behind the rest-stop, the sound wall design was optimized to
provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at the same time meeting the
feasibility and cost reasonability criteria .
For NSA 6, the proposed section of noise wall north of Quarry Road provides noise mitigation for all
residences located adjacent to I-95 and Quarry Road. The proposed noise wall terminates a short
distance north of Quarry Road because there are no additional residences in close proximity to the I-95
roadway north of that location where noise mitigation needs to be considered. The LMT Recreational
Fields are located within this section of NSA 6. This condition exists from the point where the
proposed noise barrier terminates north to Dolington Road. The noise wall picks up again just north
of Dolington Road and is proposed to run for the remainder of NSA 6 and beyond.
The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 4 is again the result of no residences in close proximity to
the I-95 roadway that meet the threshold of consideration for noise abatement. The closest residence is
approximately 300 feet from the I-95 right-of-way. The future build noise level for the closest
residence within this gap section of NSA 4 is 63dBA, which is less than the 66 dBA noise threshold
criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for consideration of noise mitigation.
There was also not a 10 dBA increase in the noise level for this property, which was the other criterion
for consideration of noise mitigation. This gap area is where the 50” raised concrete Jersey barrier is
proposed.
The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 7, the area immediately behind the rest area is a similar
situation. The portion of the project along the rest area in Pennsylvania is designated as NSA 7. The
recommended noise barrier for NSA 7 is approximately 2,469 feet long with an average height of 10.5
feet. The system consists of two barrier segments, one on each side of the rest area. There is a gap in
the proposed noise wall for NSA 7, in the area immediately behind the existing I-95 rest area. The
residences located behind the rest area are located well off the property line and more than 500 feet
from the edge of the I-95 roadway. The existing noise levels measured at these residences are less than
or equal to 60 dBA. The calculated, future-build noise levels are less than the 66 dBA noise threshold
criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for consideration of noise mitigation.
G10 - Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Bureau of Forestry,
Correspondence from Andrew Rohrbaugh, Environmental Review Specialist, December 30, 2009
Comment A
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Thank you for the submission of your field survey for Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI)
Environmental Review Receipt Number 020515 for review. PA Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources screened this project for potential impacts to species and resources of concern under DCNR's
responsibility, which includes plants, terrestrial invertebrates, natural communities, and geologic features
only.
PNDI records indicated species or resources of concern are located in the vicinity of the project.
However, based on the information you submitted concerning the nature of the project, the immediate
location, and the survey report received by this office 7/16/07, DCNR has determined that no impact is
likely. No further coordination with our agency is needed for this project.
This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data flies and is valid for one (1) year
from the date of this letter. An absence of recorded information does not necessarily imply actual
conditions on-site. Should project plans change or additional information on listed or proposed species
become available, this determination may be reconsidered.
Should the proposed work continue beyond the period covered by this letter, please resubmit the project
to this agency as an "Update" (including an updated PNDI receipt, project narrative and accurate map). If
the proposed work has not changed and no additional information concerning listed species is found, the
project will be cleared for PNDI requirements under this agency for an additional year.
This finding applies to impacts to DCNR only. To complete your review of state and federally-listed
threatened and endangered species and species of special concern, please be sure the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, PA Game Commission, and the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission have been
contacted regarding this project as directed by the online PNDI ER Tool found at
www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us.
Response: Comment noted. The following updated PNDI response letters were received:
 PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, letter dated October 19, 2011
 PA Game Commission, letter dated October 4, 2011
 US Fish & Wildlife Service, letter dated October 4, 2011
 PA Fish & Boat Commission, letter dated May 11, 2011
The PNDI response letters remain valid for a period of one year. Copies of the most recent PNDI
response letters are included as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
G11 - Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Bureau of State Parks,
Correspondence from John W. Norbeck, Director, January 29, 2010
The ROW for the proposed improvement work includes portions of Delaware Canal State Park and given
the intensive nature of this work, the Bureau of State Parks wishes to provide the following comments
and requests, some of which have been communicated to various agencies in this work previously.
Comment A.
The Bureau requires that no permanent structures (bridge abutments, etc.) be built on canal property. The
integrity of this National Historic Landmark and its recreational value and use are paramount.
Response: There are no permanent structures proposed within the NHL boundary. The proposed
improvements will move the abutments associated with the existing overpass outside of the NHL
boundary for the Delaware Canal. The proposed bridge abutments will be outside the NHL boundary,
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and the entire bridge structure will be located within the current highway legal right-of-way. Aside
from the removal of the existing overpass abutments, no direct permanent impacts will occur to the
canal prism, towpath, stone retaining wall, or other integral parts of the resource. A description of
proposed impacts to the canal is presented on page 165 of the EA.
The pedestrian/bicycle facility incorporated into the design of the replacement bridge will enhance the
recreational use of the canal towpaths by linking the 2 canal park systems in Pennsylvania and New
Jersey.
Comment B.
While temporary crossings could be permitted, they should be designed and installed in such a way that
water flow is not impacted and such crossings are able to withstand flood water flows. Any such
crossing(s) should be removed when project is completed. This letter alone does not constitute permission
for temporary crossings.
Response: Temporary crossings over the Delaware Canal will be coordinated with DCNR. The
crossing, if any, will be installed in a manner not to impede water flow and be able to withstand flood
water flows. Any such crossing will be removed when construction is complete and the areas restored.
Comment C.
If the trail is blocked for construction we ask that the contractor provide, and clearly sign, a safe
North/South passage for trail users. Should trail blockage occur, the management of Delaware Canal State
Park shall be informed. Park management will be given the opportunity to review any possible blockages,
the anticipated duration of these blockages, and the alternative route being proposed. Such notification
should occur as far in advance as possible but at a minimum of 90 days, so public notification might be
undertaken to alert users of these blockages, if appropriate. If the trail is blocked, and the alternate route is
still on park property, Park management must be notified. No clearing is permitted to create alternate
routes. Any materials brought on site must be native and certified weed free.
Response: See response to Comments C & D, below.
Comment D.
The Bureau of State Parks requires advance knowledge of any activities that could adversely impact
current public use. Should any facilities or portion of the canal path be rendered unusable, this notification
would allow us to advise the public through a number of avenues, including notification through the
DCNR website, Press Releases and on-site signage.
Response to Comments C and D: The demolition of the existing bridge structure and the construction
of the proposed bridge structure will require limited, temporary closure of the Delaware Canal and
towpath to pedestrians and recreational watercraft in the project area. Temporary closures are
required to remove the existing superstructure and abutment walls. Also, the placement of new
superstructure beams and abutments will require temporary closures. The project will involve close
coordination with DCNR and the Park Management Staff during final design and construction to
review any proposed detours, maintenance and protection of trail user traffic, signage, and
notifications. Notification will be provided at a minimum of 90 days to the extent possible. Alternate
routes and detours will not involve clearing. Disturbed areas will be restored; native plants materials
will be used and will be certified weed free.
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Comment E.
The Bureau requires that any disturbance of canal lands - in or out of the watered prism -be reclaimed to
original condition. Any reclamation must be completed with approved materials and seed mixes. Should
tree removal occur we will assess an aesthetic and replacement value on any trees removed or damaged.
Response: Disturbance of Delaware Canal lands will be restored to original condition. A tree removal
plan within the Canal property will be reviewed and approved by DCNR. Restoration plans will be
submitted to DCNR for review and approval.
Comment F.
This letter does not constitute approval to perform work outside the existing right of way. Any such work
will require written approval from the Bureau of State Parks.
Response: Comment noted. Follow-up coordination will be conducted with the Bureau of State Parks
for any temporary construction activity within state parkland and outside the highway legal right-ofway. Written approval will be obtained from the Bureau of State Parks.

G12 - Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, Correspondence from Jeff Schmid, Fisheries
Biologist, February 3, 2010
Comment A.
The stated mitigation for adverse impacts to mussel species indicates that there will be future
development of a Mussel Mitigation Plan in coordination with the New Jersey Division of Fish and
Wildlife. The PFBC requests the opportunity to be included in the interagency coordination for
developing this mitigation plan since we too have state jurisdictional responsibilities and relevant
experience for protecting mussel species.
Response: The project will coordinate with the PA Fish and Boat Commission during the development
of the mussel mitigation plan, which will be developed during the final design and permitting phase of
the project.
Comment B.
In regard to "Threatened and Endangered Species", Table IV-11 on page 150, Volume 1 of the EA has
several omissions and errors regarding the state listing status of some of the species. Although the bog
turtle is correctly identified as a federally threatened species, it is listed as an endangered species by both
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, but this is not correctly indicated in the Table. Also, the shortnose
sturgeon, in addition to being federally listed, is state listed as an endangered species by both
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, but this status is omitted from the table and other narrative discussions.
Similarly, the Atlantic sturgeon is state listed as an endangered species by Pennsylvania. Most
importantly, the proposed species impact mitigation measures are appropriate.
Response: Comment noted. The corrected information is shown in Section IV.N of the EA Addendum.
Comment C.
One area of concern which has not been sufficiently discussed in the EA is the provision for qualified
Environmental Monitors) to regularly inspect the project site during construction. The aforementioned
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mitigation measures on page 156 of Volume 1 of the EA include water quality monitoring for turbidity
and sedimentation within the Delaware River downstream of the causeways and cofferdams during their
construction and removal. Written guidance and competent performance of this monitoring task are
especially important for protecting the numerous fish and mussel species inhabiting the river. We
recommend that the Environmental Monitors) be assigned oversight of this water quality monitoring, as
well as for implementation of the Erosion and Sedimentation Pollution Control Plan and the Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan that will be developed in the future. Although the EA
indicates that these environmental protection plans will be developed, we believe that assigning
individuals solely with the responsibility to oversee the implementation of these plans through onsite
inspection and communication with construction personnel will improve the likelihood that problems will
be prevented and that a prompt and appropriate intervention will occur if an environmental problem
arises.
Response: The DRJTBC plans on having a qualified environmental monitor on site to regularly
inspect/monitor the water quality mitigation measures that are employed throughout construction. The
Environmental Monitor will also inspect/monitor the implementation of the Erosion and
Sedimentation Pollution Control Plan and the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan
that will be developed for the project. This is also noted in Section IV.H., Surface Waters, of the EA
Addendum, and also to Section IV.N., Threatened and Endangered Species of the EA Addendum.
G13 - Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission, Correspondence from Barry Seymour,
Executive Director, February 1, 2010
Comment A.
The proposed project is consistent with the DVRPC’s adopted long range plan for 2035, Connections, The
Regional Plan for a Sustainable Future, and is included in the Plan. The project is also included in
DVRPC’s current, adopted Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP) for Pennsylvania and New
Jersey, although no state or federal funding is currently allocated through the TIP.
Response: Comment Noted.
Comment B.
We support and urge the Commission to advance two additional components of the overall project: (1)
implementation of the proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lane and (2) implementation of the proposed
pedestrian/bicycle facility. Both project components are consistent with DVRPC's adopted Congestion
Management Process (CMP). Just as there is explicit inclusion of the improvements that would
accommodate the Route 1 BRT service, we believe there should be a commitment at this time for
inclusion of the pedestrian/bicycle facility. We believe these multi-modal components are integral to the
overall advancement of the scope of the proposed highway and bridge improvements.
Response: In consultation with NJ Transit, a 14-feet wide median shoulder will be constructed to
accommodate BRT vehicles during periods of congestion. Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment
process, the Commission cited the livability merits of a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its
inclusion in the proposed action. The Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle
facility will provide health, environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project
area’s communities and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is
shown on pages 59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
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Comment C.
Editorial Comments: edit text in Summary Section (p. xii) and in Chapter 1 (p. 4) change from: "The
project is included in DVPRC Long Range Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the New
Jersey 2-Year TIP" change to: "The project is included in DVPRC's Long Range Plan (Year 2035) and
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)"
Response: Comment noted. This correction is noted in the errata.
Comment D.
In addition to the above comments on the project design and scope, we also note the proposal to establish
tolls at the bridge as a means to pay for the new facility and its ongoing maintenance. While we recognize
that such an approach may be the only feasible means to pay for the improvements, we must also
recognize that such an action may have impacts on the adjoining state highways, on the surrounding local
road network, and in affected communities both locally and throughout the region. We welcome the
opportunity for continued dialogue to help identify the potential impacts and to help develop a strategy to
address those impacts so the project may proceed.
Response: The Commission had a Traffic Diversion Study performed, dated May 11, 2011, to evaluate
the following:





The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the new Scudder
Falls Bridge
The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the portion of I-95
within the project area. The southbound direction was evaluated because the Commission
is only proposing to implement tolls in the southbound direction.
The impacts on other Delaware River crossings
Impacts on nearby arterial routes and other major links in the roadway network.

The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year 2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic
volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes
for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without
constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). For the year 2030,
peak hour traffic volumes on the other river crossings will decrease slightly for both the low toll and
high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without
constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). The reason for
this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the local roadways over time, more and more motorists
will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also
indicates that any diversions during off-peak hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on
local roads and bridges. The combined improvements from the Scudder Falls project (additional travel
lanes, safer ramp entrance and exit conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because
more motorists will use the bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and
non-peak hours. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA
Addendum.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
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and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.

G14 - Delaware River Basin Commission, Correspondence from William J. Muszynski, Water
Resources Management Branch, January 28, 2010
Comment A.
From March 2007 until May 2007 there was correspondence between you and Paul Scally, a former
member of the Project Review staff of the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC). Paul Scally has
since retired, and no recent correspondence has been received from the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge
Commission (DRJTBC) concerning the above referenced project.
DRBC issued an application request letter dated October 30, 2008 (copy enclosed) requesting the
DRJTBC to submit application materials. Part of that letter reads:
"Please complete the following forms and return them within 60 days of the receipt of this letter:
Project Approval Application Form
Applicant's Statement - Project Review Fee Form"
To date, DRBC has not received the requested application materials from the DRJTBC. The application
materials were to be submitted to DRBC on or around December 28, 2008. Sent via certified mail. Return
receipt requested. Article Number: 91 7108 2133 3931 4501 1936.
Section 2.3.5A.10. of the DRBC's Rules of Practice and Procedure provides criteria under which projects
are reviewable by the DRBC pursuant to Section 3.8 of the Delaware River Basin Compact. Those
projects include bridges and highways that pass in or across an existing or proposed reservoir or
recreation project area as designated in the Comprehensive Plan
On January 19, 2005, Resolution No. 2005-2 was adopted by the Commission designating the Lower
Delaware River and its tributaries from River Mile 133.4 to 209.5 as the Lower Delaware River Special
Protection Waters (SPW) for an interim period until regulations could be established. Regulations for the
permanent designation of the Lower Delaware River as SPW were adopted by Resolution 2008-G on July
16, 2008. This ruling provides that all waters of SPW are considered recreational in nature.
Because the project is subject to review and approval by the Commission, I ask that you please complete
the following forms and return them within sixty (60) days of the receipt of this letter
Project Approval Application Form
Applicant's Statement - Project Review Fee Form
The
documents
listed
below
can
be
downloaded
from
the
DRBC
website,
http://www.state.nj.us/drbc/regula.htm. If you would prefer to receive hard copies of these items, please
contact the Project Review Section at extension 216 to request them.
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Delaware River Basin Compact
Rules of Practice and Procedure
Water Code of the Basin
Basin Regulations - Water Quality

Flood Plain Regulations
Water Supply Charges
Protected Area Regulations

Failure to comply may result in a representative from the DRJTBC being requested to appear before the
Commissioners at the next Commission Public Hearing. If you have any questions, please me at extension
221.
Response:
The Commission is committed to continuing to work with the DRBC throughout design and
construction of this project. The Commission intends to submit for the necessary permits once the
NEPA decision is rendered and the project enters the design/permitting phase.
G15 - Township of Ewing, Correspondence from the Honorable Jack J. Ball, Mayor, January 22,
2010
Comment A.
I attended the public hearing on January 19, 2010 and I wish to have this correspondence entered into the
public record opposing the present plan to impose a toll to cross the Bridge. In addition, it is disturbing to
me that there had been no previous contact with my office prior to the announcement of the revised bridge
expansion plans and the use of tolls to pay for such expansion.
Relative to the toll plan, my objection is primarily traffic related. Regardless of the cost of the toll, there
will be a diversion of traffic by those who seek to avoid the toll. This diversion will have the greatest
impact upon Ewing's Roads and its citizens. I presume that the desire to expand the Bridge is to
accommodate the peak hour traffic issues caused by the fact that there are a disproportionate number of
Pennsylvania residents commuting to their New Jersey jobs. Thus, most of these local residents are aware
of the non-toll alternatives on the bridges in Trenton and Hopewell.
There are three I-95 exits in Ewing travelling southbound and none can accommodate the additional
traffic that will divert due to the tolls. A review of the impact on the roads and neighborhoods adjacent to
each is worthy of review.
The greatest impact will be at Exit 2, Bear Tavern Road. The Bridge plans propose no improvements to
this exit. Exits from I-95 have minimal stacking and require left hand turns to proceed north. Bear Tavern
Road has been the route of choice between Hopewell and Trenton since George Washington traversed is
on Christmas night some 240 years ago. In addition, Bear Tavern Road provides access through two rail
overpasses (Scotch Road and Sullivan Way) that are in great need of replacement and constrain traffic
into two lanes (one in each direction). More importantly, Bear Tavern Road bisects several established
residential neighborhoods. When the General Motors site and the Naval Center site are redeveloped
traffic will be strained and additional Bridge diversionary traffic will bring gridlock.
Complicating the issue is the decision of Mercer County to replace the Jacobs Creek Road Bridge with a
span that is designed to permit an increase in not only the amount of traffic but its speed. I have gone on
record that such new bridge must not be allowed unless there is a reduction of the speed limit on Bear
Tavern Road, institution of weight limits on the new bridge and the installation of other traffic calming
devices.
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Additional traffic exiting from I-95 onto Route 29 will likewise have a serious negative impact on Ewing
residents, particularly those who reside to the north. Route 29 is already a dangerous road and is the scene
of many serious accidents. There are several residences whose driveways are already dangerous to enter
and exit and the volume of traffic that will divert will make their access virtually impossible.
Relative to Route 29 I would like to point out that the City of Trenton is imminently planning the redesign
of Route 29 within its borders to be a "boulevard" with many cross streets and lights installed in order to
slow traffic. Additional traffic going south on Route 29 will surely negate the traffic calming desire of the
road redesign.
If the purpose of the tolls is to pay for a design of the Bridge that is greater than contemplated several
years ago, I request that the newly announced expansion be scrapped so that tolls would not be necessary.
Bigger is not always better.
If the purpose of the Bridge expansion is so that commuters will not be inconvenienced the Bridge
Commission needs to be more considerate of the host communities who border I-95 in the vicinity of the
Bridge. Ewing Township continues to experience economic growth particularly in the corridor adjacent to
I-95 and it is my fear that moving the traffic jam from I-95 to the streets of Ewing will negatively impact
business looking to relocate in Ewing.
It is for these reasons that I oppose the tolls and whatever expansion is being funded by tolls. I also object
because Ewing was not given an opportunity to participate in the decision making process.
My staff has attempted to schedule a meeting with your office but has not received a return call to
schedule and, therefore, I am compelled to correspond with you in this matter.
Response: At the Mayor’s request, a meeting was held with Mayor Ball and members of the Ewing
Township Council on February 2, 2010 during which Commission representatives described the
purpose and need for the project, the various alternative alignments considered for the bridge and the
adjacent interchanges, widening alternative for the I-95 mainline, the preferred alternative for the
project, environmental issues associated with the project and the proposed action regarding noise walls
for the project. Mayor Ball stated his concern with the Commission’s decision to toll the Scudder Falls
Bridge and, in particular, the impact the toll would have on Ewing Township. The Commission
distributed a fact sheet entitled “Cashless Tolling” and explained that the decision to toll the Scudder
Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside funding were available for the
project even though a large portion of the improvements are outside the Commission’s jurisdiction.
Council members inquired as to whether previous toll increases by the Commission considered costs
for the Scudder Falls Bridge replacement. It was indicated that prior toll increases did not account for
the costs of replacing Scudder Falls Bridge. It was questioned whether the Commission looked into
Federal and/or State funding participation for the project. It was stated that the Commission looked
into Federal and State funding participation for this project. However, no funding was available from
either state and neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in
their current capital programs. The Commission applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of a
TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT and a decision on those 2 applications had
not been rendered at the time of the meeting. Subsequent to the meeting, the Commission was
informed that they were not successful in obtaining federal funds.
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A Council member inquired as to whether the Commission could offer Ewing residents free passage or
a discounted toll when utilizing the bridge. The Commission explained their current discount for EZPass users, but cited legal issues with offering discounts to residents.
The remainder of this response was not discussed during the February 2, 2010 meeting with the Mayor
and Township Council. It is being provided to address the comment regarding traffic diversions due to
tolling.
The Commission had a Traffic Diversion Study performed, dated May 11, 2011, to forecast the volume
of traffic that could be expected to divert from using the Scudder Falls Bridge in the southbound
direction to avoid the tolls. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The Traffic Diversion
Study shows that the majority of motorists who divert from using the southbound direction of the
Scudder Falls Bridge will end up using the Route 1 (Trenton-Morrisville) bridge. Roads in Ewing that
were evaluated as part of the Traffic Diversion Study include:
 Route 29 (Northbound) north of I-95 and south of CR 546
 Bear Tavern Road (Northbound) north of I-95 and south of CR 546
 Bear Tavern Road/Grand Avenue (Southbound) south of W. Upper Ferry Road.
 Route 29 (Southbound) south of Lower Ferry Road
 Sullivan Way (Southbound) south of Lower Ferry Road
 Parkway Ave./Rte 634 (Southbound) between Scotch Rd. and Olden Avenue
For the roadway segments listed above, an analysis was performed to determine how the peak hour
traffic volumes compared to the capacity of those facilities. This is commonly expressed as the volume
to capacity (v/c) ratio, which is a measure that reflects mobility and quality of travel of a facility or
section of a facility. It compares roadway demand (vehicle volumes) with roadway supply (carrying
capacity). For example, a v/c of 1.00 indicates that the roadway facility is operating at its capacity.
The v/c ratio is a common performance measure that is widely used in transportation studies. Tables
showing the v/c ratios are included in the EA Addendum, but the information on the above referenced
roadway segments within Ewing Township are summarized below:

Roadway Segment

Rte. 29 NB north of I-95
Rte. 29 NB south of CR
546
Bear Tavern Rd. NB,
north of I-95and south
of CR 546
Bear Tavern Rd./Grand
Ave. SB south of W.
Upper Ferry Rd.
Rte. 29 SB south of
Lower Ferry Rd.
Parkway Ave./Rte 634
SB between Scotch Rd.
and Olden Ave.

2015 Peak Hour Volume to Capacity
Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll
0.46
0.49
0.50

2030 Peak Hour Volume to Capacity
Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll
0.49
0.51
0.52

0.39

0.42

0.43

0.42

0.43

0.44

0.23

0.25

0.25

0.25

0.26

0.26

0.17

0.18

0.18

0.18

0.19

0.19

0.20

0.20

0.21

0.21

0.22

0.22

0.21

0.22

0.22

0.22

0.23

0.23
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The results of the diversion analysis demonstrate that there is minimal impact to the v/c ratios for the
roadway segments analyzed within Ewing, NJ under the low toll or high toll scenarios in both 2015
and 2030. The largest increase in v/c ratios occurs on Route 29 northbound, north of I-95 where the
v/c ratio increases by 0.04 (from 0.46 to 0.50) for the 2015Build/High Toll scenario in comparison to
the No Build/No Toll scenario. The v/c ratio for the 2030 Build/High Toll scenario was determined to
be 0.52. A v/c ratio of 0.52 indicates that a roadway is operating at 52% of its available capacity.
The Traffic Diversion Study shows that, during the peak hour for the years 2015 and 2030, the traffic
volumes on the local roadways cited above, will increase slightly for both the low toll and high toll
scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those roadways without constructing
the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls). As discussed in the EA Addendum, the overall findings
indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the southbound direction of the new
Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings
within the region during both peak and non-peak traffic periods. The results of the Traffic Diversion
Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.
G16 - Township of Plainsboro, Correspondence from the Honorable Peter A. Cantu, Mayor,
January 27, 2010
Comment A.
On behalf of the Township Committee for the Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, New Jersey,
please accept this letter supporting the l-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. This is an
important project for New Jersey and Pennsylvania particularly as it relates to the traffic flow within the
Route 1 Corridor.
As understood, the inside shoulder of 1-95 throughout the project area will be fourteen feet wide to
accommodate potential Route 1 Bus Rapid transit (BRT) service that would operate during congested
conditions. It is further understood the addition of a bicycle and pedestrian facility on the southbound side
of the bridge is also being considered.
The Township Committee supports the BRT project as well as other reasonable projects that facilitate a
BRT component. We look forward to the ground breaking of this important improvement connecting
New Jersey and Pennsylvania.
Response: Comment Noted. Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited
the livability merits of a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed
action. The Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
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environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the
region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages 59 and 60 of the
EA/Draft 4(f).
G17 - Township of Lower Makefield, Correspondence from Terry Fedorchak, Lower Makefield
Township Manager, February 1, 2010
Comment A.
Sound Barriers: As we wrote in our July 1, 2008, letter (copy attached), we are appreciative of the
Commission's commitment to construct full-height sound barriers, but still serious concerns about the
gaps outlined in that letter. The Board of Supervisors requests that this item be placed on the agenda for
the February 22, 2010, Commission meeting.
Response: As requested, the above-noted items were discussed during the February 22, 2010
Commission (DRJTBC) meeting. The Commission is providing more noise abatement for this project
than is required under guidance and standards of the Federal Highway Administration, the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, and the New Jersey Department of Transportation. The
Commission has committed to spending an additional $4.5 million in noise walls more than is required
under the FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria.
The gap areas shown on the plan will remain. If the Commission were to be guided solely by the
established criteria for noise-abatement placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the
Commission’s total noise-barrier installation costs would have been $3 million. The Commission
decided to exceed what is required under these established design standards. We are committed to
installing an additional $4.5 million worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent,
more than is required under FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria of noise levels, feasibility and cost
reasonability.
The designated locations for these additional noise walls were not chosen arbitrarily. They were
selected based on using a FHWA model which was calibrated using our relaxed threshold for
designating noise wall locations. This approach provided a defensible rationale for where public funds
could be expended to install additional noise walls. Likewise, this modeling identified areas where
further public expenditures for the erection of additional noise walls could not be supported.
We reexamined the project record on these locations. Due to the distance from the roadway, the future
sound levels would not impact residences in Noise Study Area 5 (NSA 5), which is the west side of I-95
between Quarry Road and Dolington Road. A noise wall was not proposed in the area of Brentwood
Road (NSA 5) because the properties and residences are sufficiently removed from the proposed
roadway that predicted noise levels for the year 2030 do not warrant consideration of noise abatement.
The residences are approximately 250 feet or more from the I-95 right-of-way.
As for the gaps for NSA 4 (west side of I-95 – Bridle Estate/Devonshire neighborhoods) and NSA 6
(east side of I-95 – Makefield Chase neighborhood), the sound wall design was optimized to provide
maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at the same time meeting the feasibility and
reasonability cost-reasonability criteria. The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 4 is the result of
an area where there are no residences in close proximity to the I-95 roadway that meet the threshold of
consideration for noise abatement. The calculated, future-build noise level for the closest residence
(approximately 300 feet from the I-95 property line) within this gap section of NSA 4 is 63 dBA, which
is less than the 66 dBA noise threshold criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for
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consideration of noise mitigation. In addition, a 10 dBA increase to the existing noise level for this
property in the proposed action, did not exist. This was the other criterion for consideration of noise
mitigation. This gap area is where the 50” raised concrete Jersey barrier is proposed.
Similarly for NSA 7 (west side of I-95 behind the rest stop, the sound wall design was optimized to
provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at the same time meeting the
feasibility and cost reasonability criteria . The residences located behind the rest area are located well
off the property line and more than 500 feet from the edge of the I-95 roadway. The existing noise
levels measured at these residences are less than or equal to 60 dBA. The calculated, future-build
noise levels are less than the 66 dBA noise threshold criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the
DRJTBC for consideration of noise mitigation.
For NSA 6, the proposed noise wall terminates a short distance north of Quarry Road because there
are no additional residences in close proximity to the I-95 roadway north of that location where noise
mitigation needs to be considered. The LMT Recreational Fields are located within this section of
NSA 6. This condition exists from the point where the proposed noise barrier terminates north to
Dolington Road.
Comment B.
Addition of Toll: It is the Township's understanding that the Commission has decided to toll the Scudder
Falls Bridge crossing at some date in the future. We are asking the Commission to reconsider that
decision. If the Commission decides to move forward with the toll charge, we strongly suggest that an
impact study to assess how the toll charge will affect the area.
That study should include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The impact of traffic patterns on the bridge and on 1-95 leading to the bridge in both directions.
The impact on other Delaware River crossings that motorists might use as alternatives to the
Scudder Falls Bridge
The impact on nearby local, collector and arterial roads
The impact on residential areas near each potential alternative crossing
Environmental impacts from all of the foregoing
An assessment of proposed fees and projected revenues generated by them

We ask that consideration to conduct an impact study also be placed on the agenda of the Commission's
February 22, 2010, meeting.
Response: As requested, the above-noted items were discussed during the February 22, 2010
Commission (DRJTBC) meeting.
The Commission had a Traffic Diversion Study performed, dated May 11, 2011, to evaluate the
following:
 The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge
 The daily and peak hour traffic impacts in the southbound direction on the portion of I-95
within the project area. The southbound direction was evaluated because the Commission is
only proposing to implement tolls in the southbound direction.
 The impacts on other Delaware River crossings
 Impacts on nearby arterial routes and other major links in the roadway network.
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The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year 2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic
volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes
for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without
constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). For the year 2030,
peak hour traffic volumes on the other river crossings will decrease slightly for both the low toll and
high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without
constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). The reason for
this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the local roadways over time, more and more motorists
will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also
indicates that any diversions during off-peak hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on
local roads and bridges. The combined improvements from the Scudder Falls project (additional travel
lanes, safer ramp entrance and exit conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because
more motorists will use the bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and
non-peak hours. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA
Addendum.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.
Tolling will be in the southbound direction only and will be cashless, meaning tolls will be collected
electronically, and a conventional toll plaza will not be built.
Comment C.
Storm Water Run Off: Approximately twenty acres of new impervious surface will be created by the
roadway expansion. Please provide the Township with a plan for addressing the increased storm water
runoff and the impact it will have on surrounding land in Lower Makefield Township and Yardley
Borough.
We ask that this issue be placed on the agenda of the Commission's February 22, 2010, meeting.
Response: A meeting was held on August 17, 2010 between representatives of the Commission and
Lower Makefield Township, wherein drainage and regulatory issues were discussed. The project will
require a Section 404/10 permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and a Section
105/106/401 permit from PADEP. A Joint Permit Application will be submitted to the USACE and
PADEP for these approvals. In addition, coordination will be conducted with the Delaware River
Basin Commission to obtain their concurrence on the project.
Stormwater mitigation measures are outlined on pages 132-134 of the EA. Detention basins,
infiltration and other measures will be utilized to limit the stormwater runoff. The Commission will
continue to coordinate with Lower Makefield Township as the project advances through design and
construction. Page 133 of the EA/Draft 4(f) addresses post-construction stormwater management
plans. These plans are conceptual at this time but will be fully developed during the final design and
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permitting phase. Stormwater BMP’s (Best Management Practices) will be incorporated into the
project to handle the additional volume of stormwater runoff generated by the project on the PA side
consistent with 25 Pa. Code Chapter 102. The final plan will comply with applicable PennDOT and
NJDOT guidance and practices. Under the PA Chapter 105 permit process, the project’s post
construction stormwater plans and an analysis of its impact on any relevant approved stormwater
management plan (Act 167 plan) will be provided to Lower Makefield Township for review. The
Township will be provided with the opportunity to comment on this analysis.
Comment D.
Bike/Pedestrian Pathway: The Board of Supervisors restates its position that a Bicycle and Pedestrian
Pathway should be included in the construction of the Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. See
copy of Lower Makefield Township Resolution No. 2159.
Response: Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits
of a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The Commission
further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health, environmental, and
quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the region. The Preferred
Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages 59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
G18 – Yardley Borough, Correspondence from Joseph Hunter, Council President, January 25,
2010
Comment A.
The Yardley Borough Council strongly disagrees with the proposed implementation of a toll on the new
Scudder Falls Bridge. Although the project planning has taken over 6 years and many meetings, the idea
of a toll was first disclosed on December 21, 2009. Why at virtually the last minute are we now just
hearing about the toll? And also not what the proposed toll fee will cost users of the bridge. Yardley
Borough Council is opposed to the toll for several important reasons.
A toll on the Scudder Falls Bridge will have a severe economic impact on the Yardley Borough residents.
Like many communities our residents have experienced hard economic times. The implementation of a
toll will only increase the financial burden to our residents.
More importantly, the Council feels the toll will have a negative environmental impact on our
community. People will avoid using a toll bridge and take an alternative route whenever possible. This
will cause drivers to use Man (Main) Street and River Road in Yardley to get to I-95 in New Jersey by
way of the bridges in Trenton. Because Yardley is already experiencing heavy traffic this would be a
catastrophe for our community. Let alone the increased damage to our streets and roads.
Response: The Commission had a Traffic Diversion Study performed, dated May 11, 2011, to forecast
the volume of traffic that could be expected to divert from using the Scudder Falls Bridge in the
southbound direction to avoid the tolls. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on
existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The Traffic
Diversion Study shows that the majority of motorists who divert from using the southbound direction of
the Scudder Falls Bridge will end up using the Route 1 (Trenton-Morrisville) bridge. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. As discussed in the
EA Addendum, the overall findings indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways, including Main
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Street and River Road in Yardley to get to other Trenton river crossings. Roads in Yardley that were
evaluated as part of the Traffic Diversion Study include:
 River Road/Rte. 32 (Northbound) north of Washington Crossing
 US Rte. 13/Main Street (Northbound) both north and south of Edgewood Road.
 US Rte. 13/Main Street (Northbound) north of Big Oak Road.
The Traffic Diversion Study shows that, during the peak hour for the years 2015 and 2030, the twoway traffic volumes on River Road/Rte. 32 (Northbound) north of Washington Crossing, will remain
the same or decrease slightly for the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic
volumes that would exist on those roadways without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with
tolls). Similarly, the one-way traffic volume on River Road/Rte. 32 (Northbound) north of Washington
Crossing, remains the same or decreases slightly, with the exception of the 2015 high toll scenario
where traffic volume increases by 3 vehicles during the peak hour in comparison to the traffic volumes
that would exist on those roadways without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls).
The portions of US Rte. 13/Main Street cited above, will experience an increase in peak hour traffic
volumes for both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would
exist on those roadways without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls).
A change in volume doesn’t tell the full story, because 500 extra vehicles on a roadway with a capacity
of 1,000 has a much bigger impact than 500 extra vehicles on a roadway with a capacity of 10,000. In
order to assess the impacts of additional traffic volume on the segments of US Rte. 13/Main Street cited
above, comparisons of the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios were performed. In simple terms, a v/c ratio
represents how “full” a roadway is. For example, a v/c of 0.53 means that a road is 53% full, and
therefore has plenty of room for additional traffic. A v/c of 0.95 is 95% full and will experience delays.
The v/c results are shown in the Appendix for the EA Addendum. The v/c ratios for the segments of
US Rte. 13/Main Street cited above, are relatively low. If the proposed Scudder Falls Bridge
improvements are not made (No Build condition) the v/c ratios for the segments of US Rte. 13/Main
Street cited above, range from a low of 0.19 to a high of 0.32 for the years 2015 and 2030. If the
Scudder Falls Bridge is replaced and tolls are imposed in the southbound direction as proposed, the v/c
ratios for the segments of US Rte. 13/Main Street cited above, range from a low of 0.21 to a high of
0.36 for the years 2015 and 2030.
It is generally understood that when the v/c ratio for a roadway is less than 0.80, the roadway is
considered to be functioning adequately. The highest v/c ratio that is expected for the segments of US
Rte. 13/Main Street cited above, following construction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in
the southbound direction) is forecasted to be 0.36 which is well below (less than half) the threshold of
0.80.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.
During the time the original EA was in progress, the Commission was examining a range of options
for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of federal funding participation. The
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Commission was unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. On December 21, 2009
the Commission’s Board authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge. The Commission will perform Public Outreach efforts to inform the public of the details
related to tolling prior to tolling being implemented on the replacement bridge. The estimated traffic
diversion numbers were developed for the build year and future year 2030, using a low toll scenario
($1 for passenger vehicles) and a high toll scenario ($3 for passenger vehicles) for the Scudder Falls
Bridge.
Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless, meaning tolls would be
collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be built.
Comment B.
In conclusion we recognize the need for a new bridge and support the bridge project. Yardley Borough
strongly urges you to oppose the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge.
Response: Comment Noted.
G19 – Hopewell Township, Correspondence from Paul E. Pogorzelski, P.E, Township
Administrator/Engineer, February 3, 2010
Comment A.
Please be advised that Hopewell Townships objects to the proposed Scudders Falls bridge replacement.
There has not been adequate evaluation per National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) criteria to
identify ALL of the impacts that will be created within Hopewell Township by the addition of tolls at this
bridge as well as the additional lanes which will terminate at Exit 2, County Route 579.
Bucks County is a bedroom community for New Jersey. The proposed tolls will cause local commuters
from Bucks County to avoid added commute costs by taking other local crossings of the Delaware River
which have no tolls. This will result in significant volumes of diverted traffic seeking to access other
DRJTBC bridges which are not presently toll bridges and are located within Hopewell Township,
Lambertville and the City of Trenton.
Hopewell Township is the closest community in New Jersey that has a bridge which can serve as an
immediate alternative to the crossing the Delaware River into Bucks County, PA. Travel through
Hopewell Township from 1-95 also offers the least commute times to Bucks County if 1-95 is
inaccessible or subject to tolls. The impacts of this project upon Hopewell Township are significant, have
not been adequately addressed and include but are not limited to:
Response: As part of the Environmental Assessment process, an assessment was conducted on the
impacts of the proposed project on traffic operations, community and economic conditions, utilities and
infrastructure, parklands and recreation facilities, farmlands, aesthetic and visual characteristics,
surface waters, groundwater, geology and soils, floodplains, wetlands, terrestrial and aquatic habitats,
threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, air quality, noise, hazardous waste, secondary
development and cumulative impacts. The Environmental Assessment Addendum was prepared to
address the impacts of tolling on the above features. In addition, a Traffic Diversion Study was
performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,2011 to address the impacts of traffic diversions
resulting from tolling the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion
Study indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will
cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
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both peak and non-peak traffic periods. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in
Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. For additional discussion on the Traffic Diversion Study as it
relates to roadways in Hopewell Township, see the response to Comment19B, below.
Comment B.
More detailed diversion studies need to be performed in order to more accurately understand the long
term environmental and fiscal impacts of this proposal. Increased volumes cannot be safely
accommodated on existing roadways within Hopewell Township. New traffic volumes will drive a need
for wider roads and new intersection improvements. These improvements add new capital and operating
expenses that will be forced upon local Hopewell Township taxpayers but, more importantly, will cause
significant environmental impacts that have not been addressed.
Response: To assess the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of
the new Scudder Falls Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared
dated May 11,2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic
diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic
impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and nonpeak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing roadways
during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The Traffic Diversion Study
shows that the majority of motorists who divert from using the southbound direction of the Scudder
Falls Bridge will end up using the Route 1 (Trenton-Morrisville) bridge. The results of the Traffic
Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. It will also be noted that the
overall findings indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways in Hopewell Township to get to
other Trenton river crossings. Roads in Hopewell that were evaluated as part of the Traffic Diversion
Study include:
 Pennington Road (Northbound) north of I-95
 Pennington Road/Rte. 31 (Southbound) south of I-95
 Pennington Road/Rte. 31 (Southbound) between Carlton Avenue and Theresa Street
 Pennington Road/Rte. 31 (Southbound) north of N. Olden Ave./Rte. 622
 Pennington Road/Rte. 31 (Southbound) north of Calhoun Street
 Princeton Avenue (Southbound) south of Rte. 622
The Traffic Diversion Study shows that, during the peak hour for the years 2015 and 2030, the traffic
volumes on the segments of Pennington Road/Rte. 31 cited above, will increase slightly for the low toll
and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those roadways
without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls). For the year 2030, peak hour traffic
volumes on the segment of Princeton Avenue cited above, is expected to remain the same or decrease
slightly except for the 2015 high toll scenario where the one way peak hour traffic is forecasted to
increase by 3 vehicles during the peak hour (547 vehicles per hour vs. 544 vehicles per hour) in
comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on this roadway without constructing the new
Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the
local roadways over time, more and more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge
and pay a toll to save on travel time. The traffic volumes associated with the various scenarios are
shown in Appendix A of the EA Addendum.
A change in volume doesn’t tell the full story, because 500 extra vehicles on a roadway with a capacity
of 1,000 has a much bigger impact than 500 extra vehicles on a roadway with a capacity of 10,000. In
order to assess the impacts of additional traffic volume on the roadway segments in Hopewell
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Township, identified above, comparisons of the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios were performed. In
simple terms, a v/c ratio represents how “full” a roadway is. For example, a v/c of 0.53 means that a
road is 53% full, and therefore has plenty of room for additional traffic. A v/c of 0.95 is 95% full and
will experience delays. The v/c results are shown in the Appendix for the EA Addendum. The v/c
ratios for the segments of Pennington Road/Rte. 31 cited above, are relatively low. If the proposed
Scudder Falls Bridge improvements are not made (No Build condition) the v/c ratios for the segments
of Pennington Road/Rte. 31 cited above, range from a low of 0.13 to a high of 0.35 for the years 2015
and 2030. If the Scudder Falls Bridge is replaced and tolls are imposed in the southbound direction as
proposed, the v/c ratios for the segments of Pennington Road/Rte. 31 cited above, range from a low of
0.14 to a high of 0.39 for the years 2015 and 2030. For the portion of Princeton Avenue identified
above, the v/c ratios are forecast to remain unchanged following completion of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge. The v/c ratios are 0.15 for the year 2015 and 0.16 for the year 2030.
It is generally understood that when the v/c ratio for a roadway is less than 0.80, the roadway is
considered to be functioning adequately. The highest v/c ratio that is expected for any of the roadway
segments located within Hopewell Township, as cited above, following construction of the new Scudder
Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction) is forecasted to be 0.39 which is well below (less
than half) the threshold of 0.80.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre-construction and
post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The
DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania
and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be found in the Interagency
Agreement.
Comment C.
Increased air and runoff pollutant loads from increased traffic. Additional studies need to be performed to
identify the increased pollutant loads and the direct and indirect impacts on local waterways and the local
environment.
Response:
Results of the Traffic Diversion Study support the position that no improvements to the local roadways
in Hopewell Township will be required as a result of constructing and implementing tolls on the new
Scudder Falls Bridge. Section IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality
Screening that was conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed
tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements.
Comment D.
Increased delays at both controlled and uncontrolled intersections and resulting new roadway
improvements create new and unanticipated environmental impacts. These improvements will increase
impervious coverage, impact local wetlands, will impact local habitats.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to Comment B, above.

32
11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Responses to Government Agency/Official’s Comments on the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Comment E.
Impacts to national and local historic districts including the Washington Victory Trail, Town of
Titusville, and other preserved or nominated amenities in the impacted area need to be considered.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to receipt of a complete analysis of all
impacts associated with this proposal.
Response: Results of the Traffic Diversion Study support the position that no improvements to the
local roadways in Hopewell Township will be required as a result of constructing and implementing
tolls on the new Scudder Falls Bridge.
The introduction of tolling for the Scudder Falls Bridge will result in minimal design changes to the
bridge that do not have the potential to adversely affect adjacent historic properties. The proposed
overhead gantries and signage associated with the tolling of this facility will not be of sufficient size
and scale to detract from the setting of the historic resource (the Delaware Canal) in the area. Refer to
the Historic Resource section (Section IV.O) of the EA Addendum for additional information.
G20 – U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Correspondence from Willie R.
Taylor, Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, May 4, 2010
This is in response to a request for the Department of the Interior’s (Department) review and comment on
the Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the I-95 Scudder Falls Bridge
Improvement Project. We offer the following comments on this project for your consideration.
Comment A.
Section 4(f) Comments
The Department concurs that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed use of Section
4(f) lands, which include the Delaware Canal National Historic Landmark, the Elm Lowne, the Charles
Maddock House, the New Jersey State Police Headquarters Historic District, the Delaware and Raritan
Canal and archaeological sites 36Bu379 and 28Me360. The measures to minimize harm to these historic
and archeological resources must be explicitly consistent with the Programmatic Agreement developed
with the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and the New Jersey Historic Preservation
Office and concurred with by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
Response: A Programmatic Agreement (PA) was executed for this project. The New Jersey State
Historic Preservation Office and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission are parties to
the PA. The Final Section 4(f) document includes a copy of the fully executed PA. A copy of the fully
executed PA can also be found as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment B.
Summary Comments
We recommend that a signed copy of the Agreement documenting compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act be included in the final documentation. This reflects the procedures
taken by the Pennsylvania and New Jersey State Historic Preservation Officers in protecting the cultural
resources involved in this project. Documentation of mitigation actions developed for the park resources
in coordination with the local agencies and organizations should also be included in the record.
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Response: A Programmatic Agreement (PA) was executed for this project. The New Jersey State
Historic Preservation Office and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission are parties to
the PA. The Final Section 4(f) document includes a copy of the fully executed PA. A copy of the fully
executed PA can also be found as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
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There were a total of 295 written (via letter or the project comment form) and e-mail comments
received from the general public and advocacy groups during the public comment period for the
EA/Draft 4(f). This document provides a summary of these comments and responses. The
majority of the comments pertain to two primary topics: bicycle/pedestrian access and tolling.
The following chart lists the comment topics, the approximate number of comments made for
each topic, and references to the individual comments by a code number. The actual comment
forms, letters or emails submitted by the public are coded as follows:
P = Public
1 = Reference number assigned to the comment form, letter or email received.
A = Letter assigned to an individual comment if a comment form, letter or email
contained multiple comments on one or more topics.
Topic
1. Bicycle/Pedestrian Path

2. Tolling

Number of
Comments
197

Comment Reference Number
P2A, P12, P13, P15A, P16B, P20, P23, P24,
P25B, P30, P31, P32, P33B, P34C, P35, P38,
P39, P41C, P43, P46, P47, P48, P51C, P53, P74,
P75, P76, P77, P78, P79, P80, P81, P82, P84,
P85, P86, P87, P88, P91, P93, P94, P95, P96B,
P98B, P103C, P108C, P110, P112, P113, P114D,
P117, P122, P123A, P124, P125, P126, P128,
P129A, P130, P131, P132, P133, P134, P135,
P139, P140, P141, P142, P143, P145, P148A,
P149, P152A, P152B, P153, P154, P155C, P156,
P157, P158, P159, P160, P161, P163, P164B,
P165, P167, P168, P169, P171A, P173, P174,
P175, P176, P177, P178, P179, P180, P181,
P182, P184, P185, P187, P188, P189, P190,
P191, P192, P193, P194, P195A, P196, P197,
P198B, P199, P200B, P201, P202B, P203, P204,
P205, P206, P207B, P208, P209, P210, P213,
P214, P215B, P216, P217, P218, P219, P220,
P221, P222, P223, P224, P225, P226, P227,
P228, P229, P230B, P231B, P232, P233, P234,
P235, P237, P238, P239, P240B, P241, P242,
P243, P245, P246, P247, P248, P249, P250,
P251, P252, P253, P255, P256, P257, P258,
P259, P260, P261, P262, P263, P264, P265,
P266, P267, P268, P269A, P270, P271, P272,
P273, P274, P275, P276, P277A, P278, P281,
P282, P284, P287, P288, P289, P286A. P291D
P1A, P2D, P4A, P6, P9, P10, P15D, P22, P26B,
P29, P33C, P34B, P40B, P51B, P52, P54, P55,
P56, P57, P58, P59, P60, P61, P62, P63, P64,
P65, P66, P67, P68, P69, P70, P71, P72, P73,
P90, P92B, P96C, P101, P103D, P104B, P107,
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1
1
1

P108B, P109, P114B, P118A, P119, P121A,
P127A, P129B, P137C, P138B, P144B, P151,
P152C, P155A, P162, P166, P171B, P172B,
P172C, P186, P195B, P198C, P200A, P211,
P212B, P231A, P240C, P254, P277B, P280C,
P283B, P291B, P292D, P293, P294, P295
P3, P7, P8, P17, P21, P27, P28, P33A, P36, P42,
P44, P49, P51D, P98C, P99, P100, P102, P103A,
P105, P106B, P114A, P121B, P137B, P155D,
P170, P244, P279, P280D, P285, P292A, P292C
P1B, P4B, P14, P26A, P45, P83, P96E, P104C,
P116, P123B, P136, P138C, P144A, P147, P150,
P152A, P164A, P195C, P198A, P202A, P212A,
P215A, P230A, P240A, P240D, P269C, P283A
P11, P16A, P25A, P34A, P40A, P51A, P96A,
P104A, P106A, P108A, P115, P137A, P147A,
P148B, P152A, P207A, P280A, P291A, P291C
P15C, P40C, P50, P96D, P98A, P103B, P127B,
P138A, P283C, P292B
P2B, P41B, P286B, P92A
P18, P41A (both comments are for the same
property), P114C, P118B, P155B
P2C
P15B
P120

1

P240

1

P290

3. Noise Barriers

31

4. Design/Traffic

27

5. Purpose and Need, or
size/scope of the project

19

6. Construction Operations

10

7. Environmental Concerns
8. Stormwater/Drainage
Concerns
9. Historical Significance
10. Parking near tow paths
Comments of the Sierra Club of
New Jersey
Comments of the Tri-State
Transportation Campaign
Comments of the New Jersey
Alliance for Action

4
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Summary of Comments and Responses
1. Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility
 Of the 197 respondents who commented on the pedestrian/bicycle facility option, 192
expressed a desire for such a facility. The majority feel that it should be incorporated into
the reconstruction of the vehicular bridge now rather than attempt to retrofit a
bicycle/pedestrian crossing into the bridge at a future date. Only five felt that the
bicycle/pedestrian facility is not at all necessary.
 Many respondents noted the multiple purposes the facility would serve including
commuting and recreational purposes, as well as the many benefits of the
bicycle/pedestrian facility including: health benefits, quality of life benefits, aesthetic
benefits, energy and pollution benefits, and economic benefits.
 Several respondents suggested that the bicycle/pedestrian facility could be suspended
below the roadway bridge.
 At least one respondent expressed concern with regard to the high cost of incorporating a
bicycle/pedestrian path, although they were in favor of incorporating it into the project.
 Many commented that the proposed bridge design accommodates an excess number of
vehicle lanes and the number of these lanes could easily be reduced to accommodate a
pedestrian/bicycle access across the bridge with minimal impact to traffic congestion and
overall project construction cost.
 The Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia made the following comments:
1. The project should include a pedestrian/bicycle facility citing that federal law
mandates inclusion in the project, inclusion would be more consistent with state
policies, inclusion would be more consistent with regional plans, and it enjoys
widespread support.
2. The EA should enumerate, qualify, and quantify the beneficial impacts of the
pedestrian/bicycle facility.
3. Funding that the DRJTBC is planning to spend on some aspects of the Project
would be better spent on a pedestrian/bicycle facility.
4. The EA should describe in better detail the dimensions of the pedestrian/bicycle
facility.
Response: Throughout the planning and environmental studies of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Bridge Improvement Project, the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC)
has considered the potential benefits and adverse effects of the project both with and without
the pedestrian/bicycle facility. These effects are documented in Chapter IV of the EA/Draft
4(f). Guidance of the Federal Highway Administration has been followed in the studies of the
pedestrian/bicycle facility.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f), and suspension of the facility below the roadway deck is not
envisioned at this time. The presence of a pedestrian/bicycle facility suspended beneath the
bridge is not practical because the bridge support piers create obstructions which the
pedestrian/bicycle facility would need to circumnavigate. Additionally, the presence of a
4
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pedestrian/bicycle facility suspended beneath the deck would create security and maintenance
concerns.
The number and configuration of vehicle lanes proposed for the Scudder Falls Bridge are
necessary to safely and efficiently accommodate motor vehicles. These lanes could not be
eliminated and replaced by the pedestrian/bicycle facility. The pedestrian/bicycle facility would
be physically separated from, and in addition to, the planned lanes for motor vehicles. The
width of the pedestrian/bicycle facility is described in the EA/Draft 4(f) as 10-12 feet.
Additional detail on the dimensions of the facility would be developed in final design.
2. Tolling
 Of the 78 respondents who commented on tolling, five were in favor of instituting a
tolling system as a necessary and/or fair way to pay for road/bridge improvements. 67
were adamantly opposed to making this a toll bridge, several citing that taxes should pay
for road and bridge improvements. Six respondents had general questions and some
reservations about the tolling system but did not state their approval or disapproval of
collecting tolls to help pay for the construction.
Response: During the time the original EA was in progress, the Commission was
examining a range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the
pursuit of federal funding participation. The Commission was unsuccessful in
securing federal funds to support the project.
On December 21, 2009 the
Commission’s Board authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge. The Commission will perform Public Outreach efforts to inform
the public of the details related to tolling prior to tolling being implemented on the
replacement bridge.


Many truckers voiced concern that tolling along this route will seriously impact their
business and inhibit their ability to provide a service to the surrounding businesses who
rely on them to deliver goods.
Response: The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by truckers, commuters, local residents
and other travelers. The Commission believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the
most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was
reasonable to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the full financial burden
of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and
the I-95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent
user discount as part of its E-ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies
for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC
will consider including this same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate
program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.



Many expressed concern that tolling on this bridge would simply create traffic congestion
on local roads, and motorists will divert to alternate routes to avoid the toll, especially
truckers.
Response: In addition to the EA Addendum (which addresses the matter of tolling the
southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge) a Traffic Diversion Study was
5
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performed to assess the potential traffic diversions associated with the tolls. The
overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated May 11, 2011 indicate that the
traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the
region during both peak and non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and hightoll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing roadways during all periods of the day
remain at or very close to current levels.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result
of the tolling of the I-95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to
conduct pre-construction and post-construction traffic study and analysis as outlined
in an Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to be entered into between
and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to take
reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New
Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I-95/Scudder
Falls Replacement Bridge. Details regarding those mitigation commitments will be
found in the Interagency Agreement.


One respondent noted a safety concern that currently exists at the intersection of Bernard
Drive and NJ Route 29 would be exacerbated with the additional congestion created at
this location due to people seeking alternate toll-free routes.
Response: Tolls will only be implemented in the southbound direction (New Jersey to
Pennsylvania) on the new Scudder Falls Bridge. A Traffic Diversion Study was
performed to assess the potential traffic diversions associated with the tolls. The
overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic
impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both
peak and non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic
volumes on existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to
current levels. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section
IV.A of the EA Addendum. Although traffic counts were not conducted specifically at
the intersection of Bernard Drive and NJ Route 29, traffic counts were obtained for
selected sections of NJ Route 29 for purposes of estimating the v/c ratios of certain
sections of NJ Route 29 within the study area. One section of NJ Route 29 that traffic
counts were obtained for is located immediately north of I-95 and in the vicinity of the
Bernard Drive Intersection. The Traffic Diversion Study analysis indicates that during
the afternoon peak hour traffic period, the highest v/c ratio for this section of NJ Route
29 is estimated to be 0.52 for the year 2030, which is well within an acceptable level of
service (LOS C or better) for this roadway. The analysis indicates that an additional 61
vehicles can be expected along this section of NJ Route 29 in the afternoon peak hour
(for the year 2030), which equates to approximately one additional vehicle per minute.
The impact on this section of NJ Route 29 is therefore determined to be negligible.



Several respondents noted that the EA/Draft 4(f) does not address the traffic and
environmental effects of tolling.
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Response: As part of the Environmental Assessment process, an assessment was
conducted on the impacts of the proposed project on traffic operations, community and
economic conditions, utilities and infrastructure, parklands and recreation facilities,
farmlands, aesthetic and visual characteristics, surface waters, groundwater, geology
and soils, floodplains, wetlands, terrestrial and aquatic habitats, threatened and
endangered species, cultural resources, air quality, noise, hazardous waste, secondary
development and cumulative impacts. The Environmental Assessment Addendum was
prepared to address the impacts of tolling on the above features. In addition, a Traffic
Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11, 2011 to
assess the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling the new Scudder Falls
Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic
diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the
region during both peak and non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and hightoll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing roadways during all periods of the day
remain at or very close to current levels. The results of the Traffic Diversion Analysis
are summarized in Section IV.A of the EA Addendum.


Several respondents inquired about the toll rate and when the toll would go into effect.
Response: The Commission is proposing to implement tolls only in the southbound
direction on the new Scudder Falls Bridge using an All Electronic Cashless Tolling
system which enables tolls to be collected as vehicles travel at prevailing highway
speeds. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless
Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including a
frequent user discount program for E-ZPass customers in the toll rate program for the
Scudder Falls Bridge. Bridge tolls will be collected by one of the following three (3)
methods:
1.

E-Z Pass - the AECT system will read the E-Z Pass transponder, or tag, and
deduct the toll from the motorist’s E-Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does
not have an existing account with the Commission they will be encouraged to
establish an EZ Pass account with the Commission, in order to take advantage
of the Commission’s discount plan for frequent users.

2.

Registered Video – For non E-Z Pass tag holders who have registered their
license plate with the Commission, tolls will be collected by video capture of
their license plate. They will then be invoiced by mail. This will require the
customer to establish a video toll account with the Commission.

3.

Non-Registered Video - For non E-Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered
their license plate with the Commission, tolls will be collected by video capture
of their license plate. License plates not registered with the Commission will
require the Commission to identify the customer from an outside vehicle
registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.

The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or NonRegistered Video customers are more involved than they are for E-Z Pass customers.
For Registered-Video customers, the billing information will be available through a
7
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search of the database maintained by the Commission. For Non-Registered Video
customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing party for the vehicle. The
billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department of the state in
which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For both Video toll-collection methods,
once the billing information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible
party.
There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the
additional efforts required to process tolls for Registered and Non-Registered Video
customers. The implementation of this administrative processing fee may increase the
number of motorists who choose to divert from the Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid the
total cost of the toll plus the administrative fee. For purposes of estimating the number
of motorists who are likely to divert from the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge once
the tolls and applicable administrative fees (where needed) are implemented, an
assumed administrative fee of $1.75 for Registered Video customers, and $3.50 for
Non-Registered Video customers was applied per trip in the southbound, or tolled,
direction. These fees were developed by an operating cost estimate analysis which took
into account factors such as percentages of respective trips across the bridge by EZ
Pass, Registered Video, and Non-Registered Video customers; and tolling transaction
and account costs. These administrative fees were used solely for the basis of
estimating potential traffic diversion volumes.
The amounts of the administrative fees cited in the examples noted above should not be
construed as exact amounts that will be charged when the tolls and fees are
implemented on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge, since the Commission has not
yet established these rates.
The Commission is committed to conducting public outreach efforts to inform
motorists of the toll rates and administrative fees in advance of tolls and fees being
implemented in the southbound direction of the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
The northbound direction (from PA to NJ) will remain toll-free, consistent with the
Commission’s toll policy at other Commission-owned toll facilities.


Several respondents stated that all electronic tolling seemed problematic from an
enforcement perspective for non-EZ Pass users and requested more details.
Response: The All Electronic Cashless Tolling system allows tolls to be collected while
vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds, eliminating the need to construct a
traditional toll plaza. Enforcement measures will be addressed as the Commission
develops the operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling system during
the final design phase of the project. The Commission will conduct Public Outreach
efforts to inform the public of the details related to tolling prior to tolling being
implemented on the southbound replacement bridge.



Several respondents expressed the opinion that local residents/families in the project area
would shoulder the cost of the project through the tolls.
Response: The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents.
The Commission believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and
8
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plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to expect users
of its other toll bridges to shoulder the full financial burden of the capital
improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I-95
corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user
discount as part of its E-ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for
the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will
consider including this same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate
program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.


The Commission’s use of toll money to fund non-bridge related projects under their
Compact Authorization Investment was questioned.
Response: The Compact Authorization Investment (CAI) program funds local
transportation projects for communities within the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge
Commission's 140-mile jurisdiction. The preponderance of grants awarded under this
unique partnering program have gone to communities that host a Commission bridge
and encounter traffic impacts associated with those facilities. Projects eligible to
receive CAI funding include initiatives aimed at improving a respective community's
safety and traffic flow.
Once the Commission awards a community with a CAI grant, the resulting funded
project is managed by the local community. The Commission, however, continues an
important accountability function with each project, ensuring that the public funding
is used for strictly transportation-related purposes and is properly spent.
The Commission recognizes that there are both benefits and burdens for communities
which host Commission bridges. By providing grants to host communities for
important local transportation projects, the Commission helps to alleviate some of the
burdens for our community partners. As of March 2010, almost $43 million in CAI
grants had been awarded to 33 diverse river communities in New Jersey and
Pennsylvania to fund a wide range of projects aimed at reducing congestion,
improving traffic flow and promoting vehicular and pedestrian safety. These
important projects will improve conditions for local residents as well as the thousands
of customers who use the Commission's 20 bridges daily.
CAI-funded enhancements will help to make for a better travel experience between
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, as well as improve the quality of life for Delaware River
communities. The residual benefits of these grants are improved traffic conditions and
easier access to local businesses, recreation areas and tourist sites.
The
program
enables
river-region communities
to
achieve much-needed
transportation-related improvements that might otherwise be unaffordable. By their
very nature, CAI grants are helping dozens of Pennsylvania and New Jersey
communities pursue sound, local transportation-focused capital projects without
having to resort to onerous local tax increases.
The program complements the Commission's general practice of assisting its host
communities with maintenance and repair work or civic undertakings, such as festival
9
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and parade preparations. The dozens of transportation enhancements funded by CAI
grants are providing a better travel experience between Pennsylvania and New Jersey,
as well The CAI program is one aspect of the Commission's overall commitment to its
customers and host communities. Moreover, it meshes with the Commission's motto:
"Preserving Our Past, Enhancing Our Future." The CAI program is one aspect of the
Commission's overall commitment to its customers and host communities.


One respondent asked why the project costs have increased from the amount estimated in
2004 and questioned the status of the grant requests.
Response: In addition to cost escalation for the project (increases in the cost of labor
and materials to construct the project), the original conceptual cost estimate excluded a
number of key project components that were not known at the start of the project and
that were developed during the preliminary engineering and EA phase of the project.
These include costs for noise walls, the pedestrian/bicycle facility, Right-of-Way needs,
the additional width of the inside shoulder along the mainline roadway to
accommodate the BRT lane and tolling. In addition the project costs now reflect any
environmental restrictions and constraints that will be imposed on the contractor
during construction of the project. The current cost estimate also includes costs for
engineering design, environmental permitting, construction management and legal
support for the project.



Some respondents expressed a concern that toll booths will cause congestion.
Response: There will be no conventional toll booths constructed under the proposed
improvements. Tolls will be imposed via an all electronic cashless tolling system.
Refer to the response below for additional information relative to the tolling system.



Some respondents questioned the locations and construction of the toll plazas.
Response: The Commission is proposing to toll the new I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge in
the southbound direction only. Tolling will be “all electronic cashless tolling
(AECT)”. With AECT, tolls will be collected electronically through the E-ZPass
system or through video capture and billing. A conventional toll plaza will not be built
and there will be no toll booths. AECT is an electronic toll collection system that
allows motorists to travel at prevailing speeds without having to stop to pay the toll.
License plates of motorists passing through the “cashless” toll system who are not EZPass tag holders will be subject to video capture by the electronic equipment mounted
in the overhead gantry. Motorists will receive a bill in the mail for the toll charges.
The All Electronic Tolling is accomplished by means of electronic tolling equipment
mounted on an overhead gantry. The gantry will be located either on the bridge or on
I-95 southbound in PA in close proximity to the bridge. The final location of the toll
equipment gantry will be determined during the final design phase of this project.



One respondent indicated that there should not be a need for a toll considering that the
federal government pays 90% of the cost of interstate highway construction. The
respondent felt that raising the fuel tax would be a better way to fund the cost of the
Scudder Falls Bridge improvements and other projects.
10
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Response: During the time the original EA was in progress, the Commission was
examining a range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the
pursuit of Federal and State funding. However, no funding was available from the
federal government or either state. Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the
roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs. The
Commission applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of a TIGER Grant and a
TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal
funds to support the project. The decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based
on the realization that no sources of outside funding were available for the project. In
addition, it was unlikely that sufficient project funding assistance (if any at all) from
the federal and state governments would become available in the near future.
On December 21, 2009 the Commission’s Board authorized the implementation of tolls
on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The Commission rendered its tolling
decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current
system of financing the capital program, and -- most notably – the lack of sufficient
outside sources of funding to support the project.


One respondent noted that local traffic relies on the Scudder Falls Bridge not just for
commuting, but also for shopping, school and personal use. Local motorists who use the
bridge several times each day will be impacted by the tolls.
Response: The Commission is proposing to implement tolls on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge in the southbound direction only (from NJ to PA) with the northbound
direction remaining toll-free. The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by truckers,
commuters, local residents and other travelers. The Commission believes a toll paid by
users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC
did not feel it was reasonable to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the full
financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby
interchanges and the I-95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently
provides a frequent user discount as part of its E-ZPass program. As the toll rates and
operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully
developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user
discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.



The possibility of extending discounts for local residents was suggested.
Response: The DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its EZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including
this same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the
Scudder Falls Bridge.



One individual expressed opposition to the project after reading the material that was
posted on the website. The respondent expressed opposition to tolling and felt that the all
electronic cashless tolling system was unproven and would be replaced with toll booths,
leading to traffic congestion.
Response - During the time the original EA was in progress, the Commission was
11
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examining a range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the
pursuit of Federal and State funding. However, no funding was available from the
federal government or either state. Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the
roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs. The
Commission applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of a TIGER Grant and a
TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal
funds to support the project.
After making an assessment of its overall capital
program needs, its current system of financing the capital program, and -- most
notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to support the project, the
Commission rendered its decision to implement tolls as a means of funding the needed
improvements.
The Commission is proposing to toll the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge and collect
tolls in the southbound direction only. The system being proposed is an all-electronic,
cashless toll collection system. With the all-electronic tolling system there is no need to
build a toll plaza. Instead, tolls will be collected electronically through the EZ Pass
system or video capture of license plates for customers who don’t have an EZ Pass
transponder. The cashless tolling system allows motorists to travel at prevailing
highway speeds without having to stop to pay the toll. The all electronic tolling system
uses proven technology which is in use at various locations around the country.
3. Noise Barriers
 The majority of respondents who commented on the use of noise barriers were concerned
that their property will not be adequately protected from highway noise under the
proposed design. There are some gaps along I-95 that have no barriers and in some
instances the barrier height is reduced to as low as 5 feet.
 Specific areas where commenters noted their opinion that proposed noise protection
would be inadequate include the following:
1. Between Bear Tavern Road and NJ Route 29 in New Jersey.
2. Along the rest area in Pennsylvania.
3. Between Dolington Road and Quarry Road in Pennsylvania.
4. Properties on Brentwood Road, Yardley, PA (James Court and Brookfield II
section in Lower Makefield, PA).
5. Makefield Brook Development.
6. Between 1970 Patterson Lane and 1767 Jockeys Way
7. Partial barrier at River Road
 One respondent with property along exit 51 in Pennsylvania, ending at Taylorsville Road,
expressed concern that the barrier would be located too close to their property line and
has requested that the barrier along the exit ramp be only half way up the hill and that the
barrier be aesthetically pleasing with vegetation on their property side of the barrier.
 One respondent requested a copy of the detailed noise studies done for the project.
 One respondent felt that barriers were an unnecessary cost to the project.
 Other respondents provided opinion on barrier material types and on barrier heights.
 One respondent requested giving consideration to the use of noise reduction blacktop
when paving.
Response: As described in Chapter IV.P of the Environmental Assessment, the noise analysis
for this project was conducted in accordance with established methodologies and criteria of the
12
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
(PennDOT), New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT), and Delaware River Joint
Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC). Using these methodologies and criteria, noise barriers are
proposed at locations where:
1. consideration of noise abatement is warranted based on future sound levels with the
proposed project built,
2. feasibility criteria are met, and
3. cost reasonableness criteria are met.
If the Commission were to be guided solely by the established criteria for noise-abatement
placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the Commission’s total noise-barrier installation
costs would have been $3 million. The Commission decided to exceed what is required under
these established design standards. We are committed to installing an additional $4.5 million
worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent, more than is required under
FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria of noise levels, feasibility and cost reasonability.
The designated locations for these additional noise walls and the heights of the noise walls
were not chosen arbitrarily. They were selected based on using a FHWA model which was
calibrated using our relaxed threshold for designating noise wall installation. This approach
provided a defensible rationale for where public funds could be expended to install additional
noise walls. Likewise, this modeling identified areas where further public expenditures for the
erection of additional noise walls could not be supported.
We reexamined the project record for the following locations;
 The varying heights for the proposed noise walls between Bear Tavern Road and the
Route 29 Interchange are the result of the topography and the elevations of the
adjacent lands to be mitigated in relation to the roadway and the location of the noise
wall itself. The area between Bear Tavern Road and NJ Route 29 in New Jersey is
divided into three separate Noise Study Areas (NSAs). These include NSA 12 (Upper
River Road and the Delaware and Raritan Canal as well as area north of I-95 between
NJ Route 29 and Bernard Drive), NSA 13 (the NJ State Police and Jones Farm
Correctional Facility south of I-95 as well as Tamar Commons and Scenic Drive north
of I-95) and NSA 14 (planned retirement community north of I-95 and west of Bear
Tavern Road). Noise barriers are proposed for NSA 12 and NSA 14. Noise abatement
is not proposed for NSA 13. It was determined that while exterior levels at the NJ State
Police and Correctional Facility site exceed the noise abatement criteria, there are no
areas of frequent exterior activities that warrant consideration of noise abatement.
The Tamar Commons residential community located on the north side of I-95 is
currently protected by an existing noise barrier and no additional abatement is
required.


The portion of the project along the rest area in Pennsylvania is designated as NSA 7.
The recommended noise barrier for NSA 7 is approximately 2,469 feet long with an
average height of 10.5 feet. The system consists of two barrier segments, one on each
side of the rest area. There is a gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 7, in the area
immediately behind the existing I-95 rest area. The residences located behind the rest
area are located well off the property line and more than 500 feet from the edge of the
I-95 roadway. The existing noise levels measured at these residences are less than or
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equal to 60 dBA. The calculated, future-build noise levels are less than the 66 dBA
noise threshold criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for
consideration of noise mitigation.


The area between Dolington Road and Quarry Road in Pennsylvania is designated as
NSA 5. This includes the Makefield Brook, Makefield Brook II and Fairfield at
Farmview Communities. It includes the properties along Brentwood Road in Yardley,
PA. A noise wall was not proposed in the area of Brentwood Road because the
properties and residences are sufficiently removed from the proposed roadway that
predicted noise levels for the year 2030 as a result of the project do not warrant
consideration of noise abatement. The residences in this area are approximately 250
feet or more off the I-95 right-of-way.

 The areas north of I-95 and west of Quarry Road, including the Devonshire
Subdivision and Bridle Estate community are designated as NSA 4. This includes
properties along Jockeys Way and a small portion of Patterson Lane. Noise abatement
was determined to be warranted for a majority of the properties within this NSA. A
small length of barrier is proposed for receptor R-4 and a longer length of barrier is
proposed for the Devonshire subdivision. The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA
4 is the result of an area where there are no residences in close proximity to the I-95
roadway that meet the threshold of consideration for noise abatement. The calculated,
future-build noise level for the closest residence (approximately 300 feet from the I-95
property line) within this gap section of NSA 4 is 63 dBA, which is less than the 66
dBA noise threshold criteria established by FWHA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for
consideration of noise mitigation. In addition, a 10 dBA increase to the existing noise
level for this property in the proposed action, did not exist. This was the other criterion
for consideration of noise mitigation. The gap area between these two sections of noise
wall is separated by a 50-inch high raised Jersey barrier along the fill section of I-95.
This layout and design was determined to best meet the noise abatement criteria by
PennDOT. The total length of noise barrier wall for this NSA is approximately 1,235
feet long, with an average height of 13.1 feet. There are no residences in close
proximity to the property line requiring noise abatement. The residences that do exist
behind the proposed 50-inch high raised Jersey barrier are sufficiently removed from
the proposed project where noise levels for the year 2030 do not warrant consideration
of noise abatement.
 NSA 6 is comprised of the Makefield Chase Development, the LMT Recreational
Fields and the Elm Lowne property all located on the south side of I-95. Noise
abatement is warranted for NSA 6 and a noise barrier is proposed. Within NSA 6, the
proposed noise wall terminates a short distance north of Quarry Road, on the south
side of I-95, because there are no additional residences in close proximity to the I-95
roadway north of that location where noise mitigation needs to be considered. The
LMT Recreational Fields are located within this section of NSA 6. This condition
exists from the point where the proposed noise barrier terminates north to Dolington
Road.


For NSA 6, the proposed section of noise wall north of Quarry Road provides noise
mitigation for all residences located adjacent to I-95 and Quarry Road. This section of
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noise wall terminates beyond the last residence along this section of the property
(Quarry Road to Dolington Road). There are no other residences along this section of
roadway, referred to as Snipes Tract in the EA, between I-95, Quarry Road and
Dolington Road where noise mitigation needs to be considered. The noise wall picks
up again just north of Dolington Road and is proposed to run for the remainder of
NSA 6 and through NSA 8 to the Taylorsville Road interchange.




It has been determined as part of the noise analysis study (see Technical Memorandum
No. 29, Preliminary Engineering Noise Analysis available on the project website) that
noise abatement is not warranted for NSA 2 that is comprised of the Lower Makefield
Corporate Center and the Breezyvale Farm area on the north side of I-95. This
includes a portion of Patterson Lane. Although exterior noise levels exceed the noise
abatement criteria of 66 dBA for the year 2030 in the area of the Hampton Inn, the
interior building noise levels are predicted to be 25 to 30 dBA below the exterior levels.
Noise abatement is therefore not warranted for this NSA.
The area along the north side of I-95 between River Road and Bernard Drive in NJ is
designated NSA 12. Full height noise barrier is proposed for portions of this area,
while a reduced height barrier (50” glarescreen) is proposed for a segment of NSA 12.
It has been determined as part of the noise analysis study (see Technical Memorandum
No. 29, Preliminary Engineering Noise Analysis available on the project website) that
the noise mitigation measures which are proposed in this area are expected to maintain
noise levels for the year 2030 below the established threshold of 66 dBA.

The DRJTBC will coordinate with the neighborhoods at which noise barriers are proposed
during the final design phase. During the final design phase, a detailed optimization of barrier
lengths, heights, costs and locations will be conducted in conjunction with the final design
engineering process to insure compatibility and the most cost-effective and efficient noise
barrier design. Public meetings will be held during final design to solicit community input
regarding desires, types, heights and locations as well as aesthetic considerations.
In regards to the comment that one respondent felt that barriers were an unnecessary cost to
the project - The Commission’s decision to provide more noise abatement measures than are
required under Federal/State standards, will add to the overall project costs. The Commission
believes that the additional noise abatement measures which are proposed, and the associated
costs, are acceptable and should be incorporated into the overall project.
Feasible noise barriers are those that provide at least 5 dBA of noise reduction to the majority
of impacted noise-sensitive receivers and pose no safety, engineering, or access restrictions.
For a barrier to be reasonable based on PennDOT criteria, it must be cost-effective (not cost
more than $50,000 per benefited residence); and the maintenance, constructability, drainage,
and utility impacts, as well as the desires of the affected residents must be considered. Impacted
receivers are considered to be benefited if they receive 3 dBA or more noise reduction
(insertion loss) from a barrier. Under the current PennDOT criteria, impacted receivers must
receive insertion losses of 3 dBA or greater to be considered benefited receivers and 5 dBA or
greater for non-impacted receptors. For a barrier to be reasonable based on NJDOT criteria, it
must be cost-effective (not cost more than $50,000 per benefited residence); and the
maintenance, constructability, drainage, and utility impacts, as well as the desires of the
affected residents must be considered. Impacted receivers are considered to be benefited if they
15
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receive 5 dBA or more noise reduction (insertion loss) from a barrier, and the number of nonimpacted receivers will be counted as half if they receive 5 dBA.
When applying the PennDOT and NJDOT criteria, several NSA did not meet the warranted,
feasible and reasonable criteria. Based on public comments expressed at the community
meetings, the DRJBTC has decided to offer noise abatement to noise sensitive areas which
were not warranted, feasible and reasonable under PennDOT and NJDOT criteria. The
DRJBTC has established criteria for this project that provide 5 dBA noise reduction for the
majority of first row impacted receivers, and noise barrier height not to exceed 18 feet which
the maximum wall heights allowable by NJDOT.
The possible use of noise reduction blacktop and other materials will be investigated during the
final design phase.
4. Design/Traffic
 In general, the respondents who commented on traffic issues are concerned with traffic
congestion. The following specific comments were made pertaining to traffic congestion:
1. Reconfigure the New Jersey Ramps. Improve and lengthen all acceleration
ramps.
Response: The interchange operations at NJ Route 29 will be safer with
improved interchange and ramp geometrics that will be configured to meet
applicable American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO), PennDOT, and NJDOT design criteria. The proposed
option will eliminate the existing I-95 northbound on-ramp from NJ Route 175
(Upper River Road) because the design criteria for distance between two
successive on-ramps would not be met. This movement will be accommodated
within the NJ Route 29 interchange. This discontinued northbound on-ramp
currently provides direct access to I-95 northbound from the adjoining NJ
State Police facility. State Police emergency access will be retained via an
exclusive-use northbound on-ramp along the same general alignment as the
existing northbound on-ramp from NJ Route 175.
The existing on-ramp from NJ Route 29 to I-95 southbound has no
acceleration lane, requiring vehicles to come to a complete stop at a stop sign
at the end of the ramp, before merging into mainline traffic operating at full
speeds on I-95. The reconstructed interchange will provide an auxiliary lane
for vehicles entering from the on-ramp to I-95 southbound from NJ Route 29.
The auxiliary lane that will begin as the on-ramp from NJ Route 29 will
become the off-ramp to Taylorsville Road on the west side of the bridge. The
auxiliary lane is designed to be approximately 3,400 feet.
Heading northbound, there will be an auxiliary lane which starts as the onramp from eastbound Taylorsville Road in Pennsylvania which becomes the
off-ramp to NJ Route 29 in New Jersey. The NJ Route 29 northbound onramp auxiliary lane will become the off-ramp to Bear Tavern Road.
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2. Widening Woodside Avenue seems counterproductive when you are putting two
traffic lights on Taylorsville Road. Near the ramp to I-95 South, two traffic
lights will cause more back up.
Response: Widening Woodside Road is necessary to achieve the desired level
of service for traffic operations at the intersection with Taylorsville Road. The
widening would take place near the intersection with Taylorsville Road. The
eastern southbound off-ramp from I-95 will be eliminated at the Taylorsville
Road Interchange and combined with the western southbound off-ramp in the
southwest quadrant of the interchange. Elimination of this southbound offramp will remove the undesirable traffic weave that currently exists along
Taylorsville Road between this ramp and Woodside Road. The elimination of
the weave and the improvements to Taylorsville Road are expected to have a
positive benefit on traffic flow along that section of Taylorsville Road.
3. There should be a round-about at Woodside Road as well.
Response: The construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Woodside
Drive and Taylorsville Road would require the purchase of additional right-ofway which would impact adjacent property owners. The improvements
proposed at the intersection of Woodside Drive and Taylorsville Road will
provide acceptable levels of service for traffic operations at that location.
4. Concern that the proposed design of the interchanges during peak travel periods
will cause a back-up of traffic. A suggestion was made that the existing
westbound exit ramp to northbound Taylorsville Road not be eliminated but
moved a little east and come down on the east side of the park and ride lot.
Response: Realigning and reconstructing the westbound exit ramp (from I-95
southbound) to touch down on the east side of the existing park and ride lot
would involve constructing another intersection on Woodside Road. In
addition, the ramp configuration would fall outside of the existing right-ofway, necessitating the purchase of additional property for construction. This
would add to the overall project costs. Moving the ramp to the east would also
reduce the available distance and shorten the auxiliary lane that will be
constructed along southbound I-95 between NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville
Road. This reduction in available weaving distance would adversely impact the
level of service of traffic operations along I-95 southbound at this location.
5. The ramp from Bear Tavern Road to I-95 South is hazardous, as entering traffic
must share a short lane with exiting traffic, thereby having to merge twice, once
to exiting traffic and then to traffic already on 95.
Response: Bear Tavern Road is at the northern terminus of the project, a
considerable distance from the Scudder Falls Bridge. The improvements
under the Scudder Falls Bridge replacement project end at the Bear Tavern
Road interchange and improvements of the Bear Tavern Road interchange are
not part of this project.
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6. Objection to the proposed roundabout intersections and elimination of the I-95
entrance ramp from NJ Route 29 South onto I-95 North.
Response: The design for the NJ Route 29 interchange will incorporate a
folded diamond interchange with two roundabout intersections at the I-95
termini. This design is preferred by NJDOT and viewed as the best option from
safety and traffic operations perspectives.
The proposed design does not eliminate the entrance ramp from NJ Route 29
south onto I-95 north. NJ Route 29 southbound traffic will be able to access I95 northbound upon completion of the newly configured interchange.
7. One respondent, whose property overlooks the bridge, acknowledged traffic
backups during the weekday peak periods. This individual indicated that it
would be more cost effective to encourage flex time scheduling by large
employers in the area, car-pooling, alternate lane openings or encourage the use
of other bridges instead of building the proposed improvements.
Response – Many motorists and nearby residents have experienced the traffic
backups that occur on a daily basis, especially during the peak travel periods
Monday through Friday. While the Commission is not opposed to carpooling
and flex time scheduling by area employers, it has no jurisdiction to enforce
such measures and relies on area employers to establish working schedules
that best suit their business needs. As the bridge is expected to last for many
years, it is being designed to provide an acceptable level of service for traffic
operations based on the volume of traffic that is anticipated to occur in the year
2030. Using acceptable traffic models for the region, it is anticipated that
traffic volumes in 2030 will be greater than the traffic volumes that currently
exist on the Scudder Falls Bridge and surrounding roadways, including
alternate river crossings. Many of the alternate river crossings experience
congestion during the peak hours. Consequently, it is impractical to encourage
motorists not to use the Scudder Falls Bridge and have them instead use the
alternate river crossings during the peak traffic periods. Replacing the
Scudder Falls Bridge, as proposed, will provide some relief for motorists as the
traffic volume on the surrounding roadway network continues to grow over
time.
8. A few respondents commented that the proposed bridge design provides too
many vehicular lanes. They maintain that traffic will be slowed by toll collection
and the highway on either side of the bridge has a maximum of three lanes each
way anyway. By having more lanes on the bridge than on the roadway on either
side of the bridge, they noted that a bottle neck will be created.
Response: The Commission is proposing to toll the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge and collect tolls in the southbound direction only. The system being
proposed is an all-electronic, cashless toll collection system. With the allelectronic tolling system there is no need to build a toll plaza. Instead, tolls will
be collected electronically through the EZ Pass system or video capture of
license plates for customers who don’t have an EZ Pass transponder. The
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cashless tolling system allows motorists to travel at prevailing highway speeds
without having to stop to pay the toll.
Having more lanes on the bridge than on the approach roadway will not create
a bottleneck condition. The number of lanes is needed to facilitate movements
to and from ramps at adjacent interchanges. The additional lanes are
auxiliary lanes which are designed to provide motorists with room to accelerate
or decelerate as they enter or leave the I-95 mainline roadway. Auxiliary lanes
are a required design element at interchange locations and their use has been
shown to improve traffic conditions on the mainline roadway.
9. Several respondents expressed the opinion that the project presents an
opportunity to create a structure that enhances the landscape.
Response: The I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge is visible from the shoreline of the
Delaware River both upstream and downstream of the bridge and at the
crossing of the Delaware Canal. The new Scudder Falls Bridge will be a more
prominent landscape feature, with its wider cross-section. The new bridge will
be similar in appearance to the existing bridge structure, although there will be
fewer piers within the Delaware River. In consideration of the aesthetic
impacts, aesthetic treatments will be provided at the Delaware River and canal
crossings. The bridge piers and abutments immediately adjacent to the
Delaware Canal and Delaware and Raritan Canal and retaining walls at the
canals will be faced in stone, as requested by the Delaware and Raritan Canal
Commission, or treated to replicate a stone-faced abutment, and landscaping
will be used to enhance visual quality for park users. Consultation with the
canal agencies will be performed in developing the design plans and treatments
for the bridge piers and abutments.
10. One person commented that it may be more cost effective to rehabilitate the
existing bridge and add a local bridge.
Response: Due to the close proximity of the Taylorsville Road Interchange and
the NJ Route 29 Interchange to the Scudder Falls Bridge, entrance ramps
from these two interchanges cannot be designed to safely merge onto the
mainline roadway (I-95) without the auxiliary lanes being added to the bridge.
Proper AASHTO, PennDOT and/or NJDOT design criteria must be met for
acceleration lane length, merge and weaving distances. Rehabilitating the
existing bridge would not satisfy current design criteria for auxiliary lane
length, merge or weaving distances. Additionally, adding a new local bridge
would necessitate construction of ramps and/or approach roadways.
Constructing a new local bridge would require additional right of way and
environmental impacts than replacing the existing bridge. Some of the
potential environmental impacts associated with the construction of a new
bridge include additional stormwater runoff as a result of the additional
impervious area, additional property acquisition to accommodate construction
beyond the existing right-of-way limits, additional support piers constructed
within the river, additional visual impacts from the canal and towpath areas
and additional noise impacts as a result of constructing a bridge in closer
proximity to existing residences.
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11. Two (2) respondents commented on the lighting for the new bridge. One
mentioned that the new lighting be designed to qualify as “dark sky” lighting
while also providing more even illumination of the surfaces and avoiding lighting
“spill” into the surrounding environment. A second respondent asked if more
lights and brighter lights would be installed on the new bridge, creating more
“visual pollution”.
Response: During the design of the lighting for the new bridge, the
Commission will explore all lighting alternatives and endeavor to provide a
reasonably uniform lighting level across the riding surface of the new bridge
while working to minimize lighting “spill” into the surrounding environment.
Directional lighting or appropriate shielding will be among the alternatives
considered to achieve these objectives.
12. One responder suggested that providing a set of roundabouts on Taylorsville
Road would allow universal access to a single set of ramps to the bridge. This
would eliminate the need for duplicate on ramps to northbound I-95 and delete a
lane from the bridge structure.
Response: One of basic principles of a roundabout is that all intersection
movements are given equal priority. This would cause the major movements
along Taylorsville Road and the ramps from I-95 to back-up and result in
significant traffic queues. Roundabouts also typically require more space for
the circulatory roadway and the central island than what would be necessary
for a traditional signalized intersection that would add costs to the project.
13. A question was asked about whether northbound I-95 traffic could exit on a
raised ramp into the existing Park and Ride lot near the intersection of
Taylorsville Road and Woodside Road?
Response: Building a ramp for I-95 northbound traffic to exit into the existing
Park and Ride lot would require a significant portion of the ramp to be built on
a raised bridge structure which crosses over I-95. This structure would be very
costly to construct and maintain, adding to the overall cost of the project.
Additionally, the construction of such a ramp would require the purchase of
additional right of way. The additional impervious surface would generate
additional runoff from the project site which impacts the drainage design and
environmental permitting efforts. Terminating an interstate exit ramp in a
parking lot is not desirable. Parking lots have lots of pedestrian traffic and it is
undesirable to encourage pedestrians to cross an interstate ramp. Typically,
interstate ramps are designed to intersect with other roadways.
14. One respondent indicated that there is currently unused land on both sides of I-95
along Taylorsville Road that could support a full cloverleaf interchange to
eliminate the proposed two additional traffic lights. If the full cloverleaf won’t
work, then keep the ramp from westbound (southbound) I-95 to northbound
Taylorsville Road, but move it east of the Park and Ride lot to exit at Woodside
Road.
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Response: A full cloverleaf design would require the acquisition of additional
right of way to construct. Additionally, the available weaving/merging distance
that is required by AASHTO, PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria could not
be satisfied. Realigning and reconstructing the westbound exit ramp (from I95 southbound) to touch down on the east side of the existing park and ride lot
would involve constructing another intersection on Woodside Road. In
addition, the ramp configuration would fall outside of the existing right-ofway, necessitating the purchase of additional property for construction. This
would add to the overall project costs. Moving the ramp to the east would also
reduce the available distance and shorten the auxiliary lane that will be
constructed along southbound I-95 between NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville
Road. This reduction in available weaving distance would adversely impact the
level of service of traffic operations along I-95 southbound at this location.
15. The Villa Victoria Academy has their main entrance on Route 29. Vehicles
departing from the school can access either Route 29 northbound or the ramps to
I-95 northbound or southbound. The Academy desires to be able to access these
same roadways upon completion of the Scudder Falls Bridge project.
Response: The improvements proposed under the Scudder Falls Bridge project
will enable vehicles departing from the school to access Route 29 northbound
where they will also be able to access the ramps to I-95 northbound and
southbound.
16. One respondent expressed a belief that the configuration of two auxiliary lanes
on the NB side appears to create a dangerous weave condition – vehicles entering
I-95 from Taylor Road interchange will be forced to cross 2 lanes of traffic.
Response: There are currently 3 lanes of through traffic in each direction on
I-95 to the north of the project limits and two (2) through lanes in each
direction on I-95 to the south of the project limits. The three (3) through lanes
which are proposed in each direction within the project limits are warranted to
accommodate peak hour traffic flows. Where more than three (3) lanes are
proposed in a particular direction within the project limits, the additional lanes
are auxiliary lanes which are designed to facilitate movements to and from
ramps at interchanges. The auxiliary lanes are required to meet AASHTO,
PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria for acceleration/deceleration lane
lengths, merging and weaving distances. They are a required design element
and their use has been shown to improve traffic conditions on the mainline
roadway.
17. One respondent expressed a belief that current trends in stagnant/declining traffic
volumes will continue, making the proposed number of lanes on the bridge
unnecessary.
Response: There are currently 3 lanes of through traffic in each direction on
I-95 in NJ, north of the Route 29 Interchange and beyond the northern limits
of the project, and two lanes of traffic in each direction on I-95 in PA beyond
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the southern limits of the project. Three (3) through lanes are warranted on
the I-95 mainline to accommodate peak hour traffic flows. The additional
lanes are auxiliary lanes which are designed to facilitate movements to and
from ramps at interchanges. The auxiliary lanes are required to meet
AASHTO, PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria for acceleration/deceleration
lane lengths, merging and weaving distances. They are a required design
element and their use has been shown to improve traffic conditions on the
mainline roadway.
18. It was indicated that the directionality of the peak period traffic flow warrants
further study of the use of a contra-flow lane as an alternative.
Response: Contra-flow lanes must be designed to provide a barrier which
separates opposing directions of traffic. This option was addressed in the EA
page 38 Contra-Flow Lane) and was dismissed for several reasons; the cost of
this alternative would be higher than the preferred alternative when
considering the operational costs involved with the reversible lanes, the system
would be inefficient and of marginal value over the short length of the bridge,
safety concerns at the transition areas where the interchanges are located and
operational issues with moving the contra-flow barriers multiple times a day.
5. Purpose and Need; Size/Scope of the Project


Separate and distinct from the many comments made opposing or supporting tolling, 19
respondents made specific comment regarding their views on the need for the project
and/or the size and scope of the proposed improvements. Of these 19, 15 expressed the
opinion that the project is needed and 4 expressed the opinion that the project is not
needed or is too large.
Response: 19 respondents provided comments which related to the project Purpose
and Need. 15 of the respondents were in favor of the project and generally felt that it
was needed. Four (4) respondents were not in favor of the project and their comments
are summarized below along with the responses.
1. One individual indicated their formal opposition and objection to the “preferred plan”
after reading the material on the Commission’s website, but did not elaborate on their
objections.
Response: Objections are noted for the project record.
2. One commenter indicates a need for accurate vehicle count data and vehicle
classifications (type and size of vehicles) at the interchanges, along with accident
data at interchange locations. The commenter also noted a need for traffic counts
during the peak periods at the intersection of Taylorsville Road and Woodside Drive.
Response: In June 2004, Technical Memo #11 was developed which summarized
the overall project needs. The efforts to develop the project needs included
gathering and analyzing available data such as traffic volumes and accident data
at the interchange locations. The following text relating to accident data was taken
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from Technical Memo #11, dated June 2004:
“Geometric deficiencies on the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge and closely adjoined
interchanges contribute to a crash rate that is higher than adjacent segments of the
I-95 mainline. A crash analysis was performed using crash records for I-95 from
1999 to 2001 that were obtained from the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation (PENNDOT), the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission
(DRJTBC), and the New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT). The I-95
segments analyzed experienced a total of 314 crashes over the 3-year period from
1999 to 2001, or an average of roughly 105 crashes per year.”
Examination of crash data for this time period for the entire project area indicated
that 58% of the crashes occurred at interchanges, and 78% of crashes within the
DRJTBC’s jurisdiction also occurred at interchanges. The majority of these
involved rear-end collisions, which points to the importance of adequate
acceleration and deceleration lanes for vehicles that are queuing exiting and
entering the interchanges from the mainline.
The majority of crashes at the NJ Route 29 Interchange occurred at the I-95
southbound on-ramp, which also had the highest crash incidence of the locations
along the project corridor. From 1999 to 2001, there were an average of 28
crashes per year at the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Over this time period, there were
an average of 12 crashes per year at the Taylorsville Road Interchange. The
majority of crashes at the Taylorsville Road Interchange occurred at the I-95
northbound on-ramp from Taylorsville Road westbound. The crash data also point
to the importance of adequate acceleration lane lengths, with vehicles tending to
accelerate prematurely when other vehicles are in front of them. These 1999 to
2001 crash rates for interchanges adjoining the bridge compare to 13 crashes per
year at the PA Route 332 Interchange and 8 crashes per year at the Bear Tavern
Road Interchange.
The corridor also experienced a number of crashes involving heavy vehicles,
including all sizes of trucks and buses (15% of all crashes). Grades on the section
of I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge between NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville Road play a
major role in the ability of heavy vehicles to accelerate and decelerate as they enter
and exit from the I-95 mainline. The lack of adequate acceleration and
deceleration lanes at these interchanges can play a role in incidence of crashes for
heavy vehicles trying to brake while exiting I-95 or attempting to accelerate into I95 mainline traffic.
In addition, 45% of crashes occurred during the A.M. and P.M. peak travel
periods, or over 6 hours of the day, indicating the correlation between congested
traffic conditions and crash incidence. The highest crash rates of four segments
evaluated occurred on the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge (Segment 3), which
experienced a rate of 2.19 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled. This
compares to rates of 0.63 to 0.78 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled for the
western segments extending from the PA Route 332 Interchange to the Dolington
Road overpass (Segment 1) and from the Dolington Road overpass to the
Taylorsville Road Interchange (Segment 2). The second highest crash rates (1.13
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crashes per million vehicle miles) occurred on the eastern segment that includes
the NJ Route 29 Interchange and extends east past the Bear Tavern Road
Interchange (Segment 4). Higher crash rates on the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge,
compared to the other I-95 segments studied, can be attributed to the narrow bridge
configuration, with the lack of inside shoulders and breakdown lanes and the
narrow median barrier. These crash rates on the bridge were lower than the New
Jersey statewide average crash rate for similar 4-lane bridges (3.76 crashes per
million vehicle miles), however, the rates were higher than the Pennsylvania
statewide average crash rate (0.47 crashes per million vehicle miles) for similar 4lane facilities (bridges and roadway segments combined).
In regards to the traffic count information, weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hour
traffic counts were conducted in 2003. These included directional volumes on each
mainline segment of I-95, ramp volumes at all interchanges, and turning
movement volumes at the study area intersections. In addition, updated traffic
counts were conducted at various locations throughout the roadway network for
purposes of forecasting potential traffic diversion volumes as a result of tolling the
southbound Scudder Falls Bridge. The 2010 traffic volumes are presented in the
Traffic section of the EA Addendum.
3. One respondent, whose property overlooks the bridge, acknowledged traffic backups
during the weekday peak periods.
This individual also noted that “rush hour
backups occur on all major bridges, tunnels, and roadways in this and other highly
urbanized States, and is not a justification for such a major building project.”
Response: The roadway capacity is inadequate to provide acceptable existing and
future (2030) traffic operations during peak travel periods. Aside from the
congestion, there are other project needs which will be addressed by the
improvements proposed under this project. Those include:
 The existing I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge is approximately 50 years old, has
experienced structural deterioration, and does not meet current design criteria,
which presents a future reliability and safety concern.
 The existing I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge has inadequate inside shoulders and
outside shoulders (breakdown lanes), which present safety concerns and
contribute to congestion.
 The existing acceleration and deceleration lanes and spacing of ramp merges
at the adjoining NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville Road interchanges are
inadequate, which present safety concerns and contribute to congestion.
 Interchange configurations do not currently meet design criteria for lane and
shoulder widths and ramp configurations.
4. The proposed plans for the renovation/re-do of Scudder Falls Bridge is cost
prohibitive.
Response – The cost of the project includes the cost of all labor and materials to
construct the project including the roadway and bridge improvements, noise walls,
pedestrian/bicycle facility, roadway signing, lighting, drainage improvements,
tolling equipment and other appurtenances that are typical of highway and bridge
24

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Written Comments from the General Public on the
Environmental Assessment EA /Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
construction. The project cost also reflects costs associated with acquiring rightof-way, complying with environmental restrictions and constraints that will be
imposed on the contractor during construction, engineering design, environmental
permitting, construction management and legal support. During the time the
original EA was in progress, the Commission was examining a range of options for
financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State
funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government or
either state. Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent
to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs. The Commission
applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of a TIGER Grant and a TIFIA
Loan, both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds
to support the project. After making an assessment of its overall capital program
needs, its current system of financing the capital program, and -- most notably –
the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to support the project, the
Commission rendered its decision to implement tolls as a means of funding the
needed improvements.
6. Construction Operations


The following specific comments were made pertaining to construction operations:
1. There should be no overlap of construction with the Washington Crossing Bridge
construction.
2. Construction period and implementation should minimize traffic impacts by
reducing the construction schedule. One respondent stated construction should be
three years or shorter in duration. Active construction should not occur before 9
AM or after 4:30 PM Monday through Friday and weekend construction should
occur only during the hours of 8 AM to 3 PM.
3. On and off ramps at the I-95 and Taylorville Road interchange must be
maintained at all times during construction as well as access from Highland
Avenue onto Taylorsville Road.
4. Minimize the environmental impact to the river and the two canals on either side.
5. Questions were raised as to how the Commission plans to minimize construction
equipment noise and the vehicles driven each day to the project site by the
construction crew.
6. Additional light created by construction operations at night was also raised as a
concern.
7. Concern with use of local roads by construction vehicles.
8. Suggestion that work be done at night to minimize traffic disruption.
9. Questions were asked concerning location of staging areas.
10. Desire to ensure that Mt. Eyre Road will not be used as a construction detour.
Response: There will be no overlap between the Washington Crossing and Scudder
Falls construction projects. The Washington Crossing project will be completed well
ahead of the start of the Scudder Falls Bridge construction.
Generally, the construction activities will occur during daytime hours, Mondays
through Fridays. There may be some construction activities on weekends. Minor
construction activities might be necessary at night and requirements will be included in
the project specifications that will require the contractor to minimize lighting impacts
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on off-site properties and residences.
Two lanes of traffic will be maintained during peak travel hours on I-95. Local roads
and ramps will also stay open during construction. Some off peak ramp closures and
temporary ramps will be required for this project. Off-peak ramp closures will be
scheduled as required by the Contractor in order to facilitate the construction at the
interchanges (e.g., the Taylorsville Road Interchange and access from Highland
Avenue). They will be scheduled during off-peak traffic periods in order to minimize
traffic impacts. Advanced notification will be given to the traveling public. Proper
signing and detours will be implemented in accordance with PennDOT, NJDOT,
AASHTO and/or MUTCD requirements.
Mount Eyre Road is not envisioned to be utilized and/or signed as part of any detour
route for the project. Any detour routes necessary for the project will not utilize
residential roadways or streets.
There will be some construction traffic on Taylorsville Road and PA 32 , NJ29, and
NJ175 during the project as the contractor will need to access the River via the
causeway and for construction on Taylorsville Road, and NJ29 Interchanges and the
canal bridges.
The local roads, private properties and the River will be protected from the
construction activities by requiring the necessary protection measures. Staging areas
will be located within the I-95 right-of-way or DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT
property. Construction work, access and staging will occur from the roadway rights-of
way. Public use of the Delaware Water Trail will be maintained during construction
with some restrictions. For safety reasons during construction, recreation users will be
restricted from work areas. Prior to placement of the causeway and cofferdams,
turbidity screens will be installed to contain siltation. Erosion and sedimentation
control devices will be used to minimize siltation in the canals. Dewatering basins will
be utilized, as well as pollutant removal filter bags. The Delaware and Raritan Canal
Commission also requested that the earthen embankment adjacent to the Delaware and
Raritan Canal along NJ Route 175 (Upper River Road) that extends into the canal be
faced with stone to reduce erosion. The design of the project will consider methods to
reduce erosion of the embankment. The design of the new roadways will divert water
flow away from the canal prism to the maximum extent possible. During final design,
an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, as well as a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plan, will be
prepared for the project outlining Best Management Practices to be implemented
during and after construction.
There will be local staging areas near the project site. These sites are chosen by the
contractor.
7. Environmental Issues
 Several nesting trays should be added underneath the new bridge for the Peregrine
Falcons. These trays should mimic the old catwalk that the Falcons are nesting on right
now. The Pennsylvania Game Commission should be brought in now to provide
assistance.
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Response: The DRJTBC has been working with the Pennsylvania Game Commission
(PGC) since the peregrine falcon was first found to be nesting on the Scudder Falls
Bridge in spring, 2008. The DRJTBC will continue working with the PGC during final
design and construction to determine appropriate nesting options in the future.
Accommodation will be included for the falcons’ nesting which may include nesting
options at a location other than on the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The Commission
will continue to collaborate with the Pennsylvania Game Commission to develop
suitable options.


Preserve wildlife and allow wildlife passage through the project and noise walls.
Response: Opportunities for wildlife passage through appropriate areas of the project
area will be explored in final design.



The number of proposed lanes on the bridge is just asking for sprawl.
Response: The bridge is not being widened and replaced to promote or encourage
sprawl. There are currently 3 lanes of through traffic in each direction on I-95 to the
north of the project limits and two (2) through lanes in each direction on I-95 to the
south of the project limits. The three (3) through lanes which are proposed in each
direction within the project limits are warranted to accommodate peak hour traffic
flows. Where more than three (3) lanes are proposed in a particular direction within
the project limits, the additional lanes are auxiliary lanes which are designed to
facilitate movements to and from ramps at the Taylorsville Road and Route 29
interchanges. The auxiliary lanes are required to meet AASHTO, PennDOT and
NJDOT design criteria for acceleration/deceleration lane lengths, merging and
weaving distances. They are a required design element and their use has been shown
to improve traffic conditions on the mainline roadway and enhance safety for
merging/diverging traffic at the interchange.
For the reasons stated in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter IV, Section R. Secondary
Development and Cumulative Impacts, the project is not likely to create secondary
development. These reasons include the fact that the project does not create a change
in access and that the project is consistent with the planned development in the project
area. Further, there is a lack of developable land in the project corridor that is not
protected or publicly owned. Daily traffic forecasts for the Build alternative compared
to the No-Build alternative would be approximately 10% higher. This would not be
new traffic but traffic redistributed from other roadways/bridges within the regional
network because I-95 becomes a more attractive route.
The efforts conducted in developing the Environmental Assessment included an
assessment of land use plans, proposed development areas and population and
employment trends. A summary of the population and employment trends from the
year 2000 to 2025 is included in Table IV-3 of the EA. The Table shows that Bucks
County is forecasted to experience population growth of 24% by 2025, compared to
15% in Mercer County. From 2000 to 2025, the populations of Bucks and Mercer
Counties are forecasted to grow by over 140,000 persons and 50,000 persons,
respectively. This growth is projected to occur regardless of the number of lanes on the
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Scudder Falls Bridge. It is reasonable to infer that a population growth in an area will
result in additional traffic in that area. The need to widen the existing Scudder Falls
Bridge is based, in part, on the inability of the existing bridge to accommodate existing
and projected traffic growth.


As a Yardley Borough resident who lives near, and uses the I-95 bridge frequently, I am
not in favor of expanding the bridge as our area ecosystem is fragile enough. This
individual expressed concerns with additional smog/fumes and flooding associated with
the additional impervious surface area.
Response: The air quality analysis is documented in Chapter IV.O of the EA/Draft 4(f)
document. The results of the Air Quality Screening that was conducted based on the
traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge is included in Section IV.P of the EA Addendum. The project meets the U.S.
Clean Air Act’s requirements.
The project will include stormwater BMP’s (Best Management Practices) to address
the stormwater runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces.
Additionally hydrologic and hydraulic analysis will be performed and compensatory
storage will be developed consistent with the degree of impact determined during the
final design and development of the stormwater management plan. The project will
require a Section 404/105 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and a Section 105/106/401 permit from PADEP. A Joint Permit Application will be
submitted to the USACE and PADEP for these approvals. In addition, stormwater
BMP’s will be incorporated into the project to handle the additional volume of
stormwater runoff generated by the project on the PA side consistent with 25 Pa. Code
Chapter 102. The final plan will comply with applicable stormwater regulations and
PennDOT and NJDOT guidance and practices.
The stormwater mitigation measures are outlined on pages 132-134 of the EA.
Detention basins, infiltration and other measures will be utilized to limit the
stormwater runoff.

8. Stormwater/Drainage Concerns


Five respondents commented on storm water runoff, concerned that increased impervious
surfaces will increase storm water runoff, negatively impacting the surrounding land.
The property owner at 140 Dolington Road, Yardley, PA has endured flooding for over
40 years that he maintains is caused by I-95. He has requested that all storm water be
brought to detention basins and preserve the natural pre build 1960’s flow of the
watershed to alleviate flooding.
Response: The project will require a Section 404/105 permit from the US Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) and a Section 105/106/401 permit from PADEP. A Joint
Permit Application will be submitted to the USACE and PADEP for these approvals.
In addition, stormwater BMP’s (Best Management Practices) will be incorporated into
the project to handle the additional volume of stormwater runoff generated by the
project on the PA side consistent with 25 Pa. Code Chapter 102. The final plan will
comply with applicable stormwater regulations and PennDOT and NJDOT guidance
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and practices.
The stormwater mitigation measures are outlined on pages 132-134 of the EA.
Detention basins, infiltration and other measures will be utilized to limit the
stormwater runoff. The Commission will continue to coordinate with Lower Makefield
Township as the project advances through design and construction.
The “flooding concerns” at 140 Dolington Road will be addressed in the stormwater
management plan that is currently being developed for the project. The drainage
design for the project will follow the requirements of the PA DEP and will employ the
latest PA DEP Pennsylvania Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual design
practices. In order to address the concern of the stormwater runoff from the increased
impervious surface created from the project, the stormwater design will reduce the
post-construction runoff volume to match pre-construction volumes for the 1-year and
2-year storms as well as reduce the peak runoff rate for the 1-year through 100-year
storms to pre-construction levels.
9. Historical Significance
 Because the Delaware Canal is a National Historic Landmark, the bridge piers/abutments
along the Delaware Canal in Pennsylvania need to be treated and finished with care. I
would suggest a mural made of colored tiles or paint with a historical theme to decorate
the large concrete surfaces. The DRJTBC should self-impose the 1% for Art policy on
itself to provide the money necessary to commission the mural from a professional artist.
Lighting under the bridge and along the tow path should also be improved.
Response: As noted on page 167 of the EA/Draft 4(f), bridge piers and abutments at
the Canal will be treated with an aesthetic finish in consultation with the authorities
having jurisdiction over the Delaware Canal. Further stipulations related to work near
the Delaware Canal are contained in the Programmatic Agreement executed under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act by the Federal Highway
Administration, PA and NJ State Historic Preservation Officers, the DRJTBC,
PennDOT, and NJ DOT. A copy of the executed Programmatic Agreement is included
as an appendix to the EA.


One respondent expressed concern about the traffic on Bear Tavern Road, specifically on
“Washington’s Victory Trail”, being that this area is historic, and questioned whether the
historical significance has been discussed.
Response: Washington’s Victory Trail is not located within the Area of Potential
Effect for the Scudder Falls Bridge project. For the historic evaluations, the Area of
Potential Effect was presented in reports reviewed by the State Historic Preservation
Officers in each state and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission and
the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office.


A group expressed their opposition to Mercer County’s plan to replace the 1882 historic
Jacob’s Creek Bridge on Bear Tavern Road.
Response:

The Commission has no jurisdiction over the Jacob’s Creek Bridge.
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Additionally, Jacob’s Creek Bridge is not part of the Scudder Falls Bridge project.
10. Parking near tow paths
 Please ensure that there are parking areas near the tow paths, especially near the bridge.
At a minimum, do not take away the existing number of parking spaces near the tow path,
especially on the New Jersey side.
Response: The project does not include reducing or expanding the number of parking
spaces available to users of the canal towpaths/parks in Pennsylvania or New Jersey.
Comments of the Sierra Club, New Jersey Chapter, February 2, 2010
(Comment #P120)
Comment 1. The proposed widening of the Scudder Falls Bridge on Route 1-95 is a colossal
undertaking with an exorbitant price tag that will only lead to more sprawl and air pollution. We
believe that the environmental assessment for this project is totally inadequate and fails to
properly analyze the impacts the widening will have. The size and scope of this project warrant a
full environmental impact statement.
Response: The project was scoped as an Environmental Assessment to determine whether or
not the project caused significant environmental impacts warranting an EIS. A federal agency
prepares a written environmental assessment (EA) to determine whether or not a federal
undertaking would significantly affect the environment. If the answer is no, the agency issues
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). The FONSI may address measures which an
agency will take to mitigate potentially significant impacts. If it is determined at the end of the
EA process that the environmental consequences of the proposed project may be significant,
the FHWA will request that an EIS be prepared in order to comply with NEPA.
Comment 2. We believe this project as proposed is in violation of both federal and state laws,
including the Federal Clean Water Act, Federal Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy
Act, the New Jersey Clean Air Act, New Jersey Global Warming Response Act, New Jersey
Clean Water Act, as well as the NJ State Plan.
Response: All required local, state and federal permits will be applied for and obtained as part
of the project once a NEPA decision is rendered for the project.
Comment 3. The proposal to widen the bridge to nine lanes with 14 foot shoulders as well as
add a bike and pedestrian path will make the Scudder Falls Bridge twice as wide as the Golden
Gate Bridge. With costs soaring to over $300 million dollars, we should call this the Golden Plate
Bridge.
Response: A number of alternatives have been studied and analyzed during the environmental
assessment phase of this project. These are more fully described in the EA. In addition, a fully
executed Programmatic Agreement is in place for the project, a copy of which is attached as an
Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment 4. We believe the environmental assessment did not do a proper analysis of the
impacts this bridge will have on air, water, historic sites or public open space. Nor did it do a
comprehensive alternative analysis. The environmental assessment failed to do a historic view
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shed analysis from national historic landmarks, like Washington Crossing and Bowman's Tower,
as well as consider the impact to the historic Delaware and Raritan Canal in New Jersey. It will
also impact the view shed to the National Park Service's federal wild and scenic designation for
the lower Delaware River.
Response: The impact analysis and alternatives analysis adequately document and disclose the
effects of the proposed action on these resources and alternatives.
As outlined on page 28 of the EA/Draft 4(f), an Area of Potential Effect was delineated to
include those areas in which the project may directly or indirectly cause alterations to the
character or use of historic properties (resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places). Direct effects are those that physically alter the characteristics
that qualify a property for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Indirect effects
can include visual changes. The APE is shown in Figure II-4. Washington’s Crossing is
located over 2.5 miles upstream of the bridge, and Bowman’s Tower is located over 6.5 miles
from the bridge. Due to the intervening distance, the project does not have the potential to
detract from the character-defining features of these resources. Neither of these resources was
included in the APE developed for the project as they do not have the potential to be affected by
indirect (visual) changes.
The Delaware and Raritan Canal was one of the historic properties identified within the APE.
The effect of the project on the resource was considered and efforts were made to avoid and
minimize impacts to the resource, as outlined in Chapter IV, Section N.2 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
A Programmatic Agreement has been prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. A copy of the executed Programmatic Agreement is included in the
EA/Draft 4(f).
As noted on page 126 of the EA/Draft 4(f), the National Wild and Scenic River designation for
the Delaware River ends approximately six miles north of the project area.
As part of the Environmental Assessment process, an assessment was conducted on the impacts
of the proposed project on traffic operations, community and economic conditions, utilities and
infrastructure, parklands and recreation facilities, farmlands, aesthetic and visual
characteristics, surface waters, groundwater, geology and soils, floodplains, wetlands,
terrestrial and aquatic habitats, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, air
quality, noise, hazardous waste, secondary development and cumulative impacts. The
Environmental Assessment Addendum was prepared to address the impacts of tolling on the
above features. In addition, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was
prepared dated May 11, 2011 to assess the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling
the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that
the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic
volumes on existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current
levels. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA
Addendum.
Comment 5. The environmental assessment is also deficient because it doesn't take into account
changes in traffic patterns that will result from the planned connection to the NJ turnpike from 131

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Written Comments from the General Public on the
Environmental Assessment EA /Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
95 just north of Philadelphia. It did not look at change in traffic patterns based on adding tolls to
Scudder Falls, which will force local traffic to free bridges like the Calhoun Street Bridge or the
Washington Crossing Bridge. Old data from 2003 was used when planning this project. Since
then, patterns have changed and fewer drivers are on the road. The data is flawed as is the
alternative analysis.
Response: The traffic analysis that was performed for the EA/Draft (4F) accounted for the
planned connection between I-95 and the NJ Turnpike.
Regarding the impacts of traffic diversions, the EA Addendum addresses traffic and other
impacts associated with the decision to implement tolls in the southbound direction on the new
Scudder Falls Bridge. When tolls are introduced to a facility for the first time, it is expected
that some drivers will divert to alternate locations to avoid paying a toll. It is also expected that
a new, widened Scudder Falls Bridge will attract additional traffic from other river crossings,
mitigating some of the effects of diversions due to tolling the southbound direction of the new
Scudder Falls Bridge. To gain an understanding of the potential impacts of the traffic
diversions on the local roadways and adjacent river crossings, the DRJTBC commissioned a
study to forecast the volume of traffic that would divert from the Scudder Falls Bridge to
alternate locations once tolls were implemented in the southbound direction. The overall
findings of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated May 11, 2011, indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to
the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both the peak and nonpeak traffic periods.
The study estimated traffic diversion volumes for the build year (2015) and future year 2030,
assuming both a low toll scenario ($1 for passenger vehicles) and a high toll scenario ($3 for
passenger vehicles) for the Scudder Falls Bridge. The diverted volumes for these scenarios
were compared to traffic volumes projected to occur on the existing Scudder Falls Bridge
without a toll.
For the alternate river crossings, including the Calhoun Street Bridge and Washington
Crossing Bridge, an analysis was performed to determine how the peak hour traffic volumes
compared to the capacity of those facilities. This is commonly expressed as the volume to
capacity (v/c) ratio, which is a measure that reflects mobility and quality of travel of a facility
or section of a facility. It compares roadway demand (vehicle volumes) with roadway supply
(carrying capacity). For example, a v/c of 1.00 indicates that the roadway facility is operating
at its capacity. The v/c ratio is a common performance measure that is widely used in
transportation studies. Tables showing the v/c ratios are included in the EA Addendum, but
the information on the Calhoun Street Bridge and Washington Crossing Bridge are
summarized below:

Crossing

Washington Crossing
Bridge
Calhoun Street Bridge

2015 Peak Hour Volume to
Capacity Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll

2030 Peak Hour Volume to
Capacity Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll

0.95

0.94

1.01

1.02

0.96

1.00

0.87

0.87

0.90

0.93

0.91

0.93
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The results of the diversion analysis demonstrate that there is no negative impact to the v/c
ratios for the Washington Crossing and Calhoun Street Bridges under the low toll scenarios in
both 2015 and 2030 or under the high toll scenario for 2030. This is because some traffic for
these scenarios will divert away from the Washington Crossing and Calhoun Street Bridges in
favor of the Scudder Falls Bridge. For the 2015 high toll scenario, the study determined that
the small diversion of traffic has minimal impact on volume-to-capacity ratios. Under this
scenario, v/c ratios at the Washington Crossing Bridge and the Calhoun Street Bridge increase
by 0.06 and 0.03, respectively.
Comment 6. The additional traffic from the bridge will also lead to more air pollution, further
poisoning our air with particulates. New Jersey is already out of compliance for ground level
ozone and parts per million. This project will cause major increases in both ground level ozone
and PPM, as well as smog. We believe this bridge violates the State Implementation Plan under
the Clean Air Act, as well as the Clean Air Act itself.
Response: The project is part of, and conforms to the State Implementation Plan.
Comment 7. Because this project will take valuable parkland and cover over the Delaware and
Raritan Canal it will have a negative effect on water quality. More than one million people in
Central New Jersey get their water from the Delaware and Raritan Canal. The additional runoff
will have a negative impact to the water quality. The widening of this bridge is also inconsistent
with the region's WQMP. There has been no approval from New Jersey Water Supply Authority.
Also, the additional runoff and pollution will result in increased costs for water purification.
Response: The project will include stormwater BMPs to address the stormwater runoff
resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project will conform to
applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will apply for applicable
permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the project. A
Biological Opinion has been obtained from the National Marine Fisheries Service, which
identifies all of the conditions, and a copy is attached as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment 8. This widening project will require the filling in of river bottom. We can expect the
loss of a third of an acre of river bottom as result of this project. Development in the floodway or
the taking river bottom causes irreparable harm to the river ecosystem that cannot be mitigated
under the state or federal Clean Water Act. It will impact the spawning habitat for endangered
species, like the Short Nosed Sturgeon and the Atlantic Sturgeon, which is a state endangered
species that has been nominated to the federal list.
Response: Development within the project area is expected to continue according to the
framework established by statewide, regional, county, and local land use and master plans,
guided by local and regional zoning and land use plans. Flooding and water quality issues will
be controlled via requirements of the applicable environmental permits. As shown in the EA
on page 132-133, several of the storm water management measures to be utilized for the project
are discussed. Additionally, during the final design portion of this project, Erosion and
Sediment Control Plans, as well as National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plans will be developed for the project using Best
Management Practices (BMP) to be implemented during and after construction activities.
Included in these plans will be details of all BMP measures used which each have their own
33

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Written Comments from the General Public on the
Environmental Assessment EA /Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
maintenance program. Conceptual mitigation plans are included in the EA/Draft 4(f) for
unavoidable impacts to resources. The National Marine Fisheries Service completed its
Biological Opinion relative to the shortnose sturgeon with appropriate Terms and Conditions.
Detailed mitigation will be developed during the final design and permitting phase of the
project. A copy of the Biological Opinion is included as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment 9. The filling in of river bottom and disturbing the floodplain also adds to downstream
flooding. The Delaware River already has a major flooding problem and this project will only
make things worse. This project will destroy valuable wetlands, which are important for flood
control and water purification. Increased impervious cover will not only cause more flooding but
more stormwater runoff. The design of the bridge so far does not adequately deal with stormwater
issues.
Response: The project will include stormwater BMPs to address the stormwater runoff
resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The EA/Draft 4(f) documents the
impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain (Chapter IV.J), surface waters
(Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K)
Additional hydrologic and hydraulics analysis will be performed and compensatory storage will
be developed consistent with the degree of impact determined during final design and
development of the stormwater management plan. Mitigation measures for wetland impacts
will consist of providing wetland replication areas at suitable locations at either a mitigation
bank, through an in-lieu fee program, or on-site. Wetlands impacted by the proposed action
will be replaced at a ratio of 2:1 for forested wetlands, 1.5:1 for scrub/shrub wetlands, and 1:1
for emergent wetlands.
Comment 10. The environmental assessment fails to address the secondary and cumulative
impacts of this project. Secondary impacts of this project include flooding and water quality
impacts from the additional development this bridge will encourage. If the bridge is widened to
the proposed size, we will see a dramatic increase in sprawl and overdevelopment on both sides
of the river but have no plan in place to actually manage that growth. The cumulative impact will
be the increase of air and water pollution in an area that is already overburdened with both.
Response: Chapter IV.A and Chapter IV.R of the EA/Draft 4(f) address the transportation
and the secondary and cumulative effects of the proposed action, respectively. The EA
Addendum also addresses the traffic diverted due to tolling the alternative. For the reasons
stated in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter IV, Section R. Secondary Development and Cumulative
Impacts, the project is not likely to create secondary development. These reasons include the
fact that land use is controlled by zoning, the project does not create a change in access and the
project is consistent with the planned development in the project area. Further, there is a lack
of developable land in the project corridor that is not protected or publicly owned.
Comment 11. The environmental assessment did not consider the impacts from the taking of
parkland, which must be reviewed and approved by the New Jersey State House Commission.
There also has been no historic review by the National Park Service. This project is inconsistent
with the NJ State Plan. It violates many policies, including: Policy 14 on Air Quality; Policy 10
on Greenways and Scenic and Historic Corridors; Policy 5 on VMT reductions, and Air
Resources Policy 1 on the SIP. It also violates Transportation Policy 6 on Transportation and Air
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Quality, Policy 7 on Energy Conservation, Policy 14 on Efficiency and Utilization of Capacity,
and Policy 16 on Demand Management Strategies.
Response: Comment noted. The National Park Service, National Landmarks Program was
included in coordination involving the development of the historic park boundary of the
Delaware Canal National Historic Landmark. Project coordination is described in Chapter V
of the EA/Draft 4(f) and has included regularly scheduled Special Agency Coordination
Meetings regarding the project and potential impacts with agencies that included the National
Park Service, State Historic Preservation Offices in both states, the Delaware and Lehigh
National Heritage Corridor Commission, the Delaware Canal State Park, the Delaware and
Raritan Canal Commission, and the NJ DEP, including Green Acres Program and State Park
Service staff, among others. Project coordination included several field walkovers to view
potentially affected areas of canal parks in Pennsylvania and New Jersey and review historic
boundaries, proposed design, and mitigation measures with these park and canal agencies.
The proposed project is included in the DVRPC Long Range Plan (2035) and on the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Therefore, as part of the TIP, the project
conforms with the State Implementation Plan for air quality in both Pennsylvania and New
Jersey. As discussed under “Section IV.O, Environmental Consequences, Air Quality,” and as
shown in Table IV-15, the future maximum predicted carbon monoxide concentrations with
the project would be well below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards(NAAQS) under
the 2030 Build conditions, and no violations of the NAAQS will occur as a result of the project.
Screening using FHWA and PennDOT guidance indicates that the project will not be of air
quality concern for particulate matter.
The project is also consistent with the goals and policies of the New Jersey State Development
and Redevelopment Plan. Specifically, the project is consistent with Goal 3 of the New Jersey
State Plan: “Promote Beneficial Economic Growth – Promote beneficial economic growth in
locations and in ways that improve the quality of life and the standard of living for all New
Jersey residents. Provide infrastructure in advance of, or concurrent with, the impacts of new
development sufficient to maintain adequate facility standards.”
Policy 5 of the State Plan calls for Infrastructure Investments: “Provide public infrastructure
and related services more efficiently by restoring, maintaining and investing in infrastructure
systems to guide growth, to promote development and redevelopment in Metropolitan and
Suburban Planning Areas…” The project area is designated as a Suburban Planning Area
and adjoins a Metropolitan Planning Area to the east.
The State Plan includes an Infrastructure Needs Assessment, and this section of the plan
states: “Investment in capital facilities and other infrastructure is one of the most powerful
tools available to implement comprehensive plans for development and redevelopment. The
New Jersey State Planning Act recognizes the importance of infrastructure by promoting
development or redevelopment where infrastructure exists or may be readily provided and
discouraging development where capacities are limited.”
As discussed in the EA/Draft 4(f), additional regional or subarea planning is available through
the designation of Transportation Development Districts (TDDs). The New Jersey
Transportation Development District Act of 1989 provides for the development of district-wide
transportation investment plans as the basis for the assessment of fees for off-tract
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transportation improvements in high-growth areas. These districts allow public/private
partnership in funding and implementing transportation improvements necessitated by growth.
In Mercer County, the TDD that has been designated for the I-95/I-295 corridor encompasses
the three I-95 interchanges to the east of the project area: Scotch Road, Route 31, and the
Federal City Road Interchanges. The 1986 Mercer County Growth Management Plan
designated the I-95/I-295 TDD area for growth.
The planned improvements under the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project would
accommodate traffic flows emanating from and destined to this designated high-growth region
along I-95/I-295. The Mercer County Growth Management Plan, amended January 12, 2000,
states that: ― “Clearly, the capacity of our County highway network is becoming increasingly
inadequate to accommodate the demands being placed upon it...” The Mercer County
Highway Master Plan targets a Level of Service D during the peak hours as the minimum level
of service to provide. The proposed action has been designed to provide LOS D during peak
hours on I-95.
At the I-95 exit immediately north of the project area, recently constructed projects in the I-95
corridor include the Scotch Road Interchange improvements proposed in conjunction with the
Merrill Lynch office park development. These improvements involved interchange
reconstruction and addition of collector/distributor roadways along I-95 and widening along
Scotch Road. The Merrill Lynch office park development encompassed approximately 1.7
million square feet off the interchange area, and full build-out for the site will include 3.5
million square feet of office space. Under both the New Jersey Development and
Redevelopment Plan and the Mercer County Growth Management Plan, the Scotch Road
Interchange area is slated as a Planned Regional Center and Regional Growth Area,
respectively.
The Ewing Township Master Plan (Draft February 2006) states that: “Some critical
transportation investments could strategically enhance mobility and accessibility for residents
and a reasonable level of development consistent with the land use plan...The township
supports improving capacity of the [I-95/Scudder Falls] bridge, remedying interchange safety
improvements and considering park and ride locations to reduce traffic in the area (there is a
park and ride across the Delaware River on the Pennsylvania side).”
Comment 12. The proposal violates goals of the NJ State Plan as well. It is in violation of Goal
1 on Urban Revitalization, Goal 2 to Conserve the State's Natural Resources, Goal 4 to Protect
the Environment, and Goal 7 to Preserve and Enhance Areas with Historic, Cultural, Scenic,
Open Space and Recreational Value. This investment in the bridge will promote sprawl and
suburban growth at the expense of cities while undermining air quality, water quality and our
natural resources.
Response: The project is consistent with the New Jersey State Plan, which identifies the
project area west of Bear Tavern Road as a Suburban Planning Area, and areas east of Bear
Tavern Road are designated Metropolitan Planning Areas. These planning areas are
identified in the State Plan as the areas where development or redevelopment should occur. See
previous response. The pedestrian/bicycle facility will enhance the recreational use of the
canal towpaths by linking the 2 canal park systems in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. A
Programmatic Agreement (PA) was executed for this project. The New Jersey State Historic
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Preservation Office and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission are parties to
the PA. The Final Section 4(f) document includes a copy of the fully executed PA. A copy of
the fully executed PA can also be found as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Comment 13. Not only is this proposal expensive and harmful to the environment, it will not
alleviate traffic problems. For travelers heading south, Route 1-95 will go from five lanes on the
bridge down to two lanes once entering Pennsylvania. Vehicles during rush hour will be
bottlenecking once leaving the bridge, causing traffic jams and accidents. A bridge this wide and
big will not function as proposed. And because of the new toll, there will be more traffic on older,
worn out bridges and congestion in our neighborhoods and towns.
Response: In the southbound direction, the proposed three travel lanes will not create a
bottleneck upon leaving the bridge. The reason being the third lane will be dropped as an exit
to PA Route 332 allowing for a safe transition back to the two lane roadway section that will be
signed appropriately with the required advance signing.
As part of the Environmental Assessment process, an assessment was conducted on the impacts
of the proposed project on traffic operations, community and economic conditions, utilities and
infrastructure, parklands and recreation facilities, farmlands, aesthetic and visual
characteristics, surface waters, groundwater, geology and soils, floodplains, wetlands,
terrestrial and aquatic habitats, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, air
quality, noise, hazardous waste, secondary development and cumulative impacts. The
Environmental Assessment Addendum was prepared to address the impacts of tolling on the
above features. In addition, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was
prepared dated May 11, 2011 to address the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling
the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that
the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non-peak traffic periods. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are
summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
Comment 14. There is not a need to expand the bridge to the size proposed. The data used when
planning this widening project was collected in 2003 and since then, people are driving less.
Traffic projections have gone down and all major toll roads are seeing fewer drivers. More
importantly, a change in traffic patterns in the region was not considered. The addition of a new
interchange on 95 in Pennsylvania will allow drivers to access the New Jersey Turnpike at exit 6
in Burlington County. This will divert a lot of cars and trucks from the stretch of I-95 where the
Scudder Falls Bridge is located. This change in traffic pattern was not considered when this
proposal was developed.
Response: The configuration of the proposed action is based on year 2030 traffic forecasts
prepared by the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission. The new I-95 interchange
in Pennsylvania was considered as built for the 2030 traffic forecasts.
Comment 15. There has been an effort made by the DRJTBC to make the proposal appear as if
has a public benefit on air quality when really, it's just a front and no real progress will be made.
The shoulders were made wider for bus service; however there are no plans by NJ Transit to
expand into PA. As it is, NJ Transit cannot deal with current routes and is cutting back its service.
The pedestrian path is an attempt to show something is being done about air quality, but there is
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no way to connect pedestrian traffic to the D and R Canal and you cannot put pedestrian and bike
access on an interstate highway.
Response: The air quality analysis is documented in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter IV.O. The
pedestrian/bicycle does connect to the Delaware and Raritan Canal towpath as shown in
Figure III-18, page 60, of the EA/Draft 4(f).
Projects such as this are encouraged by FHWA to provide for multiple modes of
transportation. The proposed action for this project does provide accommodations for Bus
Rapid Transit with the inclusion of a 14-foot inside shoulder along the entire project.
Coordination has taken place with the transit agencies in PA and NJ and, as a result, both
states have encouraged the accommodation of the BRT lane in the project. In addition, the
Pedestrian/Bicycle Facility that is shown in the EA to link the two canal state park systems in
PA and NJ is allowed on an interstate highway and will be provided as part of the project.
There are no Federal laws or regulations that prohibit shared use paths along or near
Interstate highways or other freeways. Under 23 U.S.C. 217(g) transportation plans must
consider bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.
Comment 16. Not only is the proposed bridge itself badly designed but access on and off the
bridge will continue to be poor. On the New Jersey side, the proposal calls for a small circle
roundabout followed by a diamond interchange. This will only cause confusion, accidents and
traffic jams. The current design is bad enough - this proposal is similar to how it is now except for
the added traffic circle.
Response:
The configuration of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange was thoroughly reviewed by
NJDOT and is fully endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT was, in fact, a proponent of the proposed
Route 29 Interchange alignment and was involved in its development. Access on and off the
bridge for the proposed alignment meets current design standards and addresses the safety
issues associated with the current configuration.
Comment 17. Even the proposed tolls for the project are poorly planned. In an attempt to avoid a
backup at the toll booth, a toll without booths is being proposed. Drivers without E-Z Pass will
have their picture taken as they go over the bridge and will be mailed a bill. The administrative
costs of that process will be equal to the revenue generated from the toll. Also, many travelers
from out of town will receive a bill and will likely be confused and simply not pay it.
Response: The EA Addendum addresses the impacts from tolling the new bridge. The EA
Addendum is based on the findings from the Traffic Diversion Study for the Scudder Falls
Bridge dated May 11, 2011. The Commission intends to undertake a future traffic and revenue
study for the new bridge. As part of this study the Commission will determine the toll rate
structure to be implemented for the All Electronic Toll System on the new bridge. The
administrative costs for the video license plate tolling and billing process will be considered in
the overall development of the toll rates for this bridge.
A business decision relative to cashless tolling is consistent with industry trends and practices
being implemented by other toll authorities, such as the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey, and the South Jersey Transportation Authority
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Comment 18. We agree that the Scudder Falls Bridge needs to be repaired and modernized to
get rid of some of the concerns and safety problems but we don't need this massive gold-plated
bridge. It makes no sense to spend all this money in New Jersey to send more people and jobs to
Pennsylvania. There are some reasonable alternatives.
Response: Due to the close proximity of the Taylorsville Road Interchange and the NJ Route
29 Interchange to the Scudder Falls Bridge, entrance ramps from these two interchanges
cannot be designed to safely merge onto the mainline roadway (I-95) without the auxiliary
lanes being added to the bridge. Proper AASHTO, PennDOT and/or NJDOT design criteria
must be met for acceleration lane length and merge distances.
Comment 19. The bridge could be redesigned with entrance ramps that actually merge onto the
highway before the bridge, saving us tens of millions while making the interchanges safer and
easier to navigate. Instead of widening the bridge by more than doubling its size, we could
establish flex or reversible lanes that would allow more lanes to open up during rush hour.
Response: All reasonable alternatives were considered in the EA/Draft 4(f) (see Chapter III).
Due to the close proximity of the Taylorsville Road Interchange and the NJ Route 29
Interchange to the Scudder Falls Bridge, entrance ramps from these two interchanges cannot
be designed to safely merge onto the mainline roadway (I-95) without the auxiliary lanes being
added to the bridge. Proper AASHTO, PennDOT and/or NJDOT design criteria must be met
for acceleration lane length and merge distances.
Regarding the reversible lanes alternative, this option is addressed in the EA (Page 38 ContraFlow Lane) and was dismissed for several reasons; the cost of this alternative would be higher
than the preferred alternative when considering the operational costs involved with the
reversible lanes, the system would be inefficient and of marginal value over the short length of
the bridge, safety concerns at the transition areas where the interchanges are located and
operational issues with moving the contra-flow barriers multiple times a day.
Comment 20. According to DRJTBC estimates, after this is all done the bridge will still function
at a level D. Currently it is at level F. For all that money, we will see hardly any improvement and
there will still be congestion problems because of the design. The only thing this bridge widening
will accomplish is add more greenhouse gases to the atmosphere and violate Global Warming
Response Act. Plus, people will lose their houses and land in the process.
Response: The proposed improvements have been designed to meet the project purpose of
relieving chronic congestion (LOS E or LOS F) during peak traffic periods and improving
mobility in the I-95 project area. Providing adequate roadway capacity and acceptable traffic
operations during peak travel periods is generally defined as LOS D in urban areas. A project
goal is to achieve level of service (LOS) D or better within the project limits in the design year
2030. The project achieves this goal. The year 2030 LOS on the Scudder Falls Bridge will be
better than LOS D, ranging from LOS A in the non-peak flow direction to LOS C in the peak
flow direction during peak hours (see Table IV-2, page 89, of the EA/Draft 4(f)). The future
year levels of service will be substantially better than the current levels of service.
The air quality study and analysis performed for the project has determined that this project is
not of an air quality concern. The project meets the Clean Air Act’s requirements and has no
air quality impacts associated with it. We will also add that the proposed improvements will
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displace one residence located in close proximity to the north side of I-95 off Woodside Road in
PA. The widening along I-95, Taylorsville Road, and Woodside Road will require acquisition
of portions of four other residential properties in PA and one residential property in NJ, but
will not displace these residences. Most of these residential acquisitions will effect between 5%
and 34% of the property, with the exception of the one residential displacement. One
undeveloped parcel adjoining the north side of I-95 will be acquired in total and portions of
three other undeveloped parcels will be acquired. No businesses will be acquired. In addition,
four publically owned parcels in PA and one publically owned parcel in NJ will be impacted
and require a portion of each parcel to be acquired.
Comment 21. There are better, more efficient, ways to save money and protect the environment
while actually getting people where they need to go. The environmental assessment for this
proposal is wholly inadequate and a further EIS is warranted. As proposed, this project violates
the National Environmental Policy Act and the Federal Stimulus Law, so it will not be eligible to
receive federal funding.
Response: The project was scoped as an Environmental Assessment to determine whether or
not the project caused significant environmental impacts warranting an EIS. A federal agency
prepares a written environmental assessment (EA) to determine whether or not a federal
undertaking would significantly affect the environment. If the answer is no, the agency issues
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). The FONSI may address measures which an
agency will take to mitigate potentially significant impacts. If it is determined at the end of the
EA process that the environmental consequences of the proposed project may be significant,
the FHWA will request that an EIS be prepared in order to comply with NEPA.
Comments of the Tri-State Transportation Campaign (Comment #P240)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft 4(f)
Evaluation Document ("EA") for the 1-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project ("project").
The Tri-State Transportation Campaign ("Tri-State") is a regional policy watchdog organization
working for a more environmentally sound and equitable transportation network in New Jersey,
New York, and Connecticut.
In general, Tri-State acknowledges that there are several substandard design features on the
bridge that require attention, as well as heavy peak hour congestion. With respect to these issues,
there are aspects of the project that appear to be positive. These include the inclusion of dedicated
lanes to accommodate future Route 1 Bus Rapid Transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and
cashless tolling. We support the inclusion of these features in the final design of the structure.
Currently, the EA does not guarantee pedestrian and bicycle access, address the impacts of tolling
or fully develop an analysis of rejected alternatives or secondary impacts. Further, we are
concerned that the project as contemplated will result in unintended negative impacts and fall
short of the safety goals outlined in the project purpose and needs statement.
The project team should create a full Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") to address several
remaining issues and unanswered questions, as outlined below. Additionally, we call on the lead
agencies to confirm the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian access in the final bridge design.

40

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Written Comments from the General Public on the
Environmental Assessment EA /Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Comment A.
1. The EA does not fully address secondary impacts or adequately support the
selection of the preferred alternative.
We are troubled by the long term effect of building a bridge more than twice the size of the
current structure. According to the traffic data provided in the EA, while traffic Level of Service
(LOS) improves on the bridge itself, conditions the east and west of the project area will worsen
as a direct result of the expanded bridge capacity. In solving one problem, the bridge
reconstruction is creating another. Increased congestion will create pressure to widening the 1-95
mainline, continuing the cycle of until the new bridge is filled with traffic. The expansion would
drive ever worsening sprawl in sensitive Bucks County.
It is settled that adding road capacity doesn't solve congestion, it merely kicks it down the road
by attracting more vehicles in the long term. The EA provides a succinct summary of the pattern:
Since its initial construction, the 1-95 corridor has experienced substantial growth over the years,
with residential and commercial development spurred on by interstate highway access.
Development pressures in the 1-95 corridor have continued in recent years, due to access
provided by 1-95 and several regional transit lines that service Philadelphia and New York City
and Newark. This transportation access has enhanced the attractiveness of the area for
commuters, since the project area is within commuting distance of major metropolitan areas in
Center City Philadelphia, within 20 miles, and New York-Newark, within 50 miles.
Despite this, the EA concludes that no secondary impacts will result in the project area -a corridor
so narrow as to render that conclusion meaningless. The EA speaks of an undefined "area"
surrounding the project area, and dismisses the possibility of secondary impacts because of
zoning and other restrictions.
As noted above, the traffic data cited in the EA clearly shows higher traffic volumes in the build
scenario than in the no build. Couple this with the description of fast developing sprawl
development, and it is far from clear that the expanded capacity will not drive more damaging
development. The self-defeating capacity expansion calls into question the hefty price tag of $300
million. A smaller design that creates less pressure on adjacent roadways and surrounding land
use may be a more prudent course of action given the current tight budgets for the agencies
involved. The residents of the area and users of the roadway deserve better analysis through the
preparation of a full EIS, rather than unsupported and conclusory statements when contemplating
a project of this size and scope. The EIS should include a comprehensive cost/benefit analysis
taking all features and impacts of the proposed structure into account.
We do not believe that a convincing case was made against the contra-flow lane alternative.
Given the directionality of the peak period traffic (see EA p. l0), the contra-flow lane should be
studied further. Reasons for eliminating the alternative included the additional life-cycle cost of
$12 million, safety concerns in the transitional areas and lack of efficiency. There is no
elaboration on the inefficiency of the contra-flow lane, nor a description of safety concerns. The
contra-flow lane alternative will benefit from in depth study as part of a full EIS.
Response: As indicated in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter II, Section D. – Proposed Action, the
proposed action will add one travel lane in each direction to the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge and
to I-95 between PA Route 332 and NJ Route 29. The project will improve future year levels of
service on the Scudder Falls Bridge and within the 4.4 mile project area. The structure will be
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more than twice its current size because the project will add inside and outside shoulders and
auxiliary lanes to the bridge which do not exist today and are not conforming with current
design practice and guideline. These features are necessary in order to safely and efficiently
accommodate through traffic and traffic entering and exiting from the adjacent Taylorsville
Road and NJ Route 29 interchanges. In consultation with NJ Transit, 14-wide inside
shoulders are proposed to accommodate Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) during congested periods.
For the reasons stated in the EA/Draft 4(f), Chapter IV, Section R. Secondary Development
and Cumulative Impacts, the project is not likely to create secondary development. These
reasons include the fact that the project does not create a change in access and that the project
is consistent with the planned development in the project area. Further, there is a lack of
developable land in the project corridor that is not protected or publicly owned. Daily traffic
forecasts for the Build alternative compared to the No-Build alternative would be
approximately 10% higher. This would not be new traffic but traffic redistributed from other
roadways/bridges within the regional network because I-95 becomes a more attractive route.
The contra-flow lane was examined due to the directionality of the peak period traffic flows.
However, it was dismissed from further consideration for several reasons, as stated in the
EA/Draft 4(f): it would be at higher cost than the proposed action when operating costs are
considered; it would be inefficient and of marginal value over the short length of the bridge,
particularly with regard to addressing congestion from traffic entering and exiting the
interchanges adjacent to the bridge; and, the transition areas into and out of the contra-flow
lane present safety concern, especially since there are interchanges in close proximity which
complicates signage and thus driver perception.
The purpose of the project is to alleviate recurring current and future traffic congestion and
upgrade safety and traffic operational conditions on the I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge and
adjoining highway segments in PA and NJ. The project area extends 4.4miles between the PA
Route 332 Interchange and the Bear Tavern Road Interchange in NJ to allow for a smooth
and safe transition from the widened roadway section back to the existing lane configuration.
Having more lanes on the bridge than on the approach roadway will not create a bottleneck
condition. The number of lanes is needed to facilitate movements to and from ramps at
adjacent interchanges. The additional lanes are auxiliary lanes which are a designed to
provide motorists with room to accelerate or decelerate as they enter or leave the I-95 mainline
roadway. Auxiliary lanes are a required design element at interchange locations and their use
has been shown to improve traffic conditions on the mainline roadway.
The project was scoped as an Environmental Assessment to determine whether or not the
project caused significant environmental impacts warranting an EIS. A federal agency
prepares a written environmental assessment (EA) to determine whether or not a federal
undertaking would significantly affect the environment. If the answer is no, the agency issues
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). The FONSI may address measures which an
agency will take to mitigate potentially significant impacts. If it is determined at the end of the
EA process that the environmental consequences of the proposed project may be significant,
the FHWA will request that an EIS be prepared in order to comply with NEPA.
Comment B.
2. The final design must include shore-to-shore pedestrian and bicycle access.
The final design for any replacement or refurbished Scudder Falls Bridge must include
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pedestrian and bicycle access. Popular multi-use trails exist on both sides of the river and the
bridge is in the center of a 12 mile stretch without a cross-river connection for pedestrians and
bicycles. The connection provided on the Scudder Falls Bridge would benefit businesses on
either side, provide greater recreational activities, and offer a sorely needed transportation
alternative to driving over the bridge. Facilitating a greater mode share for bicycles and
pedestrians will help meet the project goal of congestion relief on the bridge and offer the
additional external benefits such as lower emissions, less noise pollution and lower health care
costs.
The inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle access is supported by state and federal policy. The EA
makes clear that several funding options remain on the table, however, 23 U.S.C. §217 mandates
the inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle access in any bridge projects using federal funds where
access can be safely provided at a "reasonable cost.” Similarly, NJ's recently adopted Complete
Streets policy requires provisions for all users, including pedestrians and cyclists, be included in
the "planning, design, construction, maintenance and operation of new and retrofit transportation
facilities.”
The projected cost of attached to the inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is $18 million,
or 6% of total project costs. Guidance at both the federal and state level contemplates "reasonable
costs" being those under 20% of the total project costs. The cost associated with pedestrian and
bicycle facilities on the Scudder Falls Bridge is well within bounds contemplated in state and
federal policy. The benefits for the community and positive impact on project goals far outweigh
projected costs. Large infrastructure projects such as this do not occur often and the new structure
is designed to last for generations. This is truly a once in a lifetime opportunity to provide
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, and the opportunity should not be squandered.
Response: Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless, meaning
tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be built. The
Environmental Assessment Addendum was prepared to address the impacts of tolling on the
above features. In addition, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was
prepared dated May 11,2011 to address the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling
the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that
the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non-peak traffic periods. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are
summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
Comment C.
3. More study is required to quantify the effect of tolling.
This past month, the DRJTBC announced that the new bridge would be a tolled facility. Tri-State
supports road pricing and tolling for funding reasons as well as a measure to help reduce VMT,
especially cashless tolling, which avoids potential congestion effects of traditional collection
methods. We applaud the DRJTBC for the inclusion of these cashless tolls in the final design.
However, the EA's traffic analysis is silent on the effects, positive or negative, of adding tolling
to the currently untolled bridge. An informed decision on the project cannot be made until the
impacts of the toll are studied. A full EIS that includes a tolling impact analysis should be
prepared for the project.
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Response: Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless, meaning
tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be built. The
Environmental Assessment Addendum was prepared to address the impacts of tolling on the
above features. In addition, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was
prepared dated May 11,2011 to address the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling
the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that
the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non-peak traffic periods. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are
summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
Comment D
4. The size of the planned expansion may create new safety issues in the name of solving
old safety issues.
The preferred alternative creates a nine lane bridge between the six travel lanes and three
auxiliary lanes. The lanes are justified in the EA by the proximity of the interchanges on either
side of the bridge. However, the configuration of the two auxiliary lanes on the northbound side
appears to create a dangerous weaving condition that did not previously exist. Through vehicles
entering the roadway from the Taylorsville Road interchange will be forced to cross two lanes
of traffic to access the travel lanes before auxiliary lanes end. Similarly, vehicles traveling on 195 from south of the project area will now have to cross two lanes of traffic to exit at Route 29
in N.J. -assuming the vehicle is already in the rightmost travel lane of three. Data in the EA
shows that a large portion of the trips over the bridge are regional trips, meaning that drivers are
using one of the two interchanges at the ends of the bridge and will have to negotiate the newly
created weaving section. In addition, the EA notes that 58% of crashes in the project are occur
at these interchanges, 78% of accidents DRJTBC-jurisdiction-wide similarly occur at
intersections.
While acknowledging that the substandard acceleration lanes at the intersections present a
legitimate safety hazard, the solution must not simply exchange one hazard for another. We urge
further study in a full EIS of the traffic flows and accident projections given the creation of large
weaving sections within the project area.
Response: The traffic and safety analysis performed for the EA/Draft 4(f) and the Point of
Access Study, demonstrates that the proposed lane configuration will provide for safe and
efficient traffic flow on the bridge. In the northbound direction, there are two northbound onramps from Taylorsville Road. The on-ramp from eastbound Taylorsville Road is an add lane
followed by an auxiliary lane for the westbound Taylorsville Road on-ramp. This auxiliary
lane becomes the off-ramp to NJ Route 29. This creates a five lane section northbound across
the Scudder Falls Bridge. The auxiliary lane length is 2,526 feet. This distance provides for a
safe and acceptable operation for motorists to switch lanes and exit from the mainline roadway
to Route 29 or to accelerate and merge into the mainline right lane from the Taylorsville Road
northbound on ramp, in accordance with AASHTO design standards.
Conclusion
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In conclusion, Tri-State has many concerns about the Scudder Bridge project. We urge the
lead agencies to prepare a full EIS that includes: I) full analysis of alternatives, including the
contraflow lane, and secondary impacts caused by the capacity expansion; 2) operational and
safety impacts of a new weaving section created by the auxiliary lanes; 3) the impact of
tolling; and 4) supports the BRT lane and pedestrian and bicycle access.
Comments of the New Jersey Alliance for Action (Comment #P290)
The New Jersey Alliance for Action strongly supports the plan of the Delaware River Joint Toll
Bridge Commission to build a new bridge carrying Interstate 95 across the Delaware River. It
would replace the aging Scudder Falls Bridge that was designed to antiquated standards no
longer deemed acceptable by the Federal Highway Commission.
As you may be aware, the Alliance is a unique non-profit, non-partisan statewide coalition of
over 600 business, labor, professional, academic, and government organizations. Our
commitment is to investment in infrastructure for New Jersey economy, environment, and quality
of life.
Seldom has any project as the one we discuss today offered the people of New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and the entire region as many critically needed benefits – public safety, traffic
congestion relief and economic development and jobs.
On public safety, accidents on the existing Scudder Falls Bridge are too common based on the
antiquated design of the span and interchanges. A new bridge constructed to modern design
standards would help save lives and prevent dangerous accidents.
On congestion, the Scudder Falls Bridge operates at the worst level of service classification for a
federal highway, during peak periods. Traffic volumes are projected to rise by 35 percent – from
an average of 58,400 vehicles per day to 77,500 vehicles per day by 2030.
On Economic Development and Jobs, so vital during today’s economic downturn, the $310
million project would create as many as 3,000 jobs in a construction industry that is so vital to
lifting us out of recession. Overall, it is estimated that the project would contribute $341 million
to personal earnings and $1.054 billion in economic activity. This would provide an economic
boost throughout this region to a wide rand of businesses, big and small.
The Commission has made a responsible and realistic decision on how to finance construction of
the new bridge by cashless tolling with little if any funding expected from the federal and state
governments. Tolls paid by the users of the replacement bridge is the most equitable solution. It
also would avoid construction of a conventional toll plaza that would create congestion and
delays for drivers.
This is an excellent project and the Alliance for Action stands ready to provide our support and
readiness to assist in its implementation.
Response: Comment Noted. As noted in the EA/Draft 4(f), the project meets the project
Purpose and Need.
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Public Verbal Comments Given Tuesday, January 19, 2010 (T1, T2, T3, etc. refer to
Tuesday hearing and comment #)
T1 - PHILIP BEACHEM: Good evening. I'm Phil Beachem, president of the New Jersey
Alliance for Action. The Alliance is a unique non-profit, non-partisan statewide coalition of New
Jersey who represent over 600 business, labor and professional, academic and…..governmental
organizations, and our commitment is to investment in infrastructure for New Jersey's economy,
environment and quality of life. Seldom has a project, this particular project, has many criticallyneeded issues.
On public safety, accidents on the existing Scudder Falls Bridge are too common based on the
antiquated design of the span and interchanges. A new bridge constructed to modern design
standards would help save lives and prevent dangerous accidents.
On congestion, the bridge operates at the worst level of service classified for a federal highway
during peek travel periods. Traffic volumes are projected to rise by 35 percent, from an average
of 58,400 vehicles per day to 77,500 vehicles per day by the year 2030.
On economic development and jobs, so vital during today's economic downturn, this project
creates as many as 3,000 jobs in the construction industry and contributes 341 million to personal
earnings and $1.5 billion in economic activity. Commission has made a responsible and realistic
decision on how to finance and support it. Thank you very much. I submit my comments.
Response: Comment Noted. As noted in the EA/Draft 4(f), the project meets the project
Purpose and Need.
T2 - JERRY KEENAN: My name's Jerry Keenan. I live in East Windsor Township, and I'm
here to talk as someone who uses the bridge quite often.
I got looking at those pictures, I
thought the pictures of traffic may be -- could be a little closer and get some sound effects and
hear the horns blasting because that's what they do when they go across the bridge. It's a horrible
bridge. It needs to be fixed. It's a question of efficiency getting back and forth, and it's also a
question of safety. One, a question of safety because of the roadway that I do whenever I go
across there with people cutting in and screaming and people beeping the horns and, two, if you
look at the condition of that bridge it, obviously, needs to be fixed. The term structurally
obsolete, you can give it any name you want. It's time to fix it.
So this is a question of efficiency, impact and safety for a number of reasons. Because of that, I
think this is time for the Commission to step up and get this bridge taken care of and make
everyone safer. Thank you very much for your time.
Response: Comment Noted. As noted in the EA/Draft 4(f), the project satisfies the project
Purpose and Need.
T3 - ROBERT BAIRD PATERSON: My name is Robert Baird Paterson. Good evening.
Thank you for the comments so far and unlike this speaker gentleman, I refrain from pounding
my dashboard, but I've been involved many times -- I'm here tonight, though, because I live right
next to the highway. I live in the Commons, one of the projects just below where you are going to
be having some noise barriers there. It is a problem that I see that you will have to deal with
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probably in the longer term that I would like to raise tonight. You certainly have to deal with as
this project proceeds. And that is you're projecting certain capacity of this highway for a period
of time goes to 2030, and you're expecting outcome of level D service in 2030. It's a level out
from -- it's probably going to be still at that same level. There is very careful things to be made to
track the growth of traffic is unlike the present time that we are in terms of corporate
development and/or housing development I believe that we will have more -- more development
of both and particularly I think -- I know I'm involved in our county of Ewing, we're seeking to
incorporate as a matter of public policy. And that leaves more traffic to the commercial levels of
traffic. So -- and that has been over a period of growth of traffic. So I think that -- I know you
just -- to factor in to this development process a careful monitoring of the levels of service that
you are finding that you would find if you had detailed roadways and secondary roadways that
would give you the best indicators of the traffic at least to factor in to this process a continuing
mind frame of traffic to see whether or not you're on track for achieving, at least the level D, or
maybe higher, but sometime invest more funds to change some of the intersections.
And from my part, it's interesting to be involved in sort of a kind of an experiment, but at least a
change in the way the New Jersey side of the roadway is developed with these round abouts, and
there are some rounds abouts in Ewing Township and in other certain areas who have large
traffic, but they are -- I emphasize, large traffic circles. What I see on the maps seems to me to be
not quite large enough for the kind of peek area of traffic you have, and so I would ask the
planners to look again and say comparison to peek period I think a large traffic circles do exist
very close by so you have common plans for traffic. Maybe consider expanding these rounds
abouts, make them wider or maybe hopefully they will take more traffic.
And then the other aspect of the fact impacts where I live and the area that I live is that you might
need more shoulder area going up to the off ramp from 95 south, interchange of 95, so that you
can stack more cars and there will be more cars off the main right of way on 95. That just
involves perhaps a right of way on the north side of I-95. That also may be a consideration in
Pennsylvania where you have that long traffic lane going down 95 or approaching 95 in
Pennsylvania. I don't know what bridge, but just a consideration that there may be stacking and
may be have more space. That's all. Thank you.
Response: The project has been designed to achieve acceptable Level of Service (LOS) D or
better in the design year 2030. With LOS D, a certain reserve capacity would exist to
accommodate some additional traffic growth beyond the traffic forecasts to year 2030.
The analysis of the proposed roundabouts indicates that the preliminary design of these
roundabouts will provide acceptable traffic LOS in the design year. During final design,
refinements of the design would be made if warranted.
The traffic analysis performed for the EA/Draft 4(f) indicates that these ramps will operate at
acceptable Levels of Service and that queues will not be excessive or back onto I-95.
Additional traffic analysis is planned during the final design phase to refine the designs as
necessary.
T4 - JEFF TITTEL: Jeff Tittel, director of New Jersey Sierra Club. I also do pass the site every
day when I go to Trenton, and one of the things that struck me today coming over here was I was
at the Governor's Inaugural this morning, and I realized that New Jersey was broke. We have to
learn to do more with less. When I look at this bridge and design that I see here to build a nine-
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lane bridge, the pedestrian crossing is building a Mercedes at the time when we're all basically
tightening our belts. We also say the cost to widen the bridge is not only efficient, but the tolls
because of it and also slow down traffic, you will lose a lot of this whole benefit.
We believe that the environmental assessment is wholly inadequate and not -- do the proper
alternative analysis did not really study the interconnection between 95 and New Jersey Turnpike
and the Pennsylvania Turnpike extension with the trucks from here, the data from 2003 people
are driving less. Traffic patterns are changing. There is not adequate addressing water quality, of
air quality. New Jersey will have a have hard time meeting the standards. This is a major trip
traffic generator of traffic. You'll have a hard time dealing with EPM which is particular matter
from diesel exhaust. They are not looking at the secondary impacts for this project, and we
continue the water quality impacts from that.
We think that, quite frankly, this project misses point in a lot of ways. We believe that this bridge
has to be fixed and that it needs to be made safer, but we see building nine lanes -- we have three
lanes of highway on one side and two lanes on the other side a major investment that's not
necessary that can be easily accomplished, and I disagree using a flex lane or reversible lane. We
also believe that there is just a lot of problems in doing this bridge at this time at this cost to the
people in this area and that there really hasn't been adequate analysis alternative and, quite
frankly, on the Pennsylvania side and do the merging before you get to the bridge so you don't
need to have four lanes going to the New Jersey side. The round about with the diamond lanes
and because I think traffic jams on the New Jersey side is close to mediating.
So to us, I think we are – quite frankly, this needs to be looked at and needs to be paired back and
designed to be more common sense way to save people money and save people time because,
again, getting tolls on it, that extra time I feel is going to be a loss and after 20 years to be D level
of service, which is not really that much better than now, I think shows that there is a problem
with this project. Thank you very much.
Oh, one other thing. On the pedestrian crossing, normally would support pedestrian-bike transit.
We think in order to make this project ADA compliant, it would be very sensitive and you have
to develop some kind of system to get to the Jersey side, but also putting pedestrian on an
interstate highway is – even with barriers is a -- is really a safety problem, and we also are
concerned about the parkland and the visual impacts on the natural historic sites. Thank you.
Response: See “Response to Written Comments from the General Public” document, page 30
for the response to written comments submitted by the Sierra Club, New Jersey Chapter, by
letter of February 2, 2010 (Comment #P120).
T5 - PHIN TUTHILL: My name is Phin Tuthill from Washington Crossing, Pennsylvania. I'm
here as a supporter of the bike and pedestrian way. One of the biggest problems we have right
now, this ongoing from a health standpoint is obesity. If we don't allow for people to bike to
work, it is just going to get worse. This bridge is going to be in effect for 50 to 75 years. More
and more people are going to want to bike to work. We are going to be making more allowances
for them to do that and if we don't do that now, it's a problem, and I do agree with the previous
speaker in that the adjacent bike walking lane may be a problem. I think it might be considered
dropped under the bridge that may be a more viable option. It might be more -- less expensive
option also and, obviously, then you don't have to go back down as far.
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Tolls? User fee as long it was tolls for supporting and whatever. I don't have a problem with
that. But I think the -- I think, again, the bicycle walking option really has to be included for
health and future transportation reasons.
One other thing I forgot to mention, anybody has a DUI situation can't drive. We need to allow
them to get to work. Thank you.
Response: Comment Noted. The EA/Draft 4(f) considers the benefits and impacts of the
proposed action both with and without the pedestrian/bicycle facility. Subsequent to the
EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of a
pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The Commission
further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health, environmental,
and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the region.
The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages 59 and 60 of the
EA/Draft 4(f).
T6 - BESRICH PLUMMER: My name is Besrich Plummer. I live in New Jersey by the 29
Interchange and 95. I would like to say that I support the project, but the same time, I'm
wondering why a toll system has to be used. I'm sure it's going to be – the reason is going to be
for pay for the construction, but I do think that's an added burden by the residents of New Jersey
and Pennsylvania should be.
However, the 29 Interchange is very very dangerous. It's the worse interchange I've seen, and it
has to be improved. There are several accidents there every year, and it's actually a serious
situation. Even though the DOT added some yield signs, no one knows who is supposed to yield
and every time it is, you take your life in your hands.
So I do support the project, but I'm wondering what the level of service is going to be when is
needed. What we hearing is that the level of service D in 2030. That -- what is it going to be
now? I'm not sure I saw that in the information packet.
But I think it's a good project overall, and I would like to see something done because the traffic
condition is really really bad in the mornings and in the afternoons.
So let's hope something gets done, and I'm not sure what the schedule is for basically design
construction and what time frame is. Supposed to be a four-year project. I'm sure that's -- but I
don't think. I think the public would like to know that information because I'm sure it's going to
be later construction and certain traffic during construction.
Thank you.
Response: Comment noted. Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge,
the Commission will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess
the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new
Scudder Falls Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared
dated May 11,2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic
diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic
impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and
non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on
existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The
Traffic Diversion Study shows that the majority of motorists who divert from using the
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southbound direction of the Scudder Falls Bridge will end up using the Route 1 (TrentonMorrisville) bridge. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section
IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air
Quality Screening that was conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with
the proposed tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act
requirements.
The Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are
subject to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be
cashless, meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would
not be built.
The proposed design for the NJ Route 29 Interchange will alleviate the issues noted in the
comment. Design year (2030) Levels of Service will be LOS D or better throughout the project
area. Levels of Service in years prior to 2030 will be the same or better.
The Commission, through its web site and other media, will keep the public informed of project
progress and schedules.
T7 - SARAH DARRON: I'm Sarah T. Darron. I'm a resident of Wilburther Road, which is just
south of the project. And if we are going to make this a toll bridge, then people are going to go
and use other bridges that are not toll bridges. And those bridges are Washington Crossing
Bridge and the Calhoun Street Bridge and the Trenton Makes Bridge. All of those three bridges
are very old. I know that the bridges recently had some repairs renovations to it, but in terms of
major re-engineering and more traffic, it does not look to me like it has been and certainly the
Washington Crossing Bridge is at capacity and the Calhoun Street Bridge is at capacity for the
morning rush hour in to Trenton and going home again. So what the heck are we doing here? If
we put a toll on this bridge, all you are doing is moving traffic to other bridges which are
completely inadequate to handle them. That's the first thing.
Second of all, I live in the area, and I do think there needs to be more attention to incorporating
this bridge design in to the Delaware Canal Park on this side of the bridge and also in to the Canal
Park on the other side of the river so that we have a sense that you can approach those parks and
use those parks from I-95. At this point there is basically no integration. If you're traveling in a
car, you are going right past the parks and if you are traveling on bicycle or pedestrian, you're
going under the highway and now we are talking about putting a connection between the two
which I think this needs to be done, but there needs to be more integration planning with the park
side of the design so that the highway does not mess up the parks and you actually have good
access from highways to the parks.
Again, third of all, I agree with the Sierra Club that say this is trying to build a Mercedes. As far
as being able to handle future traffic, we need to keep in mind that the growth pattern in this area
has basically proved to be unsustainable when it comes to traffic and capacitating power vehicles.
So we need to be doing more to encourage public transit and other kinds of transportation, and I
think this project needs to do more over the course of New Jersey and more traffic and more lanes
more confusion on -- I can't believe that you are suggesting putting in roadways on the
approaches to the bridge on the New Jersey side. The intersection is very dangerous, and it's
mind boggling, and I can't imagine -- those intersections need to be bigger. I know. I live in the
area and I know it's a lot of land, but push comes to shove, this is not going to be safe. It's not
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going to be safe. It's not going to solve the problem, particularly if you have tolls on this bridge it
is going to be a bigger problem in the immediate vicinity with bridge crossings. Maybe we need
another bridge crossing. Maybe we need another bridge crossing rather than expanding this one,
but this project seems to me to be a disaster.
Response: Comment noted. Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge,
the Commission will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess
the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new
Scudder Falls Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared
dated May 11,2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic
diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic
impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and
non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on
existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The
results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum.
Section IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements.
The Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are
subject to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be
cashless, meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would
not be built.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
The proposed action, including: roadway and interchange configurations; number of lanes on
roadways, bridges and at intersections; need for traffic signals; and, acceleration and
deceleration lanes was determined through a comprehensive transportation analysis of the
area using future year traffic forecasts. The proposed action will provide an acceptable Level
of Service (LOS) D or better operation in the design year (2030). LOS D is considered an
acceptable design level in an urban setting such as the project area.
The roundabout designs have been thoroughly evaluated as part of this EA/Draft 4(f) and are
endorsed by the New Jersey Department of Transportation. An additional bridge crossing was
not considered a viable option due to extensive environmental impacts.
As far as another bridge crossing is concerned, the DRJTBC Southerly Crossings Corridor
Study included an alternative for a new bridge crossing in the southerly crossings corridor to
help relieve traffic congestion within the corridor. The Southerly Crossings Corridor
encompasses the area between Ducks Island to the south and the Washington Crossing Bridge
to the north. The study concluded that constructing a new bridge crossing within the corridor
to satisfy the traffic demands within the area would be more costly than providing the required
improvements at the existing crossings. The construction of an additional bridge crossing
would have additional environmental impacts. Some of the potential environmental impacts
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associated with the construction of a new bridge include additional stormwater runoff as a
result of the additional impervious area, additional property acquisition to accommodate
construction beyond the existing right-of-way limits, additional support piers constructed
within the river, additional visual impacts from the canal and towpath areas and additional
noise impacts as a result of constructing a bridge in closer proximity to existing residences.
T8 - RICHARD ADAMS: Richard Adams, Yardley, Pennsylvania.
I certainly agree that there is a need to expand the bridge, but looking at your design, I see that
there is, in my opinion, there is some shortcomings here.
The interchanges on both sides, I think, certainly need some further study. I hope that there is
information available as to the car count, vehicle count on each side and on the interchanges on
each side of the bridge.
The addition of the traffic lights on the Pennsylvania side seem to be a very backwards way of
attempting to resolve that interchange. There is real estate between Taylorsville Road and the
Delaware Canal on the Pennsylvania side. It is uninhabited. It's been that way for many many
years. I would certainly think that whoever owns that land would be more than glad to give it up
and stop paying tax on that if you folks can use it for a full clover leaf.
Over on the Jersey side, putting those little roadways in certainly makes no sense, in my opinion.
There are some places in New Jersey in recent years that they have been built. Hopefully you
folks have or will go and study those locations and the car counts and vehicle counts at those
locations, observe how the people have to constantly slow down and stop and then start up again
with increased emissions in doing so to get back up to speed.
I'm also very puzzled about putting a toll on the bridge. As the previous person stated, that's only
going to drive people to use one of your other bridges. I would hope that if you put tolls on this
bridge, that the State of New Jersey and Pennsylvania would legislate your organization and not
allow you to use the tolls, to build sidewalks and curbs in adjacent communities to all the bridges
as you have down in the past, I guess, it's two years from doing that. Obviously, the money that
you people use to put sidewalks and curbs and other improvements in these adjacent communities
from the tolls that the common people that have to use your bridges to get to and from work
should not had been used to improve the communities on both sides of the river. If those people
wanted new sidewalks and curbs or whatever other improvements you people provided them,
they should tax their people and, we, the people that use your bridges, should not have to pay to
improve their communities. Let them tax their people and make their own improvements.
I believe that your plan is not to use the existing piers. That certainly seems to be an awful waste
of money to remove the existing piers. I'm sure they are in good order and would last many many
many more years. I think it would be better for you folks to put wings on the existing piers, as
you did in Morrisville Toll Bridge, in order to widen the lanes.
I was unaware until I came to these meetings of these thoughts of putting in a bike or walking
path and I listened to the concerns of those people here this evening. I'm wondering whether it
might be an idea of beings you don't need much in elevation for a walking or biking path is to put
them on the under side of the bridge to rule out any possibility of horrendous large vehicle
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accident that might spill over in to bike or walking lanes if in actuality you built a bike and
walking lanes.
Again, I do feel there is a need for improvements to the bridge. I feel it would be an injustice to
put a toll on it, and I think you really need to look at the interchanges on each side to see if you
can come up with interchanges that will improve the traffic flow instead of hindering it by having
to slow down. Thank you.
Response: The traffic analysis performed for the EA/Draft 4(f) demonstrates that project area
roadways and intersections will operate at acceptable Level of Service (LOS) D or better in the
design year (2030). The design for the NJ Route 29 Interchange will incorporate a folded
diamond interchange with two roundabout intersections at the I-95 ramp termini. This design
is preferred by NJDOT and is viewed as the best option from safety and traffic operations
perspectives. The proposed improvements at the NJ Route 29 Interchange will eliminate the
multiple points of conflict that presently exist and will eliminate the stop-sign control at the
southbound I-95 entrance ramp from Route 29. In addition, the proposed improvements will
provide adequate acceleration/deceleration lanes in I-95 for the interchange.
Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission will
determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of traffic
diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge, a
Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,2011 The
overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions resulting
from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the
adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements.
The Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are
subject to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be
cashless, meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would
not be built.
Engineering analysis performed for the EA/Draft 4(f) demonstrates the need to replace the
existing bridge piers to accommodate the new bridge structure. The new bridge is anticipated
to be an eight span multi-girder bridge supported on seven (7) reinforced concrete piers. The
existing bridge is supported by nine piers, seven of which are located in the river. Five of the
seven proposed bridge piers will be located within the river. One of our goals during the
preliminary design phase of the bridge was to reduce the number of piers in the river, thereby
reducing the overall impacts to the Delaware River.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
9

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Public & Private Verbal Comments Given at the Public Hearing for the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f). Suspension of the facility below the roadway deck is not
envisioned at this time. The presence of a pedestrian/bicycle facility suspended beneath the
bridge is not practical because the bridge support piers create obstructions which the
pedestrian/bicycle facility would need to circumnavigate. Additionally, the presence of a
pedestrian/bicycle facility suspended beneath the deck would create security and maintenance
concerns.
Public Verbal Comments Given Wednesday, January 20, 2010 (W1, W2, W3, etc. refer to
Wednesday hearing and comment #)

W1 - STEVE SANTARSIERO: Thank you. Thank you very much. I want to thank Frank
McCartney and the Bridge Commission for holding this hearing today and as Frank mentioned, it
has been a long time coming. We have had six years and I'm sure many of us in the room have
been involved over the course of those six years in a succession of different hearings such as this
that we have had, and it's good that we are getting closer to the final goal line, but there are a
number of issues that remain outstanding that I believe need to be addressed, so I am here tonight
in my capacity as the state representative for the 31st District which is made up of Lower
Makefield Township, Yardley Borough, part of Upper Makefield and the two Newtowns because
those are the communities that will be most impacted by this project and, ultimately, many of the
folks who live in those communities, of course, use this bridge and these roads on a daily basis.
There are two main issues that I would like to address tonight and a third that was raised in the
presentation that I will address last, if I may.
The first issue has to do with the proposal to toll this bridge. I have submitted a letter today that
the Commission will receive that requests that before any final decision on that issue is made that
the Bridge Commission perform a full and complete impact study. The reason I'm calling for that
is the following: When the idea to toll a crossing like the Scudder Falls Bridge is undertaken, it
has an impact not only on that crossing, but on all the other crossings that are in the nearby area.
For example, tolling of this bridge could increase traffic theoretically to the Washington Crossing
Bridge, as we all know or most of us know, is a very narrow crossing and not made for that type
of traffic, or the Calhoun Street Bridge down between Morrisville and Trenton, a similarly small
bridge. Although it is going to be renovated, it's my understanding it's still probably not adequate
to take that kind of traffic.
Moreover, diverted traffic from this crossing has an impact in the neighborhoods and the roads
leading to those other crossings that has to be taken in to consideration before any final decision
is made. There also could be an environmental impact, both in those neighborhoods and in the
roads, the collector and arterial roads that lead from this area to those other crossings.
So my first request is that the Commission commit itself to a full impact study before it make any
final decision, and that it open the results of that study to public comment so before any decision
is made, we have, similar to tonight, a full and complete opportunity for the public to weigh in.
I believe that the next Commission meeting itself in Lambertville will be on the 22nd of
February, and I'm requesting that this issue be placed on the agenda at that meeting.
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The second issue I would like to raise is the one that deals with the sound barriers, and I would be
grateful if someone from the Commission could go back to the computer for a moment and go
back to those last few slides that detail the sound barrier configuration as is currently agreed.
Let me start by giving a little bit of history for those of you who may not be as familiar with the
discussions that have happened over the year with respect to the sound barriers. Not surprisingly
when this project was first proposed, many of the residents in the neighborhoods that are on either
side of I-95 in Lower Makefield Township were concerned about the impact of the widening of I95 and how that would affect their quality of life, in particular with respect to the noise level.
Those of you who live in those neighborhoods now know that the noise level at the present is
considerable, and although the widening of the road is not going to immediately result in an
increase in volume of traffic, as the Commission has noted over time that will happen, which is
why the widening is being done.
So early on, a number of us in the community, and particularly the township, advocated for the
sound barriers and after a number of years of discussion, we're grateful that the Bridge
Commission finally did agree to implement sound barriers and as was pointed out in the previous
discussion, to increase those sound barriers and those white lines that you see, in this case, on the
slide nearest the river.
If we could just go back one slide, you'll see that there are a number of what I'm calling gap areas
that have yet to be addressed as potential sites for additional sound barriers. About two years ago
when I was on the Lower Makefield Board of Supervisors our township requested that the
Commission look at providing additional barriers in those so-called gap areas. One of the first
gap areas is in this slide. It is on the southbound side or to the north of I-95 right behind the truck
stop, and it's between where those two red lines which are proposed barriers, the gap between the
two of those. That's one section.
I've walked the neighborhoods that you see just to the north of that right behind that truck stop
both in the winter and in the summer, and I can tell you that the noise is considerable there and
that's an area where I believe the township agrees needs to be filled in. If you can go back to one
other slide, please. This one is going to be a little tough to see because it is not included in -- it's
partly covered in this slide and in the other one. But if you start by looking in the upper righthand corner of this slide, where you see what is an open farm field there is a large area to the
north of that is Quarry Road, that is not covered currently or projected to be covered as part of the
sound barrier program. Again, on the southbound side or the northbound side of I-95.
If you are looking at it right now, there you see a field you might think, okay. Well, there is not
going to be a lot of impact, but you can see on the edge, just on the very top edge of the screen,
there is a red line delineating properties in another neighborhood. There is not much room there
and, again, considerable noise, and I've walked that neighborhood as well coming from the
existing traffic. So, again, when we requested additional barriers two years ago on behalf of the
township, we included that area covering that field as well.
The last gap area is right in front of Bridle Estates further down in about the middle of this slide
between the white line which delineates the most recently added sound barrier and the red line
just south of that. That's the last gap area. And, again, looking at it in an aerial photograph you
see that it covers primarily a farmer's field, and you might be inclined initially to think, well,
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there shouldn't, therefore, be an impact. The problem is because that's a farmer's field and it's a
direct open line to the houses in Bridle Estates behind that, there is nothing to break that noise
right now, and that's a significant gap that's going to effect the neighborhood of Bridle Estates so,
again, we included that gap area as the other request to be included in the -- in the program for
sound barriers.
I want to tonight reiterate the request, both on behalf of Lower Makefield and also on behalf of all
the people in this -- in my district, that those gap areas being included in the final project design.
My recollection from a couple years back is that the cost of these sound barriers run roughly $1
million a linear mile, and I could be wrong about that. But the point is we're looking at an area
that is far smaller than a linear mile, so we are looking at probably something on the order of
about 500,000, perhaps less to cover these areas, but the impact and the protection that they will
afford to residents in those neighborhoods is considerable. And so we would ask that they be
included. Certainly if you are looking at in terms of the cost of the bike path, which I don't
necessarily think is a bad idea. That is coming in at 8 million. Certainly this is a marginal extra
cost to help improve the quality of life in those neighborhoods.
So I sent a letter today as well on that issue requesting that the issue of the sound barriers be put
on the agenda again, for the Commission's February 22nd meeting. These are important issues
for the quality of life of the people of the area. Ultimately for this project to work and to work
well and to achieve the goals that I believe the Bridge Commission rightly wants to achieve,
which is to have a project that will stand up for the next 30 years. These are things that we ought
to be doing at a minimal extra cost.
The last issue that I would like to raise is one that was highlighted in the presentation that we saw
just a moment ago, and that was a recitation of the fact that the additional roadways will increase
– will increase the impervious surface coverage by about I think it was 20 acres, if I'm not
mistaken. That's a considerable amount of impervious surface. And while I appreciate that the
Commission will be working on storm water management for that increase in impervious surface,
I urge them to work closely with Lower Makefield Township and with Yardley Borough, which
are likely to be the two most directly impacted municipalities by that increase in impervious
surface, in making sure that whatever storm water management solution is ultimately adopted as
part of the final design plan be one that truly does address those issues and is cognizant of the fact
that we're talking about storm water run off that ultimately goes in the Delaware River, which I
don't have to tell any of you in this room, has been a major issue for our area, especially with the
last three floods the last four or five years.
So with that, again, I want to thank the Commission for holding this hearing today. I request that
these issues be placed on the agenda on February 22nd and I invite the public and I would hope
that the public would support those requests and participate in that meeting as well. Thank you.
Response: See “Response to Government Agency/Officials Comments” document, Comment
#G8, page 12 and Comment #G9, page 13, for the response to written comments submitted by
Representative Santarsiero, by letter of January 20, 2010 regarding tolling and noise
abatement.
During the permitting phase of the project, NPDES permits will be obtained from PADEP and
NJDEP as applicable. Page 133 of the EA/Draft 4(f) addresses post-construction stormwater
management plans. These plans are conceptual at this time but will be fully developed during
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the final design and permitting phase. Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s) will
be incorporated into the project to handle the additional volume of stormwater runoff
generated by the project on the PA side consistent with 25 PA Code Chapter 102. The final
plan will comply with applicable stormwater regulations and PennDOT and NJDOT guidance
and practices.
W2 - ANDY WARREN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I am Andy Warren. I am here tonight
to offer testimony from two perspectives. One, professionally as the executive director of the
Penjerdel Council and, second, as the husband of a teacher in Hamilton Township who every day
uses the Scudder Falls Bridge to commute from home in Shady Brook to -- in Bucks County to
teach in Mercer County, New Jersey.
Penjerdel Council is an organization of professional men and women who support education
programs in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware and support projects that will enhance
employment opportunities within the tri-state area. The process that we see at Penjerdel one does
not have to be a professional engineer to conclude that any bridge 40 plus years of old with a
level of service presently of F or below that averages a volume of 60,000 vehicles a day projected
to 76,000 with on and off ramps that, at best, can only be described as harrowing is actually a
functionally obsolete structure.
Prudent stewardship by the Joint Toll Bridge Commission demands immediate financial
investment to ensure that the Scudder Falls Bridge does not very quickly slide from functionally
obsolete to structurally deficient.
The Penjerdel Council strongly endorses the total bridge replacement to design year 2030 as
outlined in the program and the concepts presented this evening. Similarly, the Penjerdel Council
in general and this particular member of one family that would be affected on a daily basis
endorse the tolling of the bridge or the idea of a user pay.
In closing, as with most new construction, it is understood that sound walls will be a part of this
project. Penjerdel Council believes that there would accrue a great deal of benefit to the
community and the Bridge Commission if residents of the effected communities would be
involved in the selection and design criteria of sound walls at the beginning of the project.
The Penjerdel Council appreciates the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission's
undertaking of this project which will enhance commuter safety while at the same time become a
multi-faceted economic stimulator. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Response: Comment Noted. As noted in the EA/Draft 4(f), the project meets the project
Purpose and Need.
The Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) acknowledges and agrees that
tolling the Scudder Falls Bridge would have its users share in the cost of the project’s
significant transportation infrastructure and safety improvements that will provide new
capacity to meet future traffic demands.
The DRJTBC will coordinate with the neighborhoods at which noise barriers are proposed
during the final design of the barriers. During the final design phase, a detailed optimization of
barrier lengths, heights, costs and locations will be conducted in conjunction with the final
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design engineering process to insure compatibility and a cost-effective and efficient noise
barrier design. We will look to receive community input regarding desires, types, heights and
locations as well as aesthetic considerations.
W3 - TOM SOCHA: Thank you, again, for this public hearing. I think it's very helpful for all
involved. I would like to echo some of the sentiments as expressed by our representative earlier.
We have heard a lot today about what the project has done over the last six years, and it has been
six long years for this project, and I can't help but think as to why only on December 21st we
heard of the toll. This is a huge change to this project. I speak to you tonight not only as a
resident of Lower Makefield Township, but as also an investor who invests in municipal bonds.
My company and myself have -- has invested in numerous bridge and toll road projects. As part
of the investment process, we look at the environmental assessment which we are here to talk
about tonight. I have never in my investment career come across an environmental assessment on
a new toll that has not shown the impact to the local community of that potential toll.
We have heard quite a few meetings that had been held and there has been a 561-page document
discussing the environmental assessment. Let me be clear. That is not a complete environmental
assessment. It does not take in to account the impact of a toll to the surrounding community.
From an investor's perspective as well, I look at the potential risks of whether or not I'm going to
get my money paid back and as a toll, I need to look at whether or not there is going to be an
increase or decrease in demand. Every project that I have looked at there has been a decrease in
usage from a toll and as of --as a matter of fact, there has also been a new travel pattern as a result
of those tolls. Do not discount the impact to our community from a change in traffic patterns as a
result of a toll. Every project that I've looked at there has been a change.
So, as a result, before we go further on this project, and as a matter of fact that this project -- that
the change to this project only came about on December 21st in the eleventh hour after the
environmental assessment has been completed, I strongly urge the Commission and my fellow
residents of Bucks County to also urge the Commission to go back, reopen the environmental
assessment while everybody is still mobilized, while the data is still fresh, to go back and to look
at this. I don't think there are many people here that can doubt the validity of this particular
project given the safety matters, as I travel it and my family travels it almost on a daily basis.
The fact is we need to look at the potential impacts to our community and our local roads. If
anybody has traveled River Road or either of those bridges -- and it's only two miles to get to the
Washington Crossing Bridge, people will divert that traffic and that traffic will either go on
Taylorsville Road or on River Road. Those roads cannot handle the increased traffic. Never
mind the fact that the Washington Crossing Bridge, which I need to bring my rear view mirror in
every time I cross it, can handle that increased traffic as well too.
So, for the record, I would like the Authority or the Commission to reopen the environmental
assessment, study the potential impact of a toll. We have gone through just recently the entire
presentation and not one mention of the word toll, except for in the name of the Commission.
Thank you for your time.
Response: The FHWA has determined that under the DRJTBC (Commission) Compact,
Supplemental Agreement and Congressional provisions relating to Congress’s approval of the
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Compact and Supplemental Agreement, the Commission may toll any newly constructed
bridge, including a bridge that replaces an existing free bridge that has been demolished. This
determination allows the COMMISSION to toll the new and replaced Scudder Falls Bridge.
The DRJTBC’s Commissioners voted unanimously at their December 2009 meeting to
establish tolling at the replacement Scudder Fall Bridge. The resolution "authorizes" the
agency's executive director to "take all steps necessary to toll the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge." The Commission felt it was obliged to issue its tolling decision after making an
assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of financing the capital
program, and -- most notably --the unlikelihood of securing sufficient project funding
assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The Commission
believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution.
The Commission funds its capital improvement projects with tolling revenues only. In the
absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the COMMISSION did not feel it was
reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the financial burden of
the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I-95
corridor. It should be noted that the Commission currently provides a frequent user discount as
part of its E-ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the Commission will consider including this
same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls
Bridge.
Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission will
determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of traffic
diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge, a
Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11, 2011 The
overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions resulting
from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the
adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements.
The Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are
subject to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be
cashless, meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would
not be built.
W4 - BOB PRASONSKI: Mighty fine people here tonight speaking some might fine words.
I'm not going to talk as nice as they did, but it's a game for me, as most things are as you get
older, become a little more with your encounters with other people.
Instead I want to start with, I don't trust the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission. I read
this doggone compact, this Congressional compact, that Congress gave them to operate under 25
times at least, and I cannot find language in there that can justify the residents of Pennsylvania
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and New Jersey buying the original Yardley Bridge, buying the original Scudder Falls Bridge,
which is the Yardley Bridge replacement, and then buying the Scudder Falls Bridge again. That's
three bridges. Seems to me that we residents of Pennsylvania pay for the people in Harrisburg to
cross the Susquehanna River and isn't that what government is. We don't say, hey, that's your
bridge. You pay for it. You cross it. You got to pay.
So here we, the residents here in Lower Bucks County, are paying for those bridges. And I'm not
complaining about that. That's what government does. People have people. So the Lower Bucks
County people pay for all the bridges in Pennsylvania, but now we are being asked to pay for a
$310 million bridge and since most of the traffic on that bridge, as I understand, is locals, that
means the locals are paying. I mean, that's quite a burden to put on their backs. And what does
310 million mean?
Well, isn't there interest? I mean, when you borrow money from the bank for a mortgage, isn't
there interest? So what's the total number? Is it really 310 million? Ten years, fifteen, twenty
years down the road, or is it considerably more?
Now, with this business of not trusting the Bridge Commission, why would a person get up here - the Bridge Commission people are fine folks. Don't get me wrong. Every single one of them
that I met so far are gentlemen and good people, and I'm more for having met them, but the
Bridge Commission, I just don't understand. It's a corporation. Supposed to be a person, the legal
part of it is strange. Give you an example.
The Bridge Commission operates a bridge in Morrisville called the Trenton Makes, World Takes
Bridge. Probably all saw it. I'm old enough to have seen that bridge as the only bridge if you
traveled from Maine to Florida that you had to cross. According to this paper here, this compact,
it kind of says that they got to – the Commission is charged to take care of these bridges and keep
them as they are. Free bridge is free and repair them when they need it.
For some reason the Bridge Commission stated that that bridge was weak and they replaced the
deck on the bridge and lowered the weight capacities for all the little businessmen that have small
shops and small trucks that just weight 10,000 pounds they were now forced on to the toll bridge.
So I rode by it many times, and I looked at that concrete on the bridge and I said that's kind of
weird. They have a weight limit on the bridge because the bridge is weak. So we did a little
research and we discovered that the Trenton Makes, World Takes Bridge is currently holding
1,600,000 pounds of concrete which is equivalent of five lane of cars, two ton cars bumper to
bumper. Add 50 tons to that and that's what you got with just the concrete.
So, if the Bridge Commission is obligated for its compact which says the effection of its
authorized purposes and will be in all respects -- in all respects for the benefit of the people of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey and for their-for the increase of
their commerce. So that means those families -- Harry that we met earlier. I don't know if
Harry's in here or not with his wife, they travel every day across that bridge just like the folks in
Harrisburg. Only now Harry and his wife are going to have to pay.
Also -- and the Commission hasn't mentioned this -- in this very same compact it says – and I'll
quickly read it to you. And I thought this was interesting. The Commission may pledge such
tolls – may establish -- get this -- the Commission may establish separate schedules of tolls, rate
and charges for use of any bridge on which tolls may be established hereunder by residents of
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areas adjacent to or served directly by such bridge under subject conditions and on such terms
that it shall deem to be proper and reasonable.
So the Commission could actually reduce the rate for the people who paid for the bridge three
times, and the bridge that we are paying for three times, interstate part of that -- part of this
expansion is to handle this extra traffic from 95, and every year there are more cars on the road.
But if you do a little bit of research, you will see that they intend 95 to break off at Bristol and go
across the turnpike bridge in to New Jersey, which is 95. So this is not -- we're not looking at the
95 bridge ten years from today. We're looking at the 95 bridge today, but we are being asked to
pay for this bridge, the 95 heavy traffic bridge, when there may not be any heavy traffic there. It
will be going the other way, just the locals.
In any case, I just don't get it to why the people in this area have to pay -- buy a bridge three
times. Three times. Thank you very much. Pleasure to seeing you all.
Response: Comments noted. It should also be noted that the FHWA has determined that under
the DRJTBC (Commission) Compact, Supplemental Agreement and Congressional provisions
relating to Congress’s approval of the Compact and Supplemental Agreement, the Commission
may toll any newly constructed bridge, including a bridge that replaces an existing free bridge
that has been demolished. This determination allows the COMMISSION to toll the new and
replaced Scudder Falls Bridge.
The DRJTBC’s Commissioners voted unanimously at their December 2009 meeting to
establish tolling at the replacement Scudder Fall Bridge. The resolution "authorizes" the
agency's executive director to "take all steps necessary to toll the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge." The Commission felt it was obliged to issue its tolling decision after making an
assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of financing the capital
program, and -- most notably --the unlikelihood of securing sufficient project funding
assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments.

The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The
Commission believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and
plausible funding solution. The Commission funds its capital improvement projects
with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB
project, the COMMISSION did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its
other toll bridges to shoulder the financial burden of the capital improvements to the
Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I-95 corridor.
W5 - SCOTT WUESCHINSKI: I will be quick and sweet. As a local business owner that
owns a bicycle shop in Pennsbury School District and a local resident that now lives in this area
as well, I think it's critically important for moving forward that the ped-bicycle walkway be
included in this project as the proposed option. It's something that will allow people greater
access to the canal paths on both sides of the parking. It has the potential to increase revenue for
downtown Yardley Borough, who has a competitor's bike shop there. It's good for all of us. It's
good for our health in a morbidly obese society. It's good for our bodies. It is good for all of us
and it makes sense.
It's a $310 million project. An $18 million bridge. It's less than five percent of the total cost.

17

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Public & Private Verbal Comments Given at the Public Hearing for the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Response: Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the
livability merits of a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed
action. The Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide
health, environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s
communities and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is
shown on pages 59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
W6 - SEYMOUR NEWICKI: Good evening. I came with a prepared speech and now it looks
like I revised it 14 times. My name's Seymour Newicki. I live at 1369 Brentwood Road in
Lower Makefield. Our property is one of those that backs on to the corn field which the
representative was referencing earlier, and the section of the project at this time is not scheduled
to have the benefit of sound barriers. It's one of the areas, again, that we feel needs to have sound
barriers.
I would like to provide some prospective which I hope will make the case for including barriers
for the entire portion of the project, which is adjacent to residential properties.
My concern very simply is that the absence of these barriers along the entire roadway is a
misjudgment. I understand the determination of where barriers goes. It was done purely on an
objective basis. Well, some of us deal with the subjective factors of life and the noise is just not
tolerable.
I strongly believe that the cost of the project, the net cost to the Bridge Commission at this time,
including sound barriers for all residential properties is extremely favorable when compared to
the projected cost of the project several years ago. It all comes down to a significant change that
was made by the federal government in 2009.
When the project first came to life, interest rates were significantly higher, and the federal
government had not yet created what are known as build American bonds that generally refer to
as BABS. These were created as part of the fiscal stimulus package last year. BABS are taxable
municipal bonds that are used to provide federally-subsidized funding to qualified municipal
borrowers such as the Bridge Authority. They are used to finance capital projects like the one we
are discussing tonight, specifically essential purpose projects such as roads, transportation,
infrastructure and bridges. The first BABS came to market in April of last year, and it is -- they
are due to run out if they are not issued by next spring by the end of 2011.
In the Scudder Falls Bridge expansion project, we have the potential for a win-win for the Bridge
Authority, the bond buyers and for the residents of the properties who would be protected if we
had more noise barriers. There is absolutely no financial excuse not to build those noise barriers.
Additional costs should not come ahead of the quality of life of local residents, all of whom pay
local taxes and who will be regular users of the bridge. Thank you.
Response: The Commission is providing more noise abatement for this project than is required
under guidance and standards of the Federal Highway Administration, the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation, and the New Jersey Department of Transportation. The
Commission has committed to spending an additional $4.5 million in noise walls more than is
required under the FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria.

18

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Public & Private Verbal Comments Given at the Public Hearing for the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Due to the distance from the roadway, the future sound levels would not impact residences in
Noise Study Area 5 (NSA 5), which is the west side of I-95 between Quarry Road and
Dollington Road. Therefore, sound walls are not warranted in accordance with PennDOT
noise criteria. As for the gaps for NSA 4 (west side of I-95 – Bridle Estate/Devonshire
neighborhoods) and NSA 6 (east side of I-95 – Makefield Chase neighborhood), the sound wall
design was optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at
the same time meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost criteria according to PennDOT
criteria. Similarly for NSA 7 (west side of I-95 behind the rest stop, the sound wall design was
optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at the same time
meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost criteria according to PennDOT criteria.
W7 - REGINA LITMAN: Yes. I'm Regina Litman. I'm from Abington Township, Huntingdon
Valley, Pennsylvania, and I work in Ewing Township in New Jersey. The Scudder Falls Bridge
is the Delaware River Crossing over which I ride the second most often in my regular commute
between my home in Abington Township, Pennsylvania and my job in Ewing Township, New
Jersey.
The bridge over which I ride the most often is the one that carriers SEPTA's West Trenton line
over the Delaware River. And my purpose in speaking before you tonight is to encourage the
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission to work together with SEPTA and to a lesser
extent, New Jersey Transit to provide viable public transportation options to avoid both the
effected portion of 95 -- I-95 during bridge reconstruction and the other nearby Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge Commission Bridges during the construction periods.
Among these options are, one, more frequent service, particularly in the reversed commute
direction during peek hours on both the West Trenton and Trenton lines. SEPTA expects to
receive new rail cars later this year, and this would be an excellent place for them to use their
increased capacity. Number two, a return of the two New Jersey SEPTA stations to the fair zone
five, at least temporarily, during the reconstruction period. Number three, people who board
SEPTA trains at West Trenton and many who board at Trenton do not have the opportunity to
buy tickets to their destination at these stations.
I suggest that during this reconstruction period, SEPTA charge anyone boarding at these stations
the same fair they would be charged, if free ticketed. Number four, better waiting facilities at
West Trenton including more outdoor benches and, number five, while New Jersey Transit does
not have any current revenue services that cross the Delaware River in the Mercer County area,
bus service between the two SEPTA stations and other points in the county should be enhanced.
One example would be to extend the 608 bus to at least to West Trenton Station in both directions
in both rush hours and perhaps at other times of the day and week. Currently it only runs from
Trenton in the a.m. rush to Trenton -- and to Trenton in the p.m. rush.
Response: The project does not incorporate any features that will accommodate SEPTA rail
transit services. The project does, however, accommodate a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
lane that would benefit any future SEPTA BRT service. The DRJTBC coordinated with
SEPTA and New Jersey Transit during the planning for this project. The suggestions for
enhanced transit service will be shared with SEPTA and New Jersey Transit, since these are
the agencies with control over transit service in the region.
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W8 - MICHELE JAMES: Hi. I'm Michele James, and I live off of Taylorsville and Mapleville
Drive and my concerns -- I have two concerns basically.
My concerns are for traffic. Right now traffic is absolutely horrendous coming from Taylorsville
I believe it's west to get on to the 95 Scudder Falls entrance. I literally have people come in to
my neighborhood, make a U-turn, beep cars at and kids at the bus stop in order to get on to
Scudder Falls Bridge the short way instead of waiting for the traffic to go all around.
So that's my one concern is the traffic now and the traffic during construction when you go to
widen -- do all that what is going to happen with the traffic then? Are they going to be continuing
to U-turn in my development and beep at my kids at the bus stop? I mean, we have had traffic
jams in our neighborhood just to get out from rush hour traffic.
And my other concern is the environmental impact on the flood zone. We are at Taylorsville
when we have along the entrance to Scudder Falls Bridge, the on ramp right. Now, there is a
creek that runs through the whole -- along the whole entire ramp, and it goes to the canal which
feeds in to the canal which then feeds in to the river. When we have terrible rainstorms, the water
from the neighborhoods up top, hill top, runs down and it overflows in to our neighborhood.
My concern is when you do the on ramp what is going to happen to that canal and all this water
run off? I have heard the canal doesn't want it. The river doesn't want it. I don't want it. I had
heard retainer basins. Where are those retainer basins going to be as far as the on ramp? I see the
property behind my house being open space possibly being taken up.
So when your final drawings – there was also one other thing was there was the sound barriers. I
notice that on the on ramp there was no sound barriers that had stopped right from Scudder Falls
to the whole entire on ramp. It's called limited disturbance. I'm sorry. I don't know exactly what
that means. What I saw was there was no sound barrier at all. There is woods there which means
it just travels across the woods.
So my, I guess request, is you look in to the sound barriers on the on ramp and you look in to the
traffic concerns during construction and before. Thank you.
Response: The traffic analysis of design year (2030) conditions demonstrates that traffic flow
will improve over existing conditions, which should discourage motorists from using shortcuts
to avoid existing delays on I-95. During construction, a minimum of two travel lanes will be
open to traffic during peak periods, so further diversion away from I-95 beyond that which
may occur today, is not anticipated.
During the permitting phase of the project, NPDES permits will be obtained from PADEP and
NJDEP as applicable. Page 133 of the EA/Draft 4(f) addresses post-construction stormwater
management plans. These plans are conceptual at this time but will be fully developed during
the final design and permitting phase. Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s) will
be incorporated into the project to handle the additional volume of stormwater runoff
generated by the project on the PA side consistent with 25 PA Code Chapter 102. The final
plan will comply with applicable stormwater regulations and PennDOT and NJDOT guidance
and practices.
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Extending the sound barrier along the entrance ramp fromTaylorsville Road to I-95
northbound was not warranted and did not meet the noise level criteria established for the
project. The limit of disturbance line that is shown on the plans and that is referred to in your
comment delineates the extent of final grading along the roadway and where the new grading
will meet the existing grade.
W9 - MARK CHEREPKO: Good evening. I would like to talk specifically about the
implementation of a toll on Scudder Falls Bridge, but I would like everybody to take a look at the
project purpose that was handed out tonight. And in the project purpose for all these planned
improvements is to alleviate the recurring current and future traffic congestion, upgrade safety
and traffic operational conditions on the I-95 Scudder Falls Bridge and the adjoining highway
segments in PA and New Jersey.
My question is: How does a toll really assist in this project purpose? Whenever I come up to a
toll what I see is slowing down of traffic. I also see acceleration of traffic. I see back ups and
that is also on the tolls on 95 going south which they consider the toll to be their turnpike. There
is also breakdowns that occur. So when you are really taking a look at the project purpose, how
does the toll assist in meeting this project purpose?
The second aspect of the tolls and this bridge improvement project is the impact on the
interchange and the local roads. Living in the neighborhood with 95 and Scudder Falls Bridge
right behind my house, the impact on the last exit before the toll, I want to restate that whenever
you go over a bridge, and there's a toll you see signs last exit before a toll, and it's fairly large and
it let's people know that you are going to be charged, and it tends to be alternative routes at that
time go through people's minds.
What I would really like to see at the next meeting would be the impact and more information on
the interchanges, especially with a light system placed right next to a residential neighborhood on
that last exit before a toll, especially with children and backing up, especially in the Mapleville
section in Bucks County. Thank you for your time.
Response: Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission
will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of
traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,
2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to
the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements. The
Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are subject
to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless,
meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be
built.

21

11/8/2011

I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project
Response to Public & Private Verbal Comments Given at the Public Hearing for the
Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4 f Evaluation EA/Draft 4 f
Proper signing will be implemented along I-95 and at the interchanges in accordance with
PennDOT and NJDOT design policy guidelines and requirements.
The lighting for the interchanges will be designed to minimize lighting and glare impacts to the
adjacent neighborhoods.
W10 - CHRIS DONAHEY: Good evening. My name is Chris Donahey. I'm a resident of
Lower Makefield Township, and I am a frequent user of the Scudder Falls Bridge. I take the
bridge twice a day in my daily commute to my job in New Jersey and I would like to provide
some comments.
The bridge was originally constructed in 1959 as additional route across the Delaware River. It
was actually a year later that the decision was made to locate I-95 and use the Scudder Falls
Bridge, so over the last 50 years the existing bridge has -- has been really providing a service that
was never really designed for. I see that every day in my commute.
The difficulties, there is only two lanes each direction which does not provide enough capacity
for all the volume, the difficult mergers to get on and off the bridge, and I see a lot of hazards, a
lot of near misses. Also, because there are no shoulders on the bridge, when there is a
breakdown, there is no room for vehicles to get out of the way, and that's an additional hazard.
Finally, if there is an incident, oftentimes the whole bridge has to get shut down while the
emergency response crews come and clean up and open the lanes again. And that's, of course, an
impact to all of us as all that traffic is forced to find other routes across the river. And that
happened to our family just a couple days before -- before Christmas when we were looking to do
a little shopping, and that no doubt will happen again in the future.
Now, the dollar amount that's been kicked around is that the bridge will cost about $310 million
to construct. I think it's a good investment, but it will take some money and the Commission has
announced that they will likely toll the bridge. In my opinion, tolling is essentially user fee
providing it's reasonable. It's sound policy. I certainly wouldn't expect to hop on a train and ride
down to Philly or up to New York for free. So, if an agency is going to invest this kind of money
to improve transportation, I certainly don't have a problem paying my fair share.
I think that's my comments. Thank you very much for listening.
Response: Your support of this very important project is certainly appreciated, including the
need to toll this facility in order to finance the project. We look forward to your continued
support and positive comments regarding the project.
W11 - MARIO LAURENTI: Good evening. I'm Mario Laurenti. I live in Trenton, New
Jersey, and I first learned of the Scudder Falls Bridge in 2003 when I commuted from Trenton to
the Solebury School. And that's where I learned of this chronic congestion.
Now, I understand and I completely agree with peoples' concerns about the extra traffic that's
going to be generated and also potential quality of life deteriorating. I completely understand
that.
Now, in terms of financing the bridge, I've taken this bridge for four years, luckily it was in the
opposite direction of traffic, but none the less, though, in order to finance the bridge, we who take
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the bridge should not subject those who take the other toll bridges such as I-78, the Delaware
Water Gap Toll Bridge, we should not subject those drivers who took those bridges to pay higher
tolls so we can cross this bridge which is for free. I understand for some people saying that, you
know, it will hurt business and also force people to take alternate routes. Well, alternate routes,
you know, for cars, that's true. But for trucks, trucks will always have to take, you know, the
interstates. It is a known fact.
Now, as for a toll, I think that people who take this bridge, should definitely take a toll to finance
the bridge because it is not going to be for free. All this costs money and what better way to
finance this besides diving in to the Joint Toll Bridge Commission cash funds is to add a toll to
this. Thank you.
Response: Your support of this very important project is certainly appreciated, including the
need to toll this facility in order to finance the project. We look forward to your continued
support and positive comments regarding the project.
W12 - JOHN BOYLE: Good evening. My name is John Boyle. I'm a resident of Edgewater
Park, New Jersey, but full disclosure, I am the advocacy director for the Bicycle Coalition of
Greater Philadelphia, but the comments I present here tonight are my own and not the Bicycle
Coalition.
I support the inclusion of the bicycle and pedestrian path on the Scudder Falls Bridge. However, I
felt that the environmental assessment focused too much on the negative impacts of the path. The
cost, the impacts on the canals and the shadings and the river. They are all legitimate concerns,
but the environmental assessment does not list many positive impacts of the path.
First of all, it's a connection of the two major recreational facilities. Delaware and Raritan Canal
on the New Jersey side and the Pennsylvania Canal on the Pennsylvania side. The nominal but
measurable reduction of local trips, and the fact that the bridge path itself will become a
destination on a facility that motorists normally spend less than two minutes to cross. Local
residents and tourists alike will be able to walk and bicycle more often.
Finally, the surgeon general has recommended that Americans spend at least 30 minutes of
physical activity daily to reduce the risk of heart disease, obesity and diabetes. Thank you.
Response: Throughout the planning and environmental studies of the I-95/Scudder Falls
Bridge Improvement Project, the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC)
has considered the potential benefits and adverse effects of the project both with and without
the pedestrian/bicycle facility. These effects are documented in Chapter IV of the EA/Draft
4(f). Guidance of the Federal Highway Administration has been followed in the studies of the
pedestrian/bicycle facility.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f), and suspension of the facility below the roadway deck is not
envisioned at this time.
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W13 - NANCY PESTI: My name is Nancy Pesti. I'm a resident of Lower Makefield Township.
Our property backs to the field that goes along southbound 95 between Quarry Roads and
Dollington Roads. My concern tonight is with noise abatement.
I understand that our property does not qualify for noise abatement. However, the Commission
has listened to residents' concerns for a number of years now, and they have extended sound
barriers in response to those concerns, and I'm here tonight just to ask, again, to please consider
extending the sound barriers to cover not only my property or my neighbors, our neighborhoods,
but also all the residents that back along 95 to please conserve the quality of life and our property
values. Thank you.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to comment W6, page 18.
W14 - PAUL KLEBA: Hello, everyone. I'm a resident of Lower Makefield Township and the
more I listen to this, the more I hear people speak about this, it reminds me a lot of townships that
have the issue of putting in parking meters because we have all heard examples of how parking
meters will save money for a township and make people have to pay to be there.
But how many of you can remember a time when you might have spent more time shopping
somewhere, you might have actually gone somewhere, but you didn't have the change on you and
you weren't going to go in to a place and ask for change, so you just kind of by-passed it and
didn't go? This is how I feel about the concept of the toll on this bridge.
Because I live about two miles from this bridge. I live in Lower Makefield, and I probably cross
the bridge maybe twice a day every day on an average week. It would be very easy for me to
justify. And I know it's only 75 cents. It is not a real big deal. But part of me in principle says,
you know, I don't want to just go over there and pick up this particular grocery or get gas or go to
this restaurant because I don't want to pay an amount to come back. And I wouldn't want to be an
owner of a business in Ewing Township. I wouldn't want to be an owner of a business in Yardley
Borough. I would not want to live on River Road. I would not want to live on Taylorsville Road
because I agree.
I think people will go around this not much, but five percent, ten percent more traffic on your
road all the time to avoid, like the gentleman had said, you see that sign that says last exit before
toll. I can't tell you how many times I see that last exit before toll in other states, and I'll think, I
don't know how much this toll is, especially when I'm lost. I'll be in New York City or
something, and I'll see last exit before toll, and I don't know what bridge I'm crossing over, I'll get
off of it because I at least want to find out where I am before I pay $6 to go to the wrong place.
So I think it's -- I am totally against the toll. I think it should be reconsidered. I think they need
to think over how much money needs to be collected and, finally, it bothers me because it is,
quote, unquote, an interstate highway. And I wish someone would explain to me why, if we are
paying for an interstate highway with our taxes, why we need to pay also with a toll. Thank you.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to comment #W9, page 21.
W15 - FRED STINE: Thank you. It's Fred Stine. I'm with the Delaware River Keeper Network
out of Bristol. I just have a few comments.
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In the -- in the EA there are a couple places where it talks about wetlands mitigation. There is
going to be about a little less than an acre, .88 acres of wetlands are going to be disturbed, as well
as floodplain loss through the construction project and both they say will be mitigated. There will
be mitigation for that. Knowing a little bit about how the mitigation process works, it is very
important that it be mitigated on site versus two miles away or three miles away, and the next
watershed. The flooding in this area is well-known to people. You don't want to destroy even
small pocket wetlands or small amounts of wetlands like the .8 acres and then mitigate it or put
the money in to a mitigation bank that may then turn around and mitigate it 50 miles away. So
that -- my first point is the mitigation for both the floodplain loss and the wetlands should be right
there on site.
The other loss that I read in the EA was a .3 acres, third of an acre, in the river bottom when the
new pillars for the bridge are installed. Again, it talks about mitigation, but it doesn't say where
that mitigation will occur, and I think it's important that that mitigation be done right on site or,
you know, in the proximity of the bridge.
The other part of the EA I read focused on storm water management on Page 129. I was pleased
to see where it said that the storm water flow coming off of the bridge, which is always a big
problem taking road salts and sediment, oil, antifreeze, et cetera and dumping it right down in to
the river. Bridges are a big source of pollutants in our waterways, but I was pleased to see where
it said two-thirds of the lanes will be channeled in to a piping system and then taken off to a
wetland or storm water collection system off the -- off the bridge and you probably heard me go,
yes, in the other room. But then I read in the next paragraph, it said, that all could change in the
final design.
So I urge the designers of this that storm water management is very important as we have heard a
couple of times tonight, and that collecting that contaminated run off from the road surface, it's
important to take, too, on a storm water collection system where it can be naturally treated
through swales and infiltration, and that sort of thing, rather than just dumped in to the river
where it becomes a cumulative problem downstream.
On Page 133 it talks about, again, storm water management, that the storm water management
will be designed and will attempt to adhere to the greatest extent possible to a PennDOT strike off
letter number 4320707. I'm not sure what that means, but it gives the impression in reading the
EA -- and I'll read it closer and provide additional comments, that that's a higher level of storm
water management, that meets higher levels of standards. But then it says if there are threatened
and endangered species in the area, then it will adhere to those -- to that strike letter, and I read in
the EA that there are threatened and endangered species in this – in the area of the bridge, both
aquatic and terrestrial. I urge the designers to make sure that they do everything to meet that
higher level of storm water management.
There was one other thing. No. I think that was it. Again, I would like to support the pedestrian
and the bike bridge crossing in that area. I'm also a scout leader and take scouts on long bike
rides. We have done the canal paths, and I think that that's a great access. This would not be a
duplicate crossing, you know, next to another crossing. It's miles across from the Trenton area or
the Washington Crossing area, and I think it would provide a great service to, you know, not just
the local residents, but as someone else had said, it provides a destination, and it provides a
doable bike ride, and they will explore the area a little bit more. Thank you very much.
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Response: Comments noted. Details of proposed wetland, floodplain, stormwater, and river
habitat mitigation will be developed in the final design phase in conjunction with the state and
federal resource and regulatory agencies. All of the required environmental permits and
approvals will be obtained for the project including, but not limited to, the following: Joint
Individual ACOE (Section 404) Permit and PADEP Waterway Encroachment (Section 105)
Permit; PADEP Section 401 Water Quality Certification; NJDEP Freshwater Wetlands
Individual Permit; NJDEP Section 401Water Quality Certification; NJDEP Flood Hazard
Area Permit; NPDES Approval from PA and NJ; Delaware River Basin Commission Project
Review; Bucks County SCS; NJDEP Green Acres Program.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
W16 - RONALD SMITH: Thank you. I wasn't prepared to speak tonight, but I did mark a few
words down. I'm a township supervisor for Lower Makefield, and I appreciate the opportunity to
speak tonight before you.
I'm just going to echo a few of the thoughts of some of the prior speakers. One of my concerns,
though, which has not yet been mentioned, unfortunately, is communication or maybe I should
say lack of communication. We were not really fully aware as a township of this meeting until I
guess about two weeks ago when one of our assistant traffic commission members brought it to
our attention. Unfortunately or ironically, this meeting which we are having tonight is outside one
of the two effected areas or most effected areas, one of them being, obviously, Lower Makefield.
So even though it's not a great distance, we still had to travel out of town to have a meeting which
really affects our township.
We also had to cancel our Board of Supervisors meeting tonight so that I and other supervisors,
some of which have already been here -- Matt Maloney was here. He, unfortunately, had to leave
a little early. And other people who would have liked to have been here tonight would have had
an opportunity to testify.
So what I would ask of you, if you can, in any future meetings please -- please just communicate
with us. Communicate with our township meeting -- excuse me -- township manager. Let us
know so that we can both liaison on this and we can make sure that we are cooperating and that
we are fully aware only as a Board, but as a township so our residents are fully aware of what is
going on and fully aware of all the aspects and developments. I would beg you to do that.
I would also -- once again, I know I did this in the past, and I will do it again, I'm not sure if a
videotape of this meeting is being made tonight. Obviously, I see the court stenographer here. If
you could put together an audio version with this video version, we would love to run it on our
township station or cable station so not only the people here tonight are, obviously, seeing it, but
for everybody who is here. There is hundreds and hundreds of people who are affected who are
not going to have the opportunity to see what's happening here firsthand.
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So if you can in the future and including this meeting in some aspect, if you can make it available
to us, we will broadcast it live on our TV station, and we would ask you to do that, if you can.
Couple other points here. Obviously, I echo the thoughts of many of the people, the bicycle and
pedestrian walkway. That's a great thing for both areas here. It should be a no brainer. Even
though some of the people have already spoken, most eloquently, our
State Representative Steve Santarsiero, Mr. Newicki, Miss Pesti about noise abatement. I have to
tell you, I think they understated the case. And I say that respectfully to you. I think they
understated the case here.
Our township, Lower Makefield, is a wonderful place to live. It's always a unique area. I will tell
you respectfully that we are under daily assault by noise pollution, daily assault. Whether it's
trains, planes and automobiles and no pun intended with that. The fact of the matter is we are
under assault every day with that. And when I hear the words most of the areas are covered, I
have to step back and say that's a tough thing for some of these residents and us as a township to
swallow. So I would ask you for a few dollars more close those gaps, close those gaps on behalf
of all the people who are affected so this can be a win-win proposition for everybody. Thank
you.
Response: No videotaping or recording of the public hearing was done so the Commission will
not be able to provide the Township with a video recording of the public hearing. Only
transcripts of the hearing are available that were taken by a stenographer. Increased efforts
will be made to notify local officials of any future public hearings.
If the Commission were to be guided solely by the established criteria for noise abatement
placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the Commission’s total noise barrier installation
costs would have been $3 million. The Commission decided to exceed what is required under
these established design standards. We are committed to installing an additional $4.5 million
worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent, more than is required under
FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria for noise levels, feasibility and cost reasonability.
The designated locations for these noise walls were not chosen arbitrarily. They were selected
based on using an FHWA model which was calibrated using our relaxed threshold for
designating noise wall locations. This approach provided a defensible rationale for where
public funds could be expended to install additional noise walls. Likewise, this modeling
identified areas where further public expenditures for the erection of additional noise walls
could not be supported.
W17 - MIKE KRUIMER: Mike Kruimer, Edison, New Jersey. I'm the Chairman of the New
Jersey Committee East Coast Greenway Alliance. We're connecting the trails from Maine to
Florida. If it sounds like a nice bike ride to you, it was. My wife back here in the wheelchair and
myself did it five years ago.
So I travel by bicycle. And my travel by bicycle our main obstacle has always been bridges,
crossing bridges, and I think it would be a travesty if you would not put a bike-ped access on to
this bridge. It needs to be done. It's going to connect two beautiful trails, and we have been on
both of them. It would make a nice loop for people to travel and to use. It would make a nice
connection for people in Pennsylvania, for people in New Jersey, and it would also help with your
build out, your expected built out of the traffic on this bridge. People can cross and get to work
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and commute on this bridge. Bike-ped access is, as far as I'm concerned, mandatory on all
bridges as they get built. Please include bike-ped access on to the bridge. Thank you.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to comment #W12, page 23.
W18 - MIKE OLSZEWSKI: I'm Mike Olszewski. I'm a resident of Levittown, Pennsylvania.
And I'm in a number of bicycle organizations, and I'm an active bicyclist. I bike Philadelphia and
East Coast Greenway and I belong to the Rest Trails Conservancy and Lead America Bicycle.
So, as a member of all those organizations and active bicyclist, I've become very aware in the last
three years of the increasing use of bicycles and pedestrian facilities like all over the country, not
just in this area. And everything I'm reading leads me to believe that it's very very short sighted
to not include a bike pedestrian path on this bridge because all of the activity related to that bike
path is only projected to increase in the coming years and this bridge -- you know, bridges, as you
know, the Ben Franklin and Burlington Bristol Bridge have been there for 78 years, and they are
going to be there for a lot longer.
It's the same with this bridge. It is going to be here for years and 50 years from now is pretty
likely that automobile use will be even more and more expensive and for many reasons people
may -- will choose alternative ways of transportation for many reasons, not just for practical
reasons like to commute to work. Just recreational reasons and fitness health reasons. And this
bridge in particular will be used quite a bit because, as someone else has pointed out, on the
Pennsylvania side of the bridge we have the Delaware Canal Path along the bridge, which is part
of the National Park System and very close to Washington Crossing National Park and further up
the river we have New Hope and beyond. On the Jersey side we have D and R Canal Path and
further up we have Lambertville and Washington Crossing, New Jersey Park. All these
recreational facilities that are being used by bicyclists and pedestrians, hikers and all this touristtype recreational activity is continually growing.
I follow the news and the new releases that come out about this type of thing like bike paths. All
the local municipalities little by little are adding more bike paths built next to the roads or through
their areas. Lower Makefield and Newtown Township and D and R Canal Path over on the
Jersey Side. We have Hopewell Township and Morris Township. Little by little, you know,
implementing bike paths and trails in to their township system for people to use just for like short
errand running, recreational use, health use, practical use to get back and forth to work if they live
within bicycle commuting distance. Like little by little these pieces are all coming together to
form a network of like bicycle transit system, and even people who aren't particularly fit who
might think riding ten miles is a daunting task, within the last year or two, electrically assisted
bicycles have come on board, and these are being sold more and more.
Even the electrically-assisted bike. Like I say, a person who didn't feel they were completely up
to riding ten miles, electrically-assisted rechargeable battery type bike that has a rechargeable
battery to assist you in operating your bicycle when you felt it was really too much to do it
yourself so to get up the hill or you get a little tired after a certain distance, you need some help
you get electrical system, you could power to complete your ride. People will be using these
more and more. They have a major employment area in Trenton, New Jersey, the state capital and
Lower Makefield and surrounding areas, more and more like growth and like employment and
job placement and people who will be living close to those places choose to ride back and forth
with a bike.
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Myself, i just retired from the Postal Service, but the last few years I did work, I did commute
back and forth by bike and, you know, for many reasons, economic and like many people starting
to feel like I was a victim of extortion by the gasoline companies. Every time I filled my gas tank
it was another dollar or two more than it was previously and just as a backlash kind of thing, I
decided to start to, you know, as a statement of showing that, you know, there are no terms away
that I'm not total prisoner to my wheels.
I think this whole type of philosophy, the green thinking, environmentalism and more awareness
of getting proper exercise and the growth of this region give the tourist opportunities with the
parks and the tow paths, all those type activities are all going to increase. It's just all more and
more reason includes bikes and pedestrian path on this bridge. Like I said, this thing is going to
be here for many many years. Like I said, it would be very short sighted not to include it because
I think years down the road I think you will definitely regret it. That's all I have to say.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to comment #W12, page 23.
W19 - ANDREW BESOLD: Yes. Good evening. Thank you for the opportunity to speak
before you today. My name's Andrew J. Besold. I'm from North Brunswick, New Jersey. I came
all the way down here today about 30 miles away because mainly to speak about the bicyclepedestrian access to this bridge. I came such a far distance away because this is actually not just a
regional or a local concern, but this is actually a state-wide concern. Cyclists are given very few
choices of crossing the Delaware Bridge between Pennsylvania and New Jersey and currently the
bridges, you all know, you cannot ride a bicycle over it. You can barely drive over it, but we
definitely need to include the bicycle-pedestrian access on this bridge in the new construction.
My understanding that it's very --the cost of including bicycle-pedestrian access is very very
small, only four percent in total construction cost, which falls well within the federal guidelines
of providing bicycle-pedestrian access, and I find it quite incomprehensible that the Commission
is hesitant on including it in the final designs. And so I would like to, again, encourage the
Commission to definitely include that in the final design.
Also, quickly about the actual lay out of the -- of the proposed bike way as its current alternative.
I do think that you -- the current design only thinks that people ride bikes on trails and only
provides access directly to the Delaware Canal Tow Path on the New Jersey side and the
Delaware Tow Path on the Pennsylvania side forgetting that most people, you know, cyclists have
the right to ride on most surface streets.
The final design I think if the final bicycle-pedestrian pathway design final -- followed the
perimeter of the roadway on the north side of the bridge, I guess, that's the upstream side, so I
forget the name of the roads on the New Jersey side and then the same one on the Pennsylvania
side. I think that would be the most optimal design and not currently as it is designed. People
could still very easily access the two canal paths. But if you are riding a road bike which is small
tires, you would not have to get on to a dirt path first, then get on to the bridge crossing. And I
also believe that type of design was followed, particularly on the New Jersey side, it might
alleviate some of the concerns that the Delaware Canal Commission had. I understand that they
have some concerns about the current proposal that would impact the canal path. I think if you
kept it on the perimeter of the – outer perimeter of the roadway and bringing it right down -- I
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think that's called River Road on the New Jersey side – it would alleviate their concerns. That's
all I would say in that.
Finally, real quickly, I found the location of this and last night's meeting to be only convenient if
you own a car. Luckily, I have access to one. Not everybody does. But everybody has concerns
about this. I know one person from New Jersey does not own a car, but he's a cyclist and he could
not make it here tonight because it was not accessible to him, and I would implore you, any other
meetings make it easily accessible by car, but please try and make it close to public transportation
so all people can attend these open houses and meetings. Thank you.
Response: Comment Noted. See response to comment #W12, page 23.
Private Verbal Comments Given Tuesday, January 19, 2010 (TP1, TP2, TP3, etc. refer to
Tuesday hearing and private comment #)
TP1-DAVID W. THOMPSON. One comment is generic. Whenever you are doing anything,
notify me at the Township , because from our perspective on the New Jersey side there is no town
impacted more than Ewing.
95 goes through. All plans for roundabouts affect our traffic. It is Ewing that is impacted by this
project. We ask that we be notified.
Two years ago I asked the question directly at the hearing was it contemplated that tolls would be
added to this bridge? The answer was, no.
Out of the blue we're blindsided to learn that tolls are going to be put in place. That's what I
mean by communicating with the Township. Had I known that I could prepare our elected
officials before we read it in the paper. There's nothing an elected official likes less than being
caught with their pants down. That's my generic comment.
Specifically, the latest proposal, the way it is designed, my read is the exit,interchange, third exit
from the bridge now, whatever that is, it would be the last exit before the bridge under the new
bridge. Bear Tavern Road is our road. Whatever the exit is. Bear Tavern Road has got a 1950
layout. If you jam all of that traffic onto Bear Tavern Road without improving it, I can't see it.
That's a local concern that we have, about the Bear Tavern Road exit.
Secondly, is the roundabouts. We agree the current configuration looking left, right, these roads
are crossing and dangerous. That's a good thing they will be changed. I'm not certain that the
roundabouts is the answer. I specified that previously. We still would like an opportunity to
provide more input how we think things might be improved at what is today the last exit before
the bridge and second to last exit before the bridge, in particular the last exit before the bridge at
29 getting onto 95 and off of 95 and how that works.
Response: An increased effort will be made to notify local officials of any future public
hearings and/or project decisions that impact the adjacent communities.
The Bear Tavern Road Interchange is the northern limit of the project. The last exit before the
toll will be the Route 29 Interchange, not the Bear Tavern Road Interchange. No additional
improvements are required at the Bear Tavern Road Interchange as part of this project.
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Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission will
determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of traffic
diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge, a
Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11, 2011 The
overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions resulting
from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to the
adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements. The
Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are subject
to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless,
meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be
built.
The proposed configuration of the NJ Route 29 interchange was thoroughly analyzed and is
expected to operate at acceptable levels of service for both the morning and evening peak hour
traffic periods. Acceptable level of service is defined as LOS D or better.
TP2-ALAN FRANKLIN. In terms of testimony, I am a Yardley resident for almost 40 years.
And I am very familiar with the Ewingville Bridge or the Yardley Bridge, a bridge between the
Calhoun Street Bridge and the Scutter Falls. The bridge is at the foot of Afton Road in the center
town of Yardley.
And the purpose of that bridge, which was built in 1715, was to connect Ewing, then Trenton,
with Yardley.
It was a horse bridge and a covered bridge. Very similar to the one in Madison County. It was
beautiful. In 1955 the bridge washed out.
When the bridge washed out that was the genesis for the Scutter Falls Bridge built in 1969.
If you were going to alleviate traffic congestion for the people that live south of Yardley Borough
that have to go through Yardley Borough to get onto the Scutter Falls Road to get onto 95 north,
you would have thought that a local bridge would alleviate a lot of the traffic that still goes
through Yardley, but now to wait to get up on an up ramp to get on the Pennsylvania side to go
over to New Jersey.
This expansion is an excellent idea, but for some reason did not include resurrecting the old
bridge, as a theater bridge to help people quickly get onto 29 on the New Jersey side.
Response: Rebuilding the former Yardley Bridge is not an alternative that would meet the
project purpose and need. Constructing a new bridge at the former Yardley crossing as an
alternate to replacing the Scudder Falls Bridge would be costly and would not address the
traffic needs of the project. Including a second bridge to connect PA and Route 29 in NJ
would do very little to alleviate current and projected traffic congestion along I-95 and would
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not address the need to upgrade existing safety and traffic operational conditions on the I95/Scudder Falls Bridge and adjoining segments of I-95. This segment of I-95 and the
Scudder Falls Bridge is used for regional travel and serves as a truck route for interstate
commerce. A second local bridge, off of the I-95 roadway network will not address the
regional traffic needs. The environmental impacts are much more extensive with an additional
bridge including greater hydraulic/hydrologic impacts to the Delaware River, greater impacts
to the area T&E Species, additional fill and flooding impacts to the river and greater wetlands
impacts. In addition, the Section 106 and Section 4(f) impacts would likely be greater with an
additional structure due to the historic canals located parallel to both sides of the river.
TP3-DAVID BURCHELL. Concerning the construction of the bridge, I'm concerned about the
toll generating aspect. I'm in particular interested in why we shouldn't privatize the
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission rather than make it a continuing political situation
for the two states.
That's my main concern, about the tolls.
Response: Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission
will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of
traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,
2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to
the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements. The
Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are subject
to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless,
meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be
built.
TP4-JOHN MORRISON. My concern is the toll. Number one, because of the current
congestion, a toll would add to the congestion or the same as it is now. It is only going to slow
down traffic.
I heard everyone is required to have Easy Pass, or if they didn't they would get a bill in the mail.
My third comment was that I thought why isn't the stimulus money promised to states by the
government used to pay for this, because it is an interstate instead of taxpayers paying for it?
Stimulus money was supposed to be for projects just like this.
Response: Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission
will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of
traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,
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2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to
the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements. The
Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are subject
to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless,
meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be
built.
Federal funding such as stimulus moneys are not committed for this project. The Commission
applied for federal TIGER grant and TIFIA Loan funds for the project and the applications
for such funding were not approved.
TP5-PAUL SCHORR. I believe the report fails to assess the alternatives such as light rail, BRT.
And on the negative side doesn't fully consider the impact of sprawl.
Presently the document gives just a build alternative of your average AADT, however, for the no
build alternative, it is 76,500.
There is no document either listed in the references or in volume one which adequately explains
from where the additional travel assignments are made, whether due to additional residential
development, whether they are diversions from other streets and roads, whether they are within or
outside the planning area.
It is my understanding that the Delaware River Regional Planning Commission prepared a report
called travel projection report for 1-95 Scutter Falls project.
This document was delivered to the consultant, however, it is not listed in the references . It
would be appreciated if, in fact, the consultant could provide that document and indicate how
they used it for assessing the environmental impacts of the alternatives that I just described.
In other words, if, in fact, residential development is planned for certain areas that could be
served by light rail or served by bus rapid transit, whether or not that was a considered
alternative.
I believe that the cost of the alternatives is ipso facto less.
Response: All reasonable alternatives that would meet the project purpose and need were
addressed in the EA/Draft 4(f). As shown in Table IV-1, page 89 of the EA/Draft 4(f), daily
traffic forecasts for the Build alternative compared to the No-Build alternative would be
approximately 10% higher. This would not be new traffic but traffic redistributed from other
roadways/bridges within the regional network because I-95 becomes a more attractive route.
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A Light Rail alternative does not address the upgrades that are necessary to the I-95 roadway
corridor to meet current highway design and safety standards. These upgrades include
adequate shoulders on the bridge and I-95 roadway to enhance safety, adequate
acceleration/deceleration lanes at the adjoining interchanges and improvements to the
interchange configurations to improve safety. In addition, the light rail system would have to
be constructed to service this portion of the I-95 corridor, connecting destinations in both
Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The operational and ROW requirements for such a system
would be costly and would likely exceed the costs of a new Scudder Falls Bridge
Accommodation for future Bus Rapid Transit lanes has been provided for in the project.
To assess the impacts of traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of
the new Scudder Falls Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was
prepared dated May 11, 2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that
the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non-peak traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic
volumes on existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current
levels. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA
Addendum. Section IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality
Screening that was conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the
proposed tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act
requirements. The Traffic Diversion Study is available upon request.
Private Verbal Comments Given Wednesday, January 20, 2010 (WP1, WP2, WP3, etc. refer
to Wednesday hearing and private comment #)
WP1-MR. BARTH: My name is Robert Barth. I am the past president of the Canal Society of
New Jersey, an organization, non-profit of about 800 members, and I'm also a member of the
D&R Canal Watch, a membership of about 200 members who are very concerned about the
Route 95 bridge over the Delaware and Raritan Canal and its impact on this historic registered
Delaware Canal.
It also, I might add, is going over the top of the Delaware Canal on the Pennsylvania side, which
is also a national registered site.
Obviously, we know this bridge is necessary and will be built, so the impact it has on these
national registered sites needs to be mitigated so that the public cannot only enjoy our historic
canals but connect between them, so we strongly urge and require you to put in a pedestrian and
bicycle access between the two canals over the bridge and have proper access from those historic
canals to the bridge.
Whatever impact occurs on the Delaware and Raritan Canal along the towpath, the existing
towpath, it must not infringe on the enjoyment of the path, should not be thinking of going
through a tunnel of some kind.
It has to be in such a manner that we still feel that we're in the open and we're not boxed in by this
new construction.
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I thank you for the opportunity to allow me to comment. If you would like to contact me, my
address is (e-mail address has been removed for privacy reasons). Thank you.
Response: Specific mitigation for adverse effects on the Delaware and Raritan Canal and for
effects on the Delaware Canal is documented in the Programmatic Agreement (PA) between
the Federal Highway Administration, the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Officer,
and the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Officer. The executed Programmatic
Agreement is included as an Appendix to the EA Addendum.
Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the Commission cited the livability merits of
a pedestrian/bicycle facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed action. The
Commission further acknowledges that the pedestrian/bicycle facility will provide health,
environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities
and the region. The Preferred Alternative for the pedestrian/bicycle facility is shown on pages
59 and 60 of the EA/Draft 4(f).
WP2-MR. SCHWALM: Okay, we are here as just citizens, but we are members of the YardleyMakefield Fire Company, the fire police, and we wanted to sort of get a look at what is being
planned.
One of the concerns we have is how it will affect the fire department and the fire police, in
particular, for responding to incidents on 95.
We cover the section from the Scudder Falls Bridge approximately to Super One Pennsylvania
side, and one of our main concerns is the fact for emergency turn-arounds.
There is one presently to the south of 332, and we would like to think that in the planning that it
would be considered to provide more turn-a rounds for the emergency services.
Proper name is Lawrence Schwalm. S-C-H-W-A-L-M.
Response: Planning for and consideration of additional median turnarounds for use by
emergency vehicles would occur during the final design phase of the project.
WP3-MR. HECKMAN: Rick Heckman. Again, I am also a fire police officer with the YardleyMakefield Fire Company. Generally the same issue looking at this from how we respond.
One of our concerns is that we go on one side of the road and have an event on the other, right
now we can get over the barrier across the grass median, but with differences in elevation,
retaining wall as well as the barrier, that will have some impact on us, so what might make sense
is to have a turn-around area somewhere between 332 and the bridge.
Response: Planning for and consideration of additional median turnarounds for use by
emergency vehicles would occur during the final design phase of the project.
WP4-MR. GAMBLE: Harry Gamble, and my main concern is the proposed toll. I am retired and
right now even if you charge like two dollars a trip, in a year it's a hundred dollars, and our
township has turned down the Parks and Recreation proposal that was fifty dollars a year.
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The library is right now bare-boned budget with a lot of cutbacks, and I think that being on fixed-we use the bridge at least two times a week.
For my wife the closest shopping place is in Ewing, which is the closest food store, and we get
gas and we also--I go to the liquor store in New Jersey, so it would--it's quite an expense for us.
Response: Prior to the implementation of tolling on the Scudder Falls Bridge, the Commission
will determine toll rates and when toll charges would commence. To assess the impacts of
traffic diversions resulting from tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge, a Traffic Diversion Study was performed and a report was prepared dated May 11,
2011 The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study indicate that the traffic diversions
resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic impacts to
the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non-peak
traffic periods. In both the low-toll and high-toll scenarios, traffic volumes on existing
roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A. of the EA Addendum. Section
IV.P of the EA Addendum addresses the results of the Air Quality Screening that was
conducted based on the traffic diversion analysis associated with the proposed tolling of the
new Scudder Falls Bridge. The project meets the U.S. Clean Air Act requirements. The
Commission’s efforts in this regard comply with state and federal requirements and are subject
to FHWA approval. Tolling would be in the southbound direction only and would be cashless,
meaning tolls would be collected electronically, and a conventional toll plaza would not be
built.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The Commission
believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution.
The Commission funds its capital improvement projects with tolling revenues only. In the
absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the COMMISSION did not feel it was
reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the financial burden of
the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I-95
corridor. It should be noted that the Commission currently provides a frequent user discount as
part of its E-ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the Commission will consider including this
same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls
Bridge.
WP5-MS. McGOVERN: My name is Carolyn McGovern. I live at 1898 Dolington Road which
borders the Scudder Falls Bridge-95 area.
I am interested in the noise issue. I know my home has the barrier slated to help that, but directly
across the street is not slated for the noise reduction, and the gentleman said it is because there are
not homes 400 feet past that area, however, my house is much closer than the 400 feet.
I know there is many other people in there saying that their homes are affected with that small
area. I just wanted to note that they are measuring a 400 feet difference from straight out rather
than 400 feet in any direction.
Our home is 400 feet, so we will have the barrier right next to our home, but the sound will still
be coming in from the un-bordered area. That would be my one problem with this.
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The other is we were initially--I think I was initially on the list to be getting things. At some point
we got dropped from it, and when I wrote in on the little site they said we must have changed our
e-mail address, however, we didn't. For some reason we were dropped.
I don't want to be dropped again. I am very interested in this. The sound level has--we have lived
there 28 years. Our sound level has increased I would say much more than doubled In that time
period, and I don't see that it is going down, so that is a major concern for me as a long-term
resident and we plan to stay there, and those are my concerns.
Response: As described in Chapter IV.P of the Environmental Assessment, the noise analysis
for this project was conducted in accordance with established methodologies and criteria of the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
(PennDOT), New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT), and Delaware River Joint
Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC). Using these methodologies and criteria, noise barriers are
proposed at locations where:
1. consideration of noise abatement is warranted based on future sound levels with the
proposed project built,
2. feasibility criteria are met, and
3. cost reasonableness criteria are met.
If the Commission were to be guided solely by the established criteria for noise abatement
placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the Commission’s total noise barrier installation
costs would have been $3 million. The Commission decided to exceed what is required under
these established design standards. We are committed to installing an additional $4.5 million
worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent, more than is required under
FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria for noise levels, feasibility and cost reasonability.
The designated locations for these noise walls were not chosen arbitrarily. They were selected
based on using an FHWA model which was calibrated using our relaxed threshold for
designating noise wall locations. This approach provided a defensible rationale for where
public funds could be expended to install additional noise walls. Likewise, this modeling
identified areas where further public expenditures for the erection of additional noise walls
could not be supported.
Due to the distance from the roadway, the future sound levels would not impact residences in
Noise Study Area 5 (NSA 5), which is the west side of I-95 between Quarry Road and
Dollington Road. Therefore, sound walls are not warranted in accordance with PennDOT
noise criteria. As for the gaps for NSA 4 (west side of I-95 – Bridle Estate/Devonshire
neighborhoods) and NSA 6 (east side of I-95 – Makefield Chase neighborhood), the sound wall
design was optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at
the same time meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost criteria according to PennDOT
criteria. Similarly for NSA 7 (west side of I-95 behind the rest stop, the sound wall design was
optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers while at the same time
meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost criteria according to PennDOT criteria.
During the final design process for the project, a detailed optimization of barrier lengths,
heights, costs, aesthetics, and locations will be conducted in conjunction with the community.
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The noise study, Technical Memorandum No. 29, Preliminary Engineering Noise Analysis,
November 2009, is available on the project web site: www.scudderfallsbridge.com.
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Summary
This package presents a response to substantive comments received during the Public Comment Period for the
Addendum to the Environmental Assessment, dated November 2011, and circulated for public review on
November 30, 2011. In addition to this Summary, this package includes copies of the actual comments
received and the Public Hearing transcript followed by responses to all of the comments received during the
public comment period.
The Notice of Availability of the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment and of the scheduled Public
Hearing was published in the following newspapers on the dates indicated:





The Trenton Times, November 30, 2011
The Trentonian, November 30, 2011
The Bucks County Courier Times, November 30, 2011
The Bucks County Herald, December 1, 2011

The Notice of Availability and Public Hearing was also published on the project website,
www.scudderfallsbridge.com . The Addendum to the Environmental Assessment was also available for review
and downloading on the project website.
A second notice was published in the following newspapers prior to the scheduled Public Hearing:





The Trenton Times, December 8, 2011
The Trentonian, December 13, 2011
The Bucks County Courier Times, December 6, 2011
The Bucks County Herald, December 8, 2011

On Thursday, December 15, 2011 the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) held a Public
Hearing at the Sheraton Bucks County Hotel located at 400 Oxford Valley Road, Langhorne, PA. Approximately
75 individuals signed‐in and attended the Public Hearing. The Public Hearing began at 7:00 PM and adjourned
at 9:00 PM, with the proceedings recorded by a court reporter. Sixteen (16) individuals provided public
testimony. Although a second court reporter was available to individuals wishing to provide private comments
during the Public Hearing, no private testimony or comments were given.
The purpose of the Public Hearing was to collect written and verbal testimony regarding the Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment for the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. Prior to the public
testimony, the DRJTBC presented a brief overview of the project with an emphasis on the tolling aspect and
the inclusion of the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility. The decision on tolling was rendered after the release of the
original Environmental Assessment. The Bicycle/Pedestrian facility was included as an option for consideration
in the original Environmental Assessment, but the final decision to include the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility had
not been rendered at that time. These two changes are the reason for issuing the Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment.
The public comment period began upon publication of the Notice of Availability on November 30, 2011 and
ended on January 3, 2012, a period of 35 calendar days. Comments were accepted via mail or delivery, at the
Public Hearing, and via a dedicated e‐mail address. Approximately 40 organizations and/or individuals
submitted comments.
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Response to Government Agency/Official’s Comments on the Addendum to the Environmental
Assessment

G1 – PA House of Representatives, Steven Santarsiero, 31st Legislative District
Thank you. I know there are a lot of people here tonight I'm sure want to have their voices heard, so I
will not monopolize the time. But I did want to come here tonight because this is a project that has
been near and dear to me now for going on about seven years since the Bridge Commission first came
before us when I was a Lower Makefield Township Supervisor.
Let me begin by thanking the Bridge Commission for having this forum, the second one they have done
here in Falls Township, and thanking them also for undertaking the study that was just discussed.
Comment A.
There are a couple issues I want to talk about tonight, the first of which is the issue of tolling that was
most recently discussed. And I want to make a couple of comments about that. Having reviewed the
report, there are a few things that I think they are underscoring, and I think really ought to be
considered before a final decision is made regarding the tolling.
First of all, I want to thank the Commission for taking the report. When we were last here, I think in July
of 2010, one of the things I did ask for is before any decision is made on tolling, that an impact study be
done. I'm glad that the impact study was done. I'm not overly happy with the conclusion, but I am
happy that the study was done.
One thing about the study that I think is kind of inconsistent in the logic of it and causes me to question
its conclusion is a idea that there will not be any adverse impacts, once this bridge is tolled, on the other
crossings across the Delaware. And the study cites partly from that proposition that idea that right now
there are trucks that are avoiding the Route 1 crossing precisely because it has a toll going south in
Pennsylvania, and they are using the Scudder Falls Bridge, but that once this bridge is tolled, they won't
be doing that any more. Well, they are doing it now because there is a toll on the Route 1 Bridge, and
that to me is an admission that that type of behavior is likely in this case as well.
I represent the Newtown, Lower Makefield, and in about a month the Morrisville areas of Bucks County.
And so I have a concern, not just for the Scudder Falls Bridge and what will happen there, but also for
those crossings in Morrisville, the ones that were just mentioned, the Trenton Makes Bridge and also
the Calhoun Street Road.
While I do agree and I hope that once this bridge is reconstructed or a new bridge is built, it will be a
much better crossing and a much quicker one, I'm not convinced necessarily of the assumption that
because that will be a better bridge that necessarily motorists will decide to use it notwithstanding the
toll and not those other crossings. And so I still have the concern that this will have a negative impact
on those crossings, as well as the arterial and collector roads that lead to and from those crossings.
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Obviously, to some extent, whether motorists do that or not will be impacted by the amount of the toll,
and that's something that as I understand from this presentation, the Commission has not yet made a
determination on.
Again, I would say that from the perspective of potential negative impacts, the fact that the economy is
still tough and although I know this is not going to be for another few years until the project is built out,
that this would take effect, from both of those perspectives, putting an extra economic burden on our
motorists who are commuting back and forth going over the Scudder Falls Bridge because of their jobs,
by and large, that this is, you know, perhaps not the best approach. By that, ultimately I would say that
if the Commission decides to go forward with tolling, I would implore you to use the lowest possible toll
that you could do so that it does not become, one, a disproportionate burden on our residents who are
commuting in to New Jersey to work every day and, two, that it doesn't potentially have that impact on
those other crossings.
Response: The overall findings from the Traffic Diversion Study Report dated May 11, 2011 indicate
that traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal
impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non‐
peak traffic periods. This is true for both the low‐toll ($1.00 passenger car; $4.00 per axle for trucks)
and high‐toll ($3.00 for passenger cars; $4.00 per axle for trucks) scenarios that were analyzed as part
of the study. Certain motorists, including truckers, currently use the Scudder Falls Bridge in order to
avoid the toll at the DRJTBC’s Trenton – Morrisville (Route 1) Toll Bridge. The report shows that the
greatest percentage of traffic diverting away from the new Scudder Falls Bridge (56%) will divert to
the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge. A majority of this diverting traffic is most likely the result of
traffic that used the existing Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid the toll at the Trenton – Morrisville Toll
Bridge. With tolls on both bridge crossings motorists will use the quickest, most efficient, bridge
crossing. The nearest alternative river crossings are posted with load restrictions for trucks. The
Washington Crossing and Calhoun Street bridges are each posted with a 3 ton weight restriction and
the Lower Trenton Bridge is posted with a 5 ton weight restriction. Given the capacity constraints
(narrow travel lanes, load restrictions, etc.) and low levels of service during the peak traffic periods at
the alternate toll‐supported bridge crossings, the Trenton Morrisville Toll Bridge and the new Scudder
Falls Toll Bridge are the most viable options to the traveling public during these time periods.
The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment (EA Addendum). As the project advances, the DRJTBC will determine what
the toll rates will be as well as when tolling in the southbound direction will be implemented and
become effective. The DRJTBC has also agreed to conduct a pre‐construction and post‐construction
traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to
be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to take
reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state
roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA
Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
Comment B.
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The second issue that I would like to touch on tonight is the issue of the P3s. And for those of you in the
audience who are not familiar with the term P3, it stands for public‐private partnership. And essentially
what it is is a way that some governments throughout the United States have tried to employ to lessen
the cost of infrastructure projects, and so the idea is that, in this case, the Bridge Commission, would
enter in to agreement with a private company to build the Scudder Falls Bridge and then ultimately to
operate and maintain it. And typically what happens is they will enter in to a long term 99‐year lease
and give that private company then the right to toll and collect those toll revenues.
Now, the Bridge Commission does have the legal authority to do that and about a year and a half ago,
former Governor Rendell and Governor Christie in New Jersey announced that they thought this was a
good way to proceed with the Scudder Falls project. Pennsylvania interestingly does not now have the
authority to enter in to P3s. In fact, there is a bill that's pending before the state legislature ‐‐ but there
is a bill pending in the state legislature that came through our Transportation Committee and the House
that I voted against which would give PennDOT the authority to enter in to P3s. And I voted against that
bill because it would create a seven‐member Commission in Pennsylvania that would have the authority
to enter in to these public‐private partnerships, and I didn't think that was good idea because it was a
further removal of the process from the people. Taking that authority away from the general assembly
and vesting in this seven‐person Commission, I didn't think was a great idea. But more fundamentally
than that, I think the government has some poor functions and whether you are on the left or the right
and I think most of us can agree, and one of those core functions is providing for infrastructure.
I'm not necessarily sure that it's a great idea to give a private company and, indeed, perhaps a private
company that's not even based in the United States, the authority to build our infrastructure and
operate and maintain it, and there are a number of reasons for that, not least of which is the idea of
control, and also the idea of what happens when things don't go quite right. Where do citizens turn and
how quickly can they be answered to get ‐‐ make things right.
So I have a real concern with P3s. I'm not a supporter of them. And I think it would be a mistake in the
context of the Scudder Falls Bridge to undertake a P3 to do this project, and I urge the Bridge
Commission not to go down that road for the reasons that I've just stated.
Response: In July 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell and New Jersey Governor Chris Christie
announced a desire to have the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge project built under the nation's first multi‐
state Public Private Partnership or P3. The DRJTBC retained KPMG/Nossaman‐LLP to perform financial
and legal advisory services to assess the feasibility of the procurement on a P3 entity to carry out the
Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement project. A draft report was submitted by KPMG/Nossaman‐LLP in
late November and is currently being reviewed by the DRJTBC. A decision by the DRJTBC is pending as
to whether or not to advance the project under the P3 project delivery method.
Comment C.
Finally, I want to talk about the sound barriers. And this is an issue also that's been near and dear to my
heart now for about seven years because it was back in 2004, 2005 when the first Commission first
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came to us in Lower Makefield Township that I began fighting for getting sound barriers constructed on
the Pennsylvania side of the river. And I am grateful for the Commission, as I've said many times in the
past, for having agreed to construct the barriers to this date they have agreed to construct. And as you
said, Keith or Kevin ‐‐ excuse me ‐‐ they are about three miles of barriers that the Commission to date
have agreed to construct between the Delaware River and 332 on both the north and southbound sides
of I‐95. That's good news for the residents there, and I'm sure some of you in the audience tonight have
homes in that area, and that will make a difference.
But we have back in 2008 identified a number of gap areas, areas that the Commission to date has not
agreed to construct sound barriers, areas that are between where the barriers are proposed to be
constructed that really do need those barriers because it will impact the residents whose neighborhoods
abut those. We're not talking about a lot of distance. They're all on the southbound side of the
highway. They amount to less than I believe a half mile in linear distance and would I think be less than
a million dollars to construct under the current PennDOT guidelines.
Now, if you consider that this project is likely to be over a $300 million in cost and maybe at the end of
the day much more than that, it is a very small percentage of total cost, but will have a very great impact
on the quality of life of the neighborhoods and the residents who live in those areas. And so I know I've
made this request many times over the last three years, and I know each time I've made the request, the
Commission has very politely, but nonetheless firmly said no, I am going to make the request again
tonight, and I'm here to say, again, politely as well, but no less firmly that I'm not going to take no for an
answer, and you are going to continue to hear me and see me on this issue because these residents
need those barriers, and it has to be done.
I believe this project is a necessary project. Anyone who's ridden on the Scudder Falls Bridge in rush
hour, whether in the morning or the evening, knows that's the case, but it's got to be done right and
among other things that means that we protect our neighborhoods of this issue with the noise, that we
construct the sound barriers everywhere they need to be. And we can do that, I think a cost effective
way at the end of the day, will make a real difference.
So, again, I want to thank the Commission for the opportunity to come out here tonight to speak on
these issues. I'm going to have to be leaving in a few minutes, but Ryan Bevitz of my office ‐‐ Ryan, will
you raise your hand, please ‐‐ will be here for the remainder of the meeting, and I would say to any
resident here tonight who has any additional concerns that they would like to raise with me, to please
see Ryan before you leave, and he will get that to me.
Alternatively, you can call me directly at my office in Newtown or send me an e‐mail. Just Google me.
You will find it right away. I will be happy to respond and meet with you and address any other concerns
that you have.
Again, thank you for the opportunity tonight, and I hope you have a good meeting for the rest of the
evening.
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Response: The DRJTBC provided a response to Pennsylvania House of Representatives Steven
Santarsiero’s original request for additional soundwalls to cover the gap areas of the project. This
response is included in Appendix H of the EA Addendum entitled “Summary of Responses to Comments
on the Environmental Assessment”. The response given in that document is as follows:
The DRJTBC is providing more noise abatement for this project than is required under guidance and
standards of the Federal Highway Administration, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation,
and the New Jersey Department of Transportation. The DRJTBC has committed to spending an
additional $4.5 million in noise walls more than is required under the FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria.
The gap areas shown on the plan will remain. If the DRJTBC were to be guided solely by the
established criteria for noise‐abatement placements in the Scudder Falls project area, the DRJTBC’s
total noise‐barrier installation costs would have been $3 million. The DRJTBC decided to exceed what
is required under these established design standards. We are committed to installing an additional
$4.5 million worth of noise walls – a total cost of $7.5 million, or 150 percent, more than is required
under FHWA/PennDOT/NJDOT criteria of noise levels, feasibility and cost reasonability.
The designated locations for these additional noise walls were not chosen arbitrarily. They were
selected based on using a FHWA model which was calibrated using our relaxed threshold for
designating noise wall locations. This approach provided a defensible rationale for where public funds
could be expended to install additional noise walls. Likewise, this modeling identified areas where
further public expenditures for the erection of additional noise walls could not be supported.
We reexamined the project record on these locations. Due to the distance from the roadway, the
future sound levels as a result of the project would not impact residences in Noise Study Area 5 (NSA
5), which is the west side of I‐95 between Quarry Road and Dolington Road. Therefore, sound walls
are not warranted in accordance with the model’s noise criteria. As for the gaps for NSA 4 (west side
of I‐95 – Bridle Estate/Devonshire neighborhoods) and NSA 6 (east side of I‐95 – Makefield Chase
neighborhood), the sound wall design was optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of
the receivers while at the same time meeting the feasibility and reasonability cost‐reasonability
criteria. Similarly for NSA 7 (the area immediately behind the I‐95 rest area) the sound wall design was
optimized to provide maximum reduction to the majority of the receivers, while at the same time
meeting the feasibility and cost reasonability criteria .
For NSA 5, it includes the properties along Brentwood Road in Yardley, PA. a noise wall was not
proposed in the area of Brentwood Road because the properties and residences are sufficiently
removed from the proposed roadway that predicted noise levels for the year 2030 as a result the
project do not warrant consideration of noise abatement. The residences in this area are
approximately 250 feet or more from the I‐95 right‐of‐way. For NSA 6, the proposed section of noise
wall north of Quarry Road provides noise mitigation for all residences located adjacent to I‐95 and
Quarry Road. The proposed noise wall terminates a short distance north of Quarry Road because
there are no additional residences in close proximity to the I‐95 roadway north of that location where
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noise mitigation needs to be considered. Lower Makefield Township Recreational Fields are located
within this section of NSA 6. This condition exists from the point where the proposed noise barrier
terminates north to Dolington Road. The noise wall picks up again just north of Dolington Road and is
proposed to run for the remainder of NSA 6 and beyond.
The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 4 is again the result of no residences in close proximity to
the I‐95 roadway that meet the threshold of consideration for noise abatement. The closest residence
is approximately 300 feet from the I‐95 right‐of‐way. The future build noise level for the closest
residence within this gap section of NSA 4 is 63dBA, which is less than the 66 dBA noise threshold
criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for consideration of noise mitigation.
Additionally, a 10 dBA increase in the noise level for this property was not identified, which was the
other criterion for consideration of noise mitigation. This gap area is where the 50‐ inch raised
concrete Jersey barrier is proposed.
The gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 7 is a similar situation. The portion of the project along
the rest area in Pennsylvania is designated as NSA 7. The recommended noise barrier for NSA 7 is
approximately 2,469 feet long with an average height of 10.5 feet. The system consists of two barrier
segments, one on each side of the rest area. There is a gap in the proposed noise wall for NSA 7. The
residences located behind the rest area are located well off the property line and more than 500 feet
from the edge of the I‐95 roadway. The existing noise levels measured at these residences are less
than or equal to 60 dBA. The calculated, future‐build noise levels are less than the 66 dBA noise
threshold criteria established by FHWA, PennDOT and the DRJTBC for consideration of noise
mitigation.
Response to Public Verbal Comments Given at the Public Hearing on the Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment
T1 ‐ Rob Lewandowski, NJ Lesson Laborers Union: Good evening. My name is Rob Lewandowski, and
I'm from New Jersey Lesit. That's the labor management partnership of the Laborers International
Union of North American.
And I would like to share with you the several reasons why I'm supporting the proposed Scudders Fall
Bridge project including the addendum as discussed today. And the first really deals with the three Cs
and that's capacity, congestion and carbon emissions. We all sat in that traffic bumper to bumper
frustrated, and we know that that capacity is going to increase over time by I think your own studies we
look at it increasing over a third in the next 20 years. And that's something that we really can't ignore,
that an efficient transportation system not only breaks bottle necks and helps move people and product,
but it really does help improve quality of life and strengthen hopefully the local economy. So those
three Cs capacity, congestion and carbon emissions is sort of reason number one.
And then the second one that relates to that quality of life is the installation of the bicycle and
pedestrian pathway. I mean, think about how great that's going to be when we can connect tow path to
tow path on each side of the bridge, you know, for residents, for visitors and maybe even commuters.
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We will see that ‐‐ that walkway as a wise investment. You know, between ‐‐ I was thinking about it as I
was sitting there, between that pedestrian and bicycle path and the idea of having sort of this express
transit lane, it truly does become a multi‐modal project in an area that you just don't see it; right? We
are still in a rural/suburban area and to be able to use infrastructure investment to offer different
opportunities, I think is a real plus, so I think that quality of life issue is another one.
Third reason, of course, is safety. A 52‐year old bridge eventually becomes a 62‐year old bridge
becomes a 72‐year old bridge and eventually becomes dangerous without that proper investment, and
we really need to do that.
I'm really concerned, and I know these projects take a long time, that we will get to the point where ‐‐
and we have driven on these bridges before, right, in other areas where they should just re‐name these
things as accident waiting to happen because they are just that bad. I don't think we're at the point
now, but I think we have to be mindful that that infrastructure investment and this type of stuff is
important for our safety. So safety is really a third reason.
And the fourth reason, I would be remiss if I didn't mention this, is job creation. Public‐private
investment like this isn't done, first and foremost, for jobs, but it is undeniable that job creation is an
added benefit on this project, especially in a construction industry that is hit so hard by the great
recession, harder than any other industry, you know, in the region, and in the nation.
Now, based on my back‐of‐the‐envelope projections, and I extrapolated this from Federal Highway
Administration data that the Scudder Falls Bridge will created 3,167 direct construction jobs, 1,433 jobs
in support of construction industries and then another 4,654 induced jobs, and that's money that's
earned that's going back in to the economy in to restaurants and local businesses, services, doctors'
visits, you know, that kind of stuff. So I think that job creation is very important and the timeliness of it
is incredibly needed.
And then lastly, I just want to address the charging of toll for usage. As I see it, it is really the
responsible way to pay for such an important project. Clearly there are issues relating to how you go
about doing that, but I think it's sort of hopefully undeniable that ‐‐ that we need to do it and that, you
know, putting it on this bridge to pay for bridge improvements is both fair and equitable. You know, I
too like something for nothing, but given realities, I think this is just something we have to look at is the
responsible thing to do.
So that's all I have to say. I really do thank the Commission for the opportunity to speak with you and
truly urge your support for this truly important project.
Response: Thank you for your support of this important project. The proposed action includes
improvements to enhance safety and traffic capacity while reducing congestion on this portion of I‐95.
The inclusion of the pedestrian/bicycle path and the use of wider shoulders to support future transit
lanes are important components which will establish the bridge as a multi‐modal transportation
facility for a variety of users.
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T2 ‐ Steve Noll, Deputy Executive Director, TMA Bucks: Thank you and good evening, ladies and
gentleman. My name is Steve Noll, and I am the deputy executive director of TMA Bucks, the private
non‐profit transportation management association that serves all of Bucks County.
TMA Bucks fully supports plans to establish cashless tolling system on the Scudder Falls Bridge. A
reasonable toll is a prudent means of generating sustainable and inflation adjustable income for the
construction and upkeep of the bridge and is a wise alternative to insufficient and steadily dwindling
public funding sources.
We concur with the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission's statement that the toll on the
Scudder Falls Bridge eliminates the need to unfairly pass the costs of this project on to users of the
Commission's seven existing toll bridges. We appreciate that the plan will utilize electronic highway
speed control ‐‐ highway speed toll collection as a means to eliminate congestion and the air pollution
that would result from idling vehicles.
Furthermore, TMA Bucks support construction of the new Scudder Falls crossing as currently planned.
In particular, the inner shoulder lanes that can accommodate bus rapid transit service in the future. Full
inside and outside shoulders on the crossing of this length are a must and one need only consider the
current Scudder Falls Bridge as an example of how one disabled vehicle in a travel lane will at best cause
a traffic jam and at worse, become an accident statistic.
The ability for vehicles to safely stop on either side of the crossing must be maintained because even the
best designed bridge is worthless when blocked.
We appreciate the Commission's attention to congestion reduction, air quality improvement, safety and
long‐term utility in the development of this project, and we look forward to continuing our support and
assisting the Commission in any way necessary to minimize inconveniences to our commuting public
during the construction period. Thank you.
Response: Your support of this project is appreciated. The inclusion of shoulders will make the new
facility compliant with current design criteria for interstate highways. The wider inside shoulder,
which supports future transit lanes, helps establish the bridge as a multi‐modal transportation facility.
T3 ‐ Dr. Ronald Harland: Hello. I'm Dr. Ronald Harland, and I'm one of the local residents. As a side bar,
I don't know if the Commission considers private‐public joint work, two million to my company to be
fully able to finance this and complete without any burden on the public.
But the statement I have basically is average Americans lose some 55 percent of their earnings to
government and taxes. I, like most, if not all of my neighbors, oppose any efforts to impose a new tax in
the form of toll on this project either now or any time in the future. Hundreds, if not thousands of
bridges, are built throughout the U.S.A. each year and do not impose any additional tax or toll. Any
funding should be shouldered by the federal and/or state funds or private. In that case, my offer or the
project should not be implemented.
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As a local, this proposed toll will affect my interstate commerce and serve as an unconstitutional act.
Again, no state has the right to regulate interstate commerce. This means, according to the
constitution, interruption of regular commerce between states with adverse acts such as imposing of a
toll.
Again, you know, some work that I'm doing is very helpful in China. I don't know if it's going to be
implemented here in the United States but, again, if they ever get to a point of having a private‐public
joint operation, please let me know.
Response: In July 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell and New Jersey Governor Chris Christie
announced a desire to have the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge project built under the nation’s first multi‐
state Public Private Partnership or P3. The DRJTBC retained KPMG/Nossaman, LLP to provide financial
and legal advisory services to assess the feasibility of the procurement of a P3 entity to carry out the
Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement project. The consultants completed their evaluation and submitted
a report to the DRJTBC, which is currently under review. A decision by the DRJTBC is pending as to
whether or not to advance the project under the P3 project delivery method.
During the time the original Environmental Assessment was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a
range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State
funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state.
Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in
their current capital programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER
Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT, but were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to
support the project. The decision to toll the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge was based on the
realization that no sources of outside funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state
governments would become available in the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board
of Commissioners authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
The DRJTBC rendered its tolling decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program
needs, its current system of financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient
outside sources of funding to support the project.
Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound direction will remain
free of tolls. An All Electronic Cashless Tolling system will be used, allowing tolls to be collected while
vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. This eliminates the traffic disruptions typically
associated with a traditional toll booth plaza.
T4 ‐ Phil Goldman, Washington Crossing: My name is Phil Goldman. I'm from Washington Crossing,
Pennsylvania. And this is my first meeting hearing all the information.
We in the public, at least at this exposure, have no numbers and statistics about this traffic and the
bridge. We don't know how many commercial vehicles going north and south. We don't know whether
Taylorsville Road coming out of and Route 29 coming out of Trenton is going to divert to this toll bridge
instead of as we can do it, continue on in to Lambertville and New Hope. We don't know if the speed
limit is going to be maintained at 55, and it's a better road than it currently is. Is it going to attract ‐‐
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how much ‐‐ how many more vehicles? What's the bigger percentage of increase in traffic? The
maintenance of the bridge is important because it is going to deteriorate as the years go by.
There was a heavy flow initially of ‐‐ this bridge is 50 years old, going to be 60 years old, et cetera. The
Palmyra Bridge is over 100 years. When it was first built, it was said to the masses it is going to be a
nickle for the toll and when the bridge gets paid off, it becomes zero. I think today it's $5. Did the
bridge ever get paid off? We don't have enough information coming from government. For us to make
a decision similar to Washington, they do what they want and put it to the public and still do what they
want.
I think there really should be some statistics, the traffic from which it's going to cost, 300 million, you
know, and this project will probably take three to five years. That means 300 million. Maybe 500
million. If you are going to build the bridge, is it going to be steel out of China? You know, there's issues
this country is facing right now. I don't think we need another major 300 to $500 million expense when
we are broke.
Response: Section IV.A of the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment (EA Addendum) provides
traffic data and summarizes the traffic analysis that was performed for this project. Appendix A of the
EA Addendum contains estimated volumes of traffic (1‐way average annual daily traffic (AADT), 2‐
way AADT, 1‐way peak hour traffic volumes and 2‐way peak hour traffic volumes) for I‐95 and the
primary roadways, which are affected within the study area for the various tolling scenarios for the
years 2015 and 2030. Appendix B of the EA Addendum contains estimated volume‐to‐capacity ratios
on affected roadways for the various tolling scenarios for the years 2015 and 2030. A pre‐construction
and post‐construction traffic study and analysis entered into between and among the DRJTBC,
PennDOT and NJDOT to be outlined in an Interagency Agreement is currently being negotiated. The
Agreement calls for the DRJTBC to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts
on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic
issues, not identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge.

Table IV‐3 of the December 2009 Environmental Assessment shows that Bucks County is forecasted to
experience population growth of 24% by 2025, compared to 15% in Mercer County. From 2000 to
2025, the populations of Bucks and Mercer Counties are forecasted to grow by over 140,000 persons
and 50,000 persons, respectively. It is reasonable to infer that a population growth in an area will
result in additional traffic in that area. The need to improve the existing Scudder Falls Bridge is based,
in part, on the inability of the existing bridge to accommodate existing and projected traffic growth.
The AADT and peak hour (PM peak) traffic volumes for the project design year 2030, and an interim
year 2015 (which approximates the planned year of completion of the proposed action) were
forecasted and compared to the traffic volumes that were projected to occur on the existing Scudder
Falls Bridge without a toll (No Build/No Toll condition). The net traffic changes on the Scudder Falls
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Replacement Bridge (southbound direction) are summarized in Table 1 (see below) of the EA
Addendum and are also shown below for both a low toll scenario ($1 for passenger vehicles) and a
high toll scenario ($3 for passenger vehicles) for the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
The
southbound direction was used as a basis for comparison because tolls will be implemented only in the
southbound direction.
Addendum to the Environmental Assessment – Table 1 – Net Traffic Changes on the I‐95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge (Southbound direction)
Build Scenario
Daily
Peak Hour
2015 No Toll
12%
12%
2015 Low Toll
‐7%
1%
2015 High Toll
‐19%
‐6%
2030 No Toll
11%
11%
2030 Low Toll
‐6%
5%
2030 High Toll
‐16%
1%
Regarding the enforcement of the speed limit, the state police are responsible for enforcing the speed
limit on I‐95. The posted speed limit for the improved section of I‐95 is planned to be between 55 and
65 MPH.
Maintenance of the bridge is important because the bridge, like any other transportation facility, will
deteriorate over time. The DRJTBC presently owns and maintains the existing I‐95/Scudder Falls
Bridge which has lasted for more than 50 years. The DRJTBC will continue to have responsibility for
maintaining the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge upon completion of the proposed
improvements. The DRJTBC’s bridges undergo an inspection every 2 years, consistent with National
Bridge Inspection Standards. The findings of these inspections form the basis for the DRJTBC’s
maintenance efforts and capital improvements.
The DRJTBC’s 2011 Capital Budget estimated that it will cost $322 million for the improvements to the
Scudder Falls Bridge, I‐95 and the interchanges within the project limits. The cost also includes the
installation of a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists, serving as a new link between the two
canal paths on both sides of the Delaware River. The project cost estimates will be further evaluated
through the project’s design process.
The DRJTBC complies with the provisions of Act 3 enacted by the General Assembly of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and approved by the Governor on March 3, 1978, which specified that
if any steel products are used or supplied in performance of the construction contract, only steel
products produced in the United States shall be used. The Act 3 compliance is part of the DRJTBC
Special Provisions section of the contract specifications for all DRJTBC construction contracts.
T5 ‐ Nathan Leventhal: Okay. I'd like to say that the bridge looks awesome. It looks like it would be a
great thing and it certainly is congested. Now, whether or not it's necessary ‐‐ I mean, I get across back
and forth every day and the traffic is part of my commute. Do you know what I mean? So I don't know
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if I need to pay an extra dollar to get home every day. A huge chunk of my life is lived on both sides of
the bridge including family and work. You know, I work on both sides. I have family on both sides, and
so going back and forth multiple times seems to me a little crazy.
But it also seems crazy because it is an interstate which, as far as I know, was built with public funds and
also as part of the defense system, so to put like a private company in charge of tolling it, which should
be a public road already, seems somebody said unconstitutional. It almost sounds illegal, although I bet
there are ways to kind of manipulate the laws to make it possible. It seems certainly Un‐American and
unpatriotic, so even the most recent 2005 rules that say you can build interstates that can be tolled,
even they say they prohibit tolling of interstates that are currently non‐tolled. So I don't know how you
get around that, but I believe it's possible.
So I do also have a problem with the toll because the way they say they are going to put a cashless toll
which I know it's the age of civil liberty laws and everything like that, but I don't think we need to be
kind of tracked every time we want to cross a state border. I don't think that we are separate countries
yet. It is still the United States of America, and I think that it's kind of weird to kind of put in to a public ‐
‐ I mean, I don't know who the E‐Z Pass system is and why we would be giving them all this money to
kind of charge a toll.
They said there would be no administrative cost if you sign up for the E‐Z Pass, but signing up for E‐Z
Pass carries an administrative cost that you pay on a monthly bill, so you would have to kind of take that
on. If you don't want it, then you have to pay for the privilege of being tracked by having your license
plate taken a picture of which I kind of have some patriotic problems with also.
I also find it hard to believe that there is no federal funds. Maybe no federal funds for expanding the
bridge the way it is, but since it is an interstate and it is part of the federal defense system, you know,
they can spend $5,000 on a hammer that they wouldn't maintain a bridge. I know we said it's
structurally sound, so maybe that's why there's no money now, but if we can't afford it, then maybe we
shouldn't be doing it right now. I think that's all I have to say.
Response: In July 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell and New Jersey Governor Chris Christie
announced a desire to have the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge project built under the nation’s first multi‐
state Public Private Partnership or P3. The DRJTBC retained KPMG/Nossaman, LLP to provide financial
and legal advisory services to assess the feasibility of the procurement of a P3 entity to carry out the
Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement project. The consultants completed their evaluation and submitted
a report to the DRJTBC which is currently under review. A decision by the DRJTBC is pending as to
whether or not to advance the project under the P3 project delivery method.
It should be noted that the FHWA has determined that under the DRJTBC Compact, Supplemental
Agreement and Congressional provisions relating to Congress’s approval of the Compact and
Supplemental Agreement, the DRJTBC may toll any newly constructed bridge, including a bridge that
replaces an existing free bridge that has been demolished. This determination allows the DRJTBC to
toll the new and replaced Scudder Falls Bridge. There are, in fact, a number of toll roads that are part

12

of the Interstate System (which also serve as defense routes) including the Illinois Turnpike, Indiana
Turnpike, New Jersey Turnpike, New York Thruway and the Ohio Turnpike.
During the time the original Environmental Assessment was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a
range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State
funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state.
Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in
their current capital programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER
Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to
support the project. The decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no
sources of outside funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would
become available in the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners
authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC
rendered its tolling decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its
current system of financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside
sources of funding to support the project.
Although federal funds are not available to support construction of the proposed improvements, the
need to perform the improvements still exists. The existing bridge has inadequate inside shoulders
and outside shoulders/breakdown lanes and does not meet current design standards. The existing
bridge is over 50 years old and is unable to meet current and future traffic demands. The current
acceleration and deceleration lanes and spacing of ramp merges at the adjoining NJ Route 29 and
Taylorsville Road interchanges are inadequate. Roadway capacity is inadequate to provide
acceptable throughput for current and future (2030) peak‐period traffic volumes. Interchanges do not
currently meet design criteria for shoulder widths and ramp configurations. The existing bridge
superstructure (the two main beams under the concrete deck) is of a non‐redundant type. A non‐
redundant bridge generally has only two primary load‐carrying members (beams), where the failure of
one of these members results in catastrophic collapse of the bridge. The design of non‐redundant
structures is no longer permitted nationwide by the FHWA and state departments of transportation.
The improvements proposed under this project will correct these conditions.
In regards to being tracked, the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System will capture vehicle information
for the purposes of collecting tolls from vehicles travelling in the southbound direction on the
replacement bridge. Customers who elect to use the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge in the
southbound direction, who do not have an EZ Pass, can either register with the DRJTBC or the vehicle
owners billing information can be obtained from state Motor Vehicle department. There are
alternative crossings available that are free of tolls for those passenger‐vehicle customers who wish to
avoid the All Electronic Toll System as they cross the river from NJ to PA.
T6 ‐ John Rizolis, PA resident/Works in NJ: Thank you. I came tonight. I didn't know if I was going to
speak or not, but I'm John Rozolis. I'm a resident of Pennsylvania. I work in New Jersey. And I commute
over the bridge every day. I actually like the proposal of the bridge. I think it is really a good
enhancement to get over there. As a commuter, though, I don't like the toll, and I think the toll is
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probably not necessary. I think there is probably ways you can look to work around that. I agree with
our first speaker and a couple of our other speakers, and I would like to urge the Commission to see
what they can do to avoid the toll. If they can't avoid the toll, I just want to share that, you know, while I
travel it over to New Jersey every day, actually I live close enough that sometimes I come back and do
odd errands over here back in Pennsylvania or sometimes just come home for lunch. And it's not just
once a day that I travel across the bridge, but I actually travel across the bridge maybe once, twice, twice
a day during the week days, and so that's an extra added burden. Obviously, I would have to change my
lifestyle if there was a toll. So I encourage if you do need to make the toll, please make it as low as you
possibly can.
When I looked on the internet, I saw that the tolls on Interstate‐95 from New York to Washington are 3,
6 and $12. So I'm envisioning we are probably going to be in that neighborhood or if not there, we are
going to be there soon. I also agree with our first speaker that this is the wrong economic times to be
looking at 3, 6 or $12 tolls. Our friends in Washington are working on a payroll tax to take ‐‐ to put more
on in the pockets of the people so they can juice up the economy and get things rolling, and I think a toll
kind of goes counter to what our friends in Washington are trying to accomplish. It basically just takes
any kind of tax incentives or money that are going to be put back in to the consumers' pockets. It is just
taking it right out and going in to consumer tax.
I also wanted to add that I went to the website, read a lot of the documents, the impact studies, et
cetera, et cetera. I had some questions. I was disappointed when I e‐mailed some of the e‐mails on the
website they were returned as invalid addresses. I was also disappointed, I called the 800 number and
left a message. I called it once during working hours and once after working hours with a question.
Have not received a phone call back, so that was disappointing. And my question that I did have
revolved around the concern about the impact study itself. Again, with the first speaker, I don't know
that I agree with the results of the impact study. I personally I will not be using the bridge if it is tolled,
and I will be using the Calhoun Street Bridge and the Washington Crossing Bridge as alternatives.
So I'm concerned that the impact study is not going to be accurate. And to have to hear that there is
going to be an impact study post the construction of the bridge, but I'm really curious to understand,
well, if it does turn out that the non‐toll bridge, especially the Calhoun Street Bridge and the Washington
Crossing Bridge are unsatisfactory volumes, I think what actions will be taken to alleviate those
problems because we are really just pushing one problem to the other bridges.
So thank you for all the hard work that you envision in doing. I think the bridge looks great. I like
everything about it, except for the tolls. And if you can ‐‐ if you have to have a toll, keep it as low as
possible. I don't ‐‐ I definitely do not want to see 3, 6 or $12 to go across there.
Oh, one final thing. I do, during the summer hours, I do actually bike across to work twice a week, so I'm
really excited to see that you did include a bike path on a bridge. It saves me about five miles having to
travel up to Washington Crossing to get over there.
But thank you very much.
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Response: During the development of the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the DRJTBC examined a
range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State
funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state.
Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in
their current capital programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER
Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to
support the project. The decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no
sources of outside funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would
become available in the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners
authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC
rendered its tolling decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its
current system of financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside
sources of funding to support the project.
Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound direction will remain
free of tolls. An All Electronic Cashless Tolling system will be used, allowing tolls to be collected while
vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. This eliminates the traffic disruptions typically
associated with toll booths.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its
capital improvement projects with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding
for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll
bridges to shoulder the financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its
nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a
frequent user discount as part of its E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the
All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this
same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
Regarding the invalid email addresses that are provided on the website: the website lists names and
contact information for five (5) individuals. A typographical error was discovered in one of the email
addresses and this has been corrected. The email addresses for the other four (4) individuals were
accurately shown. Additionally, the email address scudderfallsbridgeEAcomments@hntb.com that
was provided on the meeting agenda is also valid and a number of responses have been received at
that email address.
Phone calls received at the 800 number are returned after information has been gathered and proper
responses have been prepared.
In addition to the EA Addendum (which addresses the matter of tolling the southbound direction of
the new Scudder Falls Bridge) a Traffic Diversion Study was performed to assess the potential traffic
diversions associated with the tolls. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated May 11,
2011 indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will
15

cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non‐peak traffic periods. In both the low‐toll and high‐toll scenarios, traffic volumes on
existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels.
The DRJTBC has conducted an analysis of the traffic diversions anticipated as a result of the tolling of
the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC agrees to conduct pre‐construction and post‐
construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being
negotiated and to be entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC
agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New
Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in
the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
T7 ‐ Victor Fiori: Good evening, folks. I'm just a regular guy. I live 42 year the same place, Lower
Makefield Township. Lower Makefield officials Steve Santarsiero, all the officials know me because I
complained about the storm water problems that have been ongoing since 42 years from the roadway.
That's one of my concerns. The Commission is aware of it.
And I look at this project. And I understand progress, but I think of commercial years past and the
Indians. And you look at this and, you know, I've live there all my life. Again, you can hear the falcons in
the area. It's still a natural area, but progress is on its way, so I guess you have to get used to that.
My other comment is about the rest area. Seeing that place as is over used. There are too many trucks.
There's trucks backing up now. It's almost ‐‐ the thing has to be closed or made just for cars over. It's
just ridiculous. The facilities are old. They put these ‐‐ another roadway it is not going to be able to
handle it, so that has to be addressed, and I don't think it has been addressed yet, so I'm really worried
about that.
The other comment I have is about the bike path. I am really thankful that the Commission decided to
do that. I think it's a great idea, but the placement seems a bit odd. It's on the northwest side of the
bridge. It's going to be closed half the time in the winter from the ice. So I don't know if they are going
to put a cover over it or something. I don't know if somebody thought about that. But, you know,
usually, they're put on the south side and stay warm and dry and free of ice.
The other comment I have is, as a U.S. military veteran that re‐enlisted after the Towers fell on 9/11, I
walk with my family down the canal, the tow path, and I see cameras looking at me, all kinds of cameras.
And I thought, this is what I potentially could die for when I joined the Army. I understand cameras on
the main interstate. I understand we live in a different world, but when a recreational area ‐‐ I mean, is
there something that can be done to make it totally discrete or not at all? I just think it is an intrusion of
people's privacy minding their business. And if we got to that point in this world that we can't even walk
on a tow path without being looked at by cameras, I think we have lost America, guys. That's my
comment. You know, I got visions of big brother in 1984. You know, it just pains me to think my
brothers crossed that river on Christmas night in 1776 to see cameras everywhere and to see facilities of
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the homeland security, you know, and everything like that look at residents as if we are something ‐‐
you know, intruders or something. And I think God save this nation.
Thank you.
Response: The rest area along I‐95 southbound in PA is the responsibility of the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation. Any modifications to this facility are outside the scope of the Scudder
Falls Bridge Improvement project.
The bicycle/pedestrian facility is planned for the north side of the bridge to provide a more direct
connection to the canal towpath in NJ and PA. Constructing the bicycle/pedestrian facility on the
south side of the bridge would require the facility to span over the proposed interchange ramps at NJ
Route 29. Additionally, placement on the north side of the bridge provides a terminus in closer
proximity to the existing Delaware Canal towpath and the I‐95 park and ride lot off of Woodside Road
in PA.
The mission of the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission is to provide safe, dependable and
efficient river crossings between Pennsylvania and New Jersey. To assist in this mission, the DRJTBC
installed cameras on the I‐95 bridge over the Delaware Canal. The cameras are part of the Electronic
Surveillance/Detection System (ESS) network that was installed at all of the DRJTBC bridges and
facilities. The entire ESS network provides the public with added security while enhancing the
Commission’s ability to respond to accidents and other incidents at its bridges, approach roadways,
buildings, and support facilities.
The project will include stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address the stormwater
runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project will conform to
applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will apply for applicable
permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the project. The EA/Draft 4(f)
documents the impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain (Chapter IV.J), surface
waters (Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K).
T8 ‐ John Maddock: I'm John Maddock. I live in Ewing, and I actually worked on the construction of the
bridge that was originally built.
A couple issues. Number one, as is now designed to go forward, traffic coming south on 29 now goes
down to River Road and up on to I‐95. Your proposal is to take that traffic in to a roundabout and then
up, and it seems to be that roundabout would be unnecessarily clogged by that traffic. Why not leave
the entrance off the River Road on up to I‐95?
Two, I‐95 itself should not be going across this bridge. You come up 95. Why is the traffic ‐‐ why is 95
not going over the Delaware Memorial Bridge and up the three lane 295 or up the turnpike? Why route
that traffic in to New Jersey on that bridge and it comes to a dead end? The traffic could be alleviated if
you would have it go up the turnpike or 295.
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Three, I don't see the need for four breakdown lanes on a six‐lane highway. It seems to me one is
enough. You don't see that many breakdowns and one breakdown lane should be able to handle any
breakdown. The cost of those two extra breakdown lanes is significant.
Four, it seems to me that the tolls could become outrageous, and it would seem why don't you have an
E‐Z Pass break for locals ‐‐ people in Mercer County or Bucks County who are regularly using that bridge,
have a lower toll for them once they register their car with you?
And then, five, while I appreciate the bike lane, I think in the last ‐‐ it was $20 million, and there's no
tolls for the guys riding their bikes across there. Now, it is great to have it, but it's a staggering amount
of money and nothing is recovered by the people who use it. Thank you.
Response: The preferred alternative for the NJ Route 29 Interchange includes two roundabouts, one
for the northbound on/off ramps, and one for the southbound on/off ramps. A report entitled “I‐
95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project NJ – 29 Interchange Roundabout Evaluation Study”
dated March 2006 and prepared by Kittelson and Associates, Inc. evaluated the operational aspects of
the proposed roundabouts for the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Both of these roundabouts are projected
to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during both the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods
for the 2030 design year. The configuration of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange, particularly the
roundabouts, was thoroughly reviewed by NJDOT and is fully endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT was a
proponent of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange features and alignment (including the
roundabouts) and was involved in its development.
The NJ Turnpike is an alternate route that is available to motorists travelling in NJ. Depending on a
motorists origin and destination and other factors, motorists presently have the ability to choose
which available route is best suited to meet their travel needs.
The inclusion of shoulders on both sides of an interstate highway is recommended under current
design standards. A minimum inside shoulder width of 12 feet is recommended under current design
standards. A 14 foot inside shoulder width is proposed to accommodate future bus transit lanes.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its
capital improvement projects with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding
for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll
bridges to shoulder the financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its
nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a
frequent user discount as part of its E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the
All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this
same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
During the comment period for the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the DRJTBC received numerous
comments in favor of the inclusion of the bicycle/pedestrian facility. Subsequent to the December
2009 to January 2010 EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the DRJTBC cited the livability merits of a
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bicycle/pedestrian facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed actions. The DRJTBC further
acknowledges that the bicycle/pedestrian facility will provide health, environmental, and quality of
life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the region. The bicycle/pedestrian
facility will not be tolled. Construction and maintenance costs would be funded from DRJTBC toll
revenue.
T9 ‐ Zachary Rubin, Executive Director, Residents Against Frankford’s Relocation (RAFR): Good
evening. My name is Zachary Rubin. I live in Lower Makefield Township. But I'm also an executive
board member of the Residents Against Frankford Hospital Relocation, RAFHR. And we have been
fighting for the last couple years to have an area build a hospital which is not miles away from Exit 49 on
95, but a couple hundred yards away. And if that hospital is built, thousands upon thousands of new
cars would be making that trip on the bypass on 332.
Now, I notice in your presentation ‐‐ and I might be wrong, but there is no plans to improve the Exit 49
that is going south on 95 and exiting 49 going west towards Newtown. Now, right now the level of
service for that intersection is a failing intersection. And there's no questioning widening the bridge and
widening 95 will bring even more cars on to that interchange.
So, number one, I think it's incumbent upon you to improve that intersection. Of course, the hospital
would be an outrageous horrible condition there, but that's another story.
Number two, I strongly oppose private‐public partnerships, the three Ps. Now, in Pennsylvania there are
‐‐ the infrastructure, if I might say that right, needs billions upon billions of dollars of funds. And the
rural legislators defeated tolling Interstate‐80, and I believe rightfully so, but now they are looking for
tolling a number of roads and especially in southeast Pennsylvania where the majority of the population
resides.
So, therefore, I think this is a slippery slope if the Bridge Commission starts the privatization of our intras
‐‐ infrastructure. Why can't I say that word? Infrastructure. I need to have some queue cards and
things like that. So I'm totally opposed to that.
Now, about tolling, now as we all know, tolling is a recent event with the construction of this project.
When it was first proposed to our residents, there was no ‐‐ there was no calling for the tolling. And I do
believe that in this financial climate, this is the best time to go out in to the bond market to borrow
money. There's never going to be a better time. I do believe in our lifetimes where money is cheap, so I
do believe it should be funded by a bond issue. I don't think raising tolls on the other bridges would be
that much given the fact that the money would be so cheap.
So I'm certainly totally against tolling of this bridge. Thank you.
Response: The interchange of I‐95 at Route 332 is under the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation (PennDOT). As part of the DRJTBC’s evaluation of the I‐95/Scudder
Falls Bridge replacement project, population and employment data was gathered and analyzed. This
information was used by the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) to forecast
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traffic demands for the future design year 2030. The improvements that are included as part of the
proposed action for this project are expected to be sufficient to meet current and future (year 2030)
traffic demands on the Scudder Falls Bridge and the segment of I‐95 within the project limits.
In July 2010, Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell and New Jersey Governor Chris Christie announced a
desire to have the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge project built under the nation’s first multi‐state Public
Private Partnership or P3. The DRJTBC retained KPMG/Nossaman, LLP to provide financial and legal
advisory services to assess the feasibility of the procurement of a P3 entity to carry out the Scudder
Falls Bridge Improvement project. The consultants completed their evaluation and submitted a report
to the DRJTBC, which is currently under review. A decision by the DRJTBC is pending as to whether or
not to advance the project under the P3 project delivery method.
During the development of the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the DRJTBC examined a range of
options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding.
However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither
state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital
programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan,
both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The
decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside
funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in
the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners authorized the
implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling
decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of
financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to
support the project.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its
capital improvement projects with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding
for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll
bridges to shoulder the financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its
nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor.
T10 ‐ John Boyle, Research Director, Bike Coalition: I'm John Boyle. I'm the research director for the
Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia. And the Bicycle Coalition supports the inclusion of the bicycle‐
pedestrian path under Scudder Falls Bridge. Now they will provide additional connection to two canal
tow paths, but will re‐establish a non‐motorized link between Yardley and Ewing that was lost when the
bridge was destroyed by a storm in the 1950s.
We all know about the health issues related to physical inactivity. The access route between the canal
and the bridge will add to Lower Makefield's extensive township trail network allowing more residents
to access the tow path on foot or bicycle. Even motorists on I‐95 can benefit when the Taylorsville Road
parking garage has spaces available. And that is the parking area in Delaware Canal Trail and I‐295 is a
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nearby example of this where it's always busy with bikers and cyclists and people who are simply
stretching their legs. This is an overpass in Bordentown or Hamilton Township on I‐295. There is
actually a scenic overlook, and there is a connection to the Delaware and Raritan Canal.
It will also be the only bridge on the Delaware River between Philadelphia and Dingmans Ferry that will
allow bicyclists to ride across. This will entice the weekend cyclists and walkers who normally end their
trips in New Hope or Washington Crossing to explore Yardley, Morrisville and even see the historic sites
in Trenton. Once the bridge is built, there will likely not be another opportunity to build a pathway for
the next 50 years. Planning for the future of non‐motorized travel in a time with an uncertain energy
future is a wise investment.
Thank you.
Response: Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the DRJTBC cited the livability merits of
a bicycle/pedestrian facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed actions. The DRJTBC further
acknowledges that the bicycle/pedestrian facility will provide health, environmental, and quality of
life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the region. The facility will also
provide a connection between the East Coast Greenway in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The DRJTBC
appreciates the support of the Bicycle Coalition on this important project.
T11 ‐ Sue Herman, President, Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc.:
Good evening. I'm Sue Herman, president of Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc. Our
organization represents an excess of 9,000 residents in five municipalities in the vicinity of the Scudder
Falls Bridge.
We support the inclusion of the bicycle and pedestrian path in the Scudders Falls Bridge improvement
project, as we embrace the concept of complete streets, which is now considered to be good public
policy. That is when new highway and bridge projects are planned, they are to be designed to
accommodate all users.
Pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to safely move
along and across a complete street. Residents look forward to a bicycle and pedestrian facility that will
provide improved access to the Delaware River Canal Toll Path on both sides of the river and foster
more biking and walking in our community.
Thank you.
Response: Subsequent to the EA/Draft 4(f) comment process, the DRJTBC cited the livability merits of
a bicycle/pedestrian facility and approved its inclusion in the proposed actions. The DRJTBC further
acknowledges that the bicycle/pedestrian facility will provide health, environmental, and quality of
life benefits, among others, to the project area’s communities and the region.
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The inclusion of shoulders will make the new facility compliant with current design criteria for
interstate highways. The wider inside shoulder, which supports future transit lanes, helps establish
the bridge as a multi‐modal transportation facility.
The DRJTBC appreciates the support of Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc. on this important project.
T12 ‐ Joe Menard: Good evening. My name is Joe Menard, Lower Makefield Township.
I hate to be a pessimist, but I certainly don't have much faith and trust in government bodies that have
no direct responsibility to the voting public.
I listen to the presentation back when it was in the ‐‐ one of the school auditoriums in Lower Makefield
in Pennsbury School District, and it was stated to be this brilliant magnificent new thing for all the right
reasons and no toll. I cannot believe for a minute that the Commission did not, in the back of their
mind, know what was really going to be coming down the road, and it has just been a fake dog and pony
show all the way to here, and even now today, you do not have any idea of what the tolls are going to
be. I would like to sell you a car tonight and tell you buy the car tonight and next year I'll tell you what
the cost is. I would like to ‐‐ all the Commissioners on the ‐‐ whatever this Delaware River thing, if you
would raise your hands if you are here tonight so we would know who you are because I don't have no
idea who any of you are. So there is no one on the Delaware River Port Authority here tonight?
Well, I at least want to know who I'm talking to. I think that's reasonable since we don't vote for you.
When you talk about the environmental impact, when you have a toll, I won't repeat it. I'll just echo and
agree with the impact that's going to be on all the other toll or all the other non‐toll bridges.
Now, I know already in the back of your mind is we're going to solve that problem. We're just going to
toll every bridge that's already non‐toll now. That's your solution.
The environmental impact and the cost when you don't even ‐‐ when you can't even tell us what the
tolls are going to be to say okay maybe. Well, maybe we don't want the Cadillac. Maybe we want the
Chevy. Maybe we don't ‐‐ as somebody pointed out, there is 50 feet of shoulders on this expansive
bridge. Well, maybe we want 30 foot. Give us an option. We can't vote for this, and I object to this
whole thing.
Thank you.
Response: During the time the original EA was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a range of
options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding.
However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither
state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital
programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan,
both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The
decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside
funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in
the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board authorized the implementation of tolls on
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the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling decision after making an
assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of financing the capital program,
and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to support the project.
The DRJTBC is proposing to implement tolls only in the southbound direction on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge using an All Electronic Cashless Tolling system which enables tolls to be collected as vehicles
travel at prevailing highway speeds. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including a frequent user
discount program for E‐ZPass customers in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge. Bridge
tolls will be collected by one of the following three (3) methods:
a)
E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the
toll from the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does not have an existing account with
the DRJTBC they will be encouraged to establish an EZ Pass account with the DRJTBC, in order to take
advantage of the DRJTBC’s discount plan for frequent users.
b)
Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate
with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will then be
invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll account with the DRJTBC.
c)
Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their
license plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. License
plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify the customer from an outside
vehicle registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.
The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered Video
customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video customers,
the billing information will be available through a search of the database maintained by the DRJTBC.
For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing party for the
vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department of the state in
which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For both Video toll‐collection methods, once the billing
information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible party.
There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the additional
efforts required to process tolls for Registered and Non‐Registered Video customers. The
implementation of this administrative processing fee may increase the number of motorists who
choose to divert from the Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid the total cost of the toll plus the administrative
fee. For purposes of estimating the number of motorists who are likely to divert from the Scudder
Falls Replacement Bridge once the tolls and applicable administrative fees (where needed) are
implemented, an assumed administrative fee of $1.75 for Registered Video customers, and $3.50 for
Non‐Registered Video customers was applied per trip in the southbound, or tolled, direction. These
fees were developed by an operating cost estimate analysis which took into account factors such as
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percentages of respective trips across the bridge by EZ Pass, Registered Video, and Non‐Registered
Video customers; and tolling transaction and account costs. These administrative fees were used
solely for the basis of estimating potential traffic diversion volumes.
The amounts of the administrative fees cited in the examples noted above should not be construed as
exact amounts that will be charged when the tolls and fees are implemented on the Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge, since the DRJTBC has not yet established these rates.
The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates
and administrative fees in advance of tolls and fees being implemented in the southbound direction of
the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The northbound direction (from PA to NJ) will remain toll‐free,
consistent with the DRJTBC’s toll policy at other DRJTBC ‐owned toll facilities.
The overall findings from the Traffic Diversion Study Report dated May 11, 2011 indicate that traffic
diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal impacts to the
adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both peak and non‐peak traffic
periods. This is true for both the low‐toll ($1.00 passenger car; $4.00 per axle for trucks) and high‐toll
($3.00 for passenger cars; $4.00 per axle for trucks) scenarios that were analyzed as part of the study.
Certain motorists, including truckers, currently use the Scudder Falls Bridge in order to avoid the toll at
the DRJTBC’s Trenton – Morrisville (Route 1) Toll Bridge. The report shows that the greatest
percentage of traffic diverting away from the new Scudder Falls Bridge (56%) will divert to the Trenton
– Morrisville Toll Bridge. A majority of this diverting traffic is most likely the result of traffic that used
the existing Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid the toll at the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge. With tolls on
both bridge crossings motorists will use the quickest, most efficient, bridge crossing. Given the
capacity constraints (narrow travel lanes, load restrictions, etc.) and low levels of service during the
peak traffic periods at the alternate toll‐supported bridge crossings, the Trenton Morrisville Toll Bridge
and the new Scudder Falls Toll Bridge are the most viable options to the traveling public during these
time periods.
The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment (EA Addendum). As the project advances, the DRJTBC will determine what
the toll rates will be as well as when tolling in the southbound direction will be implemented and
become effective.
A pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic study and analysis entered into between and among
the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT to be outlined in an Interagency Agreement is currently being
negotiated. The Agreement calls for the DRJTBC to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic
diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and
analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling
of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
The inclusion of shoulders on both sides of an interstate highway is recommended under current
design standards. A minimum inside shoulder width of 12 feet is recommended under current design
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standards. A 14 foot inside shoulder width is proposed to accommodate future bus transit lanes. The
Project will be designed to meet PennDOT, NJDOT and AASHTO standards.
T13 ‐ Susan Vigilante: Good evening. I grew up in Ewing and presently live in Yardley off of Woodside.
I've been here for at least 50 years. The project needs to happen. It's been needing to happen for a
long time. I gauge going back and forth to New Jersey or PA on what time of day it is, how much traffic
I'll get caught in.
I and many of my neighbors bike a lot. We go up the tow paths frequently, and we are really excited
that you managed to put this in here. I only wish that there was a safe entrance up Woodside to get on
to it. I do have a few concerns, though. I find it really interesting that you've put circles in on the New
Jersey side, and I'm very well‐aware haven driven in my parent's car and then finally driving myself and
driving my daughter in that area how dangerous that area is. But to put circles in an area when New
Jersey and many other states around us have been doing nothing but taking circles out, it seems like you
are using an antiquated solution in a pretty modern project.
I hope that when the contracts are going to be written that there will be major priorities so that U.S.
materials or materials made in the U.S. are used.
And lastly, I travel a lot to Bethesda quite a bit and many of you may or may not know that Route 200
just opened up taking people from below Baltimore and above D.C. bypassing 495 directly over to the
Bethesda area on to 270. It's really great. But I also travel there the first week when there were no tolls
and it first opened, and the traffic flow was pretty heavy as noted by the news and the toll ‐‐ well, they
don't have toll papers, but the data system there. And the second week on December 4th the tolls were
instated and from what I read in the news and heard on NPR, the amount of people using it went down
50 percent.
Point of it being you really ‐‐ I ‐‐ somebody said it tonight. I really think those of us who live in Mercer
County and in the Bucks County area, since you are going to use the E‐Z Pass system, it would really be
fair and great I believe to give us a reduced toll since many people moved over from the Ewing, Mercer
County area to the Yardley area years back because it was a beautiful area to live in and work on both
sides, and now we are getting to get penalized for the tolls, which I understand that seems to be the
only way to pay this, but I think you need to have some type of system where, you know, somebody
who is going through for vacation, Boston to Florida, or, you know, a trucker once a month, they should
get paid full, but we shouldn't.
Response: The Pennsylvania approach for the proposed bicycle/pedestrian facility will follow along
the existing walkway on the south side of Woodside Road between the Delaware Canal and River
Road. Consequently, it will be readily accessible to bicyclists, pedestrians and other users from
Woodside Road.
The preferred alternative for the NJ Route 29 Interchange includes two roundabouts, one for the
northbound on/off ramps, and one for the southbound on/off ramps. A report entitled “I‐95/Scudder
Falls Bridge Improvement Project NJ – 29 Interchange Roundabout Evaluation Study” dated March
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2006 and prepared by Kittelson and Associates, Inc. evaluated the operational aspects of the proposed
roundabouts for the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Both of these roundabouts are projected to operate at
acceptable Levels of Service during both the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods for the 2030
design year.
The proposed roundabouts (traffic circles) at the NJ Route 29 interchange were
thoroughly reviewed by NJDOT and are fully endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT was a proponent of the
proposed NJ Route 29 interchange features and alignment (including the roundabouts) and was
involved in its development.
Regarding the use of U.S. materials in the construction of the bridge, the DRJTBC complies with the
provisions of Act 3 enacted by the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and
approved by the Governor on March 3, 1978, which specified that if any steel products are used or
supplied in performance of the construction contract, only steel products produced in the United
States shall be used. The Act 3 compliance is part of the DRJTBC Special Provisions section of the
contract specifications for all DRJTBC construction contracts.
Tolls will only be implemented in the southbound direction (New Jersey to Pennsylvania) on the new
Scudder Falls Bridge. A Traffic Diversion Study was performed, dated May 11, 2011, to assess the
potential traffic diversions associated with the tolls. The study shows that construction of a new
Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction) will not cause an inordinate amount of
traffic to divert to and overwhelm the other river crossings. The study shows that, during the peak
hour for the year 2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic volumes on the other river crossings for
the low toll scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes for the high toll scenario in comparison to
the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls
Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). For the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the
other river crossings will decrease slightly for both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to
the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls
Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes
increase on the local roadways over time, more and more motorists will choose to use the new
Scudder Falls Bridge and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also indicates that any diversions
during off‐peak hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The
combined improvements from the Scudder Falls project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp entrance
and exit conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because more motorists will use the
bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and non‐peak hours.
A pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic study and analysis entered into between and among
the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT to be outlined in an Interagency Agreement is currently being
negotiated,. The Agreement calls for the DRJTBC to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic
diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and
analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling
of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
The DRJTBC currently offers, as part of its E‐ZPass program, a frequent user discount plan of 40%, if the
user completes 20 trips or more within a 35‐day period. The discount is applied on the E‐ZPass account
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ten days after the final trip has been made. An E‐ZPass customer of another agency may also
participate in the DRJTBC’s discount program by establishing a Companion Account. The DRJTBC
offers E‐ZPass QuickStart sign‐up sessions at various locations throughout the year with customer
service representatives to help customers complete a simple application form. Customers are required
to pay $25 by major credit card or personal check so they may drive away with an active tag and pre‐
paid toll credit. Vehicle registration and license number are also required. The DRJTBC issues press
releases of these sessions and also posts the information on its website. The DRJTBC can offer similar
sign‐up sessions in the greater Trenton and Lower Makefield area prior to implementation of tolling
on the project. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System
get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user discount
program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
T14 ‐ Mary Marshack: Hi. I live in Yardley, and my greatest concern tonight is the toll also. I
understand we got to pay for it. I understood the need for a toll. My concern is just your general daily
life. Little things that you like to do. Let's just say for on the weekend, you got a project to do on the
house, and you want to run over to West Trenton Hardware to pick up a hammer or a rake or some little
insulation, the cost of getting there is going to totally be prohibitive of it, and I'll end up at Home Depot,
God forbid.
And those are just the little things, the little pieces it's going to take away if you could just ‐‐ I'm hoping
that the cost to get back and forth is not too prohibitive.
Thank you.
Response: The DRJTBC has not yet established the toll rates and tolling policies that will be in place
for the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach
efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates, toll policies and to provide guidance on how motorists can
register for E‐Z Pass or obtain additional information in advance of tolls being implemented. The
DRJTBC currently offers, as part of its E‐ZPass program, a frequent user discount plan of 40%, if the
user completes 20 trips or more within a 35‐day period. The discount is applied on the E‐ZPass account
ten days after the final trip has been made. An E‐ZPass customer of another agency may also
participate in the DRJTBC’s discount program by establishing a Companion Account. The DRJTBC will
consider including the frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls
Bridge. The DRJTBC offers E‐ZPass QuickStart sign‐up sessions at various locations throughout the
year with customer service representatives to help customers complete a simple application form.
Customers are required to pay $25 by major credit card or personal check so they may drive away with
an active tag and pre‐paid toll credit. Vehicle registration and license number are also required. The
DRJTBC issues press releases of these sessions and also posts the information on its website. The
DRJTBC can offer similar sign‐up sessions in the greater Trenton and Lower Makefield area prior to
implementation of tolling on the project.
T15 ‐ Scott Gordon: Good evening. I'm a little late arrival here, so probably a lot of the issues have been
discussed, but I think I have three concerns.
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One, as the last two speakers mentioned, is the tolls. I live in Yardley. While we have a river, it doesn't
separate our community from West Trenton. A lot of us have family over there. And often I'll travel two
or three times over there to see family. Paying a toll is, you know, going to be very expensive.
The other thing of concern tonight is the notion that people aren't going to get off and go through the
center of Yardley or along River Road. The fact is a lot of the people have to cross that daily don't make
a lot of money. And whatever the toll, $1.50 or $3.50, if you don't have an E‐Z Pass, it's $3.50, plus we'll
send you an administrative charge every time you cross it. Makes no sense at all to me.
And then I think the last concern I have is really a bridge that's only going to funnel in to a few lanes,
again, back above Newtown. I'm sure all of these issues have been discussed ad nauseam, but
nonetheless are a concern to me.

Response: The DRJTBC has not yet established the toll rates and tolling policies that will be in place
for the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach
efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates, toll policies and to provide guidance on how motorists can
register for E‐ZPass or obtain additional information in advance of tolls being implemented. The
DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates
and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the
DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user discount program in the toll rate
program for the Scudder Falls Bridge. There are existing bridges, free of tolls that may serve as a
suitable alternative for some travelers.
In addition to the EA Addendum (which addresses the matter of tolling the southbound direction of
the new Scudder Falls Bridge) a Traffic Diversion Study was performed to assess the potential traffic
diversions associated with the tolls. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated May 11,
2011 indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will
cause minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during
both peak and non‐peak traffic periods. In both the low‐toll and high‐toll scenarios, traffic volumes on
existing roadways during all periods of the day remain at or very close to current levels. The results of
the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the Environmental
Assessment (EA Addendum). The forecasted traffic volume changes on River Road are summarized in
the following table.
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River Road/Rte 32 NB north of Washington Crossing
2‐way
1‐way
2‐way
1‐way
Scenario
AADT
AADT
Pk HR
Pk Hr
2010 Counts
2015 ‐ No Build/No Toll
2015 ‐
Build/No Toll
2015 ‐
Build/Low Toll
2015 ‐
Build/High Toll
2030 ‐ No Build/No Toll
2030 ‐
Build/No Toll
2030 ‐
Build/Low Toll
2030 ‐
Build/High Toll

3,429
3,628
3,557
3,614
3,650
4,153
4,077
4,137
4,172

1,649
1,744
1,708
1,766
1,802
1,997
1,958
2,018
2,053

315
336
329
333
336
383
375
378
380

141
149
144
149
152
160
155
157
159

There are currently 3 lanes of through traffic in each direction on I‐95 in NJ, north of the Route 29
Interchange and beyond the northern limits of the project, and two lanes of traffic in each direction on
I‐95 in PA beyond the southern limits of the project. Existing traffic volumes and future forecasted
traffic volumes indicate that three (3) through lanes are warranted on the I‐95 mainline to
accommodate peak hour traffic flows. Where more than three (3) lanes are proposed in a particular
direction on the Scudder Falls Bridge or adjacent section of I‐95, these additional lanes are auxiliary
lanes which are designed to facilitate movements to and from ramps at interchanges. The auxiliary
lanes are required to meet AASHTO, PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria for acceleration/deceleration
lane lengths, merging and weaving distances. They are a required design element and their use has
been shown to improve traffic conditions on the mainline roadway. The third travel lane in the
southbound direction on I‐95 will be dropped as an exit to PA Route 332 allowing for a safe transition
back to the two lane roadway section that will be signed appropriately with the required advance
signing. The segment of I‐95 southbound, south of Route 332 was evaluated to determine the
operational impacts of transitioning from a three (3) lane section to a two (2) lane section. The PM
peak hour for the design year 2030 was evaluated since the southbound direction experiences a
greater volume of traffic during the PM peak. Under the no‐build condition, this section of I‐95 is
forecasted to have a level of service “E”. Under the build condition, for both the low toll and high toll
scenarios, this section of I‐95 is also forecasted to have a level of service “E” (i.e. no change in level of
service).
Response to Written Comments from the General Public
W 1 – Matthew Anastasi (14 W Palmer Ave., Collingswood, NJ 08108)
I am a frequent visitor and user of the D & R Canal Towpath and I support inclusion of funds toward the
construction of a path on the proposed Scudder Falls Bridge reconstruction. It is unlawful to not set
aside funding for non‐motorized access and the footpath would in my view be an essential link between
the D&R and the Delaware Canal Pathways.
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Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W 2 – Silvia Ascarelli (West Windsor, NJ)
This will provide another option for non‐motorized traffic to get across the Delaware. Just as cars need
more than one bridge from Trenton to New Hope, so do bicyclists and pedestrians. Some of these will be
recreational users bringing extra cash to the community; some will be commuters who want to save gas
money and/or get some exercise and be healthier (lowering medical costs) and freeing up road space on
the bridge for motorists. And yes, bicycle tourism can bring in lots of money. Here's a link to a blog post
from Adventure Cycling that will lead you to several examples:
http://blog.adventurecycling.org/2011/05/new‐data‐on‐economic‐impacts‐and.html
This bridge will bring cyclists to and from the East Coast Greenway (think of it as an even longer Great
Allegheny Passage that is benefiting communities from Pittsburgh to the C&O Canal in Maryland and has
spawned efforts to build other routes from Pittsburgh to Harrisburg and Pittsburgh to Erie) as well as
long‐distance bicycle routes planned for upstream and downstream on the Delaware and the many
recreational riders in Bucks and Mercer counties.
For those politicians who are concerned about spending $9 million for bicycle and pedestrian facilities
and who are truly interested in saving money, I would ask why they aren't speaking out against nine
lanes for motorists and asking whether we aren't just building excess capacity. The roadways feeding
into this bridge aren't four lanes across, and the forecasts show that this bridge will be handling only
about 60% of its rush‐hour capacity in 2030 (slightly more if there is no toll and then it is entirely paid for
by taxpayers ... which of course include bicyclists and pedestrians).
Keep the bike/ped facilities and make sure they are well‐connected to the D&R Canal towpath and other
local facilities!
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
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by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
Regarding the need for nine lanes, there are currently 3 lanes of through traffic in each direction on I‐
95 to the north of the project limits and two (2) through lanes in each direction on I‐95 to the south of
the project limits. The three (3) through lanes proposed in each direction within the project limits are
warranted to accommodate peak hour traffic flows. Where more than three (3) lanes are proposed in
a particular direction within the project limits, the additional lanes are auxiliary lanes which are
designed to facilitate movements to and from ramps at interchanges. The auxiliary lanes are required
to meet AASHTO, PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria for acceleration/deceleration lane lengths, and
merging and weaving distances. They are required design elements and their use has been shown to
improve traffic conditions on the mainline roadway.
W 3 – David C. Bennett (21 Pennock Terrace, Lansdowne, PA 19050)
I support the proposal for having a Bike/Ped walkway across the Scudder Falls Bridge. It makes no sense
to me to build a bridge across the Delaware River that cannot accommodate pedestrian and cycling
traffic. We need to prepare for the future and not simply adjust for the present. As time goes on, you
will see an increase in consumer demand for transportation options that will accommodate those
citizens who cannot afford to operate a motor vehicle but do pay taxes for infrastructure improvements.
It is so important to provide for the future as well as the present. Please understand History and make
way for future needs!
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W 4 – Kat Bohn
I think the budget should be adjusted to either allow a non‐toll bridge, or don't replace it at all! Only do
the necessary repairs. A lot of companies do a pay bonus for those who carpool. Maybe the 95
commission should offer something similar. There are enough tolls, enough bills and taxes we need to
pay, and there is not enough cash to go around. Why don't you look for investors instead of punishing
those bridge‐goers with an additional financial burden?
Response: The need for the project stems from fact that the roadway capacity is inadequate to
provide acceptable existing and future (2030) traffic operations during peak travel periods. Aside
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from the congestion, there are other project needs which will be addressed by the improvements
proposed under this project. Those include:
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge is approximately 50 years old, has experienced
deterioration, and does not meet current design criteria, which presents a future reliability
and safety concern.
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge has inadequate inside shoulders and outside shoulders
(breakdown lanes), which present safety concerns and contribute to congestion.
 The existing acceleration and deceleration lanes and spacing of ramp merges at the adjoining
NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville Road interchanges are inadequate, which present safety concerns
and contribute to congestion.
 Interchange configurations do not currently meet design criteria for lane and shoulder widths
and ramp configurations.
Many motorists and nearby residents have experienced the traffic backups that occur on a daily basis,
especially during the peak travel periods Monday through Friday. The DRJTBC does promote the use
of carpooling by area motorists. There is, in fact, an existing park and ride lot adjacent to the
Taylorsville Road Interchange that area motorists may utilize for carpooling.
During the development of the 2009 EA, the DRJTBC was examining a range of options for financing
and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding. However, no funding
was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither state has plans to
improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs. The
DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of a TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from
the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The decision
to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside funding were
available for the project. In addition, it was unlikely that sufficient project funding assistance (if any
at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in the near future.
On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners authorized the implementation of tolls
on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling decision after making an
assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of financing the capital program,
and ‐‐ most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to support the project.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by truckers, commuters, local residents and other travelers. The
DRJTBC believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible funding solution.
The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the full
financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and
the I‐95 corridor. Even if the DRJTBC were to have a private entity construct and finance these much
needed improvements, similar to a Public‐Private Partnership arrangement, there would still have to
be a funding mechanism available to pay for the improvements. The tolling of the new bridge is that
funding mechanism.

32

W5 – Jerry Foster
I'd like to reiterate my support for adding the biking and walking path as part of the new Scudder Falls
Bridge. This path will get used by many who want to bike and walk for recreation, as well as bike
commute to work, and will increase the usage of the trails along the Delaware on both sides of the river.
Yes, even though there is a hill to climb to get from the river level to the bridge level. You will be amazed
by the usage, the demand for which isn't apparent until the facilities get built.
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W6 – Richard Himmer
All new transportation projects must consider all modes of transportation ‐ autos, bicycles and
pedestrians. A bicycle and pedestrian pathway on the Scudder Falls Bridge will connect the Delaware
Canal towpath and the Delaware & Raritan Canal Towpath, and provide an important river crossing
point north of Trenton. The crossing will also bring tourism to Yardley. The next bridge up river at
Washington Crossing is not easily usable by cyclists because the sidewalk is so narrow.
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W7 – Mitch Kelly
I read that the proposed walkway on the Scudders Falls Bridge has been called into question. I think the
walkway would be a great idea, it would allow cyclists and pedestrians to cross the river between
Trenton and Washington Crossing, connecting the D&R and D&L trails. I don't see how that's a bike path
to nowhere. Please include the bike path. Hey, thanks for reading.
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Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W8 – Tom Patton
Toll bridge on I‐95 to alleviate congestion? Brilliant! I'll avoid I‐95 like the plague!
Response: Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound direction
will remain free of tolls. An All Electronic Cashless Tolling system will be used, allowing tolls to be
collected while vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. This eliminates the traffic disruptions
typically associated with toll booths.
It is estimated that 7 percent of the daily traffic will be diverted away from the Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge with the Low Toll scenario and approximately 19 percent of the daily traffic will
divert away from the bridge with the High Toll scenario in the year 2015, compared to the No Build /
No Toll condition. This result demonstrates that the higher the toll rate the more likely it is for traffic
to divert away from the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. Similarly, the results show that for the year
2030, approximately 6 percent of the daily traffic will be diverted away from the Scudder Falls Bridge
with the Low Toll scenario and approximately 16 percent of the daily traffic will divert with the High
Toll scenario. It should be noted that less traffic is likely to divert in the afternoon peak traffic time
period when traffic congestion on the adjacent non‐tolled bridges is at its greatest in the southbound
(heading into Pennsylvania) direction. The toll will be implemented in the southbound direction only,
while the northbound direction will be free of tolls.
W9 – Don Pillsbury
I am writing to express my support for the inclusion of bike/pedestrian access on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge. I realize the projected cost of $9 million is a large sum, but it represents less than 3% of the total
cost of the project. The structure provides a vital link across the Delaware River between West Trenton
and Yardley. Including bike and pedestrian access on the new bridge will connect two popular tourist
destinations for cyclists and joggers. The town of Yardley as well as area Bed & Breakfast Inns will see an
economic boost from these tourists.
This new structure will be in place for the next 50 years. Providing an active transportation alternative
will be a legacy you will be able to share with your grandchildren.
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
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decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W10 – Thomas Taggart (Water Quality Engineer for the Philadelphia Water Department)
I want to voice my support for the Scudder Falls Bridge Pedestrian and Bike Pathway. The bridge should
definitely be built with a pathway for runners, cyclists, walkers, etc., to cross the bridge in safety.
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W11 – O'Neil Williams (7701 Lindbergh Blvd., Apt.2008, Philadelphia, PA 19153)
I strongly support the inclusion of the bicycle and pedestrian pathway on the Scudder Falls Bridge. The
Environmental Assessment estimates that the walkway will only account for $18 Million or 6% of the
300 Million dollar project. Federal Highway Administration Complete Streets Guidelines and NJ DOT
Complete Streets Policy set cost reasonableness for at 20% of the total project cost.
Bicycle and pedestrian access to bridges are encouraged in all regional transportation plans including
the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission’s Long Range Plan as well as the respective New
Jersey and Pennsylvania Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans. Ewing Township, NJ and Lower Makefield
Township, PA have passed resolutions supporting inclusion of the pathway.
I am concerned about oil prices, public health, climate change and dwindling highway funds and believe
that our region needs more energy efficient transportation choices, especially bicycling and walking. The
DRJTBC should comply with Pennsylvania's Bicycle/Pedestrian Checklist and New Jersey's Complete
Streets Policy and should design the new bridge to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians. I urge you
to include a bicycle/pedestrian facility on the Bridge because it is a reasonable, cost‐effective and
sustainable amenity that will benefit all potential Bridge users.
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Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W12 – Steve Yourtee
Are you kidding, or maybe I should say out of your mind?
The report is obviously a well polished editorial, sugar coated and spoon fed to make a toll system on
the new bridge palatable. No sense of human reason is considered, in fact the conclusions clearly go
against the findings.
For example....the study acknowledges that currently motorists ( yes, I'm one!!) go out of their way to
cross on a free bridge, congestion or not, any toll savings is both economical as well as psychological.
The study concludes that motorists would actually seek out and divert their current behavior to PAY
TOLL on a new, improved bridge.....say what? No way, not me or anyone I know. In fact no matter what,
I will avoid a toll bridge and go even more out of my way to take a free route. Translated, that means
more traffic on the small, strained free bridge options. Who actually do they think will go out of their
way to pay toll? People will avoid toll even if the bridges were next to each other (i.e. Rt 1 and 'Takes,
Makes' bridges), yet the study concludes they will go out of their way to pay a toll? No sense of logic or
reality on that! Bottom line..... myself and I'm sure many other motorists, no matter where I'm coming
from, north or south, alter their travel route to take a free bridge and will continue to do so. I could go
on and on, about logic and psychological reasons, if the simple monetary incentive wasn't enough, but it
would surely fall on deaf ears since the study has shown no acknowledgement of those
factors....actually has flipped them to a reverse thought process.
Another sidebar to instituting tolls on a new bridge.....I live in Lower Bucks. It's common knowledge that
both fuel and liquor is considerably cheaper in New Jersey. The same goes for cigarettes in Pennsylvania,
but I don't smoke. Whenever I need either, I cross the Scudders bridge and fill up or stock up. This is
apparently a routine for many, because typically the Pa. plates equal or exceed the NJ plates at the
retailers. When a toll is implemented, that will either stop or have an negative economic impact on New
Jersey retailers close to the border. OR increase traffic on the smaller free bridges.
I didn't see any retail economic impact considered in the surveys, maybe they don't understand the
scope of who really uses the bridge(s)? It goes much beyond the travelers in the northeast corridor who
are going from Florida to Maine, in fact when the Turnpike link is completed, the people who are toll
payers will be using that route, so in the future, expect that to be an even bigger down count in travel
over the New Scudders Fall bridge, free or not. Maybe it will be proved that there isn't even a need for a
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new bridge, just new ramps, at much less cost. Going forward, consider ALL factors in your carefully
crafted surveys....they may make for different conclusions!
Response: The Traffic Diversion Study was prepared for the purpose of identifying projected traffic
diversion based on the introduction of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The results
show that 7 percent of the daily traffic will be diverted away from the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge with the Low Toll scenario and approximately 19 percent of the daily traffic will divert away
from the bridge with the High Toll scenario in the year 2015, compared to the No Build / No Toll
condition. This result demonstrates that the higher the toll rate the more likely it is for traffic to divert
away from the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. Similarly, the results show that for the year 2030,
approximately 6 percent of the daily traffic will be diverted away from the Scudder Falls Bridge with
the Low‐Toll scenario ($1.00 for passenger cars) and approximately 16 percent of the daily traffic will
divert with the High‐Toll scenario ($3.00 for passenger cars). These overall results indicate that as
traffic increases between 2015 and 2030, some of the traffic that had been diverting away from the
Scudder Falls Bridge will go back to using the Scudder Falls Bridge crossing as nearby river crossings
become more congested.
The results for the peak‐hour traffic diversions indicate that the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge will
actually gain a small amount of traffic during the 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM peak hour for some of the
scenarios analyzed. This is reasonable due to additional capacity provided by the Replacement Project,
the heavy congestion that is currently experienced on the adjacent river crossings during peak periods,
and the fact that diverting to the adjacent river crossings (Washington Crossing Toll‐Supported Bridge
and the Calhoun Street Toll‐Supported Bridge in particular) could greatly increase the motorist’s trip
time. During the peak hour there will be approximately a one percent gain in Scudder Falls Bridge
traffic under the Low Toll scenario in the year 2015, and about a 6 percent loss in traffic under the
High Toll scenario for that same year. About a 5 percent gain in peak hour traffic is expected on the
Scudder Falls Bridge under the Low Toll scenario in the year 2030 and approximately a one percent
gain is estimated under the High Toll scenario for that same year. As was the case for the daily traffic
diversions, as the overall traffic increases between the years 2015 and 2030, peak hour drivers who
once diverted from the Scudder Falls Bridge are more likely to return to the Scudder Falls Bridge as it
provides increased time savings over nearby river crossings.
The study results also indicate that the greatest percentage of traffic diverting away from the Scudder
Falls Bridge – 56 percent – will divert to the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge. A majority of this
diverting traffic is most likely the result of traffic that used the existing Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid
the toll at the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge and now finds no reason to do so. In addition, an
estimated 12 percent of the diverted vehicles either decide not to make the trip across the Delaware
River, divert to a crossing outside the area, or leave the area roadways altogether. Approximately 19
percent of diverting traffic is expected to use the Washington Crossing Toll Supported Bridge, 11
percent is estimated to move to the Calhoun Street Toll‐Supported Bridge and about two percent is
expected to move to the Lower Trenton Toll‐Supported Bridge. During the peak hour for toll scenarios
that estimate a gain in Scudder Falls Bridge traffic, these same percentages apply, but as a loss in
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traffic on the other bridges. For example, when the Scudder Falls Bridge is expected to have a one
percent increase in traffic during the peak hour due to widening and tolling (as it does with the 2015
Low Toll scenario), 56 percent of this gain is expected to come from the Trenton‐ Morrisville Toll
Bridge.
The overall findings of this study indicate that the traffic diversions resulting from the tolling and
replacement of the Scudder Falls Bridge will result in minimal traffic impacts to the adjacent roadways
and bridge crossings within the network during the most critical operational period – the peak hour –
where our analysis shows a slight gain in Scudder Falls Bridge traffic when it is both replaced and
tolled, with the exception of 2015 with the High Toll condition, where there is a 6 percent traffic loss. A
small gain in peak hour traffic on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge means that there is a slight
traffic reduction on the other area bridges during this time period compared to a No Build/No Toll
condition.
The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the EA Addendum. As the
project advances, the DRJTBC will determine what the toll rates will be as well as when tolling in the
southbound direction will be implemented and become effective. The DRJTBC has also agreed to
conduct a pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic study and analysis as outlined in an
Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to be entered into between and among the
DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic
diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and
analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling
of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
W13 – Thomas Dillon, MBA (Lower Makefield Township Resident)
Please include a pathway for Pedestrian Travel in the Scudder's Falls Bridge Project. Bike, Run and Walk
accessibility please. Thank you...
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
W14 – John Jonik (2049 E. Dauphin St., Philadelphia, PA 19125)
Public Comments on the Scudder Falls Bridge Project
1) What does toll collectors’ union, if any, say about camera only tolls? How many workers out of
work?
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Response: Over the years the DRJTBC has sought to make its toll operation safe and efficient for
the motoring public. . In the case of the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge, all electronic
cashless tolling lanes will not replace manual toll collection because tolls are not presently being
collected at this facility. Therefore no toll collectors will be replaced when tolls are implemented
at this facility.
2) How do un‐manned toll systems fit in with officials' endless talk about "creating jobs"? Since this
project is “public ‐ private”, toll collection jobs would be “private sector jobs”.
Response: Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound
direction will remain free of tolls. An All Electronic Cashless Tolling system will be used, allowing
tolls to be collected while vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. This eliminates the traffic
disruptions typically associated with toll booths as well as the need for toll collectors at this
facility. Whether the project is a public project or a P3 (Public Private Partnership) tolls will be
collected via an All Electronic Toll Collection system (no toll collectors)
The DRJTBC has not yet made a decision as to whether or not the Scudder Falls Bridge Project will
be advanced under the Public‐Private Partnership (P3) project delivery method. A report
evaluating the various P3 alternatives for the project has been prepared and is currently being
reviewed by the DRJTBC.
3) What quantity of traffic will go to side roads to evade tolls, cameras, and E Z Pass? A report that
those choosing alternate routes will "not increase congestion" does not answer that question.
Response: The overall findings from the Traffic Diversion Study Report dated May 11, 2011
indicate that traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause
minimal impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both
peak and non‐peak traffic periods. This is true for both the low‐toll ($1.00 passenger car; $4.00
per axle for trucks) and high‐toll ($3.00 for passenger cars; $4.00 per axle for trucks) scenarios that
were analyzed as part of the study. Certain motorists, including truckers, currently use the
Scudder Falls Bridge in order to avoid the toll at the DRJTBC’s Trenton – Morrisville (Route 1) Toll
Bridge. The report shows that the greatest percentage of traffic diverting away from the new
Scudder Falls Bridge (56%) will divert to the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge. A majority of this
diverting traffic is most likely the result of traffic that used the existing Scudder Falls Bridge to
avoid the toll at the Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge. With tolls on both bridge crossings
motorists will use the quickest, most efficient, bridge crossing. Given the capacity constraints
(narrow travel lanes, load restrictions, etc.) and low levels of service during the peak traffic
periods at the alternate toll‐supported bridge crossings, the Trenton Morrisville Toll Bridge and
the new Scudder Falls Toll Bridge are the most viable options to the traveling public during these
time periods.
The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the EA Addendum. As
the project advances, the DRJTBC will determine what the toll rates will be as well as when tolling
in the southbound direction will be implemented and become effective. The DRJTBC has also
agreed to conduct a pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic study and analysis as outlined
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in an Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to be entered into between and
among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to take reasonable measures to
mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state roads in the event the
traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA Addendum, which are
attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge
4) Heavy trucks, even if not increasing congestion, will be a noise and pollution problem and will put
extra wear and tear on side roads. What prevents officials from “solving” this problem by adding
new laws prohibiting certain vehicles from using currently‐permitted public highways? What
"unintended consequences" will result from that?
Response: The DRJTBC owns and maintains the Scudder Falls Bridge and does not set legislation
regarding road‐use restrictions. Roadways outside the DRJTBC are owned by the State, county, or
municipality where each roadway exists, and are therefore subject to legislation enacted by either
the State of New Jersey or Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, including roadway‐use restrictions.
The Washington Crossing and Calhoun Street bridges are not suitable for truck traffic since these
bridges are each posted with a 3 ton weight restriction. Similarly, the Lower Trenton Bridge is
posted with a 5 ton weight restriction. Given the capacity constraints (narrow travel lanes, load
restrictions, etc.) on the alternate DRJTBC toll‐supported bridge crossings, the Trenton‐Morrisville
Toll Bridge and the new Scudder Falls Toll Bridge are the most viable crossings for heavy trucks
that want to cross the Delaware River in the area.

5) Many, to cut costs, register cars where they don't live day to day. Is it within the law that this
camera toll setup will, just "coincidentally", be about insurance or state‐tax dodgers? That has no
connection to tolls. If police on the alternate routes presume that some drivers may be improperly
registered, that would be a civil rights problem if such drivers are pulled over for some otherwise‐
ignored infraction or other pretense. Perhaps those who "don't look as if they live in the area" will
get special attention?
Response: The cameras used in conjunction with the All Electronic Cashless Tolling system are
used for the reading of license plates for toll collection purposes. That includes video license plate
capture for purposes of invoicing motorists and for video enforcement. It is the responsibility of
state and local law enforcement to ensure that the laws of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
and the State of New Jersey are being obeyed.
6) How to pay tolls without having anything mailed to auto registration address? Will signs inform
about where to mail toll payments so there will be no need for mail billing from toll authorities? This
relates to students and tourists, among others, away from home and personal mail delivery for
extended periods.
Response: The DRJTBC is proposing to implement tolls only in the southbound direction on the
new Scudder Falls Bridge using an All Electronic Cashless Tolling system which enables tolls to be
collected as vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. Bridge tolls will be collected by one of
the following three (3) methods:
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a) E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the toll from
the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does not have an existing account with
the DRJTBC they will be encouraged to establish an EZ Pass account with the DRJTBC, in order
to take advantage of the DRJTBC’s discount plan for frequent users.
b) Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate with
the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will then be
invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll account with the
DRJTBC.
c) Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their license
plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. License
plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify the customer from an
outside vehicle registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.
The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered
Video customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video
customers, the billing information will be available through a search of the database maintained
by the DRJTBC. For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing
party for the vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department
of the state in which the vehicle’s license plate was issued.
For both Video toll‐collection
methods, once the billing information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible party.
Regardless of the method of toll collection each vehicle owner elects to use, the vehicle owner will
receive periodic billing statements unless there were no toll transactions and no financial activity
in the account during the applicable period. The DRJTBC does not maintain a location for walk‐in
payment of toll charges.

7) A whole new "crime" will be created or made worse by this camera system as some drivers (in lower
income categories, mostly) will camouflage license plates to avoid the tolls, a problem that may only
very rarely happen at traditional toll booths.
Response: It is the responsibility of state and local law enforcement to ensure that the laws of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey are being obeyed. The video
enforcement for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System will identify any vehicles that are using
the new Scudder Falls Bridge and unlawfully trying to avoid paying the toll.
8) What about confusion if someone besides the car owner drives over the bridge? Will the owner,
getting the bill in the mail, have a duty to forward it to whoever was driving that day? What
penalties are provided for a car owner who refuses to do, or does not do, the Toll Collection job?
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Response: The registered owner of the vehicle utilizing the toll facility will be sent an invoice for
the toll. The vehicle’s owner is responsible for the person or persons using his or her vehicle. It
will be the vehicle owner’s responsibility to make sure that proper payment for the toll is made.
9) Will Rental Car firms charge renters for the "service" of dealing with toll payments? Will rental firms
be obliged to forward the toll bill, or will they pay themselves and charge the renters’ credit cards? If
the card becomes inactive after covering basic rental charges, what then?
Response: People that rent a car from a car rental company sign an agreement with the rental
company for the use of the vehicle. Many car rental companies have standard language built into
the agreement as to the use of the rental vehicle in electronic toll facilities within the region and
any fees associated with using the vehicle in an electronic toll facility.
10) Those who do not want a Private Business....E‐Z‐Pass...having access to personal information (name,
address, license number, direction of travel, time and frequency of travel, etc.) seem to have no
option but to pay the penalty fee or take another route.
Response: There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the
additional effort required to process tolls for Registered and Non‐Registered Video customers. E‐
ZPass customers will not be charged the administrative fee. Motorists do have the option of using
one of the other DRJTBC bridge crossings.
11) Is it absolutely guaranteed by law that E‐Z‐Pass Corp cannot, for any reason, provide that info to
anyone, including other businesses or even law enforcement...except by a Court Order?
Response: All information related to an E‐ZPass account holder including name/business name,
address, account number, account balance, personal financial information, vehicle movement
records or other information compiled from transactions, is for the exclusive use of the Delaware
River Joint Toll Bridge Commission, its authorized agents or its employees. This account
information is used solely for the purpose of billing account holders, deducting toll charges,
enforcing toll collection laws and related regulations or to enforce the provisions of an account
holder agreement, unless otherwise directed by court order in connection with a criminal law
enforcement action.
12) Toll collectors have been historically invaluable for giving directions. Was that matter taken into
consideration? It cannot be safer if people don't know where they are going after going through
tolls.
Response: An All Electronic Cashless Tolling (AECT) System is a safe and efficient means of
collecting tolls at this facility. It allows tolls to be collected while vehicles are traveling at
prevailing highway speeds. This system of toll collection eliminates the need to construct a
traditional type of toll plaza thus minimizing impacts to the surrounding environment. There are
no tolls currently collected on the existing Scudder Falls Bridge so there is no way, currently, for
motorists using this bridge to stop and ask directions from a toll collector.
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13) The idea of charging more for drivers who choose not to be associated with the E‐Z‐Pass business is
so reprehensible that it is hard to imagine it's legal. It's coercion. Can it be explained how it is legal
for public entities to inconvenience and penalize people for failing to patronize a private business?
...and how did we the people approve of that through our representatives?
Response: Tolls on the new Scudder Falls Bridge will be collected by one of the following three (3)
methods:
a)

E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the
toll from the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does not have an
existing account with the DRJTBC they will be encouraged to establish an EZ Pass
account with the DRJTBC, in order to take advantage of the DRJTBC’s discount plan for
frequent users.

b)

Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate
with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will
then be invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll
account with the DRJTBC.

c)

Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their
license plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license
plate. License plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify
the customer from an outside vehicle registration database, after which they will be
invoiced by mail.

The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered
Video customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video
customers, the billing information will be available through a search of the database
maintained by the DRJTBC. For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first
identify the billing party for the vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the
Motor Vehicle Department of the state in which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For
both Video toll‐collection methods, once the billing information is located, an invoice will be
mailed to the responsible party.
There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the
additional efforts required to process tolls for Registered and Non‐Registered Video
customers. The implementation of this administrative processing fee may increase the
number of motorists who choose to divert from the Scudder Falls Bridge to avoid the total cost
of the toll plus the administrative fee.
There are also DRJTBC free bridges for motorists to use as an alternate to the newly tolled
Scudder Falls Bridge.
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14) Such tolls are forms of regressive taxation, as low‐income people will pay a larger percent of income
for this public service (the bridge) than those in higher income levels. It’s legalized injustice and
unfairness. Virtually everyone benefits by the bridge whether they use it personally or not, in
matters of shipping of food, medical supplies, and all sorts of goods, and also from medical services
and visitors’ travel. With a toll system, those indirect beneficiaries will be excused from paying their
share in management of a public bridge. This applies to tolls on any public bridge or highway.
Response: See response to Comment 16 below.
15) Parcel and other shipping and delivery service firms, will simply add the toll costs to their fees.
Essentially, those shippers, though profiting by use of the bridge, will pay nothing for using it.
Response: See response to Comment 16 below.
16) What is the expected cost of all the back and forth mail? How much of it is expected to be lost, thus
causing late fees and other penalties? This toll situation, along with all sorts of added and increasing
fines and fees elsewhere, is yet another result of voters believing and electing candidates that
promise to “cut taxes”. That so many do not care to chip in, proportionate to their income, even for
public services they use and depend on, is beyond discouraging.
Response to Comment No. 14, 15 and 16: The DRJTBC believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is
the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to
expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the full financial burden of the capital
improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor. There are
also DRJTBC free bridges for motorists to use as an alternate to the newly tolled Scudder Falls
Bridge.
W15 – J. Maddock
I want to comment on the I‐95 bridge project dealing with the existing Northbound entrance onto I‐95
North for Route 29, Southbound traffic. This same northbound access to I‐95 is used by the State Police
from their headquarters on River Road.
The projected alternative appears to eliminate the current northbound entrance off of the River Road.
The traffic going southbound on Route 29 will now proceed over the current approach bridge, under the
new I‐95 bridge, and into a roundabout and then up onto the new I‐95 route. Into that same
roundabout will be all traffic:
 Going from Route 29 North going onto I‐95 South
 All traffic from Route 29 North going onto I‐95 North.
 All traffic coming off the bridge and going South on Route 29
This roundabout will be heavily used with the three traffic patterns noted above so it seems unwise to
also add into this roundabout, all of the traffic going south on Route 29 that wants to go north on I‐95.
The simplest solution would seem to maintain a I‐95 North bound entrance off of the River Road, where
it currently exists.
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Response: The preferred alternative for the NJ Route 29 Interchange includes two roundabouts, one
for the northbound on/off ramps, and one for the southbound on/off ramps. A report entitled “I‐
95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project NJ – 29 Interchange Roundabout Evaluation Study”
dated March 2006 and prepared by Kittelson and Associates, Inc. evaluated the operational aspects of
the proposed roundabouts for the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Both of these roundabouts are projected
to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during both the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods
for the 2030 design year. The configuration of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange, particularly the
roundabouts, was thoroughly reviewed by NJDOT and is fully endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT was a
proponent of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange features and alignment (including the
roundabouts) and was involved in its development.
The I‐95 NB on‐ramp from Upper River Road has been eliminated because the AASHTO, and NJDOT
highway design criteria for distance between two successive on‐ramps is not met. The American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) design guidelines call for a
minimum distance of 1,000 feet to be provided between successive entrance ramps on freeways. The
proposed design does not meet the recommended minimum distance of 1,000 feet between the
entrance ramp to I‐95 northbound from the realigned NJ Route 29 and the existing I‐95 northbound
entrance ramp from Upper River Road. The volume from the eliminated on‐ramp is redistributed to
the I‐95 Northbound on‐ramp from NJ Route 29. The local roads impacted by the ramp elimination as
well as the interchange operate at acceptable Levels of Service.
The proposed interchange provides for all movements to and from I‐95 Northbound and Southbound,
and to and from NJ Route 29.
The Upper River Road ramp is adjacent to the access for the New Jersey State Police facility. This
facility operates the State’s emergency and Homeland Security operations from the new Emergency
Operations Center. Access to I‐95 for immediate response to emergency and/or Homeland Security
operations is critical. Coordination with the New Jersey State Police has resulted in the provision of an
emergency gated access for use only under emergency response.
W16 – J. Maddock
I would like to comment on the proposed I‐95 bridge project.
Has the projected traffic density taken into account that Interstate Route 95 will eventually be re‐routed
onto the Pennsylvania Turnpike, (where the current I‐95 crosses the Pennsylvania Turnpike) and then
over a new bridge that will be built over the Delaware River?
I believe this project has been approved although I don't know for sure the status of that proposed re‐
routing of I‐95, but if that proposal will in effect take place:
 That rerouting should reduce dramatically the projected traffic over the proposed new I‐95
bridge.
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The roadway over the proposed new bridge, would no longer be I‐95, but probably become I‐
295.

Response: The traffic projections for the project do take into account the proposed improvements that
are planned for the Pennsylvania Turnpike. The I‐95 and Pennsylvania Turnpike Interchange project is
currently in the design phase. With the completion of the interchange, the re‐designation of a portion
of I‐95 is anticipated. The renaming includes the portion of current I‐95 from the PA Turnpike in
Bristol, Pennsylvania over the Delaware River into Lawrenceville, New Jersey. This section of I‐95 will
be re‐designated as I‐195.
W17 – J. Maddock
I would like to comment on the proposed Scudder Falls Bridge, in particular about the width of the new
bridges and the reasons for that width.
Currently there are two lanes of traffic in each direction, for a total of 4 lanes. In reviewing the design of
the proposed project, the combined two new bridges will have 13 lanes, which seems like a bit of over
design!
Proposed breakdown lanes:
What are the probabilities that breakdowns will occur on a bridge, of just over a half mile, at a rate that
would ever require the use of both breakdown lanes at the same time and in the same area on the
bridge?
I am suggesting that we toll payers simply cannot afford the cost of a second breakdown lane in each
direction. If $300 million dollars of the construction cost is earmarked for the 13 lanes, the cost to build
each lane would be approximately $23 million dollars.
The very few breakdowns that will occur on this short bridge in the life of the bridge simply do not
justify the extraordinary cost of the two extra breakdown lanes.
It was noted in the presentation on Thursday evening that the Federal Government is contributing no
funds to this project. If that is the case, and if it is the Federal Government that specifies that the
bridges must have two breakdown lanes in each direction, then I submit that those toll payers who will
pay for the bridge, and not the Federal Government should have the final say on what the bridge
requires in the way of breakdown lanes.
Response: The existing Scudder Falls Bridge includes two (2) travel lanes in each direction for a total
of four (4) lanes. The existing four lane bridge will be replaced by a new bridge consisting of three (3)
travel lanes in each direction, one (1) auxiliary lane in the southbound direction and two (2) auxiliary
lanes in the northbound direction for a total of five lanes northbound and four lanes southbound on
the new Scudder Falls Bridge and the approaches. Full width inside and outside shoulders will be
provided in both directions, including 14 foot wide inside shoulders to accommodate future bus rapid
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transit. The new nine (9) lane Scudder Falls Bridge, with full shoulders, will replace the existing four
(4) lane bridge, with no shoulders.
The inclusion of shoulders on both sides of an interstate highway is recommended under current
design standards. A minimum inside shoulder width of 12 feet is recommended under current design
standards. A 14‐foot inside shoulder width is proposed to accommodate future bus transit lanes. The
Project will be designed to meet PennDOT, NJDOT and ASHTO standards.
Breakdowns do occur on the bridge and shoulders that meet current design standards will provide an
area for broken‐down vehicles as well as emergency use. This past summer an accident occurred on
the bridge where a vehicle broke down on the bridge and was rear ended by another vehicle, which
resulted in a fatality. Proper inside and outside shoulders are warranted and much needed.
FOLLOWING ARE COMMENTS CARDS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
W18 – Albert Scerbo (29 Concord Lane, Yardley, PA)
I live in the development along Highland Drive and daily take Taylorsville Rd. Northbound to get on 95N
for work in Princeton. The proposed traffic light on Taylorsville Road south of 95 will cause morning
traffic to back up on Taylorsville and block my ability to turn Northbound on Taylorsville Road and onto
95. The traffic light is not needed at this location and will only serve to create morning congestion that
does not presently exist. Please consider the impact of residents coming out of Highland Drive onto
Taylorsville Rd.
Separately I appreciate the use of soundwalls particularly as my property abuts the highway property
line. Please continue to place the walls on the ridge and current highway fence line. In terms of wall
design, please use color and material that blends in with the real nature of the area.
Response: The preferred alternative for the project will add two signalized intersections, for a total of
three signalized intersections along Taylorsville Road. This includes the two on/off ramp T‐
Intersections and the four‐leg Woodside Road intersection. All three signalized intersections will
operate at acceptable level of service during both the morning and afternoon peak hours under the
proposed action. All three traffic signals will be interconnected in order to maximize the operational
efficiency of traffic along Taylorsville Road between Highland Drive and Woodside Road.
The DRJTBC will coordinate with the neighborhoods at which noise barriers are proposed during the
final design phase. During the final design phase, a detailed optimization of barrier lengths, heights,
costs and locations will be conducted in conjunction with the final design engineering process to
ensure compatibility and the most cost‐effective and efficient noise barrier design. Meetings with the
affected communities will be held during final design to solicit community input regarding aesthetic
considerations on the community side of the wall.
W19 – Victor Fiori (140 Dolington Road, Yardley, PA 19067)
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Hello, my name is Victor Fiori. I reside at 140 Dolington Road, Lower Makefield Township, Yardley, PA. I
am concerned about stormwater and hydrology issues. In the late 1950’s the highway destroyed the
watershed ruining streams, and causing flooding problems. I have endured 42 years of flood damage to
structures and farm bridge. The late James Coyne, Lower Makefield Township Road master told me that
my flooding problem was from I‐95 draining into the stream that runs through my tract. Please use ultra
modern methods, permeable asphalt, weirs, etc. to improve the existing conditions relative to flooding
and hydrology.
Response: The project will include stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address the
stormwater runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project will
conform to applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will apply for
applicable permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the project. The
EA/Draft 4(f) documents the impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain (Chapter
IV.J), surface waters (Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K).
W20 – Vic Fiori (P.O. Box 266, Yardley, PA 19067)
Hello, my other concern is CCTV cameras and security along the Delaware Canal State Park towpath. I
understand the need for cameras along the Interstate, but can they be ultra discrete or hidden from
towpath users. The obtrusive cameras take away from the natural beauty of the Canal and its towpath.

Response: The mission of the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission is to provide safe,
dependable and efficient river crossings between Pennsylvania and New Jersey. To assist in this
mission, the DRJTBC installed cameras on the I‐95 bridge over the Delaware Canal. The cameras are
part of the Electronic Surveillance/Detection System (ESS) network that was installed at all of the
DRJTBC bridges and facilities. The entire ESS network provides the public with added security while
enhancing the Commission’s ability to respond to accidents and other incidents at its bridges,
approach roadways, buildings, and support facilities.
W21 – Carrie Wetherby (52 Eaton Ct., Newtown, PA 18940)
I am concerned that the toll booth would slow down the traffic (southbound) if it’s not an express EZ
Pass.
I merge onto I‐95 south at the Route 29 on ramp, and the traffic either whizzes by so we can’t merge at
all, or is slowed up to a crawl to allow “us” to merge.
Given the expansion, merging should be easier and at a faster speed (for us merging cars) than it is now,
but unless the toll is an express, this bridge widening will not alleviate the dangerous traffic conditions
at that juncture.
Please, if you haven’t already, consider an Express EZ Pass.
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I am really disappointed that the updates to the Route 1 bridge did not include express EZ Pass. Traffic
there has not been alleviated and especially because someone merging onto the bridge on the Jersey
side of the river must cross over 2 southbound lanes to try to get into the left most EZ Pass lanes – which
are often backed up east of the on ramp (so people get mad that you need to “butt” in line). The EZ
Pass only lanes should have been one on the far left and one on the far right.
This is my second comment page, written at 8:30 pm after the meeting was over. My concerns were not
exactly verbalized by others during public comment.
1)

2)

3)

I get on southbound 95 from “northbound” Rte 29 (Aka‐the base of the bridge) and exit at the New
Hope exit onto Taylorsville Northbound toward Woodside (aka, the base of the bridge). I rarely am
able to get up to “the prevailing speed of traffic” by the time I have to exit (without spending a lot
of gas in rapid acceleration). Would you plan to toll me? Where will the toll booth be placed,
exactly?
We do not need 2 traffic circles, especially not for those traveling in my direction of traffic – which
is the majority of the traffic in that area. There is a need to eliminate the “scissor ramps/lanes”
simply because they are terribly scary, dangerous and confusing. Plus, there is very little traffic that
goes through the scissor area, so a traffic circle there is probably an okay idea. Traffic circles as a
whole are frightening and confusing and are being gradually eliminated, so I think they are an
archaic and outdated solution to the scissor area.
In my 4.5 years of traveling this area at rush hours (am and pm) I have never seen or been
inconvenienced by an accident, EVER. But I was recently rear‐ended on the Exit 49 off ramp in
Newtown coming off of I‐95 southbound. I think that’s out of your jurisdiction, though.

Response: The DRJTBC is proposing to toll the new I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge in the southbound
direction only. Tolling will be “all electronic cashless tolling (AECT)”. With AECT, tolls will be collected
electronically through the E‐ZPass system or through video capture and billing. A conventional toll
plaza will not be built and there will be no toll booths. AECT is an electronic toll collection system that
allows motorists to travel at prevailing speeds without having to stop to pay the toll. License plates of
motorists passing through the “cashless” toll system who are not E‐ZPass tag holders will be subject to
video capture by the electronic equipment mounted in the overhead gantry. These motorists will
receive a bill in the mail for the toll charges. The All Electronic Tolling is accomplished by means of
electronic tolling equipment mounted on an overhead gantry. The gantry will be located either on the
bridge or on I‐95 southbound in PA in close proximity to the bridge. The final location of the toll
equipment gantry will be determined during the final design phase of this project. Your trip from the
NJ Route 29 interchange south across the Scudder Falls Bridge to Taylorsville Road will require you to
pay a toll when tolls are implemented on the new bridge.
As far as your comments regarding the Route 1 bridge (Trenton – Morrisville Toll Bridge) are
concerned, that area of DRJTBC jurisdiction is outside the limits of this project. We certainly will take
your comments under consideration when any future improvements are made to the Route 1 (Trenton
– Morrisville Toll Bridge) toll plaza and approach roadway.
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The preferred alternative for the NJ Route 29 Interchange includes a folded diamond interchange with
two roundabouts, one for the northbound on/off ramps, and one for the southbound on/off ramps. A
report entitled “I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project NJ – 29 Interchange Roundabout
Evaluation Study” dated March 2006 and prepared by Kittelson and Associates, Inc. evaluated the
operational aspects of the proposed roundabouts for the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Both of these
roundabouts are projected to operate at acceptable Levels of Service during both the morning and
afternoon peak traffic periods for the 2030 design year. The configuration of the proposed NJ Route
29 interchange, particularly the roundabouts, was thoroughly reviewed by NJDOT and is fully
endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT was a proponent of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange features and
alignment (including the roundabouts) and was involved in its development. The southern limit of this
project is at the PA Route 332 interchange (Exit 49 on I‐95). There are no major improvements
planned for this interchange as part of this project beyond tieing in to the existing roadway
configuration along I‐95 and some modifications to the stormwater basin within the infield area of the
interchange. This area of the project is under the jurisdiction of PennDOT. Any future improvements
required to this interchange will be subject to PennDOT’s review and approval.
W22 – Ronald Harland (1 Harlow Court, Yardley, NJ 19067)
Average Americans lose some 55% of their earnings to government and taxes. I like most if not all of my
neighbors oppose any efforts to impose a new tax couched in the form of a toll on this project either
now or anytime in the future.
100s if not 1000s of bridges are built throughout the USA each year and do not impose any added
tax/toll. Any funding should be shouldered by federal and/or state funds or the project should not be
implemented.
As a local, this proposed toll will effect my interstate commerce and serves as an unconstitutional act.
Again no state has the right to regulate interstate commerce. This means interrupt regular commerce
with adverse acts such as imposing a toll, between states.
Response: During the time the original EA was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a range of
options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding.
However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither
state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital
programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan,
both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The
decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside
funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in
the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC Board of Commissioner’s authorized the
implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling
decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of
financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to
support the project. In addition, the DRJTBC believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most
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equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to expect users of
its other toll bridges to shoulder the full financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder
Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor.
It should be noted that the FHWA has determined that under the DRJTBC Compact, Supplemental
Agreement and Congressional provisions relating to Congress’s approval of the Compact and
Supplemental Agreement, the DRJTBC may toll any newly constructed bridge, including a bridge that
replaces an existing free bridge that has been demolished. This determination allows the DRJTBC to
toll the new and replaced Scudder Falls Bridge. There are, in fact, a number of toll roads that are part
of the Interstate System including the Illinois Turnpike, Indiana Turnpike, New Jersey Turnpike, New
York Thruway and the Ohio Turnpike.
W23 – Concerned Local User (Yardley)
What is the means for bridge tolling – EZ Pass, license plate photo capture?
If there is no EZ Pass, will the tolls be higher than for those with EZ Pass? Is this fair?
Bridge tolls will be collected by one of the following three (3) methods:
a)

E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the toll
from the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does not have an existing account
with the DRJTBC they will be encouraged to establish an EZ Pass account with the DRJTBC, in
order to take advantage of the DRJTBC’s discount plan for frequent users.

b)

Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate with
the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will then be
invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll account with the
DRJTBC.

c)

Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their license
plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. License
plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify the customer from
an outside vehicle registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.

The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered Video
customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video customers,
the billing information will be available through a search of the database maintained by the DRJTBC.
For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing party for the
vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department of the state in
which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For both Video toll‐collection methods, once the billing
information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible party.
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There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the additional
efforts required to process tolls for Registered and Non‐Registered Video customers. For purposes of
estimating the number of motorists who are likely to divert from the Scudder Falls Replacement
Bridge once the tolls and applicable administrative fees (where needed) are implemented, an assumed
administrative fee of $1.75 for Registered Video customers, and $3.50 for Non‐Registered Video
customers was applied per trip in the southbound, or tolled, direction. These fees were developed by
an operating cost estimate analysis which took into account factors such as percentages of respective
trips across the bridge by EZ Pass, Registered Video, and Non‐Registered Video customers; and tolling
transaction and account costs. These administrative fees were used solely for the basis of estimating
potential traffic diversion volumes.
The amounts of the administrative fees cited in the examples noted above should not be construed as
exact amounts that will be charged when the tolls and fees are implemented on the Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge, since the DRJTBC has not yet established these rates.
The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates
and administrative fees in advance of tolls and fees being implemented in the southbound direction of
the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The northbound direction (from PA to NJ) will remain toll‐free,
consistent with the DRJTBC’s toll policy at other DRJTBC‐owned toll facilities.

W24 – Susan Herman (President, Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc.)
Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions Inc., an organization representing well in excess of 9,000
residents in five (5) municipalities in the vicinity of the Scudder Falls Bridge, supports the inclusion of the
bicycle and pedestrian path in the Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. We embrace the concept
of “Complete Streets”, which is now considered to be good public policy – that is, when new highway
and bridge projects are planned, they are designed to accommodate all users. Pedestrians, bicyclists,
motorists, and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to safely move along and across a
“Complete Street”. Residents look forward to a bicycle and pedestrian facility that will provide
improved access to the Delaware River Canal Towpath on both sides of the river and foster more biking
and walking in our community.
Response: We certainly appreciate all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility for this project. On April 26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its
decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden across the bridge and greatly
enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new
connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware
Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the project’s overall program costs
by $18 million in 2009. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most
favorable public comments during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and
early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document.
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W25 – Victor E. Fiori (140 Dolington Road, P.O. Box 266, Yardley, PA 19067)
I am here tonite to address my concerns for stormwater and hydrology concerns. My family and I have
been suffering from flooding for 42 years. We have been told time and again by Lower Makefield
officials that a lot of our flooding is from four miles of roadway draining into the stream that flows
through our tract.
We are also concerned with the hydrology of the acquifer being further impacted by more impervious
surfaces. The area is underlaid with Triassic fractured sandstones of the Stockton acquifer and layer is
now very shallow due to the existing roadway being under original grade levels of pre construction
water shed topography.
We have cleaned flood debris for 42 years, lost bridges to flooding, endangered our lives in 1996, and
now cleanup of all sorts of trash on almost every rain storm event.
What I would like to see is not only effective storm water management, but also ground
infiltration/pervious blacktop or riprap weirs to keep the groundwater levels at pre construction levels.
Another concern of mine is if the “Rest Area” is fully sewered by public utilities? This rest area was put
in during the early 60’s and has an antiquated septic system which with the new bridge would make a
heavy load of sewer pollution introduced into the ground water. This must be connected to public
sewers of Pownal Drive to the North.
Response: The project will include stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to address the
stormwater runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project will
conform to applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will apply for
applicable permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the project.
Infiltration testing has been performed along the project corridor, in Pennsylvania and New Jersey,
which has been coordinated with the respective regulatory agencies in each State. The EA/Draft 4(f)
documents the impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain (Chapter IV.J), surface
waters (Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K).
As far as your comments regarding the Rest Area located along I‐95 are concerned;
improvements/modifications to the I‐95 Rest Area are not part of this project. The I‐95 Rest Area is
under the jurisdiction of PennDOT and they are the agency responsible for any improvements and/or
upgrades that are necessary to the facility.
W26 – Steve Richman
I am writing this letter in order to vehemently protest the proposed Scudder Falls bridge project. I was
unable to attend the hearing last week to voice my objections in person.
Let me state that the disruptions of traffic on the bridge plus the noise and dirt produced by such
construction are not worth the announced $322 million of cost of the project. To add insult to injury,
the prospect of us drivers having to pay a dollar more when using that bridge, when now we pay nothing
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at all is intolerable and unnecessary. For years, I and thousands of other drivers have gone out of our
way to use this free bridge in order to avoid the toll bridges. My suggestions for bridge improvement
are:
a) Repave it, 1 lane at a time, while keeping the other lanes open.
b) If possible, do this repaving, only at night (after 8pm) in order to inconvenience a minimum of
drivers.
c) Do not widen the road. That would considerably reduce the duration of the project and the
cost.
d) Therefore, no toll would be needed to defray the cost, or a maximum of 50 cents per trip.
Also, the idea of adding an administrative fee (as mentioned in the Phila. Inquirer last week) is
outrageous and unacceptable.
As a person who used that bridge for decades, my perspective is that the bridge is excellent, and
requires, if any change, a minimum of attention. Please spare all of us the prospect of a long,
unpleasant, and extremely expensive experience. Any possible benefits do not at all justify the obvious
negatives that thousands of people would have to endure.
Please feel free to phone me at the number below.
Do spare us of the torture of the proposed project. Thank you.
Response: The need for the project stems from fact that the roadway capacity is inadequate to
provide acceptable existing and future (2030) traffic operations during peak travel periods. Aside
from the congestion, there are other project needs which will be addressed by the improvements
proposed under this project. Those include:
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge is approximately 50 years old, has experienced
structural deterioration, and does not meet current design criteria, which presents a future
reliability and safety concern.
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge has inadequate inside shoulders and outside shoulders
(breakdown lanes), which present safety concerns and contribute to congestion.
 The existing acceleration and deceleration lanes and spacing of ramp merges at the adjoining
NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville Road interchanges are inadequate, which present safety concerns
and contribute to congestion.
 Interchange configurations do not currently meet design criteria for lane and shoulder widths
and ramp configurations.
Two lanes of traffic will be maintained during peak travel hours on I‐95. Temporary lane restrictions,
temporary closures, temporary widening or temporary ramps may be required for local roads and
ramps at certain locations. Where such measures are required, efforts will be made to limit these
activities to off‐peak periods. Such measures are likely to be required at certain interchange locations
in order to facilitate the construction of the new ramps and other features (e.g., the Taylorsville Road
Interchange and access from Highland Avenue). Advanced notification will be given to the traveling
54

public regarding traffic pattern changes and ramp closures. Proper signing and detours will be
implemented in accordance with applicable PennDOT, NJDOT, AASHTO and/or MUTCD requirements.
Bridge tolls will be collected by one of the following three (3) methods:
a)

E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the toll
from the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account.

b)

Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate with
the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will then be
invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll account with the
DRJTBC.

c)

Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their license
plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. License
plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify the customer from
an outside vehicle registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.

The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered Video
customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video customers,
the billing information will be available through a search of the database maintained by the DRJTBC.
For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing party for the
vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department of the state in
which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For both Video toll‐collection methods, once the billing
information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible party.
There will be an administrative fee, additional to the toll base rate, associated with the additional
efforts required to process tolls for Registered and Non‐Registered Video customers. W27 – Tom
DiGangi, Jr. (Executive Director of the Associated General Contractors, Raritan Center Plaza II, 91
Fieldcrest Avenue, Edison, NJ 08837)
On behalf of the Associated General Contractors of New Jersey (AGC of NJ), I submit this letter in
support for the I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project and the implementation of a cashless
tolling system as the sole source of revenue for its construction.
The findings of the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment (EA) revealed that the cashless tolling
system will not create additional traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges as was disclosed
in the original Environmental Assessment document. With little or no financial assistance from New
Jersey, Pennsylvania and the federal government for the project, a cashless tolling system will insure
that the users of the replacement bridge and surrounding roadways bear the cost of the project.
The AGC of NJ has been an active proponent of this critical infrastructure project since its inception, and
we appreciate the due diligence taken by the DRJTBC over the past eight years to ensure that the design
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and construction of the bridge have minimal additional impact on the local roadways, adjacent river
crossings and surrounding historic and cultural resources.
The AGC of NJ is a statewide trade association comprised of hundreds of members engaged in heavy,
highway, site development and utility construction. If we can be of further assistance, please call us at:
(732) 738‐9454.
Response: Thank you for your support. We appreciate the support that the AGC of NJ and others have
provided for this much needed project.
W28 – JP Maddock
I would like to comment on the proposed I‐95 bridges project. My concern is with what the projected
tolls will have to be to cover the announced cost of the two new bridges.
HISTORY
The Delaware River flood of 1955 swept away the Yardley‐ New Jersey bridge and in its place was
constructed a :"bailey bridge" over the Delaware, and this bridge remained in operation until the I‐95
bridge was opened in 1960. At the time the new bridge project terminated at the Newtown Exit and in
New Jersey at Scotch Road.
The I‐95 bridge remained a local bridge, for all intensive purposes, until I‐95 was constructed up to the
bridge on the Pennsylvania side sometime in the 1970's.
I would submit that most of the traffic on the bridge today comes from Mercer & Bucks County, so that
the new $330 million dollar bridge will probably remain basically a local bridge, especially since I‐95 is
proposed to cross over the Delaware on the Penna Turnpike when that project is completed,
In any event, it would seem to me that residents of Mercer and Bucks Counties should receive "local"
toll rates to use, what to most drivers, is still a local crossing of the Delaware River. This concept of
lower pricing for consistent users is in effect in many areas of our economy and should be considered for
this proposed new bridge.
Response: The DRJTBC has not yet established the toll rates and tolling policies that will be in place
for the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach
efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates, toll policies and to provide guidance on how motorists can
register for E‐Z Pass or obtain additional information in advance of tolls being implemented. The
DRJTBC currently offers, as part of its E‐ZPass program, a frequent user discount plan of 40%, if the
user completes 20 trips or more within a 35‐day period. The discount is applied on the E‐ZPass account
ten days after the final trip has been made. An E‐ZPass customer of another agency may also
participate in the DRJTBC’s discount program by establishing a Companion Account. The DRJTBC will
consider including the frequent user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls
Bridge.
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W29 – JP Maddock
I would like to comment on the two I‐95 bridges and specifically on the proposed bike path that is
incorporated into the design of the new bridges.
While the idea of a bike path utilizing the new bridges is a worth while concept; the question becomes,
will the vehicle toll payers be asked to pay for this bike lane?
If there will be no state or Federal funds provided for any part of this bridge project, then we toll payers
will be asked to pay for the bike lanes. Bikers can currently use the Calhoun Street Bridge or the
Washington Crossing Bridge, which is only 2/12 miles upstream.
Is it worth the cost of constructing the bike lanes when the bikers can cross the Delaware just up
stream?
Because of the staggering cost of this proposed project, if the bike path remains an element of the
project, it seems to me that bikers should be asked to pay for the construction of their bike lanes, just as
we drivers will be asked to pay for the vehicle lanes.
Response: For projects of this nature it is a federal requirement that multi‐mode transportation needs
are studied for inclusion into the project. During the comment period for the 2009 Environmental
Assessment, the DRJTBC received numerous comments in favor of the inclusion of the
bicycle/pedestrian facility. Subsequent to the December 2009 to January 2010 EA/Draft 4(f) comment
process, the DRJTBC cited the livability merits of a bicycle/pedestrian facility and approved its
inclusion in the proposed actions. The DRJTBC further acknowledges that the bicycle/pedestrian
facility will provide health, environmental, and quality of life benefits, among others, to the project
area’s communities and the region. The bicycle/pedestrian facility will not be tolled. Construction and
maintenance costs would be funded from DRJTBC toll revenue.
W30 – Carol Kelly
We need to keep Scudder Falls Bridge a free bridge. If it becomes a toll bridge, commuters will try to
avoid the toll by taking other bridges which are free. One which would be impacted would be the
historic Washington Crossing Bridge between Washington Crossing, PA. and Titusville, NJ. This bridge
spans the area where General George Washington crossed the Delaware on Christmas night in 1776 and
proceeded to Trenton to win a decisive battle. More traffic on this unique bridge would have a negative
affect upon a beautiful area that is already suffering from the traffic. Please help us to maintain our
heritage and keep the traffic from increasing in the area of the Crossing that changed the course of the
history for the Western World. Keep Scudder Falls free!
Response: The need for the project stems from fact that the roadway capacity is inadequate to
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provide acceptable existing and future (2030) traffic operations during peak travel periods. Aside
from the congestion, there are other project needs which will be addressed by the improvements
proposed under this project. Those include:
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge is approximately 50 years old, has experienced
structural deterioration, and does not meet current design criteria, which presents a future
reliability and safety concern.
 The existing I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge has inadequate inside shoulders and outside shoulders
(breakdown lanes), which present safety concerns and contribute to congestion.
 The existing acceleration and deceleration lanes and spacing of ramp merges at the adjoining
NJ Route 29 and Taylorsville Road interchanges are inadequate, which present safety concerns
and contribute to congestion.
 Interchange configurations do not currently meet design criteria for lane and shoulder widths
and ramp configurations.
During the time the original EA was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a range of options for
financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding. However, no
funding was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither state has
plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs.
The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from
the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The decision to
toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside funding assistance
(if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in the near future. On
December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC Board of Commissioner’s authorized the implementation of tolls on the
Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling decision after making an
assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of financing the capital program,
and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to support the project. In
addition, the DRJTBC believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most equitable and plausible
funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to expect users of its other toll bridges to
shoulder the full financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby
interchanges and the I‐95 corridor.
Regarding the impacts of traffic diversions, the EA Addendum addresses traffic and other impacts
associated with the decision to implement tolls in the southbound direction on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge. When tolls are introduced to a facility for the first time, it is expected that some drivers will
divert to alternate locations to avoid paying a toll. It is also expected that a new, widened Scudder
Falls Bridge will attract additional traffic from other river crossings, mitigating some of the effects of
diversions due to tolling the southbound direction of the new Scudder Falls Bridge. To gain an
understanding of the potential impacts of the traffic diversions on the local roadways and adjacent
river crossings, the DRJTBC commissioned a study to forecast the volume of traffic that would divert
from the Scudder Falls Bridge to alternate locations once tolls were implemented in the southbound
direction. The overall findings of the Traffic Diversion Study, dated May 11, 2011, indicate that the
traffic diversions resulting from the tolling of the new Scudder Falls Bridge will cause minimal traffic
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impacts to the adjacent roadways and bridge crossings within the region during both the peak and
non‐peak traffic periods.
The study estimated traffic diversion volumes for the build year (2015) and future year 2030, assuming
both a low toll scenario ($1 for passenger vehicles) and a high toll scenario ($3 for passenger vehicles)
for the Scudder Falls Bridge. The diverted volumes for these scenarios were compared to traffic
volumes projected to occur on the existing Scudder Falls Bridge without a toll.
For the alternate river crossings, including the Washington Crossing Bridge, an analysis was performed
to determine how the peak hour traffic volumes compared to the capacity of those facilities. This is
commonly expressed as the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio, which is a measure that reflects mobility
and quality of travel of a facility or section of a facility. It compares roadway demand (vehicle
volumes) with roadway supply (carrying capacity). For example, a v/c of 1.00 indicates that the
roadway facility is operating at its capacity. The v/c ratio is a common performance measure that is
widely used in transportation studies. Tables showing the v/c ratios are included in the EA Addendum,
and the information on the Washington Crossing Bridge is summarized below:

Crossing

Washington Crossing
Bridge

2015 Peak Hour Volume to Capacity
Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll
0.95

0.94

2030 Peak Hour Volume to Capacity
Ratios
No
Build/Low Build/High
Build/No
Toll
Toll
Toll

1.01

1.02

0.96

1.00

The results of the diversion analysis demonstrate that there is no negative impact to the v/c ratios for
the Washington Crossing Bridge under the low toll scenarios in both 2015 and 2030 or under the high
toll scenario for 2030. This is because some traffic for these scenarios will divert away from the
Washington Crossing Bridge in favor of the Scudder Falls Bridge. For the 2015 high toll scenario, the
study determined that the small diversion of traffic has minimal impact on volume‐to‐capacity ratios.
Under this scenario, the v/c ratio at the Washington Crossing Bridge increases by 0.06.
W31 – Scott F.

I am a long time resident of Yardley, PA and I have a few comments about the project.
On the positive side, it's good to see that the project will add lanes on the bridge. Some days I work in
Trenton, NJ and the traffic backup getting onto I‐95 north in the mornings is unbearable. Sometimes I
will take one of the other bridges, but traffic on them can be nearly as bad. The extra lanes should help
reduce my morning commute time.
However, I don't like to idea of a toll. Especially on an interstate.
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I'm in favor of a bike ramp but it should be at a reasonable cost, not millions of dollars.
How long will traffic be messed up because of construction?

Response: During the time the original EA was in progress, the DRJTBC was examining a range of
options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal and State funding.
However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state. Additionally, neither
state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital
programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan,
both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The
decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside
funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in
the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC Board of Commissioner’s authorized the
implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its tolling
decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current system of
financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside sources of funding to
support the project. In addition, the DRJTBC believes a toll paid by users of the bridge is the most
equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable to expect users of
its other toll bridges to shoulder the full financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder
Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor.
Construction of the project is anticipated to take three to four years. The construction will be phased
to minimize disruptions to I‐95 traffic. Two lanes of traffic will be maintained during peak travel hours
on I‐95. Temporary lane restrictions, temporary closures, temporary widening or temporary ramps
may be required for local roads and ramps at certain locations. Where such measures are required,
efforts will be made to limit these activities to off‐peak periods. Such measures are likely to be
required at certain interchange locations in order to facilitate the construction of the new ramps and
other features (e.g., the Taylorsville Road Interchange and access from Highland Avenue). Advanced
notification will be given to the traveling public regarding traffic pattern changes and ramp closures.
Proper signing and detours will be implemented in accordance with applicable PennDOT, NJDOT,
AASHTO and/or MUTCD requirements.
The Commission appreciates all of the support and positive comments that have been received
regarding the Bicycle/Pedestrian facility for this project. The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the
topic that received the most favorable public comments during the public comment process that was
conducted in late 2009 and early 2010 on the project’s Environmental Assessment document. On April
26, 2010, the DRJTBC announced its decision to outfit the replacement bridge with a multi‐use path for
pedestrians and bicyclists. The multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide, enabling bicycles to be ridden
across the bridge and greatly enhancing the span’s livability and sustainability credentials. The multi‐
use path will afford a new connection between the towpaths of the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New
Jersey and the Delaware Canal in Pennsylvania. The path’s cost was estimated to increase the
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project’s overall program costs by $18 million in 2009. The Commission believes the positive benefits
associated with the inclusion of the bicycle/pedestrian facility warrant the additional expenditure.

W32 – George Spais

I would like to thank the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) for continually educating
the public during Open Houses and Public Hearings on the Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. I
still have concerns, however, of the resolution passed at the December 2009 meeting of the DRJTB’s
Commissioners authorizing the agency’s director to “take all steps necessary to toll the Scudder Falls
Replacement Project” at some future date.
Residents of the Delaware River bordering municipalities of Mercer and Bucks County have always
shared a common bond in both family units and commerce. Many have family and aging parents in both
the Trenton area suburbs and the Philadelphia area suburbs and must make daily or multiple trips each
day across the Scudder Falls Bridge to attend to their needs. Others cross the bridge in their local
commute to places of employment. The addition of a crossing fee would be a financial burden and drain
on the already tight finances of families trying to meet current expenses, especially since Scudder Falls
has historically been a non‐toll bridge. The additional $250 to $500 per year that local residents would
have to pay to cross the bridge means a lot to those on limited incomes.
I was told that although two axled vehicles (i.e., automobiles) account for about 75% of traffic on
bridges crossing the Delaware River, it is the multi‐axled trucks, trailers, buses and commercial vehicles
that account for about 75% of toll revenue. It is also the heavy multi‐axled trucks, trailers, buses and
commercial vehicles that cause most of the road surface damage to the bridge, requiring costly
maintenance.
If a cashless toll is to be placed on the replacement bridge, it should only be for multi‐axled trucks,
vehicles pulling trailers, buses and commercial vehicles. The cashless image taking toll can be situated
just in the far right lanes for such heavier traffic. This successful scenario already exists on the NY
Thruway (Interstate 87 / Interstate 287) at the Spring Valley Toll Barrier, just west of the Tappan Zee
Bridge. Residents of both Pennsylvania and New Jersey would be more accepting of a toll and with less
resistance and protest if the crossing fee only applies to multi‐axled trucks, trailers, buses and
commercial vehicles.
I also understand any proposed toll would be cashless, meaning that vehicles would travel through the
toll at normal highway speeds (55 to 65 mph) and photo‐imaging technology would record the license
plates of passing vehicles and an invoice would be mailed later. As long as the tolling method remains
cashless at highway speeds, then I foresee no increases in pollution, green house gas emissions,
accidents and congestion. Any deviation from a cashless photo‐imaging based format or going to
mandatory E‐ZPass would be contradictory to the whole purpose and goals of the project and would
only cause increases in pollution, green house gas emissions, accidents and congestion.
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Thank you for considering my concerns and suggestion. I hope you will seriously consider tolling just
multi‐axled trucks, vehicles pulling trailers, buses and commercial vehicles, and not regular passenger
cars and automobiles.
Response: During the development of the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the DRJTBC was
examining a range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of Federal
and State funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government or either state.
Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the Scudder Falls Bridge in
their current capital programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal stimulus funds in the form of TIGER
Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but they were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to
support the project. The decision to toll the Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no
sources of outside funding assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would
become available in the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners
authorized the implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC
rendered its tolling decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its
current system of financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside
sources of funding to support the project.
Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound direction will remain
free of tolls. An All Electronic Cashless Tolling system will be used, allowing tolls to be collected while
vehicles travel at prevailing highway speeds. This eliminates the traffic disruptions typically
associated with toll booths.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by all users of the bridge (not just multi‐axle trucks, buses and commercial vehicles) is the most
equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its capital improvement projects with
tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did
not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the financial
burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95
corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its
E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling
System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user
discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
W33 – Joseph Harm
I just wanted to touch base with you on this. I live in Newtown for 25 years. I am a traveling salesman
that goes up and down I‐95. All i want to say is that i will definitely use the Washington Crossing Bridge
on the way home. I believe you will be driving the traffic to the smaller bridges. I know many from my
area will take the small bridge daily.
Also i have EZ Pass . How are you going to collect the paperless tolls from people coming south bound
on 95. I see just a disaster happening with this.
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Raise the tolls for the other bridges to support this.
Response: A Traffic Diversion Study was performed, dated May 11, 2011, to assess the potential
traffic diversions associated with the tolls. The study shows that construction of a new Scudder Falls
Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction) will not cause an inordinate amount of traffic to divert
to and overwhelm the other river crossings. The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year
2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll
scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic
volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with
tolls in the southbound direction). For the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the other river
crossings will decrease slightly for both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic
volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with
tolls in the southbound direction). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the
local roadways over time, more and more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge
and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also indicates that any diversions during off‐peak
hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The combined
improvements from the Scudder Falls project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp entrance and exit
conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because more motorists will use the bridge
in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and non‐peak hours. The results of the
Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the Environmental
Assessment (EA Addendum).
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by all users of the bridge (not just multi‐axle trucks, buses and commercial vehicles) is the most
equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its capital improvement projects with
tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did
not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the financial
burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95
corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its
E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling
System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user
discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
The DRJTBC is proposing to implement tolls only in the southbound direction on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge using an All Electronic Cashless Tolling system which enables tolls to be collected as vehicles
travel at prevailing highway speeds. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including a frequent user
discount program for E‐ZPass customers in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge. Bridge
tolls will be collected by one of the following three (3) methods:
e) E‐Z Pass ‐ the AECT system will read the E‐Z Pass transponder, or tag, and deduct the toll from
the motorist’s E‐Z Pass account. If the vehicle owner does not have an existing account with
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the DRJTBC they will be encouraged to establish an EZ Pass account with the DRJTBC, in order
to take advantage of the DRJTBC’s discount plan for frequent users.
f)

Registered Video – For non E‐Z Pass tag holders who have registered their license plate with
the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. They will then be
invoiced by mail. This will require the customer to establish a video toll account with the
DRJTBC.

g) Non‐Registered Video ‐ For non E‐Z Pass tag holders, who have not registered their license
plate with the DRJTBC, tolls will be collected by video capture of their license plate. License
plates not registered with the DRJTBC will require the DRJTBC to identify the customer from an
outside vehicle registration database, after which they will be invoiced by mail.
The administrative efforts involved in the collection of tolls from Registered or Non‐Registered Video
customers are more involved than they are for E‐Z Pass customers. For Registered‐Video customers,
the billing information will be available through a search of the database maintained by the DRJTBC.
For Non‐Registered Video customers, it will be necessary to first identify the billing party for the
vehicle. The billing information will be obtained from the Motor Vehicle Department of the state in
which the vehicle’s license plate was issued. For both Video toll‐collection methods, once the billing
information is located, an invoice will be mailed to the responsible party.
The DRJTBC is committed to conducting public outreach efforts to inform motorists of the toll rates
and administrative fees in advance of tolls and fees being implemented in the southbound direction of
the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The northbound direction (from PA to NJ) will remain toll‐free,
consistent with the DRJTBC’s toll policy at other DRJTBC ‐owned toll facilities.
W34 – Mark McFeeters
I am writing this letter concerning the proposed 1‐95 Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project. I own
the property that is situated at 1142 Woodside Rd., Yardley Pa. It is the greylwhite bungalow that sits
directly opposite of the house that will be condemned that is close to the bridge embankment on the PA
north side. I have provided a simple sketch for clarification purposes.
While I concur that the existing bridge is functionally obsolete, I do have what I believe to be reasonable
and legitimate concerns with four general areas of the improvement project. They include the proposed
tolling of the bridge, the specific construction detailing of the noise walls and bike path, the logistical
requirements of the day to day bridge construction process, and the final appearance of the ''wetlands''
that are plan designated between Woodside Rd. and the proposed bridge, directly across the street
from my property.
I have owned 1142 Woodside Rd. since 1988, and unfortunately have suffered through a series of
indignities that were beyond my control, namely four catastrophic floods since 2004. I mention this to
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highlight the fact that there are homeowners along this particular stretch of the Delaware River have
been through a lot, we have been repeatedly tested, and I don't want our interests to be marginalized
for lack of participation in this planning process. I am sending this letter by way of em ail to satisfy your
comment request by Jan. 3rd, but will also send a paper copy to your office by certified mail.
Additionally, I will copy State Representative Steven J. Santarsiero on this letter and any future
correspondence on this matter.
Here are my concerns, please consider them openly and thoughtfully, as the consequences of this
massive endeavor will be permanently set in concrete and steel.
1. Tolls
By tolling the bridge, an undue burden will be placed on the local businesses that engage in commerce
interstate between NJ and PA. I am a contractor that conducts business on both sides of the river, and in
the course of normal business I will cross the bridge one way two to six times per day gathering
materials, moving from job to job, etc . The added costs from tolls would land squarely on my shoulders.
I can tell you with certainty that in my particular case the market simply will not bear any additional
costs. So I will be burdened with yet another item in a long list that over time has eroded my ability to
extract even a modest salary from my business. Every dollar counts to me and my family, there is no
such thing as disposable income, the self employed are very much at risk here.
I am suggesting at this time that the Bridge Commission consider a discounted toll rate for vehicles
registered within a close proximity to the bridge ‐or‐ to set up a tolling system that would allow for
unlimited crossings of the bridge in a twenty four hour period for each toll paid. This would reduce the
burden on locals that use the bridge more than once daily for business or personal reasons. It is hard to
quantify the effects of tolls, but looking at the issue objectively, there will most certainly be added
financial burdens, but also changes in free river bridge crossings up and down river in terms of volume.
Don't underestimate the prevailing mentality that free is a better deal.
Response: The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC
believes a toll paid by all users of the bridge (not just multi‐axle trucks, buses and commercial vehicles)
is the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its capital improvement
projects with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the
DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the
financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and
the I‐95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as
part of its E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless
Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent
user discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
A Traffic Diversion Study was performed, dated May 11, 2011, to assess the potential traffic diversions
associated with the tolls. The study shows that construction of a new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls
in the southbound direction) will not cause an inordinate amount of traffic to divert to and overwhelm
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the other river crossings. The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year 2015, there will be a
slight decrease in traffic volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll scenario and a slight
increase in traffic volumes for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic volumes that would
exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound
direction). For the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the other river crossings will decrease
slightly for both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would
exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound
direction). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the local roadways over time,
more and more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge and pay a toll to save on
travel time. The study also indicates that any diversions during off‐peak hours will not create new
traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The combined improvements from the
Scudder Falls Bridge project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp entrance and exit conditions) should
also reduce regional traffic congestion because more motorists will use the bridge in the free direction
(Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and non‐peak hours. The results of the Traffic Diversion
Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment (EA
Addendum). The DRJTBC has also agreed to conduct a pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic
study and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to be
entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to take
reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New Jersey state
roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not identified in the EA
Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge.
2. Noise Wall and Bike Path
Clarification is needed on what constitutes a "glare screen" and what constitutes a "noise wall". They are
both labeled on the master plan on one continuous line with no demarcation or distinction between the
two. I inquired at the December 15th meeting and was given conflicting answers. From Bridge
Commission representatives I was told that the difference was in the height of the wall, and was also
told that there was no difference. This is important to me as a lower wall on the bridge section would
have different sound control characteristics than a higher noise wall. If there is a crossection plan of
both the glare screen and the noise wall I would like to take a look.
Response: The glare screen is similar to a concrete barrier that is typically placed along the outer
edges of bridges or in the median area of divided highways. The difference is that the glare screen for
this project is proposed to have a height of 50 inches above the roadway. The noise wall will be higher
than 50 inches and in some cases the height exceeds 10 feet. The property at 1142 Woodside Road is
located on the north side of the Scudder Falls Bridge. The north side of the Scudder Falls Bridge will
have a glare screen for much of its length. A noise wall is proposed along the north side of the bridge
from an area near the bank of the Delaware River, extending westerly just past the Delaware Canal.
To the west of the Delaware Canal, the noise wall will transition back to a glare screen prior to
terminating east of Taylorsville Road. Cross‐sections of the glare screen and noise wall will be
developed during the final design phase of the project.
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I have concerns with the bike path. The first is that the placement of the "switchback" on the PA side
will, in effect, compromise the integrity of the noise wall on that side. One could effectively design a
house to be soundproof, but open the front door and it all is for naught. Something to consider in the
final design of the bike path.
Response: The exact placement of the bicycle/pedestrian facility relative to the noise wall will be
developed during the final design phase of the project. If the bicycle/pedestrian facility requires an
opening in the noise wall, appropriate mitigation measures will be included to ensure that the
calculated noise levels do not exceed the established threshold. Such mitigation measures could
include overlapping the barriers in the area of the opening(s).
Secondly, the placement of the switchback as shown on the plan will require an additional footbridge on
Woodside Rd., as there is a stream crossing under Woodside Rd., and there is no way to put a sidewalk
on the stream bridge since there is no shoulder. To funnel bike traffic over the stream bridge with no
shoulder is a head on collision waiting to happen. I walk this bridge often and can see clearly the
dangers.
As an alternative, I am hoping that the Bridge Commission would consider a different placement of the
bike path off ramp on the PA side. I have two suggestions, I don't know if they are viable but I was told
that the bike path details were not yet finalized so I hope you will consider these options:
Alternative 1. Place the switchback to connect directly to the canal tow path. The engineering of this
location may be more challenging than as shown on the master plan, but there would also be no
additional costs for sidewalk or footbridge. The Bridge Commission will soon own this property by way
of eminent domain, so I don't think that is an issue.
Alternative 2. Extend the bike path to Taylorsville Rd. and use a sweeping bike off ramp similar to the
current vehicular exit that will be eliminated as part of the construction. Connect the bike path to the
Park and Ride directly. This is already a starting point for all bikers that drive to use the canal path for
recreation, they would simply bike along Woodside Rd. a short tenth mile to connect to the canal tow
path as they already routinely do. Few have the expectation that the bike crossing be directly connected
the Pa side canal tow path, a connection to a pre‐existing public parking lot would seem to make better
sense. Signage could be added to direct bikers to the canal tow path. As a local property owner, this
would be the preferable bicycle off ramp location, well lit and in plain view. To my knowledge, it has not
been made clear if the bike path will be open dawn to dusk like the canal tow paths, or twenty four
hours.
Response: The proposed alignment of the bicycle/pedestrian facility terminates at Woodside Road.
From that point bicycles will travel on Woodside Road, whereas a sidewalk will continue along
Woodside Road and cross the existing stream, and continue to the canal towpath, to accommodate
pedestrians.
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The alternative of constructing the switchback ramp to connect directly to the canal footpath was
considered, but dismissed on the basis of greater impacts to the canal towpath and an adjoining
historic wall, and higher construction costs than the preferred alternative. The Delaware Canal is
considered a historic resource and aesthetic impacts are an important consideration.
The Commission has agreed to incorporate a multi‐use (bicycle/pedestrian) path into the overall
project improvements. Because of the existence of well‐established trails (along the canal towpaths)
that run underneath the bridge on both sides of the river, connections of bicycle/pedestrian facility
directly to the trails is the most direct method of providing accessibility. Providing convenient
connections to the canal towpaths was one of the objectives of the bicycle/pedestrian facility.
Constructing a sweeping bicycle/pedestrian ramp, similar to the existing southbound I‐95 exit ramp at
Taylorsville Road, would require the new bicycle/pedestrian facility to extend westerly, with an
additional structure to carry it over the Delaware Canal. The additional structure would result in
additional environmental impacts to the Delaware Canal, which is considered a historic resource.
Additionally, such a ramp would result in a longer trip to connect to the canal towpath in comparison
to the proposed bicycle/pedestrian facility.
3. Construction Logistical Issues
Where will the staging areas be for this project? What protection will local residents have from the
onslaught of trucks and machinery that will be required to complete this project? Woodside Rd., while
not traffic free, is a fairly quiet collector road. I am most concerned that the contractors will set up shop
under the bridge on River Rd., or worse yet at the condemned property at 1149 Woodside, and go back
and forth, in and out for three plus years. This would negatively impact quality of life for an inordinate
amount of time and is preventable with reasonable enforcement of clear contract guidelines for
contractors, including the enforcement of the 17 ton load limit of the Woodside Rd. canal bridge. Also,
construction should be limited during overnight hours whenever possible.
Response: The Commission does not designate staging areas to be used by the contractor, but may
make Commission property available for the contractors consideration and possible use during
construction. It is up to the contractor to secure suitable staging areas for completing the work.
The final design of the project will include staging plans that will enable a contractor to construct the
project. This staging development will include specifications to which a contractor must adhere during
the performance of the construction. Final development of the construction documents will address
issues that have been identified in your comment.
4. Final Appearance of Demolished House and Property at 1149 Woodside
The house located at 1149 Woodside is shown to be removed on the master plan. I want to make sure
that the Bridge Commission has no plans for this property other than to remove the house completely,
and to return the property to a natural wetlands state. This would mean the complete removal of the
buildings, and importantly, the removal of the long driveway that connects the house to Woodside Rd. I
don't want to end up with a driveway in front of my house that leads to an isolated section of a wooded
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area by the bridge. That could only lead to trouble. If there is a landscape plan for this area, the addition
of evergreen trees for screening would be beneficial from an aesthetic point of view.
Response: The Commission intends to have the house and any outbuildings (located at 1149
Woodside Road) removed to enable wetlands to be created on the property. The details of the
wetland mitigation area will be developed during the final design phase. It is anticipated that the
majority of the existing driveway will be removed for creation of the wetland area. The existing
driveway opening onto the roadway may remain to accommodate future maintenance activities that
may be required in that area. A landscaping plan has not been developed at this stage of the project.
During final design, a plan will be developed for creation of the wetland area. The plan will show the
type of plants to be included in the final landscaping of the site.
W35 – John Rizolis
1) Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and comments on the bridge plans. I
attended the December 15th presentation at the Sheraton Hotel and from the presentation
learned the bridge will have 11 traffic lanes (6 for thru traffic, 3 for entering/exiting traffic and 2
for potential use by buses), two shoulders and a bike lane. The plan for the bridge is well
thought out and forward looking, sufficiently accounting for traffic growth well into the future.
Good work.
At the meeting concerns about the cost of the bridge and tolling were repeated concerns.
Balancing these concerns with the current economic environment and with what I experience
everyday traveling the bridge may I respectfully suggest for consideration the possibility of
building the new bridge in two phases, with the first phase consisting of either the north or
south bound bridge only (whichever makes better sense). Phase two would see the other
direction built.
In phase one, current and near term future traffic backups can be addressed with the six/seven
lanes that would be available on one new bridge. Four could be used for thru traffic and
two/three for entrance/exit auxiliary lanes. Then when the economy picks up and traffic
volumes increase with it the other bridge would be built.
These are difficult economic times and perhaps a phased approach can help manage the costs
and manage traffic congestion both at the same time.
Response: The existing Scudder Falls Bridge includes two (2) travel lanes in each direction for
a total of four (4) lanes. The existing four lane bridge will be replaced by a new bridge
consisting of three (3) travel lanes in each direction, one (1) auxiliary lane in the southbound
direction and two (2) auxiliary lanes in the northbound direction for a total of five lanes
northbound and four lanes southbound on the new Scudder Falls Bridge and the approaches.
The auxiliary lanes are required to meet AASHTO, PennDOT and NJDOT design criteria for
acceleration/deceleration lane lengths, and merging and weaving distances. They are
required design elements and their use has been shown to improve traffic conditions on the
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mainline roadway. Full width inside and outside shoulders will be provided in both directions,
including 14 foot wide inside shoulders to accommodate future bus rapid transit. The new
nine (9) lane Scudder Falls Bridge, with full shoulders, will replace the existing four (4) lane
bridge, with no shoulders. The inclusion of shoulders on both sides of an interstate highway is
recommended under current design standards. A minimum inside shoulder width of 12 feet is
recommended under current design standards. A 14‐foot inside shoulder width is proposed to
accommodate future bus transit lanes. The Project will be designed to meet PennDOT, NJDOT
and AASHTO standards.
Breakdowns do occur on the bridge and shoulders that meet current design standards will
provide an area for broken‐down vehicles as well as emergency use. This past summer an
accident occurred on the bridge where a vehicle broke down on the bridge and was rear ended
by another vehicle, which resulted in a fatality. Proper inside and outside shoulders are
warranted and much needed.
Building the new bridge in phases (building a new structure for one direction of traffic, while
the existing structure is used for the opposing direction of traffic) would not satisfy all of the
project needs. The existing structure has four lanes and no shoulders. Three (3) through lanes
are needed in each direction, plus one or more auxiliary lanes (depending on the direction of
travel), plus outside and inside shoulders to enhance safety and meet current design criteria.
It would not be possible to fit the necessary number of lanes, plus shoulders on the existing
bridge due to its limited width. Additionally, using the existing structure would not address
the age of the facility or eliminate the non‐redundant structural support system.
2) At the meeting held in the Sheraton Hotel on December 15th I heard our elected official speak
out against P‐3, which I understand is leasing out the management and operation of the bridge
to a third party. I especially remember his point that such action reduces the people’s voice
regarding the roads in a P‐3 scenario.
I agree 110% with the points raised by our elected official against this type of action and urge
the bridge commission not to outsource the management and operation of the new bridge to a
third party.
Response: The DRJTBC has not yet made a decision as to whether or not the Scudder Falls
Bridge Project will be advanced under the Public‐Private Partnership (P3) project delivery
method. A report evaluating the various P3 alternatives for the project has been prepared
and is currently being reviewed by the DRJTBC.
3) Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the bridge plans. Attending the December 15th
presentation I was surprised to hear roundabouts will be used at the route 29 interchange. For
me roundabouts are not 21st century road design for busy interchanges and thus this is the one
aspect of the bridge plan I do not feel is projecting out 20 years into the future. Today’s drivers
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do not understand roundabouts (e.g. who has the right of way, etc.) and cars move faster than
in the past. Personally I do not like driving the Route 31 or Flemington circles.
I would prefer the current traffic pattern remain rather than spend money on roundabouts.
Response: The preferred alternative for the NJ Route 29 Interchange includes a folded
diamond interchange with two roundabouts, one for the northbound on/off ramps, and one
for the southbound on/off ramps. A report entitled “I‐95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement
Project NJ – 29 Interchange Roundabout Evaluation Study” dated March 2006 and prepared by
Kittelson and Associates, Inc. evaluated the operational aspects of the proposed roundabouts
for the NJ Route 29 Interchange. Both of these roundabouts are projected to operate at
acceptable Levels of Service during both the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods for
the 2030 design year. The configuration of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange, particularly
the roundabouts, was thoroughly reviewed by NJDOT and is fully endorsed by NJDOT. NJDOT
was a proponent of the proposed NJ Route 29 interchange features and alignment (including
the roundabouts) and was involved in its development.
4) I commute everyday from Pa. to NJ and am not in favor tolling on the bridge in any form. In
addition to the additional out of pocket costs for commuting, the toll will have a negative
personal impact as it will prevent me from making multiple trips over the bridge during a single
day which I currently do for running errands, grabbing lunch or attending appointments (e.g.
doctors) in Pa. If a toll is unavoidable I ask the bridge commission consider the following:

To set the toll as low as possible

To limit the toll to one charge per day. If you can limit the toll to one charge per day no
matter how many times the bridge is crossed it specifically addresses concerns of local
residents who take multiple trips in a single day.
Response: During the development of the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the DRJTBC was
examining a range of options for financing and delivering the project, including the pursuit of
Federal and State funding. However, no funding was available from the federal government
or either state. Additionally, neither state has plans to improve the roadways adjacent to the
Scudder Falls Bridge in their current capital programs. The DRJTBC applied for Federal
stimulus funds in the form of TIGER Grant and a TIFIA Loan, both from the USDOT but they
were unsuccessful in securing federal funds to support the project. The decision to toll the
Scudder Falls Bridge was based on the realization that no sources of outside funding
assistance (if any at all) from the federal and state governments would become available in
the near future. On December 21, 2009 the DRJTBC’s Board of Commissioners authorized the
implementation of tolls on the Scudder Falls Replacement Bridge. The DRJTBC rendered its
tolling decision after making an assessment of its overall capital program needs, its current
system of financing the capital program, and – most notably – the lack of sufficient outside
sources of funding to support the project.

71

Tolls will be collected in the southbound direction of I‐95 while the northbound direction will
remain free of tolls.
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a
toll paid by all users of the bridge (not just multi‐axle trucks, buses and commercial vehicles) is
the most equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its capital improvement
projects with tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB
project, the DRJTBC did not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll
bridges to shoulder the financial burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls
Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95 corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC
currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates
and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling System get more fully
developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user discount
program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
5) Thank you for including a bike lane on the new bridge. I hope to use it when it is ready, but I do
see two potential deterrents to bikers that I would like to share. Hopefully, you can consider
these thoughts in the final plans.
a) I understand to account for the higher elevation of the bridge; bike access to the bridge will
be achieved using a zigzagging ramp from the canal up to the bridge. Bikers don’t like such
ramps (personally I don’t even like the little ramp at Washington’s crossing). Would it be
possible to use the current south bound “off ramp” for the bike lane? Bike access could run
from the parking lot, along Taylorsville road and onto the bridge using the current “off
ramp” (which is not planned to be used for cars for the new bridge)
Response: The Commission has agreed to incorporate a multi‐use (bicycle/pedestrian)
path into the overall project improvements. Because of the existence of well‐established
trails (along the canal towpaths) that run underneath the bridge on both sides of the river,
connections of bicycle/pedestrian facility directly to the trails is the most direct method of
providing accessibility. Providing convenient connections to the canal towpaths was one
of the objectives of the bicycle/pedestrian facility. Converting the existing southbound I‐
95 exit ramp at Taylorsville Road to a bicycle/pedestrian facility would require the new
bicycle/pedestrian facility to extend westerly, with an additional structure to carry it over
the Delaware Canal. The additional structure would result in additional environmental
impacts to the Delaware Canal, which is considered a historic resource. Additionally, using
the existing exit ramp results in a longer trip to connect to the canal towpath in
comparison to the proposed bicycle/pedestrian facility.
b) It is a long bridge and bikers would rather bike across, rather than walk. If possible, please
design it so bikers can bicycle across the bridge, or part way across. If I had to walk the
entire length I would probably cross Washington’s crossing and that would defeat the
purpose of a bicycle lane.
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Again, thank you for the time and efforts in planning for bicycle access on this bridge.
Response: The multi‐use path will be designed to accommodate the needs of bicyclists and
pedestrians. It is anticipated that bikers will be able to ride their bicycle across a portion
of the multi‐use path. The switchback ramp may present a challenge for bicyclists to
navigate while pedestrians are present. The Commission will evaluate this matter further
during the final design phase.
6) Please revisit the traffic patterns at Exit 49 (Newtown). While the new interchange at exit 49
has alleviated traffic congestion entering onto route 95 in the morning rush hour, it created
traffic backups for traffic exiting southbound route 95 at exit 49. Exiting traffic can back up a
mile on route 95.
Response: The interchange of I‐95 at Route 332 is under the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation (PennDOT). As part of the DRJTBC’s evaluation of the I‐
95/Scudder Falls Bridge replacement project, population and employment data was gathered
and analyzed. This information was used to forecast traffic demands for the future design
year 2030. The improvements that are included as part of the proposed action for this project
are expected to be sufficient to meet current and future (year 2030) traffic demands on the
Scudder Falls Bridge and the segment of I‐95 within the project limits.
7) I read the impact study and do not necessarily agree with its conclusion stating the toll on the
Scudder Falls Bridge will not increase traffic on the nearby toll‐free bridges to unsatisfactory
levels. Hopefully I am wrong and the study is correct. But if the impact study turns out to be
inaccurate what are the contingency plans to address any unsatisfactory traffic volumes at the
nearby free bridges?
Response: A Traffic Diversion Study was performed, dated May 11, 2011, to assess the
potential traffic diversions associated with the tolls. The study shows that construction of a
new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction) will not cause an inordinate
amount of traffic to divert to and overwhelm the other river crossings. The study shows that,
during the peak hour for the year 2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic volumes on the
other river crossings for the low toll scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes for the
high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist on those bridges
without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the southbound direction). For
the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the other river crossings will decrease slightly for
both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic volumes that would exist
on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls in the
southbound direction). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the local
roadways over time, more and more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge
and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also indicates that any diversions during off‐
peak hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The
combined improvements from the Scudder Falls project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp
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entrance and exit conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because more
motorists will use the bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak
and non‐peak hours. The results of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A
of the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment (EA Addendum).
The DRJTBC has also agreed to conduct a pre‐construction and post‐construction traffic study
and analysis as outlined in an Interagency Agreement currently being negotiated and to be
entered into between and among the DRJTBC, PennDOT and NJDOT. The DRJTBC agrees to
take reasonable measures to mitigate for traffic diversion impacts on Pennsylvania and New
Jersey state roads in the event the traffic study and analysis identifies traffic issues, not
identified in the EA Addendum, which are attributed to the tolling of the I‐95/Scudder Falls
Replacement Bridge.
W36 – Victor E. Fiori
1) My concern is for hydrology and stormwater management. I live in the watershed that has been
destroyed partially by 95 during it’s construction in the 1950’s. My hope is that flooding can be
better controlled, and ground water recharge can be increased to pre roadway levels. I hope
that with all the increased technology in engineering you can improve conditions for people like
myself in this Scudder Falls Watershed.
Response: The project will include stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to address
the stormwater runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project
will conform to applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will
apply for applicable permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the
project. Infiltration testing has been performed along the project corridor, in Pennsylvania and
New Jersey, which has been coordinated with the respective regulatory agencies in each State.
The EA/Draft 4(f) documents the impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain
(Chapter IV.J), surface waters (Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K).
2) Secondly, my concern is about the “rest area”. This rest stop was built in the 1950’s, and with
modern growth I believe it must be transformed to service car travelers only. So many tractor
trailers park there that overflow parking occurs on the southbound ramp. This rest area also
contributes non source point pollution to my watershed. Looking at the number of trucks there
it forces car travelers to go elsewhere.
Response: Improvements/modifications to the I‐95 Rest Area are not part of this project. The
I‐95 Rest Area is under the jurisdiction of PennDOT and they are the agency responsible for
any improvements and/or upgrades that are necessary to the facility.
W37 – Victor E. Fiori
I am writing to make sure my concerns are heard about stormwater from this project. Stormwater from
this highway has been a major contributor to our flooding. Hurricanes, severe noreasters and similar.
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Storms causing damaging flooding throughout my property and my neighbors. Lower Makefield
Township officials have told us that this flooding is caused by I‐95 discharging into our stream.
I ask that the fragile hydrology of this area be preserved as well. I‐95 between Dolington Road and the
Rest Area is underlain by Triassic sandstone of the Stockton Aquifer. The groundwater level was
changed and springs dried up as a result of this watershed being transformed by I‐95. Is it possible to
control stormwater, and at the same time enhance ground water recharge?
I am also concerned with the various wildlife that will be impacted by this project. I have a pond that is
loaded with turtles of which I have never had professionally identified their species. In years past, I have
been in contact with the PA DEP, PA Fish and Boat Commission, and the Bucks County Conservation
District due to impacts from development. I really care about the health of this stream.
I have also shown Congressman Mike Fitzpatrick and Lower Makefield Township Supervisor Peter
Stanthorpe this stream and told them my concerns for it.
Response: The project will include stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to address the
stormwater runoff resulting from the project’s additional impervious surfaces. The project will
conform to applicable water quality and stormwater management regulations and will apply for
applicable permits and approvals during the final design and permitting phase of the project.
Infiltration testing has been performed along the project corridor, in Pennsylvania and New Jersey,
which has been coordinated with the respective regulatory agencies in each State. The EA/Draft 4(f)
documents the impacts and mitigation of the proposed action on floodplain (Chapter IV.J), surface
waters (Chapter IV.G), and wetlands (Chapter IV. K).
W38 – Terry Keffer (1 Highland Drive, Yardley, PA)
We couldn’t believe that not one official from the Bridge Commission was in attendance.
Has the Commission really received so many confirmations from bicyclists planning to ride across the
bridge to justify spending millions of dollars to create a bike lane? There are tow paths on either side of
the river for bicyclists. Who in their right mind would want to ride a bike alongside traffic moving 65
mph or more mph? The bridge has already become pork barrel and it hasn’t even yet been built. The
bike lane will most likely be used after work hours and on weekends, at most.
With regards to tolls, we do hope that trucks will have to pay a premium. Yardley residents, along
Taylorsville Road and Main Street have to live with quarry trucks and tractor trailers from NJ speeding
past their homes for too many years. These trucks are avoiding the other toll bridges and also avoiding
the weigh station on the PA side of the Scudder Falls Bridge. The noise is unbearable and the speed at
which they drive is a major safety issue with regard to children playing in their front lawns and/or riding
their bikes on these roads and also a safety concern to other drivers when the trucks are so large that
they end up driving over the yellow lines.
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This area is not urban, but the Commission treats it that way. A nine‐lane bridge in a very suburban,
country setting is absolutely ridiculous and disgusting. And then we learn that it’s now going to be a
two‐structure bridge! I’m sure that none of you live in the vicinity of the bridge to understand how we
all feel.
Response: It should be noted that the Executive Director from the Commission as well as several key
Commission staff members were in attendance at the Public Hearing.
The bicycle/pedestrian facility was easily the topic that received the most favorable public comments
during the public comment process that was conducted in late 2009 and early 2010 on the project’s
Environmental Assessment document. The multi‐use path will be 10 to 12 feet wide and will be
separated from the travel roadway by a concrete barrier. The multi‐use path will enable bicycles to be
ridden across the bridge at any time of day and will greatly enhance the span’s livability and
sustainability credentials. The multi‐use path will afford a new connection between the towpaths of
the Delaware & Raritan Canal in New Jersey and the Delaware Canal in Pennsylvania.
A Traffic Diversion Study was performed, dated May 11, 2011, to assess the potential traffic diversions
associated with the tolls. The study shows that construction of a new Scudder Falls Bridge (with tolls
in the southbound direction) will not cause an inordinate amount of traffic to divert to and overwhelm
the other river crossings or local roadways. The study shows that, during the peak hour for the year
2015, there will be a slight decrease in traffic volumes on the other river crossings for the low toll
scenario and a slight increase in traffic volumes for the high toll scenario in comparison to the traffic
volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with
tolls in the southbound direction). For the year 2030, peak hour traffic volumes on the other river
crossings will decrease slightly for both the low toll and high toll scenarios in comparison to the traffic
volumes that would exist on those bridges without constructing the new Scudder Falls Bridge (with
tolls in the southbound direction). The reason for this is because, as traffic volumes increase on the
local roadways over time, more and more motorists will choose to use the new Scudder Falls Bridge
and pay a toll to save on travel time. The study also indicates that any diversions during off‐peak
hours will not create new traffic congestion problems on local roads and bridges. The combined
improvements from the Scudder Falls Bridge project (additional travel lanes, safer ramp entrance and
exit conditions) should also reduce regional traffic congestion because more motorists will use the
bridge in the free direction (Pennsylvania to New Jersey) during peak and non‐peak hours. The results
of the Traffic Diversion Study are summarized in Section IV.A of the Addendum to the Environmental
Assessment (EA Addendum).
The Scudder Falls Bridge is used by commuters, not just local residents. The DRJTBC believes a toll
paid by all users of the bridge (not just multi‐axle trucks, buses and commercial vehicles) is the most
equitable and plausible funding solution. The DRJTBC funds its capital improvement projects with
tolling revenues only. In the absence of federal and state funding for the SFB project, the DRJTBC did
not feel it was reasonable or fair to expect users of its other toll bridges to shoulder the financial
burden of the capital improvements to the Scudder Falls Bridge, its nearby interchanges and the I‐95
corridor. It should be noted that the DRJTBC currently provides a frequent user discount as part of its
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E‐ZPass program. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic Cashless Tolling
System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including this same type of frequent user
discount program in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge. Trucks will pay a higher toll
then regular passenger vehicles, with the truck toll based on the number of axles on the truck.
The DRJTBC is proposing to implement tolls only in the southbound direction on the new Scudder Falls
Bridge using an All Electronic Cashless Tolling system which enables tolls to be collected as vehicles
travel at prevailing highway speeds. As the toll rates and operational policies for the All Electronic
Cashless Tolling System get more fully developed, the DRJTBC will consider including a frequent user
discount program for E‐ZPass customers in the toll rate program for the Scudder Falls Bridge.
The DRJTBC appreciates your comments and will certainly look to minimize any adverse impacts to
area residents and the local roadways during construction.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
NORTHEAST REGION

55 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276

MAR - 8 2012
Keith Lynch
Director of Program Development
US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Pennsylvania Division
228 Walnut Street, Room 508
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1720

RE: I-95/Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Lynch,
Your February 16,2012, letter requested that we provide you with a determination regarding the
need to reinitiate consultation previously completed between the Federal Highway
Administration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS.) on the proposed replacement ofthe Scudder Falls Bridge.
In a Biological Opinion dated June 11, 2010, we concluded that the proposed action was likely to
adversely affect, but not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered shortno'se
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrom). As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal
consultation is required where discretionary federal agency involvement or control over the
action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the amount or extent of taking
specified in the incidental take statement is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the
action that may not have been previouslycqf.lsidered; (3) the identified action is subsequently
modified in a manner that ca~ses 'an effect to listed species; or (4) a new species is listed or
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action. The proposed bridge
project has not yet begun; the amount or extent of take of shortnose sturgeon specified in the ITS
has not been exceeded; there is no new information on the effects ofthe action that was not
previously considered; and the action has not been modified in a manner that would cause effects
to listed species.
As noted in your letter, on February 6,2012, we published two rules listing four Distinct
Population Segments (DPS) of Atlantic sturgeon as endangered (New York Bight, Chesapeake
Bay, Carolina and South Atlantic) and one (Gulf of Maine) as threatened. The effective date of
these listings is April 6, 2012. The marine and estuarine range of all 5 DPSs extends from
Hamilton Inlet, Labrador, Canada to Cape Canaveral, Florida. Atlantic sturgeon originating
from any of the 5 DPSs could be present in the Delaware River.

We have reviewed the available infonnation on the use of the Delaware River to detennine if
Atlantic sturgeon occur in the action area considered in our 2010 Opinion. As defined in the
Opinion, the action area includes the area affected by the proposed bridge construction project,
including the underwater area where sound and turbidity will be elevated above background
levels due to associated construction. The action area includes the 4.4 miles of 1-95 where
improvements will take place as well as the area within the Delaware River located within 1km
reach of river on either side of the proposed bridge (approximately rkm 222.5-224.5).
Atlantic sturgeon are known to occur in the Delaware River. We expect sturgeon to move
farthest upstream during spawning migrations. Historical infonnation presented by Cobb (1899)
and Bordin (1925) suggests that spawning sites were located below rkm 130. Sommerfield and
Madson (2003) identified potential spawning habitats below rkm 190. Based on tagging and
tracking studies, Simpson (2008) suggested that spawning habitat exists from Tinicum Island
(rkm 136) to the fall line in Trenton, NJ (rkm 210). An ongoing tagging and tracking study
being carried out by Breece and Fox at Delaware State University had maximum upstream
detections of most adult Atlantic sturgeon near rkm 190, with some making a few excursions
slightly higher. The action area is located more than 30 km upstream of the recently documented
upstream extent of Atlantic sturgeon movements in the Delaware River (rkm 190) and at least 12
km upstream of the suggested upstream extent of Atlantic sturgeon in the Delaware River (rkm
210). Based on the best available infonnation, we do not anticipate that any Atlantic sturgeon
would occur in the action area. Because no Atlantic sturgeon are expected to occur in the action
area, no Atlantic sturgeon would be affected by the proposed action. Therefore, reinitiation of
consultation is not necessary.
Should you have any questions about these comments or about the section 7 consultation process
in general, please contact Julie Crocker at (978) 282-8480 or bye-mail
(Julie.Crocker@noaa.gov).

Sincerely,

Daniel S. Morris
Acting Regional Administrator

Cc:

Greene - F/NER4
Dougherty - ACOE NAP
Grilli - HNTB

File Code: sec 7 FHWA Scudder Falls Bridge Replacement
PCTS: FINER/2009/00614
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