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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

This Alternatives Analysis report documents the selection of the preferred alternative for 
the proposed Landing Road Bridge Project, providing information on the alternatives considered 
for the project and their effectiveness in addressing the issues generating the need for the project. 
The report includes a summary of the anticipated effects of the alternatives on socioeconomic 
resources, right-of-way, natural resources, cultural resources, and hazardous substances, as well 
as a summary of estimated project costs.  This project, while utilizing both state and federal 
funding in its early stages, will now use only state funding as it moves forward into design and 
through construction. 

 
The historic significance of the Landing Road Bridge (County Bridge No. 73) requires 

that preliminary cultural resources information be a focus of this report.  The bridge is a 
contributing element within the Morris Canal Historic District, which was listed on the New 
Jersey Register of Historic Places on November 16th, 1973 and on the National Register of 
Historic Places on October 1st, 1974.  The Landing Road Bridge was also determined 
individually eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places in a 
SHPO Opinion on February 25, 1994. The bridge is also considered a key contributing resource 
to the Old Main, Delaware, Lackawanna& Western Railroad Historic District. The New Jersey 
Register of Historic Places Act requires that any undertaking that will “encroach upon, damage or 
destroy” a resource listed on the New Jersey Register is subject to review.  This review 
commences with the submission of an Application for Project Authorization to the New Jersey 
Historic Preservation Office, with a determination of Encroachment or No Encroachment to 
result.  In the event that the project is ruled to be an Encroachment, a further review by the New 
Jersey Historic Sites Council will be required.  The process concludes with final action being 
taken by the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Protection based on 
recommendations provided by the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office and the New Jersey 
Historic Sites Council. 

 
The bridge was constructed in 1907 and carries Landing Road over the NJ TRANSIT 

Railroad and the former Morris Canal in Roxbury Township, Morris County, New Jersey.  The 
project is located near the town of Landing in the western portion of Morris County in north- 
central New Jersey.  Landing lies at the southwestern tip of Lake Hopatcong, a portion of which 
is bisected by the Morris-Sussex county line.  Landing Road extends from Interstate Route 80 to 
the northwest approximately 0.8 miles to the southern edge of Lake Hopatcong.  Landing Road 
travels over the former Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Railroad (currently the NJ 
TRANSIT Montclair-Boonton Line) via the Landing Road Bridge (County Bridge No. 73) and 
intersects with Lakeside Boulevard (County Route 602) and Mount Arlington Boulevard.  The 
Landing Road Bridge provides one of the few major access points for residents on both the east 
and west shores of Lake Hopatcong.  Lakeside Boulevard provides access to the Landing Road 
Bridge from the north and to Mount Arlington Boulevard from the south. 
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A July 2003 engineering evaluation of the bridge concluded that the bridge is structurally 
deficient due to the “poor” condition of the superstructure and the “serious” condition of the 
substructure.  In addition, the bridge was determined to be functionally obsolete due to 
inadequate deck geometry.  Subsequent evaluations, including one conducted in July 2009 & 
October 2011, have resulted in the same conclusions. Although the latest inspection report dated 
September 2013 has upgraded the bridge to “fair” condition for both the superstructure and 
substructure due to recent concrete repairs that have been made, the inadequate deck geometry of 
the bridge continues to be classified as functionally obsolete (see Appendix B for the September 
2013 evaluation). To respond to these overall needs, Morris County began evaluating options for 
replacing or rehabilitating the existing bridge. 
 

The results of the 2003 evaluation were presented to the Roxbury Township Council at a 
Workshop Meeting on April 14, 2003, and the Council issued a resolution supporting the 
Replacement Alternative (Alternative No. 7-C) for the project.  A copy of the resolution of 
support issued by the Roxbury Township Council is included in Appendix D of this report. The 
project was again presented on June 9, 2015 to the Roxbury Township Council updating them on 
the status of the project with the various alternates studied. On August 12, 2015 a Public 
Information was held at the Roxbury Township Municipal Building with Morris County and the 
RBA Group and alternate 7-C was again the recommended alternate presented and received 
support from the public and Township, Resolution 2015-310 was adopted on September 29, 2015 
by the Township of Roxbury supporting this alternate and is included in Appendix D of this 
report. 

The Township of Roxbury has requested that the sidewalk be extended on the south 
eastern side of the bridge to the end of the project limits and across the bridge on both sides. 
Additionally on Lakeside Boulevard the sidewalk will be widened and extended in front of the 
wall at Lake Hopatcong and the current fence replaced with new aesthetical pleasing fence. A 
schematic of Alternate 7-C with the sidewalk improvements is included in Appendix I.  

 
 The Replacement Alternative (Alignment No. 7-C) was selected as the Initially Preferred 
Alternative (IPA) because it would best address the project needs and would have a limited 
number of environmental impacts, at a comparatively low cost.  The Replacement Alternative 
would improve safety and traffic operations in the project area, provide a new widened bridge 
meeting current design standards, and allow maintenance of traffic on the existing bridge while 
the new bridge is being constructed.  The Replacement Alternative is recommended for the 
following reasons: 
 

1. The alternative would satisfy the traffic operations needs of the project area. 

2. The alternative is compatible with the proposed widening of Landing Road to I-80. 

3. The alternative would improve the safety of the project area.  

4. The new bridge would meet current structural design standards. 

5. The proposed construction operations would not impact existing wetlands or regulated 
hazardous and solid waste sites in the project area. 

6. The construction cost of the Replacement Alternative is significantly lower than that of 
the Bypass Alternative. 

7. Traffic could be maintained during construction of the Replacement Alternative, 
although delays and increased travel time and distance are likely. 
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8. The alternative is compatible with the streetscape improvements project being 
undertaken by the Roxbury Township. 

 
The IPA involves the demolition of the existing historic bridge.  Consultation with the 

New Jersey Historic Preservation Office has preliminarily determined that the IPA will represent 
in an Encroachment under the New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act as the Landing Road 
Bridge is a contributing resource within the Morris Canal Historic District.  In addition, 
archaeological features contributing to the eligibility of the Morris Canal Historic District may be 
impacted during construction, and this would also represent an Encroachment under the New 
Jersey Register of Historic Places Act. 

 
The project team anticipates continuing consultation with the New Jersey Historic 

Preservation Office and with the New Jersey Historic Sites Council to ensure that the design of 
the new structure reflects the shape and appearance of the existing bridge to the greatest extent 
possible and that other roadway and landscape design elements are consistent with the character 
of the historic district.  In addition, the project team will develop an archaeological monitoring 
plan as the initial phase of work necessary to address the above noted potential for archaeological 
resources associated with the district, again through continuing consultation with the New Jersey 
Historic Preservation Office and the New Jersey Historic Sites Council. 

 
  Morris County will also consult with the Roxbury Township Historic Advisory 
Committee and the Landing Gateway Committee during design of the project to comply with 
their recommendations of a two span arch structure, the proposed railing design, concrete texture 
of the surfaces to mimic the historic look of the original bridge, lighting, plantings, pedestrian 
crossing, bollards, sidewalks, parking and the fence details at the lake.  

 
This report was revised by The RBA Group in February of 2015 to reflect the project’s 

planned use of only state funding for design and construction and to provide an updated list (with 
an associated graphic) of property owners located within 200 feet of the project area. Morris 
County further revised the report in October 2015 to reflect SHPO comments in their letter dated 
October 9, 2015. 
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION / SPONSOR 
 
 

1.1  SPONSOR 
 
The Landing Road Bridge Project considered various alternatives for the replacement or 

rehabilitation of existing County Bridge No. 73.  This bridge was constructed in 1907 and carries 
Landing Road over the New Jersey TRANSIT (NJ TRANSIT) Montclair-Boonton Line railroad 
and the former Morris Canal in Roxbury Township, Morris County, New Jersey. 

 
The sponsor of the Landing Road Bridge Project and this alternatives analysis is the 

Morris County Department of Planning & Public Works in the State of New Jersey.  The work 
under this project also includes coordination with Morris County, the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT), the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and other affected local groups, officials, and 
residents.  Because the Landing Road Bridge continues to deteriorate, the County of Morris 
requested and obtained federal funding through NJTPA to complete this alternatives analysis, 
which examines alternatives considered throughout the course of the project and documents the 
selection of Alternative 7-C as the Initially Preferred Alternative (IPA). 

 
1.2  PURPOSE OF THE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

 
The purpose of this report is to document the evaluation of alternatives considered for the 

Landing Road Bridge Project.  The evaluation focuses on those alternatives that were considered 
reasonable from a cost, engineering, and environmental perspective.  For the evaluation, each 
alternative was assessed to determine how well it met the project purpose and need, its potential 
impacts on the natural and built environments, and its anticipated costs and affordability.  Based 
on this information, input from the local community and other interested parties, and Resolutions 
of Support from the Roxbury Township Council, Alternative 7-C was selected as the IPA.  
Alternative 7-C involves the replacement of County Bridge No. 1400-073 along a similar 
alignment. 

 
Federal funds for future phases of the project were formerly to be provided through 

NJTPA in partnership with NJDOT – it has now been determined that these future phases will be 
financed using only State funding.  State regulations require that the lead agencies take into 
account the effects of the project on any recognized historic properties during the planning stages 
of the project. 

 
The New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act of 1970 (Chapter 268 and Procedures for 

Project Authorization) outlines the procedures to follow if a proposed project will encroach on a 
property listed in the New Jersey Register of Historic Places.  These procedures include 
consultation with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office and other interested parties 
regarding the Area of Potential Effect (APE) (i.e., the area within which the project undertaking 
may have direct or indirect impacts on listed or eligible properties).  If the project will encroach 
on historic properties, then the Act outlines the procedures to be followed, including: 
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(1) Preparation of documentation to assess project impacts (encroachment) on the 
property; 

(2) Attendance at public meetings; 
(3) Consultation with local governments, property owners, historic preservation groups, 

and others; and 
(4) Preparation of an application for project authorization for review by the SHPO and 

the New Jersey Historic Sites Council.  Based on the recommendations of the 
Historic Sites Council, the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental 
Protection may authorize the encroachment with or without conditions or deny the 
application with specific reasons. 

 
While a number of historically significant cultural resources have been identified within 

the APE for the Landing Road Bridge Project, only one – the Morris Canal Historic District – is 
listed on the New Jersey Register of Historic Places.  A Phase 1a Archaeological Investigation 
completed for the project in July of 2003 identified areas of archaeological potential associated 
with the Morris Canal Historic District and recommended that these areas be monitored during 
construction of the project.  The three areas noted are area 1, around the eastern abutment, area 2, 
off the south-eastern corner of the bridge at the location of the former post office and area 3, the 
western abutment and to the south of the western abutment. The New Jersey Historic 
Preservation Office concurred with the findings of this report and the proposed strategy for 
addressing these potential archaeological issues in a letter dated February 7, 2006. 

 
1.3  CONTENTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

 
This report documents the selection of the preferred alternative for the proposed project, 

providing information on the alternatives considered for the project and their effectiveness in 
addressing the issues generating the need for the project.  The results of these evaluations and 
comparative analyses of the alternatives considered are compiled in the report’s remaining 
sections: 

 
Section 2 - Project Location 
Section 3 - Detailed Description of Structure 
Section 4 - Purpose and Need 
Section 5 - Project Alternatives 
Section 6 - Environmental Impacts 
Section 7 - Evaluation of Alternatives 
Section 8 - Recommendation 
Section 9 - References 
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT LOCATION 
 
 

The Landing Road Bridge (County Bridge No. 73) is located in Roxbury Township near 
the town of Landing, in the western portion of Morris County in north central New Jersey.  
Landing lies at the southwestern tip of Lake Hopatcong, a portion of which is bisected by the 
Morris-Sussex county line. 

 
The Landing Road Bridge carries Landing Road, also known as Morris County Route 

631, over the dual-track NJ TRANSIT Boonton Line and the former Morris Canal.  Before 
crossing on the bridge, Landing Road extends approximately 0.8 miles in a northerly direction 
from its interchange with Route I-80 in the south to its intersection with Kings Highway at the 
southerly approach to the bridge. Landing Road then crosses the bridge in a general west-to-east 
direction before terminating at a signalized intersection with Lakeside Boulevard (County Route 
602) and Mount Arlington Boulevard near the southern tip of Lake Hopatcong. Lakeside 
Boulevard runs to the north from that intersection while Mount Arlington Boulevard runs to the 
south.  
 

Canal Street, which is accessed from its intersection with Landing Road immediately east 
of the bridge, runs southeast to northwest under the Landing Road Bridge on fill along the former 
alignment of the Morris Canal. Also located under the bridge along the former Morris Canal is a 
paved parking area serving the track-level Lake Hopatcong NJ TRANSIT station.  
 

A general location map is shown in Figure 2-1 and a more detailed project location map 
is provided in Figure 2-2. 
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SECTION 3 - DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF STRUCTURE 
 
 

The existing bridge, constructed in 1907, is approximately 136 feet long.  The 
superstructure consists of twin reinforced concrete arches and a reinforced concrete deck with an 
asphalt overlay.  The bridge has a curb-to-curb width of 29.6 feet and an overall width of 38.8 
feet, including a 6-foot wide sidewalk on the north side and concrete parapets on both sides.  The 
substructure is comprised of concrete abutments, which are at a 90-degree angle with the bridge 
deck and wingwalls.  The Landing Road Bridge provides one of the few major access points for 
residents on both the east and west shores of Lake Hopatcong.  Landing Road, Lakeside 
Boulevard and Mount Arlington Boulevard all meet at the eastern end of Landing Road Bridge; 
connections between the bridge and the west shore of Lake Hopatcong are provided via Lakeside 
Boulevard, while connections between the bridge and the east shore are provided via Mount 
Arlington Boulevard. 

 
Photographs of the bridge are provided at the end of this section.  
 

3.1 TECHNICAL BACKGROUND 
 
Arch bridges are one of the oldest types of bridges and have great natural strength.  They 

rely on the concept that the arch displaces half the weight of the structure diagonally to either 
side, rather than the entire weight pulling straight down on the supports.  The most commonly 
used material for arch bridges is reinforced concrete, due to its ability to resist compression, 
tension, and torsion stresses. 

 
The existing Landing Road Bridge is a twin reinforced concrete spandrel arch.  The riding 

surface consists of a 5-inch base course with a bituminous concrete wearing surface over it.  The 
base course and riding surface rest on earthen fill of various thicknesses.  The spandrel area (i.e., 
the area between the arch and the roadway) is filled with earth fill material and retained by the 
vertical spandrel walls.  The arch member is called a ring or a barrel and is continuous between 
the spandrel walls.  The arch and its associated members supported by the arch are the primary 
superstructure elements.  The arch itself is the primary load-carrying element of the 
superstructure.  The primary reinforcing steel in the arch ring follows the shape of the arch from 
support to support and consists of a mat of reinforcing steel on both the top and bottom surfaces 
of the arch.  The spandrel walls are designed to retain the back fill material.  The primary tension 
steel for the walls is at the back, or unexposed, face of the wall.  The front, or outside, face wall 
is reinforced in both directions with temperature and shrinkage steel.   

 
The arch is supported at the ends by reinforced concrete abutments.  The purpose of the 

abutments and pier is to receive the loads transmitted through the arch ring from the riding 
surface and to fill and redistribute these loads to the ground below.  The Landing Road Bridge 
has two single abutments at each end of the bridge and a common center pier shared by both 
arches.  The abutments and pier are at 90-degree angles with the bridge deck and wingwalls. 
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The arches carry Landing Road over the NJ TRANSIT Montclair-Boonton Line and a 
parking area (on the site of the former Morris Canal) and provide a 64-foot clear span from face 
of abutment to face of pier in both spans.  The arches provide an 11-foot 5-inch rise from the 
spring line to the crown. 

 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show a typical section and the general elevation of the existing 

bridge. 
 

Figure 3-1: General Nomenclature of Existing Landing Road Bridge 

Figure 3-2: General Elevation of the Existing Landing Road Bridge 
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3.2 TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
 
The existing Landing Road Bridge has remained largely unchanged since its construction 

in 1907.  The undersides of the arch rings and fascias were treated with gunite in 1972 as a 
maintenance measure.  In January 2000, the underside of the arch ring, spandrel wall fascias, 
pier, and abutments had the gunite treatment removed; the exposed concrete surface sounded 
using chipping hammers; areas of hollow sounding, delaminated, or spalled concrete removed to 
sound concrete; deteriorated reinforcing bars spliced with new bars; and areas patched with 
epoxy mortar to arrest falling concrete and gunite material from the underside of the arch.  

 
Utility lines are present both above and below the deck of the bridge.  Electrical lines are 

present along the east side of the center pier, and overhead electrical, telephone and cable TV 
lines run along the north fascia of the bridge. 

 
3.3 FIELD INSPECTION 
 
3.3.1 Superstructure 
 

As previously mentioned, the superstructure for both spans of the existing Landing Road 
Bridge is a reinforced concrete spandrel arch.  The arch thickness varies, with a 15-inch deep 
minimum at the crown and increasing thickness towards the abutments and pier.   

 
Based on the County’s maintenance records, the underside of the arch was treated with a 

gunite material (maintenance measures) in 1972, and major repairs (by contract) were made to 
the underside of the arch, abutment breastwalls, pier walls and spandrel walls in 2000.  Since 
2000, the following maintenance work has been performed by the County: 
 

 
 

In September 1990, a bridge evaluation study report prepared by Maitra Associates, Inc. 
gave the bridge an overall condition rating of fair, with severe spalling and cracking in the 
underside of the arches.  
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In June 1991, four core samples were extracted from the underside of each arch at mid-

span.  Five out of the eight cores crumbled during the coring drilling and extraction.  The 
remaining three cores were tested for compression strength, and one of the cores failed before a 
load was registered on the compression machine.  The other two cores obtained compression 
strengths of 4,000 and 6,000 psi.  Chloride tests performed on the all samples revealed a very 
high level of chloride ion in the concrete, indicating electrochemical corrosion of the embedded 
reinforcing steel. 

 
In December 1995, the seventh cycle inspection and evaluation report, prepared by 

Bettigole, found the superstructure in fair condition due to severe spalling, with exposed rusted 
reinforcement and medium to wide cracks with efflorescence and leaching.  Rating calculations 
were performed under this cycle report using the Load Factor method.  The mid-span crown was 
given an inventory rating of 65 tons for an HS truck, which exceeds the current design load of 36 
tons for this configuration. The bridge also had a sufficiency rating of 20.0. 

 
In May 1997, Storch Engineers performed a rehabilitation design study.  This study found 

that replacement of the existing structure is necessary due to the deteriorated condition of the 
arches and the spandrel walls.  The findings were based on core samples extracted from the 
arches, spandrel walls, abutments, pier and wingwalls, and once again several of the cores broke 
into several pieces after extraction.  The remaining intact portions were tested for compressive 
strength with results from 2,700 to 5,150 psi.  Two of the cores had chloride levels below the 
accepted threshold of two lb/cycle, and the four remaining cores exceeded the threshold with the 
highest level recorded at 7.56 lb/cycle.  Freeze-thaw test showed that after 15 out of 25 freeze-
thaw cycles, the cement paste in the tested core samples had completely separated from the 
course aggregate and broke into small pieces.  This is an indication of very poor durability of the 
existing concrete. 
 

The eleventh cycle report prepared in July 2003 by KS Engineers, P.C., rates the condition 
of the superstructure as poor due to cracking, scaling, and efflorescence throughout the arch 
intrados and spandrel walls.  The bridge load rating of 65 tons for inventory and the sufficiency 
rating of 20.0 has not changed from the seventh cycle report. 
 

The fourteenth cycle report prepared in July 2009 by S&R Engineers, P.C., rates the 
condition of the superstructure as poor due to cracking, scaling, leakage, and efflorescence 
throughout the arch intrados and spandrel walls.  The intrados is reported to be contaminated up 
to 60% of the area.  The bridge load rating of 65 tons for inventory has not changed from the 
eleventh cycle report.  The sufficiency rating is now 19.0 compared to 20.0 in the eleventh cycle 
report. 

 
The fifteenth cycle report prepared in October 2011 by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., 

has upgraded the condition of the superstructure to fair due to the concrete repairs throughout 
both intrados and in the spandrel wall and coping at both spandrel walls. The bridge load rating 
of 65 tons for inventory has not changed from the fourteenth cycle report, but the sufficiency 
rating has improved to 58.5 compared to 19.0 in the fourteenth cycle report, presumably due to 
the number of interim repairs that have been made since that time. 
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The latest inspection, the sixteenth cycle report prepared in September 2013 by Stantec 
Consulting Services, Inc. rates the condition of the overall structure as fair due to the 
superstructure and substructure. The sufficiency rating still remains 58.3 and load rating of 65 
tons. 
 
 
3.3.2 Substructures  
 

The existing center pier and both abutment and wingwalls are constructed of reinforced 
concrete.   
 

Based on the County’s maintenance records, the abutment breastwalls and pier stem walls 
were treated with a gunite material (maintenance measures) in 1972 and major concrete repairs 
(by contract) were made to the breastwall and pier walls in 2000 in conjunction with the 
superstructure repairs.   

 
In December 1995, the seventh cycle inspection and evaluation report, prepared by 

Bettigole, gave the overall condition of the substructure as serious due to severe spalling and 
medium to wide cracks with large areas of efflorescence and leaching.   

 
The eleventh cycle report prepared in July 2003 by KS Engineers, P.C., rates the condition 

of the substructure as serious due to medium to wide cracks and large areas of leaching, 
efflorescence, spalls, and hollow concrete.   

 
The fourteenth cycle report prepared in July 2009 by S&R Engineers, P.C., rates the 

condition of the substructure as serious due to medium to wide cracks and large areas of 
leaching, efflorescence, spalls and hollow concrete on the pier and west abutment. 

 
The fifteenth cycle report prepared in October 2011 by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., 

has upgraded the substructure condition from serious to fair due to the concrete repairs in the 
coping and wall at the northwest edge and south face of the pier.  

 
The latest inspection, the sixteenth cycle report prepared in September 2013 by Stantec 

Consulting Services, Inc., the substructure condition remains fair due to the large concrete 
patches and the fine to medium cracks with efflorescence and the incipient spalls and hollow 
sounding concrete areas in the pier and both abutments.  

 
 

3.3.3 Structure Geometry and Safety  
 

Landing Road is classified as a minor urban arterial with an ADT of 37,079 vehicles per 
day.  The existing Landing Road Bridge is considered functionally obsolete due to the 
substandard deck geometry.  The curb-to-curb width of 29 feet 7 inches is less than the minimum 
NJDOT design width of 32 feet, which accommodates two 12-foot lanes and two 4-foot 
shoulders.  The minimum width of traveled way and shoulders given by AASHTO for local 
bridges carrying more than 2,000 vehicles per day are 24 feet and 8 feet, respectively. 

 
The Rehabilitation Design Study conducted by Storch Engineers in May 1997 
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recommended the structure be widened to accommodate an additional lane in the northbound 
direction.  The study did not investigate the required number of lanes necessary to eliminate the 
existing traffic problem in the project area. 
 

The bridge carrying capacity for inventory rating was calculated to be 65 tons for a HS20 
truck at the crown of the arch in the seventh cycle report bridge inspection report.  However, 
these ratings may be theoretical due to the condition of the concrete of the arch found during the 
past coring extraction operations, where core samples crumbled during the extraction process.  
There is currently no load limitation posted on the bridge. 

 
 
3.4 GEOTECHNICAL (SUBSURFACE MATERIAL) 

 
Geotechnical research information was collected from the NJDOT Bureau of 

Geotechnical Engineering, the New Jersey Soil Survey (Rutgers), and the Township of Roxbury. 
The bridge site is situated within the Appalachian Highlands subdivisions of the Piedmont 
Physiographic Province, which is one of six subdivisions covering southern New York and New 
Jersey.  The bedrock in the Piedmont area consists of red shale and sandstones, interceded 
sandstones and siltstone, Lockatong argillites, and basalt (Wolf 1977).   

 
Based on information obtained from the Soil Survey of Morris County, New Jersey, the 

soils at the project site consist of very stony sandy loams and Hibernia stony loam.  The site is 
also covered with a thick mantle of glacial terminal moraine.  The till can be reasonably 
classified as silty sand with gravel. 

 
According to Ground-Water Resources of Morris County, New Jersey (Special Report 

No. 25, 1965), the ground water in Morris County occurs under unconfined or water table 
conditions.  However, the lowland areas generally consist of consolidated rocks covered with 
unconsolidated deposits, which contain impermeable clay and silt beds.  The capacity of wells in 
Morris County is classified as moderate to large.  The water is generally acceptable for most uses 
with minimal to no treatment; however, there are hardness-forming constituents present.   

 
3.5 TRAFFIC 

 
Traffic volume data was collected at four locations in March 2011 (see Appendix H).  

This information consisted of both manual classification turning movement and Automatic 
Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts.  Each count was collected in 15-minute intervals and 
summarized hourly.  Morning and evening peak hour periods were identified from the 
combination of manual traffic counts and from the data collected by the ATRs installed on the 
bridge and on Mount Arlington Boulevard north of Shippenport Road.  The morning peak was 
noted to occur between 7:00 AM and 8:00 AM, while the evening peak hour occurred between 
5:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  Listed below are the four locations that were counted: 

 
Location # 1 - Landing Road and Kings Highway 
Location # 2 – Landing Road and Lakeside Boulevard/Mt. Arlington Boulevard 
Location # 3 - Mt. Arlington Boulevard and Shippenport Road 
Location # 4 - Lakeside Boulevard and Kingsland Road 
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Utilizing the classification traffic volume data, capacity analyses were performed for 
existing conditions at the above locations for each of the peak periods.  The method of analysis 
employed conforms to the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 Edition and was facilitated with 
computer software.  Level of service (LOS) and delays were calculated to evaluate the operating 
characteristics for the four intersections under 2011 traffic demands.  These results are presented 
in Table 3-1.  

 
 
 

TABLE 3-1: 2011 Existing Condition Delay and LOS 
Intersection 

Number AM Peak PM Peak 

INT. #1 EB 
Delay     LOS 
37.0”      E 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

13.1”      B 

 EB 
Delay     LOS 
52.3”         F 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

9.1”      A 

 

INT. #2 WB 
Delay     LOS 
23.8”       C 

NB 
Delay     LOS 
12.0”        B 

SB 
Delay     LOS 
30.4”       C 

WB 
Delay     LOS 
25.8”        C 

NB 
Delay     LOS 
19.9”        B 

SB 
Delay     LOS 
16.1”      B 

INT. #3 WB 
Delay     LOS 
8.0”        A 

NB 
Delay     LOS 

12.5”      B 

 WB 
Delay     LOS 
7.9”          A 

NB 
Delay     LOS 

15.4”      C 

 

INT. #4 WB 
Delay     LOS 
23.8”        D 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

13.7”      B 

SB LT 
Delay     LOS 
7.9”        A 

WB 
Delay     LOS 
39.2”        E 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

9.0”      A 

SB LT 
Delay     LOS 
12.6”        B 

 
As presented in the table, left turning movements onto Landing Road Bridge from Kings 

Highway (i.e., EB movement at Intersection #1) experience a Level of Service “E” during the 
morning peak travel period and Level of Service “F” during the evening peak. In addition, the 
westbound approach leg of Kingsland Road at its intersection with Lakeside Boulevard (i.e., WB 
movement at Intersection #4) experiences a Level of Service “E” during the evening peak travel 
period.   
 

Each of the four intersections was also evaluated in the No-Build condition for the project 
horizon year of 2031 (see Table 3-2). Under this scenario, three out of the four intersections 
studied will experience extraordinarily long delays, at least on certain approaches.  At the 
signalized intersection of Landing Road and Lakeside Boulevard/Mt Arlington Boulevard, 
southbound approaches along Lakeside Boulevard (i.e., SB movement at Intersection #2) during 
the morning peak hour would exceed the maximum saturated flow rate of 1,900 vehicles per hour 
(vph) and will require capacity increase in order to improve from a Level of Service “F”. In 
addition, the left turning movements onto Landing Road Bridge from Kings Highway (i.e., EB 
movement at Intersection #1) and onto Lakeside Boulevard from Kingsland Road (i.e., WB 
movement at Intersection #4)  would be Level of Service “F” during both the morning and 
evening peak periods. These left turning vehicles would require substantial gaps in the through 
traffic in order to perform these movements safely during these periods.   

 
TABLE 3-2: 2031 No-Build Condition Delay and LOS 

Intersection 
Number AM Peak PM Peak 

INT. #1 EB 
Delay     LOS 
102.9”      F 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

18.0”      C 

 EB 
Delay     LOS 
663.2”      F 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

10.0”      A 

 

INT. #2 WB NB SB WB NB SB 
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Delay     LOS 
25.6”        C 

Delay     LOS 
12.3”         B 

Delay     LOS 
161.5”       F 

Delay     LOS 
34.9”         C 

Delay     LOS 
34.6”        C 

Delay     LOS 
24.0”       B 

INT. #3 WB 
Delay     LOS 

8.3”        A 

NB 
Delay     LOS 

16.5”       C 

 WB 
Delay     LOS 
8.2”         A 

NB 
Delay     LOS 
31.7”        E 

 

INT. #4 WB 
Delay     LOS 
65.5”        F 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 

19.5”       C 

SB LT 
Delay     LOS 

8.3”       A 

WB 
Delay     LOS 

177.0”     F 

NB LT 
Delay     LOS 
10.0”        A 

SB 
Delay     LOS 
17.1”       C 

 
It should also be noted that the existing layout of the signalized intersection of Landing Road 

and Lakeside Boulevard / Mt. Arlington Boulevard does not have dedicated lanes for left turning 
vehicles.  Increasing traffic volumes combined with the delay from left turning vehicles has made 
this intersection a major congestion point for the roadway network.  It is also believed that many 
of the accidents experienced at this intersection occur because the signal layout does not 
accurately reflect the existing traffic needs. 
 

Overall, the proposed project (assuming the Replacement Alternative) affords a design that is 
expected to provide acceptable levels of service at the study area intersections through the design 
year of 2031. 
 

Accident data collected by the Roxbury Township Police Department for this segment of 
Landing Road is included in Appendix E.  This data has been collected for Landing Intersection 
(which is the three-roadway intersection of Lakeside Blvd., Mt. Arlington Blvd. and Landing 
Rd.) and Landing Rd. (from the Landing Intersection to the Landing Rd. Bridge).   
 

A review of the data indicates the following: 
 At Landing Intersection most accidents occur during the months of June, July and 

August, while at Landing Rd. most accidents occur during the months of May and June. 
 At Landing Intersection most accidents occur between the hours of 8 AM and 9 AM,  

while at Landing Rd. most accidents occur between the hours of 5 PM and 6 PM. 
 At both locations most accidents involved vehicles struck from behind while stopped in 

traffic. 
 

In April of 2015 Morris County took traffic counts at the three intersections and the following counts were 
documented: 
 
Mount Arlington Blvd (616) - N of Shippenport Rd 
Dates: 5/26 – 5/29/2015 
AADT: 10,464 
AM Peak (8-9am): 672 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 900 
 
Lakeside Blvd (631) - N of Landing Rd 
Dates: 4/28 – 5/1/2015 
AADT: 23,702 
AM Peak (7-8am): 1,751 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 1,915 
 
 
 
Kings Hwy - W of Landing Rd 
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Dates: 4/28 – 5/1/2015 
AADT: 577 
AM Peak (6-7am): 47 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 47 
 
Landing Rd (631) - N of Shippenport Rd 
Dates: 10/30 – 11/1/2013 (traffic counts for this intersection was done in 2013 not 2015) 
AADT: 21,350 
AM Peak (7-8am): 1,466 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 1,553 
 
3.6 HISTORY / SIGNIFICANCE 
 
3.6.1 Bridge Significance 
 

The Landing Road Bridge is a two-span reinforced concrete deck arch bridge with a 
simple metal railing.  The bridge was designed by the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western 
(DL&W) Railroad Company and was constructed in 1907 by Salmon Brothers Construction 
Company of Netcong, New Jersey.  The bridge was built to replace an earlier iron frame bridge 
with a wooden plank deck that had carried traffic over the DL&W tracks and the adjacent Morris 
Canal.  The bridge was made necessary by the crossing of a trolley to the end of Lake Hopatcong 
and King’s Store. 

 
The Landing Road Bridge represents the earliest example of an earth-filled concrete deck 

arch bridge in Morris County and is the only two-span example of the type sited within the 
county.  In 1994 the bridge received a State Historic Preservation Officer Opinion of Eligibility 
as an individual resource that met the requirements of both the New Jersey and National 
Registers of Historic Places under Criterion C.  It was also recognized at this time as a 
contributing resource within the Morris Canal Historic District, which was listed on the New 
Jersey Register of Historic Places in 1973 and the National Register of Historic Places in 1974 
(see Hall/Zerbe to Hajtovik, February 25th, 1994).  It is the designation of the bridge as a 
contributing resource within the New Jersey Register-listed Morris Canal Historic District that 
necessitates project compliance with the requirements of the New Jersey Register of Historic 
Places Act. 

 
The Landing Road Bridge is over 100 years old, and the superstructure and substructure 

have not been altered or modified from its conception in 1907.  The longevity of the bridge can 
be contributed to the workmanship and materials of the era.  The integrity of the bridge has 
survived years of environmental and weather exposure; however, with age comes wear and tear 
on the components of the bridge, as is the case with the existing Landing Road Bridge. 

 
3.6.2. Project History 
 

In the 1970s and 1980s, the County of Morris constructed major improvements to 
Lakeside Boulevard from the Sussex-Morris county line to its intersection with Landing Road.  
In addition, substantial improvements to Mount Arlington Boulevard and Howard Boulevard 
were made using federal funding, State Aid Road System grants, and County resources.  
Proposals to realign Landing Road to the west of its present location in the late 1970s and early 
1980s failed due to lack of sufficient federal funding, environmental problems, and lack of 
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community support.  In 1983, NJDOT retained Elam & Popoff, P.A. to investigate alternative 
alignments for the Landing Road Bridge.  This investigation was concluded in May of 1985 with 
the submission of a report that studied six alternative alignments. 
 

In 1992, the County retained Storch Engineers to complete the Elam & Popoff study and 
to investigate other alternatives as required.  The Storch study, which was completed in March 
1996, developed and studied eight new improvement alternatives, and also evaluated two of the 
six alignments studied in the 1985 Elam & Popoff report.  The Storch study recommended the 
construction of a new bridge as an extension of Lakeside Boulevard joining Landing Road south 
of the existing bridge.  The existing bridge was to remain for local access to Landing Road and 
King’s Highway.  However, as with previous studies, the Storch recommendations were never 
implemented. 

 
Because the Landing Road Bridge continues to deteriorate, the County of Morris 

requested and obtained federal funding through NJTPA to complete a new alternatives analysis 
for the project, including the development of alternatives not considered in any of the previous 
studies.  Steinman Boynton Gronquist & Birdsall (now Parsons) was selected in April 1998 to 
complete the study and select an alternative for implementation; this report is part of this ongoing 
effort.  The work under this project also includes coordination with Morris County, NJDOT, 
NJTPA, FHWA and other affected local groups, officials, and residents to ensure support for the 
final alignment selected. 
 

In the interim, the serious condition of the existing bridge necessitated immediate 
rehabilitation measures to prevent further deterioration and to extend the useful life of the bridge 
until a replacement structure is constructed.  A Rehabilitation Design Study (May 1997) was 
performed by Storch Engineers under a separate agreement.  The Rehabilitation and Design 
Study concluded that replacement of the existing structure is necessary due to the deteriorated 
conditions of the arches and spandrel walls.  These findings were based on core samples taken 
from the arches and spandrel walls, which revealed high levels of chloride contamination causing 
corrosion of the embedded reinforcing steel.  It is to be noted that five of the eight cores taken 
crumbled during the extraction operations, supporting the classification that the existing structure 
is severely deteriorated.  The study also found that the structure should be wider to accommodate 
an additional lane in the northbound direction.  The rehabilitation study did not investigate the 
required number of lanes that the replacement bridge would need to eliminate existing traffic 
problems in the project area. 

 
Due to the different and distinct proposed work items between this contract and the 

rehabilitation work recommended by Storch Engineers, the County decided to proceed with each 
of the two contracts separately.   

 
In coordination with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office (NJHPO), two (2) 

interim rehabilitation contracts were completed on the Landing Road Bridge using County funds: 

 From April 2000 to June 2000 unsound concrete on the underside of the arches 
was removed and repairs were performed at a cost of $289,050.00. 
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From September 2010 to November 2012 all unsound concrete was removed in the 
fascias and repairs were performed; the asphalt across the deck was milled to a depth of 
approximately 8” and a spray waterproof membrane was applied prior to resurfacing; cracks were 
routed and sealed in the roadway and concrete cracks were repaired by pressure injection; 
approach guide rails were replaced; and asphalt sidewalk was replaced with a tinted concrete 
sidewalk.  All of these repairs were performed at a cost of $661,707.24. 

 
With the completion of the 2010 interim rehabilitation contract, it is anticipated that the 

Landing Road Bridge will require primarily routine maintenance repairs (performed by County 
personnel) until such time when the bridge is completely replaced. 

 
The coordination with NJHPO associated with the Landing Road Bridge Replacement 

Project will be concerned with the new replacement bridge that would be constructed under the 
IPA, Alternative 7-C. 

 
3.7 LANDING ROAD BRIDGE PHOTOS 

 
 Photos that depict Landing Road Bridge conditions prior to repairs undertaken in 2000 
are provided on the next several pages, along with a plan view indicating the locations of each 
photo. More recent photos of Landing Road Bridge conditions are provided in the September 
2013 Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey Report that is included in Appendix B.  
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                       Photo taken below deck level 
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Photo 3-1: Looking north at south fascia of the west arch over the NJ 
TRANSIT Montclair-Boonton Line (formerly the DL&W Railroad).  Note: 
Large area of the spandrel wall and edge of arch ring heavily spall (Photo 
taken prior to repairs in 2000). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-2: Looking south at north face of east and west arches at center 
pier.  Note: Heavy medium cracking with efflorescence and leaching in 
arches, spandrel walls and piers and spalls in spandrel wall (arrows).  
Photo taken prior to repairs in 2000. 
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Photo 3-3: Looking northwest and up at the edge of the underside of the 
west span arch ring over NJ TRANSIT tracks.  Note large spalls in 
underside and edge of arch ring.  Photo taken prior to repairs in 2000. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-4: Looking east at north edge of east span arch ring underside.  
Note: Spalled gunite treatments and large spall in underside of arch ring 
(arrow).  Photo taken prior to repairs in 2000. 
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Photo 3-5: Looking west at large spall with exposed corroded 
reinforcing bars in north half of the west span arch ring underside 
(arrow).  Photo taken prior to repairs in 2000. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-6: Looking up and west at underside of the west span arch ring.  
Note: Large spall with deteriorated reinforcing bars and medium to wide 
cracks in the surrounding concrete.  Photo taken prior to repairs in 2000. 
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Photo 3-7: Looking southwest at spandrel at center pier for east and west 
spans.  Note: Large concrete repair areas (light gray color in photo) done 
under repair contract in 2000. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-8: Looking northwest at the south face spandrel wall, center pier 
and the edge of the west span arch ring.  Note: Large areas of concrete 
repair done under repair contract in 2000. 
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Photo 3-9: Looking south at the north face of the east span arch ring and 
spandrel wall.  Note: Large areas of concrete repair work to the spandrel 
wall (light color in photo) under repair contract in 2000.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-10: Looking northwest at the east face of the center pier. Note: 
Concrete repair work done under repair contract in 2000.   
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Photo 3-11: Looking southwest at the north face of the west span arch and 
spandrel wall.  Note: Large area of concrete repairs to spandrel wall and arch 
ring under repair contract in 2000. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3-12: Looking southeast at the west span roadway over NJ 
TRANSIT Montclair-Boonton Line.  Note: Bridge deck geometry has an 
inadequate to curb-to-curb width of 29 feet 7 inches (present design 
standards require 34-foot minimum). 
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SECTION 4 – PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

4.1 PURPOSE  
 

 The purpose of the Landing Road Bridge Project is to improve safety and traffic 
operations through the rehabilitation or replacement of the Landing Road Bridge and 
improvements to the intersecting roadways on both approaches.  Improvements are needed to 
address structural and functional deficiencies in the bridge and the approach roadways.  Prior to 
the latest engineer’s inspection report that was prepared in September 2013 (see Appendix B), 
the existing bridge was determined to be structurally deficient, due to the condition of the 
superstructure and substructure, and functionally obsolete, due to inadequate deck geometry.  
However, due to recent interim repairs to the superstructure and substructure that have been 
completed, the latest inspection report only cites that the bridge is functionally obsolete due to 
inadequate deck geometry, while the condition of the superstructure and substructure is 
considered to be fair. In addition, several intersection movements along the approach roadways 
experience Level of Service (LOS) “E” or “F”.    
 
4.2 BRIDGE CONDITION  
 

The Landing Road Bridge is over 100 years old and has far exceeded its structural design 
life.  The design life is considered the safe duration a structure can remain in service without 
significant rehabilitation and is dependent upon the materials used in the bridge, the load history 
of the crossing, the maintenance record, and other factors.  A 50-year design life is common for 
most of today’s modern bridge designs.   

 
The most recent Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey report dated September 2013, which is 

included in Appendix B, shows that the bridge’s superstructure (comprised of the reinforced 
concrete arches) has been given a Condition Rating of 5 (fair condition) due to patching covering 
60% of both arch intrados, as well as of the cracking, scaling, leakage and efflorescence 
throughout both intrados and spandrel walls. This condition was upgraded to fair due to the 
concrete repairs performed since the previous Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey report dated October 
2011. The substructure units (the abutments and pier) were also given a Condition Rating of 5 
(fair condition) due to the large concrete patches, the fine to medium cracks with efflorescence 
and the incipient spalls and hollow sounding concrete areas in the pier and both abutments. This 
condition was upgraded to fair due to the concrete repairs in the coping and wall at the northwest 
edge and south face of the pier since the previous Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey report dated 
October 2011.   
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The previous Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey report dated October 2011, which is also 
included in Appendix B, shows that the bridge’s superstructure had been given a Condition 
Rating of 5 (fair condition) due to cracking, scaling, leakage, and efflorescence throughout the 
arch intrados and spandrel walls.  The intrados was reported to have moderate scaling and 
efflorescence up to 60% of the area.  The substructure units were given a Condition Rating of 5 
(fair condition) due to medium to wide cracks and large areas of leaching, efflorescence, spalls 
and hollow concrete on the pier and west abutment.  Per the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), bridge elements that have a Condition Rating of 4 (poor condition) are characterized 
by advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling or scour.  Bridge elements that have a Condition 
Rating of 3 (serious condition) are characterized by loss of section, deterioration, spalling or 
scour.  Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may also be present.  This level of 
deterioration can seriously affect primary structural components, and local failures are possible. 

 
The top of the bridge deck has exhibited deterioration due to direct traffic loading and salt 

intrusions because of snow and ice removal operations.  Based upon the results of the concrete 
coring and testing program, it has been determined that the overall quality of concrete is poor. 
Compressive strength tests indicated that the available concrete strength is approximately 20 
percent less than the current standard values, and petrographic analysis performed on the cores 
indicated that the composition of the existing concrete lacks integrity.  Extensive cracking and 
spalling of concrete has occurred, and chunks of loose concrete have fallen from the bridge onto 
the railroad right-of-way and the parking area beneath the bridge. 

. 
The concrete is not air entrained.  This has contributed to the severe spalling, which could 

be attributed in part to the freeze/thaw cycles of the concrete over its life.  The concrete exhibits 
high levels of chloride (several times higher than the threshold level established by NJDOT to 
indicate the need for replacement), and active alkalai-silica reaction appears to be ongoing.   

 
In 2000, Morris County undertook a project costing about $300,000 to repair the bridge. 

This project consisted primarily of removing loose concrete, patching spalls, and sealing cracks.  
The primary purpose of the project was to repair the bridge in order to eliminate the safety hazard 
to the public and the railroad due to falling concrete and was not intended to significantly 
improve the structural integrity of the bridge.  Furthermore, it did not eliminate the causes of the 
deterioration (i.e., lack of air entrainment, freeze/thaw cycles, and high chloride levels in the 
concrete).  Miscellaneous repair and maintenance projects (including costs) related to the bridge 
that have occurred since that time are identified on the table on page 3-3.  
 

The bridge load carrying capacity was rated using the Load Factor Method under the 
seventh cycle inspection dated December 1995.  The ratings found the mid-span crown to an 
inventory rating of 65 tons for an HS truck configuration, which exceeds the current design of 36 
tons for this truck.  However, these ratings may be theoretical due to the condition of the concrete 
of the arch found during past coring extraction operations, where core samples crumbled during 
the extraction process.  As such, it is likely that the bridge does not meet the current load rating 
requirements.    

 
The bridge is also considered functionally obsolete due to the inadequate deck geometry. 

The curb-to-curb width is 29 feet 7 inches, which is less than the minimum NJDOT design width 
of 32 feet, as well as the AASHTO standard for design width of 34 feet (two 12-foot lanes and 
two 5-foot shoulders). 
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4.3 ROADWAY AND TRAFFIC 
 

 The Landing Road Bridge provides one of the few major access points for 
residents on both the east and west shores of Lake Hopatcong.  The existing two-lane roadway on 
the bridge is not adequate to handle the design year traffic (as discussed in Section 3.5), and the 
approach roadways on both sides of the bridge are becoming increasingly congested.   

As discussed in Section 3.5 and presented in Appendix H, traffic counts were taken in 
March 2011 at four intersections in proximity to the Landing Road Bridge. These counts indicate 
that left-turning movements onto Landing Road Bridge from Kings Highway experience a Level 
of Service “E” during the morning peak travel period and Level of Service “F” during the 
evening peak. In addition, the westbound approach leg of Kingsland Road at its intersection with 
Lakeside Boulevard experiences a Level of Service “E” during the evening peak travel period. 
No turning movements at either the Landing Road and Lakeside Boulevard/Mt. Arlington 
Boulevard or the Mt. Arlington Boulevard and Shippenport Road intersections experience levels 
of service worse than “C” during either the morning or evening peak periods.   

Each of the four intersections was also evaluated in the No-Build condition for the project 
horizon year of 2031. Under this scenario, three out of the four intersections will experience 
extraordinarily long delays, at least on certain approaches.  At the signalized intersection of 
Landing Road and Lakeside Boulevard/Mt Arlington Boulevard, southbound approaches along 
Lakeside Boulevard during the morning peak hour would exceed the maximum saturated flow 
rate of 1,900 vehicles per hour (vph) and will require capacity increase in order to improve from 
a Level of Service “F”. In addition, the left turning movements onto Landing Road Bridge from 
Kings Highway and onto Lakeside Boulevard from Kingsland Road would be Level of Service 
“F” during both the morning and evening peak periods. These left turning vehicles would require 
substantial gaps in the through traffic in order to perform these movements safely during these 
periods. 

   
Finally, the existing layout of the signalized intersection of Landing Road, Lakeside 

Boulevard and Mt. Arlington Boulevard does not have provisions for left turning vehicles.  
Increasing traffic volumes combined with the delay from left turning vehicles has made this 
intersection a major congestion point for the roadway network.  It is also believed that many of 
the accidents experienced at this intersection occur because the signal layout does not accurately 
reflect the existing traffic needs. 

Additionally in Morris County took traffic counts in April of 2015 at the three intersections and the following 
counts were documented: 
 
Mount Arlington Blvd (616) - N of Shippenport Rd 
Dates: 5/26 – 5/29/2015 
AADT: 10,464 
AM Peak (8-9am): 672 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 900 
 
Lakeside Blvd (631) - N of Landing Rd 
Dates: 4/28 – 5/1/2015 
AADT: 23,702 
AM Peak (7-8am): 1,751 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 1,915 
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Kings Hwy - W of Landing Rd 
Dates: 4/28 – 5/1/2015 
AADT: 577 
AM Peak (6-7am): 47 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 47 
 
Landing Rd (631) - N of Shippenport Rd 
Dates: 10/30 – 11/1/2013 (Traffic counts were not taken at this intersection in 2015 only in 2013) 
AADT: 21,350 
AM Peak (7-8am): 1,466 
PM Peak (5-6pm): 1,553 
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SECTION 5 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
 

This section provides a description of the alternatives considered for the Landing Road 
Bridge Project and an evaluation of how well each alternative satisfies the project needs of 
improving the structural capacity of the bridge and providing adequate traffic operations and 
safety.  Each alternative was designed to incorporate good engineering practices and minimize 
the environmental and community impacts to the maximum extent possible.  A comparative 
review of these alternatives is presented in Section 6 of this alternatives analysis. 
 

During earlier stages of project development, eight preliminary conceptual alignment 
alternatives were developed and studied (see Figure 5-1).  During the final scoping process, 
Alternative 7 was selected for further development and study.  Alternative 7 consists of 
replacing the existing bridge along roughly the same alignment and would provide for two lanes 
of traffic in each direction.  Six different replacement alignments (Alternatives 7-A through 7-F) 
were developed and evaluated, with Alternative 7-C found to be the most feasible.     

 
Subsequent to the conclusion of scoping, the SHPO requested that the Bypass 

Alternative also be advanced for comparison purposes.  Alternative 1 consists of providing a 
new bridge on a bypass alignment as an extension of Lakeside Boulevard joining Landing Road 
south of the existing bridge.   

 
Under both Alternative 1 and Alternative 7-C, the existing Landing Road Bridge would 

be demolished.  The possibility of retaining the existing structure for alternate uses (such as a 
pedestrian overpass) was considered.  However, if left standing, it is likely that the bridge would 
also be required to be available for emergency vehicle use. Regardless of its ultimate use, it 
would be imperative that the bridge structure be maintained for use. The cost of basic 
maintenance of the structure for some sort of alternate use over the next 20 years is estimated to 
be approximately $1.0 million (in 2011 dollars), based on an assumed $50,000 per year. Given 
the “fair” rating of the bridge condition in the most recent inspection report (September 2013), it 
is further assumed that the bridge would not require any major rehabilitation beyond basic 
maintenance during that 20-year period.  However, if major rehabilitation should become 
necessary, that would result in a major additional cost. Due to the need for regular maintenance 
and the possible need for future rehabilitation, as well as the associated costs for each, 
alternatives that include maintaining the existing structure for alternate uses were not carried 
forward for further evaluation.    
 

Thus, in accordance with the requirements of the Alternatives Analysis and as agreed 
upon with the SHPO, the following alternatives were considered and studied for this report: 

 
 No-Build Alternative; 
 Rehabilitation Alternative; 
 Bypass Alternative (Alternative 1); and 
 Replacement Alternative (Alternative 7-C).  
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5.1  NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

 
The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing bridge in its current location 

without rehabilitation or replacement.  It would include basic measures to stabilize the structure 
and maintain it until the end of its useful life, although without providing structural or associated 
roadway improvements, rehabilitation, or preventative measures.  The alternative would not 
require any right-of-way taking of residential or business properties.   
 

The existing concrete arch bridge is over 100 years old and has experienced extensive 
cracking, spalling of concrete, and rusting of steel reinforcement over the years.  Chunks of loose 
concrete have fallen from the bridge onto the railroad right-of-way and the parking area beneath 
the bridge, endangering the public and presenting a safety hazard.  Under the No-Build 
Alternative, the bridge would continue to deteriorate over time (even with recent interim repairs 
that have been made) and would eventually reach a point that would require limited weight usage 
and possibly complete restriction of vehicle use.  There would also continue to be operational 
deficiencies associated with the bridge due to existing geometric and capacity limitations. 

 
To continue use of the existing structure beyond its design life, a continuous program of 

maintenance would be required during the next 20 years, simply to extend its life to the end of 
that 20-year period. Although an initial outlay of capital costs to improve the bridge would not be 
required, the cost of continuous maintenance that would be required throughout the 20-year 
period could still be significant. As discussed above, the total maintenance cost during the 20-
year period is estimated to be approximately $1.0 million. This cost would not result in 
significant long-term benefit, but only the ability to extend the life of the bridge for an additional 
20 years. There would also be no improvements to operational conditions on or near the bridge. 
Therefore, the return on the investment would be limited. 

 
5.2  REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVE 
 

The Rehabilitation Alternative would rehabilitate the bridge to the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, which would not alter the existing historic features or further modernize the 
bridge.  The bridge would not be widened under this alternative, and some supporting structures 
may not be repaired or replaced. Existing bridge maintenance requirements will continue to 
increase as rehabilitation within the parameters of historic integrity will result in repairs of failing 
and severely deteriorating structural elements with materials to match the old in design, color, 
and texture. Replacement of historic features will need to be substantiated with documentary and 
physical evidence. 
   

Under this alternative, rehabilitation of the existing bridge would be performed to 
increase its load carrying capacity.  There are two options that fall under the general category of 
rehabilitation, both of which would have a similar footprint to the No-Build Alternative, although 
they would involve a more extensive level of repairs and possible widening of the bridge.   

 
One rehabilitation option would be to replace the existing bridge’s concrete arch in kind. 

The existing concrete arch, together with the asphalt pavement, would be demolished and 
replaced with a new concrete arch and pavement in sections.  No widening of the existing bridge 
deck would occur.  The construction duration for this rehabilitation alternative would be 
approximately 1 to 2 years. 
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The second rehabilitation option would be to replace the concrete arch in kind, replace the 

deck, and improve the integrity of the substructure along with possible widening of the bridge.  
This could result in the bridge being out of service for a longer duration; the approximate 
construction duration would be on the order of 3 to 4 years.  This construction duration could 
possibly be shortened by using more modern construction methods such as pre-fabrication.  The 
life expectancy under this rehabilitation alternative would be 75 years, which is in conformance 
with the latest AASHTO bridge design standards. 

 
In either case, any rehabilitation effort would fall short in terms of increasing the strength 

of the bridge.  Deterioration would continue for any sections that are not replaced.  In addition, 
the same potential for long-term vehicle restrictions as the No-Build Alternative would result as 
the bridge nears the end of its useful life. Rehabilitation also would not increase capacity to better 
address the operational deficiencies that would exist on the bridge and its approaches. 
  

Any rehabilitation alternative would conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties in regards to retaining and preserving the historic 
character of the bridge.  In this case, keeping the same structure type (i.e., a two-span reinforced 
concrete deck arch bridge) would comply with this requirement.  In addition, where the severity 
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature would match the 
old in design, color, texture and materials. 
 
5.3  BYPASS ALTERNATIVE   
 
The Bypass Alternative, shown in Figure 5-2, would involve the construction of a new bridge on 
a new alignment south of the existing bridge.  The portion of Landing Road from its intersection 
with Lakeside Boulevard to the property at 151 Landing Road would be relocated to the south, 
crossing over the NJ TRANSIT Boonton Line on a new structure south of the existing bridge.  
The new curvilinear, two-span bridge would provide two lanes in each direction and would be 
approximately 340 feet long and 57 feet wide, with a 55 degree skew.  
 
The intersection of Lakeside Boulevard, Mt. Arlington Boulevard, Landing Road, and the access 
ramp to the NJ TRANSIT station parking area would be reconstructed into a four-legged 
intersection providing channelization for the right turning vehicles.  The intersection would be 
improved with a new signalized intersection and a new lane configuration.  Westbound Mt. 
Arlington Boulevard and southbound Lakeside Boulevard would have shared through lanes with 
left turns; eastbound Landing Road over the new bridge and westbound Mt. Arlington Boulevard 
would have exclusive right turn lanes.  At the southern end of the proposed bridge, access would 
be provided to Kings Highway via a new perpendicular intersection.  The portion of Landing 
Road west of this intersection would become a dead-end terminating with a cul-de-sac.   
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Under this alternative, the existing bridge would be demolished. The possibility of retaining the 
existing structure for alternate uses (such as a pedestrian overpass) was considered.  However, if 
left standing, it is likely that the bridge would also be required to be available for emergency 
vehicle use. Regardless of its ultimate use, it would be imperative that the bridge structure be 
maintained for use. The cost of basic maintenance of the structure for some sort of alternate use 
over the next 20 years is estimated to be approximately $1.0 million (in 2011 dollars), based on 
an assumed $50,000 per year. Given the “fair” rating of the bridge condition in the most recent 
inspection report (September 2013), it is further assumed that the bridge would not require any 
major rehabilitation beyond basic maintenance during that 20-year period.  However, if major 
rehabilitation should become necessary, that would result in a major additional cost. Due to the 
need for regular maintenance and the possible need for future rehabilitation, as well as the 
associated costs for each, alternatives that include maintaining the existing structure for alternate 
uses were not carried forward for further evaluation.    
 
Additionally the Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of right-of-way for 
construction of a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a quarter mile segment of Landing 
Road involving acquisitions of 29 properties with 6 complete takes. 
 
As described under the No-Build Alternative, the costs associated with regular maintenance and 
periodic minor rehabilitation of the existing bridge would result in limited overall benefit and 
would not be financially feasible for the County. Therefore, the Bypass Alternative is only being 
considered in conjunction with the removal of the existing bridge. 

 
5.4  REPLACEMENT ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 7-C) 
 

The Replacement Alternative (Alternative 7-C), shown in Figure 5-3, is the Preferred 
Alternative for this project. This alternative would provide a replacement bridge in the same 
general location as the existing bridge, with some adjustments of the bridge alignment and 
approaches for safety improvements and upgrading.     
 

This alternative would replace the existing two-lane bridge with a new four-lane bridge 
and would improve the horizontal alignment of the bridge by rotating it slightly relative to the 
existing bridge.  The new bridge would provide two 12-foot lanes in each direction and a 6-foot 
wide sidewalk on its west side.  The south approach of Landing Road would be reconstructed to 
transition from the existing two lanes to four lanes on the bridge.  The intersection of Landing 
Road/Mt. Arlington Boulevard and Lakeside Boulevard would be reconstructed to incorporate a 
fourth leg providing access to and from Canal Street and the NJ TRANSIT station parking area.  
The existing Canal Street access from Landing Road and Lakeside Boulevard to the parking area 
would be eliminated, improving traffic operations and safety on these roads.  Southbound 
Lakeside Boulevard would be widened to provide an exclusive left turn lane, an exclusive 
through lane, and a shared through and right turn lane. 
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SECTION 6 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
 

This section provides an evaluation of the potential environmental and community 
impacts associated with each of the four alternatives introduced in Section 5: the No-Build 
Alternative, the Rehabilitation Alternative, the Bypass Alternative (Alternative 1), and the 
Replacement Alternative (Alternative 7-C).  Alternatives considered earlier in the screening 
process that were determined to not be practicable or feasible were not carried through to this 
stage of the analysis.   

 
Each of the four alternatives is evaluated in this section with reference to environmental, 

economic, and engineering attributes.  The potential effects of each alternative are analyzed 
relative to other alternatives and relative to existing baseline environmental conditions.  Impacts 
that preserve the integrity of an attribute are considered beneficial, whereas impacts that degrade 
the integrity of the attribute are considered adverse.   

 
The impacts are identified as short-term or long-term and direct or indirect.  Short-term 

impacts are usually associated with construction activities and are expected to diminish or end at 
the close of construction or shortly thereafter.  Long-term impacts occur or continue after 
construction of the project is complete.  Direct impacts occur as a primary result of the 
construction and/or operation of the project, whereas indirect, or secondary, impacts are 
reasonably foreseeable impacts that are caused by the action, but are later in time or farther 
removed in distance.  Mitigation measures may be utilized to minimize non-significant impacts 
to an acceptable level of effect on the environment and/or community.   

 
The attributes evaluated include the following: 
 
 socioeconomic resources and right-of-way; 
 physical resources; 
 water resources; 
 biological resources; 
 cultural resources; and 
 hazardous substances. 
 
The narrative discussions are limited to those impacts that are shown to be adverse or 

beneficial.  Discussions are not provided for areas where the attribute is not present in the project 
area and where there is no reasonably identifiable effect by the implementation of either the no-
build or an action alternative.  The following subsections provide discussions regarding the 
specific nature and extent of impacts associated with each of the four alternatives.   
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6.1  SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES AND RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 
The project area is primarily within the town of Landing in Roxbury Township, which 

has a Limited Business Zoning District that is slated for service and retail businesses according to 
the Roxbury Land Development Ordinance.  The properties located along the roadways within 
the project area include residences and small businesses, some of which have living quarters in 
the buildings, and some of which are currently vacant.  The properties, land use, businesses, local 
economy, and people represent the socioeconomic resources of the project area.  This section 
also includes a general assessment of each alternative’s consistency with regional, county, and 
local planning goals. 

 
The number and size of residential and business parcels affected by each alternative are 

included in the cost estimate tables found in Appendix C of this report.  The property owner list 
for Alternative 7C was updated in February of 2015 and is also included (along with an 
accompanying graphic) in Appendix C. 

 
6.1.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, but would 

require regular maintenance and minor rehabilitation over the next 20 years in order to extend the 
life of the bridge during that period.  The No-Build footprint would be consistent with the 
existing bridge and roadways, and would not be perceived as any change to the current condition. 
The No-Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way or 
construction outside of the existing footprint of the bridge, and no residential or business 
properties or utilities would be impacted. Secondary indirect impacts that could potentially result 
from the deteriorating condition of the bridge include the loss of NJ TRANSIT station parking 
under the bridge due to hazards from spalling concrete, and reduced usage (load limits or single 
lane) or closing of the bridge due to long-term deterioration.  The long-term lack of traffic 
improvements and the continued deterioration of the existing bridge could potentially result in a 
reduction in any planned business development, as well as an increase in local traffic congestion..  

  
The No-Build Alternative is not in compliance with regional, county, and local planning 

goals.  Because the alternative does not include improvements that would address the poor traffic 
conditions in the study area, conditions would be expected to deteriorate further as traffic levels 
increase in the future.  Planned economic growth could be impaired as the congestion intensifies 
and motorists avoid the area.  These would be viewed as long-term indirect adverse impacts. 

 
6.1.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build (i.e., the 

same as the existing footprint) but it would require periodic construction activities in order to 
extend the useful life of the bridge for as long as possible. Existing bridge maintenance 
requirements will continue to increase as rehabilitation within the parameters of historic integrity 
will result in repairs of failing and severely deteriorating structural elements with materials to 
match the old in design, color, and texture. Replacement of the historical features will be 
substantiated with documentary and physical evidence. 

Although this alternative may extend the life of the bridge beyond that expected under the 
No-Build Alternative, overall deterioration of the bridge would continue to exist, and the 
operational deficiencies of the bridge and its approaches would not be improved. This alternative 
would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way, and no direct impact to residential or 
business properties would occur; the potential for disruption to utilities would also be limited. 
However, this alternative would involve short-term adverse impacts during the construction 
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period due to increased congestion and traffic disruption.  During the construction period, local 
businesses may have some loss of business due to users avoiding the area or being delayed by the 
construction.  Because engineering studies have indicated the substandard condition of the 
bridge, the Rehabilitation Alternative would be envisioned to have the same long-term secondary 
impacts associated with bridge deterioration or restricted usage. 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative is not in compliance with regional, county, and local 

planning goals.  Because the alternative does not include improvements that would address the 
poor traffic conditions in the study area, conditions would be expected to deteriorate further as 
traffic levels increase in the future.  Planned economic growth could be impaired as the 
congestion intensifies and motorists avoid the area.  These would be viewed as long-term indirect 
adverse impacts. 
 
6.1.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve extensive acquisition of right-of-way (29 partial or 

whole property takings) for construction of a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a 
quarter-mile segment of Landing Road. It is anticipated that demolition of at least four residences 
and four businesses locations would be required. One of the buildings to be removed houses two 
businesses on the lower level and three residential units that provide lower-cost housing; this is 
consistent with a judicial mandate requirement for Roxbury Township. The removal of the 
needed properties from the tax base would have an impact on the community as a whole. 
Extensive utility impact and relocation would also be required.  

 
This alternative would allow traffic to bypass the last quarter mile of Landing Road, 

which includes as many as 11 business locations with up to five business offices within them.  
This would eliminate the roadside exposure and would increase the effort required to access 
these business locations, resulting in a long-term adverse impact on the businesses similar to that 
of changing the business locations from a thoroughfare to a side street.   

 
The short-term construction disruptions of the businesses would be more extensive than 

the Rehabilitation Alternative due to the length of construction and multiple locations.   
 
The Bypass Alternative is also not in compliance with regional, county, and local 

planning goals.  The regional and local land-use plans provide for business development in the 
Landing area.  Planned economic growth could be impaired as the bypass reroutes motorists 
away from this portion of the Landing area.  This would be viewed as a long-term, indirect, 
adverse impact. 

 
6.1.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative incorporates safety improvements and advanced 

engineering factors that would require the acquisition of some additional right-of-way, although 
not to the same extent as with the Bypass Alternative (20 partial or whole property takings in 
comparison to 29). Specifically, two commercial buildings and at least one residence, all located 
along Lakeside Boulevard, would be acquired. Utility relocations would also be required. 
Replacement of the bridge would have similar short-term construction disruptions to those 
associated with the Rehabilitation Alternative, with a somewhat larger area and a longer duration.  

 
The replacement of the bridge with upgraded engineering and a minor modification of the 

alignment would not have the long-term adverse impacts on the businesses from traffic diversion 
or potential restrictions or closure of bridge traffic.  In fact, this alternative is generally 
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compatible with the planned business development, and would provide long-term roadway 
enhancements that would decrease congestion and improve access, although short-term traffic 
and business disruptions would occur during construction. The addition of turning lanes would 
reduce the congestion related to the signal light operation.  The turning lanes and widening 
would allow for a greater ease of access and egress for the businesses. 

 
The Replacement Alternative is in compliance with regional, county, and local planning 

goals by meeting the long-term transportation needs associated with business development in the 
Landing area.  The Replacement Alternative would slightly modify the original alignment and 
retain the usage of Landing Road.  Because the Replacement Alternative would retain existing 
traffic patterns and improve roadway operations in the Landing Road vicinity, it would have 
long-term benefits for the Landing Road businesses and community and would support planned 
economic growth in the Landing area.  

 
6.2  PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

 
The physical resources within the project area include geologic and topographic features, 

soils, air quality, and noise levels.  The project area lies within the Highlands physiographic 
province that includes northeast trending ridges and valleys gradually dropping in elevation from 
west to east.  The topography varies, as the landforms have been reworked as the area developed. 
The elevations range from 900 feet above mean sea level (msl) where the NJ TRANSIT tracks 
leave to the south, to the hillside east of Landing Road where the slopes pass 950 feet above msl. 
The Lake Hopatcong spillway holds the lake at approximately 924 feet.  The reported elevation 
of the Landing Road Bridge is also 924 feet. 

 
No unique geologic formations or outcrops have been identified within the project area.  

The soils on both sides of Landing Road were formed in young glacial till.  In general, these soils 
belong to the Netcong-Rockaway associations.  The soils throughout the project area are unsuited 
to cultivation.  Many of the adjacent properties have had the soils modified through cut and fill 
operations.  Much of the area adjacent to Landing Road and the bridge has been leveled and 
filled to support commercial structures or cutout to provide access.  These soils are not associated 
with special agricultural designations, nor are they acid producing soils. 

 
The project area is primarily within the town of Landing in Roxbury Township, which 

consists of service and retail businesses.  The community roadways are two or four lanes with 
posted speed limits of 25 and 30 miles per hour.  The properties located along the roadways 
within the project area include residences and a variety of small businesses, including offices, 
food service, and fuel service stations.  Landing is adjacent to the recreational community 
associated with Lake Hopatcong.  Other than the residences and Lake Hopatcong (a recreational 
lake), there are no other sensitive air or noise receptors such as motels, hotels, schools, churches, 
hospitals, nursing homes, or libraries within the project area.  There are no major sources of air 
pollution or noise identified near the area.   

 
The entire state of New Jersey, including Morris County, is classified as non-attainment 

for the 1997 (0.08 ppm) and 2008 (0.075 ppm) 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). Morris County is also classified as non-attainment for the 1997 annual PM 
2.5 standard (15 µg/m3) and 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard (35 µg/m3).  

 
6.2.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build footprint would be the same as the existing bridge and roadways.  The No-

Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way and therefore would 
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not alter the existing physical resources over the short term.  The No-Build Alternative would not 
improve the peak-hour traffic congestion, which contributes slightly to the degraded air quality 
and noise levels in the project area. 

 
6.2.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build 

Alternative, but would involve short-term adverse impacts during the construction period due to 
increased congestion and traffic disruption.  Short-term air quality impacts could be expected 
during the construction associated with the bridge rehabilitation.  During the construction period, 
increased amounts of dust or particulate matter would be generated during excavation, grinding, 
hauling, and other construction operations.  The operation of heavy equipment during 
construction would increase dust emissions and vehicle exhaust emissions.  Dust emissions can 
be mitigated through the implementation of dust control measures such as wetting exposed soils, 
covering material stockpiles, and cleaning trucks prior to their leaving the construction site. 

 
During the construction period, short-term noise levels would also increase.  Mitigation 

measures and controls could be incorporated into the project to reduce these to acceptable levels. 
 
6.2.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of right-of-way for construction of 

a new roadway and new bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing Road.  The 
construction of the bypass would involve the reworking of the soil in the area to be developed.  
Short-term adverse impacts during the construction period would include increased congestion 
and traffic disruption.  During the construction period, fugitive dust and noise levels would 
increase.  Short-term air quality impacts would be expected during the construction of the bridge 
and associated highway improvements.  During the construction period, increased amounts of 
dust or particulate matter would be generated during excavation, grading, hauling, and other 
construction operations.  The operation of heavy equipment during construction would increase 
dust emissions and vehicle exhaust emissions.  Dust emissions can be mitigated through the 
implementation of dust control measures such as wetting exposed soils, covering soil stockpiles, 
and cleaning trucks prior to their leaving the construction site. 

 
The placement of the bypass on an elevated structure would create long-term impacts 

associated with the adverse increases in the noise levels around the bypass, some of which is 
currently undeveloped land.  The removal of the trees in the bypass route would also accentuate 
the noise impacts by diminishing the noise-buffering effect of these resources.  Further study may 
be required during design to determine if additional mitigation measures will be required to 
address the increases in noise levels. 

 
6.2.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative consists of bridge replacement and widening with approach 

improvements.  The safety improvements include lane widening, addition of turning lanes, and 
modification of existing intersections.  The improvements would not involve a significant 
increase in traffic volumes or speed increase; therefore, detailed noise studies are not required for 
this project.   

 
The Replacement Alternative would likely have more impacts on the physical resources 

than the No-Build and Rehabilitation alternatives, but notably less than the Bypass Alternative.  
Replacement of the bridge would have similar short-term construction disruptions to those 
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associated with the Rehabilitation Alternative, with a somewhat larger area and a longer duration. 
The incorporation of safety improvements and advanced engineering factors would require the 
acquisition of additional right-of-way involving the demolition of three structures.   

Short-term air quality impacts would be expected during the demolition and 
reconstruction of the bridge and associated highway improvements.  During the construction 
period, increased amounts of dust or particulate matter would be generated during excavation, 
grading, hauling, and other construction operations.  The operation of heavy equipment during 
construction would increase dust emissions and vehicle exhaust emissions.  Dust emissions can 
be mitigated through the implementation of dust control measures such as wetting exposed soils, 
covering soil stockpiles, and cleaning trucks prior to their leaving the construction site. 

 
The addition of turning lanes would bring traffic noise closer to the adjacent buildings, 

although any noise level increase would likely not be significant. Unlike the Bypass Alternative, 
this alternative would not create a new noise corridor. The reduction in peak hour congestion 
would provide a secondary long-term beneficial reduction in the associated noise and air quality 
concerns.  This alternative would not have an impact on regional emissions since it does not 
provide for additional capacity or new access.  Further study may be required during design to 
determine if additional mitigation measures will be required to address the increases in noise 
levels. 

 
6.3  WATER RESOURCES 

 
Water resources include surface waters (ponds, lakes, and streams), associated flood 

plains, and ground water resources.  The Landing area lies on an upland portion between the 
Delaware River and the Raritan River drainage basins.  Lake Hopatcong drains to the upper 
reaches of the Musconetcong River basin that leads to the Delaware River.  The spillway for the 
lake is approximately one mile northwest of Landing.  A small pond named Riggs Lake (1.47 
acres) is located behind the properties on the west-side of Landing Road just outside the project 
area.  The project area does not include any running streams, but it does include the properties 
adjacent to the south end of Lake Hopatcong.  A small wetland is located just outside of the 
project area at the south end of the Canal Street properties.  Environmental mapping and the 
visual site inspection did not identify any ponds or wetlands within the immediate project area. 

 
Because the Landing area is in the upper portions of the drainage basin, natural drainages 

have not developed to transport the runoff from the small drainage areas.  No flood plains are 
identified within the project area other than the back portions of the properties adjacent to the 
southeast side of the lake and fronting on Mt. Arlington Boulevard (FEMA, 1982).  These 
potential flood areas are outside of any construction areas. 

 
The Landing area is located over glacial deposits with moderate permeability material and 

silty sand mixtures as identified in the county resource mapping (MCDPD, 2000).  In the vicinity 
of the project area, ground water wells provide the water supply for many residences and 
businesses.   

 
6.3.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, only normal 

maintenance.  The No-Build footprint would be consistent with the existing bridge and roadways. 
The No-Build Alternative would not impact water resources within the project area. 

 
6.3.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 
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The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build.  This 
alternative may involve some minor short-term adverse impacts during the construction period 
due to runoff from the construction area. 

 
6.3.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of right-of-way for construction of 

a new roadway and new bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing Road.  The 
Bypass Alternative involves construction over undeveloped areas and may generate short-term 
adverse effects from construction runoff and sedimentation.  A long-term adverse impact would 
be the need for management of stormwater runoff from the additional paved areas associated 
with this alternative.  The new pavement would cover approximately 2.5 acres that would include 
the new roadway and shoulders.  This would require the management of approximately 68,000 
gallons of runoff for each 1-inch of rainfall.  Additional right-of-way acquisition would not be 
required for management of stormwater runoff. Construction and operational runoff would need 
to be properly managed to prevent impacts on the lake within the project area and the ponds and 
wetland that lie just outside the project area. 

 
6.3.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative would result in more surface water resource impacts than 

the No-Build and Rehabilitation alternatives, but much less than the Bypass Alternative.  
Replacement of the bridge would have similar short-term construction disruptions to those 
associated with the Rehabilitation Alternative, with a somewhat larger area and a longer duration. 
The incorporation of safety improvements and advanced engineering factors would require the 
acquisition of additional right-of-way involving previously developed areas, most of which are 
paved road shoulders, paved parking or roadside lawns.  The expanded construction area would 
create short-term adverse impacts through the sedimentation associated with runoff.  Over the 
long-term, this alternative would not create a substantial amount of additional paved area and is 
not expected to create adverse impact on surface water resources.  The new pavement would 
cover less than 0.1 acres.  This would require the management of approximately 2,700 gallons of 
runoff for each 1-inch of rainfall.   

 
6.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
Biological resources include fish, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and potential for 

threatened and endangered species.  The land surface of the entire project area has been 
reworked, in some cases several times, as historical development occurred.  The only portion of 
the project area that is considered vacant or undeveloped is a 1.27-acre lot between Canal Street 
and Mt. Arlington Boulevard next to the NJ TRANSIT parking area.  This area is often used for 
overflow parking from the NJ TRANSIT lots.  It is covered with grasses with some herbaceous 
vegetation and young deciduous hardwood species such as maple, ash, oak, and hickory.   

 
The wildlife in the area is typical of those occupying developed areas, including small 

mammals (mice, shrews, bats, rabbits, skunk, opossum, raccoon, woodchuck, and squirrel), and 
occasional large mammals such as fox and deer.  A variety of reptiles and amphibians also 
inhabit the area.  Most of the project area consists of developed yards or paved areas that have 
minimal value as wildlife habitat.  Lake Hopatcong is classified as Trout Maintenance, indicating 
that it is capable of supporting trout throughout the year.  The developed nature of the project 
area precludes the existence of habitat for threatened and endangered species, and none were 
noted during the site inspection or in the literature reviewed. 

 



Alternatives Analysis Section 6 - Environmental Impacts  
 

Landing Road Bridge Project 6-8 October 2015 

The project area does not include any running streams providing aquatic wildlife habitat, 
but it does include the properties adjacent to the south end of Lake Hopatcong.  A small wetland 
is located just outside of the project area at the south end of the Canal Street properties.  
Environmental mapping and the visual site inspection did not identify any ponds or wetlands 
within the immediate project area. 
 
6.4.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, only normal 

maintenance.  The No-Build footprint would be consistent with the existing bridge and roadways. 
The No-Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional property and therefore 
would not be expected to have any impacts on the biological resources in the project area. 

 
6.4.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build 

Alternative. The Rehabilitation Alternative would not involve any taking of additional property 
and therefore would not be expected to have any impacts on the biological resources in the 
project area. 

 
6.4.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of right-of-way for construction of 

a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing Road.  The new 
bypass roadway and bridge would be approximately one-quarter mile in length.  The noise and 
construction activities would cause short-term impacts on the animals as they try to avoid the 
construction zone.  However, approximately half of the length would be constructed in vacant 
field or semi-wooded areas that would have some wildlife value.  This alternative would add 
another break in the limited undeveloped tree covered areas that remain in this area.  This 
terrestrial habitat and the associated wildlife would have long-term adverse impacts associated 
with the loss of habitat through the clearing for construction and maintenance of the new bypass 
roadway and bridge.  The location of the bypass also threatens to have indirect short-term and 
long-term impacts on the wetland just outside of the project area.  Land-clearing activities, 
construction, and operational runoff may encroach on the associated transition area or disrupt the 
ecology of this small wetland.  These indirect impacts would be considered short- and long-term 
adverse impacts on the wetland. 

 
6.4.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative would have more biological impacts than the No-Build and 

Rehabilitation alternatives, but much less than the Bypass Alternative.  Replacement of the 
bridge would have similar short-term construction disruptions to those associated with the 
rehabilitation alternative with a somewhat larger area and a longer duration.  Short-term 
construction adverse impacts include the potential for wildlife inhabiting nearby properties to 
leave the area in order to avoid the noise and disruption.  Some field areas may be used as 
temporary areas for stockpiling materials and equipment.   

 
The incorporation of safety improvements and advanced engineering factors will require 

the acquisition of additional right-of-way involving previously developed and paved areas.  The 
acquired right-of-way for this alternative has negligible wildlife habitat value and should not 
result in long-term impacts on the biological resources in the area.  Some incidental tree loss may 
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occur adjacent to the reworked roadway and bridge; however, none of the trees appear to be of 
specimen quality. 

 
6.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
Several cultural resource investigations of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) were 

conducted as part of this study, including a Historic Architectural Sites Survey completed in 
September 2001 and revised in October 2004 and a Phase 1A Archaeological Investigation 
completed in July 2003.  The results of these studies, as well as the prehistoric and historic 
context of the Landing area, are described below. 

 
6.5.1  Identification of Resources 

 
During most of the prehistoric period (ca. 10,000 B.C. to A.D. 1650), northern New 

Jersey was occupied by various groups of nomadic hunters and gatherers.  However, during the 
last 1,000 to 1,500 years, prehistoric populations became more numerous and more sedentary.  
The diffusion and subsequent adoption of agricultural practices, supplemented with hunting, 
fishing, and intensive plant collecting, permitted the production of food surpluses as well as the 
development of sedentary populations.  Prehistoric campsites (and later hamlets or villages) were 
generally located in proximity to potable water and in locations that provided access to diverse 
resources.  The APE is located in a shallow valley south of Lake Hopatcong, a natural glacial 
lake.  Prehistoric sites in New Jersey are frequently associated with level to moderately level 
terrain, well drained or moderately well drained soils such as those associated with stream 
terraces, and proximity to potable water.  Although much of the APE is relatively level, the soils 
are steep to very steep, stony or gravely, and moderately well drained to poorly drained. 

 
Based on the diverse land use history within the town of Landing and in the vicinity of 

the bridge, railroad station, and canal, it is possible that a variety of historical archaeological sites 
may be located beneath fill deposits within the project area.  In addition to the Morris Canal, 
other possible sites in the project area include artifacts or features associated with the canal, the 
railroad, the railroad station (both the original station and the current station), commercial 
businesses, and historical residences. 

 
The Village of Landing developed in the third quarter of the nineteenth century as a result 

of the Morris Canal and the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western (DL&W) Railroad.  The Morris 
Canal (described in detail below), opened in 1831 and in operation until the 1920s, was designed 
to transfer coal, iron ore, and other goods from eastern Pennsylvania and northwestern New 
Jersey to market centers like Jersey City, Paterson, Newark, and New York.  Within decades, 
however, the concern for faster and cheaper year-round transportation of coal and iron ore, and 
the desire to increase tonnage, resulted in the formation and construction of a railroad.  The 
DL&W Railroad was constructed in the 1850s and followed a circuitous route between 
Phillipsburg on the Delaware River to Jersey City on the east, the same terminus points as used 
by the Morris Canal.  The Morris Canal was abandoned in 1924 and subsequently filled. 

 
No archaeological sites that are eligible for listing in the NRHP were identified within the 

APE for archaeology, which corresponds to the footprint of anticipated ground disturbance 
directly associated with the project actions.  The July 2003 Phase 1A Archaeological 
Investigation identified three areas of moderate historic archaeological potential within the APE 
for archaeology.  One of these locations, designated as Area 1, is located at the eastern abutment 
of the Landing Road Bridge and may possess archaeological deposits associated with the eastern 
bank and towpath of the Morris Canal.  It was recommended that no further investigation of this 
area be conducted until site preparation work for the bridge rehabilitation/replacement begins.  In 
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the event that potentially significant canal-related archaeological resources are identified, 
consultation between the New Jersey Department of Transportation and the New Jersey Historic  

 
 

Preservation Office will define the procedures necessary to proceed with the handling of said 
resources. 

 
With state funding to be utilized for all forthcoming project actions, only a single cultural 

resource – the Morris Canal Historic District – that requires consideration as a consequence of 
its listing on the New Jersey Register of Historic Places on November 26th, 1973.  The New 
Jersey Register of Historic Places Act requires that any undertaking that will “encroach upon, 
damage or destroy” a resource listed on the New Jersey Register is subject to review.  This 
review commences with the submission of an Application for Project Authorization to the New 
Jersey Historic Preservation Office, with a determination of Encroachment or No Encroachment 
to result.  In the event that the project is ruled to be an Encroachment, a further review by the 
New Jersey Historic Sites Council will be required.  The process concludes with final action 
being taken by the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Protection based on 
recommendations provided by the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office and the New Jersey 
Historic Sites Council. 

 
The Morris Canal was instrumental in the development of the nineteenth-century village 

of Landing, now part of the Township of Roxbury.  The waterway, which operated from 1831 to 
1924, was designed to transfer coal, iron ore, and other goods from eastern Pennsylvania and 
northwestern New Jersey to markets such as Jersey City, Paterson, Newark, and New York City.  
The summit of the canal was Lake Hopatcong, and a 0.65-mile navigable feeder connected Lake 
Hopatcong with the main canal at Landing.  A series of locks and dams as well as a system of 
inclined planes was constructed to negotiate the mountainous terrain of northwestern New Jersey. 
 With the opening of the Morris and Essex Railroad in 1853, which included stations at Landing 
and Port Morris, passengers and freight were transferred from boat to railroad car at the Landing 
(Lake Hopatcong) Station.  A detailed history of the Morris Canal can be found in the October 
2004 Historic Architectural Sites Survey.  Within the project’s APE, the site of the Morris Canal 
has been filled, with the sections adjacent to the Lake Hopatcong Station now serving as an 
asphalt-paved parking lot and a gravel service road associated with the station. 

 
6.5.2 Evaluation of Effects 
 

The potential effects on of the four alternatives on the Morris Canal Historic District can 
by summarized as follows: 

 No-Build Alternative – no effect 

 Rehabilitation Alternative – no adverse effect 

 Bypass Alternative – Adverse Effect resulting from the demolition of the Landing 
Road Bridge, a contributing resource within the district and Potential Adverse 
Effect resulting from impacts to potential canal-related archeological resources 
that may be disturbed during construction 

 Replacement Alternative – Adverse effect resulting from the demolition of the 
Landing Road Bridge, a contributing resource within the district and Potential 
Adverse Effect resulting from impacts to potential canal-related archeological 
resources that may be disturbed during construction 
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No-Build Alternative 
 
The No-Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way and 

therefore not involve excavation or modification of existing structures.  This alternative would 
have no effect on the Morris Canal Historic District. 

 
Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way 

and would have a similar footprint to the No-Build Alternative, but it would involve short-term 
adverse impacts during the construction period due to increased congestion and traffic disruption. 
During the construction period, the bridge and the Morris Canal Historic District would be 
disturbed by the rehabilitation activities.  Assuming that the rehabilitation of the bridge was 
completed in a historically appropriate manner, this alternative would have no adverse effect on 
the Morris Canal Historic District. 

 
Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would have an adverse effect on the Morris Canal Historic 

District as the bridge would be demolished to the expense of continued maintenance during the 
next 20 years and beyond.  The New Jersey Historic Preservation Office has determined that the 
construction of the project as proposed in this alternative will have an adverse effect on the 
Morris Canal Historic District due to removal of the Landing Road Bridge, a contributing 
resource to this historic district.  It is also possible that archaeological features contributing to the 
eligibility of the Morris Canal Historic District could be discovered during construction, which 
may also result in an adverse effect.  An archaeological monitoring plan will be developed 
through consultation between the New Jersey Department of Transportation and the New Jersey 
Historic Preservation Office as an initial step in dealing with these potential archaeological 
issues. 

 
Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative would also have adverse effect on Morris Canal Historic 

District as it will involve the demolition of the existing bridge.  The New Jersey Historic 
Preservation Office has determined that the construction of the project as proposed in this 
alternative will have an adverse effect on the Morris Canal Historic District due to removal of the 
Landing Road Bridge, a contributing resource to this historic district.  It is also possible that 
archaeological features contributing to the eligibility of the Morris Canal Historic District could 
be discovered during construction, which may also result in an adverse effect.  An archaeological 
monitoring plan will be developed through consultation between the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation and the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office as an initial step in dealing with 
these potential archaeological issues. 

 
6.5.3 Mitigation 

 
To mitigate the adverse effect of the project on the Morris Canal Historic District the 

project team will coordinate with the New Jersey Department of Transportation and the New 
Jersey Historic Preservation Office to ensure that the design of the new structure reflects the 
shape and appearance of the existing bridge to the greatest extent possible, and that other 
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roadway and landscape design elements are consistent with the character of the said historic 
district.  In addition, to minimize potential effects on unknown archeological resources within the 
district an archaeological monitoring plan will be developed by the project team for the approval 
of the New Jersey Department of Transportation and the New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Office. 
 
6.6  HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

 
Two of the project alternatives would involve the taking of properties that include 

buildings that were constructed prior to 1970.  These buildings may have asbestos containing 
materials (ACM) in the insulation, fireproofing, flooring, or other construction materials.  This 
concern needs to be addressed on a building-by-building basis and is beyond the scope of this 
screening study.  Site-specific surveys need to be conducted for lead-based paint and other 
household hazardous substances that also need to be properly managed.  Older heating oil USTs 
also represent a potential for contamination that need to be checked on a specific property basis 
when the selected alternative is chosen and the preliminary design is complete.  Water lines and 
other utilities may also need verification for the absence of ACM and PCB containing 
transformers and capacitors.  These items need to be identified during the final design and 
provisions developed to provide for their proper management. 

 
Properties considered to have potential concerns during the hazardous substance 

contamination screening are identified in the Hazardous Substance Screening Report prepared by 
Parsons in July 2002.  Further investigations such as reviewing site-specific studies, remediation, 
and monitoring records will be required if the selected routing involves the taking of a specific 
property or subsurface excavation near a site of potential contamination.  Soil and groundwater 
sampling may also be required depending on the involvement with each potentially contaminated 
property.  Resurfacing of an existing roadway within an existing right-of-way represents limited 
involvement with the property and would most likely not cause exposure or release of 
contaminated areas.  Acquisition of and/or excavation within properties that have been identified 
as having a potential for contamination would require special precautions and proper 
classification and management of contaminated media (soil, ground water, and rock).   

 
Specific properties of concern identified during the hazardous substance contamination 

screening include the following: 
 
Kingsland Road 
 
 20 Kingsland Road, Residence - The potential for contamination at this property 

needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is involved within 250 feet of the 
property.  A specific review of reports and remediation records may provide sufficient 
information that the threat of contamination from the leaking heating oil UST has 
been adequately addressed.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate levels of 
excavation may be needed to verify the absence of potential contamination. 

 
Lakeside Boulevard 
 
 105 Lakeside Boulevard, Commercial, Multiple Businesses - The potential for 

contamination at this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is 
involved within 250 feet of the property or if a portion of the property is to be 
acquired.  A specific review of reports and remediation records may provide sufficient 
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information that the threat of contamination from the septic system has been 
adequately addressed.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation 
may be needed to verify the absence of potential contamination.  The building would 
also need to be checked for ACM, lead-based paint, PCB-containing transformers and 
capacitors, and any potential heating oil tanks.  The property has a long record of 
commercial use (since the late 1800s) and excavators should be aware of potential 
concerns. 

 
 130 Lakeside Boulevard, U.S. Postal Service, Landing Post Office - The potential 

for contamination at this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is 
involved within 250 feet of the property.  A specific review of the reports, 
remediation records, and monitoring records may provide sufficient information that 
the threat of contamination from the leaking heating oil UST has been adequately 
addressed.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation may be 
needed to verify the absence of potential contamination. 

 
Landing Road 
 
 101 Landing Road, 101 Landing Company LLC/Weichert Realty - The potential for 

contamination at this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is 
involved within 250 feet of the property or if a portion of the property is to be 
acquired.  A specific review of reports and remediation records may provide sufficient 
information that the threat of contamination from the former USTs holding heating 
oil, leaded gasoline, and waste oil has been adequately addressed (the site was a 
former gas station).  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation 
may be needed to verify the absence of potential contamination.  The building would 
also need to be checked for ACM, lead-based paint, PCB-containing transformers and 
capacitors, and any potential heating oil tanks. 

 
 124 Landing Road, Gulf Service Station - The potential for contamination at this 

property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is involved within 250 feet of 
the property or if a portion of the property is to be acquired.  A specific review of the 
reports, remediation records, and monitoring records may provide sufficient 
information that the threat of contamination from the former USTs holding heating 
oil, leaded gasoline, and waste oil has been adequately addressed.  The site is reported 
to have free product recovery continuing.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate 
levels of excavation may be needed to verify the absence of potential contamination.  
The septic system and floor drain fields may also be of concern if in the path of the 
improvements. 

 
 130 Landing Road, Rumors Restaurant - The potential for contamination at this 

property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is involved within 250 feet of 
the property.  A specific review of reports and remediation records may provide 
sufficient information that the threat of contamination from the leaking heating oil 
UST has been adequately addressed.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate 
levels of excavation may be needed to verify the absence of potential contamination. 
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 146 Landing Road, Speedway (formerly Sunoco) Service Station - The potential for 
contamination at this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is 
involved within 250 feet of the property or if a portion of the property is to be 
acquired.  A specific review of the reports, remediation records, and monitoring 
records may provide sufficient information that the threat of contamination from the 
former USTs holding heating oil, leaded gasoline, and waste oil has been adequately 
addressed.  Otherwise soil sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation may be 
needed to verify the absence of potential contamination.  The septic system and floor 
drain fields may also be of concern if in the path of the improvements.  The property 
has a record of other oil and fuel spills and excavators should be aware of potential 
concerns. 

 
Mt. Arlington Boulevard 
 
 91 Mt. Arlington Boulevard, Lakes End Marina - The potential for contamination at 

this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface excavation is involved within 250 
feet of the property.  A specific review of the reports and remediation records may 
provide sufficient information that the threat of contamination from the former USTs 
holding heating oil and gasoline has been adequately addressed.  Otherwise soil 
sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation may be needed to verify the absence 
of potential contamination.  The septic system may also be of concern if in the path of 
the improvements.  The property has a record of other oil and fuel spills and 
excavators should be aware of potential concerns. 

 
 99 Mt. Arlington Boulevard, Amoco Service Station (formerly Landing Mobil) - 

The potential for contamination at this property needs to be reviewed if subsurface 
excavation is involved within 250 feet of the property or if a portion of the property is 
to be acquired.  A specific review of reports and remediation records may provide 
sufficient information that the threat of contamination from the former USTs holding 
heating oil, gasoline, and waste oil has been adequately addressed.  Otherwise soil 
sampling at the appropriate levels of excavation may be needed to verify the absence 
of potential contamination.  The septic system and floor drain fields may also be of 
concern if in the path of the improvements. 

 
6.6.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, only normal 

maintenance.  The No-Build footprint would be consistent with the existing bridge and roadways. 
The No-Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way and therefore 
would not involve properties that have potential hazardous substance concerns. 

 
6.6.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build 

Alternative, but would involve short-term adverse impacts during the construction period due to 
construction work associated with bridge rehabilitation.  The properties at 105 Lakeside 
Boulevard, 101 Landing Road and 124 Landing Road are in close proximity to the bridge and 
any excavation plans should be reviewed for the potential to involve hazardous substances.  
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Generation of contaminated media would have short-term adverse impacts involved with its 
management or remediation. 
 
6.6.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of right-of-way for construction of 

a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing Road.  This may 
avoid potential involvement with several of the properties of concern along Landing Road except 
for those between 130 and 146 Landing Road, where the bypass roadway would split off.  On the 
north end of the bypass, properties on Canal Street, 101 Landing Road, and 91 Mt. Arlington 
Boulevard represent potential short- and long-term impacts associated with the potential 
management and remediation of any remaining residues.   

 
Any excavation plans should be reviewed for the potential to involve hazardous 

substances.  Generation of contaminated media would have short-term adverse impacts involved 
with its management or remediation.  Long-term impacts would result if the hazardous substance 
findings warrant long-term remediation activities. 

 
6.6.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative would have more potential interference impacts than the 

No-Build and Rehabilitation alternatives.  Replacement of the bridge would have similar short-
term construction potential impacts to those associated with the rehabilitation alternative with a 
somewhat larger area and a longer duration.  The incorporation of safety improvements and 
advanced engineering factors would require the acquisition of additional right-of-way involving 
additional properties.   

 
The properties at 105 Lakeside Boulevard, 101 Landing Road, and 124 Landing Road are 

in close proximity to the bridge and any excavation plans should be reviewed for the potential to 
involve hazardous substances.  The additional work upgrading Landing Road and Lakeside 
Boulevard could also have associated impacts with properties between 101 and 130 Landing 
Road and between 105 and 130 Lakeside Boulevard.  Generation of contaminated media would 
have short-term adverse impacts involved with its management or remediation.  Long-term 
impacts would result if the hazardous substance findings warrant long-term remediation 
activities. 
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SECTION 7 – EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
 

This section provides a comparative evaluation of the alternatives under consideration for 
the Landing Road Bridge Project.  The evaluation is intended to demonstrate the relative 
effectiveness of each alternative in addressing the project’s stated needs and to highlight the 
relative costs, benefits, and impacts of each alternative.  

 
The evaluation framework addresses the following key questions for each alternative: 
 

 How well does the alternative address the project purpose and need? 
 What are the alternative’s effects on the natural and built environments? 
 What is the alternative cost and would it be financially feasible for the County? 
 What degree of community support does the alternative have? 

 
7.1 CONFORMANCE WITH PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED  
 

The purpose and need for this project is articulated in Section 4 of this Alternatives 
Analysis.  The purpose of the Landing Road Bridge Project is to improve safety and traffic 
operations through the rehabilitation or replacement of the Landing Road Bridge and 
improvements to the intersecting roadways on both approaches.  Improvements are needed to 
address structural and functional deficiencies in the bridge and the approach roadways.  As 
shown in previous Bridge Re-Evaluation Survey Reports, the existing bridge has been considered 
to be structurally deficient due to the condition of the superstructure and substructure, although 
the most recent report (September 2013) does not specifically mention “structurally deficient” 
due to recent interim repairs that have been made (see Appendix B). These reports, including the 
most recent report, also identify the bridge as being functionally obsolete, due to inadequate deck 
geometry.  In addition, several intersections along the approach roadways experience a Level of 
Service (LOS) “F” and have substandard geometry.    

 
7.1.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, only normal 

maintenance. Normal maintenance would stabilize the structure, preserving the structural 
integrity of the bridge and extending its useful life.  However, these repairs would not address the 
structural deficiencies of the bridge.  Moreover, the bridge would continue to remain functionally 
obsolete for both the existing and projected future level of daily traffic.  The failing levels of 
service at intersections approaching the bridge would be expected to continue, and as traffic 
increases, the number of accidents on Landing Road would be expected to increase.  Traffic 
operations would also be negatively affected by the increased need for maintenance and 
stabilization repairs as the existing bridge continues to age and deteriorate.  In the future, without 
comprehensive rehabilitation, restrictions will likely need to be placed on traffic loads on the 
bridge, ultimately culminating in its closure to traffic. 



Alternatives Analysis Section 7 - Evaluation of Alternatives  
 

Landing Road Bridge Project 7-2 October 2015 

 
Overall, the No-Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the project.  
 

7.1.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 
 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would partially address the structural deficiencies of the 

bridge.  In the near term, the proposed rehabilitation would increase the bridge’s load carrying 
capacity; however, the repairs would not increase the overall strength of the bridge for the long 
term.  Because the bridge has far exceeded its design life and its structural elements have 
experienced substantial deterioration, such repairs would only be possible by completely 
replacing the bridge. 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would not include widening of the bridge; therefore, under 

this alternative, the bridge would continue to remain functionally obsolete for both the existing 
and projected future level of daily traffic.  The failing levels of service at intersections 
approaching the bridge would be expected to continue, and as traffic increases, the number of 
accidents on Landing Road would be expected to increase.   

 
Similar to the No-Build Alternative, traffic operations under the Rehabilitation 

Alternative would be negatively affected in the long term by the increased need for maintenance 
and stabilization repairs as the existing bridge continues to age and deteriorate.  In the future, 
restrictions would likely need to be placed on traffic loads on the bridge, ultimately culminating 
in its closure to traffic.  Due to the structural improvements associated with the rehabilitation 
work, such a scenario would likely occur at a later time than expected under the No-Build 
Alternative. 

 
Overall, the Rehabilitation Alternative would partially address the project purpose and 

need, but most needs would remain unmet. 
 

7.1.3 Bypass Alternative 
 
Under the Bypass Alternative a new bridge would be constructed on a new alignment 

south of the existing Landing Road Bridge.  The new bridge would be designed to meet NJDOT 
and AASHTO design standards for the current and projected levels of daily traffic in the Landing 
area.  As such, the alternative would address both the structural and functional needs for the 
project.  Moreover, the alternative would include roadway modifications that would improve 
traffic operations in the Landing area.  The associated reduction in traffic congestion would be 
expected to reduce accident rates in the study area.   

 
Overall, the Bypass Alternative meets the project purpose and need. 
 

7.1.4 Replacement Alternative 
 
Under the Replacement Alternative a new bridge would be constructed to replace the 

existing Landing Road Bridge in the same general location.  The new bridge would be designed 
to meet NJDOT and AASHTO design standards for the current and projected levels of daily 
traffic in the Landing area.  As such, the alternative would address both the structural and 
functional needs for the project.  Moreover, the alternative would include roadway modifications 
that would improve traffic operations.  The associated reduction in traffic congestion would be 
expected to reduce accident rates in the study area.   

 
Overall, the Replacement Alternative meets the project purpose and need. 
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7.2  PROJECT COSTS 

 
Project costs include the cost of relocation of utilities, cost of right-of-way acquisition, 

and the initial construction cost.  Please see Appendix C for detailed cost estimates for the 
various alternatives.  Right-of-way acquisition costs do not include relocation costs. 

 
7.2.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative would involve neither utility relocation nor right-of-way 

takings.  Because no initial construction is required under this alternative, there would be no 
initial construction cost. However, the need for regular maintenance of the bridge would be 
required during the next 20 years, simply to extend its life to the end of that 20-year period. This 
cost would not result in significant long-term benefit, but only the ability to extend the life of the 
bridge for an additional 20 years.  

 
7.2.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The cost of utility relocations under the Rehabilitation Alternative would be $0.12 million 

(in 2011 dollars), with no right-of-way cost.  The initial construction cost of this alternative 
would be $1.8 million (in 2011 dollars). These costs total $1.92 million (in 2011 dollars). 

 
7.2.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve the acquisition of new right-of-way for 

construction of a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing 
Road. This new right-of-way would involve acquisition from 29 properties, with six complete 
takes.  The cost of right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations for this alternative would be 
$3.8 million and $1.9 million, respectively, with an initial construction cost of $9.7 million (in 
2011 dollars). These costs total $15.4 million (in 2011 dollars). 

 
7.2.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
Total capital costs associated with the Replacement Alternative (approximately $8.7 

million in 2011 dollars) would be higher than those of the No-Build and Rehabilitation 
alternatives but substantially lower than the capital costs associated with the Bypass Alternative 
($15.4 million in 2011 dollars).  The Replacement Alternative would also provide for the 
incorporation of safety improvements and advanced engineering factors, which require the 
acquisition of additional right-of-way involving 20 properties, with three complete takes. The 
cost of right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations for this alternative would be $1.6 million 
and $1.0 million, respectively, with an initial construction cost of $6.1 million (in 2011 dollars). 

 
7.3 COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

 
After considering the results of this alternatives analysis, the Roxbury Township Council 

issued a resolution supporting the Replacement Alternative (Alternative No. 7-C) on April 14, 
2003 and also on September 29, 2015 (see Appendix D).  The Roxbury Township Historic 
Advisory Committee had previously confirmed its support for the Replacement Alternative in a 
letter dated September 23, 1998 (see Appendix F). 

 
The Canal Society of New Jersey submitted a letter in support of repairing and reusing 

the bridge on its original site, stating that the loss of the historic bridge would be a serious 
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negative impact to the Morris Canal Historic District and the planned Morris Canal Greenway 
(see Appendix F).  Efforts will be made to meet with the Canal Society to alleviate their concerns 
regarding the Replacement Alternative. 

 
7.4  SUMMARY EVALUATION 

 
 The evaluation of alternatives is summarized in Table 7-1 included on the next two pages. 
This table indicates the results / impacts of each alternative studied in terms of a variety of 
factors including Traffic Operations and Safety Improvements, Engineering / Construction 
Impacts, Costs, Socioeconomic Resources, Physical Resources, Water Resources, Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazardous Substances and Ability to Achieve Project Needs. A 
further description of the evaluation of each alternative follows. 
 
7.4.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build Alternative does not provide for any additional improvements, only normal 

maintenance.  The No-Build footprint would be consistent with the existing bridge and roadways. 
With the No-Build Alternative, the long-term lack of traffic improvements and the continued 
deterioration of the existing bridge would result in no benefit to any planned business 
development or benefit to traffic operations and safety conditions.   

 
The No-Build Alternative would not involve any taking of additional right-of-way or 

construction outside of the existing footprint of the bridge.  Water, biological and cultural 
resources and potential hazardous substance sites would not be directly impacted.   
 
 The following are the advantages of this alternative: 
 

1. No right-of-way impact. 

2. No utility impact. 

3. No initial outlay of cost, although overall increase of maintenance cost would be 
spread out during the next 20 years. 

4. The No-Build Alternative would not directly affect any environmental resources. 

5. No short-term traffic impact or associated air quality / noise impact during 
construction. 

 
 The following are the disadvantages of this alternative: 
 

1. It would not address the documented deterioration of the bridge. 

2. It would not improve traffic operations and safety. 

3. Minimal, if any, construction employment benefit. 

4. Potential long-term adverse impacts to the Landing Road Bridge and the Morris 
Canal Historic District (of which the bridge is a contributing feature) due to 
continued deterioration of the bridge. 

5. Does not meet the overall needs of the community. 
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TABLE 7-1: ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX  

DESCRIPTION 
No-Build 

Alternative 

Rehabilitation Alternative 

(Maintain existing bridge 

geometry) 

Bypass Alternative (Alt. 

No. 1)(New bridge on a 

new alignment) 

Replacement Alternative  

(Alt. No. 7C) (New bridge on 

existing alignment) 

Traffic Operations And Safety 

Improvements  

    

Improve Access to RR Station 

Parking Area  
NO  NO  YES  YES  

Increased Width of Landing Rd. 

and Bridge  
NO  NO  YES  YES  

Improve Vertical Sight Dist. 

Over Bridge  
NO  NO  YES  YES  

Reconst. Int. of Landing Rd & 

Lakeside Blvd  
NO  NO  YES  YES  

Other Adverse Impacts      

Utility Relocation  NO  MINOR  YES  YES  

Right of Way  NO  NO  YES  YES  

Traffic During Const.  NO  YES  YES  YES  

Costs      

Utility Cost (Millions in 2011 

Dollars)  
$0.00  $0.12  $1.90  $1.00  

ROW cost (Millions in 2011 

Dollars)  
$0.00  $0.00  $3.80  $1.60  

Initial Const. Cost (Millions in 

2011 Dollars)  
$0.00  $1.80  $9.70  $6.10  

Total Cost (Millions in 2011 

Dollars)  
$0.00  $1.92  $15.40  $8.70  

Socioeconomic Resources      

Residential Properties  NONE  NONE  HIGH IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  

Businesses  NONE  SLIGHT IMPACT  HIGH IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  

Local Economy  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  

Compliance with Regional, 

County & Local Plans  
NO  NO  NO  YES  

Construction Employment  NO BENEFIT  SLIGHT BENEFIT  HIGH BENEFIT  MODERATE BENEFIT  

Physical Resources      

Geologic / Topographic  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT  

Soils  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT  

Air Quality  NONE  SLIGHT IMPACT  HIGH IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  

Noise Levels  NONE  SLIGHT IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT 
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TABLE 7-1: ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX (CONT'D)  

DESCRIPTION 
No-Build 

Alternative 

Rehabilitation Alternative 

(Maintain existing bridge 

geometry) 

Bypass Alternative (Alt. 

No. 1)(New bridge on a 

new alignment) 

Replacement Alternative  

(Alt. No. 7C) (New bridge on 

existing alignment) 

Water Resources      

Surface Waters  NONE  SLIGHT IMPACT  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT  

Ground Water  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  NONE  

Biological Resources      

Fish / Wildlife  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT  

Vegetation  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  SLIGHT IMPACT  

Wetlands  NONE  NONE  MODERATE IMPACT  NONE  

Cultural Resources      

Morris Canal Historic District  

POTENTIAL 

FUTURE 

IMPACT 

POTENTIAL FUTURE IMPACT 

POTENTIAL 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

IMPACT  

POTENTIAL 

ARCHEOLOGICAL IMPACT  

Hazardous Substances      

Kingsland Road  NONE  NONE  NONE  NONE  

Lakeside Boulevard  NONE  
SLIGHT IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  
NONE  

MODERATE IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  

Landing Road  NONE  
SLIGHT IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  

MODERATE IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  

MODERATE IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  

Mt. Arlington Boulevard  NONE  NONE  
MODERATE IMPACT 

(POTENTIAL)  
NONE  

Conformance with Project 

Needs  

DOES NOT 

MEET 

PURPOSE 

AND NEED  

DOES NOT MEET PROJECT 

PURPOSE AND NEED  

PARTIALLY MEETS 

PROJECT PURPOSE 

AND NEED  

MEETS PROJECT 

PURPOSE AND NEED  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Alternatives Analysis Section 7 - Evaluation of Alternatives  
 

Landing Road Bridge Project 7-7 October 2015 

The No-Build Alternative overall does not meet the needs of the community or the 
purpose and need for the project. Even with stabilization measures, the bridge would continue to 
deteriorate, resulting in a continued decline in transportation services and of the integrity of the 
bridge as a resource.  Although capital costs are the lowest, maintenance costs would continue to 
increase and would result in less improvement for the investments made. 

 
7.4.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

 
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a similar footprint to the No-Build Alternative 

but would require some construction activities to rehabilitate the bridge to the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, which would not alter the existing historic features or further modernize the 
bridge. Existing bridge maintenance requirements will continue to increase as rehabilitation 
within the parameters of historic integrity will result in repairs of failing and severely 
deteriorating structural elements with materials to match the old in design, color, and texture. 
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated with documentary and physical evidence. 

Similar to the No-Build, the Rehabilitation Alternative footprint would be consistent with 
the existing bridge and roadways. Also, the long-term lack of traffic improvements and the 
continued long-term deterioration of the existing bridge would result in no benefit to any planned 
Short-term impacts associated with traffic disruptions, noise, and dust during construction would 
be likely, while some minor adverse impacts related to socioeconomic, physical, water, and 
cultural resources may also occur.  If the rehabilitation involves any excavation, some properties 
with potential hazardous substance concerns represent potential impacts. 

 
 The following are the advantages of this alternative: 
 

1. The historic bridge would be retained and rehabilitated, although long-term 
deterioration would continue. 

2. No right-of-way impact. 

3. Minimal utility impact. 

4. Relatively low initial outlay of cost, although need for maintenance would 
continue in the future. 

5. Relatively limited direct impact to environmental resources. 

6. Minor construction employment benefit. 
 
 The following are the disadvantages of this alternative: 
 

1. The long-term historic nature of the bridge could be compromised due to 
continued long-term deterioration. 

2. It would not improve traffic operations and safety. 

3. Impact on traffic during construction. 

4. Impact on noise and air quality during construction. 

5. Potential impact to businesses during construction. 
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6. Potential long-term adverse impact to the Landing Road Bridge and Morris Canal 
Historic District (of which the bridge is a contributing feature) due to continued 
deterioration of the bridge in the long term. 

7. Does not meet the overall needs of the community. 

Similar to the No-Build Alternative, the Rehabilitation Alternative overall does not meet 
the needs of the community or the purpose and need for the project. Due to the deterioration and 
substandard condition of the bridge, the Rehabilitation Alternative would have the same long-
term adverse impacts on not meeting the transportation and infrastructure needs of the area..  The 
capital costs of the Rehabilitation Alternative are more than the No-Build Alternative, but 
substantially less than the Bypass or Replacement alternatives.  Maintenance costs would also 
continue to increase, resulting in less improvement for the investments made in the long term. 

 
7.4.3 Bypass Alternative 

 
The Bypass Alternative would involve extensive acquisition of right-of-way for 

construction of a new roadway and bridge that would bypass a quarter-mile segment of Landing 
Road.  The removal of the needed property from the tax base and the bypassing of the portion of 
Landing would have adverse impacts on the businesses along that portion of Landing Road.  This 
would be adverse to the long-term planned business development in Landing.  These adverse 
socioeconomic impacts, as well as other environmental impacts associated with the alternative, 
are substantial.  

 
In addition, the long-term commitment of additional lands to this alternative was viewed 

as an adverse impact to the physical, water, and biological resources of the area.  Construction 
activities would also cause short-term adverse impacts to these resources.  A wetland on an 
adjacent property could also be impacted by construction runoff.  This alternative cuts through 
some of the last remaining undeveloped portions of the Landing area. Also, this alternative, 
which includes the demolition of the subject bridge, represents an adverse impact to the Morris 
Canal Historic District.  The various socioeconomic and environmental impacts associated with 
this alternative are considered to be the worst in comparison to all of the other alternatives.  

 
 The following are the advantages of this alternative: 
 

1. This alternative would improve traffic operations and safety.  

2. It would provide improved access to and from the NJ TRANSIT station parking 
area. 

3. No design exceptions are anticipated. 

4. Major construction employment benefit. 
 

 The following are the disadvantages of this alternative: 
 

1. Extensive utility impact and relocation. 

2. Requires extensive right-of-way acquisition. 

3. Requires demolition of at least four residential buildings and four commercial 
buildings.  
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4. Adverse impact to the Morris Canal Historic District as the Landing Road Bridge 
(a contributing resource within the said district) would be demolished as part of 
this alternative. 

5. Potential adverse impact on archaeological resources contained within the Morris 
Canal Historic District. 

6. It would have greater overall long-term and short-term environmental impacts 
than the Replacement Alternative or either of the other alternatives.  

7. Highest construction cost of all alternatives. 

8. Bypassing of existing businesses could have an adverse economic effect. 

9. Does not meet the overall needs of the community. 
 

Although traffic and safety conditions would be improved, the Bypass Alternative does 
not meet the overall needs of the community given the extent of the impacts associated with it. 
The Bypass Alternative also has the highest construction cost of any of the alternatives, including 
the costs associated with right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 
 
7.4.4 Replacement Alternative 

 
The Replacement Alternative incorporates safety improvements and advanced 

engineering factors that would require the acquisition of some additional right-of-way.  This 
alternative is compatible with the planned business development with roadway enhancements 
that would decrease congestion and improve access.  Under the Replacement Alternative, the 
socioeconomic resources would have some loss of right-of-way and several buildings, but the 
Landing business district would be maintained. 

 
Long-term and short-term impacts on physical, water, and biological resources would 

occur, but at a lesser level than with the Bypass Alternative.  Similar to the Bypass Alternative, 
the Replacement Alternative requires the demolition of the Landing Road Bridge, although a new 
bridge would be constructed at the same location as the existing bridge instead of on new 
alignment.  As a result, the adverse impact of this alternative on the Morris Canal Historic 
District is somewhat less than that of the Bypass Alternative as said impact can be reduced 
through the recordation of the existing bridge and the incorporation of historic design elements in 
the new structure. 

 
 The following are the advantages of this alternative: 
 

1. This alternative would improve traffic operations and safety.  

2. It would provide improved access to and from the NJ TRANSIT station parking 
area under the bridge. 

3. Both the load capacity and life expectancy of the bridge would be increased. 

4. Improved vertical sight distance over the bridge. 

5. No detour would be required during construction. 

6. Moderate construction employment benefit. 

7. Meets the overall needs of the community. 
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 The following are the disadvantages of this alternative: 
 

1. Adverse impact to the Morris Canal Historic District as the Landing Road Bridge 
(a contributing resource within the said district) would be demolished as part of 
this alternative. 

2. Potential adverse impact on archaeological resources contained within the Morris 
Canal Historic District. 

3. It would require demolition of two commercial buildings and one residential 
building.  

4. It would require utility relocations, but fewer than the Bypass Alternative. 

5. It would require right-of-way acquisition, but fewer properties than the Bypass 
Alternative. 

6. It would have greater overall environmental impacts than the Rehabilitation 
Alternative, but less than the Bypass Alternative. 

7. It would have a higher construction cost than the Rehabilitation Alternative, but 
substantially less than the Bypass Alternative. 

 
7.4.5 Summary 

 
Based on the above comparative analysis and the summary in Table 7-1, it has been 

determined that the Replacement Alternative best meets the needs of the community and 
provides the best combination of overall benefits and impacts. It adequately addresses the long-
term transportation needs without encroaching on the community’s plans and provides a long-
term solution with the least disruption.  The capital costs of the Replacement Alternative would 
also be much lower than those for the Bypass Alternative, which involves greater right-of-way 
acquisition and roadway construction, and the maintenance costs of the Replacement Alternative 
would be less than for either the No-Build or the Rehabilitation Alternatives. For these reasons, 
the Replacement Alternative (Alternative 7-C) was selected as the Initially Preferred 
Alternative. Further discussion of this recommendation is provided in the next section. 
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SECTION 8 - RECOMMENDATION 
 
 

 The preceding section presents the comparative analysis used by the County of Morris in 
selecting an Initially Preferred Alternative (IPA) for the Landing Road Bridge Project.  The 
reader is referred to the various sections of this report for detailed discussions of each category 
and overall impact of each alternative. 
 
 The results of this alternatives analysis were presented to the Roxbury Township Council 
at a Workshop Meeting on April 14, 2003, and the Council issued a resolution supporting the 
Replacement Alternative (Alternative No. 7-C) for the project.  A copy of the resolution of 
support issued by the Roxbury Township Council is included in Appendix D of this report. 

The project was again presented on June 9, 2015 to the Roxbury Township Council 
updating them on the status of the project with the various alternates studied. On August 12, 
2015 a Public Information was held at the Roxbury Township Municipal Building with Morris 
County and the RBA Group and alternate 7-C was again the recommended alternate presented 
and received support from the public and Township, Resolution 2015-310 was adopted on 
September 29, 2015 by the Township of Roxbury supporting this alternate and is also included in 
Appendix D of this report. 
 
 The Replacement Alternative (Alignment No. 7-C) was selected as the IPA because it 
best addresses the project needs.  The Replacement Alternative would improve safety and traffic 
operations in the project area, provide a new widened bridge meeting current design standards, 
and allow maintenance of traffic on the existing bridge while the new bridge is being 
constructed.  The Replacement Alternative is recommended for the following reasons: 
 

1. The alternative would satisfy the traffic operations needs of the project area. 

2. The alternative is compatible with the proposed widening of Landing Road to I-
80. 

3. The alternative would improve the safety of the project area.  

4. The new bridge would meet current structural design standards. 

5. The proposed construction operations would not impact existing wetlands or 
regulated hazardous and solid waste sites in the project area. 

6. The construction cost of the Replacement Alternative is significantly lower than 
that of the Bypass Alternative. 

7. Traffic could be maintained during construction of the Replacement Alternative, 
although delays and increased travel time and distance are likely. 

8. The alternative is compatible with the streetscape improvements project being 
undertaken by the Township of Roxbury. 
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The Replacement Alternative requires the replacement of the existing Landing Road 
Bridge, which is a contributing resource within the Morris Canal Historic District.  The project 
team will coordinate with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office to mitigate the adverse 
impact created by the demolition of the bridge by ensuring that the design of the new structure 
reflects the appearance of the existing bridge and that other roadway and landscape design 
elements are consistent with the character of bridge and the district. In addition, the project team 
will develop an archaeological monitoring plan as the initial phase of work necessary to address 
the above noted potential for archaeological resources associated with the district, again through 
continuing consultation with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office and the New Jersey 
Historic Sites Council 
 

Morris County will also consult with the Roxbury Township Historic Advisory 
Committee and the Landing Gateway Committee during design of the project to comply with 
their recommendations of a two span arch structure, the proposed railing design, concrete texture 
of the surfaces to mimic the historic look of the original bridge, lighting, plantings, pedestrian 
crossing, bollards, sidewalks, parking and the fence details at the lake. 
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N.J.D.O.T. - STRUCTURAL EVALUATION 
RE-EVALUATION BRIDGE SURVEY REPORT 

 
CYCLE NO. 15 

STRUCTURAL DATA: 

Bridge No.: 1400-073 Year Built: 1907 Widened/Rehab: 1972 

Route No.: 9014 Length: 136.0' Width: 38.8' 

Mile Point: 1.31 Date of this Evaluation: 10/17/2011 & 01/04/2012 

Name: 
  

County Route 631 (Landing 
Road) Over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line 

By: Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 

Date of Previous Evaluation: 07/21/2009 

By: S & R Engineers, PC 

  
Special Equipment Used: None 
  

Structure Type: Two Span, Closed Spandrel, 
Reinforced Concrete Arch 

Underwater Inspection: Not Required 
  
Scour Critical: N/A 
  

WORK DONE: New deck waterproofing (see attached email and photos from Morris County) with new 
asphalt overlay on top that extends over both approaches (Photo 15-15).  New concrete 
sidewalk along north side (Photo 15-16).  New concrete curbs and guide rails along both 
sides (Photo 15-15).  Concrete repairs throughout both arch intrados (Photos 15-05 and  
15-06).  Concrete repairs in the north parapet/headwall along the west span (Photo 15-17).  
Concrete repairs in the spandrel wall and coping at both spandrel walls of both spans (Photos 
15-17 and 15-18).  Concrete repairs at the south wingwall (Photo 15-19) and in the coping 
and vertical portion below the arch at north end of the west skewback (Photo 15-20).  
Concrete repairs in coping and wall at the northwest edge (Photo 15-22) and the south face of 
the pier stem (Photo 15-21). 

OVERALL PHYSICAL CONDITION: 
 

Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 

OVERALL CONDITION (ITEM 67): 
 

Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 

 
 
Inspection Team Leader: Thane Syverson, P.E  Initials: TJS 

Certifying Engineer: Abdel A. Denho, P.E    

N.J. P.E. Number: GE 39572   

 

 
I certify that this report is an accurate description of the 
subject structure, to the extent determinable by visual  
inspection and testing performed. 
 

  

Signature:    

Date:    

alabianca
Text Box
Original Signed and     
           Sealed



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 

 

15-2 
 

 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The overall condition of the structure is fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 
 
The superstructure is in fair condition due to the numerous patching covering 60% of both arch intrados and the 
cracking, scaling, leakage and efflorescence throughout both arch intrados and spandrel walls. 
 
The substructure is in fair condition due to the large concrete patches and the fine to medium cracks with 
efflorescence and the incipient spalls and hollow sounding concrete areas in the pier and both abutments. 
 
Since the previous inspection, the superstructure has been upgraded from poor to fair condition due to the 
concrete repairs throughout both intrados and in the spandrel wall and coping at both spandrel walls.  The 
substructure has been upgraded from serious to fair condition due to the concrete repairs in the coping and wall 
at the northwest edge and south face of the pier.  The approach roadway has been upgraded from satisfactory to 
good condition due to the new bituminous concrete overlay in the top of roadway at both approaches. 
 
The structure is classified as functionally obsolete due to the inadequate deck geometry (Item 68 = 2).  
Therefore, we recommend the following remedial action: 
1.  Increase the roadway width from 28.8' to 32.0' by widening the bridge 3.2'. 

a. Demolition of existing south bridge railing: 
(Lump Sum) 

$25,000

b. Bridge Widening: 
3.2' x 136' = 435.2 SF @ $300/SF          

$130,560

c. Associated approach work: 
(Lump Sum)     

$50,000

Subtotal 
Preliminary Engineering (15%) 

Traffic Maintenance (10%) 

$205,560 
$30,834 
$20,556

Total 
SAY 

$256,950 
$260,000

 
In the interim until the bridge is widened, we recommend that the following Emergency/Priority repairs be made 
to retard further deterioration, preserve the structural integrity of the bridge, improve safety and extend its useful 
life: 
None. 



NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec-Rochelle Park, NJ
Structural

        1400073StructNum:

IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION
1 State: 34 New Jersey 8 Struc Num:         1400073 91 Frequency: Next Inspection:

7 Facility Carried: CR631 (Landing Rd) 9 Location: At Kings Highway Junction
92A FC Frequency: 93A FC Inspection Date: Next FC Inspection: NA

5A Rte.(On/Under): Route On Structure 5B Rte. Signing Prefix: 93B UW Inspection Date: Next UW Inspection:

1 -Mainline 00631

4 -County Hwy 92B UW Frequency: NA

5C Level of Service: 5D Rte. Number: 92C SI Frequency: 93C SI Date: Next SI: NA

5E Directional Suffix: 0- Not Applicable % Responsibility : NA

2 SHD District: 01- North 3 County Code: Morris
Element Frequency: Element Inspection Date: Next Elem. Insp. Due: 10/17/2013

4 Place Code: Roxbury (Township 
of), M

11 Mile Post: 1.310 mi
CLASSIFICATION

100 STRAHNET Highway: 0 -Not a STRAHNET hwy 101 Parallel Structure: N -No || bridge exists

102 Direction of Traffic: 2 -2-way traffic 103 Temporary Structure: -1

98 Border Bridge Code: -2 Not Applicable (P)
104 Highway System: 0 -Not on NHS 112 NBIS Length: Y - Long Enough

99 Border Bridge Number: Unknown
20 Toll Facility: 3 -On free road 26 Functional Class: 16- Urban Minor Arterial

37 Historical Significance: 2 -Eligible for NRHP

22 Owner:

46 Number of Approach Spans :
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS

0 45 Number of Spans Main Unit: 2
21 Custodian:

CONDITION
58 Deck: 7 -Good 59 Super: 5 -Fair 60 Sub: 5 -Fair

62 Culvert: N -Not applicable 61 Channel/Channel Protection: N -Not applicable

107 Deck Type: LOAD RATING AND POSTING
108A Wearing Surface: 65 Inventory Rating Method: 1- LF  Load Factor 63 Operating Rating Method: 1 -LF  Load Factor

108B Membrane:

108C Deck Protection:
66 Inventory Rating: HS65.0 64 Operating Rating: HS99.9

31 Design Load: 0 -Other or Unknown 70 Posting: 5  At/Above Legal Loads

AGE AND SERVICE 41 Posting status: A -Open, no restriction

42A Type of Service On: 5 -Highway-pedestrian

42B Type of Service Under: 2 -Railroad
APPRAISAL

28A Lanes on: 2 28B Lanes Under: 19 Detour Length: 2.0 mi

29  ADT: 22,606 109 Truck ADT: 4 % 30 Year of ADT: 2011

36A Bridge Rail: 0 -Substandard 36C Approach Rail: 0 -Substandard

36B Transition: 0 -Substandard 36D Approach Rail Ends: 0 -Substandard

67 Str. Evaluation: 5 68 Deck Geometry: 2 Intolerable - Replace

GEOMETRIC DATA 69 Underclearance, Vertical and Horizontal: 4 -Tolerable

48 Length Max Span: 49 Structure Length: 71 Waterway Adequacy: N -Not applicable 72 Approach Alignment: 5 -Above Tolerable

50A Curb/Sdwlk Wdth L: 0.0 ft 50B Curb/Sidewalk Width R: 5.7 ft
113 Scour Critical: N -Not Over Waterway

Width Curb to Curb 51: 28.8 ft 52 Width Out to Out:

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

Deck Area: 5,277. sq. ft
94 Bridge Cost: 75 Type of  Work:

34 Skew: 35 Structure Flared: 0 -No flare
95 Roadway Cost: 76 Length of Improvment:

53 Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Bridge:
96 Total Cost: 114 Future ADT: 30,450

54A Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference: R -Railroad beneath str.
97 Year of Cost Estimate: 115  Year of Future ADT: 2031

54B Minimum Vertical Underclearance:

55A Minimum Lateral Underclearance Reference R: R -Railroad beneath str.

NAVIGATION DATA
38 Navigation Control:

55B Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R: 39 Vertical Clearance: 0.0 ft 40 Horizontal Clearance: 0.0 ft

56 Minimum Lateral Undrclearance L: 111 Pier Protection: -1 116 Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance:

0

32 Approach Roadway Width:
(w/ shoulders)

28 ft 33 Median:

43A/B Main Span Material/Design:

1 -Concrete 11 -Arch-Deck

10/17/2013

1- Conc..-Cast-in-Place

3- Epoxy

6 -Bituminous

8- Unknown

0.00 °

 N  -N/A-No waterway

38.8 ft

0 No median

N

NA

NA

NA

10/17/201124 months

NA

NA

NA

24 months

27 Year Built: 1907 106 Year Reconstructed: 1972

90 Inspection Date: 10/17/2011

02 County Hwy Agency

02 County Hwy Agency

S.R.: 58.5

$ 4,297,000

6 Feature Intersected : NJT-Morristown Line

16 Latitude: 40d 54' 17.00" 17 Longitude: 074d 39' 57.42"

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA

% in 5Qty. St. 4Qty. St. 2% in 2Qty. St. 1% in 1Total Qty % in 4Qty. St. 3% in 3 Qty. St. 5UnitsStr Unit Elm/Env Description

0 %5,277100 %5,277 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (SF)14/3 P Conc Deck/AC Ovly

0 %00 %136 0 % 0 %0136 0100 %0     0 (LF)144/3 R/Conc Arch

100 %00 %39 0 % 0 %00 00 %39     0 (LF)210/3 R/Conc Pier Wall

100 %00 %78 0 % 0 %00 00 %78     0 (LF)215/3 R/Conc Abutment

0 %272100 %272 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (LF)334/3 Metal Rail Coated

0 %136100 %136 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (LF)503/3 Curbs/Walks - Conc

9999

2 -Functionally ObsoleteSD/FO-CO RT631(LANDING RD) / NJT-MORRISTOWN LINE

$130,560

$50,000

$260,000

2011

Name:

20.91 ft

20.50  ft

0.00  ft

33

136  ft

64.0 ft 136.0 ft
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NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec-Rochelle Park, NJ
Structural

        1400073StructNum:
% in 5Qty. St. 4Qty. St. 2% in 2Qty. St. 1% in 1Total Qty % in 4Qty. St. 3% in 3 Qty. St. 5UnitsStr Unit Elm/Env Description

50 %1650 %32 0 % 0 %00 00 %16     0 (LF)506/3 Wingwalls - Abut

50 %13650 %272 0 % 0 %00 00 %136     0 (LF)507/3 Headwalls - Other

Brkey:         1400073 Inspkey

NJDOT BRIDGE FIELDS

(AC) Non-Inv Feature:

(AF) Alt Struct #:

(AG) Rail Type:

(AH) Rail Height::

(AJ) Slope Protection:

(AK) Abutment:

(AL) Pier:

(AM) Depth of Fill:

(AP) Fender System:

(AT) Special Material 1:

(AT) Special Material 2:

(AU) Add Struct:

(AV) Widen Stru:

(A) Town:

(AA) Route:

(AD) Admin:

(AE) Alt Agency: _

1

2

Roxbury Twp.

9014

-1

RR Rdwy and/or RR ovr RR

30

2.25

-1

03 Full Height

02 Solid Wall Pier

0.00

-1

_

_

_

_

GENERAL

STRUCTURE AND APPURTENANCES

(FI) Recommended:

COUNTER MEASURES

(GV) Bridge:

(GW) Shoring:

(GX) Reports:

(GY) Measures:

(GZ) Cond Desc:

N

N

N

N

TEMPORARY STRUCTURES

Type

3

HS

3-3

3S2

M

H

(BR)

(BS)

(BT)

(BU)

(BV)

(BQ)

65

58

46

37

59

Inv

Misc L(CH1)

(CH2) 0

(CQ) Bridge List:

(BK) Overstress %:

(FV) Route Milepost:

_

0

   .  

MISCELLANEOUS

LOAD RATINGS

(CF)

(CB)

(CC)

(CA)

(CD)

(CE)

99

98

77

63

99

Opr

Material Design

-1

-1_

_1st Widen

2nd Widen

(BL) Discretionary:

(BM) Fed Job #:

(BN) State Job #:

(BO) St  Maint Cost:

(BP) Brdg Demo

_

BR NBIS755

2205215

0

N

FUNDING AND COST

(FA) FHWA Category:

(FB) Stage 1 Date:

(FC) Stage 1 Consultant:

(FD) Prioritization:

(FE) Sufficiency:

(FF)Date Stage II

(FG) Stage II Consultant:

(FH) Crit. Element:

-1

-1

_

0

-1

SCOUR EVALUATION

(HB) Bridge List ID:

(HC) Consultant

(HD) 2-Cy Insp Contr:

14C1_

A47

Y

PROJECT PROGRAMMING

(FL) Monitoring Reqd:

(FK) Installed:

(FJ) Cost: 0

1 _ 2 _ 3 _

_

Material

Height

1:

2:

1:

2:

_

_

BRIDGE NOISE BARRIER (HA)

(AQ) Chain Link:

(FN)  Warranted:

(GS) Overhead:

(GT) Cantilever:

(GU) Fascia Mounted:

(CG) Load Type:

(CG) Tons

(AI) Speed:

Y

0

0

0

_

20

FENCING

SIGN STRUCTURES

POSTINGS

(GB) Environment:

(GR) Last Painting:

(GA) Painting Req:

-1

N

PAINTING

(HF) State Proj Mgr: MAK

6/6/2005II

5/8/2003I(HE) Proceed Date:

(BC) USRA Code:

(BD 1) Rail On/Under:

(BD2 )RRs intersected:

(BE) Rail Milepost:

6101

0

2

45.53

RAILROAD

(FM) Incident Reprtd: _

3:

4:

(AO) Utilities: _

_

_

_

1:

2:

(CR) Off-Route Bridge:

(BB) Orphan Bridge:

(AN) Plan Available:

(FX) Fed Error Uncorr

(FW) Estimated ADT

N

N

N

N

N

0

-- --

(V1.1)
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NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec-Rochelle Park, NJ
Structural

        1400073StructNum:
NJDOT INSPECTION FIELDS

(CI) Cycle Number:

(CM) Consultant:

(CO) Prev Consultant:

(CP) Federal Report:

(CK) Inspection Crew:

(CJ) Insp Type:

V08

A47

_

R

15

S

GENERAL

(BF) Deck: 1: _

2: _

3: _

4: _

5: _

REMARKS

(GJ) Connections:

(GD) Fascia Beam:

(GE) Fascia B. Flange:

(GF) Interior Beam:

(GH) Interior B. Flange:

(GI) Beam Ends:

(GK) Bracings:

(GL) Bearings:

(GM) Substructure:

(GN) Above Deck Super:

(GO) Railings/Fence:

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

(GP) Remarks 1:

PAINTING

(GQ) Remarks 2:

N

7(BA) Apr Rdwy Cond:

(B) Deletion Code:

MISCELLANEOUS

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

Location1:

Location 2:

Location 3:

FATIGUE DETAIL (AZ)

-1(FR) Consultant:

(FS)

IN-DEPTH PIN-HANGER

(FT) Combo: N

(BG) Super: 1: 9

2: Z

3: _

(BH) Sub: 1: A

2:

3: B

C

_(BI) Channel

(BJ) Culvert _

0

(FP) Improvement Cost:

(FO) Pedestrian Traffic:

$ 20 Thousands

FENCING

(AW) Mech/Electrical:

(AX) Deck:

(AY) Special Testing:

(GC) Paint:

INSPECTION DATES

(AR) Equipment: 1: _

2: _

3: _

(AS) Testing: 1: _

2: _

3: _

(V1.2)

(FQ) FCM/Pin-Hngr
Insp Date:

ROADWAY DATA

Bridge Id:

SRI

        1400073

NBI Roadway?:

Roadway Name:

Item 5A:

Item 5B:

Item 5C:

Item 5D: Item 5E 0

ROADWAY IDENTIFICATION

HWY NETWORKS AND SERVICE CLASSIFICATION

11 Milepost:

12 Base Hwy Network:

20 Toll Facility:

13A LRS Inventory Route

26 Functional Class:

13B Subroute No.:

28 Lanes :

Num Median:

Road Speed:

ADTclass:

29 ADTtotal:

30 Year of ADT:

114 Future ADT:

115 Year of Future ADT:

109 Truck ADTT % :

19 Bypass Length:

Detour Speed:

TRAFFIC AND ACCIDENTS

100 Strahnet Hwy:

ALTERNATE CLASSIFICATION

104 NHS System:

105 Fed. Lands Hwy:

110 Truck Hwy Net:

102 TraffDirection:
10 Vertical Clearance:

47 Invent Route Horiz Clear:

CLEARANCES

2

0

04

22606

2011

30450

2031

4

1

CR 631 (LANDING ROAD)

1

4

1

00631

0

3

16 2

0

0

0

0

35  mph

2.00 mi

30  mph

(DJ) Min Vert Undrclr:

32 Appr Rdwy Width:

51 Brdg Rdwy With Curb-Curb:

WIDTHS

28 ft

28.8 ft
School Bus: 0

0Transit Rt:

Emergency 0

1.310  mi

99.99  ft

00.00  ft

28.8 ft

28.80  ft

(V1.1)
14000631__
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Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 

 

15-6 
 

 

LOAD RATING SUMMARY SHEET (LRSS) 
(Form NJ-BI-101  Created 1/25/2011) 

Project Information: 

Group: 14C1 Agreement No.: 2011BI840C Contract ID: 12-50808 Agree/Mod No.: 00 

 

Rating Information: 

Method: LRFR: No LFR: Yes ASR: No Other (Specify): N/A 

Rating Date: 05/05/95 Computer Software Used:  STAAD-III Version: Rev. 20.0W 

Load Testing: No Cycle Rating Performed: 6th Design Load: Unknown 

 

Structure Information: 

Plans Available? No Contract Designation: Unknown 

Overlay? Yes Considered in Rating? Yes Type/Thickness: Bit. Conc./Unknown 

Section Losses? No Considered in Rating? N/A Item 59 Cond.: Poor 

 

For LRFR Use Only: 

Surface Roughness Factor: -- Condition Factor: -- System Factor: --  

ADTT (one direction): -- Resistance Factor: -- FCM: Yes / No  
 

 
Load Rating Engineer (LRE): 

Name: Unknown Firm: Unknown Initial: K.P.L.  

 
Load Rating Reviewer (LRR) certification as per the NBIS Title 23 CFR Section 650.309(c): 

Name: T.J. N.J. P.E. No.: Unknown  

Firm: Unknown  

I certify that this rating is an accurate representation of the subject structure, 
considering all deterioration and/or changes to loading conditions, to the 
extent determinable by research and visual inspection and testing 
performed. I am charged with the overall responsibility for bridge capacity 
evaluation for the above mentioned structure. 

 

Sign and Seal if 
Rating Performed 

in this Cycle 

 

  

  

  

--  --   
Sign  Date   



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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LOAD RATING SUMMARY SHEET (LRSS) (cont.) 

Rating Comments: 

None. 

 

 

 
 

The Load Factor ratings, computed in the 6th Cycle report in accordance with the FHWA directive dated 
November 1993 and AASHTO Manual for Condition Evaluation of Bridges, 1994, as modified by Division 4 of 
the New Jersey Department of Transportation Design Manual, Bridges and Structures, are as follows: 

 
Allowable Stresses (Psi) 

Material 
 

Compressive 
Strength f'c Yield Inventory Operating 

Concrete 2,500 N/A 800 1,200 

Reinforcing Steel N/A 33,000 18,000 25,000 

Member 
Truck Type 

(Tons) 

Rating (Tons) 

Load Factor 

Inventory Operating 

Arch at Crown 
Cond. Rating = 5 

H15 (15T) 46 77 

HS20 (36T) 65 109 

3 (25T) 58 98 

3S2 (40T) 37 63 

3-3 (40T) 59 99 

Type HL-93 --- --- 
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Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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Photo No: 15-01 

Location: North elevation, looking south 

Description: General view.  Note the leaning utility pole on the spandrel wall between the two spans. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-02 
 

Location: South elevation, looking north 

Description: General view. 
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Name: 
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Photo No: 15-03 
 

Location: Roadway, looking east 

Description: General view. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-04 
 

Location: Roadway, looking west 

Description: General view. 
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Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 
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Photo No: 15-05 
 

Location: Underside of intrados, west span, looking west  

Description: General view.  Work Done:  Concrete repairs throughout intrados.  Note the light to moderate scaling 
with fine to medium cracks, efflorescence and numerous large concrete patches throughout. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-06 
 

Location: Underside of intrados, east span, looking west  

Description: General view.  Work Done:  Concrete repairs throughout intrados.  Note the moderate scaling, 
efflorescence and numerous large concrete patches throughout. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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Photo No: 15-07 
 

Location: South pipe railing, 3rd section from west, west span, looking southwest 

Description: Moderate rusting with holes in upper and lower rails. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-08 
 

Location: South pipe railing, 5th section from west, looking northwest 

Description: Severe impact damage with fractured middle rail and middle post.  Note the spall along the cold joint in 
the southwest approach parapet outside face near the bottom west end. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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Photo No: 15-09 
 

Location: West skewback, looking northwest 

Description: Fine vertical and map cracks with efflorescence and spalls/incipient spalls throughout. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-10 
 

Location: Northeast wingwall, east end, looking southeast 

Description: Full height wide vertical crack with spall in the gunite coating. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
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Photo No: 15-11 
 

Location: Southwest retaining wall, looking  

Description: Spalls with active leakage at bottom. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-12 
 

Location: Southeast retaining wall, looking east 

Description: Voids and missing pointing throughout. 
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Name: 
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Photo No: 15-13 
 

Location: West face of pier, looking southeast 

Description: Efflorescence and seepage stain at middle below coping. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-14 
 

Location: Northeast approach roadway, looking west 

Description: 20 MPH speed advisory posting. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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Photo No: 15-15 
 

Location: Top of roadway, looking southeast 

Description: Work Done:  New asphalt overlay and new concrete curb and guide rail along south side. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-16 
 

Location: Roadway, looking northeast 

Description: Work Done:  New concrete sidewalk and curb and new guide rail installed at north side 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 
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Photo No: 15-17 
 

Location: North spandrel wall, west span, looking southwest 

Description: Work Done:  Concrete repairs to spandrel wall and coping.  Note the fine map cracking with 
efflorescence and moisture staining. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-18 
 

Location: South spandrel wall, east span, looking north 

Description: Work Done:  Concrete repairs to spandrel wall and coping.  Note the fine map cracks with efflorescence 
at east end and the broken section of conduit along the east face of the pier. 
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Photo No: 15-19 
 

Location: Southwest wingwall and south end of west skewback 

Description: Work Done:  Patched with concrete. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-20 
 

Location: North end of west skewback and northwest corner of arch intrados 

Description: Work Done:  Patched with concrete. 
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Photo No: 15-21 
 

Location: South face of pier, looking north 

Description: Work Done:  Concrete repairs in coping and wall.  Note the medium horizontal and vertical cracks with 
efflorescence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 15-22 
 

Location: North face of pier, looking southeast 

Description: Work Done:  Concrete repairs in coping and wall at northwest edge.  Note the rust/water stains on 
delaminated gunite. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 
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County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
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10/17/2011 & 
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STRUCTURAL EVALUATION 
FIELD NOTES 
MORRIS COUNTY 

 

Inspectors: M. Ramirez, P.E. Name: County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-Morristown 

 A. La Bianca  Line 

Crew Chief: Thane Syverson, P.E. Weather: Cloudy / Clear 

Temperature: 55ºF / 10ºF Special Equipment Used: None 

RATINGS: 
 
N Not applicable.   
9 Excellent Condition. 
8 Very Good Condition – no problems noted. GPS COORDINATES 
7 Good Condition – some minor problems. @ Southwest corner 
 6 Satisfactory Condition – some minor deterioration of structural elements. N 40° 54  17.00 Lat. 
5 Fair Condition – minor section loss to primary structural elements. W 74° 39  57.42 Long. 
4 Poor Condition – advanced section loss to primary structural elements.  
3 Serious Condition – seriously deteriorated primary structural elements. 
2 Critical Condition – facility should be closed until repairs are made.   
1 Imminent Failure Condition – facility closed.  Study of repairs is feasible. 
0 Failed Condition – facility is closed and beyond repair. 

 
GENERAL 
Type of Bridge: Two Span, Closed Spandrel, Reinforced Concrete Arch. 
  
 
Year Built: 1907 Year of Widening / Major Repairs: 1972 
 
No. of Lanes: On 2 Under None 
 
Vertical Clearances: Over Deck: Unlimited 
 
 Minimum Under: 20.91' from the top of east rail of the east track under north fascia. 
 
 Maximum Under (Item 10): N/A 
 
Horizontal Underclearance: Total Horizontal Clearance: N/A 
 
 Right 20.50' from the centerline of the east track to the pier retaining wall at the south fascia. 
 
 Left N/A 
 
Overall Physical Condition of Structure:  Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-
Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

10/17/2011 & 
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DECK SI&A Item 58 Condition Rating: 7 
 
SPAN # West  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Wearing Surface / 
Top of Deck 
 
 
 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New deck waterproofing (see attached email and photos from 
Morris County) with new asphalt overlay on top (Photo 15-15). 
 

N Underside of Deck 
 

Not visible. 

N Median 
 

N/A 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete curbs on both sides (Photos 15-15 and 15-16). 

8 

Sidewalks/ 
Safetywalk 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 
 

No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete sidewalk (Photo 15-16). 

7 

Parapets/ 
Balustrades 
 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  Concrete repairs in north parapet/headwall (Photo 15-17). 

7 

Railings 
 
W-beam guide rail 
and pipe railing 
with concrete 
pylons 
 

The original deteriorated pipe rails on both sides are now protected by newly 
installed bridge mounted w-beam guide rail (Photos 15-07, 15-15 and  
15-16). 
 
Work Done:  New w-beam guide rail installed along both sides (Photos  
15-15 and 15-16). 

N Deck Joints / 
Filler Material 

N/A 

N Drains and 
Scuppers 

N/A 

N Light Stands 
 

N/A 

N Utilities 
 

None.  Overhead wires along north side. 

N Others 
 

N/A 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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DECK SI&A Item 58 Condition Rating: 7 
 
SPAN # East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Wearing Surface / 
Top of Deck 
 
 
 
 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New deck waterproofing (see attached email and photos from 
Morris County) with new asphalt overlay on top (Photo 15-15). 
 

N Underside of Deck 
 

Not visible. 

N Median 
 

N/A 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete curbs on both sides (Photos 15-15 and 15-16). 

8 

Sidewalks/ 
Safetywalk 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 
 

No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete sidewalk (Photo 15-16). 

7 
Parapets/ 
Balustrades 
 

No significant defects. 
 

7 

Railings 
 
W-beam guide rail 
and pipe railing 
with concrete 
pylons 

The original deteriorated pipe rails on both sides are now protected by newly 
installed bridge mounted w-beam guide rail (Photos 15-08, 15-15 and  
15-16). 
 
Work Done:  New w-beam guide rail installed along both sides (Photos  
15-15 and 15-16). 
 

N Deck Joints / 
Filler Material 

N/A 

N Drains and 
Scuppers 

N/A 

N Light Stands 
 

N/A 

N Utilities 
 

None.  Overhead wires along north side. 

N Others 
 

N/A 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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APPROACHES SI&A Item BA Rating: 7 

 SI&A Item 72 Rating: 5 
 
APPROACH West  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Approach Slab / 
Pavement 
 
Bituminous 
Concrete 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New asphalt overlay (Photo 15-15). 

7 

Approach 
Shoulder 
 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New asphalt overlay (Photo 15-15). 

 

Approach 
Roadway 
Vertical and 
Horizontal 
Alignment 
 

Vertical:  Downgrade away from the bridge. 
 
Horizontal:  Sharp (90º) turn south. 

N 
Guide Rail 
Condition 
 

N/A 

8 

Sidewalks 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 
 

Continuous.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete sidewalk (Photo 15-16). 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  Continuous.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete curbs on both sides (Photos 15-15 and 15-16). 

7 
Utilities 
 
 

Overhead wires crossing over roadway. 

7 

Approach 
Roadway 
Embankment 
 
 

No significant defects. 

7 
Others/ 
Parapet 
 

No significant defects. 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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APPROACHES SI&A Item BA Rating: 7 

 SI&A Item 72 Rating: 5 
 
APPROACH East  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Approach Slab / 
Pavement 
 
Bituminous 
Concrete 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New asphalt overlay (Photo 15-15). 

7 

Approach 
Shoulder 
 
 

No significant defects. 
 
Work Done:  New asphalt overlay (Photo 15-15). 

 

Approach 
Roadway 
Vertical and 
Horizontal 
Alignment 
 

Vertical:  Downgrade away from bridge. 
 
Horizontal:  T-intersection 100' to east.  Speed reduction to 20 MPH. 

7 

Guide Rail 
Condition 
 
W-beam @ NE 
only 
 

No significant defects. 

8 

Sidewalks 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 

Continuous.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete sidewalk (Photo 15-16). 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  Continuous.  No apparent defects. 
 
Work Done:  New concrete curbs on both sides (Photos 15-15 and 15-16). 

7 
Utilities 
 
 

Overhead wires along north side. 

7 

Approach 
Roadway 
Embankment 
 

No significant defects. 

6 
Others/ 
Parapet 
 

Small spall along cold joint in southwest approach parapet outside face near 
bottom west end (Photo 15-08). 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 

 

15-25 
 

 

SUPERSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 59 Condition Rating: 5 
(ARCH) 
 
SPAN # West  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Intrados of Arch 
(Soffit) Arch Ribs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Light to moderate scaling with fine to medium random cracks with 
efflorescence throughout. Numerous large concrete patches throughout 60% 
area (Photo 15-05). 
 
Work Done:  Concrete repairs throughout intrados (Photo 15-05). 

N 

Spandrel Columns/ 
Extrados 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

5 

Spandrel Walls 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

North: Fine map cracks with efflorescence and moisture staining (Photo  
15-17). 
 
South: Scattered fine map cracks and random cracks. 
 
Work Done:  Spandrel wall and coping has been patched with concrete at 
both openings (Photo 15-17). 
 

N 

Others 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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10/17/2011 & 
01/04/2012 

 

15-26 
 

 

SUPERSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 59 Condition Rating: 5 
(ARCH) 
 
SPAN # East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Intrados of Arch 
(Soffit) Arch Ribs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Moderate scaling and efflorescence throughout. Numerous large concrete 
patches throughout 60% area (Photo 15-06). 
 
Work Done:  Concrete repairs throughout intrados (Photo 15-06). 

N 

Spandrel Columns/ 
Extrados 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

5 

Spandrel Walls 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fine map cracks with efflorescence throughout north wall and east end of 
south wall (Photo 15-18). 
 
North: Wide vertical crack at the east end from the top of the pylon, 
15 LF. 
 
Work Done:  Spandrel wall and coping has been patched with concrete at 
both openings (Photo 15-18). 

5 

Others 
 
 
 
 
 

Utility pole is leaning onto north spandrel wall between the two spans 
(Photo 15-01). 
 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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SUBSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 60 Condition Rating: 5 
(Arch/Frame) 
 
ABUTMENT West  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

6 

Footings/ 
Skewbacks 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom Portion-Crashwall:  Fine vertical and map cracks with efflorescence 
and spalls/incipient spalls along the full length of the horizontal face 
(shotcrete) (Photo 15-09). 
 
Work Done:  Concrete repair at coping and vertical portion below the arch at 
the north end (Photo 15-20). 

5 

Wingwalls/ 
Retaining Walls 
 
 
 
 

South: Fine map cracks and large concrete patch at east end. 
North: 50 LF of medium cracks with efflorescence. 
 
Work Done: Concrete repair at south wingwall, 120 SF (Photo 15-19). 

4 

Others 
 
Retaining Walls 
 

Spalls, 40 SF, with active leakage along bottom at southwest wall (Photo  
15-11). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 

 

 
ABUTMENT East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

6 

Footings/ 
Skewbacks 
 
 
 

Area of thick and heavy efflorescence and a few fine vertical cracks at few 
locations.  Hollow (5%) areas of gunite throughout. 

5 

Wingwalls/ 
Retaining Walls 
 
 
 
 

North: Full height wide vertical crack with a spall (2 SF) in the gunite 
coating (Photo 15-10).  Medium horizontal cracks (30 LF) with 
efflorescence. 
 
South: Scattered fine map cracks with efflorescence. 
 

5 

Others 
 
Retaining Walls 
for Parking Area 
 

North: Several loose stones protruding up to 6"; missing and loose mortar 
(80 LF). 
South: Half covered with gunite; scattered areas of discoloration; remaining 
half has missing pointing, 150 SF (Photo 15-12). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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SUBSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 60 Condition Rating: 5 
 
PIER  Center  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Columns/  
Stem  
Crashwall 
 
Gunite cover 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

West Face:  Spalled/delaminated bottom along exposed footing (20 SF) full 
width.  Heavy efflorescence and water seepage stain at middle below coping 
(Photo 15-13).  Hollow (30%) areas throughout gunite cover. 
 
East Face:  Heavy efflorescence and stains on delaminated gunite cover at 
north end (2 x 8 high).  Incipient spalled coping top at several locations (5 
SF).  Hollow (30%) areas throughout gunite cover. 
 
North Face:  Heavy rust/water stains on delaminated gunite, 20 SF (Photo 
15-22). 
 
South Face:  Medium horizontal and vertical cracks with efflorescence 
(Photo 15-21). 
 
Work Done:  Concrete repairs in coping and wall at northwest edge (Photo 
15-22) and at south face (Photo 15-21). 

N 

Pier Cap 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

N 

Bridge Seat 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

5 

Others/Fender 
 
 
 

Broken section of conduit hanging from cable at south end of pier along east 
face (Photo 15-18). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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HIGHWAY SAFETY Coding of SI&A Item 36: 0000 
 1: Good  
 0: Not Good  
 N: Not Applicable  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

0 

Bridge Railing 
 
 

 

W-beam guide rail mounted on top of short concrete parapet/headwall (2 to 
8 high from grade).  There is a pipe railing behind guide rail (3'-4 high).  
Chain link fence between guide rail and steel railing.  

0 

0 

Transition to 
Bridge Railing 

 
 

Northeast corner: Leading end within clear zone.  Substandard single rail  
w-beam, posting 6-3 spacing, no spacer blocks.  No guide rails on 
southeast, southwest and northwest due to urban built-up areas. 
 

1 

Curb / Sidewalk 
Terminations 
 
 

Continuous sidewalks and curbs.  No sidewalk at southeast and southwest. 

0 

Approach Guide  
Rails 

 
 

Northeast only:  Very short and no spacer blocks.  6-3" post spacing.  No 
guide rail at other three corners. 

0 

Approach Guide  
Rail End 
Terminals 

 

Northeast only:  Buffer end treatment only. 

 

DECK GEOMETRY SI&A Item 68 Rating:
 

2 
 

COMPONENT REMARKS 
Bridge Cross 
Section 
 

Approaches are wider than bridge cross section.  See sketch on following page. 
 

Adequacy of 
Lane / Shoulder 
Widths 
 

Two-way traffic, 2 lanes, 1 wide shoulders (typical). 
ADT = 22,606 (2011 projection from Traffic Count Summary by Morris County). 
Curb to curb width = 28.8', Table 2A. 

Vertical Clearance 
over Deck 
 

Unlimited. 

 
*Posting for Load / 
Speed / Clearance 
Restrictions 
 

20 MPH speed posting (Photo 15-14). 
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DECK CROSS SECTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

           
 
 

LOOKING EAST 
N.T.S. 
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CLEARANCES          
 
FEATURE ON STRUCTURE: County Route 631 (Landing Road) SI&A SHEET 1 
 
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

Unlimited. 

Total Horizontal 
Clearances (SI&A Item 47) 

28.80' curb to curb. 

 

CONTROLLING UNDERCLEARANCE DATA: 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (SI&A Item 54) 

20.91' from the top of east rail of the east track at the north fascia. 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

Lateral Right 
(SI&A Item 55) 

20.50' from the centerline of the east track to the pier retaining wall at the 
south fascia. 

Lateral Left 
(SI&A Item 56)  

N/A 

 
FEATURE UNDER STRUCTURE: N/A 

 
SI&A SHEET  

 
2 or A 

    
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

N/A 

Total Horizontal Clearance 
(SI&A Item 47) 

N/A 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

 
FEATURE UNDER STRUCTURE: N/A 

 
SI&A SHEET  

 
B 

    
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

N/A 

Total Horizontal Clearance 
(SI&A Item 47) 

N/A 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

 

 
 Minimum clearance for a 10 foot width of the pavement or traveled part of the roadway where the 
clearance is greatest shall be coded in feet and inches. 
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FENCING            Coding of SI&A Item FN: Y 
            Coding of SI&A Item FO: 0 
 Coding of SI&A Item FP (in thousands): 20 

 

Warranted (Per Design Manual Section 23): Yes  

   
If Yes:  (#1)   Description:  Highway carrying, grade separation or high level bridges with facility for 

pedestrian traffic. 
 
Current Status of Fence & Sidewalk: 
 

 
Left Side 

 
Right Side 

   
a.  Fence: No No 

b.  Sidewalk Width: 5.67 FT 0.00 FT 

c.  Total Height of fence above curb/sidewalk: N/A N/A 
d.   Type of Fence (per Design Manual Section 23): N/A N/A 
Action Recommended:  Install a curved top, chain link fence at the north fascia. 
 
 
 
Estimated Cost:   $19,176 
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WORK DONE HISTORICAL DATA  
 

 
 CYCLE NO. YEAR WORK DONE SUMMARY  
 15 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2011 New deck waterproofing with new asphalt overlay on top that extends over 
both approaches.  New concrete sidewalk along north side.  New concrete 
curbs and guide rails along both sides.  Concrete repairs throughout both arch 
intrados.  Concrete repairs in the north parapet/headwall along the west span.  
Concrete repairs in the spandrel wall and coping at both spandrel walls of both 
spans.  Concrete repairs at the south wingwall and in the coping and vertical 
portion below the arch at north end of the west skewback.  Concrete repairs in 
coping and wall at the northwest edge and the south face of the pier stem. 

 

 14 
 

 
 

2009 Concrete repair to the southwest abutment wingwall. 
Concrete repair patches to both intrados. 

 

 13 
 

 
 

2007 None.  

 
 

 



La Bianca, Anthony

From: Denho, Abdel
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 2:13 PM
To: La Bianca, Anthony; Ramirez, Mark
Cc: Lambrinos, Laura
Subject: FW: MC Bridge N0. 1400-073 Repair Photos
Attachments: Deck Waterproofing 011.jpg; Deck Waterproofing 008.jpg; Deck Waterproofing 009.jpg; Deck 

Waterproofing 010.jpg

 
 
 
 
From: Caruso, Brian [mailto:BCaruso@co.morris.nj.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 1:51 PM 
To: Denho, Abdel 
Subject: MC Bridge N0. 1400-073 Repair Photos 
 
Attached are some photos of the condition of the top of the arch and the sprayed-on / painted membrane 
sealant applied before it was overlaid with asphalt. I am mailing you the plans and supplemental specs. I spoke 
to Roslyn and we agreed that the County does not have a problem with the rating going up to a 5. The Feds 
are still looking to fund the replacement project; so, it shouldn’t be an issue. 
 
Brian M. Caruso, P.E. 
Senior Engineer 
Morris County Engineering 
bcaruso@co.morris.nj.us 
Phone# 973-285-6986 
Fax# 973-539-3141 
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Photos received from Morris County 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No. 1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No. 2 
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Photo No. 3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No. 4 
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ENGINEERING DIVISION 
COURT STREET 
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BRIDGE RE-EVALUATION SURVEY REPORT 

STRUCTURE NO. 1400-073 
COUNTY ROUTE 631 (LANDING ROAD) 

OVER NJ TRANSIT-MORRISTOWN LINE 
TOWNSHIP OF ROXBURY 

MORRIS COUNTY 

16TH CYCLE 

SEPTEMBER 13, 2013 

NOTE: This Bridge Re-evaluation Report 
shall be filed immediately after the 
15TH Cycle Inspection Report. 

Prepared By 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 
365 West Passaic Street, Suite 175 

Rochelle Park NJ 07662 
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N.J.D.O.T. - STRUCTURAL EVALUATION AND BRIDGE MANAGEMENT 
RE-EVALUATION BRIDGE SURVEY REPORT 

CYCLE NO.  16 
STRUCTURAL DATA: 

Bridge No.: 1400-073 Year Built: 1907 Widened/Rehab: 1972 

Route No.: 9014 Length: 136.0' Width: 38.8' 

Mile Point: 1.31 Date of this Evaluation: 09/13/2013 & 11/08/2013 

Name: County Route 631 
(Landing Road) over NJ 
Transit-Morristown Line 

By: Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

Date of Previous Evaluation: 10/17/2011 & 01/04/2012 

By: Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

Special Equipment Used: None 

Structure Type: Two Span, Closed Spandrel, 
Reinforced Concrete Arch 

WORK DONE: None. 

OVERALL PHYSICAL CONDITION: Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 

OVERALL CONDITION (ITEM 67): Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 

Inspection Team Leader: Mark V. Ramirez, P.E. Initials: MVR 

Certifying Engineer: Abdel A. Denho, P.E. 

N.J. P.E. Number: GE 39572 

I certify that this report is an accurate description of the 
subject structure, to the extent determinable by visual  
inspection and testing performed. 

Signature:  

Date:

alabianca
Text Box
Original Signed
    and Sealed
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The overall condition of the structure is fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 

The superstructure is in fair condition due to the numerous patching covering 60% of both arch intrados and the 
cracking, scaling, leakage and efflorescence throughout both arch intrados and spandrel walls. 

The substructure is in fair condition due to the large concrete patches and the fine to medium cracks with 
efflorescence and the incipient spalls and hollow sounding concrete areas in the pier and both abutments. 

Since the previous inspection, there has been no change in the overall condition of the structure. 

The structure is classified as functionally obsolete due to the inadequate deck geometry (Item 68 = 2). 
Therefore, we recommend the following remedial action: 
1. Increase the roadway width from 28.8' to 32.0' by widening the bridge 3.2'.

a. Demolition of existing south bridge railing:
(Lump Sum)

$25,000

b. Bridge Widening:
3.2' x 136' = 435.2 SF @ $300/SF

$130,560

c. Associated approach work:
(Lump Sum)

$50,000

Subtotal 
Preliminary Engineering (15%) 

Traffic Maintenance (10%) 

$205,560 
$30,834 
$20,556

Total 
SAY 

$256,950 
$260,000

In the interim until the bridge is widened, we recommend that the following Emergency/Priority repairs be made 
to retard further deterioration, preserve the structural integrity of the bridge, improve safety and extend its useful 
life: 
None. 



NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec - Rochelle Park
Bridge Inspection

        1400073StructNum:

IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION
1 State: 34 New Jersey 8 Struc Num:         1400073 91 Frequency: Next Inspection:

7 Facility Carried: CR631 (Landing Rd) 9 Location: At Kings Highway Junction
92A FC Frequency: 93A FC Inspection Date: Next FC Inspection: NA

5A Rte.(On/Under): Route On Structure 5B Rte. Signing Prefix: 93B UW Inspection Date: Next UW Inspection:

1 -Mainline 00631

4 -County Hwy 92B UW Frequency: NA

5C Level of Service: 5D Rte. Number: 92C SI Frequency: 93C SI Date: Next SI: NA

5E Directional Suffix: 0- Not Applicable % Responsibility : NA

2 SHD District: 01- North 3 County Code: Morris
Element Frequency: Element Inspection Date: Next Elem. Insp. Due: 09/13/2015

4 Place Code: Roxbury (Township 
of), M

11 Mile Post: 1.310 mi
CLASSIFICATION

100 STRAHNET Highway: 0 -Not a STRAHNET hwy 101 Parallel Structure: N -No || bridge exists

102 Direction of Traffic: 2 -2-way traffic 103 Temporary Structure: -1

98 Border Bridge Code: -2 Not Applicable (P)
104 Highway System: 0 -Not on NHS 112 NBIS Length: Y - Long Enough

99 Border Bridge Number: NA
20 Toll Facility: 3 -On free road 26 Functional Class: 16- Urban Minor Arterial

37 Historical Significance: 2 -Eligible for NRHP

22 Owner:

46 Number of Approach Spans :
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS

0 45 Number of Spans Main Unit: 2
21 Custodian:

CONDITION
58 Deck: 7 -Good 59 Super: 5 -Fair 60 Sub: 5 -Fair

62 Culvert: N -Not applicable 61 Channel/Channel Protection: N -Not applicable

107 Deck Type: LOAD RATING AND POSTING
108A Wearing Surface: 65 Inventory Rating Method: 1- LF  Load Factor 63 Operating Rating Method: 1 -LF  Load Factor

108B Membrane:

108C Deck Protection:
66 Inventory Rating: HS65.0 64 Operating Rating: HS99.9

31 Design Load: 0 -Unknown 70 Posting: 5  At/Above Legal Loads

AGE AND SERVICE 41 Posting status: A -Open, no restriction

42A Type of Service On: 5 -Highway-pedestrian

42B Type of Service Under: 2 -Railroad
APPRAISAL

28A Lanes on: 2 28B Lanes Under: 19 Detour Length: 2.0 mi

29  ADT: 23,061 109 Truck ADT: 4 % 30 Year of ADT: 2013

36A Bridge Rail: 0 -Substandard 36C Approach Rail: 0 -Substandard

36B Transition: 0 -Substandard 36D Approach Rail Ends: 0 -Substandard

67 Str. Evaluation: 5 68 Deck Geometry: 2 Intolerable - Replace

GEOMETRIC DATA 69 Underclearance, Vertical and Horizontal: 4 -Tolerable

48 Length Max Span: 49 Structure Length: 71 Waterway Adequacy: N -Not applicable 72 Approach Alignment: 5 -Above Tolerable

50A Curb/Sdwlk Wdth L: 0.0 ft 50B Curb/Sidewalk Width R: 5.7 ft
113 Scour Critical: N -Not Over Waterway

Width Curb to Curb 51: 28.8 ft 52 Width Out to Out:

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

Deck Area: 5,277. sq. ft
94 Bridge Cost: 75 Type of  Work:

34 Skew: 35 Structure Flared: 0 -No flare
95 Roadway Cost: 76 Length of Improvment:

53 Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Bridge:
96 Total Cost: 114 Future ADT: 31,060

54A Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference: R -Railroad beneath str.
97 Year of Cost Estimate: 115  Year of Future ADT: 2033

54B Minimum Vertical Underclearance:

55A Minimum Lateral Underclearance Reference R: R -Railroad beneath str.

NAVIGATION DATA
38 Navigation Control:

55B Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R: 39 Vertical Clearance: 0.0 ft 40 Horizontal Clearance: 0.0 ft

56 Minimum Lateral Undrclearance L: 111 Pier Protection: -1 116 Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance:

0

32 Approach Roadway Width:
(w/ shoulders)

28 ft 33 Median:

43A/B Main Span Material/Design:

1 -Concrete 11 -Arch-Deck

09/13/2015

1- Conc..-Cast-in-Place

3- Epoxy

6 -Bituminous

8- Unknown

0.00 °

 N  -N/A-No waterway

38.8 ft

0 No median

N

NA

NA

NA

09/13/201324 months

NA

NA

NA

24 months

27 Year Built: 1907 106 Year Reconstructed: 1972

90 Inspection Date: 9/13/2013

02 County Hwy Agency

02 County Hwy Agency

S.R.: 58.3

$ 4,297,000

6 Feature Intersected : NJT-Morristown Line

16 Latitude: 40d 54' 17.00" 17 Longitude: 074d 39' 57.42"

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA

% in 5Qty. St. 4Qty. St. 2% in 2Qty. St. 1% in 1Total Qty % in 4Qty. St. 3% in 3 Qty. St. 5UnitsStr Unit Elm/Env Description

0 %5,277100 %5,277 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (SF)14/3 P Conc Deck/AC Ovly

0 %00 %136 0 % 0 %0136 0100 %0     0 (LF)144/3 R/Conc Arch

100 %00 %39 0 % 0 %00 00 %39     0 (LF)210/3 R/Conc Pier Wall

100 %00 %78 0 % 0 %00 00 %78     0 (LF)215/3 R/Conc Abutment

0 %272100 %272 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (LF)334/3 Metal Rail Coated

0 %136100 %136 0 % 0 %00 00 %0     0 (LF)503/3 Curbs/Walks - Conc

9999

2 -Functionally ObsoleteSD/FO-CO RT631(LANDING RD) / NJT-MORRISTOWN LINE

$130,560

$50,000

$260,000

2013

Name:

20.92 ft

20.50  ft

0.00  ft

33

136  ft

64.0 ft 136.0 ft

Page 1 of 3

NJDOT Inspection_SIA_English_No Wed 12/11/2013 10:16:16

(v1.1)
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NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec - Rochelle Park
Bridge Inspection

        1400073StructNum:
% in 5Qty. St. 4Qty. St. 2% in 2Qty. St. 1% in 1Total Qty % in 4Qty. St. 3% in 3 Qty. St. 5UnitsStr Unit Elm/Env Description

50 %1650 %32 0 % 0 %00 00 %16     0 (LF)506/3 Wingwalls - Abut

50 %13650 %272 0 % 0 %00 00 %136     0 (LF)507/3 Headwalls - Other

Brkey:         1400073 Inspkey

NJDOT BRIDGE FIELDS

(AC) Non-Inv Feature:

(AF) Alt Struct #:

(AG) Rail Type:

(AH) Rail Height::

(AJ) Slope Protection:

(AK) Abutment:

(AL) Pier:

(AM) Depth of Fill:

(AP) Fender System:

(AT) Special Material 1:

(AT) Special Material 2:

(AU) Add Struct:

(AV) Widen Stru:

(A) Town:

(AA) Route:

(AD) Admin:

(AE) Alt Agency: -1 _

1

2

Roxbury Twp.

9014

-1

RR Rdwy and/or RR ovr RR

-1

30 Concrete Metal Combo

2.25

-1

03 Full Height

02 Solid Wall Pier

0.00

-1

_

_

_

_

GENERAL

STRUCTURE AND APPURTENANCES

(FI) Recommended:

COUNTER MEASURES

-1

(GV) Bridge:

(GW) Shoring:

(GX) Reports:

(GY) Measures:

(GZ) Cond Desc:

N

N

N

N

TEMPORARY STRUCTURES

-1

Type

3

HS

3-3

3S2

M

H

(BR)

(BS)

(BT)

(BU)

(BV)

(BQ)

65

58

46

37

59

Inv

Misc L(CH1)

(CH2) 0

(CQ) Bridge List:

(BK) Overstress %:

(FV) Route Milepost:

_

0

   .  

MISCELLANEOUS

LOAD RATINGS

(CF)

(CB)

(CC)

(CA)

(CD)

(CE)

109

98

77

63

99

Opr

Material Design

-1

-1_

_1st Widen

2nd Widen

(BL) Discretionary:

(BM) Fed Job #:

(BN) State Job #:

(BO) St  Maint Cost:

(BP) Brdg Demo

_

STPNBIS760

2205569

0

N

FUNDING AND COST

(FA) FHWA Category:

(FB) Stage 1 Date:

(FC) Stage 1 Consultant:

(FD) Prioritization:

(FE) Sufficiency:

(FF)Date Stage II

(FG) Stage II Consultant:

(FH) Crit. Element:

-1

1/1/1901

-1

_

0

1/1/1901

-1

SCOUR EVALUATION

-1

(HB) Bridge List ID:

(HC) Consultant

(HD) 2-Cy Insp Contr:

14C1_

A47

Y

PROJECT PROGRAMMING

(FL) Monitoring Reqd:

(FK) Installed:

(FJ) Cost: 0

1 _ 2 _ 3 _

_

Material

Height

1:

2:

1:

2:

_

_

BRIDGE NOISE BARRIER (HA)

(AQ) Chain Link:

(FN)  Warranted:

(GS) Overhead:

(GT) Cantilever:

(GU) Fascia Mounted:

(CG) Load Type:

(CG) Tons

(AI) Speed:

Y

0

0

0

_

20

FENCING

SIGN STRUCTURES

POSTINGS

(GB) Environment:

(GR) Last Painting:

(GA) Painting Req:

-1

01/1901

N

PAINTING

(HF) State Proj Mgr: MAK

6/6/2005II

5/8/2003I(HE) Proceed Date:

(BC) USRA Code:

(BD 1) Rail On/Under:

(BD2 )RRs intersected:

(BE) Rail Milepost:

6101

0

2

45.36

RAILROAD

(FM) Incident Reprtd: _

3:

4:

(AO) Utilities: _

_

_

_

1:

2:

(CR) Off-Route Bridge:

(BB) Orphan Bridge:

(AN) Plan Available:

(FX) Fed Error Uncorr

(FW) Estimated ADT

N

N

N

N

N

0

--

. ft

--

--

--

(V1.2)
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NJDOT SI and A Sheet

Stantec Stantec - Rochelle Park
Bridge Inspection

        1400073StructNum:
NJDOT INSPECTION FIELDS

(CI) Cycle Number:

(CM) Consultant:

(CO) Prev Consultant:

(CP) Federal Report:

(CK) Inspection Crew:

(CJ) Insp Type:

V08

V08

_

M

16

S

GENERAL

(BF) Deck: 1: _

2: _

3: _

4: _

5: _

REMARKS

(GJ) Connections:

(GD) Fascia Beam:

(GE) Fascia B. Flange:

(GF) Interior Beam:

(GH) Interior B. Flange:

(GI) Beam Ends:

(GK) Bracings:

(GL) Bearings:

(GM) Substructure:

(GN) Above Deck Super:

(GO) Railings/Fence:

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

(GP) Remarks 1:

-1

PAINTING

-1

(GQ) Remarks 2:

N

7(BA) Apr Rdwy Cond:

(B) Deletion Code:

MISCELLANEOUS

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

Location1:

Location 2:

Location 3:

FATIGUE DETAIL (AZ)

-1

-1(FR) Consultant:

(FS)

IN-DEPTH PIN-HANGER

(FT) Combo: N

(BG) Super: 1: 9

2: Z

3: _

(BH) Sub: 1: A

2:

3: B

C

_(BI) Channel

(BJ) Culvert _

0

(FP) Improvement Cost:

(FO) Pedestrian Traffic:

$ 20 Thousands

FENCING

1/1/1901(AW) Mech/Electrical:

(AX) Deck: 1/1/1901

(AY) Special Testing: 1/1/1901

(GC) Paint: 1/1/1901

INSPECTION DATES

(AR) Equipment: 1: _

2: _

3: _

(AS) Testing: 1: _

2: _

3: _

(V1.2)

1/1/1901(FQ) FCM/Pin-Hngr
Insp Date:

ROADWAY DATA

Bridge Id:

SRI

        1400073

NBI Roadway?:

Roadway Name:

Item 5A:

Item 5B:

Item 5C:

Item 5D: Item 5E 0

ROADWAY IDENTIFICATION

HWY NETWORKS AND SERVICE CLASSIFICATION

11 Milepost:

12 Base Hwy Network:

20 Toll Facility:

13A LRS Inventory Route

26 Functional Class:

13B Subroute No.:

28 Lanes :

Num Median:

Road Speed:

ADTclass:

29 ADTtotal:

30 Year of ADT:

114 Future ADT:

115 Year of Future ADT:

109 Truck ADTT % :

19 Bypass Length:

Detour Speed:

TRAFFIC AND ACCIDENTS

100 Strahnet Hwy:

ALTERNATE CLASSIFICATION

104 NHS System:

105 Fed. Lands Hwy:

110 Truck Hwy Net:

102 TraffDirection:
10 Vertical Clearance:

47 Invent Route Horiz Clear:

CLEARANCES

2

0

04

23061

2013

31060

2033

4

1

CR 631 (LANDING ROAD)

1

4

1

00631

0

3

16 2

0

0

0

0

35  mph

2.00 mi

30  mph

(DJ) Min Vert Undrclr:

32 Appr Rdwy Width:

51 Brdg Rdwy With Curb-Curb:

WIDTHS

28 ft

28.8 ft
School Bus: 0

0Transit Rt:

Emergency 0

1.310  mi

99.99  ft

00.00  ft

28.8 ft

28.80  ft

(V1.2)
14000631__

Page 3 of 3

NJDOT Inspection_SIA_English_No Wed 12/11/2013 10:16:16

(v1.1)

16-5



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over 
NJ Transit-Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

09/13/2013 & 
11/08/2013 

 

16-6 
 

 

LOAD RATING SUMMARY SHEET (LRSS) 
(Form NJ-BI-101  Created 1/25/2011) 

Project Information: 

Group: -- Agreement No.: -- Contract ID: -- Agree/Mod No.: -- 

 

Rating Information: 

Method: LRFR: No LFR: Yes ASR: No Other (Specify): N/A 

Rating Date: 05/05/95 Computer Software Used:  STAAD-III Version: Rev. 20.0W 

Load Testing: No Cycle when Rating Performed: 6th Design Load: Unknown 

 

Structure Information: 

Plans Available? No Contract Designation: Unknown 

Overlay? Yes Considered in Rating? Yes Type/Thickness: Bit. Conc./Unknown 

Section Losses? No Considered in Rating? N/A Item 59 Cond.: Fair 

 

For LRFR Use Only: 

Surface Roughness Factor: -- Condition Factor: -- System Factor: --  

ADTT (one direction): -- Resistance Factor: -- FCM: Yes / No  
 

 
Load Rating Engineer (LRE): 

Name: Unknown Firm: Unknown Initial: Unknown  

 
Load Rating Reviewer (LRR) certification as per the NBIS Title 23 CFR Section 650.309(c): 

Name: T.J. N.J. P.E. No.: Unknown  

Firm: Unknown  

I certify that this rating is an accurate representation of the subject structure, 
considering all deterioration and/or changes to loading conditions, to the 
extent determinable by research and visual inspection and testing 
performed. I am charged with the overall responsibility for bridge capacity 
evaluation for the above mentioned structure. 

 

No Load Rating 
performed this 

Cycle 

 

  

  

  

--  --   
Sign  Date   
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Name: 
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NJ Transit-Morristown Line Insp. Date: 
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LOAD RATING SUMMARY SHEET (LRSS) (cont.) 

Rating Comments: 
None. 
 
 
 
 

 
The Load Factor ratings, computed in the 6th Cycle report in accordance with the FHWA directive dated 
November 1993 and AASHTO Manual for Condition Evaluation of Bridges, 1994, as modified by Division 4 of 
the New Jersey Department of Transportation Design Manual, Bridges and Structures, are as follows: 

 
Allowable Stresses (Psi) 

Material Compressive 
Strength f'c Yield Inventory Operating 

Concrete 2,500 N/A 800 1,200 

Reinforcing Steel N/A 33,000 18,000 25,000 
 

  

Rating (Tons) 

LFR LRFR 

Member Truck Type 
(Tons) 

As-Built As-Insp. As-Built As-Insp. 

Inv. Op. Inv. Op. Inv. Op. Inv. Op. 

Arch at Crown 
Cond. Rating = 5 

H15 (15T) 46 77 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

HL-93 (NL) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

HS-20    (36T) 65 109 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

3 (25T) 58 98 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

3S2 (40T) 37 63 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

3-3 (40T) 59 99 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SU4 (27T) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SU5 (31T) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SU6 (35T) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SU7 (39T) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
 
(NL) = Notional Load
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Photo No: 16-01 

Location: North elevation, looking south 

Description: General view.  Note the leaning utility pole on the spandrel wall between the two spans. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-02 
 

Location: South elevation, looking north 

Description: General view. 
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Photo No: 16-03 
 

Location: Roadway, looking east 

Description: General view. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-04 
 

Location: Roadway, looking west 

Description: General view.  Note speed advisory posting. 
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Photo No: 16-05 
 

Location: Underside of intrados, west span, looking west  

Description: General view.  Note the light to moderate scaling with fine to medium cracks, efflorescence and 
numerous large concrete patches throughout. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-06 
 

Location: South pipe railing, 3rd section from west, west span, looking southeast 

Description: Moderate rusting with holes in upper and lower rails. 
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Photo No: 16-07 
 

Location: South pipe railing, east end of the east span, looking northwest 

Description: Damaged pipe railing with fractured middle rail and middle post is now protected by bridge-mounted 
guide rail.  Note the spall along the cold joint in the outside face of the southwest approach parapet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-08 
 

Location: South spandrel wall, east end of east span, looking northwest 

Description: Fine map cracking with light efflorescence.  Note the broken section of conduit along the east face of the 
pier. 
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Photo No: 16-09 
 

Location: East skewback, north end, looking southeast 

Description: Fine vertical cracks with efflorescence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-10 
 

Location: Northeast wingwall, east end, looking south 

Description: Full height wide vertical crack with spall in the gunite coating. 
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Photo No: 16-11 
 

Location: Southwest retaining wall, looking west 

Description: Spalls with active leakage at bottom. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-12 
 

Location: Southeast retaining wall, looking east 

Description: Voids and missing pointing throughout. 
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Photo No: 16-13 
 

Location: West face of pier, looking northeast 

Description: Efflorescence and seepage stain at middle below coping. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo No: 16-14 
 

Location: Southwest wingwall, looking northeast 

Description: Fine map cracking with efflorescence. 
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STRUCTURAL EVALUATION AND BRIDGE MANAGEMENT 
FIELD NOTES 
MORRIS COUNTY 

 

Inspectors: Mark V. Ramirez, P.E. Name: County Route 631 (Landing Road) over NJ Transit-Morristown 

 A. La Bianca  Line 

Crew Chief: Mark V. Ramirez, P.E. Weather: Clear 

Temperature: 40ºF Special Equipment Used: None 

RATINGS: 
 
N Not applicable.   
9 Excellent Condition. 
8 Very Good Condition – no problems noted. GPS COORDINATES 
7 Good Condition – some minor problems. @ Southwest corner 
6 Satisfactory Condition – some minor deterioration of structural elements. N 40° 54  17.00 Lat. 
5 Fair Condition – minor section loss to primary structural elements. W 74° 39  57.42 Long. 
4 Poor Condition – advanced section loss to primary structural elements.  
3 Serious Condition – seriously deteriorated primary structural elements. 
2 Critical Condition – facility should be closed until repairs are made.   
1 Imminent Failure Condition – facility closed.  Study of repairs is feasible. 
0 Failed Condition – facility is closed and beyond repair. 

 
GENERAL 
Type of Bridge: Two Span, Closed Spandrel, Reinforced Concrete Arch. 
  
 
Year Built: 1907 Year of Widening / Major Repairs: 1972 
 
No. of Lanes: On 2 Under None 
 
Vertical Clearances: Over Deck: Unlimited 
 
 Minimum Under: 20.91' from the top of east rail of the east track under north fascia. 
 
 Maximum Under (Item 10): N/A 
 
Horizontal Underclearance: Total Horizontal Clearance: N/A 
 
 Right 20.50' from the centerline of the east track to the pier retaining wall at the south fascia. 
 
 Left N/A 
 
Overall Physical Condition of Structure:  Fair due to the superstructure and substructure. 



Structure No.: 1400-073 Route: 9014 Cycle No.: 15 

Name: 
County Route 631 (Landing Road) over 
NJ Transit-Morristown Line Insp. Date: 

09/13/2013 & 
11/08/2013 

 

16-17 
 

 

DECK SI&A Item 58 Condition Rating: 7 
 
SPAN # West  
 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Wearing Surface / 
Top of Deck 
 
 
 
 

No significant defects. 

N Underside of Deck 
 

Not visible. 

N Median 
 

 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  No apparent defects. 

8 

Sidewalks/ 
Safetywalk 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 
 

No apparent defects. 

7 

Parapets/ 
Balustrades/ 
Pedestals 
 
 

No significant defects. 

7 

Railings 
 
W-beam guide rail 
and pipe railing 
with concrete 
pylons 
 

The original deteriorated pipe rails on both sides are protected by bridge 
mounted w-beam guide rail (Photo 16-06). 
 
No significant defects. 

N Deck Joints / 
Filler Material 

 

N Drains and 
Scuppers 

 

N Light Stands 
 

 

N Utilities 
 

 

N Others 
 

 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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DECK SI&A Item 58 Condition Rating: 7 
 
SPAN # East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Wearing Surface / 
Top of Deck 
 
 
 
 
 

Medium to wide longitudinal crack in the centerline of the westbound lane 
over the pier.  No other significant defects. 

N Underside of Deck 
 

Not visible. 

N Median 
 

 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  No apparent defects. 

8 

Sidewalks/ 
Safetywalk 
 
Concrete @ North 
only 
 

No apparent defects. 

7 
Parapets/ 
Balustrades 
 

No significant defects. 

7 

Railings 
 
W-beam guide rail 
and pipe railing 
with concrete 
pylons 

The original deteriorated pipe rails on both sides are protected by bridge 
mounted w-beam guide rail (Photo 16-07). 
 
No significant defects. 

N Deck Joints / 
Filler Material 

 

N Drains and 
Scuppers 

 

N Light Stands 
 

 

N Utilities 
 

 

N Others 
 

 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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APPROACHES SI&A Item BA Rating: 7 

 SI&A Item 72 Rating: 5 
 
APPROACH West  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Approach Slab / 
Pavement 
 
Bituminous 
Concrete 
 

No significant defects. 

7 

Approach 
Shoulder 
 
 

No significant defects. 

 

Approach 
Roadway 
Vertical and 
Horizontal 
Alignment 
 

Vertical:  Downgrade away from the bridge. 
 
Horizontal:  Sharp (90º) turn south. 

N 
Guide Rail 
Condition 
 

 

8 

Sidewalks 
 
Concrete @ 
North only 
 

Continuous.  No apparent defects. 

8 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  Continuous.  No apparent defects. 

N 
Utilities 
 
 

 

7 

Approach 
Roadway 
Embankment 
 
 

 
 
South and north: Moderate slope, well vegetated; stable. 

7 
Others/ 
Parapet 
 

No significant defects. 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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APPROACHES SI&A Item BA Rating: 7 

 SI&A Item 72 Rating: 5 
 
APPROACH East  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

7 

Approach Slab / 
Pavement 
 
Bituminous 
Concrete 
 

No significant defects. 

7 
Approach 
Shoulder 
 

No significant defects. 

 

Approach 
Roadway 
Vertical and 
Horizontal 
Alignment 
 

Vertical:  Downgrade away from bridge. 
 
Horizontal:  T-intersection 100' to east.  Speed reduction to 20 MPH. 

7 

Guide Rail 
Condition 
 
W-beam @ NE 
only 
 

No significant defects. 

8 

Sidewalks 
 
Concrete @ 
North only 

Continuous.  No apparent defects. 

7 

Curbs 
 
Concrete 
 

Integral with sidewalk at north side.  Continuous.  No significant defects. 

N 
Utilities 
 
 

 

7 
Approach 
Roadway 
Embankment 

South: Flat, parking lot. 
 
North: Moderate slope, vegetated, entrance to parking lot. 

6 
Others/ 
Parapet 

Small spall along cold joint in southwest approach parapet outside face near 
bottom west end (Photo 16-07). 

 Additional 
Remarks:  
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SUPERSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 59 Condition Rating: 5 
(ARCH) 
 
SPAN # West  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Intrados of Arch 
(Soffit) Arch Ribs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Light to moderate scaling with fine to medium random cracks with 
efflorescence throughout.  Numerous large concrete patches throughout 
60% area (Photo 16-05). 

N 

Spandrel Columns/ 
Extrados 
 
 
 
 

 

5 

Spandrel Walls 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

North:  Fine map cracks with efflorescence and moisture staining (typical 
Photo 16-08) (60 SF total). 
 
South:  Scattered fine map cracks and random cracks. 

N 

Others 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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SUPERSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 59 Condition Rating: 5 
(ARCH) 
 
SPAN # East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Intrados of Arch 
(Soffit) Arch Ribs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Moderate scaling and efflorescence throughout.  Numerous large concrete 
patches throughout 60% area (Photo 16-05). 
 
Medium longitudinal and transverse cracks with light to moderate 
efflorescence (180 LF total), mostly near the north and south ends of arch 
intrados. 

N 

Spandrel Columns/ 
Extrados 
 
 
 
 

 

5 

Spandrel Walls 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fine map cracks with efflorescence throughout north wall and east end of 
south wall (Photo 16-08) (20 SF). 

5 

Others 
 
 
 
 
 

Utility pole is leaning onto north spandrel wall between the two spans 
(wires are disconnected) (Photo 16-01). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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SUBSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 60 Condition Rating: 5 
(Arch/Frame) 
 
ABUTMENT West  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

6 

Footings/ 
Skewbacks 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom Portion-Crashwall:  Fine vertical and map cracks with efflorescence 
and spalls/incipient spalls along the full length of the horizontal face 
(shotcrete) (typical Photo 16-09). 

5 

Wingwalls/ 
Retaining Walls 
 
 
 
 

South:  Fine map cracks and large concrete patch at east end (Photo 16-14). 
North:  Medium cracks (50 LF) with efflorescence. 

4 

Others 
 
Retaining Walls 
 

Spalls (40 SF) with active leakage along bottom at southwest wall (Photo 
16-11). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 

 

 
ABUTMENT East  
 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

6 

Footings/ 
Skewbacks 
 
 
 

Few fine vertical cracks with moderate efflorescence at few locations (16 LF 
total) (Photo 16-09).  Hollow (5%) areas of gunite throughout. 

5 

Wingwalls/ 
Retaining Walls 
 
 
 
 

South:  Scattered fine map cracks with efflorescence. 
 
North:  Full height wide vertical crack with a spall (2 SF) in the gunite 
coating (Photo 16-10).  Medium horizontal cracks (30 LF) with 
efflorescence. 

5 

Others 
 
Retaining Walls 
for Parking Area 
 

North:  Several loose stones protruding up to 6"; missing and loose mortar 
(80 LF). 
South:  Half covered with gunite; scattered areas of discoloration; remaining 
half exhibits voids up to 1'-4" deep (6 SF) and missing mortar pointing (150 
SF) (Photo 16-12). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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SUBSTRUCTURE SI&A Item 60 Condition Rating: 5 

PIER  Center 

RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

5 

Columns/  
Stem  
Crashwall 

Gunite cover 

West Face:  Spalled and delaminated bottom along exposed footing (20 SF) 
full width.  Heavy efflorescence and water seepage stain at middle below 
coping (Photo 16-13). Hollow (30%) areas throughout gunite cover. 

East Face:  Heavy efflorescence and stains on delaminated gunite cover at 
north end (2′ x 8′ high).  Incipient spalled coping top at several locations 
(5 SF).  Hollow (30%) areas throughout gunite cover. 

North Face: Heavy rust and water stains on delaminated gunite (20 SF). 

South Face:  Fine to medium horizontal and vertical cracks throughout face. 

N 

Pier Cap 

N 

Bridge Seat 

5 

Others/Fender Broken section of conduit hanging from cable at south end of pier along east 
face (Photo 16-08). 

 Additional 
Remarks: 
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HIGHWAY SAFETY Coding of SI&A Item 36: 0000 
 1: Good  
 0: Not Good  
 N: Not Applicable  

 
RATING COMPONENT REMARKS 

0 

Bridge Railing 
 
 

 

W-beam guide rail mounted on top of short concrete parapet/headwall (2 to 
8 high from grade).  There is a pipe railing behind guide rail (3'-4 high).  
Chain link fence between guide rail and steel railing. 

0 

0 

Transition to 
Bridge Railing 

 
 

Northeast corner: Leading end within clear zone.  Substandard single rail  
w-beam, posting 6-3 spacing, no spacer blocks.  No guide rails on 
southeast, southwest and northwest due to urban built-up areas. 

1 

Curb / Sidewalk 
Terminations 
 
 

Continuous sidewalks and curbs.  No sidewalk at southeast and southwest. 

0 

Approach Guide  
Rails 

 
 

Northeast only:  Very short and no spacer blocks.  6-3" post spacing.  No 
guide rail at other three corners. 

0 

Approach Guide  
Rail End 
Terminals 

 

Northeast only:  Buffer end treatment only. 

 

DECK GEOMETRY SI&A Item 68 Rating:
 

2 
 

COMPONENT REMARKS 
Bridge Cross 
Section 
 

Approaches are wider than bridge cross section.  See sketch on following page. 

Adequacy of 
Lane / Shoulder 
Widths 
 

Two-way traffic, 2 lanes, 1 wide shoulders (typical). 
ADT = 23,061 (2013 projection from Traffic Count Summary by Morris County). 
Curb to curb width = 28.8', Table 2A. 

Vertical Clearance 
over Deck 
 

Unlimited. 

 
*Posting for Load / 
Speed / Clearance 
Restrictions 
 

20 MPH speed posting (Photo 16-04). 
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DECK CROSS SECTION 
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CLEARANCES          
 
FEATURE ON STRUCTURE: County Route 631 (Landing Road) SI&A SHEET 1 
 
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

Unlimited. 

Total Horizontal 
Clearances (SI&A Item 47) 

28.80' curb to curb. 

 

CONTROLLING UNDERCLEARANCE DATA: 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (SI&A Item 54) 

20.92' from the top of east rail of the east track at the north fascia. 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

Lateral Right 
(SI&A Item 55) 

20.50' from the centerline of the east track to the pier retaining wall at the 
south fascia. 

Lateral Left 
(SI&A Item 56)  

N/A 

 
FEATURE UNDER STRUCTURE: N/A 

 
SI&A SHEET  

 
2 or A 

    
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

N/A 

Total Horizontal Clearance 
(SI&A Item 47) 

N/A 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

 
FEATURE UNDER STRUCTURE: N/A 

 
SI&A SHEET  

 
B 

    
Minimum Vertical 
Clearance (SI&A Item 10) 

N/A 

Total Horizontal Clearance 
(SI&A Item 47) 

N/A 

Minimum Vertical 
Underclearance (incl. shoulders) 
(SI&A Item DJ) 

N/A 

 

 
 Minimum clearance for a 10 foot width of the pavement or traveled part of the roadway where the 
clearance is greatest shall be coded in feet and inches. 
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FENCING            Coding of SI&A Item FN: Y 
            Coding of SI&A Item FO: 0 
 Coding of SI&A Item FP (in thousands): 20 

 

Warranted (Per Design Manual Section 23): Yes  

   
If Yes:  (#1)   Description:  Highway carrying, grade separation or high level bridges with facility for 

pedestrian traffic. 
 
Current Status of Fence & Sidewalk: 
 

 
Left Side 

 
Right Side 

   
a.  Fence: No No 

b.  Sidewalk Width: 5.67 FT 0.00 FT 

c.  Total Height of fence above curb/sidewalk: N/A N/A 
d.   Type of Fence (per Design Manual Section 23): N/A N/A 
Action Recommended:  Install a curved top, chain link fence at the north fascia. 

Estimated Cost:   $19,176 
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WORK DONE HISTORICAL DATA  
 

 
 CYCLE NO. YEAR WORK DONE SUMMARY  
 16 

 
 
 

2013 None.  

 15 
 
 
 
 
 

2011 New deck waterproofing with new asphalt overlay on top that extends over 
both approaches.  New concrete sidewalk along north side.  New concrete 
curbs and guide rails along both sides.  Concrete repairs throughout both arch 
intrados.  Concrete repairs in the north parapet/headwall along the west span.  
Concrete repairs in the spandrel wall and coping at both spandrel walls of both 
spans.  Concrete repairs at the south wingwall and in the coping and vertical 
portion below the arch at north end of the west skewback.  Concrete repairs in 
coping and wall at the northwest edge and the south face of the pier stem. 

 

 14 
 
 
 

2009 Concrete repair to the southwest abutment wingwall. 
Concrete repair patches to both intrados. 

 

 13 
 
 
 

2007 None.  

 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX – C 
 

 

COST ESTIMATES 
 

 
 
 



Class 1 - New Construction

SUMMARY

Route Landing Road Bridge Section/Contract # Alternative #1
PM 0 UPC No. 0

Work Type
Totals from other 
pages

Earthwork 40000
Pavement 518520
Context Sensitive Design 200000
Culverts 0
Bridges 4175671.5
Drainage 219830
Incidental Items 186400
Landscape 71565
Noise Abatement 0
General Items 55575
Retaining Walls 582.8 1000 582800

PROJECT SUBTOTAL 6050361.5

Other Items Proj. Subtotal Range Choice Amount
Lighting, Traffic Stripes, Signs 
and Delineators

3% of Proj. 
Subtotal 181510.845

Maintenance of Traffic
1.5% of Proj. 
Subtotal 90755

Training
1% of Proj. 
Subtotal 60503.615

Mobilization 605036.15

Project Cost < 5.0 (Mil.)
9% of Proj. 
Subtotal 0

Project Cost 5.0 & above
10% of Proj. 
Subtotal 605036

Progress Schedule Project Cost(Mil.) $ 8000
Less than 2.0 0 0
2.0  to 5.0 6,000 0
5.0  to 10.0 8,000 8000
10.0  to 20.0 15,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 30,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 40,000 0
40.0 & above 58,000 0

Clearing Site Project Cost (Mil.) $ 115000
Less than 1.0 15,000 0
1.0  to 2.0 30,000 0
2.0  to 5.0 45,000 0
5.0  to 10.0 115,000 115000
10.0  to 20.0 220,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 240,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 250,000 0
40.0 & above 490,000 0

Construction Layout Project Cost(Mil.) $ 87000
Less than 1.0 7,000 0
1.0  to 2.0 20,000 0
2.0  to 5.0 42,000 0
5.0  to 10.0 87,000 87000
10.0  to 20.0 160,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 220,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 490,000 0
40.0 & above 890,000 0

PROJECT TOTAL 7198168

2001 Page 1 5/5/2011



Class 1 - New Construction

CONTINGENCIES & ESCALATION Y

Y = Number of Years until midpoint of construction duration plus number of 
years until construction start.  If midpoint is less than 2 years from the date 

of this estimate, no escalation is required. Maximum value = 10%

3.00

3.00

7198167.533 1.030 1.04 7710677
Project Total Contingencies (1+C) 1 + [0.01 (Y+1) (Y-

2)]
Construction 
Estimate for Initial 

Project Cost(Mil.) Contingencies (C) Percent

Average 
Construction 
Duration in Years

0-10 3% 1 0.030
10-20 2.50% 2 0.000
20-50 2% 3 0.000
Over 50 1.50% 4 0.000

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENCIES

Total Federal Participating Items 
in Millions of $ Construction Change Order Contingency Amount
$0 to 0.1 $6,000 0
0.1 to 0.5 25,000 0
0.5 to 5.0 25,000 + 4% of amount in excess of $500,000 0
5.0 to 10.0 205,000 + 3% of amount in excess of $5,000,000 286300
10.0 to 15.0 355,000 + 2% of amount in excess of $10,000,000 0
15.0 and above 455,000 + 1.5% of amount in excess of $15,000,000 - $500,000 max 0

0
For State Funded Projects, Contingencies for Change orders = 0
CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENC = 286300

UTILITIES RELOCATIONS BY COMPANIES/OWNERS

7710677.061 0 0
 x % or + Estimate =

Construction Cost for Initial 
Estimate

Use % or utilities detailed 
estimate

Utility Relocation 
Cost for Initial 
Estimate

If there are no utility relocations on the project indicate “No Utilities” in the box above.

RIGHT OF WAY COST
If there is no ROW cost on the project indicate “No ROW” the box

SUMMARY
Construction Estimate for Initial 7,710,677

Construction Engineering (CE) 0
Contingencies 286,300
Utilities Relocations 0
Total Construction Cost 7,996,977

Right of Way Cost 0

2001 Page 2 5/5/2011



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Bridge Road Date: 1/14/03
Utility: Summary Estimate AmerCom Job #2003
Alternative: 1

UTILITY DESCRIPTION WORK SUMMARY TOTAL

Electric GPU Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 5 Relocated Poles, wire $808,573

Telephone Verizon/BA Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 1 Additional Pole, wire $433,550

Cable Comcast Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 415 LM of cable wire $433,550

Water Roxbury Water Co. Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 417 LM of new line $150,980

Total $1,826,653



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Bridge Road Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Electric AmerCom Job#1004
Alternative: 1

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

E1 Electric Remove old wooden pole 16 UNIT(S) $598 $9,568
E2 Electric New Pole, 12.2 m high 16 UNIT(S) $1,093 $17,488
E3 Electric Foundation for line poles, excavation in earth 16 UNIT(S) $59 $944
E4 Electric Guys, anchors and hardware for pole, in earth 16 UNIT(S) $1,323 $21,168
E5 Electric Cross arms with hardware and insulators, 1.5 m long 16 UNIT(S) $380 $6,080

E6 Electric Transformers, Oil Filled, 1000kVA 3 UNIT(S) $25,070 $75,210
E7 Electric Light Braket Arm 3 UNIT(S) $150 $450
E8 Electric Manhole 0 UNIT(S) $23,000 $0

E9 Electric 3 Phase , Distrib. 34kV High Line, Primary 769 L.M. $566 $435,254
E10 Electric 3 Phase , Distrib. 12kV 0 L.M. $566 $0
E11 Electric 2 Phase , Distrib. 12kV, 0 L.M. $189$ $0$
E12 Electric 1 Phase , Distrib. 12kV 0 L.M. $189 $0
E13 Electric 120/240V Secondary Electrical Overhead 643 L.M. $377 $242,411

Total ………… $808,573



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Telephone AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 1

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

T1 Telephone Remove old wooden pole 0 UNIT(S) $598 $0
T2 Telephone New Pole, 12.2 m high 0 UNIT(S) $1,093 $0
T3 Telephone Foundation for line poles, excavation in earth 0 UNIT(S) $59 $0
T4 Telephone Guys, anchors and hardware for pole, in earth 0 UNIT(S) $1,323 $0
T5 Telephone Cross arms with hardware and insulators, 1.5 m long 0 UNIT(S) $380 $0

T6 Telephone Telephone Wire, 300 Pair 754 L.M. $575 $433,550
T7 Telephone Fiber Optic Cable 0 L.F. $575 $0
T8 Telephone Manhole 0 UNIT(S) $23,000 $0

Total ………… $433,550



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Telephone AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 1

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

C1 Cable Cable Wire 754 L.M. $575 $433,550

Total ………… $433,550



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Water AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 1

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

W1 Water 300MM Water Main 242 L.M. $426 $103,092
W2 Water Reset Water Valve Box 4 UNIT(S) $472 $1,888
W3 Water 300 MM Gate Valves and Boxes 10 UNIT(S) $4,600 $46,000

Total ………… $150,980



PARCEL RATABLE
# LOCATION / OWNER NAME STREET CITY, NJ ZIP LOT BLOCK $ / Ac. SQ. M SQ. FT. ACRE ACRE BLDG. (TYPE)
1 DARYL D. & KIM W. REIGEL 120 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 5 10020 930,000.00$        44.00 473.61 0.011 10,111.55$             Y (COMMERCIAL)

2 MARZANO ASSOCIATES 101 KINGS HIGHWAY ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 7 10020 930,000.00$        26.00 279.86 0.006 5,975.01$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

3 D & B SHICKEN SHACK 118 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 8 10020 930,000.00$        28.40 305.70 0.007 6,526.55$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

4 CUMBERLAND FARMS, INC. 124 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 9 10020 930,000.00$        140.70 1,514.48 0.035 32,333.99$             Y (COMMERCIAL)

5 130 LANDING CORP., & RUMORS, INC. 130 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 10 10020 930,000.00$        23.50 252.95 0.006 5,400.49$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

$ BASED ONROW TAKING AREA (appx.)

LANDING ROAD BRIDGE - AMERCOM #1011
Bypass Alternative (Alternative 1)

Right-Of-Way Acquisitions
TABLE 2 - SUMMARY MATRIX

6 JOHN R. & JANICE CHAPLIN 132 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 11 10020 930,000.00$        21.90 235.73 0.005 5,032.80$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

7 DEAN & RICHARD CURTIS 134 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 12 10020 930,000.00$        8.30 89.34 0.002 1,907.41$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

8 RICHARD B. TREACY 146 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 13 10020 930,000.00$        19.40 208.82 0.005 4,458.28$               Y (COMMERCIAL)

9 LAKESIDE REALTY ASSOC. C/O J. CINOT 150 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 16 10020 930,000.00$        311.70 3,355.11 0.077 71,631.15$             Y (COMMERCIAL)

10 MATTHEW & EDNA VESEL 147 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 25 10101 460,000.00$        230.30 2,478.93 0.057 26,177.85$             Y (RESIDENTIAL)

11 DOMINICK DELEFAVE III 143 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 26 10101 930,000.00$        739.80 7,963.14 0.183 170,011.96$           Y (COMMERCIAL)

12 CHARLES T & HILDE KLINE 139 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 27* 10101 460,000.00$        1,156.10 12,444.16 0.286 158,600.00$           Y (RESIDENTIAL)

13 ERIC FEIGELSON 133 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 28* 10101 460,000.00$        1,396.90 15,036.11 0.345 405,000.00$           Y (RESIDENTIAL)

14 LANDING INVESTMENTS LLC 131 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 29 10101 930,000.00$        120.20 1,293.82 0.030 27,622.92$             Y (COMMERCIAL)

15 THEODORE W & JOAN R MILLER 125 LEDGE-LANDING RD ROXBURY TWP NJ 07850 30 10101 930 000 00$ 71 90 773 93 0 018 16 523 19$ Y (COMMERCIAL)15 THEODORE W. & JOAN R. MILLER 125 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 30 10101 930,000.00$       71.90 773.93 0.018 16,523.19$            Y (COMMERCIAL)

16 NJ TRANSIT ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 31 10101 930,000.00$        4,598.30 49,495.69 1.136 1,056,726.11$        N (RAILROAD)

17 THOMAS VALIANTE CANAL STREET ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 47* 10101 930,000.00$        1,048.40 11,284.88 0.259 225,000.00$           Y 

18 RAYMOND & LINDA VAN HOREBEKE LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 48 10101 250,000.00$        2,037.40 21,930.39 0.503 125,863.12$           N

19 WEICHERT REALTORS 101 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 49* 10101 930,000.00$        1,427.60 15,366.56 0.353 390,000.00$           Y (COMMERCIAL)

20 LILLIAN DELASANDRO 119 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 2* 10903 930,000.00$        332.95 3,583.83 0.082 114,200.00$           Y 

21 THOMAS & JUNE VALIANTE 117 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 3 10903 930,000.00$        208.30 2,242.12 0.051 47,869.01$             Y

22 ABRAM LOYD III SNYDER 6 DOVER ST. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 4 10903 930,000.00$        70.80 762.08 0.017 16,270.41$             Y

23 CYNTHIA & BIAGIO BERDARDO 127 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 6 10903 930,000.00$        27.50 296.01 0.007 6,319.72$               Y 

24 B & E LEE ASSOCIATES 109 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1* 10904 930,000.00$        836.72 9,006.41 0.207 280,000.00$           Y

25 DIMDAN ASSOCIATES 105 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 3* 10904 930,000.00$        2,419.10 26,038.97 0.598 616,600.00$           Y 

26 KIMDAN ASSOICATES C/O SHORTINO 104 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 10905 250,000.00$        128.80 1,386.39 0.032 7,956.79$               N

27 FIRST FIDELITYc/o FIRST UNION CRE281094 118 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 11002 930,000.00$        305.90 3,292.68 0.076 70,298.27$             Y (COMMERCIAL)

28 STATE OF NEW JERSEY ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 11101 250,000.00$        268.50 2,890.11 0.066 16,586.95$             N

29 NEW JERSEY, STATE OF LABOR/INDUSTRY BLDG. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 2 11101 930,000.00$        58.50 629.69 0.014 13,443.77$             Y (COMMERCCIAL)
* DENOTES ENTIRE PARCEL TAKING OR BUILDING DEMOLITION ($ BASED ON TAX RECORD ASSESSMENT) 3,947,188.43$        TOTAL R.O.W. TAKING COST =

of ROW-Cost.xls



Class 1 - New Construction

SUMMARY

Route Landing Road Bridge Section/Contract #
ALTERNATIVE 
NO. 7-C

PM 0 UPC No. 0

Work Type
Totals from other 
pages

Earthwork 35000
Pavement 371320
Context Sensitive Design 150000
Culverts 0
Bridges 2577708.9
Drainage 161190
Incidental Items 142900
Landscape 52095
Noise Abatement 0
General Items 38475

PROJECT SUBTOTAL 3528688.9

Other Items Proj. Subtotal Range Choice Amount
Lighting, Traffic Stripes, Signs 
and Delineators

3% of Proj. 
Subtotal 105860.667

Maintenance of Traffic
1.5% of Proj. 
Subtotal 52930

Training
1% of Proj. 
Subtotal 35286.889

Mobilization 317582.001

Project Cost < 5.0 (Mil.)
9% of Proj. 
Subtotal 317582

Project Cost 5.0 & above
10% of Proj. 
Subtotal 0

Progress Schedule Project Cost(Mil.) $ 6000
Less than 2.0 0 0
2.0  to 5.0 6,000 6000
5.0  to 10.0 8,000 0
10.0  to 20.0 15,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 30,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 40,000 0
40.0 & above 58,000 0

Clearing Site Project Cost (Mil.) $ 45000
Less than 1.0 15,000 0
1.0  to 2.0 30,000 0
2.0  to 5.0 45,000 45000
5.0  to 10.0 115,000 0
10.0  to 20.0 220,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 240,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 250,000 0
40.0 & above 490,000 0

Construction Layout Project Cost(Mil.) $ 42000
Less than 1.0 7,000 0
1.0  to 2.0 20,000 0
2.0  to 5.0 42,000 42000
5.0  to 10.0 87,000 0
10.0  to 20.0 160,000 0
20.0  to 30.0 220,000 0
30.0 to 40.0 490,000 0
40.0 & above 890,000 0

PROJECT TOTAL 4133349
2001 Page 1 5/5/2011



Class 1 - New Construction

CONTINGENCIES & ESCALATION Y

Y = Number of Years until midpoint of construction duration plus number of 
years until construction start.  If midpoint is less than 2 years from the date 

of this estimate, no escalation is required. Maximum value = 10%

3.00

3.00

4133348.791 1.030 1.04 4427643
Project Total Contingencies (1+C) 1 + [0.01 (Y+1) (Y-

2)]
Construction 
Estimate for Initial 

Project Cost(Mil.) Contingencies (C) Percent

Average 
Construction 
Duration in Years

0-10 3% 1 0.030
10-20 2.50% 2 0.000
20-50 2% 3 0.000
Over 50 1.50% 4 0.000

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENCIES

Total Federal Participating Items 
in Millions of $ Construction Change Order Contingency Amount
$0 to 0.1 $6,000 0
0.1 to 0.5 25,000 0
0.5 to 5.0 25,000 + 4% of amount in excess of $500,000 182100
5.0 to 10.0 205,000 + 3% of amount in excess of $5,000,000 0
10.0 to 15.0 355,000 + 2% of amount in excess of $10,000,000 0
15.0 and above 455,000 + 1.5% of amount in excess of $15,000,000 - $500,000 max 0

0
For State Funded Projects, Contingencies for Change orders = 0
CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENC = 182100

UTILITIES RELOCATIONS BY COMPANIES/OWNERS

4427643.224 0.09 0
 x % or + Estimate =

Construction Cost for Initial 
Estimate

Use % or utilities detailed 
estimate

Utility Relocation 
Cost for Initial 
Estimate

If there are no utility relocations on the project indicate “No Utilities” in the box above.

RIGHT OF WAY COST
If there is no ROW cost on the project indicate “No ROW” the box

SUMMARY
Construction Estimate for Initial 4,427,643

Construction Engineering (CE) 0
Contingencies 182,100
Utilities Relocations 0
Total Construction Cost 4,609,743

Right of Way Cost 0

2001 Page 2 5/5/2011



TOTAL

AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Bridge Road Date: 1/14/03
Utility: Summary Estimate AmerCom Job #2003
Alternative: 7-C

UTILITY COMPANY DESCRIPTION WORK SUMMARY

Electric GPU Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 5 Relocated Poles, wire $230,294

Telephone Verizon/BA Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 1 Additional Pole, wire $265,078

Cable Comcast Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 415 LM of cable wire $238,625

Water Roxbury Water Co. Preliminary Estimated Utility Impacts 417 LM of new line $202,530

Total $936,527



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Bridge Road Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Electric AmerCom Job#1004
Alternative: 7-C

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

E1 Electric Remove old wooden pole 5 UNIT(S) $598 $2,990
E2 Electric New Pole, 12.2 m high 5 UNIT(S) $1,093 $5,465
E3 Electric Foundation for line poles, excavation in earth 5 UNIT(S) $59 $295
E4 Electric Guys, anchors and hardware for pole, in earth 5 UNIT(S) $1,323 $6,615
E5 Electric Cross arms with hardware and insulators, 1.5 m long 5 UNIT(S) $380 $1,900

E6 Electric Transformers, Oil Filled, 1000kVA 2 UNIT(S) $25,070 $50,140
E7 Electric Light Braket Arm 2 UNIT(S) $150 $300
E8 Electric Manhole 0 UNIT(S) $23,000 $0

E9 Electric 3 Phase , Distrib. 34kV High Line, Primary 204 L.M. $566 $115,464
E10 Electric 3 Phase , Distrib. 12kV 0 L.M. $566 $0
E11 Electric 2 Phase , Distrib. 12kV, 0 L.M. $189$ $0$
E12 Electric 1 Phase , Distrib. 12kV 0 L.M. $189 $0
E13 Electric 120/240V Secondary Electrical Overhead 125 L.M. $377 $47,125

Total ………… $230,294



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Telephone AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 7-C

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

T1 Telephone Remove old wooden pole 1 UNIT(S) $598 $598
T2 Telephone New Pole, 12.2 m high 1 UNIT(S) $1,093 $1,093
T3 Telephone Foundation for line poles, excavation in earth 1 UNIT(S) $59 $59
T4 Telephone Guys, anchors and hardware for pole, in earth 1 UNIT(S) $1,323 $1,323
T5 Telephone Cross arms with hardware and insulators, 1.5 m long 1 UNIT(S) $380 $380

T6 Telephone Telephone Wire, 300 Pair 415 L.M. $575 $238,625
T7 Telephone Fiber Optic Cable 0 L.F. $575 $0
T8 Telephone Manhole 1 UNIT(S) $23,000 $23,000

Total ………… $265,078



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Telephone AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 7-C

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

C1 Cable Cable Wire 415 L.M. $575 $238,625

Total ………… $238,625



AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers
AmerCom Corporation
Consulting Engineers

Project: Landing Road Bridge Date: 4/04/03
Utility: Water AmerCom Job#1011
Alternative: 7-C

PAY 
ITEM 
NO.

UTILITY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL

W1 Water 300MM Water Main 417 L.M. $426 $177,642
W2 Water Reset Water Valve Box 4 UNIT(S) $472 $1,888
W3 Water 300 MM Gate Valves and Boxes 5 UNIT(S) $4,600 $23,000

Total ………… $202,530



PARCEL RATABLE
# LOCATION / OWNER NAME STREET CITY, NJ ZIP LOT BLOCK $ / Ac. SQ. M SQ. FT. ACRE ACRE BLDG. (TYPE)
A MARZANO ASSOCIATES 101 KINGS HIGHWAY ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 7 10020 930,000.00$        19.00 204.51 0.005 4,366.35$              Y (COMMERCIAL)

B D & B SHICKEN SHACK 118 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 8 10020 930,000.00$        3.10 33.37 0.001 712.40$                 Y (COMMERCIAL)

C CUMBERLAND FARMS, INC. 124 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 9 10020 930,000.00$        173.30 1,865.39 0.043 39,825.73$            Y (COMMERCIAL)

D EMEDIN & MARY RIVERA 100 KINGS HIGHWAY ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 6 10021 930,000.00$        10.80 116.25 0.003 2,481.93$              Y (COMMERCIAL)

$ BASED ONROW TAKING AREA (appx.)

LANDING ROAD BRIDGE - AMERCOM #1011
Replacement Alternative (Alternative 7-C)

Right-Of-Way Acquisitions
TABLE 1 - SUMMARY MATRIX

Copy of ROW-Cost.xls

E THEODORE W. & JOAN R. MILLER 125 LEDGE-LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 30 10101 460,000.00$        924.70 9,953.39 0.228 105,109.24$          Y (VACANT)

F NJ TRANSIT ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 31 10101 930,000.00$        488.00 5,252.79 0.121 112,146.30$          N (RAILROAD)

G WEICHERT REALTORS 101 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 49* 10101 930,000.00$        211.80 2,279.80 0.052 48,673.33$            Y (COMMERCIAL)

H WEICHERT REALTORS 101 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 49 10101 250,000.00$        0.00 0.00 0.000 -$                      N

I WEICHERT REALTORS 101 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 49 10101 250,000.00$        0.00 0.00 0.000 -$                      N

J CYNTHIA & BIAGIO BERDARDO 127 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 6 10902 460,000.00$        27.50 296.01 0.007 3,125.88$              Y (RESIDENTIAL)

K LILLIAN DELASANDRO 119 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 2* 10903 230,000.00$       332.95 3,583.83 0.082 114,200.00$         Y (RESIDENTIAL)

L THOMAS & JUNE VALIANTE 117 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 3 10903 460,000.00$        206.70 2,224.90 0.051 23,495.27$            Y (RESIDENTIAL)

M ABRAM LOYD III SNYDER 6 DOVER ST ROXBURY TWP NJ 07850 4 10903 230 000 00$ 70 80 762 08 0 017 4 023 86$ Y (RESIDENTIAL)M ABRAM LOYD III SNYDER 6 DOVER ST. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 4 10903 230,000.00$       70.80 762.08 0.017 4,023.86$             Y (RESIDENTIAL)

N B & E LEE ASSOCIATES 109 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1* 10904 930,000.00$        836.72 9,006.41 0.207 280,000.00$          Y (COMMERCIAL)

O KIMDAN ASSOCIATES 105 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 3* 10904 930,000.00$        2419.10 26,038.97 0.598 616,600.00$          Y (COMMERCIAL)

P KIMDAN ASSOCIATES 104 LANDING RD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 10905 250,000.00$        73.50 791.15 0.018 4,540.56$              N

Q BELL ATLANTIC CORP/PROPERTY TAX # 3137 128 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 7 11001 930,000.00$       43.60 469.31 0.011 10,019.63$           Y (COMMERCIAL)

R FIRST FIDELITYc/o FIRST UNION CRE281094 118 LAKESIDE BLVD. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 11002 930,000.00$        277.50 2,986.99 0.069 63,771.72$            Y (COMMERCIAL)

S STATE OF NEW JERSEY ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 1 11101 250,000.00$        246.80 2,656.53 0.061 15,246.40$            N
.

T NEW JERSEY, STATE OF LABOR/INDUSTRY BLDG. ROXBURY TWP., NJ 07850 2 11101 930,000.00$        20.10 216.35 0.005 4,619.14$              Y (COMMERCIAL)

* DENOTES ENTIRE PARCEL TAKING ($ BASED ON TAX RECORD ASSESSMENT) 1,461,288.99$       TOTAL R.O.W. TAKING COST =

Copy of ROW-Cost.xls
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Class 5 - Bridge Repair

Classification No. 5 - BRIDGE REPAIR
Route Landing Road Bridge Section/Contract # Rehabilitation Alternative
PM UPC No.

PAVEMENT
3.6 M WIDE LANE (from subgrade up)

Pav't. Type Description of Pavement Cost/Linear Meter
A 250 mm R.C. Pavement 510

B
50 mm HMA Surf. Crs. & 200 
mm HMA Base 200

C
75 mm HMA Surf. Crs. & 100 
mm HMA Base 150

D
50 mm  HMA Surf. Crs. & 50 
mm HMA Base 70

E
Bridge Approach & Transition 
Slabs 510
(Resurfacing Portion only F & G)

F 50 mm HMA Surface Course 27

G 75 mm HMA Surface Course 40
H Milling 50 mm 10

Computation Table for Pavement. Cost

Type Cost from table above x  Length x Pavement *W.F. =  Amount
0

A 510 41 2 41820
E 510 35 2 35700
H 10 40 2 800
F 27 40 2 2160

0
0

2001 1 5/5/2011

0
0
0

PAVEMENT TOTAL = 80480

*Width Factors = Ratio of 3.6 meter wide lane to actual pavement width.

Example = actual pavement width = 7.5 meters = 7.5/3.6 = 2.05 W.F.

INCIDENTAL ITEMS

Item Cost / L.M. x Quantity = Amount
Beam Guide Rail 55 80 4400
Fence 1.8 Meter High 60 80 4800
225 mm X 400 mm Conc. Vertical 45 160 7200
375mm X 1040 mm Conc. Barrier 165 0 0
600mm X 1040 mm Conc. Barrier 240 0 0
600mm X Variable Conc. Barrier C 150 0 0
INCIDENTAL ITEMS TOTAL = 16400

BRIDGES

Cost to be provided by the Bureau of Structural Engineering TOTAL = 750000

2001 1 5/5/2011



Class 5 - Bridge Repair

SUMMARY

Route Landing Road Bridge Section/Proj. Id. #
Rehabilitation 
Alternative

PM 0 UPC No. 0

Work Type
Totals from other 
pages

Pavement 80480
Incidental Items 16400
Bridges 750000

PROJECT SUBTOTAL 846880

Other Items Proj. Subtotal Range Choice Amount
Lighting, Traffic Stripes, Signs 
and Delineators

1% of Proj. 
Subtotal 8468.8

Maintenance of Traffic
7% of Proj. 
Subtotal 59282

Training
1% of Proj. 
Subtotal 8468.8

Mobilization Project Cost (Mil.) % of Proj. Subtotal
67750

Less than 1.0 8.00% 67750
1.0 to 5.0 5.00% 0
5.0 & above 5.00% 0

Clearing Site Project Cost (Mil.) $ 2000
Less than 1.0 2,000 2000
1.0 & above 3,000 0

Construction Layout Project Cost(Mil.) $ 4000
Less than 1.0 4,000 4000
1.0 & above 6,000 0

PROJECT TOTAL 996850

2001 2 5/5/2011

CONTINGENCIES & ESCALATION Y

Y = Number of Years until midpoint of construction duration plus number 
of years until construction start.  If midpoint is less than 2 years from the 
date of this estimate, no escalation is required. Maximum value = 10%

3.00

3.00

996849.6 1.030 1.04 1067825
Project Total Contingencies (1+C) 1 + [0.01 (Y+1) (Y-

2)]
Construction 
Estimate for Initial 

Project Cost(Mil.) Contingencies (C) Percent

Average 
Construction 
Duration in Years

0-20 3% 1 0.030
Over 20 2.0% 2 0.000

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING (CE)

Project Cost (Mil.)
% of Construction 
Cost

Less than 1.0 14.90% 0
1.0 to 5.0 12.20% 130275
5.0 to 10.0 10.80% 0
10.0 & above 9.50% 0
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AMOUNT $130,274.69

2001 2 5/5/2011



Class 5 - Bridge Repair

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENCIES

Total Federal Participating Items 
in Millions of $ Construction Change Order Contingency Amount
$0 to 0.1 $6,000 0
0.1 to 0.5 25,000 0
0.5 to 5.0 25,000 + 4% of amount in excess of $500,000 47700
5.0 to 10.0 205,000 + 3% of amount in excess of $5,000,000 0
10.0 to 15.0 355,000 + 2% of amount in excess of $10,000,000 0
15.0 and above 455,000 + 1.5% of amount in excess of $15,000,000 - max $500,000 0

0
For State Funded Projects, Contingencies for Change orders = 0
CHANGE ORDER CONTINGENC = 47700

UTILITIES RELOCATIONS BY COMPANIES/OWNERS

1067825 0.085 90765

Construction Cost for Initial 
Estimate

Use 8.5% or utilities detailed 
estimate

Utility Relocation 
Cost for Initial 
Estimate

If there are no utility relocations on the project indicate “No Utilities” in the box above.

RIGHT OF WAY COST
If there is no ROW cost on the project indicate “No ROW” the box

SUMMARY
Construction Estimate for Initial 1067825

Construction Engineering (CE) 130275
Contingencies 47700
Utilities Relocations 90765
Total Construction Cost 1336565

Right of Way Cost 0

2001 3 5/5/2011

g y

2001 3 5/5/2011
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RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT 
 

 









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX – E 
 

 

ACCIDENT DATA (2011) 
ACCIDENT DATA (2014)  

 



























































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX – F 
 

 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

 















































 

Parsippany, NJ      Trenton, NJ      New York, NY      Melville, NY      Philadelphia, PA      Norwalk, CT      Silver Spring, MD 

The RBA Group, Inc. 

7 Campus Drive, Suite 300, Parsippany, NJ 07054-4495   |   973.946.5600   |   fax:  973.898.9472   |   www.rbagroup.com 

 
 

LANDING ROAD BRIDGE 
 OVER NJ TRANSIT AND MORRIS CANAL 

Public Information Center 
August 12, 2015 

6:00 – 8:00 PM, Roxbury Township Municipal Building 
1715 Route 46, Ledgewood, NJ 

 

MEETING NOTES 
 

FROM: Denice daCunha, Supervising Engineer            
  RBA Project Number J4804.01 
 

ATTENDEES:  
Project Representatives: 

Morris County Department of Planning & Public Works: 
Christopher Vitz, P.E., County Engineer 
Roslyn Khurdan, P.E., Assistant County Engineer 

  RBA Group: Richard L. Porter, Director of Cultural Resources 
     Denice daCunha P.E. Supervising Engineer 

Roxbury Township / Members of the Public: see attached  Sign-In Sheet  
 
Purpose 

The purpose of this information center was to inform locals of the preferred alignment of the 
replacement of the Landing Road Bridge over NJ Transit and Morris Canal.  The project includes 
the construction of a wider new bridge at its existing location.   
 
Several presentation boards were utilized including: existing bridge condition photos, historic 
pictures/plans of bridge, previously considered alternatives, Alternative 7C with recent request 
for additional sidewalk and property owner aerial with Block and Lot (within 200 feet).  The 
meeting format intent was informal where attendees could view boards at their convenience and 
ask questions.  Most attendees arrived by 6:15 and remained after viewing boards and asking 
questions.  Morris County gave a brief presentation of the project and offered a more formal 
question/answer opportunity.   
 
Roslyn Khurdan introduced the project team representatives and gave a history of the project, 
noting numerous alternatives considered and were compared respective of environmental  
impacts, ROW, costs, etc. She discussed that both the No Build and Rehabilitation options were 
also considered and dismissed. She described the preferred alternative, state funding, anticipated 
schedule and estimated costs.  Richard Porter explained the historic significance of the Landing 
Road Bridge as a contributing element within the Morris Canal Historic District, which is listed 
on the NJ Register of Historic Places and on the National Register of Historic Places.  The NJ 
Register of Historic Places Act requires that any undertaking that will “encroach upon, damage 



Page 2 of 5 

   

or destroy” a resource listed on the NJ register be subject to review. This review commences 
with the submission of an Application for Project Authorization to the NJ Historic Preservation 
Office, with a determination of Encroachment or No Encroachment.  Since the structure is being 
replaced, it is anticipated that this project is an Encroachment thus further review by the NJ 
Historic Sites Council will be required. The process concludes with final action by the 
Commissioner of the DEP based on recommendations provided by the NJ Historic Preservation 
Office and the NJ Historic Sites Council. 
 
The following are questions/comments observed by this memo author asked before, during and 
after the “formal” question and answer discussion: 

1. What is the status of the Mount Arlington Avenue water main and is it part of this 
project? 

Response:  That project is a Roxbury Township project and not part of the bridge 
replacement improvements.  The Roxbury Township Manger, Christopher Raths, 
discussed the status with concerned residents separately from the bridge 
replacement discussions.  
 

2. I learned about this meeting from the local paper and some of my neighbors knew about 
it but what about people that live outside of the immediate area?  How come they do not 
get notified? 

Response:  It is standard protocol on most projects to alert property owners with 
200 feet and provide a public notice.  It is not customary to reach out to other 
communities.  Prior to construction, signing will alert the travelling public that 
construction will be starting. 
 

3. Appreciate that this project is finally going through.  The area is in need of attention.  
What is the projected schedule? 

Response:   Design 2016 
  Construction 2019, with a duration estimated at 18 months 
 

4. Detours: the following questions were asked: 
 Concern for traveling public and local business that traffic remain open during 

construction.  Will a detour be required and if so, will Shippenport Road be used and 
paved since most likely this roadway will be used as a detour route. 

Response:  The project is in the concept phase and the intent at this time is to 
stage construction so that one lane in each direction is maintained across the 
bridge.  There may be the need for a temporary traffic signal during the staged 
construction for safety reasons but is the intent is to minimize traffic impacts. If a 
detour were planned, an evaluation of the detour route would be conducted.  At 
this time a detour is not planned nor improvements to Shippenport Road included 
as part of the County project. 

 Will an alternate route be suggested to motorists traveling through the area even if 
there is not a detour in an effort to lessen impacts?  Concern is for local residents. 

Reponses:  A detailed maintenance of traffic evaluation will be conducted during 
design including if the need is warranted.   It is noted that business owners voiced 
that they do not want traffic detoured for fear of business losses. 
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5. The Roxbury Planning Board Chairman requested that provisions be made on the new 

structure for a future sewer line. 
Response:  This can be evaluated/considered/coordinated during the next design 
phase, Preliminary Engineering. 
 

6. Was the current alignment similar to the one previously approved by Township 
resolution? 
` Response:  Yes, the alignment is similar to the 2003 however Roxbury has 
requested additional sidewalk.  A new Resolution of Support is anticipated. 
 

7. Will local police be used to manage traffic during construction? 
Response:  On Morris County projects, the County uses local police and 

neighboring towns or Sheriff’s office if needed.  These details get worked out much later 
in design. 

 
8. Will there be future meetings with the public? 

Response: Yes, another PIC would occur most likely in 2017 and a website will 
be setup for access about design, construction. 

 
9. Will other improvements be made such as replacing the chain link fence on the Lake 

Hopatcong “sea wall” and other decorative improvements? 
Response:  The Roxbury Township Manager, Chris Raths, noted that a committee 
with the purpose for a streetscape vision has been created and the intent is to have 
a “gateway” in addition to decorative cross walks and lighting.  The committee 
will coordinate with the County. 
 

10. What will happen with train services access, parking during construction and will there 
be additional improvements to station that are much needed? 

Response:  NJ Transit is a key stakeholder in the project as bridge crosses 
tracks/property.  They will be involved in design including clearance, parking, 
aces during construction etc.  These are all deign issues that will be worked out.  
Any improvements to the station are not proposed as part of the project and would 
be a transit issue. 
 

11. Resident and Lake Hopatcong Foundation (LHF) representative Donna Macalle-Holly 
wanted to thank the County for being great partners with the community.  She was 
looking at this project as a positive opportunity for enhancements. 
 

12. Will the “Lake Hopatcong Foundation building” (Lake Hopatcong Train Station) be 
impacted? 

Response:  Not the building, but there are impacts to the parking lot. 
 
 

13. ROW Impacts.  What will happen to existing businesses and properties shown as being 
completely impacted? 
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Response: As part of the ROW process, negotiations will take place.  The ROW 
will be refined during design and impacted property owners will be contacted.  

 A member of the audience spoke out that he was an attorney who handles these types 
of issues and noted that Morris County does an effective job at such negotiations.  He 
added that several additional properties in addition to the 3 major impacts with partial 
takes will also have impacts. 

Response: The alternative shown is conceptual and ROW will be refined during 
design. 
 

14. A gentleman who introduced himself as a member of the Historic Society stated he likes 
the bridge the way it is. 

Response:  It was explain the rehabilitation of the bridge was investigated and the 
option eliminated since not practical.  The goal of the replacement is to provide a 
new bridge with the appearance of the existing bridge. 
 

15. Will the bridge deck be build off site in an effort to expedite construction delays at the 
site? 

Response:  During design options to expedite construction duration will be 
investigated including the use of precast bridge elements 
 

16. Where does the four lane section (two lanes per direction) section end towards the park 
and will this just create another bottle neck?  Will Landing Road be widened throughout? 

Response:  The four lane section ends in the vicinity of the Foundation building.  
Two lanes in each direction across the bridge will help facilitate the operation of 
the traffic signal at Mount Arlington Boulevard.  Providing four lanes on the 
bridge will also facilitate future traffic and since bridge is being replaced makes 
sense for the life of bridge. There are no other current plans to widen Landing 
Road. 
 

17. Existing sidewalks are very narrow.  Can other areas also be considered for new sidewalk 
such as by the Wave service station? 

Response:  Sidewalks will be improved to ADA compliant conditions.  Additional 
sidewalk requests can be considered during design.  In order to accommodate 
sidewalks in some areas, Right of Way may be required.   
 

18. Will the Design and Construction be bid separately?  Is funding allocated? 
Response: Yes, Design and Construction will be bid separately.  Project is now 
state funded and money has been allocated.  Estimated construction cost is $6.1M 
and $1M for ROW.  ROW cost will be evaluated and funding adjusted if needed. 
 

19. Canal Street is in need of paving?  Is this part of project? 
Response: Canal Street will be altered by bridge demolition and/or construction 
so improvements would be part of this project. 

 
20. Will the posted speed limit be the same as existing after construction is completed? 

Response: Yes, that is the intent. 
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21. Can the traffic islands have plantings?  Do they need curbs?  There are local volunteers 

that provide plantings now and additional areas would look nicer. 
Response: These requested can be investigated during design and coordinated 
with Roxbury Township.  Curbing is required around islands. 
 

22. Can the size and shape of the island by Kings Highway be modified?  It seems very large 
and would impact access to businesses. 

Response:  The graphics are conceptual and the size will be refined during design.  
The crossing distance for pedestrians is a safety improvement and it appears the 
island size can be reduced. 
 

23. Are there meeting handouts of the presentation boards?  How can we get updated plans? 
Responses:  The County will provide pdfs of the preferred alternative to the 
Township.  During design a website will be created and maintained. 

 
It is noted that several attendees thanked the team representatives for the opportunity to learn 
more about the project and provide their input.  The meeting ended at 8PM after all members of 
the public left.   
 
These notes are the author’s recollections of the meeting and represent a complete and accurate record of the decisions and 
agreements made.  Amendments to this record shall be made in writing to the author. 
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REHABILITATION DESIGN STUDY 





















































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX – H 
 

 

TRAFFIC STUDY 2011 
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Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

1 Landing Rd/Main St. and Kings Highway 10 185 1390 10 10 15

2 Landing Rd Bridge/Lakeside Blvd. and Mt. Arlington Blvd. 180 15 200 1345 55 125

3 Mt. Arlington Blvd and Shippenport Rd. 125 40 185 30 30 55

4 Lakeside Blvd. and Kingsland Rd/Canal St. 2 305 3 5 1530 0 0 0 5 10 0 5

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

1 Landing Rd/Main St. and Kings Highway 20 1040 540 25 30 35

2 Landing Rd Bridge/Lakeside Blvd. and Mt. Arlington Blvd. 1070 20 185 490 75 290

3 Mt. Arlington Blvd and Shippenport Rd. 105 245 180 25 95 260

4 Lakeside Blvd. and Kingsland Rd/Canal St. 5 1340 5 5 670 0 0 0 0 5 0 10

S. No Intersection

Volume

S. No Intersection
NB SB EB WB

Reconstruction of Landing Road Bridge, New Jersey

NB SB EB WB

PM Peak Hour Volume Summary
Existing : Year 2011

Volume 

AM Peak Hour Volume Summary
Existing : Year 2011

Reconstruction of Landing Road Bridge, New Jersey



Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

1 Landing Rd/Main St. and Kings Highway 13 249 0 0 1872 13 13 0 20 0 0 0

2 Landing Rd Bridge/Lakeside Blvd. and Mt. Arlington Blvd. 0 242 20 269 1812 0 0 0 0 74 0 168

3 Mt. Arlington Blvd and Shippenport Rd. 168 0 54 0 0 0 0 249 40 40 74 0

4 Lakeside Blvd. and Kingsland Rd/Canal St. 3 411 4 7 2061 0 0 0 7 13 0 7

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

1 Landing Rd/Main St. and Kings Highway 27 1401 0 0 727 34 40 0 47 0 0 0

2 Landing Rd Bridge/Lakeside Blvd. and Mt. Arlington Blvd. 0 1441 27 249 660 0 0 0 0 101 0 391

3 Mt. Arlington Blvd and Shippenport Rd. 141 0 330 0 0 0 0 242 34 128 350 0

4 Lakeside Blvd. and Kingsland Rd/Canal St. 7 1805 7 7 902 0 0 0 0 7 0 13

IntersectionS. No

AM Peak Hour Volume Summary
( No Build : Year 2031)

Reconstruction of Landing Road Bridge, New Jersey

PM Peak Hour Volume Summary

Volume 

S. No Intersection
NB SB EB WB

Volume

( No Build : Year 2031)
Reconstruction of Landing Road Bridge, New Jersey

NB SB EB WB



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX I 
 

 
SCHEMATIC OF ALTERNATE 7C WITH SIDEWALKS ON 

BOTH SIDES OF BRIDGE 
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