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1.0  STUDY OVERVIEW 
 
The Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission (DRJTBC) is a bi-state agency that operates 7 toll 
bridges and 13 toll-supported bridges over the Delaware River from the Philadelphia and Bucks County 
border to the New York State border.  The mission of the DRJTBC is “to provide safe and efficient river 
crossings over 139 miles of river within its jurisdiction.”   
 
The DRJTBC has retained Michael Baker Jr., Inc. (Baker) to conduct the Northerly Crossings Corridor 
Congestion Mitigation Study.  This study will ascertain deficiencies in the transportation network and 
future multimodal transportation needs and develop a range of conceptual alternatives to address 
deficiencies.  The following DRJTBC bridges are the focus of the study: 
 
♦ Portland-Columbia Toll Bridge 
♦ Portland-Columbia Pedestrian Bridge 
♦ Delaware Water Gap (I-80) Toll Bridge 
♦ Milford-Montague Toll Bridge 
 
These four northern bridges form an important link between New Jersey and Pennsylvania.  The 
bridges carry various types of trips across the Delaware River such as local travel, commuter travel, 
tourist travel, regional travel and significant truck volume in support of regional commodity flow.   
 
The following are the objectives of the study: 
 
♦ Quantify the Multi-Modal Transportation Needs necessary to mitigate congestion in the corridor. 

♦ Define potential mitigation solutions and their limits for both short (5-year) and long (25-year) time 
horizons. 

♦ Identify implementation priorities. 

♦ Explore/evaluate opportunities to alleviate traffic delays and mitigate congestion (congestion 
management strategies). 

♦ Develop order-of-magnitude cost estimates for all proposed solutions to include: construction, 
ROW, engineering and legal. 

♦ Identify a menu of alternative funding mechanisms for each of the proposed solutions. 

♦ Identify/analyze environmental and permitting requirements/impacts of proposed solutions. 

♦ Evaluate/assess the impacts of proposed solutions on various “Smart Growth Initiatives” such as: 
Pennsylvania Growing Greener, Pennsylvania 21st Century Growth Plan and New Jersey Smart 
Growth Initiative. 

♦ Initiate an ongoing public participation effort with key stakeholders and the affected public with the 
goal of obtaining a consensus on the needs and the range of solutions. 
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The Northerly Crossings Corridor Congestion Mitigation Study has the following major tasks: 
 
♦ Review existing operations of the DRJTBC northern bridges and approach roadways and identify 

existing transportation deficiencies. 
♦ Forecast interim and long-term travel demand under various population and employment growth 

forecasts and land use assumptions (Years 2010 and 2030). 
♦ Assess future operations and identify future transportation deficiencies. 
♦ Identify a range of alternative improvement concepts to mitigate identified deficiencies. 
 
The Northerly Crossings Corridor Congestion Mitigation Study is an 18-month study with an anticipated 
completion date 2nd Quarter 2005.  Study products will be organized into four primary deliverables.  
Four Technical Memoranda will be completed as part of this study.  A brief summary of each Technical 
Memorandum is provided below. 
 
Technical Memorandum #1 
 
♦ Background Research, Public Participation and Study Area Establishment 
 
Technical Memorandum #2 
 
♦ Inventory of Transportation System and Summary of Existing Traffic Conditions 
 
Technical Memorandum #3 
 
♦ Travel Demand Methodology, Future Year Traffic Volumes and Analysis, Range of Conceptual 

Improvements and Evaluation Criteria 
 
Technical Memorandum #4 
 
♦ Presentation and Analysis of Conceptual Improvements 
 
 
2.0  OBJECTIVE OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #4 
 
The objectives of Technical Memorandum #4 are to present the range of conceptual improvements and 
evaluation criteria and to summarize the results of the concept evaluation.  These data are presented in 
the following sections in narrative, tabular and graphical formats.   
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3.0  CONCEPTUAL IMPROVEMENTS  
 
A range of conceptual improvements were developed to mitigate existing congested conditions and 
anticipated future congestion.  These improvements were developed based on analysis of future 
conditions as documented in Technical Memorandum #3.  
 
Analysis of future conditions indicates that the Milford-Montague and Portland-Columbia Bridges will 
operate at LOS D or better.  Therefore, capacity improvements on these bridges are not recommended.  
Minor improvements to the surrounding intersections at these bridge facilities were analyzed as part of 
Technical Memorandum #3.  These improvements should be advanced, as needed, to address 
localized congestion issues.     
 
The majority of the conceptual improvements were developed to mitigate future congestion on the I-80 
Delaware Water Gap Bridge.  Complementary strategies were also investigated to determine if 
implementation of these strategies would preclude the construction of capital improvements.  It was 
concluded that while complementary strategies may help to reduce vehicles on the I-80 Delaware 
Water Gap Bridge, capacity improvements are still needed on the bridge to accommodate future travel 
demand.  Similarly, the need for widening on I-80 is still necessary even if efforts by NJ Transit to  
restore commuter passenger service on the Lackawanna Cut-Off are successful.   
 
A brief description of each of the long-term improvement concepts for the I-80 Delaware Water Gap 
Bridge are presented below and are also documented in Technical Memorandum #3.  These concepts 
were analyzed using the evaluation criteria presented in Section 4.0 of this document.  Short-term 
improvements were not analyzed or evaluated in comparison to the long-term concepts.  Concepts 
presented in this Technical Memorandum focus on improvements within the DRJTBC jurisdiction.  
However, since congestion extends beyond DRJTBC jurisdiction into New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
and also for the purposes of comparison, limits of the improvement concepts for the Delaware Water 
Gap Bridge were established and extend from M.P. 3.5 in New Jersey (Lackawanna Cut-Off Bridge) to 
M.P. 1.5 in Pennsylvania (Exit 309 – SR 209 northbound).   
 
Sketches of the proposed conceptual improvements are included in Appendix A. 
 
 
I-80 DELAWARE WATER GAP AREA – LONG-TERM IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Concept 1 – I-80 Four-Lane Section 
 
Concept 1A – Add full shoulders to I-80 to meet NJDOT and PENNDOT design standards.   
 

The existing Delaware Water Gap bridge remains in use.  The bridge will need to be widened to 
accommodate full inside and outside shoulders.  I-80 in New Jersey and in Pennsylvania will be 
widened to accommodate full inside and outside shoulders.   
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Concept 1B – Add moveable barrier on the existing bridge to allow reversible lane operation (3-lane 
plus 1-lane and 1-lane plus 3-lane) 

 
Concept 1B uses a slightly widened 4-lane cross section of I-80 to create a 3-lane plus 1-lane 
configuration utilizing a moveable barrier and/or delineators to shift lanes for AM and PM Peak Hour 
traffic conditions.  During the AM Peak Hour, I-80 eastbound will have three lanes and I-80 
westbound will have one lane.  During the PM Peak Hour, I-80 westbound will have three lanes and 
I-80 eastbound will have one lane.  Given that the existing bridge facility is in fact two separate 
structures (an eastbound structure and a westbound structure), the shifted lane would be an 
opposing flow lane and the lane transition would have to occur prior to the bridge section.   
Coordination with NJDOT and PENNDOT will be needed for effective installation and operation of 
the moveable barrier.    
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4.0  EVALUATION CRITERIA  
 
Preliminary evaluation criteria were established to measure the degree that the conceptual 
improvements met the study objectives. The following basic categories of evaluation criteria were 
established: 
 
♦ Mission Statement  
♦ Design  
♦ Construction 
♦ Congestion/Mobility  
♦ Feasibility  
♦ Environmental  
♦ Public/Community Impact  
 
Components of the basic categories are as follows: 
 
Mission Statement Criteria: 
 
♦ Does the concept meet the Mission Statement of the study, which is to reduce congestion within the 

DRJTBC jurisdiction? 

 
Design Criteria: 
 
♦ Feasibility of design – Qualitative assessment related to the feasibility of designing the concept to 

meet current design standards 

 
Construction Criteria: 
 
♦ Feasibility of construction – Qualitative assessment related to the feasibility of constructing the 

concept 

 
Congestion/Mobility Criteria: 
 
♦ Regional highway network performance – Does the concept improve regional mobility? 

♦ Local highway network performance – Does the concept improve peak period operation in terms of 
Level of Service (LOS)? 

♦ Local highway network performance – Does the concept improve peak period operation in terms of 
travel time and average travel speed? 

♦ Local highway network performance – Does the concept improve travel demand in terms of 
reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)? 
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Feasibility Criteria: 
 
♦ Engineering design issues – Can the concept be designed to meet all current design standards with 

limited/acceptable design exceptions? 

♦ Construction Costs – What is the order of magnitude construction cost in Year 2005 dollars? 

♦ Operational Costs – What are the estimated annual operational costs for the concepts? 

♦ Right-of-Way Impacts/Costs – To what extent does the concept require right-of-way acquisition?   

♦ Does the concept require a significant and/or time-consuming environmental permitting process? 

 
Environmental Criteria: 
 
♦ Environmentally sensitive areas - Does the concept impact wetlands and surface water resources 

including state open waters? 

♦ Threatened and endangered species – Does the concept impact protected wildlife and vegetation?   

♦ Impacts to noise levels – Does the concept increase noise levels to sensitive receptors? 

♦ Impacts to air quality – Does the concept negatively impact air quality? 

♦ Impacts to recreation areas/parks – Does the concept negatively impact recreational facilities and 
parklands? 

♦ Cultural/Historical Resources -  Does the concept impact known archaeology sites and 
cultural/historical resources? 

♦ Visual Resources – Does the concept negatively impact views of the Delaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area?   

 
Public/Community Impact Criteria: 
 
♦ Land Use – Is the concept compatible with existing or proposed adjacent land use? 

♦ Environmental Justice – Does the concept have environmental justice impacts? 

♦ Can the concept be constructed without significant impact to existing travel? 

♦ Connectivity – Does the concept require investment by agencies other than the DRJTBC for 
improvements outside Commission jurisdiction? 
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5.0  EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL IMPROVEMENTS  
 
Each concept was evaluated by assigning a score for each of the evaluation criteria.  Within each 
category, scores for the evaluation criteria were added together.  This total was then divided by the 
number of criteria in that category to calculate an average score for the category.  The average scores 
for the six categories were then added together to calculate the cumulative score for each concept.   
The cumulative scores were then used to develop a prioritized ranking of the concepts.   
 
The scoring process used for each of the evaluation criteria is summarized below.  Although there are 
seven (7) categories of criteria, the Mission Statement category was scored as a Pass/Fail, so the 
concepts received numerical scores for the six (6) remaining categories.  Therefore, the highest 
possible score for each concept is 18.0.  The evaluation matrix detailing the scores for the concept is 
included in Appendix B.   
 
 
MISSION STATEMENT 
 
Does the concept meet the mission statement of the study, which is to reduce congestion within the 
DRJTBC jurisdiction? 
 
Concepts were rated on a Pass/Fail basis for the Mission Statement criteria.  If the concept does not 
meet the Mission Statement, then it failed this criteria.  The concept was then eliminated and was not 
scored for the subsequent criteria.   
 
The following concepts fail the Mission Statement criteria: No Build, Concept 1A and Concept 1B.  
Based on this criteria, these concepts were eliminated from further consideration.   
 
Concepts that pass the Mission Statement criteria include the following: Concepts 2A, 2B, 3B, 3C, 3D, 
3E and 3F.  These concepts were then scored for the subsequent criteria.   
 
 
DESIGN 
 
Feasibility of Design 
 
Concepts were scored based upon design feasibility.  A concept received a score of 1 if it has a high 
degree of difficulty in terms of being designed to meet existing design standards.  A concept received a 
score of 3 if it has a moderate degree of difficulty in terms of design.   
 
Concepts 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F all received a score of 1 due to the anticipated high degree of difficulty 
in meeting existing design standards.  Concept 3B requires a double-deck structure above the existing 
bridge, Concept 3C requires a new bridge crossing along with reconstruction of SR 611 and Concept 
3D requires a tunnel through the mountain.  Concepts 3E and 3F both require new bridge crossings 
and new I-80 roadways in Pennsylvania.   
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Concepts 2A, 2B and 3A received a score of 3 because their design only requires widening or 
reconstruction of the existing bridge facility.  Although there will be issues with the design of these 
concepts specifically related to hydraulic impacts to the river and construction, the issues will not be as 
extensive as those for the concepts that received a score of 1.   
 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
 
Feasibility of Construction 
 
Concepts were scored based upon construction feasibility.  A concept received a score of 1 if it has an 
extremely high degree of difficulty in terms of construction.  A concept received a score of 2 if it has a 
high degree of difficulty in terms of construction.  A concept received a score of 3 if it has a moderately 
high degree of difficulty in terms of construction.   
 
Concepts 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F all received a score of 1 due to the anticipated high degree of difficulty 
of construction and construction staging.  Concept 3B requires a double-deck structure above the 
existing bridge, Concept 3C requires a new bridge crossing along with reconstruction of SR 611 and 
Concept 3D requires a tunnel through the mountain.  Concepts 3E and 3F both require new bridge 
crossings and new I-80 roadways in Pennsylvania.   
 
Concepts 2A, 2B and 3A received a score of 2 because their construction requires widening or 
reconstruction of the existing bridge facility.  Although there will be issues with the construction of these 
concepts specifically relating to staging/maintenance of traffic during construction, the issues will not be 
as extensive as those for the concepts that received a score of 1.   
 
 
CONGESTION/MOBILITY 
 
Regional Mobility 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they add little or no capacity to the Delaware Water Gap bridge.  No 
concept received this score because they all add at least one lane of capacity to the bridge.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if they add one additional lane of capacity.  Concepts 2A and 2B both 
received a score of 2.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they add two or more additional lanes of capacity.  Concepts 3A, 3B, 
3C, 3D, 3E and 3F all received a score of 3.   
 
Level of Service 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if the worst LOS during Design Year 2030 peak hours is LOS F (based 
on traffic analyses detailed in Technical Memorandum #3).  Concept 2B received a score of 1 because 
I-80 eastbound will operate as LOS F during the design year peak hours.     
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Concepts received a score of 2 if the worst LOS during Design Year 2030 peak hours is LOS E.  
Concepts 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D all received a score of 2 because a three-lane section will operate at LOS 
E during the design year.      
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if the worst LOS during Design Year 2030 peak hours is LOS D or 
better.  Concepts 3E and 3F received a score of 3 because it was assumed that these concepts will 
provide at least four lanes of travel in each direction (2 lanes on the existing structure to remain in 
service plus > 2 lanes on a new structure).   
 
Travel Time and Speed 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if the estimated travel time on I-80 westbound was anticipated to 
increase and the estimated speed was anticipated to decrease during the Design Year 2030 PM Peak 
Hour.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if the estimated travel time on I-80 westbound was anticipated to 
remain the same or decrease and the estimated speed was anticipated to remain the same or increase 
during the Design Year 2030 PM Peak Hour.   
 
Travel time and speed were calculated for westbound traffic only because Design Year 2030 conditions 
were compared to Existing Year 2004 conditions, and field observations were not performed for I-80 
eastbound under existing conditions.    
 
Average speeds and travel times were estimated using the following methodology: 
 
2004 PM Peak Hour volume (I-80 westbound) = 2,840 vehicles/hour  

 1,420 vehicles/lane (2-lane section) 
 Observed average speed = 20 mph 

 
The observed speed is lower than anticipated based on Figure 13-1 from the Traffic Engineering 
Handbook, which depicts a typical speed-volume relationship on an urban freeway.  This is mainly due 
to substandard roadway geometry, views of the surrounding landscape and motorist anticipation of the 
upcoming toll plaza.     
 
For Design Year 2030 conditions, the lane density is estimated as follows: 
 
2030 PM Peak Hour volume (I-80 westbound) = 4,430 vehicles/hour  

 1,475 veh/lane (3-lane section) 
 
The lane density of the three-lane section in Design Year 2030 is very similar to the density under 
existing conditions.  Additionally, even with the improvements to the bridge and toll plaza approach 
proposed under each of the concepts, it is anticipated that the design year travel time and speed will 
not significantly change compared to existing conditions.   
 
Therefore, all concepts received a score of 3 because they concepts propose a 3-lane section in the 
westbound direction, and travel times and speeds will remain approximately the same. 
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
 
The only concepts that changed the number of vehicle miles traveled were Concepts 3E and 3F.  The 
lengths of the proposed roadways in Concepts 3E and 3F were estimated using preliminary sketches 
on a USGS Quadrangle map.  The estimates indicate that the roadway length of Concept 3E is 
approximately equal to the existing I-80 roadway length and the roadway length of Concept 3F is less 
than the existing I-80 roadway length.   
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they increased VMT compared to existing conditions.  None of the 
concepts increased VMT.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there was no change in VMT compared to existing conditions.  All of 
the concepts with the exception of Concept 3F received a score of 2.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they decreased VMT compared to existing conditions.  Concept 3F 
received a score of 3 because it reduced VMT.   
 
 
FEASIBILITY 
 
Cross-Sectional Design Standards 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if the existing substandard cross-section remains as is.  No concepts 
received a score of 1.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if the existing substandard cross-section is improved (e.g., shoulder 
width is increased) but does not fully meet current design standards.  Concepts 2A and 2B received a 
score of 2 because it was assumed that the bridge will be widened but that shoulder widths would not 
meet design standards.    
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if the cross-section is improved to fully meet design standards.  
Concepts 3A, 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F received a score of 3 because it was assumed that the bridges 
and roadways will be designed to meet current cross-sectional design standards.   
 
Construction Cost 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if the estimated construction cost exceeds $150 million.  Preliminary 
construction cost estimates indicate that the cost of Concepts 3B, 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F will exceed $150 
million, so these concepts received a score of 1.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if the estimated construction cost is between $50 and $150 million.  
Preliminary construction cost estimates indicate that the cost of Concepts 2A, 2B and 3A will be 
between $50 and $150 million, so these concepts received a score of 2.   
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Concepts received a score of 3 if the estimated construction cost is less than $50 million.  No concepts 
received a score of 3.   
 
Operational Costs 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they require daily operation/maintenance staff.  Concept 2A requires 
daily operation of a moveable barrier so it received a score of 1.  Concept 3D received a score of 1 
because the tunnel will also require daily operation/maintenance.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if they require a moderate level of operation/maintenance staff.  
Concepts 2B, 3B, 3C, 3E and 3F received a score of 2 because the existing structure will remain in 
service and will most likely require maintenance and/or rehabilitation.    
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they require little or no operation/maintenance staff.  Concept 3A 
received a score of 3 because the bridge facility will be extensively rehabilitated or replaced to 
accommodate a six-lane cross section.   
 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they require extensive ROW acquisition.  Concepts 3C, 3D, 3E and 
3F propose new bridge crossings along alternative alignments and may require extensive ROW 
acquisition.  Concepts 3E and 3F also propose new I-80 roadway alignments in Pennsylvania that will 
require ROW acquisition.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if they require moderate ROW acquisition.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A and 
3B propose a widened bridge facility along the existing alignment and will require some ROW.    
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they require little or no ROW acquisition.  No concepts received a 
score of 3.   
 
Time-Consuming Environmental Permitting  
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if an extensive process is required.  Concepts 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F will 
have major environmental and ROW impacts and will most likely require an extensive environmental 
permitting process.  These concepts involve new river crossings, a tunnel or a new roadway in 
Pennsylvania.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if a moderate process is required.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B are not 
expected to have major environmental or ROW impacts.  A moderate (less extensive) permitting 
process is anticipated because these concepts involve widening or a double-deck structure on the 
existing alignment.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if a major permitting process is not required.  No concepts received a 
score of 3. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
 
Wetlands and Surface Water Resources 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major impacts to wetlands and surface water resources.  
Concepts 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F will have major impacts due to new river crossings so they received a 
score of 1. 
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts to wetlands and surface water resources.  
Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B will require some widening along the existing alignment so they received a 
score of 2.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if there are minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of 3. 
 
Wildlife and Vegetation (T&E) 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major impacts to protected wildlife and vegetation 
(threatened and endangered species).  Concepts 3C, 3D, 3E and 3F received a score of 1 because 
they will have major impacts due to new river crossings, a tunnel or new roadways in Pennsylvania.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B will require 
some widening along the existing alignment so they received a score of 2.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if there are minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of 3. 
 
Noise Levels 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major noise impacts.  Concepts 3E and 3F received a score 
of 1 because they involve new river crossings and new I-80 roadways in Pennsylvania.  These 
concepts will likely increase the total number of lanes on I-80 to eight lanes (four lanes on existing 
bridge plus four lanes on new bridge/bypass roadway).  Noise levels increase as the number of travel 
lanes increases because capacity is added and travel speeds increase.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D 
received a score of 2 because they propose widening to either five or six lanes. 
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if there are minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of three.   
 
Air Quality 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major negative impacts to air quality.  No concepts received 
a score of 1.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts to air quality.  All of the concepts increase 
capacity on the Delaware Water Gap Bridge, which will help reduce congestion compared to No Build 
conditions. 
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Concepts received a score of 3 if there are minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of 3. 
 
Public Recreational Facilities and Parklands 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major impacts to recreational areas and/or parklands.  All of 
the concepts received a score of 1 because they all negatively impact the Delaware Water Gap 
Recreation Area.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts and received a score of 3 if there are 
minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of 2 or 3.   
 
Cultural/Historical Resources 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major impacts to cultural, historical and archaeological 
resources.  All concepts received a score of 1 because they all negatively impact resources in the 
project area.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts and received a score of 3 if there are 
minor impacts.  No concepts received a score of 2 or 3.   
 
Visual Resources 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are major impacts to visual resources.  Concept 3B received a 
score of 1 because a double deck structure over the Delaware River is proposed.  Concepts 3C and 3F 
received a score of 1 because these concepts propose new bridges in the DWG National Recreation 
Area.  Concept 3D received a score of 1 because a new bridge structure is proposed through the DWG 
National Recreation Area.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts to visual resources.  Concepts 2A, 2B 
and 3A received a score of 2 because these concepts only propose bridge widening in the DWG 
National Recreation Area.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if there are minor impacts.  Concept 3E received a score of 3 because it 
does not impact visual resources within the DWG National Recreation Area.   
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PUBLIC/COMMUNITY IMPACT 
 
Compatible with existing or proposed adjacent land use 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they are not compatible because they are very unlikely to receive 
local support.  Concept 3C is not compatible because it recommends using SR 611 as a parallel 
roadway, which is not supported by local agencies.  Concept 3D is not compatible because it requires a 
tunnel through a mountain located in the DWG National Recreation Area.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they are compatible.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 3E and 3F received a 
score of 3.   
 
Environmental Justice Impacts 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there are significant environmental justice impacts.  No concepts 
received a score of 1.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are potential impacts.  Concepts 3E and 3F received a score of 
2 because the proposed new roadway alignments in Pennsylvania may result in environmental justice 
impacts.    
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if there are no potential impacts.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D 
received a score of 3 because no environmental justice impacts were identified.   
 
Construction Traffic Impact 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if there will be significant impacts to operations during construction.  All 
concepts received a score of 1 because they are expected to have major impacts to traffic due to 
widening, construction of a tunnel and new river crossings and installation of a moveable barrier. 
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if there are moderate impacts and received a score of 3 if there are little 
or no impacts.  No concepts received a score of 2 or 3. 
 
Investment Outside DRJTBC Jurisdiction 
 
Concepts received a score of 1 if they require investment from outside agencies.  Concepts 3E and 3F 
propose new roadways in Pennsylvania and will require significant investment by agencies such as 
PENNDOT.  Concept 3D will require significant investment by NJDOT to construct a tunnel.   
 
Concepts received a score of 2 if they may require investment.  Concepts 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B and 3C 
received a score of 2 because it is possible that these concepts will impact I-80 outside of DRJTBC 
jurisdiction in order to connect the proposed improvements to existing roadways.   
 
Concepts received a score of 3 if they will not require investment.  No concepts received a score of 3.   
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6.0  RESULTS OF CONCEPTUAL IMPROVEMENT EVALUATION  
 
As a result of the scoring process detailed in Section 4.0, cumulative scores were calculated for each of 
the conceptual improvements.  The concepts were then ranked based on the cumulative scores.  The 
highest possible score for each concept is an 18.0.  A summary of the concept evaluation process is 
provided in the table below. 
 

Results of Conceptual Improvement Evaluation 
 

Ranking Concept  Score 

1 Concept 3A: 6 Lanes along Existing Alignment 13.9 

2  Concept 2A: 5 Lanes with Moveable Barrier 13.1 

3 Concept 2B: 5 Lanes, 3 Lanes Westbound, 2 Lanes Eastbound 13.0 

4 Concept 3B: 6-Lane Double Deck Facility 10.4 

5  Concept 3E: I-80 Alternate Alignment to the South  9.6 

6 Concept 3F: I-80 Alternate Alignment to the North 9.5 

7 Concept 3C: 6 Lanes, I-80 Eastbound New Bridge 9.4 

8 Concept 3D: 6 Lanes, I-80 Westbound Tunnel 8.7 
 

The following concepts were not scored because they failed the Mission Statement criteria: 

 No Build 

 Concept 1A: 4 Lanes with Full Shoulders 

 Concept 1B: 4 Lanes with Moveable Barrier  

 
 
Based on the results summarized above, Concept 3A: 6 Lanes Along Existing Alignment, Concept 2A: 
5 lanes with Moveable Barrier and Concept 2B: 5 Lanes (3 Lanes Westbound, 2 Lanes Eastbound) are 
the highest scoring improvements, each receiving a score of 13.0 or above.  The other five concepts 
scored significantly lower (10.4 or below).  Three of the concepts (No Build, 1A and 1B) were not 
scored because they do not meet the mission statement of the study.   
 
These results indicate that Concepts 3A, 2A and 2B should be further evaluated to determine the 
recommended improvement concept for the I-80 Delaware Water Gap Bridge.  A more detailed Action 
Plan that provides a “road map” for future improvements will be provided in the Final Report.   
 


