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1. INTRODUCTION  

The US Route 22 corridor in Warren County is one of the most studied highways in the State and also 

one of the most congested.  The corridorôs relatively constrained right-of-way, varying adjacent 

development patterns, lack of alternative routes and an abundance of both natural and man-made 

obstacles to circulation present continuing challenges to improved circulation throughout the sub-region. 

 

In the Fall of 2008, Maser Consulting, P.A. (Maser), the Regional Plan Association (RPA), Reichman-

Frankle, Inc. (RFI) and TechniQuest Corp. -- the project team -- were retained by the Warren County 

Planning Department (WCPD) through a grant from the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority 

to develop a Corridor Improvement Plan for US Route 22, from the Delaware River to the Interstate 78 

(I-78) interchange.  While the project team was tasked with evaluating all of the conventional traffic 

engineering solutions, the intention was also to look ñoutside the corridorò and evaluate other type of 

solutions.   

 

The US Route 22 Corridor Improvement Plan (The Plan) is a comprehensive examination, assessment 

and analysis of the existing and future transportation conditions in the municipalities of Phillipsburg, 

Pohatcong, Lopatcong, Alpha and Greenwich (see Figure 1 - Location Map).  Existing data collection 

and future land use build-out data was utilized to analyze the future traffic conditions within the 

corridor.  The results of the traffic analysis revealed that the existing roadway conditions within the 

Study Area are not sufficient to maintain efficient traffic flow and operation currently or in the future.  

The US Route 22 Corridor Improvement Plan was developed to alleviate the expected increase in traffic 

congestion, as corridor traffic volumes increase over time. 

 

A series of short, mid and long-term improvements are recommended to mitigate congestion associated 

with the growth in traffic volumes.  The short-term improvements are typically minor improvements, 

including traffic signal operation modifications and revised signage/striping, which can be implemented 

immediately and/or on an as-needed basis for each intersection without disrupting the existing traffic 

flow.  Mid-term improvements mostly involve geometric modifications at the intersection or changes in 

existing traffic controls.  These recommended improvements may be slightly more disruptive to the 

existing traffic flow but will improve the overall operation of the roadway significantly.  Finally, long-

term improvements are recommended on a regional level, which encompass a variety of major roadway 

improvements.  The plan looks broadly at a full range of multi-modal strategies, including pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit.  Travel demand management recommendations are also identified.  These 

improvements will serve the corridor as follows:  

 More even distribution of traffic throughout the corridor and roadway network; 

 Increased vehicular circulation options; 

 Creation of a more intuitive roadway network within the Study Area; 
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 Increased progression efficiency along US Route 22; 

 Improved safety; and 

 Increased pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities. 

 

The Plan evaluates the transportation conditions throughout the study corridor and includes the 

following information: 

 Background Analysis 

 Regional Planning Considerations 

 Environmental Scan 

 Existing Roadway Conditions 

 Future Roadway Conditions  

 Transportation Improvement Strategies 

 US Route 22 Corridor Improvement Plan 

 Plan Implementation 

 

Figure 1 ï Location Map 
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2. BACKGROUND ANALYSIS  

2.1 OVERVIEW  

US Route 22 is unquestionably a vital artery for circulation in the region.  It provides direct east/west 

movement, as well as access to a variety of critical activities along the corridor.  Yet, because this busy 

thoroughfare splits the region, it makes north/south movements difficult  and complicates interaction 

between activities and communities located on either side of the corridor.  

 

Circulation within the US Route 22 Study Area is constrained by a variety of natural and man-made 

features, including the Delaware River, the Category-One Lopatcong and Pohatcong Creeks and their 

unnamed tributaries, multiple railroad rights-of-way (the Del-Bel, Central Railroad of NJ, the Lehigh 

Valley Railroad and the Morris and Essex ï Easton branch) and even the remnants of the historic Morris 

Canal.  While these features are all assets to build upon, they also present challenges in that they 

constrain circulation within the region, limiting the number of crossings and channeling traffic to those 

few places where crossings do occur.  

 

Indeed, in the five-mile stretch of the US Route 22 Study Area, there are only five opportunities to cross 

US Route 22.  Going west to east, the initial 1-mile stretch of Memorial Parkway between the Delaware 

River and Ingersoll Avenue has been engineered to facilitate the approach to the Easton-Phillipsburg 

Toll Bridge, making access to local land uses very awkward ï including access to civic uses, such as the 

High School -- and severing north/south connections.  The debilitating effects of this traffic solution on 

this neighborhood in Phillipsburg -- the most densely developed section of the corridor -- are apparent.  

East of Ingersoll Avenue, it is approximately 2,000 feet before the next crossing, at Roseberry Street; 

another 2,500 feet to the 3rd Street/Commerce Park intersection; almost two miles from there to the 

Route 519 intersection; and another 3/4 mile to the US Route 22/ Route 173 interchange.   

 

As a result, local traffic is funneled to these few intersections that offer an opportunity to cross the 

corridor.  In addition, a portion of local traffic desiring to travel north/south but reaching the corridor 

elsewhere (where crossing both eastbound and westbound lanes on US Route 22 is not permitted) is 

forced to travel on US Route 22 until it reaches the next full intersection.  

 

Creating additional intersections along US Route 22 would be counterproductive to increasing 

progression along US Route 22; however, more opportunities should be provided for local residents to 

access signalized intersections by using parallel roadways.  Potential cut through traffic by motorists 

wishing to avoid congestion on US Route 22 can be mitigated with ñtraffic calmingò measures that 

preserve local quality of life.  
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The US Route 22 corridor can be divided into three separate sections, with distinct land use conditions: 

(1) the western section of Memorial Parkway, (2) the eastern section of Memorial Parkway to Ingersoll 

Avenue and (3) the section east of Ingersoll Avenue.  The design of the in-town portion of Memorial 

Parkway, with its median crossings and strategically located civic buildings, suggests an earlier attempt 

at creating a grand boulevard access to the Easton-Phillipsburg US Route 22 Toll Bridge in the City 

Beautiful tradition.  Unfortunately, this idea was compromised over time by a series of engineering 

interventions that privileged high speed access to the bridge over local traffic and local activities.  With 

careful redesign, the original design concept could be retained and conditions in this part of the corridor 

improved. 

 

The eastern section of Memorial Parkway is hampered by multiple curb-cuts and short blocks with 

multiple ñright-in, right outò only streets.  The conversion over time of residential structures to commer-

cial uses with higher parking requirements has resulted in a confusing and awkward landscape of 

multiple driveways and on-site parking on small lots.  This section could benefit from targeted access 

management efforts, including curb-cut and street closures, parking lot consolidation and aggressive 

streetscape enhancements.  Site design solutions leading to possible shared accesses and cross easement 

circulation should also be explored.  These measures would reduce entering and exiting trips onto US 

Route 22 and increase internal trip circulation.  

 

The area to the east of Ingersoll Avenue is more recent and clearly auto-dependent and is generally 

characterized by commercial buildings with larger footprints on larger lots.  Some of these sites are 

defunct and may be available for redevelopment with different uses in a different pattern of development 

if this transformation is considered desirable by the host communities.  

 

Pedestrian and bicycle movement in the corridor is hampered by a lack of suitable infrastructure.  There 

are numerous sections of missing sidewalks, even though foot paths clearly indicate regular pedestrian 

use.  As noted by the Phillipsburg Engineer, there is heavy pedestrian traffic generated by high school 

students crossing the highway before  and  after school and during lunch.  It was also noted that there are 

ómidblockô pedestrian crossings of US Route 22, from Morris Street in Phillipsburg to Third Street in 

Lopatcong; signalized intersections between this area are widely spaced and pedestrians typically take 

the shortest routes unless blocked.  Midblock crossings have the grassed median for protection.  The 

low-income population and workforce in Phillipsburg also supports the use of alternative modes 

(walking, bicycle and transit) to access stores, employment facilities and services in the area.  While 

there has been a limited number of pedestrian casualties identified in the accident reports for the US 

Route 22 corridor,  this may simply suggest that additional pedestrian activity is discouraged by the lack 

of suitable sidewalks, pedestrian signals and marked crosswalks.  Indeed, even along Memorial 

Parkway, where sidewalks are generally present, the lack of pedestrian amenities, the narrow sidewalks, 
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the high speed of traffic, the frequent curb-cuts and the absence of curbside parking (which would buffer 

pedestrians from passing traffic) constitute serious deterrents to greater pedestrian activity.   

 

Bicycle facilities are also limited in the greater study area and non-existent along the US Route 22 

corridor.  Certain municipalities, such as Greenwich, Phillipsburg and Pohatcong, have considered 

bicycle circulation improvements as part of their master plans.  Additional efforts are still needed to 

develop a comprehensive bicycle plan for the subregion with appropriate linkages to key activity 

generators, such as the new High School, shopping areas and employment centers.   

 

Not surprisingly, local transit services in the corridor are very limited.  Ridership is not likely to increase 

substantially enough to justify enhanced transit service without significant land use changes or 

aggressive new efforts by the transit providers.  Bus stops are also poorly located (such as the one in the 

back of the Phillipsburg Mall) or difficult for pedestrians to access due to deteriorated or non-existent 

sidewalks, making transit difficult to find for new users and difficult to access for current users.  

 

An auto-oriented land use pattern combined with a sparse circulation network leads to aggressive 

driving behavior, dangerous to pedestrians and bicyclists, as well as increased congestion and motorist 

frustration.  Local municipal planning documents suggest ñtraffic calmingò interventions are desired by 

some of the target communities as a means to slow down traffic and reclaim neighborhood streets.   

 

At the beginning of the study process, the master plans of all five municipalities were reviewed to assess 

planning conditions especially related to circulation and transportation concerns.  Demographic 

information on population, housing and employment was compiled to assess future development trends.  

Land use changes that may assist in reducing traffic growth and congestion along the US Route 22 

corridor were not specifically considered by the stakeholders through the visioning process.  

Development patterns are entrenched along the corridor, including redevelopment of key properties, 

such as the Ingersoll Rand tract, which is underway.  Additionally, all five municipalities are within the 

Highlands Region and future land use changes can be expected at the conclusion of the Highlands 

consistency review process which is currently underway.   

 

The sections following document demographic conditions in the Study Area.  Also, regional planning 

considerations are highlighted, including the State Development and Redevelopment Plan and the 

Highlands Regional Master Plan.  An environmental scan was also compiled to identify sensitive 

environmental and cultural resources that should be protected or that would constrain future 

improvements.    
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2.2 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDIT IONS 

In terms of land area, as shown in Table 1, 

Pohatcong Township is the largest municipality 

in the US Route 22 Study Area, containing 

almost 14 square miles.  Greenwich Township 

is a close second with over ten square miles of 

land area.  The Borough of Alpha is the smallest 

municipality with less than two square miles 

within its municipal boundaries.  The total area 

of the five municipalities is 36.46 square miles. 

 

 

2.2.1 Population Density 

With over 4,600 persons per square mile, the 

Town of Phillipsburg is by far the most densely 

populated municipality within the Study Area, 

indicative of the urban type development found 

in the Town.  The Borough of Alpha has the 

second highest population density at 1,500 

persons per square mile.  Lopatcong Township 

has a typical suburban density given the 

suburban characteristics of the municipality.  

Greenwich and Pohatcong Townships, as 

primarily rural communities, have lower 

population densities of 515 and 254 persons per 

square mile, respectively.  (See Table 2 - Population Density). 

 

2.2.2 Population Trends 

Overall, the Study Area has been growing in population since the 1960s.  According to the US Census, 

there were 28,551 residents in the five municipalities in 1960 and WCPD estimated 35,019 residents in 

2007, based on building permit and housing demolition data.  Although Greenwich and Lopatcong 

Townships have relatively small populations, they have been growing consistently during this time 

period, gaining an average of 85 and 120 new residents per year, respectively.  Conversely, Phillipsburg 

has been steadily decreasing in population since 1960, losing an average of 70 residents per year.  The 

population trends in Alpha Borough are indicative of a built-out or nearly built-out community, with 

population wavering around 2,400 to 2,800 persons at each Census.  Surprisingly, the population in 

Table 1 ï Size of Municipalities 

Municipality  Acres Square Miles 

Alpha Borough 1,099 1.72 

Greenwich Township 6,682 10.44 

Lopatcong Township 4,683 7.32 

Phillipsburg Town 2,107 3.29 

Pohatcong Township 8,766 13.70 

Total 23,337 36.46 

Source:  NJDEP Municipalities of New Jersey GIS publication 

Table 2 ï Population Density (2007) 

Municipality  Persons / Sq. Mi. 

Alpha Borough 1,468 

Greenwich Township 515 

Lopatcong Township 1,144 

Phillipsburg Town 4,639 

Pohatcong Township 254 

Average Overall Density 960 

 Source:  Warren County Planning Department  

Population Estimates(2000-2007) 
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Pohatcong Township has also been slightly decreasing during this time period.  This is uncharacteristic 

for a municipality of this size.  (See Chart  1 and Table 3). 

 

 

Chart 1 ï Population Trends (1960-2007) 

 
 

 

Table 3 ï Population Trends (1960 - 2007) 

Municipality  1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 *2007 

Alpha Borough 2,406 2,829 2,644 2,530 2,482 2,520 

Greenwich Township 1,397 1,482 1,738 1,899 4,365 5,381 

Lopatcong Township 2,703 3,144 4,998 5,052 5,765 8,374 

Phillipsburg Town 18,502 17,849 16,647 15,757 15,166 15,268 

Pohatcong Township 3,543 3,924 3,856 3,591 3,416 3,476 

Total 28,551 29,228 29,883 28,829 31,194 35,019 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau (1960 - 2000 Censuses) 

*  Source:  Warren County Planning Department Population Estimates (2000-2007) 
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2.2.3 Housing Trends 

Taken as a whole, the municipalities in the Study Area have been steadily developing new housing units 

since 1990.  A total of 3,659 new units have been constructed within the five municipalities between the 

1990 Census and the 2007 estimates from the WCPD.  With exception to the Town of Phillipsburg 

between 1990 and 2000, each municipality has increased its housing stock during this 17-year period.  

Consistent with the population trends, Alpha and Pohatcong saw very limited housing growth during 

this period (less than ten percent growth) and Greenwich and Lopatcong saw much higher housing 

growths (180 percent and 90 percent, respectively).  Phillipsburg had a loss of housing units in the 1990s 

but the housing growth from 2000 to 2007 resulted in a positive growth of nearly ten percent of the 1990 

housing stock.  (See Chart  2 and Table 4). 

 

Chart 2 ï Housing Trends (1990-2007) 

 

 

Table 4 ï Housing Trends (1990 - 2007) 

Municipality  1990 2000 *2007 

Alpha Borough 967 989 1,050 

Greenwich Township 655 1,421 1,823 

Lopatcong Township 1,957 2,143 3,721 

Phillipsburg Town 6,172 6,044 6,696 

Pohatcong Township 1,316 1,341 1,436 

Total 11,067 11,938 14,726 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau (1960 - 2000 Censuses) 

*  Source:  Warren County Planning Department Population Estimates(2000-2007) 
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2.2.4 Employment 

Available employment data for the study area is limited and does not reflect the recent retail and 

commercial development that has been constructed along the corridor.  Based on the limited data from 

the New Jersey Department of Labor (NJDOL), in 2003, Phillipsburg contained 607 private businesses, 

making up about two-thirds of the private sector businesses.  Throughout the five municipalities, retail 

trade is consistently the number one industry in both the number of establishments and number of 

employees, which, again, was predominantly within Phillipsburg.  These businesses are primarily 

located along the US Route 22 corridor (or within the vicinity), west of the Route 57 Junction.   

 

Please note that this NJDOL employment data not current.  It is solely provided to highlight general 

employment conditions in the study area.  This employment data was not used in the build-out or traffic 

analyses.  (See Table 5 - Business Establishments by Industry and Table 6 - Employment by 

Industry).  

 

Table 5 ï Business Establishments by Industry (2003) 

Industry  Alpha Greenwich Lopatcong Phillipsburg Pohatcong Total 

Accommodation/food services 7 8 4 60 10 89 

Administrative/waste services 
 

12 
 

23 12 47 

Agriculture/forestry/fishing/hunting 
 

3 
   

3 

Construction 8 21 
 

56 12 97 

Finance and insurance 
   

20 
 

20 

Health care/social assistance 5 5 
 

90 
 

100 

Information 
   

7 
 

7 

Manufacturing 7 
  

38 5 50 

Other services (not public admin.) 
 

15 4 59 29 107 

Professional/technical services 
 

9 6 50 23 88 

Real estate/rental/leasing 
   

7 
 

7 

Retail trade 8 9 27 125 
 

169 

Transportation/warehousing 
   

16 3 19 

Unclassified entities 
   

14 10 24 

Utilities 
   

3 
 

3 

Wholesale trade 
 

6 
 

26 
 

32 

Private Sector Municipality Total 47 106 49 607 151 960 

     Local Government 2 3 2 13 2 22 

     Federal Government 
 

1 
 

4 
 

5 

Source: NJ Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Employment and Wages, 2003 Annual Report 
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Table 6 ï Employment by Industry (2003) 

Industry  Alpha Greenwich Lopatcong Phillipsburg Pohatcong Total 

Accommodation/food services 81 40 87 694 130 1,032 

Administrative/waste services 

 

61 

 

141 31 233 

Agriculture/forestry/fishing/hunting 

 

10 

   

10 

Construction 23 84 

 

221 29 357 

Finance and insurance 

   

214 

 

214 

Health care/social assistance 26 22 

 

2,034 

 

2,082 

Information . 

  

72 

 

72 

Manufacturing 238 

  

1,684 40 1,962 

Other services (not public admin.) 

 

45 35 228 63 371 

Professional/technical services 

 

9 32 193 444 678 

Real estate/rental/leasing 

   

45 

 

45 

Retail trade 32 79 623 2,124 

 

2,858 

Transportation/warehousing 

   

202 9 211 

Unclassified entities 

   

15 12 27 

Utilities 

   

72 

 

72 

Wholesale trade 

 

11 

 

110 

 

121 

Private Sector Municipality Total 451 510 989 8,183 1,837 11,970 

     Local Government 86 143 151 882 95 1,357 

     Federal Government 

 

4 

 

156 

 

160 

Source: NJ Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Employment and Wages, 2003 Annual Report 

 

 

2.3 NEW JERSEY STATE DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVEL OPMENT PLAN  

The New Jersey State Planning Commission adopted the 2001 New Jersey State Development and 

Redevelopment Plan (ñSDRPò), which established Planning Areas throughout the State that share 

common development and environmental characteristics.  These planning areas serve as the framework 

for application of the policies of the State Plan.  Each planning area has policy objectives that guide 

growth.  These objectives are intended to guide local and regional planning, to establish a system of 

Centers, and to encourage livable neighborhoods with a variety of housing types, price ranges and multi-

modal forms of transportation, while preserving green space.  The five planning areas and their policy 

objectives are as follows: 
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Metropolitan Planning Area: PA1 

Provide for much of the stateôs future redevelopment; revitalize cities and towns; 

promote growth in compact forms; stabilize older suburbs; redesign areas of sprawl; and 

protect the character of existing stable communities. 

 

Suburban Planning Area: PA2 

Provide for much of the stateôs future development; promote growth in Centers and other 

compact forms; protect the character of existing stable communities; protect natural 

resources; redesign areas of sprawl; reverse the current trend toward further sprawl; 

and revitalize cities and towns. 

 

Fringe Planning Area: PA3 

Accommodate growth in Centers; protect the Environs primarily as open lands; revitalize 

cities and towns; protect the character of existing stable communities; protect natural 

resources; provide a buffer between more developed Metropolitan and Suburban 

Planning Areas and less developed Rural and Environmentally Sensitive Planning Areas; 

and confine programmed sewers and public water services to Centers. 

 

Rural Planning Area: PA4 and Rural/Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area: 

PA4B 

Maintain the Environs as large contiguous areas of farmland and other lands; revitalize 

cities and towns; accommodate growth in Centers; promote a viable agricultural 

industry; protect the character of existing stable communities; and confine programmed 

sewers and public water services to Centers. 

 

Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area: PA5 and Environmentally 

Sensitive/Barrier Islands Planning Area: PA5B 

Protect environmental resources through the protection of large contiguous areas of 

land; accommodate growth in Centers; protect the character of existing stable 

communities; confine programmed sewers and public water services to Centers; and 

revitalize cities and towns. 

 

The five municipalities in the US Route 22 Study Area are designated with a range of planning areas.  

The Town of Phillipsburg is almost completely within PA1, with the exception of a small area of 

Parkland.  The PA1 designation also spills over into Alpha Borough, Lopatcong Township and 

Pohatcong Township.  There are no PA3 (Fringe) planning areas within the Study Area or anywhere in 

these five municipalities.  The SDRP identifies the Proposed Phillipsburg Regional Center, which 
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includes all of Phillipsburg and the PA1 portion of Lopatcong.  Alpha is also identified as a Proposed 

Town Center under the SDRP.  (See Table 7 - State Development & Redevelopment Plan - Planning 

Areas) 

 

Within the US Route 22 Study Area itself, PA1 and PA2 are the primary planning area designations.  

The entire corridor west of the Route 57 Junction is designated PA1.  South of the Route 57 Junction is 

primarily PA2 with a patch of PA1 on the western side of US Route 22, between the Phillipsburg Mall 

and the Greenwich Street intersection.  Figure 2 ï State Development & Redevelopment Plan Policy 

Map illustrates the SDRP planning area designations in the Study Area. 

 

 

Table 7 ï State Development & Redevelopment Plan - Planning Areas 

Municipality  PA1 PA2 PA4 PA4B PA5 PARK 

Alpha Borough 586 ac 146 ac 67 ac 299 ac 
  

Greenwich Township 
 

912 ac 1,005 ac 4,324 ac 536 ac 
 

Lopatcong Township 1,101 ac 795 ac 
 

1,811 ac 977 ac 
 

Phillipsburg Town 2,025 ac 
    

6 ac 

Pohatcong Township 557 ac 252 ac 2,236 ac 3,865 ac 1,292 ac 370 ac 

Total 4,253 ac 2,105 ac 3,323 ac 10,299 2,806 377 
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Figure 2 ï State Development & Redevelopment Plan Policy Map 
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2.4 NEW JERSEY HIGHLANDS  PLANNING REGION  

The Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act (N.J.S.A 13:20-1 et seq.), signed in August 2004, 

provides the regulatory authority to preserve open space and protect the State's greatest diversity of 

natural resources, including the precious water resources that supply drinking water to more than half of 

New Jersey's families.  The Highlands Act documents the geographical boundary of the Highlands 

Region and establishes the Highlands Preservation Area and the Highlands Planning Area.  The Act 

created a Highlands Water Protection and Planning Council (NJ Highlands Council) to develop a 

regional master plan for the entire Highlands Region. 

 

The Highlands Preservation Area will limit the amount of build-out development potential in the Study 

Area.  Of the five municipalities, three have land within the Highlands Preservation area, which would 

significantly limit development in those areas.  Alpha and Phillipsburg are completely within the 

Highlands Planning Area.  The US Route 22 Study Area is completely within the Planning Area as well.  

As municipalities are given the option of conforming to the Highlands Regional Master Plan (RMP) 

within the Planning Area, the effects of the Highlands regulations on the Study Area are not known at 

this time.   

 

As part of the Highlands RMP, a Land Use Capability Zone Map (LUCZM) was developed to provide 

guidance for implementation of the RMP Policies.  The LUCZM divides the entire Highlands Region 

into three primary overlay zone and four subzones, each with a unique purpose, application and 

development criteria.  The effects of each zone or subzone also vary depending on the location within 

the Preservation or Planning Area.  The Highlands RMP provides the following purpose, application and 

development criteria for each zone or subzone: 

 

Existing Community Zone  

Consists of areas with regionally significant concentrated development signifying 

existing communities.  These areas tend to have limited environmental constraints 

due to previous development patterns, and may have existing infrastructure that 

can support development and redevelopment provided that such development is 

compatible with the protection and character of the Highlands environment, at 

levels that are appropriate to maintain the character of established communities.  

 

Existing Community Zone ï Environmentally  Constrained Sub-Zone  

Consists of significant contiguous Critical Habitat, steep slopes and forested 

lands within the Existing Community Zone that should be protected from further 

fragmentation.  They serve as regional habitat ñstepping stonesò to larger 

contiguous Critical Habitat and forested areas.  As such, they are not appropriate 
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for significant development, and are best served by land preservation and 

protection.  Development is subject to stringent limitations on consumptive and 

depletive water use, degradation of water quality, and impacts to environmentally 

sensitive lands. 

 

Conservation Zone  

Consists of areas with significant agricultural lands and interspersed with 

associated woodlands and environmental features that should be preserved when 

possible.  Non-agricultural development activities will be limited in area and 

intensity due to infrastructure constraints and resource protection goals.  

 

Conservation Zone ï Environmentally Constrained Sub-Zone  

Consists of significant environmental features within the Conservation Zone that 

should be preserved and protected from non-agricultural development.  

Development activities will be limited and subject to stringent limitations on 

consumptive and depletive water use, degradation of water quality, and impacts 

to environmentally sensitive lands.  

 

Table 8 ï NJ Highlands Land Use Capability Zones indicates the acreage of each municipality within 

each Highlands Land Use Capability Zone.  Figure 3 ï Highlands Region Map illustrates the extent of 

the Land Use Capability Zones in the Study Area.  The US Route 22 Corridor is primarily within the 

Existing Community Zone and Environmentally Constrained Subzone, with the exception of the two 

areas in the Conservation Zone and Environmentally Constrained Subzone: between Route 57 and the 

Phillipsburg Mall and from Greenwich Street to I-78. 

 

 

Table 8 ï NJ Highlands Land Use Capability Zones 

Highlands Land Use 

Capability Zone 

Alpha 

Borough 

Greenwich 

Township 

Lopatcong 

Township 

Phillip sburg 

Town 

Pohatcong 

Township 

Protection Zone 109 ac 326 ac 1,004 ac 132 ac 1,914 ac 

Conservation Zone 137 ac 1,140 ac 828 ac 64 ac 3,237 ac 

Existing Community Zone 396 ac 1,488 ac 1,702 ac 1,758 ac 552 ac 

Existing Community Env. Constrained 

Subzone 
46 ac 88 ac 233 ac 153 ac 9 ac 

Conservation Env. Constrained 

Subzone 
334 ac 3691 ac 949 ac 2 ac 2,720 ac 

Lake Community Subzone 73 ac 
    

Wildlife Management Area 
 

42 ac 5 ac 
 

359 ac 
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Figure 3 ï Highlands Land Use Capability Zone Map 
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2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN  

Environmental features that constrain land development have been identified and, where applicable, 

were used to limit the build-out for specific parcels (see Figure 4 - Environmental Scan Map).  These 

constraining environmental features are as follows: 

 

2.5.1 Category One Waters 

The Surface Water Quality Standards Rules (N.J.A.C. 7:9B-1.4) define Category One (C-1) Waters as 

"those waters designated in the tables in N.J.A.C. 7:9B-1.15(c) through (h), for purposes of 

implementing the anti-degradation policies set forth in N.J.A.C. 7:9B-1.5(d), for protection from 

measurable changes in water quality characteristics because of their clarity, color, scenic setting, other 

characteristics of aesthetic value, exceptional ecological significance, exceptional recreational 

significance, exceptional water supply significance, or exceptional fisheries resource(s)ò.  For all C-1 

waters,  or Special Water Resource Protection Areas (SWRPA), 300-foot riparian buffers are required. 

 

As delineated in the September 2009 edition of the NJDEP Surface Water Quality Standards GIS 

publication, there are two waterways with C-1 designations within the US Route 22 Study Area: 

Lopatcong Creek and Pohatcong Creek. 

 

Lopatcong Creek flows westward through the US Route 22 Study Area, following County Route 519 

through Greenwich Township and crossing Stryker Roads and US Route 22 in Lopatcong Township.  

An uncoded tributary (UNT) to Lopatcong Creek flows southward through Lopatcong Township, 

crossing Route 57 and following along the eastern side of US Route 22 until it crosses US Route 22 and 

meets Lopatcong Creek.  Both Lopatcong Creek and the Lopatcong Creek UNT require 300-foot 

riparian buffers. 

 

Pohatcong Creek flows westward through the US Route 22 Study Area, crossing US Route 22 in 

Greenwich Township where the access ramps meet I-78.  Pohatcong Creek requires 300-foot riparian 

buffers, which constraints development at the southern end of the Study Area. 

 

2.5.2 Delaware River Special Protection Waters (SPW) 

The Delaware River flows southward, making up the westerly boundary of the US Route 22 Study Area.  

The entire US Route 22 Study Area is in Zone E of the Delaware River Basin Special Protection Waters 

(SPW), which is regulated by the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC).  The SPW regulations 

require DRBC approval for new or expanding industrial and municipal wastewater treatment plants 

designed to discharge greater than 10,000 gallons per day (gpd). 
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2.5.3 Flood Prone Areas 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the 100-year and 500-year floodplains 

extend approximately 1,500 feet eastward from the Delaware River into the US Route 22 Study Area.  

The Lopatcong Creek 100-year floodplain averages 500 feet in width along the entire corridor, including 

the tributary.  

 

2.5.4 Freshwater Wetlands 

Freshwater Wetlands, as delineated in the 1986 edition of the Freshwater Wetlands of Warren County, 

New Jersey published on November 1, 1999 by the NJDEP, are very limited within the US Route 22 

Study Area, amounting to a total of approximately 30 acres.  These wetland patches are generally 

isolated and found in association with the stream corridors in the area.  The NJDEP regulates between 

50 and 150-foot buffers or transitional areas, based on the wetland resource value classification. 

 

2.5.5 Steep Slopes 

Undeveloped steep slopes of 15 percent or greater within the Study Area are limited to a small portion at 

the western portion of the Town of Phillipsburg, as shown in the March 3, 2005 publication of the Slope 

Greater Than 15 Percent, Undeveloped (Draft) GIS data from NJ Highlands Council.  The State of New 

Jersey does not regulate development of steep slopes; however, municipalities are required to prepare 

and adopt steep slopes ordinances in order to gain NJDEP approval of a Water Quality Management 

Plan (N.J.A.C. 7:15). 

 

2.5.6 Critical Habitat for Threatened & Endangered Species 

According to the June 2007 publication of the NJDEP Species Based Patches (SBP) within the 

Endangered Nongame Species Program (ENSP) Highlands Extended Boundary (Version 3), there are 

over 600 acres of critical habitat for Rank 3 (State Threatened) and Rank 4 (State Endangered) species 

along eastern side of US Route 22 in Pohatcong Township, Lopatcong Township and Greenwich 

Township.  These areas are not currently under public ownership. 

 

2.5.7 Open Space Preservation 

Preserved Open Space is very limited within the Study Area.  According to NJDEP and Warren County 

GIS data, a total of less than 65 acres of state, county or municipally owned open spaces exist, including 

the county-owned Delaware River Bluffs, the Phillipsburg ball field and the Morris Canal Greenway. 
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2.5.8 Known Contaminated Sites  

According to the NJDEP Known Contaminated Sites GIS data, published November 18, 2005, there are 

nine sites in the Study Area with active contamination, four of which are located in Phillipsburg.  As US 

Route 22 is the primary commercial corridor in the area, most of these sites are located directly adjacent 

to the US Route 22 corridor.  (See Table 9 ï Known Contaminated Sites) 

 

Table 9 ï Known Contaminated Sites (2005) 

Municipality  Name Address 

Greenwich Twp Smp Inc. 405 Rte 519 

Phillipsburg Town Exxon Store 3-0803 500 Memorial Pwy 

Phillipsburg Town Flowserve Corp 942 Memorial Pwy 

Lopatcong Twp. Hess Station 30300 973 Memorial Pwy & Rte 22 W 

Lopatcong Twp. Mico Petro 1075 Rt. 22 W 

Phillipsburg Town Mobil 57368 Rte 22 & Roseberry St 

Phillipsburg Town New Jersey Bell 641 Memorial Pwy 

Pohatcong Twp. Penn Jersey Truck Stop 1400 Rtes 22 & 78 E 

Lopatcong Twp Vista Bancorp 108 Baltimore St 

 

 

2.5.9 Historic Districts 

According to the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Office (NJ-SHPO), there is only one historic 

district within the US Route 22 Study - the existing and former bed of the Morris Canal (ID#2784).  

From its construction in 1831, the Morris Canal extended east-to-west from the Delaware River in the 

Town of Phillipsburg to the City of Newark.  It was extended in 1836 from Newark to the Hudson River 

in Jersey City.  The Canal was used to carry coal and other materials from the Lehigh Valley 

(Pennsylvania) to the New York Harbor until it was decommissioned in 1924.  It utilized a series of 

locks and inclined planes to cross the Highlands of New Jersey
1
.  This Nationally Registered Historic 

District crosses US Route 22 in Lopatcong Township, north of the Phillipsburg Mall near the Pohatcong 

Township border, and also extends across Stryker Road in Greenwich Township.  The entire Morris 

Canal corridor was listed on the State Register on November 26, 1973 and the National Register on 

October 1, 1974 (N.R. Reference #74002338).  In 1981, the Warren County Board of Chosen 

Freeholders incorporated the Morris Canal into the County's Open Space and Recreation Plan and also 

established the Morris Canal Committee of the County Planning Board in order to preserve and protect 

the remains of the Morris Canal.  According to the June 2, 2008 Warren County Open Space and 

                                                 

 
1 National Canal Museum.  <http://www.canals.org/researchers/Canal_Profiles/United_States/Mid-Atlantic/Morris_Canal> 
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Phillipsburg Post Office 

Recreation Plan, engineering plans are currently being prepared to restore the section of the Morris 

Canal between US Route 22 and Strykers Road (within the US Route 22 Study Area). 

 

2.5.10 Historic Sites 

According to the NJ-SHPO, there are two historic sites within the US Route 22 corridor: the St. James 

Lutheran Church (ID#3501) and the U.S. Post Office (ID#2787).   

 

St. James Lutheran Church 

The St. James Lutheran Church, also known as the Straw Church, is located within the US Route 22 

median island, between Greenwich Street and County Route 519.  The cemetery for the church is 

located at the northeast quadrant of US Route 22 and County Route 519 in Greenwich Township.  Built 

in 1750, the church was constructed of logs and was thatched with a straw roof, hence the name.  The 

old Straw Church was the first Lutheran Church in the area, with services beginning in 1769.  The 

second building was constructed of field stone in 1790, while the present day structure, built in 1834, is 

constructed of brick.  Although the site is not officially listed on either the State or National Register of 

Historic Places, the site received a Designation of Eligibility (DOE) on December 27, 1996 from the 

Keeper of the National Register and an NJ-SHPO Opinion of Eligibility on May 20, 1996.   

 

U.S. Post Office 

The second historic site is the U.S. Post Office located on in the 

center of the US Route 22 median near the Hillcrest Boulevard 

in Phillipsburg.  The Post Office is of brick construction and 

was first opened on August 14, 1934.  The Post Office was 

listed on the State Register on January 1, 1986 as part of a 

Thematic Nomination of Significant Post Offices.   
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Figure 4 ï Environmental Scan Map 
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3. PUBLIC  OUTREACH  

3.1 PUBLIC OUTREAC H PROCESS 

Public involvement is a vital component in the research and development of transportation planning 

studies.  The input, comments, questions and concerns of the residents and commuters in the Study Area 

are a high priority.  Five Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meetings, two public open house 

meetings, a visioning workshop and a commuter survey were used to communicate with the residents 

about this study.  Also, a project webpage was set up on the Countyôs website to post study information.  

Additionally, the County had numerous mailings and emails to interested organizations and individuals.  

A newsletter was also distributed to explain the US Route 22 Corridor Improvement Plan 

recommendations.  Copies of these documents are provided in the Appendix. 

 

The TAC was comprised of members of various agencies, including the Warren County Planning 

Department (WCPD), Maser Consulting, PA (Maser), Regional Plan Association (RPA), the New Jersey 

Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT), New 

Jersey Transit (NJTransit), NJ Highlands Council, TransOptions, Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge 

Commission (DRJTBC) and representatives of the five municipalities.  The agendas and meeting 

minutes of these five TAC Meetings are included in the Appendix. 

 

Two public open houses were held; the first to review possible strategies and the second to present the 

Draft US Route 22 Corridor Improvement Plan. 

 

 

3.2 THE VISIONING WORKSH OP 

The visioning workshop was held at the Warren County Vocational School on February 7, 2009 from 

10:00 am to 4:00 pm.  Over 40 people attended.  The participants were distributed amongst three 

breakout tables, each staffed by several designers / facilitators.  

 

    

 Getting Started The Creative Juices Reporting Back to the Group 
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In preparation for the visioning workshop, a review was made of all municipal master plans, and related 

planning reports and transportation studies.  A Briefing Book was compiled by RPA, which highlighted 

municipal and regional planning considerations and illustrative aerial maps of the existing road network, 

key activity generators and environmental constraints.  (See Briefing Book in the Appendix.)  

 

During the morning session each breakout table focused on the entire study area; in the afternoon 

session each breakout table focused on one of three smaller study areas.  While the five-mile corridor is 

too long to allow detailed treatment in a workshop format, the three selected Study Areas were found to 

exemplify prototypical sets of relationships between land use, transportation and design.  As prototypes, 

the study areas are amenable to design solutions that can be replicated elsewhere along the corridor, as 

appropriate, provided that the conditions are similar. 

 

The three breakout tables validated many of the issues and suggested design solutions discussed with the 

stakeholders and included in the Briefing Book.  Each of the tables also provided new solutions to 

problems and dismissed or modified others.  Many ideas and concepts, such as the need for increased 

pedestrian mobility and safety surfaced at multiple tables.  However, the workshop participants were 

generally not receptive to ideas about dramatic future changes to the land use patterns, which is 

admittedly one of the most effective tools to change travel behavior.  There was some discussion about 

modest changes in land use but the fundamental suburban low-density single-use pattern, with big 

format retail along the highway frontage, was not seriously challenged. 

 

3.2.1 Questions for Discussion 

With stakeholder input, RPA prepared a series of questions designed to frame the discussions during the 

workshop.  These questions were intended to keep the public conversations on target without 

constraining fruitful discussion.  Each group of facilitators was asked to refer to this set of questions at 

the beginning and end of the session and to make sure the workshop participants at their table stayed 

focused. 

 

1. If widening US Route 22 is not a feasible alternative, are there other ways to mitigate traffic 

without increasing capacity? 

2. Should parallel roadways that would take some local traffic off the highway be considered as a 

supplement to mitigating traffic volumes along US Route 22? 

3. Are there opportunities for additional street connections at strategic locations across US Route 

22 that would facilitate North/ South movement and improve the performance of the overall 

circulation network? 

4. What types of land use changes would be desirable along the corridor? 

5. What types of land use and other changes would significantly increase transit ridership? 
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6. What types of access management strategiesðsuch as street closures, curb cut removals or 

parking lot interconnectionsðare feasible and applicable in the Eastern portion of Memorial 

Parkway? 

7. Where should traffic calming efforts be focused? 

8. Are there opportunities to create an off-road pedestrian/ bicycle circulation system linking 

important destinations that takes advantage of preserved open space, natural features, historic 

sites and railroad rights-of-way? 

9. What are the major generators of pedestrian traffic near US Route 22 and where are the major 

pedestrian crossings? 

10. Where should existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities be upgraded and where should new 

facilities be installed such that they encourage increased pedestrian and bicycle activity? 

11. Can Memorial Parkway be reconfigured to reclaim pedestrian access to adjacent land uses 

without compromising access to the Toll Bridge? 

 

3.2.2 Findings and Recommendations 

The ñBig Pictureò 

The US Route 22 corridor, extending from the Delaware River in Philipsburg to the I-78 interchange in 

Pohatcong, is the main thoroughfare for the residents of the surrounding municipalities, including many 

in the greater Lehigh Valley, the majority of whom are coming to or from I-78.  The crush of through 

traffic during the Morning (AM) and Evening (PM) Peak Hours combined with local traffic can bring 

the traffic in the corridor and surrounding intersections to a near standstill.  This will only be 

exacerbated by anticipated future development through the year 2035 if the region continues to Build-

out according to current zoning. 

 

During the ñbig pictureò exercise, the groups were asked to explore the regional landscape and 

circulation framework and -- given that the wholesale widening of US Route 22 is admittedly not an 

option, for a wide variety of reasons -- find both technical fixes and alternate means of movement 

throughout the region.  The groups addressed the discussion questions posed in the Briefing Book and 

either confirmed, qualified or dismissed them.  Additionally, the groups flagged other future problems 

and potential solutions, such as the approximately 600-housing unit development adjacent to I-78 in 

Pohatcong and the potential for incorporating a new I-78 interchange to alleviate congestion that might 

result from such a development.  The new interchange (known as Exit 2) has been on paper since the 

initial construction of I-78; however, it was never built due to reported opposition from Pohatcong 

Township.  Todayôs land use and political environment is different; traffic on US Route 22 is increasing 

and it is widely recognized that additional development in the area will exacerbate the situation, thus 

making an additional interchange on I-78 a more politically feasible alternative to address increasing 

traffic levels on US Route 22 and adjacent local roads.  Enhancing connections along and among local 
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roads will enable local traffic to remain on local roads, thus eliminating short-haul traffic on US Route 

22 and avoiding many unnecessary turning movements on US Route 22. 

 

In a nutshell, the suggestions from the ñbig pictureò discussions were as follows: 

 Improve the safety and circulation of the intersection of Morris Street and/Miller Street/Summit 

Avenue and the eastbound US Route 22 Morris Street Ramp with US Route 22 (Memorial 

Parkway). 

 Improve the vehicular traffic safety and circulation within the US Route 22 (Memorial Parkway) 

corridor between the Morris Street intersection and the Bates/Ingersoll Streets intersection.   

 Improve the pedestrian safety and circulation within the  US Route 22 (Memorial Parkway) 

corridor between the Morris Street intersection and the Roseberry Street  intersection.   

 Extend Center Street east to US Route 22, Strykers Road, Route 57 and County Route 519 

 Create a new interchange of I-78 at Carpentersville Road. 

 Improve the US Route 22 and Route 57 interchange by repairing or replacing the functionally 

obsolete bridgeða new bridge should contain sidewalks for pedestrian access. 

 Improve the interchange of Route 57 and County Route 519 in all directions. 

 Improve the intersection of Dumont Road, County Route 519 and Strykers Road to facilitate a 

four-way turning movement. 

 Create a new street linking the back of the Phillipsburg Mall to the Center Street extension at the 

Ingersoll Rand parcel. 

 

Participants were also asked to articulate suggestions for ñtechnical fixesò that might enhance 

circulation along US Route 22 itself and, as a result, provide better movement along the corridor.  The 

following summarizes the suggestions: 

 Improve the safety and circulation of the intersection of Morris Street/Miller Street/Summit 

Avenue and the eastbound US Route 22 Morris Street Ramp with US Route 22 (Memorial 

Parkway) by realigning the intersection of US Route 22 (Memorial Parkway), realigning the 

intersection with US Route 22, softening the US Route 22 curve, providing proper speed limit and 

better signage.   

 Improve the safety and circulation of US Route 22 (Memorial Parkway) by reducing and 

eliminating conflicting traffic movements.  

 Improve pedestrian safety and circulation of US Route 22 (Memorial Parkway) by installing 

median barriers, dedicated pedestrian crosswalks and overpasses. 

  Remove toll gates at Easton-Phillipsburg Toll Bridge to facilitate west bound mobility through 

EZ-Pass lanes. 

 Complete the interchange at Exit 3 on I-78 to allow a turning movement from I-78 West to Route 

173 South. 
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 Improve Roseberry Street intersection with US Route 22 and overall connection of Roseberry 

Street to the new High School. 

 Improve intersection at New Brunswick Avenue and US Route 22. 

 Implement access management and driveway consolidation along entire US Route 22 and where 

possible implement the NJDOT Highway Access Management Code. 

 

(See Figure 5 - ñBig Pictureò Breakout Sessions) 

 

Small Area Exercises 

The small area exercises were intended to give participants an opportunity to view a specific part of the 

corridor at a smaller scale, and allow them to pinpoint areas where improvements could enhance the 

circulation and the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods.  Each of the three ñsmall areasò was 

chosen for its unique attributes in the Study Area.  Recommendations for improvement included: 

 Re-time traffic lights to increase pedestrian safety. 

 Build missing segments of sidewalk system and rebuild existing deteriorated sidewalks. 

 Eliminate right-on-red at Roseberry Street. 

 Reclaim Lopatcong Creek corridor and create bicycle / pedestrian greenway. 

 Relocate St. James Lutheran Church next to cemetery; or realign US Route 22 westbound. 

 Upgrade pedestrian connection at Roseberry Street to new High School. 

 

(See Figure 6 - Proposed Improvements to Circulation Network from Visioning Workshop) 

 

Memorial Parkway 

The area of US Route 22 from the Delaware River to the intersection of Ingersoll Ave, known as 

Memorial Parkway, contains a set of features and issues that are exclusive to that section of the corridor.  

With the notable exception of a relatively narrow, mostly commercial strip along the highway frontage, 

the neighborhoods on either side of Memorial Parkway are primarily residential.  The highway severs 

both vehicular and pedestrian cross-circulation and seriously compromises access to the current 

Phil lipsburg High School, as well as the proposed site of the new High School.  Further intensifying the 

situation is the generally rapid speed of peak traffic flow, complicated by several slow moving 

turnarounds and a number of driveways ï including the current Post Office site ï that lack proper 

acceleration and/or deceleration lanes in a highway context. 

 

Participants in the workshop were asked to identify ways to reclaim, rationalize and enhance Memorial 

Parkway.  Design options include: 

 Create a new pedestrian overpass and safer cross-walks. 
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 Relocate the Post Office to eliminate an intensive use in the median. 

 Eliminate U-turns to prevent left lane turning and acceleration. 

 Realign US Route 22 West to remove unnecessary median space between eastbound and 

westbound lanes. 

 Realign Warren Street intersection with US Route 22. 

 Consider the use of roundabouts at Warren, Lincoln, and Miller Streets. 

 Create an Access Management Plan consistent with the NJDOT Highway Access Management 

Code. 

 Reduce curb cuts along US Route 22 and consolidate parking lot ingress and egress wherever 

possible. 

 Create quality public open spaces with an improved ñtown centerò streetscape.  

 

(See Figure 7 - Memorial Parkway Proposals from Breakout Sessions) 

 

Other Issues 

 There was concern regarding the public housing across from some retail establishments that is 

generating ñillegalò pedestrian crossings of US Route 22.  Participants noted that area residents 

take huge risks by running across high speed traffic lanes, often pushing baby strollers, while 

ignoring signalized cross walks in the vicinity.  In part, this is due to poor signage, to poorly 

designed pedestrian facilities (right on red allows vehicular movements to threaten pedestrians) 

and to poorly located pedestrian crossings relative to adjacent land uses.  Participants suggested 

that installing a pedestrian overpass ï or safer and better located surface crossing facilities -- 

should be considered. 

 

 Suggestions for better and more comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle facilities along roads and 

bordering open spaces adjacent to US Route 22 were well received.  It was considered that 

creation of a pedestrian/ bicycle route along the Ingersoll Rand property extending to Roseberry 

Street and up to the new High School would facilitate non-vehicular movement and help relieve 

congestion. 
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Figure 5 ï ñBig Pictureò Breakout Sessions 
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Figure 6 ï Proposed Improvements to Circulation Network from Visioning Workshop 
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Figure 7 ï Memorial Parkway Proposals from Breakout Sessions 
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3.3 COMMUTER SURVEY RESULTS 

A commuter survey was conducted in January 2009 to obtain information from US Route 22 travelers 

on their travel patterns and suggestions to improve the corridor.  A variable message sign (VMS) was 

installed from January 5, 2009 to January 23, 2009 within the medium of US Route 22.  Approximately 

130 responses were received.  Highlights of the Commuter Survey are presented below.  The complete 

survey results are included within the Appendix. 

 

1. An overwhelming amount of responses indicated that the lack of transit is not a concern and 

most drivers preferred the freedom of their own vehicles. 

2. The intersection perceived to be the worst along the corridor County Route 519 (76%) followed 

by Roseberry Street (70%), Route 122 (67%) and Route 57 interchange (63%). 

3. The highest percentage, 38%, of the respondents felt that US Route 22 is convenient for their 

trips; a similar percentage (38%) of respondents felt that US Route 22 was convenient 

ñsometimesò, but they indicated that their commuting times must be adjusted due to traffic. 

4. The highest percentage, 29%, drive 60 minutes or more to their place of employment one way. 

5. 64% of respondents drive 21 miles or more one way to work. 

6. 83% of respondents drive to work alone; 11% carpooled. 

7. Almost half of the respondents are aware of the NJDOT sharing program. 

8. The most selected improvement to improve traffic flow was the closure of driveways (36%) 

along US Route 22, followed by adding more turning lanes and providing service road frontage 

access to businesses. 

9. For major routes to get to work, 41% of the respondents use US Route 22, and 32% use Route 

78. 

 

  



 US Route 22 Corridor  Improvement Plan   Warren County, New Jersey 

   July 2009 

 

 

  

  

  MASER CONSULTING, P.A.  Page 31 

4. EXISTING ROADWAY CON DITIONS  

4.1 DOCUMENT RESEARCH  

In an effort to ensure a thorough and complete investigation of the corridor was completed, studies 

concerning the analysis of the corridor and adjacent roadway networks were consulted.  The following is 

a list of the studies and plans consulted: 

 2015 Land Use Forecasting and Transportation Analysis Study:  A Component of the Warren 

County Strategic Growth Plan 

 Warren County Comprehensive Farmland Preservation Plan 

 I-78 Corridor Transit Study 

 Route 57 ï Needs Assessment/Concept Development Study 

 Traffic Engineering Evaluation ï Roadway and Intersection Improvements Various Locations 

along Route US 22 and Route 122 

 US Route 22 Corridor Study ï including Route 57, Route 122 and County Route 519 

 Municipal Circulation Plans 

 NJTPA 2025 Regional Transportation Plan 

 Municipal Master Plans and Ordinances 

 

Each of the studies provided valuable insight into the existing operation of the corridor, the principal 

needs of the corridor and the traffic engineering plans and techniques deemed appropriate for addressing 

these needs.  These studies provided a strong foundation for the US Route 22 Corridor Improvement 

Plan and the recommendations provided within. 

 

4.2 EXISTING ROADWAY CON DITIONS  

The corridor traffic study focused on the initial five miles of US Route 22 in Warren County, New 

Jersey.  Within this five-mile expanse, US Route 22 has nine signalized intersections and it intersects 

four County Routes, three State Routes and one Interstate Highway.  A field investigation was 

conducted between the Easton-Phillipsburg Toll Bridge at Mile Post (MP) 0.00 and I-78 at MP 4.69 to 

obtain an inventory of existing roadway conditions, posted traffic controls, adjacent land uses, lane 

configurations of the intersections in the Study Area, and existing vehicular and pedestrian traffic 

patterns.  The following is a brief description of the study corridor: 

 

US Route 22 is an east/west oriented Urban Principal Arterial and includes a variety of roadway 

conditions and lane configurations.  The corridor fluctuates between protected, unprotected and curbed 

medians while the number of travel lanes varies between four and six lanes.  The pavement, median and 

shoulder width vary greatly over the five-mile stretch of roadway; as does the posted speed limit.  The 

roadway has a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour (m.p.h.) when crossing the toll bridge and 
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progressively increases to a speed limit of 50 m.p.h. at MP 2.30, which continues to the I-78 

interchange. 

 

US Route 22 is a limited access roadway from Allentown, Pennsylvania travelling east where it enters 

New Jersey via the Easton-Phillipsburg Toll Bridge, which crosses the Delaware River along the 

western New Jersey State border.  US Route 22 extends eastward following the toll booths and 

continues as a limited-access road that ends at the on/off ramp with Morris Street and Hillcrest 

Boulevard.  This area is a section of both steep grades down to Hillcrest Boulevard with a curved 

roadway alignment.  At this point, the road converts to the at-grade Memorial Parkway, a major four to 

six-lane divided thoroughfare in Phillipsburg with some U-turns on a variable width median.  The need 

for better signage in this area was strongly noted by study participants.    

 

Left turns are generally prohibited from US Route 22.  However, between the Post Office near Morris 

Street and east of Lincoln Street, there are three median crossings which provide for left turns.  Study 

participants have noted vehicles stacking in the median and extending out into the left lane of eastbound 

traffic during peak hours and at school dismissal time.  (Please note that this was not specifically studied 

by the Consultant.)  

 

 Jughandles were constructed in certain areas to permit these movements while still preserving mobility 

on US Route 22.  East of Phillipsburg's commercial district, the median on US Route 22 converts to a 

Jersey barrier as it approaches a junction with State Route 57 (Route 57).  After passing the Route 57 

junction, US Route 22 turns in the southeastern direction and enters a largely undeveloped section of 

Lopatcong.  Past this area, US Route 22 intersects the Phillipsburg Mall Entrance (Shopping Center 

Drive), County Route 519, County Route 638 (Greenwich Street) and State Route 122/New Brunswick 

Avenue (Route 122).  Figure 8 - Study Area Corridor Map  details the limits of the study corridor. 

 

The intersections included the data collection process are illustrated on Figure 9 ï US Route 22 

Corridor Intersections) and detailed on the Intersection Worksheets (Figures 10 through 21) These 

intersections were selected based on the existing traffic control and proximity to local areas of interest.  

The 13 intersections detailed in the following section were the focus of the US Route 22 corridor data 

collection.  A detailed description of the existing signage, striping, pavement markings and signal 

operations are included on the intersection worksheets, as well as aerial and on-site photographs of the 

intersection. 

 

 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Delaware_River
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Limited-access
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/At-grade_intersection
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phillipsburg%2C_New_Jersey
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U-turn
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Jersey_Route_57
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/County_Route_519_%28New_Jersey%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Jersey_Route_122
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Figure 8 ï Study Area Corridor Map 
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Figure 9 ï US Route 22 Corridor Intersections 
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Figure 10 ï US Route 22 & Morris Street  Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 11 ï US Route 22 & Hillcrest Boulevard Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 12 ï US Route 22 & Lincoln Avenue Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 13 ï US Route 22 & Ingersoll/Bates Avenue Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 14 ï US Route 22 & Roseberry Street Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 15 ï US Route 22 & 1st Street Intersection Worksheet 
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Figure 16 ï US Route 22 & 3rd  Street Intersection Worksheet 

  


