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APPENDIX A.1: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS --FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PROJECT LIST 
This list constitutes the fiscally constrained project list for Transportation Matters. 

DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

08371 40 Route 40, Atlantic 
County, Drainage 

Approximately one mile of Rt 40/322 will be raised 
from 2.5 to 4 feet above existing to reduce flooding. 
Construction will include new pavement, new 
curbs, and sidewalks, relocation of aerial and 
underground utilities and new drainage. At Mile 
Post 63.4, steel and new sheeting and new drainage 
will be installed 

PE/DES/ROW/CON NHPP Egg Harbor 
Township 

Atlantic 13.800 

11337 30 Route 30, Elmwood 
Road/Weymouth 
Road (CR 623) to 
Haddon Avenue 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits. 
The project includes; corrections made to 
deficiencies in the sidewalks, curbing, curb ramps, 
intersections, and swales and some inlets will be 
constructed to eliminate ponding. Guiderail will be 
brought up to current standards 

DES/CON NHPP/STATE Mullica Township Atlantic 21.400 

93216 130 Route 130, 
Hollywood Avenue 
(CR 618) 

This project provides for safety and operational 
improvements to address problems caused by the 
severe acute angle of the intersection. A horizontal 
curve also causes sight distance problems for Rt. 130 
northbound traffic. Local business driveways are 
believed to contribute to accidents. Scope of project 
to be determined 

ROW-CON STP Carney’s Point 
Township 

Salem 1.868 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

244 52 Route 52, Causeway 
Replacement, 
Contract A 

This project will provide for the replacement of 1.2 
miles of the interior portion of the existing Rt. 52 
Causeway between Elbow Island and Visitor Center 
Island in both directions. The bridges being 
replaced in this contract are Elbow Thorofare and 
Rainbow Thorofare. This portion of the new bridge 
will be a lower-level structure (i.e., approximately 
15 feet to 20 feet above the water). In addition, as 
part of this project, access ramps will be constructed 
down onto Rainbow Island in both directions to 
fishing and recreational access. The southbound 
bridge toward Ocean City will contain a 10-foot 
multi-use sidewalk for bicycle as well as pedestrian 
use and will be separated from traffic with an 
approved traffic barrier system 

CON NHPP City of Ocean City Cape May 23.800 

S1124  Landis Avenue, 
Phase IV, Orchard 
Road (CR 628) to 
Moyer Street 

This project provides for milling and resurfacing of 
the roadway within the existing right of way in 
addition to removal and replacement of concrete 
items and rehabilitations of the existing storm sewer 
infrastructure as needed 

CON STP-SJ City of Vineland Cumberland 0.609 

S1122  Landis Avenue, 
Phase III, Coney 
Avenue to West 
Avenue 

This project provides for milling and resurfacing of 
the roadway within the existing right of way in 
addition to removal and replacement of concrete 
items and rehabilitations of the existing storm sewer 
infrastructure as needed 

CON STP-SJ City of Vineland Cumberland 0.670 

95017 49 Route 49, 
Buckshutem Road, 
Intersection 
Improvements (CR 
670) 

The Rt. 49 project location is a six-legged 
intersection exhibiting substandard geometric 
features, safety, and operational problems. The 
proposed project creates a new 4-legged intersection 
and realigns 2 local routes that originally connected 
to Rt. 49 to improve safety 

DES/ROW/UTI/CO
N 

STATE City of Bridgeton Cumberland 9.600 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

2149F1 47 Route 47/347 and 
Route 49/50 
Corridor 
Enhancement 

This project will implement Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) strategies and alleviate 
summer traffic congestion in the Rt. 47/347 and Rt. 
49/50 Corridors. The proposed project includes the 
construction of 9 Dynamic Message signs and 3 
CCTV Cameras long roadways in Cape May and 
Cumberland County. In addition, the project 
includes the interconnection of traffic lights along 
Route 47 in Dennis Township 

ROW/CON CMAQ Dennis Township,  
Maurice River 

Township 

Cape May, 
Cumberland 

4.000 

04308 40 Route 40, 
Woodstown 
Intersection 
Improvements 

This project is designed to improve the safety and 
operation of the intersection and potential work will 
include traffic signal upgrade, island removal, and 
sidewalks. A preferred alternative for better truck 
acceleration through the signalized intersection has 
been selected by the community 

 CON NHPP Borough of 
Woodstown 

Salem 1.380 

11423 49 Route 49, Sarah Run 
Drive to Garrison 
Lane, Pavement 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

 CON NHPP City of Millville, 
Township of 

Upper 

Cape May, 
Cumberland 

9.240 

11421 40 Route 40, Wilson 
Avenue to Route 77 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will reconstruct and resurface within the 
project limits. The project includes; ADA ramps, 
minor curb repair, bicycle compatibility 
improvements, minor drainage work, signal 
upgrades and striping 

CON NHPP Borough of 
Woodstown 

Salem 17.000 

11416 30 Route 30, Atco 
Avenue to Route 
206 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits. 
The project will include guiderail replacement, 
installation of handicapped ramps and crosswalks 
and upgrading of traffic signals 

CON STATE Waterford Twp/ 
Hammonton 

Town  

Camden/Atla
ntic 

2.373 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

11414 130 Route 130, Plant 
Street to High Hill 
Road (CR 662) 

Initiated by the Pavement Management System, this 
project consists of milling, resurfacing, 
reconstructing, and rehabilitating certain sections 
within the project limits, replacing substandard 
guiderail, installing ADA-compliant curb ramps 
and correcting substandard geometric deficiencies. 
The pavement will be resurfaced within the entire 
project limits, with milling and paving on the 
mainline and shoulders. A small portion of the 
roadway is identified for reconstruction and the US 
130 over Salem Canal concrete culvert will also be 
repaired 

CON STATE Pennsville 
Township, 

Borough of Penns 
Grove, Carney’s 
Point Township, 

Oldmans 
Township   

Salem 9.006 

11343A 55 Route 55, SB 
Schooner Landing 
Road to Sherman 
Avenue 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface both directions within the 
project limits 

CON NHPP City of Millville Cumberland 8.204 

12413 40 Route 40, Elmer 
Lake to Elmwood 
Avenue 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON NHPP Upper Pittsgrove 
Township 

Salem 4.691 

14373 83 Route 83, Route 47 
to Route 9 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STATE Township of 
Dennis   

Cape May 
County 

1.850 

14363 45 Route 45, Main 
Street (CR 672) to 
Chestnut Street 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STATE Borough of 
Woodstown 

Pilesgrove 
Township 

Salem 2.545 

S1414 47 Route 47 (Rio-
Grande Avenue), 
Park Boulevard to 
George Redding 
Bridge 

Roadway resurfacing and drainage improvements 
within the existing right-of-way 

CON STP-SJ City of Wildwood  Cape May 1.712 

12403 30 Route 30, Illinois 
Avenue (CR 631) to 
Grammercy 
Avenue 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON NHPP City of Absecon  Atlantic 5.075 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

196A5 40 Route 40/322, 
Median Closures, 
Delilah Road to East 
Fire Road 

This project is a break out from "Route 40/322 
Cologne Ave to Fire Road". A recent crash analysis 
for Route 40/322 Median Closure Delilah Road to 
Fire Road project from the Bureau of Safety 
Programs for years 2010-2012 was completed. The 
analysis reveals the need for a Concept 
Development study to address safety concerns for 
the remaining part of the Route 40/322 Delilah 
Road to Fire Road 

PE/DES/ROW/CON NHPP Hamilton Twp Atlantic 5.300 

15316  Perkintown Road 
(CR 644), Bridge 
over Route 295 

Initiated by the Bridge Management System, this 
project will begin a study to replace the bridge deck 
and possibly raise the superstructure. The bridge is 
structurally deficient due to the condition of the 
deck. It is functionally obsolete due to substandard 
vertical clearance. The existing minimum clearance 
does not meet the current standard. The study will 
include jacking and support, abutment and pier 
modification/reconstruction and approach roadway 
reconstruction. Guiderail upgrades will be included, 
as well 

PE/DES/ROW/CON STATE Oldmans 
Township 

Salem 7.350 

15315 295 Route 295 NB/NJ 
Turnpike & Route 
40, Bridge over 
Salem Canal 

Initiated by the Bridge Management System, this 
project will replace the bridge deck 

DES/CON NHPP Carneys Point 
Township 

Salem 6.500 

15314 49 Route 49, Bridge 
over Maurice River 

Initiated by the Bridge Management System, this 
project will replace the bridge. 

PE/DES/CON NHPP City of Millville  Cumberland 9.030 

S1407  Landis Avenue, 
Phase V, Mill Road 
to Orchard Road 
(CR 628) 

Mill & Overlay Roadway within existing Right-of-
Way from Mill Road to Orchard Road 

CON STP-SJ City of Vineland  Cumberland 0.700 

14374 47 Route 47, CR 552 
(W. Sherman 
Avenue) to Route 
56 (Landis Avenue) 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STATE City of Vineland Cumberland 2.100 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

14371 152 Route 152, Bay 
Avenue to Seaview 
Drive 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STATE City of Somers 
Point 

Atlantic 5.350 

14367 49 Route 49, Estelle-
Manor Drive to 
Dam Road 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits. 
This is a Mill & Pave project 

CON STATE Maurice River 
Township 

Atlantic 3.200 

01339A 54 Route 54, Route 322 
over Cape May 
Point Branch, 
Contract B 

Environmental mitigation for Route 54, Route 322 
over Cape May Point Branch project. Due to project 
associated impacts, requires the NJDOT to purchase 
land for plantings of vegetation and trees due to 
overall land disturbances due to the project in 
accordance with NJDEP riparian and reforestation 
mitigation requirements 

CON STP Folsom Borough Atlantic 0.784 

12320 47 Route 47, 
Nummytown Mill 
Pond Dam 

Initiated from the Bridge Management System, this 
class 2 dam has insufficient spillway capacity, as 
required by the New Jersey safety standards, and is 
a significant hazard. The dam requires rehabilitation 
to achieve compliance with the New Jersey Dam 
standards 

DES/CON NHPP Middle Township Cape May 1.825 

12433 322 Route 322, Route 50 
to Leipzig Avenue 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STP Hamilton 
Township 

Atlantic 8.980 

12429 77 Route 77, Elmer-
Shirley Road (CR 
611) to Gangemi 
Lane 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON STP Upper Pittsgrove 
Township  

Salem 3.640 

12411 40 Route 40, NJ 
Turnpike to E 
Quillytown Road 

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, 
this project will resurface within the project limits 

CON NHPP Carney’s Point 
Township 

Salem 3.410 

14428 30 Route 30, Bridge 
over Duck 
Thorofare 

Initiated from the Bridge Management System, the 
project will rehabilitate/replace the bridge 

PE/DES/CON NHPP Atlantic City Atlantic 11.200 

S0902  Corsons Tavern 
Road, Resurfacing 
(CR 628) 

Roadway resurfacing and drainage improvements 
result from Ocean View Operational Study. Limits: 
1,000 ft south of Tattler Road to Woodbine-Ocean 
View Road (CR550) 

CON STP-SJ Dennis Twp Cape May 1.723 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

S1004  Woodbine-Ocean 
View Road to US 
Route 9 

Roadway resurfacing and drainage improvements 
from Woodbine-Ocean View Road (CR 550) to Rt. 
US 9 

CON STP-SJ Upper Twp Cape May 1.682 

S1408  Atlantic Avenue, 
Connecticut 
Avenue to Maine 
Avenue 

The resurfacing of the cartway and modification of 
roadway drainage to comply with MS4 storm water 
regulations and sidewalk at crosswalks to conform 
to ADA requirements 

DES/CON STATE-SJTPO Atlantic City Atlantic 1.210 

S0914  Brigantine 
Boulevard, Sec. 1B, 
Repaving (CR 638) 

Repaving of Brigantine Boulevard, Sec. 1B, 
Repaving (CR 638) 

CON STATE-SJTPO City of Brigantine Atlantic 1.500 

S1406  CR 551 (Hook 
Road), E. Pittsfield 
Street to Route 295 

Resurfacing of Hook Road (CR 551) from East 
Pittsfield Street to I-295 NB including Raising of a 
1000-foot Long Section at MP 2.85 to alleviate 
flooding 

DES/CON STATE-SJTPO Pennsville 
Township 

Salem 1.550 

S1403A   CR 540 & 747 
(Almond Road) 
from Salem County 
to NJ 47 (Delsea 
Drive) 

 Mill & Overlay, various Roadways—Cumberland 
County Federal Road Program 

CON STATE-SJTPO City of Vineland Cumberland 0.740 

S1403B   CR 550 (Leesburg-
Belleplain Road), 
from NJ 47 (Delsea 
Drive) to Cape May 
County 

 Mill & Overlay, various Roadways—Cumberland 
County Federal Road Program 

CON STATE-SJTPO Maurice River 
Township 

Cumberland 0.740 

S1403C   CR 553 (Fairton-
Gouldtown Road & 
Woodruff-
Gouldtown Road), 
from CR 706 
(Shoemaker Lane) 
to NJ 49 (Bridgeton 
Pike) 

 Mill & Overlay, various Roadways—Cumberland 
County Federal Road Program 

CON STATE-SJTPO City of Bridgeton Cumberland 0.740 

S1410  Eleventh Avenue 
(CR 669), Municipal 
Border to Route 50 
(Broad Street) 

Mill and overlay of the roadway within the existing 
right-of-way 

CON STATE-SJTPO Weymouth Twp Atlantic 1.700 
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DBNUM Route Project Name Description Phase Fund 
Municipality County FY16-25  

($M) 
(YOE) 

S1412  Route 73 (Blue 
Anchor Road), 
Route 322 to Route 
54 (Twelfth Street) 

Mill and overlay of the roadway within the existing 
right-of-way 

CON STATE-SJTPO Folsom Borough Atlantic 1.500 

S1413  Route 73 (Mays 
Landing Road), 
Route 54 (Twelfth 
Street) to Sherry 
Lane 

Mill and overlay of the roadway within the existing 
right-of-way 

CON STATE-SJTPO Folsom Borough Atlantic 1.000 

S1601  Ocean Drive (CR 
619), 29th Street to 
62nd Street 

Mill and overlay of the roadway within the existing 
right-of-way 

CON STP-SJ Borough of 
Avalon 

Cape May 1.712 

S1501A   Centerton Road, CR 
553 from Almond 
Road, CR 540 (MP 
27.56) north to Buck 
Road, CR 553 (MP 
29.29) 

Salem County Mill and Overlay Resurfacing 
Program 

CON STATE-SJTPO Pittsgrove Twp Salem 0.533 

S1501B   Centerton Road, CR 
553 from Almond 
Road, CR 540 (MP 
27.56) south to the 
County Line (MP 
26.90) 

 Salem County Mill and Overlay Resurfacing 
Program 

CON STATE-SJTPO Pittsgrove Twp Salem 0.533 

S1501C   Welchville-Alloway 
Road, CR 540 from 
the railroad tracks 
(MP 11.67) to Main 
Street, CR 581 (MP 
13.15) 

Salem County Mill and Overlay Resurfacing 
Program  

CON STATE-SJTPO Woodstown 
Borough 

Salem 0.533 
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APPENDIX A.2: CRITICAL PROJECT NEEDS (CURRENTLY NOT FUNDED) 
As described in Chapter 7, each of SJTPO’s subregions, (Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland and Salem Counties, as well as the Cities of Atlantic City and 
Vineland), submitted a list of projects that they identified as “critical needs.” “Critical needs” can be defined as projects for which there is no currently 
identified source of funding but each subregion has identified as “critical” for safety or other compelling reasons. These are described in more detail below. 
Those projects that are shown in orange bolded text are projects that were included in the “Critical Needs” model scenario. 

A.2.1. Atlantic City 

 
Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 

Design Cost 
Estimated 

Construction Cost 
Estimated 

Inspection Cost 
Map Ref. 

No.* 
1 Bridge 

Rehabilitation 
Venice Park Bridges, Ohio Avenue over Penrose Canal, 
and over Venice Lagoon 

 Atlantic City  $6.5 M.   1 

2  System 
Maintenance/ 
Expansion 

Albany Avenue Corridor Improvements: Intersection of 
Wellington Avenue/West End Avenue and US 40/322: 
Drainage Improvements 

 Atlantic City      2 

3 System 
Maintenance/ 
Expansion 

Albany Avenue Corridor Improvements: Storm Mitigation 
and Drainage Improvements; widening from four to six 
lanes. Other possible improvements include raising the 
roadway. 

 Atlantic City      3 

*This is the Map Reference Number (Ref No) for Appendix 1.4 Map of Critical Needs.  

A.2.2. Atlantic County 

Human Service Transportation Projects 

 
Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 

Design Cost 
Estimated 

Construction Cost 
Estimated 

Inspection Cost 
Map Ref. 

No. 
1 Vehicle 

Replacement 
Funding to replace approximately 45 mini & mid-sized 
buses in about a 30-month timeframe in 2017, 2018, and 
2019. This will be an extremely difficult task without an 
additional funding source being identified. 

Countywide n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2 Funding for 
Human Service 
Transportation 

Addressing the severe loss of Casino Revenue (SCDRTAP) 
funding, that has been the mainstay of our senior and 
disabled transportation program. Atlantic County has 
gone from an annual funding allocation in 2008 of $ 
967,700.00 to a 2015 funding allocation of only $ 500,237.00. 
Without replacement funding being identified soon, there 
is no doubt that existing transportation service programs 
will need to be curtailed in the future.  

Countywide n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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Bridge Projects 

 
Description Municipality Estimated  

Design Cost 
Estimated  

Construction Cost 
Estimated  

Inspection Cost 
Map Ref. 

No. 

Bridge Replacement 

3 BV-7 Hospitality Bridge 
Eighth Street (Municipal) over Hospitality Branch 

Folsom $175,000.00 $1,750,000.00 $225,000.00 4 

       

4 EH-19 Powell Creek Bridge 
Mays Landing-Somers Point Road (CR 559) over Powell Creek 

Egg Harbor Twp. $175,000.00 $1,750,000.00 $225,000.00 6 

5 EH-27 Culvert 
Bevis Mill Road (Municipal) over Lakes Creek 

Egg Harbor Twp. $75,000.00 $400,000.00 $90,000.00 7 

6 EH-29 Lakes Creek BridgeMays Landing-Somers Point Road 
(CR 559) over Lakes Creek 

Egg Harbor Twp. $175,000.00 $1,750,000.00 $225,000.00 8 

7 EH-32 Jobs Point Bridge  
Mays Landing-Somers Point Road (CR 559) over Patcong Creek 

Somers Point and 
Egg Harbor Twp. 

$1,250,000.00 $15,000,000.00 $1,500,000.00 9 

8 EHC-6 Landing Creek Bridge 
Clarks Landing Road (CR 624) over Landing Creek 

Egg Harbor City $150,000.00 $1,500,000.00 $185,000.00 10 

9 EHC-8 Bungalow Park Bridge 
Egg Harbor-Green Bank Road (CR 563) over Indian Cabin 
Creek 

Egg Harbor City $200,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $250,000.00 11 

10 EHC-33 Buerger Street Bridge 
Buerger Street (Municipal) over Union Creek 

Egg Harbor City $125,000.00 $1,250,000.00 $155,000.00 12 

11 EHC-39 Indian Cabin Creek Bridge 
Indian Cabin Road (Municipal) over Indian Cabin Creek 

Egg Harbor City $125,000.00 $125,000.00 $155,000.00 13 

12 G-108 Culvert 
Moss Mill Road (CR 561A) over Mattix Run 

Galloway Twp. $75,000.00 $400,000.00 $90,000.00 14 

13 H-12 Atsion Road Bridge 
Middle Road (CR 613) over Great Swamp Branch 

Hammonton $105,000.00 $1,250,000.00 $155,000.00 15 

14 HML-18 Scull's Run Bridge 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Scull's Run 

Hamilton 
Township 

$90,000.00 $900,000.00 $120,000.00 16 

15 HML-19 Little Mill Bridge 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Little Mill Stream 

Hamilton 
Township 

$125,000.00 $1,250,000.00 $155,000.00 17 

16 HML-20 Canal Bridge 
Weymouth Elwood Road (CR 623) over Weymouth Canal 

Hamilton 
Township 

$110,000.00 $1,100,000.00 $140,000.00 18 

17 HML-22 Weymouth Furnace Bridge 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Great Egg Harbor River 

Hamilton 
Township 

$300,000.00 $3,000,000.00 $400,000.00 19 

18 HML-23 Causeway Bridge 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Furnace Raceway 

Hamilton 
Township 

$150,000.00 $1,500,000.00 $185,000.00 20 
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Description Municipality Estimated  

Design Cost 
Estimated  

Construction Cost 
Estimated  

Inspection Cost 
Map Ref. 

No. 
19 HML-45 Birches Mill Bridge 

Bears Head Road (CR 552) over South River 
Hamilton 
Township 

$125,000.00 $1,250,000.00 $155,000.00 21 

20 HML-54 Cotton Mill Bridge 
Mill Street (CR 559) over Great Egg Harbor River 

Hamilton 
Township 

$300,000.00 $4,000,000.00 $500,000.00 22 

21 HML-131 Cologne Avenue (CR 614)  
Over Adams Branch 

Hamilton 
Township 

$75,000.00 $400,000.00 $90,000.00 23 

22 M-51 Seventh Avenue Bridge 
Seventh Avenue (Municipal) over 1st Branch of Lucas Branch 

Mullica Township $75,000.00 $400,000.00 $90,000.00 24 

23 PR-5 Mattix Run Bridge 
Old New York Road (CR 610) over Mattix Run 

Galloway Twp. and 
Port Republic 

$1,250,000.00 $1,250,000.00 $155,000.00 25 

24 PR-7 Nacote Creek Bridge 
Old New York Road (CR 610) over Nacote Creek 

Port Republic $750,000.00 $9,500,000.00 $950,000.00 26 

Bridge Rehabilitation  

25 BV-2 Eighth Street Bridge (Superstructure Replacement) 
Eighth Street (Municipal) over Penny Pot Stream 

Folsom $35,000.00 $50,000.00   27 

26 EH-33 Ocean Heights Avenue Bridge 
Ocean Heights Avenue (CR 559A) over Patcong Creek 

Linwood, Somers 
Point and Egg 
Harbor Twp. 

$125,000.00 $750,000.00 $110,000.00 28 

27 EH-48 JFK Bridge (Substructure Rehabilitation) 
Longport-Somers Point Boulevard (CR 629) over Risley Channel 

Egg Harbor Twp. 
and Longport  

$100,000.00 $1,100,000.00 $110,000.00 29 

28 HML-35 Old Egg Harbor Road Bridge (Superstructure 
Replacement) 
Old Egg Harbor Road (Municipal) over Babcock Creek 

Hamilton 
Township  

$35,000.00 $50,000.00   30 

29 V-1 Dorset Avenue Bridge (Mechanical/Electrical 
Rehabilitation) 
Dorset Avenue (CR 629) over Inside Thorofare 

Ventnor  $300,000.00 $3,000,000.00 $400,000.00 31 

Emergency/Priority Repair (Bridges) 

30 EH-32 Jobs Point Bridge (Prestressed Beam Repairs) 
Mays Landing-Somers Point Road (CR 559) over Patcong Creek 

Egg Harbor Twp. & 
Somers Pt.  

$165,000.00 $750,000.00 $110,000.00 32 

31 HML-25 Deep Run Bridge (ACROW Bridge Pin Retainer 
Upgrades) 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Deep Run 

Hamilton 
Township 

$25,000.00 $50,000.00 $15,000.00 33 

32 PR-7 Nacote Creek Bridge (Stabilization Repairs) 
Old New York Road (CR 610) over Nacote Creek 

Galloway 
Township  

$80,000.00 $450,000.00 $65,000.00 34 

33 M-1 Green Bank Bridge (Mechanical Repairs) 
Green Bank Road (CR 563) over Mullica River 

Mullica Township $45,000.00 $125,000.00 $25,000.00 35 
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Description Municipality Estimated  

Design Cost 
Estimated  

Construction Cost 
Estimated  

Inspection Cost 
Map Ref. 

No. 

Scour Repair Projects 

34 A-2 Ohio Avenue Bridge 
Ohio Avenue (CR 630) over Absecon Creek 

Absecon $50,000.00 $225,000.00 $45,000.00 36 

35 A-4 Mill Road Bridge 
Mill Road (CR 651) over Absecon Creek 

Absecon $65,000.00 $250,000.00 $35,000.00 37 

36 BV-6 Egg Harbor River Bridge 
Blue Anchor Road (CR 561 Spur) over Great Egg Harbor River 

Folsom $40,000.00 $150,000.00 $30,000.00 38 

37 EHC-6 Landing Creek Bridge 
Clarks Landing Road (CR 624) over Landing Creek 

Egg Harbor City $40,000.00 $150,000.00 $30,000.00 39 

38 EHC-10 Indian Cabin Road Bridge 
Indian Cabin Road (Municipal) over Union Creek 

Egg Harbor City $40,000.00 $150,000.00 $30,000.00 40 

39 HML-22 Weymouth Furnace Bridge 
Weymouth Road (CR 559) over Great Egg Harbor River 

Hamilton 
Township 

$118,000.00 $350,000.00 $50,000.00 41 

40 M-39 Columbia Road Bridge 
Columbia Road (CR 658) over Hammonton Creek 

Mullica Township $40,000.00 $150,000.00 $30,000.00 42 

Approach/Bridge Rail Upgrades 

41 BV-34 Post Road Bridge 
Post Road (Municipal) over Panther Branch 

Buena Vista 
Township 

$30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 43 

42 EHC-13 Philadelphia Avenue Bridge 
Philadelphia Avenue (CR 563) over Landing Creek 

Egg Harbor City $30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 44 

43 G-11 Four Way Bridge 
Intersection of Liebig Street & Odessa Avenue (Municipal) over 
Clark's Mill Stream 

Galloway 
Township 

$30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 45 

44 H-14 Pine Road Bridge 
Myrtle Street (Municipal) over Great Swamp Branch 

Hammonton $30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 46 

45 H-29 Boyer Avenue BridgeBoyer Avenue (Municipal) over 
Hammonton Creek 

Hammonton $30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 47 

46 W-13 Cumberland Avenue Bridge 
Cumberland Avenue (CR 637) over Tuckahoe River 

Estell Manor $30,000.00 $60,000.00 $20,000.00 48 

   Subtotals  $7,463,000.00 $59,835,000.00 $7,400,000.00  

    Grand Total =$70,863,000  
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A.2.3. Cape May County 

 Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 
Design Cost 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Estimated 
Inspection Cost 

Map Ref. 
No. 

1 Roadway Expansion Completion of NJ Route 55 from its current terminus 
in Cumberland County to the Garden State Parkway. 
Each year needless lives are lost due to motorists 
using a two-lane country road to travel to and from 
the popular shore areas in Cape May County. In 
addition, Cape May County needs a viable 
evacuation route that can move a large volume of 
vehicles in a short time frame due to limited notice 
available in an emergency. 

Multiple--Maurice 
River Twp 
(Cumberland), 
Dennis, Middle, 
Lower Townships, 
Cape May 

  >$1 billion   49 

2 System 
Preservation, Bridge 
Replacement 

2. Ocean Drive (CR621) Upgrade and Bridge 
Replacement in Lower Township is estimated to cost 
in excess of $250 million. The current bridge, Middle 
Thorofare Bridge, over the Intracoastal Waterway has 
a narrow navigation channel that restricts the size of 
marine vessels. There are major fishing docks, 
upstream of the bridge, which are unable to expand 
due to the limitations of the waterway. These docks 
are part of the Cape May port, which is one of the 
largest fishing fleets in the United States based upon 
the value of their cargo. 

Lower Township   >$250 million   50 

3 System Preservation Cape May County Airport Infrastructure 
Improvements in Lower Township involves improving 
the various roadways and infrastructure systems 
within the confines of the County property. Cape May 
County Airport was a formal naval air training facility 
during World War II and was turned over to the 
County when the Department of the Navy no longer 
needed the facility. The existing roadways and 
infrastructure are antiquated and need of upgrading. 
Cape May County is seeking to bring new airport 
related businesses into the complex, such as unmanned 
aerial systems. 

Lower Township   >$5 million   51 

4 Adaptation Rio Grande Avenue (CR661) Improvements from the 
George Redding Bridge to Park Avenue in the City of 
Wildwood is an improvement program intended to 
raise the roadway to reduce the number of times that it 
is closed due to tidal flooding, mitigate a high crash 
rate, and alleviate congestion. The project is also 
intended to provide better accommodations for various 
modes of transportation including pedestrian and 
bicycle mobility along this route. 

Wildwood   >$3.5 million   52 
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 Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 
Design Cost 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Estimated 
Inspection Cost 

Map Ref. 
No. 

5 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

The Roosevelt Boulevard (CR623) Bridge Deck 
Rehabilitation is a program to address the 
deteriorating condition of the reinforced concrete 
deck. The program involves the replacement of the 
deck in 13 of the 31 spans and to scarify and replace 
the riding surface of the remaining spans. Once 
design started on the project, various groups and 
elected officials have been pushing to make the 
bridge spanning between Ocean City and Upper 
Township accommodating for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. A complete program to address the 
bicyclists and pedestrians needs along with the deck 
improvements is estimated to cost $14 million. 

Ocean City, Upper 
Township 

  $14 million   53 

6 Adaptation Raising Tuckahoe Road (CR631) through the meadows 
of Cedar Swamp Creek in Upper Township to be a 
viable coastal evacuation route is estimated at $20 
million. 

Upper Township   $20 million   54 

7 Bridge Replacement Replacement of the structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over 
Townsends Inlet is estimated at approximately $75 
million. The bridge spans between Avalon and Sea Isle 
City and negotiating the navigational channel through 
the bridge is very challenging. 

Avalon, Sea Isle 
City 

  $75 million   55 

8 Adaptation Raising the roadway and armoring the embankment of 
Ocean Drive (CR619) from the Corsons Inlet Bridge in 
Upper Township to 55th Street in Ocean City is 
approximately $9 million. 

Upper Township, 
Ocean City 

  $9 million   56 

9 Adaptation Installing a revetment wall to protect the Cape May 
County owned portion of Ocean Drive (CR656) in Egg 
Harbor Township from the Ocean City Longport 
Bridge to to NJ Route 152 is approximately $3,000,000. 

Egg Harbor 
Township 

  $3 million   57 

10 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

Bridge deck rehabilitation program for Avalon 
Boulevard (CR601) Bridge over Ingrams Thorofare in 
Middle Township is approximately  $4,500,000. 

Middle Township   $4.5 million   58 

11 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

Replacing the concrete deck and widening the Avalon 
Boulevard (CR601) Bridge over Leonards Thorofare in 
Middle Township is approximately $10,000,000. 

Middle Township   $10 million   59 

12 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

Replacing the concrete deck and widening the Avalon 
Boulevard (CR601) Bridge over Gravens Thorofare 
between Avalon and Middle Township is 
approximately $6,000,000. 

Avalon, Middle 
Township 

  $6 million   60 
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 Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 
Design Cost 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Estimated 
Inspection Cost 

Map Ref. 
No. 

13 Adaptation Raising and otherwise improving Roosevelt 
Boulevard/34th Street (CR623) from Tuckahoe Road 
Extension in Upper Township to Central Avenue in 
Ocean City is approximately $15 million. 

Upper Township, 
Ocean City 

  $15 million   61 

14 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitating the Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over 
Grassy Sound in Middle Township is approximately 
$12 million. 

Middle Township   $12 million   62 

15 Bridge Replacement Replacement of the structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over 
Corsons Inlet in Upper Township is approximately $60 
million. 

Upper Township   $60 million   63 

16 Interchange 
Reconfiguration 

Completing the missing movements at Garden State 
Parkway Interchange 20 is approximately $15 million. 

Upper Township   $15 million   64 

17 Interchange 
Reconfiguration 

Completing the missing movements at Garden State 
Parkway Interchange 17 is approximately $12 million. 

Dennis Township   $12 million   65 

18 Interchange 
Reconfiguration 

Completing the missing movements at Garden State 
Parkway Interchange 6 is approximately $12 million. 

Lower Township   $12 million   66 

19 Bridge Replacement Replacing the Lafayette Street (CR633) Bridge over 
Cape Island Creek between Lower Township and Cape 
May City is approximately $8 million. 

    $8 million   67 

20 Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

Modifying the Sea Isle Boulevard (CR625) Bridge over 
Ludlam Thorofare between Dennis Township and Sea 
Isle City is approximately $16 million. 

    $16 million   68 

 

  



16 | Appendix A 

 

A.2.4. Cumberland County 

 
Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 

Design Cost 
Estimated 

Construction Cost 
Estimated 

Inspection Cost 
Map 

Ref. No. 

CRITICAL NEEDS 

1 Interchange 
reconfiguration 

Construction of a southbound and northbound Rt. 55 
slip ramp onto west bound Rt. 552 to eliminate a left 
turn across Rt. 552. The interchange is currently 
missing ramp movements  from 55 NB & SB to 552 
WB. 

Vineland   None available   69,70 

2 Safety NJ 47 (Delsea Drive) & NJ 55 Interchange 
Improvements. Improvements to improve safety 
within the interchange and vicinity. 

Millville   $8 M   71 

3.(a). 

Various Projects--
City of Millville 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Study1 

Divert Route 55 connector to bypass NJ 47 and tie 
into Sharp Street.  

Millville   ·$1.9 M    72 

3.(b). Major improvements to Broad Street, Dock Street & 
Brandriff Avenue as alternate east-west 
improvement to Main Street.  

Millville   Varies: Minimal to 
$280,000  

  73 

3.(c). Extend Wade Boulevard & SW Boulevard to enhance 
road network in northern Millville 

Millville    $2,974,000   74 

4 Interchange 
reconfiguration 

CR 552 (Sherman Avenue) corridor--Operational 
Improvements to area between NJ 55 and NJ 47 
(Delsea Drive). 

        75 

5 Intersection 
Improvement 

The Rt. 49 – Buckshutem Road intersection 
reconstruction 

        76 

WISH LIST 

6 Transit Express bus service from Bridgeton to Atlantic City Bridgeton        

 

1These were just a few projects that SJTPO staff deemed "regionally significant" extracted from the Millville Transportation Study. The actual Study contains a lot more projects.  
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A.2.5. City of Vineland 

 Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 
Design Cost 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Estimated 
Inspection Cost 

Map 
Ref. No. 

CRITICAL NEEDS 

1 Resurfacing West Avenue – Chestnut Avenue to Landis Avenue Vineland   $0.4 M   80 

2 Resurfacing  Park Avenue – Delsea Drive to the Boulevards Vineland   $0.4 M   81 

3 Resurfacing Chestnut Avenue--Delsea Drive to Main Road Vineland   $0.4 M   82 

WISH LIST 

4 Roadway 
Resurfacing 

 Burns Avenue – S. East Boulevard to Main Road Vineland  $0.700 M plus ROW   

5 Signalized 
Intersection 
Upgrades 

23 signal upgrades: (1)Park Avenue & West Avenue, (2) 
Landis Avenue & Mill Road, (3) Landis Avenue & 
Orchard Road (4) Chestnut Avenue & Spring Road (5) 
Chestnut Avenue & East Avenue (6)Chestnut Avenue & 
West Avenue (7) Landis Avenue & Valley Avenue 

Vineland  $0.250 M per 
intersection 

  

6 Sidewalks Sidewalks around schools & parks. Vineland  No estimate   

7 Transportation 
Alternatives 
(Enhancements) 

 Landis Avenue streetscape between Orchard Road & 8th 
Street. 

   No estimate   

 

A.2.6. Salem County 

  Project Type Project Description Municipality Estimated 
Design Cost 

Estimated 
Construction Cost 

Estimated 
Inspection Cost 

Map Ref. 
No. 

1 Bridge 
Rehabilitation  

Other County Bridges     $10 M.   77 

2 Rail Rehabilitation Rehabilitation of County-owned rail (+/- 5 miles).     $7.5 M   78 

3 Road 
Rehabilitation; 
Transportation 
Alternatives 

Penns Grove-Auburn Road, County Road #641 in 
Carneys Point: Requires storm drainage; filling in of deep 
roadside ditches; and sidewalk and/or bike path. 

    $5 M   79 
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APPENDIX A.3: MAP OF FISCALLY-CONSTRAINED PROJECTS 
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APPENDIX A.4: MAPS OF CRITICAL NEED PROJECTS 

A.4.1. SJTPO Region 
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A.4.2. Atlantic County 
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A.4.3. Cape May County 
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A.4.4. Cumberland County (Vineland and Millville) 
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The South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization (SJTPO) is the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) for the southern New Jersey region. Formed in mid-1993, 
SJTPO replaced three smaller, existing MPO's while incorporating other areas not 
previously served. Covering Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland, and Salem counties, 
SJTPO works to provide a regional approach to solving transportation problems. 
 
Transportation planning and decision-making for urbanized areas is carried out through 
MPO's. Traditionally, MPO's synchronize the planning actions of participating agencies 
in the region and provide a forum for decision-making among officials, operators, and 
the public. 
 
The SJTPO coordinates the planning activities of participating agencies and provides a 
forum for cooperative decision-making among state and local officials, transit operators, 
and the general public. The SJTPO also adopts long-range plans to guide transportation 
investment decisions, and maintains the eligibility of its member agencies to receive 
federal transportation funds for planning, capital improvements, and operations. 
 
 

http://www.aclink.org/�
http://www.co.cape-may.nj.us/�
http://www.co.cumberland.nj.us/�
http://www.salemco.org/�
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1 List of Acronyms 
AQCR Air Quality Control Region 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

DVRPC  Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

HC Hydrocarbons  

ICG Interagency Consultation Group 

MOVES Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NJDEP New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

NJDMV  New Jersey Department of Motor Vehicles 

NJDOT New Jersey Department of Transportation 

NJTPA North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority 

NOx Oxides of Nitrogen 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SJTDM South Jersey Travel Demand Model 

SJTPO South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization 

VOCs Volatile Organic Compounds 

TCMs Transportation Control Measures 

TIP Transportation Improvement Program 

USC United States Code 

US DOT United States Department of Transportation 

US EPA US Environmental Protection Agency 

VHT Vehicle-Hours Traveled 

VMT Vehicle-Miles Traveled 

VPOP Source Type Population 
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2 Overview/Background 

This report documents the demonstration of transportation conformity of the SJTPO FY 2016-
2025 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the SJTPO 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update (RTP, or the Plan).  
 
Under the authority of The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (42 USC Sections 7401-7671q), 
in conjunction with the transportation planning provisions of the United States Code (23 USC 
109(j)), the transportation conformity process is required in areas that have been designated 
by the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as not having met specific standards for 
any of six criteria pollutants as defined by The Clean Air Act (CAA). EPA sets these standards, 
more formally known as National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or (NAAQS), to protect public 
health. Those areas that currently do not meet these standards are called “nonattainment 
areas;” or “maintenance areas,” if they have recently attained the standards but need to 
demonstrate maintenance via a federally-approved maintenance plan before they can be 
formally classified as an attainment area. Since the four-county SJTPO region is in 
nonattainment for the 8-hour Ozone NAAQS, it is subject to transportation conformity.  
 
Transportation conformity is demonstrated when future planned federally funded highway and 
transit projects are determined not to cause new air quality violations, worsen existing 
violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) jointly make conformity determinations 
within air quality nonattainment areas to ensure that any vehicular emissions generated from 
new projects stay within emissions budgets as set in the New Jersey State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). The US DOT cannot fund, authorize, or approve federal actions to support 
programs or projects that are not found to conform to the CAA requirements governing the 
current NAAQS for transportation conformity. 
 
This conformity demonstration is based on the Conformity Final Rule, (40 CFR Part 93), and is 
consistent with the joint USEPA, FHWA, and FTA Regional Air Quality Consultation and 
Coordination process. Pollutants addressed include the 8-hour ozone precursors of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). Conformity findings must be based 
on established budgets (where appropriate) for VOCs and NOx for all applicable analysis 
years in the MPO region of the designated non-attainment area. These analyses also 
incorporate the most recent population and employment projections that were approved by the 
SJTPO Policy Board on March 26, 2012, as part of the Regional Transportation Plan Update, 
and other applicable latest planning assumptions. 

 
The purpose of this analysis document is to demonstrate conformity of the 2016-2025 TIP and 
2040 RTP Update with the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. EPA’s final rule designating nonattainment 
areas for the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS became effective July 20, 2012. Under this rule, the 
entire 4-county SJTPO region falls within the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-
MD-DE Marginal Ozone Non-attainment Area, with an original attainment date of July 20, 
2015. While the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE Marginal Ozone 
Nonattainment area did not attain the 2008 ozone standards by this date, they did qualify for a 
1-year attainment date extension to July 20, 2016.1

 
  

                                                      
1 EPA. Final Rule: Determination of Attainment by Attainment Date for the 2008 Ozone National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution/2008-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs-nonattainment-
actions. 

http://www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution/2008-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs-nonattainment-actions�
http://www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution/2008-ozone-national-ambient-air-quality-standards-naaqs-nonattainment-actions�
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The Final Rule dictates that conformity findings within the SJTPO planning area are under the 
8-hour ozone NAAQS. Effective August 1, 2008, EPA has determined that the 2008 and 2009 
8-hour ozone budgets, submitted by New Jersey as part of its State Implementation Plan,2

new 2008 and 2009 8-hour ozone budgets for future transportation conformity determinations.” 

 “are 
adequate for transportation conformity purposes” and the SJTPO “must use the 

 
Note that SJTPO is responsible for demonstrating transportation conformity for its sub-area 
within the greater air quality control region (AQCR). Similarly DVRPC (Camden, Burlington, 
Gloucester, and Mercer Counties), NJTPA (Ocean County), and other MPO’s are tasked with 
demonstrating transportation conformity for their planning region sub-areas located within the 
designated non-attainment area. 
 
The 2008 8-hour ozone non-attainment air quality control region (AQCR) is detailed in Figure 1 
below. For the four-county SJTPO planning area, the 2008 and 2009 VOCs and NOx budgets 
have been established using MOBILE6 in cooperation with the New Jersey State Department 
of Environmental Protection (NJDEP). These ozone precursor budgets are used for the 
analysis years of 2015, 2020, 2030, and 2040.  
 

Figure 1 - 8-Hour Ozone Non-Attainment Area 
 

 
Source: http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/greenbk/map/nj8_2008.pdf 

 
A portion of the region, defined as Atlantic City, Atlantic County and Penns Grove, Salem 
County, is also part of a CO “not classified” maintenance area. It is part of a limited carbon 
monoxide maintenance plan and thus SJTPO no longer has to complete a regional emissions 
analysis for these areas for CO
 

. 

This document shows that all current conformity criteria established by USEPA are met. This 
report also describes the process followed to determine the transportation conformity of the 
TIP and update to the Regional Transportation Plan (“Plan”). Consistent with the requirements 
for non-attainment areas, SJTPO has demonstrated in this document that the TIP and Plan 

                                                      
2Excerpted from USEPA website - www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/2008/July/Day-17/a16390.htm  

http://www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/2008/July/Day-17/a16390.htm�
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conform to the SIPs with respect to the respective motor vehicle emissions budgets in the 
corresponding implementation years. 
 

3 Projects and Analysis Years 

There are two categories of projects contained in the TIP and the Plan for the conformity 
demonstration: 1) regionally significant and non-exempt projects, and; 2) projects exempted 
from the conformity analysis. The Final Rule defines a regionally significant project as a non-
exempt transportation project that is on a facility serving regional transportation needs and 
would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation network. 
The emission analysis of transportation plans and programs must model all regionally 
significant and non-exempt projects.  
 
The regional emissions analysis conducted to demonstrate 8-hour conformity of the TIP and 
the Plan includes all “regionally significant, non-exempt” projects on principal arterials and 
higher classifications – that is, those which can impact regional air quality. The project set 
includes all those in the Plan, those in the current TIP, and those which have been introduced 
in previous TIPs that are not yet completed. The regional emissions analysis performed for this 
conformity determination was actually run in May and June 2013. Since there was nothing in 
the FY 2016-2023 TIP and the 2040 RTP that would affect the existing regional emissions 
analysis, per 40 CFR §93.122(g) of the Transportation Conformity Regulations, SJTPO is 
relying on this analysis to demonstrate conformity of the 2040 RTP with the SIP. Reliance on 
the existing regional emissions analysis was approved by the interagency consultation group 
via email November 4, 2015. 
 
The regional emissions analysis conducted to demonstrate conformity of the 2016-2025 TIP 
and the 2040 RTP Update includes all “regionally significant, non-exempt” projects on principal 
arterials and higher classifications – that is, those which can impact regional air quality. The 
project set includes all those in the Plan, those in the 2016-2025 TIP, and those which have 
been introduced in previous TIPs that are not yet completed. The regional emissions analysis 
performed for this conformity determination was run in May and June 2013.  
 
For this iteration of conformity demonstration, the mobile source ozone emissions analysis 
years for VOCs and NOx are 2015, (the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS attainment date), 2020, 
2030 (an interim year selected to keep all analysis years less than ten years apart) ,and 2040 
(the horizon year of the SJTPO 2040 Regional Transportation Plan). VOCs and NOx, which 
are heat-related ozone precursors, are concerns during the summer months, and are 
estimated for an average summer weekday. To demonstrate conformity, projected emissions 
in all analysis years must not exceed the established budgets.  
 
A complete list of TIP projects and non-Federally funded regionally significant projects is 
contained in Appendix 1. All non-exempt projects that could be modeled, including non-
Federal projects, will be covered in the current conformity determination. These projects are 
listed in Appendix 1 and have a completion year associated with them under the “Scenario 
Year” column. 
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3 Methodology 

Ozone (O3) is a colorless gas associated with smog or haze conditions. Ozone is not a direct 
emission, but a secondary pollutant formed when precursor emissions, volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), which include certain hydrocarbons (HC), and oxides of nitrogen/ nitrates 
(NOx), react in the presence of sunlight. This analysis uses a series of computer models to 
forecast vehicle miles of travel, speeds, and finally emissions estimates for these precursors of 
ozone. 

3.1 ANALYSIS SOFTWARE 
This is the first SJTPO regional emissions analysis run using SJTPO’s newly enhanced South 
Jersey Travel Demand Model (SJTDM). While still a traditional 4-step travel demand model, 
the model now runs on the more user-friendly CUBE platform and has updated trip generation, 
trip distribution, mode split and traffic assignment modules which provide a better estimation of 
vehicular traffic as well as transit ridership in the 4-county SJTPO region. In addition, SJTDM 
has now been calibrated and validated to 2010 conditions. A more detailed explanation of the 
SJTDM including the actual model development report can be found at www.sjtpo.org/model.  
 
This is also the first SJTPO regional emissions analysis run using the Motor Vehicle Emissions 
Simulator Model (MOVES), EPA’s latest emissions model. Compared to MOBILE 6.2, the 
previous emissions model, MOVES is significantly more sensitive to all aspects of the drive 
cycle; in particular, the nonroad, or off-network emissions. Nonroad emissions capture the 
start, extended idle, and resting evaporative emissions. A combination of computer programs 
centered on MOVES2010b (February 2013) emissions model and PPSUITE travel model post-
processor were used to assess air quality in the SJTPO region. PPSUITE is a software 
package used to pre-format and post-format data to and from MOVES2010b. It provides a 
linkage between MOVES2010b and the transportation model, the SJTDM, and generates 
emissions and activity data summary reports. In this analysis emissions are calculated for two 
categories of pollutants: volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen. 

3.2 APPLICABLE TESTS AND BUDGETS 
 
The SJTPO region has emission budgets for relevant pollutants for the 8-hour ozone standard, 
and as such, only budget tests are required to demonstrate conformity. As of August 1, 2008 
EPA has determined that the 2008 and 2009 8-hour ozone budgets, submitted by New Jersey 
as part of its State Implementation Plan, are adequate and should be used for future 
transportation conformity determinations. Under the SIP Revision, 13.04 tons per day of VOC 
and 29.64 tons per day of NOx are the budget levels for the year 2009 and later for the SJTPO 
region. VOC and NOx budget levels corresponding to the analysis years of 2015, 2020, 2030 
and 2040 are listed in Table 1. The values correspond to maximum allowable emissions 
generated for an average summer weekday, the prescribed analysis day/period for the VOC 
and NOx emission testing in the SJTPO region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1 - Budgets for VOC and NOx (tons per day) for SJTPO Region 

http://www.sjtpo.org/model�
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Budgets 2015 

(tons) 
2020 
(tons) 

2030 
(tons) 

2040 
(tons) 

VOC 13.04 13.04 13.04 13.04 
NOx 29.64 29.64 29.64 29.64 

Budgets found adequate for conformity purposes by USEPA August 1, 2008 

4 Other Planning Assumptions 

The latest planning assumptions must be used in the conformity analysis. The travel demand 
modeling process utilizing the latest planning assumptions began on April 9, 2013 when the 
analysis for the previous conformity determination for the FY 2014-2023 TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan began. 
 
Key elements utilized in this conformity assessment follow: 

4.1 POPULATION & EMPLOYMENT 
Population and employment forecasts endorsed by the SJTPO Policy Board at their March 26, 
2012 meeting were used to forecast future year traffic conditions in the SJTPO area. These 
demographic forecasts project population and employment trends at the county and municipal 
level in five – year intervals to the year 2040. The forecasts were developed from Moody’s 
economic projections as well as 2010 Census data where available. There was also extensive 
outreach with the county planning departments as well as other public officials. The SJTPO 
Technical Advisory Committee was also involved at every step of this process. Since this 
meeting, there have been no updates to the population and employment forecasts. Hence, 
these represent the latest forecasts. 

4.2 TRAVEL & CONGESTION 
For all analysis years, VMT and VHT are calculated by the South Jersey Travel Demand 
Model. Base year travel model VMT was adjusted to 2010 conditions based on 2010 data from 
NJDOT’s Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) estimates for each county and 
road group. Vehicle age, population (VPOP), and distribution data comes from 2011 New 
Jersey Department of Motor Vehicles (NJDMV) registration data. In addition, auto operating 
costs remain at 15 cents per mile in year 2000 dollars. 

4.3 TRANSIT OPERATION POLICY AND FARE CHANGES 
Transit ridership has continued to grow, which provides a favorable effect on emissions. The 
tolls and fares in the CUBE model are current as of October 2012, when the model was 
released. Transit service assumptions include fare/toll increases over time – detailed 
assumptions for different facilities were included in network coding files. Fares and tolls are 
assumed to keep pace with the inflation of the Consumer Price Index. This will cover any 
anticipated NJ Transit or authority fare/toll increases. 

4.4 TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES (TCMS) 
Transportation Control Measures that were implemented in the region, as identified in previous 
SIPs, are included in the base network. The current SIP does not include any Transportation 
Control Measures. Therefore, neither the budgets nor the conformity analysis reflect any 
additional Transportation Control Measures. 
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5 Models and Inputs 

There are several requirements for travel demand models for severe ozone areas. They are: 
• General Model Requirements 
• Consistency with the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) 
• Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) estimates 
• Capacity- and Volume-Sensitive Speed-and-Delay Estimates 
• Consistency with SIP Emissions Modeling Assumptions 

 
As mentioned above, the newly enhanced South Jersey Travel Demand Model (SJTDM) was 
used along with PPSUITE. The model has been calibrated and validated to 2010 conditions. It 
replaces the previous SJTDM, run in TP Plus that was used to establish the current 2008 and 
2009 and projected 8-hour ozone budgets. Also, as mentioned above, EPA’s most recent 
emissions model, MOVES2010b (February 2013), was used for this conformity analysis. The 
2011 vehicle population and distribution data were used in the analysis process. 

6 Stakeholder Participation 

The stakeholder participation process is being and has been conducted according to the 
schedule depicted in Figure 3. This includes participation of the Transportation Conformity 
Interagency Consultation Group (TCICG or ICG) and the general public at-large. 

6.1 INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION 
Requirements for interagency consultation were met through the first Transportation 
Conformity Interagency Consultation Group teleconference on March 17, 2015.  
 
If additional issues requiring consultation arose, consultation would be by conference call 
unless needs dictated an in-person meeting. When the proposed conformity determination 
documentation was completed, a summary document was distributed to all participating 
agencies for comment. 

6.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCEDURE 
The proposed conformity determination for the FY 2016-2025 TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan had a 30-day comment period. The summary document was made 
available to outline how conformity requirements have been met. Any questions on technical 
backup were addressed upon request. The public meeting was held June 23, 2015 at SJTPO 
offices in Vineland, New Jersey.   
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 Figure 2 - 2040 RTP Update Conformity Schedule 
 

PROCESS EST. DATE 
Teleconference with Interagency Consultation Group and request concurrence of 
attendees on SJTPO's proposed schedule, latest planning assumptions, relevant 
budgets, required pollutant tests, latest emission model, analysis years, preliminary 
project lists, etc. 

3/17/2015 

Confirm Project List 4/15/2015 

Provide Interagency Consultation Group with draft Conformity Determination. 
Request concurrence with findings using email and/or a conference call. 5/27/15 

Begin 30-Day Public Review Period. 6/9/2015 

Public Hearing (within Public Review Period) 6/23/2015 

Recommendation of TIP adoption by TAC 7/13/2015 

TIP Adoption by Board 7/27/2015 

Forward FY 2016 TIP with approved Conformity Determination to FHWA/FTA/EPA 9/1/2015 

ICG Teleconference Call approving reliance on existing regional emissions analysis for 
2040 RTP Update. 11/4/2015 

2040 RTP Update with Conformity Determination approved by SJTPO Policy Board 7/25/2016 

 

7 Analysis Results 

Demographic forecasts were input to the modeling process to generate future travel demand 
data. Network changes resulting from the addition of improvement projects were used to define 
the action scenarios based on the year the proposed improvement would likely be constructed. 
The combination of demographic changes and network changes were ran through the 
modeling process, and resulted in the overall estimates of VMT, VHT, and emissions 
generated in the SJTPO region. A summary of the population, employment, VMT, and VHT 
values generated in the SJTPO region is found in Table 1 below. The VMT and VHT data are 
summarized by analysis period, for summer, and are presented for comparative purposes. 
 

 Table 1 - Regional Travel Summary for the SJTPO 
Region 

 

  2015 2020 2030 2040 
Population 613,367 631,396 665,703 710,254 
Employment 280,442 284,483 295,632 315,141 
VMT Summer 22,685,521 23,249,530 24,004,388 24,896,907 
VHT Summer 1,041,200 1,065,889 1,122,734 1,197,081 

 

7.1 ACTION SCENARIOS 
The conformity assessment depicts the results of the action scenario model runs versus the 
budgets established for each emission level for the analysis years. To develop the action 
scenarios, the base year highway network, which is the highway system as it existed in the 
model in the year 2010, is used as the starting point. For each analysis year, the highway 
network is modified to include the projects to be analyzed, as identified in Appendix 1. For the 
analysis year, the SJTDM is run with the appropriate future year demographic inputs and the 
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modified, action scenario highway network assumed in place by the analysis year. The 
corresponding emissions generated are a result of both the future year demographic inputs 
and the new projects, or actions, added to the base network in the appropriate year(s). The 
emissions from these action scenarios are then compared to the corresponding analysis year 
emission budgets. 

7.2 BUDGET TESTS 
This analysis is based on the 8-hour ozone emissions budgets (for 2009) found adequate by 
EPA effective as of August 1, 2008.3

 

 Budget tests were performed for VOC and NOx for the 
SJTPO region. The tests show whether improvement actions, or the action scenarios, keep 
emissions within budget. Results are determined by subtracting projected emissions from the 
budgeted amounts. The VOC and NOx budget tests passed for the all 8-hour ozone attainment 
analysis years, as seen in Tables 2 and 3 below. 

Table 2 - VOC Budget Test, SJTPO (tons per day) 
  2015 2020 2030 2040 
Budget 13.04 13.04 13.04 13.04 
Action# 6.6 4.67 3.95 4.05 
Budget-Action 6.44 8.37 9.09 8.99 
Pass/Fail PASS PASS PASS PASS 

 
Table 3 - NOx Budget Test, SJTPO (tons per day) 

  2015 2020 2030 2040 
Budget 29.64 29.64 29.64 29.64 
Action# 21.97 13.93 10.35 10.5 
Budget-Action 7.67  15.71 19.29 19.14 
Pass/Fail PASS PASS PASS PASS 

 

7.3 MEETING THE CONFORMITY CRITERIA 
Tables 2 and 3 above, as well as Figure 3 below, demonstrate that the TIP and the Plan 
conform to the SIPs with respect to the established motor vehicle emissions budgets in the 
corresponding implementation years. The TIP and the Plan meet all requirements under the 8-
hour ozone standard all analysis years tested.  

In addition to this demonstration that the estimated regional emissions of VOCs and NOx do 
not exceed the respective budgets included in the SIPs established by NJDEP, SJTPO’s 
transportation conformity results must also meet all the applicable criteria that are consistent 
with the requirements for non-attainment areas under the CAAA. Specifically, the 
transportation conformity determination must be shown:  

• To be fiscally constrained (40 CFR 93.108);  
• To be based on the latest planning assumptions (40 CFR 93.110);  
• To be based on the latest emissions estimation model available (40 CFR 93.111);  

 
                                                      
3Excerpted from USEPA website - www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/2008/July/Day-17/a16390.htm  

http://www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/2008/July/Day-17/a16390.htm�
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Figure 3 - FY 2014 Regional Emissions Analysis 
 
 

 

 
• To include consultation procedures consistent with those described in the Final Rule (40 

CFR 93.112);  
• Not to interfere with the timely implementation of TCMs (40 CFR 93.113); and,  
• To be consistent with the motor vehicle emissions budgets in the applicable 

implementation plans (40 CFR 93.118).  
 
All identified conformity evaluation criteria in the Final Rule, and subsequent responses from 
SJTPO, are detailed in Figure 4, below. 
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Figure 4 - Evaluation of the Conformity Determination Criteria  

 
Corresponding 
40 CFR Part 93 

Section(s) 
Evaluation Criteria SJTPO’s Response 

§93.106(a)  (1) Are the transportation plan horizon years 
correct? 

Yes. 2015 is the attainment date for the 2008 8-hour ozone 
standards. The years 2020, 2030 and 2040 are the current 
Plan horizon years, appropriately include the attainment year 
that is in the time span, and are not more than 10 years 
apart.  

§93.106(a) (2)(i) Does the plan quantify and document the 
demographic and employment factors 
influencing transportation demand 

Yes. The 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, of which this 
TIP analysis will be a part, is the current and conforming 
transportation plan, quantifying and documenting 
demographic and employment factors influencing 
transportation demand. 

§93.106(a) (2)(ii) Is the highway and transit system adequately 
described in terms of regionally significant 
additions or modifications to the existing 
transportation network, which the 
transportation plan envisions to be 
operational in horizon years? 

Yes. The regionally significant additions and modifications to 
the network utilized in this conformity analysis are listed and 
described. Detailed information regarding each project can 
be found in the respective TIP and Plan documents. 

§93.108 Are the transportation improvement program 
and the transportation plan fiscally 
constrained? 

Yes. The TIP and the Plan are constrained to reasonably 
anticipate financial resources. 

§93.109(a) Has the MPO demonstrated that all applicable 
criteria and procedures for conformity are 
complied and satisfied? 

Yes. As part of the response, this table itemizing criteria and 
responses is presented. 

§93.109(e) Are all budget tests for VOCs, NOx, and CO 
satisfied as required by §93.118 and §93.119 
for conformity determination? 

Yes. As a marginal non-attainment area with existing 8-hour 
ozone SIP budgets, SJTPO performs budget tests to 
demonstrate the 8-hour ozone conformity of the TIP and the 
Plan. SJTPO is not required to perform CO testing at this 
time. 

§93.109(f) Are the conformity determinations based 
upon the latest planning assumptions? 

Yes. 

§93.110 (a) Is the conformity determination, with 
respect to all other applicable criteria in 
§93.111-§93.119, based upon the most 
recent planning assumptions in force at the 
time the conformity determination began? 

(a) Yes. This conformity determination utilizes the most 
recent planning assumptions as of March 17, 2015, the start 
date of the travel demand modeling process, which in effect 
signaled the start of the conformity determination process. 

(b) Are the assumptions derived from the 
estimates of current and future population, 
employment, travel, and congestion most 
recently developed by the MPO or other 
designated agency? Is the conformity 
determination based upon the latest 
assumptions about current and future 
background concentrations? 

(b) Yes. This conformity determination utilizes the most 
recent demographic and employment data adopted by the 
SJTPO Policy Board in March 2012 and shown in this 
conformity determination document. Also, vehicle registration 
data from 2011 are used. The assumptions are derived from 
the most recent information available to SJTPO. 

(c) Are any changes in the transit operating 
policies (including fares and service levels) 
and assumed transit ridership discussed in 
the determination? 

(c) Yes. Applicable transit operating policies and transit 
ridership are addressed in conformity. 
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Corresponding 
40 CFR Part 93 

Section(s) 
Evaluation Criteria SJTPO’s Response 

§93.110 (Cont’d) (d) The conformity determination must include 
reasonable assumptions about transit service 
and increases in transit fares and road and 
bridge tolls over time. 

(d) Transit service and increases in fares, etc are addressed 
in this conformity demonstration. Also included are planned 
toll increases on authority facilities. 

(e) The conformity determination must use the 
latest existing information regarding the 
effectiveness of the transportation control 
measures (TCMs) and other implementation 
plan measures that have already been 
implemented. 

(e) Currently, there are no adopted TCMs in the 
corresponding SIPs. 

(f) Key assumptions shall be specified and 
included in the draft documents and 
supporting materials used for the interagency 
and public consultation required by §93.105. 

(f) Key assumptions are specified and other supporting 
documents are included in this conformity determination 
document, which is available to the public and TCICG. 

§93.111 Is the conformity determination based upon 
the latest emissions model? 

Yes. The transportation conformity determination for the TIP 
and the Plan is based on MOVES 2010b, which was the 
latest emissions model at the time this analysis was 
performed. 

§93.112 Did the MPO make the conformity 
determination according to the consultation 
procedures of the Final Rule or the state’s 
conformity SIP? 

Yes. Interagency Consultation Group (ICG) teleconferences 
were held on March 17, 2015 and November 4, 2015. 
Interim and subsequent coordination was done via email 
correspondence to the entire ICG. All comments received 
have been included in this analysis according to the 
consultation procedures consistent with the requirements of 
all applicable regulations including §93.105 (a) and (e) to 
consider input assumptions and to review findings regarding 
the transportation conformity. In compliance with 23 CFR 
450, a public meeting was also held to receive comments 
regarding transportation conformity of the TIP and the Plan 
under all current NAAQS. 

§93.113(b) 

§93.113(c) 

Are TCMs being implemented in a timely 
manner? 

There are currently no adopted transportation control 
measures in the SIPs. 

§93.114 Are there a currently conforming 
transportation plan and a currently conforming 
TIP at the time of project approval? 

Yes. The SJTPO FY 2016-2025 TIP analysis is performed as 
part of the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update under 
the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS, and are the currently 
conforming TIP and the Plan, respectively. 

§93.115 Are the projects from a conforming Plan and 
TIP? 

Yes. The 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
Conformity was approved on July 25, 2016, and TIP projects 
come from the Conforming Plan. So the TIP and the Plan 
remain consistent. 

§93.118 For Areas with SIP Budgets: Is the 
Transportation Plan, TIP, or Project consistent 
with the established motor vehicle emissions 
budget(s) in the applicable SIP? 

Yes. The TIP and the Plan result in fewer emissions than the 
established budgets for all pollutants in each analysis year. 

§93.119 For areas without SIP Budgets: Does the  
Transportation Plan, TIP, or Project satisfy the  
prescribed emissions test? 

Not applicable. There are adequate SIP budgets for NOx and 
VOC, the two criteria pollutants of concern for the SJTPO 
region. 
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Corresponding 
40 CFR Part 93 

Section(s) 
Evaluation Criteria SJTPO’s Response 

§93.122(a) (6) 

§93.122(a) (7) 

Are reasonable methods and factors used for 
the regional emissions analysis consistent 
with those used to establish the emissions 
budget in the applicable implementation plan? 

Yes. The ambient temperatures and other factors used in the 
analysis, including the methods for off-network VMT and 
speed have been reviewed by the ICG, and have been 
deemed reasonable. 

§93.122(b) Is there a network-based travel model of 
reasonable methods to estimate traffic speed 
and delays for the purpose of transportation- 
related emissions estimates? 

Yes. The South Jersey Travel Demand Model is a network-
based model used in conjunction with PPSUITE. 

§93.122(g) Does the previous regional emissions 
analysis apply to the new plan and/or TIP? 

Yes. The design concept and scope of each regionally 
significant project in the new plan and/or TIP are not 
significantly different from that described in the previous 
transportation plan; and the previous regional emissions 
analysis, which began on April 9, 2013, is consistent with the 
requirements of §§93.118 (including that conformity to all 
currently applicable budgets is demonstrated). 

Comments and Responses 
No comments received 
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Appendices4

1. Final Project List 

 
 

  
2. Definition of Regional Significance 
3. Tables 2, 3 from §93.126 and §93.127 Transportation Conformity 
Regulations listing Exempt Categories.  

 

   
  

 

Description of Appendices 
Appendix 1 to this report lists the actual projects that comprise the future transportation system and emissions 
modeling that are the basis of the conformity determination process. This appendix includes the entire FY 2014-
FY 2023 TIP, as well as all the regionally-significant, non-federally funded projects. Generally, the sponsors for 
these types of projects are the authorities—i.e., the South Jersey Transportation Authority (SJTA), the New 
Jersey Turnpike Authority (NJTA), and the Delaware River and Bay Authority (DRBA).  
 
For each project, certain information is provided in Appendix 1. The following tables identify the fields: 
 
Field Definition 
New Identifies if the project is “New” for this fiscal year. If there is no “X,” the project is 

an existing project carried over from an earlier year. 
DBNUM DBNUM, or “database number”—Unique identifier assigned by sponsoring 

agency—(NJDOT or NJ Transit), used to identify each project. 
Route Gives specific route, if applicable. 
Project Name Name of Project 
Project Description More detailed description of project. 
Regionally 
Significant 

Refers to whether project is “regionally significant,” “Y” or “N,” as deemed by the 
SJTPO in consultation with the Interagency Consultation Group.  

Exempt Whether a project is exempt (“Y”), or not, (“N”), as determined by the SJTPO in 
consultation with the Interagency Group. 

Exempt Category Exemption Category provided if project is “exempt.” 
Scenario Year Scenario/Analysis year project placed in. Generally applies only to non-exempt 

projects.  
Source Project Sponsor 
 
Appendix 2 gives the definition of “regional significance,” as reconfirmed by the Interagency Group at its March 
17, 2015 meeting. Appendix 3 are the tables from the Transportation Conformity Regulations 40 CFR § 93.126 
Exempt Projects, and §93.127 Projects exempt from regional emissions analyses, respectively, from which the 
Exempt Categories are derived. 
 
 

This entire report, as well as the associated appendices, can also be accessed on the SJTPO website: 
www.sjtpo.org, or by contacting David Heller at: (856)-794-1941, or email: dheller@sjtpo.org.  
 

 

                                                      
4 Due to their volume, the appendices have not been included in the printed document packet. However, anyone interested in 
reviewing them can contact David Heller, or obtain them via the website, as indicated below. 
 

http://www.sjtpo.org/�
mailto:dheller@sjtpo.org�
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Cohort Projection System: Developing 
Components of Change 
The cohort component methodology requires the specification of age-sex specific 
survival and net-migration rates, and fertility rates by age of mother.  The development 
of these transition rates is handled by the Components of Change model described in 
the Appendix.   

Fertility, Mortality, and Migration Transition 
Rates 
Fertility 
The absolute number of births projected for each area, in each interval, is calculated by 
applying age-specific fertility rates to the number of women in the childbearing ages 
(women age 15 through 49). The number of male and female births is determined by 
applying the sex ratio at birth. 

The model utilizes age-specific rates, output from the components of change, as an age 
pattern of fertility specific to each area. The age pattern can be held constant 
throughout the projection period or altered to reflect changing assumptions about the 
timing of childbearing.  

Fertility patterns in the Southern New Jersey region are based on the most recent data 
from 2009 to 2011 that show a slight continued shift from the 1999 to 2001 data towards 
delayed childbearing with reductions in age-specific rates for the under 30 year olds and 
slight increases for over 30 females*

                                            
* Use of a 3-year average is common for computing age patterns for fertility in a cohort component model. 
The three years are centered on the decennial census year to incorporate the most accurate and 
complete base population and a 3-year average of births by age of mother smooths year-to-year 
variation. 

.  This is consistent with national data and is 
exhibited in all of the region’s counties.  This shift is seen in the figures below for the 

region as a whole.  The fertility 
rates for ages 15-19, 20-24, and 
25-29 are all slightly lower in 
2010 than in 2000.  Ages about 
35 are virtually unchanged.  The 
age category with the most 
notable increase is the 30-34 age 
group and this increase results in 
a flattening of the peak 
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childbearing years for years 25-29 and 30-34. 

 

This same flattening at the top is 
exhibited in most counties. 
Cumberland County is the most 
important exception where there 
has been very little change in 
age patterns between the two 
time periods.  Overall fertility 
rates, as measured by the Total 
Fertility Rate, have actually 
increased slightly in Cumberland 
and the age pattern has shown 
an increase in the 30-34 and 35-
39 population. That increase is 
consistent with national trends 
but Cumberland does not show 
the characteristic decline in 
fertility for the 20-24 and 25-29 
population. In fact, the peak age 
for childbearing in Cumberland 
remains in the 20-24 category.   

The observed vital statistics data 
on births is used to calculate 
both the age-specific fertility 
rates and the Total Fertility Rate.  
The age pattern specifies the 
relative propensity to give birth 

among the age groups while the Total Fertility Rate is a measure of completed fertility 
across all ages.  In the Cohort 
Projection System, it is the 
Total Fertility Rate that controls 
the actual number of births 
computed in each time period.  
It essentially raises or lowers 
the age pattern of fertility to 
generate the required number 
of births. 
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Total Fertility Rate by County 
 2000 2010 Change 

SJTPO Region Total 2.13 2.05 -0.08 
   Atlantic County 2.16 2.01 -0.15 
   Cape May County 1.99 1.89 -0.10 
   Cumberland County 2.22 2.28 0.06 
   Salem County 1.99 1.90 -0.09 

 

Fertility Recommendations – The fertility rates among most of the SJTPO counties have 
shown patterns of change consistent with national indicators.  Those shifts are not as 
strong in Cumberland County but the age patterns still remain remarkably stable from 
2000 to 2010. There is little in national fertility data to suggest a return to earlier ages of 
childbearing or an increase in overall fertility.  

With regard to the Total Fertility Rate, the national TFR has hovered around 2.0 for the 
past two decades.  It tends to show some short-term variation with economic cycles, 
falling slightly in poor economic times and rising slightly in good times.  Even with these 
variations, the change in TFR is relatively minor and there has been no indication of a 
major shift in women’s expected lifetime fertility.  The SJTPO counties seem to fit this 
pattern with slight declines in total fertility between 2000 and 2010 in all counties except 
Cumberland.  The decline in Atlantic County is the largest and may reflect the economic 
impact of the recession.  

• Use the 2009 to 2011 age patterns of fertility as calculated, 
• Maintain the same age patterns throughout the projections period, 
• Hold the Total Fertility Rates constant throughout the projections period, 
• Consider the case of Cumberland County and whether the pattern of increase will 

continue, remain stable or show a return to its historical position. 

Mortality 
The detailed distribution of deaths by age required for the generation of life tables and 
survival rates can be problematic for small areas and generally for counties of less than 
100,000 population. Areas with populations below 100,000 will often have an 
incomplete distribution of deaths by age. That is, there will be age categories where 
there simply are no observations of deaths in the given period.  Averaging the deaths 
over a three-year period can help smooth the distributions but even this isn’t always 
sufficient. This average utilizes New Jersey vital statistics data for the years 2009, 2010 
and 2011 which is centered on the 2010 Census population distribution for calculations 
of age specific death rates and life tables.  
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Even in Atlantic County there were no observed average deaths in the ages 1-4 
population over the 2009-2011 period. However that is the only age group with no 
observations over the 1999-2001 or 2009-2011 periods. Life tables and survival 
distributions specific to Atlantic County have been calculated. Cape May, Cumberland 
and Salem counties all have incomplete distributions of deaths and have been 
aggregated into a “Balance of Region” life table and survival distribution. This more local 

aggregation is desirable because 
there are known differences 
across counties in their mortality 
experience. When this isn’t 
possible, state or national rates 
are often used but this sacrifices 
local data and known differences 
in survival. 

The survival distributions of the 
SJTPO regional total and the four 

counties show very little variation for both the 1999-2001 and 2009-2011 data.  In 
looking at the graphic representation, it is virtually impossible to note any differences 
over the decade. 

Upon closer examination of the 
age-specific survival rates, there 
are differences at two points in 
the age distribution: the very 
young and the older ages.  This 
is to be expected as the major 
advances in survival have been 
among infants and expanding the 
longevity at the older ages.  
These trends are true nationally, 
in New Jersey as a whole, and 
individual counties. 
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Life Expectancy at Birth by Area and Gender 
 Total Males Females 
 2000 2010 Change 2000 2010 Change 2000 2010 Change 
SJTPO Region 75.1 77.5 2.4 72.3 75.0 2.7 77.9 79.9 2.0 
   Atlantic County 75.1 77.6 2.6 72.3 75.3 3.0 77.8 79.7 1.9 
   Region Balance 75.2 77.4 2.2 72.4 74.8 2.4 78.0 80.1 2.1 

 

Life expectancy at birth is a summary measure of the survival experience across all 
ages.  Life expectancy has increased in Southern New Jersey and each county area but 
there continue to be differentials by gender.  Male longevity, already considerably lower 
than that for females, has increased more over the last decade thereby somewhat 
closing the gap between the sexes. 

The data shows that overall, longevity has improved in all areas, that male survival has 
improved more than female survival, but there is still a significant differential between 
male and female survival.  While there continue to be differences across county areas, 
those differences are not large but still worthy of taking into consideration for the 
projections model.   

Mortality Recommendations – While there are no surprises in the mortality data for the 
Southern New Jersey region, they do highlight a couple of issues to be resolved before 
moving forward to the projections.  Mortality is by far the least volatile of the 
components of change.  Its greatest impact will be at the youngest and oldest ages but 
even here, the differences across areas is lot large. Within the context of projecting 
future populations, which is always dependent on the assumptions regarding the course 
of future events, small differences in survival rates have relatively small impact on the 
projected results. 

While the data show some differences between the regional total, Atlantic County and 
the balance of region, the more important differences are by gender. It will always be 
important to account for gender differences in survival but the choice of using the 
regional total or area specific survival distributions will likely make only a small 
difference in the final projections. 

• Use the 2009 to 2011 survival distributions for county areas as calculated 
• Maintain the use of separate survival distributions by gender 
• Consider applying improvements in survival for future years based on the National 

Center for Health Statistics projected life tables by gender. 
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Residual Net-Migration 
Similar to the modeling of fertility, 
net migrants by age and gender 
for each area are based on the 
age pattern of migration and a 
specified total absolute level of 
migration, the Crude Migration 
Rate (CMR).  Typically, age 
patterns of migration show 
stability over time even though 
economic conditions can result in 
a higher or lower overall level of 
migration.  In such cases, the age 
patterns define the level of 
migration in each age group 

relative to other ages and the whole pattern shifts up or down depending on the total net 
migration or Crude Migration 
Rate. 

The age-specific residual net-
migration analysis uses the 
decennial census populations for 
1990, 2000 and 2010 and 
measures the difference between 
the “expected” population after 
accounting for cohort aging and 
the “observed” population actually 
enumerated in the census. The 
2000 Census population by age 
and gender is “aged” to be 10 
years older at the time of the 2010 
Census. This aging is accomplished by applying survival rates from the life table 
analysis to each age/sex group to estimate the expected number of people alive at the 
end of the decade. For example, applying the life table survival ratio to the population 
age 35-39 in 2000 yields the number of expected 45-49 year olds as of the 2010 
Census.  The difference between the expected number and the actual enumerated 
population is, by definition, migration. If the observed population is higher than the 
expected population then in-migration must have occurred and vice versa. This 
calculation is carried out in two 5-year intervals: aging the 2000 population to 2005 and 
comparing it to the Census Bureau’s estimates and aging the 2005 population to 2010 
and comparing it to the 2010 Census count. 
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This analysis by county shows 
that the age patterns of migration 
for Cape May, Cumberland and 
Salem counties are nearly 
identical in the each 5-year period 
in each decade but show 
variation in pattern between the 
1990-2000 and 2000-2010 
decades. Age patterns of 
migration in Atlantic County on 
the other hand show considerable 
variation both within each decade 
and from decade to decade as 
shown below. 

For both the 1990 to 2000 and 
2000 to 2010 periods there is 
wide divergence in migration 
patterns across most age groups. 
In the 1990 to 1995 period 
migration rates are decidedly 
more negative than in the second 
half of the decade. The 2000 to 
2005 and 2005 to 2010 periods 
show the reverse and better fit 

with what is known about the economic climate. Migration in the first half of the decade 
is positive across all ages except for the older retirement years while migration in the 
2005 to 2010 period is 
negative in most ages as a 
result of the recession. The 
lack of stability in Atlantic 
County will require feedback 
from local planners and 
discussion as to reasonable 
assumptions about the future 
course of migration. An 
important input here will be the 
employment projections and 
the implications for Atlantic 
County labor force demand. 
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Greater stability exists in Cape 
May, Cumberland and Salem 
counties although the reversal 
of pattern in the older ages is a 
concern that will require 
additional analysis and local 
feedback. The residual net-
migration results provide 
justification for the assumption 
of maintaining stability in the 
patterns throughout the 
projections period.   

Where the Total Fertility Rate is 
the summary measure of fertility 
across all ages of women of 
childbearing age, the Crude 
Migration Rate is the summary 
measure of net-migration 
across all ages.  Given 
acceptance of the assumption 
that the age patterns of 
migration remain stable 
throughout the projections 
period, the Crude Migration 
Rate is used to control the 
absolute level of migration.  
Raising the  CMR will move the 
age pattern in a positive 
direction resulting in a higher 
absolute number of migrants at 
each age.  Lowering the CMR 
has the exact opposite effect 
moving the entire age 
distribution of migrants in a 
negative direction. 

Though the age patterns of 
migration showed no significant 

change between the first and second half of the 2000’s the Crude Migration Rate shows 
that there was a definite slowing of migration and a net out-flow from the region. Crude 
rates of net migration vary by county but show the same shift between the time periods.  
Every county was positive in the 2000 to 2005 period (though Cape May was just barely 
so) and saw a significant slowing during 2005 to 2010.   
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These changes are not surprising given shifts in the national recession and its impact 
on New Jersey. Economic conditions in the recession were poor throughout the country 
and migration slowed dramatically.  As the economy slowly rebounds, the obvious 
concern is the uncertainty about which areas will improve more quickly and with more 
strength.  Those areas will naturally tend to attract more migrants.   

Crude Migration by County and Gender 
 Total Male Female 
 2000-05 2005-10 2000-05 2005-10 2000-05 2005-10 
SJTPO Region 1.9% -0.5% 1.6% -1.3% 1.2% -0.6% 
   Atlantic County 4.3% -0.7% 4.4% -1.1% 4.2% -0.2% 
   Cape May County 0.1% -0.9% -0.1% -0.1% 0.3% -1.3% 
   Cumberland 
County 

1.8% -0.9% 1.9% -0.5% 1.7% -1.1% 

   Salem County 1.6% -0.4% 1.6% 3.0% 1.5% -0.1% 
 

Comparing the estimates of net migration for the 2000’s generated by the residual net 
migration analysis and the Census Bureau’s annual population estimates program 
provides another point of analysis for understanding the trends and distribution across 
counties.   

The Census Bureau provides complete components of change between 2000 and 2009 
so it’s not possible to replicate what the Census would estimate as net migration for the 
entire 2000 to 2010 period.  However, using the April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2009 estimates 
and New Jersey Dept. of Health vital statistics data, it is possible to compute the implied 
net migration for the entire period and compare that to the residual net-migration 
estimates. 
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Residual Net Migration Compared to Census 
Net Migration by County, 2000 to 2010 

 2000 
Census 

Population 

Residual Net 
Migration 

Census Net 
Migration 

Migrants Rate Migrants Rate 
SJTPO Region 565,601 8,571 1.5% 14,172 2.5% 
   Atlantic County 252,552 9,701 3.8% 12,621 5.0% 
   Cape May County 102,326 -781 -0.8% -1,868 -1.8% 
   Cumberland 
County 146,438 1,458 1.0% 2,128 1.5% 
   Salem County 64,285 778 1.2% 1,290 2.0% 

 

Given the differences in methodologies, the resulting rates of net migration for the 
decade are comparable for the region as a whole and the individual counties though the 
residual analysis results in a more negative migration picture for all counties in the 
region. The most current Census Bureau estimates are for July 1, 2014 and the net-
migration implied by those estimates shows out-migration in each of the region’s 
counties ranging from Salem County with -2.2% net out-migration to Cape May at -
0.5%. Region-wide the Census estimates show an out-migration rate of -1.3%. 

Net-Migration Recommendations – Given the stability of the age patterns of migration 
through both halves of the decade, between both males and females, in Cape May, 
Cumberland and Salem counties, it is reasonable to use these patterns directly in the 
projections phase.  With this comparison of Crude Migration Rates between the residual 
method and the Census estimates, it is also reasonable to use the CMR’s calculated by 
the residual method as a starting point for the projections, though additional historical 
analysis is warranted to inform upper and lower bounds to assumptions about future 
levels of migration. Atlantic County on the other hand will require additional analysis. 
Migration data from the American Community Survey and Internal Revenue Service 
may help to understand the age patterns of migration providing stronger justification for 
future assumptions and labor demand. 

• Use the age patterns of migration for Cape May, Cumberland and Salem counties by 
gender as calculated, 

• Use the average pattern of the two 5-year periods of the decade, 

With uncertainty about the timing of an economic rebound in the region, the CMR from 
the Census Bureau’s current estimates provide a reasonable starting point in the 
projections.  However, this is a key variable and most subject to variation over time. 

Special Populations 
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The presence of large college, prison and nursing home populations present special 
problems for population projection because of their effect on the components of change.  
For example, special populations like female college students typically would not 
experience the same fertility behavior as women in the general population of the same 
age.  These differences were accounted for in the calculation of fertility and migration 
patterns. These adjusted patterns were used in the projection model assuming a 
constant group quarters population. 

Economic Context: Employment & 
Labor Force 
Casino Gaming in Atlantic County Drives 
Employment Variation 
Employment and labor force trends in an individual market combine secular trends—
those that are common to the larger economy—and specific trends that uniquely define 
changes in economic conditions at the local and regional level. In this region, trends in 
the labor market broadly track national cycles of expansion and contraction with the 
exception of one industry, casino gaming. Casinos are singlehandedly responsible for 
significant variation outside the national context.  
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The 2040 Forecast 
Approach 
As noted above, CGR & RLS Demographics tackled the challenge of forecasting future 
population trends by beginning with two independent processes, then bringing them 
together for a single forecast.  RLS Demographics compiled and presented the likely 
results of recent birth, death and migration trends. Of these, birth and death rates are 
generally stable over long periods of time. Migration is the “variable” that changes the 
trajectory of a community’s population, the component that reflects changes in 
economic conditions. 

Economic Forecast 
Atlantic City & Casino Gaming 
Changes in the gaming marketplace have triggered a “tectonic shift” in the Atlantic 
County economy.  Casino gaming was first approved by New Jersey’s voters as a 
vehicle for addressing persistent poverty in Atlantic City. As nearly the only location for 
legal casino gaming in the United States outside of Nevada, the industry grew rapidly 
and attracted major investment dollars. Heavily taxed, the industry also supported public 
services in Atlantic City and the State of New Jersey. 

The appeal of jobs and tax revenue eventually overcame social inhibitions about 
casinos in neighboring states. Only Virginia has resisted the temptation to approve 
some form of casino gaming—Atlantic City’s share of the resort casino market in the 
Northeast fell from 71% in 2000 to 37% in 2015.  

Also buffeted by new gaming venues, Las Vegas, the other “pole” of attraction in the 
United States, responded by a conscious diversification, a move that served to stabilize 
total visitation and preserve that city’s core gaming employment base. Las Vegas’ 
success at repositioning is believed to have further eroded the market position of 
Atlantic City. 

The expansion of casino gaming in Pennsylvania, New York and Maryland dealt a 
significant blow to Atlantic City’s market share.  

• Approved by the voters in 2004, the Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board was 
empowered to issue 14 licenses (7 to racinos, 5 to standalone casinos and 2 to 
resort hotels). To date they have issued 13.  An additional resort casino license may 
be awarded in 2017. By 2018, Pennsylvania’s gaming sector will supply 36,000 
positions to the market, up from 34,000 positions currently. 

• Two New York City “slot houses”—Yonkers Raceway and Resorts World in 
Queens—added over 10,000 positions by 2011. 
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• Maryland entered the market in 2011, adding 6,500 positions by 2013 and an 
additional 3,100 in 2014. 

Competition Continues to Increase 
The goal of surrounding states is clear: All wish to prevent gaming dollars from leaving 
their borders, thus license casinos in “defensive” positions. The last new casino that is 
aimed directly at Atlantic City is the Live! Hotel & Casino in South Philadelphia, which is 
expected to have 2,750 positions. Other pending expansions, while certainly eroding 
Atlantic City’s market share, are likely to take most of their business from other 
established venues. The Massachusetts expansion targets Mohegan Sun and 
Foxwoods in Connecticut. Lago and Rivers in New York will take business from Turning 
Stone. Tioga and Montreign in New York are more of a threat to Atlantic City, but will 
also take business from Resorts World and from the Pennsylvania venues. 
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The Casino Resort Market is Saturated 
Given the uncertainties of reporting (particularly from Native American properties), these 
are only estimates. We believe, however, that the peak year for gaming in the Northeast 
was 2013. Some growth will still occur as new venues open: Research shows that 
proximity increases both the prevalence of gaming within the population and the 
frequency of visits to casinos. Nonetheless, for the purpose of estimating the impact on 
Atlantic City, we have assumed that the market is effectively fixed. Atlantic City’s market 
is certainly saturated—any net increase in casino gaming will go to new venues. 

 

Estimated Impact of Expansion on Atlantic City 
CGR’s analysis of the impact of new venues on the Atlantic City marketplace is based 
on a case-by-case assessment of the new venues. In addition to baseline data on the 
casinos of Atlantic City, we’ve compiled historical data on 57 resort 
casinos/casinos/racinos located throughout the Northeast, including the number of slots 
and tables and net win from 2000 to 2015. 

In addition, we developed a gravity model that incorporates distance to each casino and 
Atlantic City, plus median household income and the number of residents over the age 
of 21. for every county in Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New York, 
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, and Delaware plus the District of 
Columbia. 
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Core assumptions underlying our analysis include the following: 

• Nine new resort casinos that have been approved and are either under construction 
or are soon to be. These represent an increase of nearly 26,000 positions, an 18% 
increase from 2015 to 2019. 

• As noted above, the market for casino gaming in the Northeast is saturated, certainly 
so with respect to Atlantic City. Research shows that proximity plays a role in 
increasing propensity to gamble and frequency, but the distances involved now 
suggest that the new venues will nearly all simply draw from established properties. 

• A large share of the positions are entering the Massachusetts/Connecticut market, 
historically dominated by Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun. Given Foxwoods’ fragile 
financial condition, the new facilities could force it to close. Mohegan Sun’s finances 
are in better shape but their exposure to market loss is just as great. Our analysis 
suggests that Atlantic City will lose some business to these new casinos, although it 
is much more exposed to new properties further south. 

• Both Live! in South Philly and MGM National Harbor (in Maryland) can be expected 
to draw significant business from Atlantic City. New York’s new casinos in the 
Catskills and Albany area will also draw some additional business. 

• Our analysis also suggests the obvious: New casinos in Northern New Jersey will 
have a very serious impact on Atlantic City. What we’re reading indicates that this is 
very likely to go to referendum in the fall. Were they approved, it is unlikely that they 
would open before 2021 or 2022, which is how we’ve modeled them. Given the 
uncertainty, we’ve modeled the addition of 4,000 positions in 2021 and 6,000 
positions by 2022. Given the constitutional and political conditions influencing these 
decisions, our estimates are quite speculative.  

• The ability of the rest of the hospitality sector to weather losses in the casino hotels 
is encouraging. Although there is a multiplied effect to the loss of casino hotel 
employment, the multiplier is low (as is generally true of low wage sectors*

• By 2018 we expect that Atlantic City will have lost about 17% of 2015 market share, 
(the equivalent of nearly 5,000 positions), which suggests casino employment will 
fall by about 4,000 with total casino employment (including casino spillover jobs) 
dropping nearly 5,000. 

), thus the 
spillover losses from the shrinkage of casino employment is modest. The conversion 
of existing casino hotels into general tourism presents an opportunity, although there 
are no guarantees that the obstacles to successful conversion can be overcome. 
The reputational damage that has already been done will be difficult to reverse. 

                                            
* Although the leadership in a gaming facility is more highly paid, the majority of employees in a casino 
reflect a modest wage profile, comparable to the rest of the Leisure and Hospitality sector. 
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• While these estimates are 
highly speculative given the 
fluid political discussion and 
the uncertainty about what 
might be built and when, we 
estimate that this loss in 
market position and 
employment would likely 
double if the Northern New 
Jersey casinos are approved 
and built. This is illustrated in 
the chart by the decline from 
22,000 in 2020 to 17,000 in 
2022.  

• We estimate the employment 
multiplier to be about 1.23 
(thus spillover jobs are 23% of 
direct jobs). As a point of 
reference, the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates direct employment by casino 
hotels in Atlantic County to be about 22,000 in 2015. The 27,000 shown in the chart 
includes the spillover employment. 

• CGR also incorporates a loss in public sector employment in its overall job forecast. 
While these figures are speculative and depend on actions by the city and the State 
of New Jersey, Atlantic City will likely have to absorb a loss of up to $100 million 
annually in tax revenue. As the bulk of municipal services are quite labor-intensive, 
the loss in tax revenue will have a direct impact on employment. 

• Atlantic City will retain a substantial market share going forward. The “gravitational 
pull” of the remaining casino hotels will continue to attract visitors, including 
conventions that would exceed the capacity of all but a few cities. This magnetic 
force can also be used to rebuild the tourism economy around family-focused 
entertainment. Although it seems unlikely that the casino jobs can be wholly 
replaced, Atlantic City should be in a position to establish a new stable baseline after 
the last of the casino resorts opens and the rush to try the “new” resorts subsides. 
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Forecasting the Rest of the Economy 
CGR developed a baseline for employment by detailed sector for each of the four 
counties from 2001 through 2014 (from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’ employment, 
payroll and personal income series, plus the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly 
Census of Employment and Wages, and Current Employment Statistics). Reviewing 
growth rates by sector for both pre- and post-recession periods, CGR developed 
aggregate estimates by county by sector into the future, adjusted by specific forecasts 
for casino hotels (part of Leisure and Hospitality) and public sector employment. 

The net impact of these various processes yields a forecast of total employment for the 
region that is estimated to decline to 323,000 in 2025, then resume a growth path to 
2040, with total employment at 345,000. It is worth nothing that cyclical economic 
fluctuations will influence all these forecasts and that trends in particular sectors will 
also influence the figures. Later forecasts assume that the casino gaming industry 
stabilizes by 2025 and the remaining sectors resume the growth path experienced in 
2008-2014.  

 
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total SJTPO Region 
Employment  337.4 329.5 324.9 322.8 327.3 334.6 344.7 
Atlantic 174.3 165.0 162.1 159.9 162.7 166.3 170.8 
Cape May 61.8 63.5 63.6 64.2 65.3 66.8 68.9 
Cumberland 72.7 73.0 72.6 72.9 74.2 76.5 80.0 
Salem 28.5 28.0 26.7 25.8 25.2 24.9 25.1 
 

Demographic Forecast in this Economic Context 
RLS Demographics incorporated the CGR employment forecast into its initial baseline 
forecast for the population of each of the four counties. The underlying basis for the 
baseline forecasts is noted in the Components of Change analysis above.  

Demographic forecasts are the result of historical analysis of fertility, mortality and 
migration coupled with assumptions about the future course of those events to 2040. As 
noted previously, there is no crystal ball yet the historical trends provide parameters that 
guide the future assumptions. The most volatile of those assumptions is net- migration. 

Preliminary baseline forecasts used three variants of the net-migration scenario. These 
scenarios were based on the observed migration patterns during the 2000 to 2005 and 
2005 to 2010 period. Baseline 1 (the middle series for Atlantic) assumed the total rates 
of net-migration based upon the 2000 to 2010 average net-migration. Baseline 2 used 
the net-migration rates observed in the latter half of the decade and most impacted by 
the recession though for Cape May and Salem, net out-migration slowed considerably 
from the first half of the decade resulting in slower population decline. Baseline 3 was 
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more optimistic relying on the migration experience in the 2000 to 2005 period, prior to 
the recession, resulting in higher projected totals for Atlantic and Cumberland. 

Projections for Atlantic and Cape May counties remain the most variable. The 
uncertainty of economic forces explained above is a major factor for both but in Cape 
May there is the added demographic impact of an aging county. The median age in 
Cape May County is 45.8 years (2010-2014 ACS estimates) compared to the youngest 
distribution in Cumberland County at 36.7 years. By 2040 the youngest of Baby 
Boomers will be 76 and mortality will have a depressing effect on population change 
and each draft baseline projection indicates a declining population in Cape May. 

Cape May, like Atlantic, has also experienced a significant migration shift from its high 
growth period in the 1990’s to more recent slow growth and decline. 

 

Given this observation that underlying demographic trends would reduce the population, 
thus workforce, of Cape May County, we anticipate that an increase in migration will be 
necessary to provide a sufficient labor force for the projected employment. Work-related 
migration from Atlantic into Cape May counties will also be needed to offset Cape May 
losses while providing employment to Atlantic County residents displaced by losses at 
the casino hotels.  

In the absence of economic factors, the demographic model projects population based 
on the previously mentioned fertility, mortality and migration rates. The labor force 
population (those 16 and over) by age and sex is a direct result of the demographic 
model. The available labor force is projected by applying currently observed labor force 
participation rates from the 2011-2013 American Community Survey to the age-sex 

specific population. 

 

1990-95 1995-00 2000-05 2005-10 2010-14
Atlantic 0.39% 7.03% 5.27% -0.45% -1.06%
Cape May 2.55% 5.49% -1.27% -0.84% -0.50%

Historical Crude Migration Rate Summary

16-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-44 45-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75+
Atlantic Males 42.7% 73.7% 86.9% 91.1% 88.2% 87.0% 76.5% 63.3% 41.8% 31.5% 8.5% 69.9%
Atlantic Females 53.2% 75.5% 77.5% 78.0% 83.9% 79.5% 72.6% 60.4% 35.2% 18.6% 4.6% 63.1%
Cape May Males 39.6% 77.5% 86.4% 94.1% 90.3% 86.2% 77.1% 62.5% 40.4% 21.8% 11.3% 65.0%
Cape May Females 47.4% 73.7% 80.4% 80.5% 73.5% 80.0% 70.0% 54.3% 28.2% 21.7% 7.1% 55.1%
Cumberland Males 35.9% 78.8% 63.0% 56.1% 64.6% 66.7% 66.8% 57.0% 28.6% 14.1% 6.6% 56.6%
Cumberland Females 35.6% 79.4% 78.9% 79.5% 75.5% 75.7% 61.0% 44.9% 27.9% 8.9% 2.7% 57.8%
Salem Males 34.6% 73.6% 77.1% 92.8% 91.1% 89.1% 76.5% 59.4% 39.5% 16.9% 7.1% 67.5%
Salem Females 39.4% 77.0% 71.6% 77.8% 78.6% 75.6% 60.8% 50.6% 27.6% 16.9% 5.5% 57.1%

Labor Force Participation Rate by Age
Total

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2013 American Community Survey, 3-year estimates
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This result defines the projected resident labor supply. The linkage between labor 
supply and projected employment (jobs) is complicated by shifting unemployment rates, 
shifting full-time versus part-time employment, shifts in commuting patterns within the 
region and shifts of employees in employer based businesses to becoming sole 
proprietors with business locations or working from home. 

Allocating Population and Employment 
Trend to Municipalities 
The South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization’s transportation modeling 
requires quite granular demographic statistics. By modeling travel among individual 
population centers, SJTPO can anticipate needed investment in new infrastructure or 
improvements in existing infrastructure, projects that require significant advance 
preparation.  

That said, such forecasts are challenging. Current information on housing choices and 
daily inter-municipal migration is incomplete and can be contradictory, leaving the 
forecaster with a flawed baseline upon which to build future scenarios.  

Demographic Forecast 
RLS Demographics adopted the allocation of county population among municipalities in 
2014 as the baseline allocation for its demographic forecast. The relative desirability of 
one community over another will change over time for a range of reasons—a 
particularly ambitious developer, a public school renaissance or a major new employer 
can raise the desirability of one hamlet over another. The allocation of growth across 
SJTPO’s municipalities could be revised periodically by adjusting both the “topline” 
totals and municipal shares to the new “facts on the ground.”  

Employment Forecast 
The same caution applies to the employment forecast. CGR developed a forecast of the 
SJTPO economy by extrapolating recent regional trends in the context of the national 
economy, adjusting major sectors as appropriate, with particular attention paid to casino 
gaming and government employment in Atlantic County.  

Reporting of employment by municipality is complicated by multi-site firms (e.g. banks) 
that are only obligated to report regional aggregates, the constantly shifting fortunes of 
small firms in the retail and service sectors and the confidential nature of the most 
accurate source, the unemployment insurance database.  

CGR’s allocation by municipality is based on the Local Employment Dynamics (LED) 
database (a subset of the Local Employment-Household Dynamics, or LEHD database) 
that is maintained by the U.S. Census Bureau in cooperation with state departments of 
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labor. The LED statistics exclude agricultural workers, self-employed non-agricultural 
workers, federal workers, members of the armed forces and some state and local 
workers. As CGR’s “topline” employment statistics at the county level include all of 
these categories, the allocation of employment among municipalities would fall far short 
of county totals without adjustment. 

CGR forecasts county level employment by the following NAICS categories, allocates 
these totals by year by municipality using the LED proportions, then aggregates as 
industrial, office, retail and other employment. 

11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 
21 Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 
22 Utilities 
23 Construction 
31-33 Manufacturing 
42 Wholesale Trade 
44-45 Retail Trade 
48-49 Transportation and Warehousing 
51 Information 
52 Finance and Insurance 
53 Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 
54 Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 
55 Management of Companies and Enterprises 
56 Administrative and Support and Waste 
61 Educational Services 
62 Health Care and Social Assistance 
71 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 
72 Accommodation and Food Services 
81 Other Services [except Public Administration] 
92 Public Administration 

Once again, just as the demographic figures may be revised as conditions evolve, 
changes in total employment and in municipal shares of county employment (as 
reported in the LED database) may be periodically adjusted. 
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Appendix 
Economic Forecast Methodology 
The “core” employment data for the forecast is the employment series released by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) CA25N series, 
often referred to as “Regional Economic Information System” or REIS dataset (CA25N 
Total Full-Time and Part-Time Employment by NAICS Industry). This series is a count 
of jobs, both full-time and part-time and includes wage and salary jobs, sole 
proprietorships, and individual general partners, but not unpaid family workers nor 
volunteers*

The most recent release of the BEA data is 2014. For most sectors, CGR trended these 
data forward by the average rate of change for the county and sector from 2008 to 2014 
in the BEA database. Note that BEA reports the total number of jobs, both full time and 
part time. Some workforce participants work multiple jobs. This is estimated at about 
10,000. The BEA series will also reflect jobs held by individuals working outside the 
named geography, thus a Cumberland County resident who works in Atlantic City. 

. One major difference between the BEA data and what is reported on a 
monthly basis by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) is the inclusion of sole 
proprietorships. Another is the inclusion of hired farm labor, also missing from the BLS 
release.  

Separate forecasts for casino-related employment and government employment are 
described in the body of the report. These sector forecasts are incorporated into the 
whole to develop an adjusted total for each county. 

County totals are distributed by municipality using the Local Employment Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data series for each municipality in each county. CGR employed the 
LEHD proportions to allocate the totals reported by NAICS sector across the 
municipalities. Given the inaccuracies of the BEA and LEHD series, CGR groups 
NAICS industries as Industrial, Retail, Office and Other.  

Industrial includes NAICS sector 21 (Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction), 
NAICS sector 22 (Utilities), and NAICS sector 31-33 (Manufacturing). 

                                            
* The BEA estimates of employment and wages differ from the BLS data because BEA makes 
adjustments to account for employment and wages not covered, or not fully covered, by the state 
unemployment insurance programs. First, BEA adds estimates of employment and wages to the BLS 
data to bridge small gaps in UI coverage: For nonprofit organizations not participating in the UI program 
(several industries), for students and their spouses employed by public colleges or universities, for 
elected officials and members of the judiciary (state and local government), for interns employed by 
hospitals and by social service agencies, and for insurance agents classified as statutory employees 
(insurance agencies). Second, BEA uses additional source data to estimate most or all of the 
employment and wages for the following: Farms, farm labor contractors, private households, private 
elementary and secondary schools, religious membership organizations, railroads, military, and U.S. 
residents who are employed by international organizations and by foreign embassies and consulates in 
the United States.  See more at: http://www.bea.gov/faq/index.cfm?faq_id=104#sthash.1f2eSjGM.dpuf. 

http://www.bea.gov/faq/index.cfm?faq_id=104#sthash.1f2eSjGM.dpuf�
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Retail includes retail only. 

Office includes NAICS sector 42 (Wholesale Trade), NAICS sector 48-49 
(Transportation and Warehousing), NAICS sector 51 (Information), NAICS sector 52 
(Finance and Insurance), NAICS sector 53 (Real Estate and Rental and Leasing), 
NAICS sector 54 (Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services), NAICS sector 55 
(Management of Companies and Enterprises), NAICS sector 56 (Administrative and 
Support and Waste, NAICS sector 92 (Public Administration).  

Other is the remainder. 

Seasonal Modeling Methodology 
The final results of the municipal employment, population and household projections are 
the basis for determining seasonal shifts by county and municipality, and the separation 
of weekday versus weekend populations. Visitors represent an added component which 
is projected on the basis of hotel and motel occupancy, occupancy in previously vacant 
housing units, campground and marina visitors, and travel patterns based on NJDOT 
traffic count data. The following details the methodology used to develop the 
projections, as well as the data sources. This methodology is applied to each projection 
period from 2010 to 2040 independently; therefore, the following calculation process is 
completed for each projection period. The summary results include: 

1) Total population 

2) Total Household Population 

3) Total Year-round Employment 

4) Summer Weekday Employment 

5) Summer Weekend Employment 

6) Summer Weekday Households 

7) Summer Weekend Households 

8) Summer Weekday Visitors 

9) Summer Weekend Visitors 

10) Summer Weekday Visitors plus Households 

11) Summer Weekend Visitors plus Households 

Projections, by their very nature, represent assumptions about the course of future 
events and no one has a good crystal ball for seeing the future. As a result, a 
projections methodology relies on understanding historical patterns and using those 
patterns to get a picture of future population and employment conditions. The following 
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model description relies on the most current official data on population, households and 
employment and makes assumptions about the demographic and economic forces that 
shape the population characteristics and industry composition of employment. 

Figure 1 presents an overview of the methodological approach to developing the 2040 
projections and allocating population, households, employment and visitors by season 
and weekday versus weekend. The detailed projections methodology (Task 1) is 
described below. This memorandum provides an overview to Task 1 and then describes 
the approach taken to develop seasonal factors and project visitor populations in 
greater detail. 

Task 1 – Projections Model Overview 
Population by age and sex for each of the four counties is projected using a standard 
demographic cohort-component model. This method makes specific assumptions about 
fertility, mortality and migration patterns by age and sex. The 2010 Census population 
provides the base because it is the most complete and accurate count of population and 
age/sex characteristics. Age-sex specific transition rates for fertility, mortality and 
migration are applied to the base population for each 5-year period to the year 2040. 

Projected households are built off of the population projections. The population living in 
households, i.e., excluding population in group quarters, divided by the number of 
households yields the average household size. Average household size for the region’s 
counties, based on the most recent data from the Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey, varies from a low of 2.27 in Cape May to a high of 2.86 in 
Cumberland. Average household size has been relatively stable and is projected to 
continue at the current level. The projected household population divided by the 
average household size yields the projection of occupied households. 

Total Employment is projected by NAICS industry sector for each year between 2015 
and 2040 (see above).  

Population and employment are linked through labor supply. Using separate models to 
project population and employment has the potential for generating divergent patterns. 
The analysis of population and employment trends is used to reconcile the independent 
models such that labor supply and demand stay in close alignment. An economy that 
generates growth may not be supported by the demographic assumptions regarding 
labor supply. In such a case, migration rates may need to be increased to supplement 
the local labor force. Alternatively, if historical migration patterns do not support such a 
change, employment projections may need to be scaled back to more closely match 
labor conditions. This linkage is an iterative process. 

Task 2 – Calculation of Summer Weekday and Weekend 
Employment 
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Total employment, which can be interpreted as annual average employment, is an 
output of the employment model assumptions. In-season and Off-season employment is 
separated on the basis of differences between January and July employment as 
reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Employment Statistics.   

- Off-season employment is calculated by applying the ratio of January 
employment to annual average employment from the 2015 CES to the 
employment model projections. 

- In-season employment is calculated by applying the ratio of July employment to 
annual average employment from the 2015 CES to the employment model 
projections. 

Summer weekday and weekend employment is based on the In-season employment 
described above where summer weekday employment is equivalent to the In-season 
employment. In many sectors of the economy, businesses are closed on weekends and 
therefore weekend employment drops to zero. Education is a sector where summer 
employment is negligible compared to year-round employment. Sectors where business 
continues on weekends, and may expand, include retail, accommodation and food 
service, real estate and rental leasing, etc. Summer weekend employment at the county 
level is generated by the applying employment factors such as those in Table 1 for 
Atlantic County by industry sector to the summer weekday employment. The factors 
were developed by RLS Demographics.  
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Table 1: Summer Weekday and Weekend Employment Factors by Sector, Atlantic 
County 

NAICS Sector 
Weekday 
Factor 

Weekend Factor 

Atlantic 
Cape 
May 

Cumber-
land Salem 

  Farm employment 100% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
  Forestry, fishing, and related activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
  Mining 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
  Utilities 100% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
  Construction 100% 60% 60% 60% 60% 
  Manufacturing 100% 10% 10% 50% 10% 
  Wholesale trade 100% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
  Retail trade 100% 110% 120% 100% 100% 
  Transportation and warehousing 100% 80% 80% 70% 70% 
  Information 100% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
  Finance and insurance 100% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
  Real estate and rental and leasing 100% 80% 80% 80% 80% 
  Professional, scientific, and technical 
services 100% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
  Management of companies and 
enterprises 100% 30% 30% 30% 30% 
  Administrative and waste management 
services 100% 40% 40% 40% 40% 
  Educational services 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
  Health care and social assistance 100% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
  Arts, entertainment, and recreation 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
  Accommodation and food services 100% 110% 110% 100% 100% 
  Other services, except public 
administration 100% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
  Government and government 
enterprises 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

Task 3 – Calculation of Summer Weekday and Weekend 
Residents 
Summer weekday and weekend residents are derived from the projections of total 
households (occupied housing units) and total reported vacant units from the 2010 
Census. Occupied households in the Census are considered to be for year-round 
occupancy and are assumed to be occupied during the summer season. In addition, 
vacant units (both those constructed for seasonal or recreational use and others vacant 
for sale or rent) are potential living quarters for summer residents.  
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Weekday occupancy of vacant units is assumed to be 75 percent while weekend 
occupancy is assumed to by 90.45 percent which is the New Jersey statewide average 
occupancy rate. The use of this occupancy rate is consistent with prior analysis. No 
more localized source appears to be available.  

- Summer weekday occupied households is computed as the year-round occupied 
units plus 75 percent of total vacant units. 

- Summer weekday residents is computed using an assumption of 3.7 persons per 
unit times the total number of summer weekday occupied units.*

- Summer weekend occupied households is computed as the year-round occupied 
units plus 90.45 percent of total vacant units. 

 

- Summer weekend residents is computed using an assumption of 3.7 persons per 
unit times the total number of summer weekday occupied units. 

Task 4 – Calculation of Summer Weekday and Weekend Visitors 
Seasonal visitors are derived based on hotel/motel occupancy, campsite visitors, boat 
slips at bath house marinas and traffic counts from the New Jersey Dept. of 
Transportation to estimate “day trippers”. The most detailed data estimating summer 
populations comes from the Cape May County Planning Department, Summer 
Populations 2013. This provides counts of hotels/motels, campsites and marinas. 
Readily accessible current data for Atlantic, Cumberland and Salem counties was not 
available. Counts of hotel/motel rooms and marinas were based on the previous SJTPO 
2040 projections. Data on the number of campgrounds and campsites was derived from 
the New Jersey Campground Owners Association. Estimates of the number of persons 
staying at hotels/motels, campsites, and marinas are obtained from the Cape May 
Summer Population Estimate 2013 and assumed for all counties. 

- Visitors staying in hotels/motels is calculated by multiplying the number of rooms 
available times 2.5 persons per room. 

- Visitors staying in campgrounds is calculated by multiplying the number of 
campsites available times 3.75 persons per site. 

- Visitors staying at marinas is calculated by multiplying the number of marina slips 
at marinas with bath houses times 2 persons per slip. 

 

 

                                            
* The assumption of 3.7 seasonal persons per household was utilized by the Center for Business and 
Regional Research (CRBR) in their seasonal projections done in 2011. In the absence of data on 
seasonal persons per household to update these factors, the methodology and factor is unchanged from 
this earlier projection series. 
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Figure 1: Projections and Seasonal Population Overview 
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Municipal Calculations 
Population, employment, households, seasonal populations and visitors are distributed to 
municipalities based on shares of their respective county totals. Population shares are 
derived from analysis of the 2000 and 2010 Census and most current American 
Community Survey data. In municipalities where there was an increasing share in the 
2000 to 2010 period and the 2010 to 2014 period, an increased share was assigned to 
2040 and change was assumed to be linear. Conversely, with a municipality’s historical 
share showed declines, a continued decline to 2040 was assumed and again assumed to 
be linear. Municipalities with alternating increasing and decreasing shares were held 
constant throughout the projections period. Household shares for municipalities were 
assigned in a similar fashion. 

Municipal employment shares were derived by allocating county level employment by 
employment shares reported in the LEHD series. 

Municipal shares of Summer Weekday Employment were derived by adjusting the shares 
of year-round employment to reflect expected municipal differences between shoreline 
and inner-shore municipalities defined by SJTPO. Factors for shoreline municipalities 
were expected to increase more than for inner-shore municipalities. Summer Weekend 
Employment shares were further adjusted to reflect municipalities with industry sectors 
most likely to remain open on weekends. These factors were assigned for Atlantic and 
Cape May counties and there was no change at the municipal level for Cumberland and 
Salem counties. 

County Controls 
Summer Weekday and Weekday households and visitors are the aggregation of 
employment, household residents, group quarters population, and visitors at the 
municipal level. However, in economic and demographic analysis, it is generally the case 
that large geographic entities (counties in this case) reflect more accurate results than 
small area data. There are more assumptions about the stability of municipal shares than 
there are at the county level. For this reason, the sum of the municipal data is compared 
to the county total and further adjusted, or controlled, to the independent county totals. 
This control is applied to the Summer Weekday and Weekend results independently. 
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Data Sources 
 

Population and Households  – U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census 
and 2014 American Community Survey 

Employment – U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, 
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Regional Economic Information System. Woods and Poole Economics 

Off-Season and In-Season Employment Factors – U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Current Employment Survey 

Hotel/Motel Data – Data for Cape May County from Cape May County Department of 
Planning, Summer Population Estimate – 2013. Data for Atlantic, Cumberland and Salem 
counties from SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan 2040, Technical Appendix #1: 
Demographic Forecast. 

Campgrounds and Campsites – Data for Cape May County from Cape May County 
Department of Planning, Summer Population Estimate – 2013. New Jersey Campground 
Owners Association, http://www.newjerseycampgrounds.com/index.php/find-a-
campground 

Marinas – Data for Cape May County from Cape May County Department of Planning, 
Summer Population Estimate – 2013. Data for Atlantic, Cumberland and Salem counties 
from SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan 2040, Technical Appendix #1: Demographic 
Forecast. 

Traffic Counts – New Jersey Department of Transportation, Roadway Information and 
Traffic Monitoring System Program, Traffic Volume Counts. 
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/refdata/roadway/traffic.shtm 

 

http://www.newjerseycampgrounds.com/index.php/find-a-campground�
http://www.newjerseycampgrounds.com/index.php/find-a-campground�
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Transportation Matters - Population and Household Projections 1 of 2 Appendix C.2

Appendix C.2. SJTPO Region, Year-Round Population and Household Projections

thousands 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
 Total SJTPO Region 594.1       606.4       617.9       627.0       633.1       636.8       218.0       222.4       226.5       229.7       231.6       232.8       572.0       584.4       595.8       604.9       611.0       614.6       2.64                
Atlantic 276.0       286.4       296.7       305.6       312.7       318.2       102.2 106.2 110.1 113.5 116.1 118.2 269.9 280.3 290.7 299.5 306.6 312.1 2.64                
Cape May 94.7         92.2         89.5         86.6         83.2         79.5         40.6 39.5 38.3 37.0 35.5 33.9 92.1 89.6 86.8 84 80.6 76.8 2.27                
Cumberland 158.6       162.6       166.4       169.9       173.1       176.2       51.2 52.6 53.9 55.2 56.3 57.4 147 151 154 158 161 164 2.86                
Salem 64.8         65.2         65.3         64.9         64.1         62.9         24.0 24.1 24.2 24.0 23.7 23.3 63.5 64 64 63.6 62.8 61.6 2.64                

Atlantic
Absecon city 8.4            8.7            9.0            9.3            9.5            9.7            3.3            3.5            3.7            3.8            4.0            4.2            8.3 8.6 8.9 9.2 9.4 9.6 2.53                
Atlantic City city 39.5         40.3         40.9         41.3         41.5         41.4         16.0         16.6         17.2         17.8         18.2         18.5         39 39.7 40.4 40.9 41 40.9 2.44                
Brigantine city 9.4            9.5            9.6            9.6            9.6            9.5            4.4            4.6            4.8            4.9            5.0            5.1            9.5 9.6 9.7 9.8 9.8 9.7 2.16                
Buena borough 4.6            4.8            5.0            5.2            5.3            5.4            1.8            1.9            2.0            2.1            2.2            2.3            4.6 4.8 5 5.2 5.3 5.4 2.65                
Buena Vista township 7.6            7.9            8.1            8.3            8.5            8.6            3.0            3.1            3.3            3.4            3.4            3.5            7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.6 2.51                
Corbin City city 0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.6            0.6            0.2            0.2            0.3            0.3            0.3            0.3            0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.33                
Egg Harbor City city 4.3            4.4            4.6            4.7            4.8            4.9            1.4            1.4            1.4            1.4            1.4            1.4            4.2 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.9 3.06                
Egg Harbor township 44.0         45.8         47.7         49.3         50.7         51.8         15.0         15.6         16.2         16.7         17.1         17.4         44 45.8 47.7 49.4 50.8 51.9 2.92                
Estell Manor city 1.7            1.8            1.9            1.9            2.0            2.0            0.6            0.6            0.6            0.7            0.7            0.7            1.7 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.71                
Folsom borough 1.9            1.9            1.9            1.9            1.9            1.9            0.6            0.6            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.7            1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.8 3.00                
Galloway township 37.7         39.7         41.8         43.6         45.3         46.8         12.3         12.7         13.2         13.6         13.9         14.2         34.2 36.2 38.1 39.9 41.5 42.6 2.79                
Hamilton township 26.7         28.2         29.7         31.1         32.3         33.4         9.3            9.7            10.0         10.3         10.6         10.8         25.6 27.1 28.5 29.9 31.1 32.1 2.74                
Hammonton town 14.8         15.4         15.9         16.4         16.8         17.1         5.5            5.8            6.0            6.3            6.5            6.6            14.4 14.9 15.5 16 16.3 16.6 2.59                
Linwood city 7.1            7.3            7.5            7.7            7.9            8.0            2.6            2.6            2.7            2.7            2.8            2.8            7 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 2.70                
Longport borough 0.9            0.9            0.9            0.9            1.0            1.0            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.6            0.6            0.6            1 1 1 1 1 1 1.83                
Margate City city 6.4            6.5            6.7            6.8            6.9            7.0            3.3            3.4            3.6            3.7            3.8            3.8            6.4 6.6 6.8 6.9 7 7.1 1.95                
Mullica township 6.2            6.4            6.6            6.8            6.9            7.0            2.1            2.2            2.3            2.3            2.3            2.4            6.1 6.3 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.9 2.84                
Northfield city 8.6            9.0            9.3            9.6            9.8            9.9            3.1            3.2            3.4            3.5            3.5            3.6            8.5 8.8 9.2 9.5 9.7 9.8 2.72                
Pleasantville city 20.5         21.3         22.1         22.7         23.3         23.7         6.7            7.0            7.2            7.5            7.6            7.8            20.2 21 21.7 22.4 22.9 23.3 2.99                
Port Republic city 1.1            1.2            1.2            1.2            1.3            1.3            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 3.25                
Somers Point city 10.8         11.1         11.5         11.7         11.9         12.1         4.7            4.8            5.0            5.2            5.3            5.4            10.8 11.2 11.5 11.8 12 12.2 2.31                
Ventnor City city 10.6         11.0         11.4         11.7         11.9         12.1         4.2            4.3            4.4            4.5            4.5            4.5            10.7 11.1 11.5 11.8 12 12.2 2.53                
Weymouth township 2.7            2.8            2.9            3.0            3.1            3.1            1.2            1.2            1.3            1.3            1.4            1.4            2.7 2.8 2.9 3 3.1 3.2 2.29                

Cape May
Avalon borough 1.3            1.2            1.1            1.0            0.9            0.8            0.9            0.9            0.9            0.8            0.8            0.8            1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.1 1.88                
Cape May city 3.5            3.4            3.2            3.1            2.9            2.8            1.5            1.5            1.4            1.4            1.3            1.3            3 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.3 1.92                
Cape May Point borough 0.3            0.3            0.3            0.3            0.2            0.2            0.1            0.1            0.1            0.1            0.1            0.1            0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.00                
Dennis township 6.3            6.1            5.9            5.7            5.5            5.3            2.4            2.4            2.3            2.2            2.2            2.1            6.2 6 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.2 2.60                
Lower township 22.1         21.6         21.0         20.4         19.6         18.8         9.5            9.2            8.9            8.6            8.3            7.9            22.1 21.5 20.9 20.2 19.5 18.6 2.33                
Middle township 18.8         18.3         17.9         17.4         16.8         16.1         7.4            7.2            7.1            6.9            6.7            6.4            17.6 17.2 16.8 16.3 15.7 15 2.41                
North Wildwood city 3.9            3.8            3.7            3.6            3.4            3.3            1.9            1.8            1.8            1.7            1.6            1.5            3.9 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.3 2.06                
Ocean City city 11.3         11.0         10.6         10.2         9.8            9.3            5.6            5.4            5.2            4.9            4.7            4.4            11.2 10.8 10.5 10.1 9.7 9.2 1.98                
Sea Isle City city 2.1            2.0            1.9            1.9            1.8            1.7            1.0            0.9            0.9            0.8            0.8            0.7            1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.88                
Stone Harbor borough 0.8            0.8            0.8            0.8            0.7            0.7            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.3            0.3            0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 2.00                
Upper township 12.0         11.7         11.4         11.0         10.6         10.1         4.6            4.5            4.4            4.3            4.2            4.1            12 11.7 11.3 11 10.5 10.1 2.63                
West Cape May borough 1.0            1.0            1.0            0.9            0.9            0.8            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.4            0.3            0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 2.33                
West Wildwood borough 0.6            0.6            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.3            0.3            0.2            0.2            0.2            0.2            0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 2.00                
Wildwood city 5.2            5.0            4.9            4.7            4.6            4.4            2.4            2.3            2.2            2.2            2.1            2.0            5.1 5 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.3 2.15                
Wildwood Crest borough 3.2            3.1            3.0            2.9            2.8            2.7            1.5            1.4            1.4            1.3            1.3            1.2            3.2 3.1 3 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.17                
Woodbine borough 2.4            2.4            2.3            2.2            2.1            2.1            0.8            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.6            2 2 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7 2.83                

Population - Revised 3-2-16 Households (Occupied Housing Units) - Revised 3-2-16 Population in Households - Revised 3-2-16 Average HH 
Size
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thousands 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Population - Revised 3-2-16 Households (Occupied Housing Units) - Revised 3-2-16 Population in Households - Revised 3-2-16 Average HH 

Size

Cumberland
Bridgeton city 25.5         26.2         26.8         27.4         27.9         28.4         6 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6 21.3 21.9 22.4 22.9 23.4 23.9 3.51                
Commercial township 5.2            5.3            5.4            5.5            5.6            5.7            1.9 2 2 2 2.1 2.1 5.2 5.3 5.5 5.6 5.7 5.8 2.76                
Deerfield township 3.1            3.2            3.3            3.4            3.4            3.5            1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 2.92                
Downe township 1.6            1.6            1.6            1.7            1.7            1.7            0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.29                
Fairfield township 6.5            6.7            6.9            7.0            7.1            7.3            1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 2 5.2 5.3 5.5 5.6 5.7 5.8 2.90                
Greenwich township 0.8            0.8            0.8            0.9            0.9            0.9            0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 1 1 1 1 1.1 1.1 2.75                
Hopewell township 4.5            4.7            4.8            4.9            5.0            5.0            1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8 2.67                
Lawrence township 3.3            3.4            3.5            3.6            3.6            3.7            1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.7 2.85                
Maurice River township 8.0            8.2            8.4            8.6            8.7            8.9            1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.9 4 2.67                
Millville city 28.7         29.4         30.1         30.8         31.4         31.9         10.4 10.7 11 11.2 11.5 11.7 28.7 29.5 30.2 30.9 31.5 32.1 2.74                
Shiloh borough 0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.6            0.6            0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 3.50                
Stow Creek township 1.4            1.5            1.5            1.5            1.6            1.6            0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 2.67                
Upper Deerfield township 7.7            7.9            8.1            8.2            8.4            8.5            2.9 3 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.3 7.7 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.4 8.6 2.61                
Vineland city 61.6         63.2         64.7         66.0         67.3         68.5         21.3 21.9 22.5 23 23.5 24 59.9 61.5 63 64.5 65.8 67 2.80                

Salem
Alloway township 3.4            3.5            3.5            3.4            3.4            3.4            1.2            1.2            1.2            1.2            1.2            1.2            3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.2 2.91                
Carneys Point township 7.9            8.0            8.0            8.0            7.9            7.7            3.0            3.0            3.0            3.0            3.0            2.9            7.6 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.5 7.4 2.55                
Elmer borough 1.4            1.4            1.4            1.4            1.3            1.3            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 2.60                
Elsinboro township 1.0            1.0            1.0            1.0            1.0            1.0            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.5            1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1 2.00                
Lower Alloways Creek township 1.7            1.7            1.7            1.7            1.7            1.7            0.6            0.6            0.6            0.6            0.6            0.5            1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 2.67                
Mannington township 1.8            1.8            1.8            1.8            1.8            1.7            0.5            0.5            0.5            0.4            0.4            0.4            1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 3.00                
Oldmans township 1.9            1.9            1.9            1.9            1.8            1.8            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.7            0.7            1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.57                
Penns Grove borough 5.0            5.0            5.1            5.0            5.0            4.9            1.8            1.8            1.8            1.8            1.8            1.7            5 5.1 5.1 5 5 4.9 2.88                
Pennsville township 13.0         13.1         13.1         13.0         12.9         12.6         5.3            5.4            5.4            5.3            5.3            5.2            13.1 13.2 13.2 13.1 12.9 12.7 2.44                
Pilesgrove township 4.0            4.0            4.0            4.0            3.9            3.9            1.4            1.5            1.5            1.5            1.4            1.4            3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.7 2.64                
Pittsgrove township 9.2            9.2            9.2            9.2            9.1            8.9            3.2            3.3            3.3            3.3            3.3            3.3            9 9.1 9.1 9.1 8.9 8.8 2.84                
Quinton township 2.6            2.6            2.6            2.6            2.6            2.5            1.0            1.0            1.0            0.9            0.9            0.9            2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.78                
Salem city 5.0            5.0            5.0            5.0            4.9            4.8            1.9            1.9            1.9            1.8            1.8            1.8            5 5 5 4.9 4.9 4.8 2.67                
Upper Pittsgrove township 3.5            3.5            3.5            3.5            3.4            3.4            1.1            1.1            1.1            1.1            1.1            1.1            3.3 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.2 2.91                
Woodstown borough 3.5            3.5            3.5            3.5            3.4            3.4            1.3            1.3            1.3            1.3            1.3            1.3            3.4 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.3 2.54                
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Appendix C.3. SJTPO Region, Year-Round Employment Projections

thousands 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

 Total SJTPO Region Employment 329.5                 324.9                  322.8                 327.3                 334.6                 344.7               
Atlantic 165.0                 162.1                  159.9                 162.7                 166.3                 170.8               
Cape May 63.5                   63.6                     64.2                   65.3                   66.8                   68.9                  
Cumberland 73.0                   72.6                     72.9                   74.2                   76.5                   80.0                  
Salem 28.0                   26.7                     25.8                   25.2                   24.9                   25.1                  

thousands TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment
Atlantic County 165.0                 3.4                       19.2                   77.4                   64.9                   162.1               3.3                    19.1                  79.0                  60.6                  159.9             3.5                  19.0                80.9                56.6                
Absecon city 4.0                     0.0                       0.9                     2.1                     1.0                     4.0                    0.0                    0.9                    2.2                    0.9                     4.0                 0.0                   0.9                   2.3                   0.8                   
Atlantic City city 59.0                   0.6                       3.0                     21.0                   34.5                   56.1                  0.6                    2.9                    21.2                  31.3                  53.2               0.6                   2.9                   21.6                28.0                
Brigantine city 2.8                     0.0                       0.2                     1.9                     0.8                     2.8                    0.0                    0.2                    1.9                    0.7                     2.8                 0.0                   0.2                   1.9                   0.7                   
Buena borough 1.1                     0.0                       0.1                     0.6                     0.4                     1.1                    0.0                    0.1                    0.6                    0.4                     1.1                 0.0                   0.1                   0.6                   0.4                   
Buena Vista township 2.5                     0.4                       0.1                     0.7                     1.3                     2.5                    0.4                    0.1                    0.7                    1.4                     2.6                 0.3                   0.1                   0.7                   1.5                   
Corbin City city 0.1                     0.0                       0.0                     0.0                     0.0                     0.1                    0.0                    0.0                    0.0                    0.0                     0.1                 0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   
Egg Harbor City city 2.1                     0.0                       0.2                     1.1                     0.7                     2.1                    0.0                    0.2                    1.2                    0.7                     2.2                 0.0                   0.2                   1.2                   0.7                   
Egg Harbor township 19.4                   0.4                       3.8                     9.9                     5.3                     19.3                  0.3                    3.8                    10.2                  5.0                     19.2               0.3                   3.7                   10.4                4.8                   
Estell Manor city 0.3                     0.0                       0.0                     0.2                     0.1                     0.2                    0.0                    0.0                    0.2                    0.1                     0.2                 0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.1                   
Folsom borough 0.9                     0.0                       0.1                     0.3                     0.5                     0.8                    0.0                    0.1                    0.3                    0.4                     0.8                 0.0                   0.1                   0.3                   0.4                   
Galloway township 13.4                   0.2                       0.9                     8.5                     3.8                     13.4                  0.2                    0.9                    8.8                    3.5                     13.5               0.2                   0.9                   9.1                   3.3                   
Hamilton township 13.3                   0.2                       3.9                     5.6                     3.5                     13.2                  0.2                    3.9                    5.7                    3.3                     13.1               0.3                   3.9                   5.8                   3.2                   
Hammonton town 10.6                   1.2                       1.5                     4.0                     3.9                     11.0                  1.3                    1.5                    4.1                    4.0                     11.5               1.4                   1.5                   4.3                   4.3                   
Linwood city 3.9                     0.0                       0.4                     2.8                     0.7                     4.0                    0.0                    0.4                    3.0                    0.6                     4.1                 0.0                   0.4                   3.1                   0.6                   
Longport borough 0.2                     -                       -                     0.2                     0.0                     0.2                    -                    -                    0.2                    0.0                     0.2                 -                  -                  0.2                   0.0                   
Margate City city 2.6                     -                       0.3                     1.5                     0.8                     2.6                    -                    0.3                    1.5                    0.8                     2.6                 -                  0.3                   1.5                   0.8                   
Mullica township 1.5                     0.1                       0.1                     0.7                     0.5                     1.4                    0.1                    0.1                    0.7                    0.5                     1.4                 0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.5                   
Northfield city 6.1                     0.0                       0.4                     4.4                     1.4                     6.1                    0.0                    0.4                    4.4                    1.3                     6.1                 0.0                   0.4                   4.5                   1.2                   
Pleasantville city 10.0                   0.2                       1.2                     5.6                     3.0                     9.9                    0.1                    1.2                    5.7                    2.9                     10.0               0.1                   1.2                   5.8                   2.8                   
Port Republic city 0.2                     0.0                       -                     0.0                     0.1                     0.2                    0.0                    -                    0.0                    0.1                     0.1                 0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   
Somers Point city 7.9                     0.0                       1.8                     4.4                     1.7                     8.0                    0.0                    1.8                    4.6                    1.6                     8.2                 0.0                   1.8                   4.9                   1.5                   
Ventnor City city 2.7                     0.0                       0.3                     1.6                     0.7                     2.6                    0.0                    0.3                    1.7                    0.6                     2.6                 0.0                   0.3                   1.7                   0.6                   
Weymouth township 0.3                     0.0                       0.0                     0.1                     0.2                     0.3                    0.0                    0.0                    0.1                    0.2                     0.3                 0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   

Cape May County 63.5                   1.1                       8.3                     31.0                   23.0                   63.6                  1.1                    8.1                    31.3                  23.2                  64.2               1.0                  7.9                  31.8                23.5                
Avalon borough 2.2                     0.0                       0.1                     1.1                     1.0                     2.2                    0.0                    0.1                    1.1                    1.0                     2.2                 0.0                   0.1                   1.0                   1.0                   
Cape May city 5.4                     0.1                       0.9                     1.3                     3.0                     5.4                    0.1                    0.9                    1.3                    3.2                     5.6                 0.0                   0.9                   1.2                   3.4                   
Cape May Point borough 0.0                     -                       -                     -                     0.0                     0.0                    -                    -                    -                    0.0                     0.0                 -                  -                  -                  0.0                   
Dennis township 2.9                     0.1                       0.3                     1.1                     1.4                     2.8                    0.1                    0.3                    1.1                    1.4                     2.8                 0.1                   0.3                   1.1                   1.3                   
Lower township 7.2                     0.2                       0.7                     3.1                     3.2                     7.2                    0.2                    0.6                    3.1                    3.3                     7.3                 0.2                   0.6                   3.1                   3.3                   
Middle township 16.6                   0.2                       3.0                     9.0                     4.4                     16.7                  0.2                    2.9                    9.2                    4.4                     16.9               0.2                   2.8                   9.5                   4.4                   
North Wildwood city 1.7                     0.0                       0.1                     0.9                     0.7                     1.7                    0.0                    0.1                    0.9                    0.7                     1.7                 0.0                   0.1                   0.9                   0.7                   
Ocean City city 10.0                   0.1                       1.0                     6.3                     2.6                     10.1                  0.1                    1.0                    6.4                    2.6                     10.3               0.1                   1.0                   6.6                   2.6                   
Sea Isle City city 1.9                     0.0                       0.1                     1.1                     0.6                     1.9                    0.0                    0.1                    1.1                    0.6                     1.8                 0.0                   0.1                   1.1                   0.6                   
Stone Harbor borough 1.2                     0.0                       0.3                     0.6                     0.3                     1.1                    0.0                    0.3                    0.5                    0.3                     1.1                 0.0                   0.3                   0.5                   0.3                   
Upper township 6.5                     0.3                       0.9                     3.2                     2.2                     6.5                    0.3                    0.9                    3.3                    2.1                     6.6                 0.2                   0.8                   3.4                   2.1                   
West Cape May borough 0.6                     0.0                       0.1                     0.3                     0.2                     0.6                    0.0                    0.1                    0.3                    0.2                     0.6                 0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   
West Wildwood borough 0.1                     -                       0.0                     0.1                     0.0                     0.1                    -                    0.0                    0.1                    0.0                     0.1                 -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   
Wildwood city 4.9                     0.0                       0.6                     2.0                     2.2                     5.0                    0.0                    0.6                    2.0                    2.3                     5.1                 0.0                   0.6                   2.0                   2.5                   
Wildwood Crest borough 1.5                     0.0                       0.0                     0.8                     0.7                     1.5                    0.0                    0.0                    0.7                    0.7                     1.4                 0.0                   0.0                   0.7                   0.7                   
Woodbine borough 0.7                     0.1                       0.2                     0.3                     0.2                     0.7                    0.1                    0.2                    0.3                    0.2                     0.7                 0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   0.2                   

2015 2020 2025
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thousands TOTAL
Industrial 
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Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
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Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment

2015 2020 2025

Cumberland County 73.0                   9.0                       8.6                     35.3                   20.0                   72.6                  8.6                    8.1                    35.1                  20.7                  72.9               8.2                  7.7                  35.1                21.9                
Bridgeton city 10.9                   0.8                       0.9                     7.7                     1.4                     10.9                  0.8                    0.9                    7.7                    1.5                     10.9               0.7                   0.8                   7.8                   1.5                   
Commercial township 0.7                     0.2                       0.0                     0.3                     0.2                     0.7                    0.3                    0.0                    0.3                    0.2                     0.8                 0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   
Deerfield township 2.4                     0.1                       0.1                     0.6                     1.7                     2.5                    0.1                    0.1                    0.6                    1.8                     2.7                 0.1                   0.1                   0.6                   2.0                   
Downe township 0.3                     -                       -                     0.3                     0.0                     0.3                    -                    -                    0.3                    0.0                     0.3                 -                  -                  0.3                   0.0                   
Fairfield township 3.6                     0.1                       0.0                     2.7                     0.8                     3.4                    0.0                    0.0                    2.5                    0.8                     3.1                 0.0                   0.0                   2.4                   0.7                   
Greenwich township 0.1                     -                       -                     0.0                     0.1                     0.1                    -                    -                    0.0                    0.1                     0.1                 -                  -                  0.0                   0.1                   
Hopewell township 1.9                     0.0                       0.0                     1.0                     0.9                     2.0                    0.0                    0.0                    1.0                    0.9                     2.0                 0.0                   0.0                   1.0                   1.0                   
Lawrence township 1.0                     0.0                       0.0                     0.1                     0.8                     1.0                    0.0                    0.0                    0.1                    0.9                     1.1                 0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.9                   
Maurice River township 0.9                     0.3                       0.2                     0.2                     0.2                     0.9                    0.3                    0.2                    0.2                    0.2                     0.9                 0.3                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   
Millville city 11.1                   2.1                       2.0                     4.0                     3.0                     11.1                  2.0                    1.9                    3.9                    3.2                     11.1               1.9                   1.8                   3.9                   3.5                   
Shiloh borough 0.0                     0.0                       -                     0.0                     0.0                     0.0                    0.0                    -                    0.0                    0.0                     0.0                 0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.0                   
Stow Creek township 0.3                     -                       0.0                     0.1                     0.2                     0.3                    -                    0.0                    0.1                    0.2                     0.3                 -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   
Upper Deerfield township 4.2                     1.0                       0.6                     1.3                     1.4                     4.4                    0.9                    0.5                    1.3                    1.6                     4.6                 0.9                   0.5                   1.3                   1.9                   
Vineland city 35.4                   4.4                       4.8                     16.9                   9.2                     35.1                  4.2                    4.5                    17.0                  9.3                     35.1               4.0                   4.3                   17.3                9.6                   

Salem County 28.0                   4.8                       2.4                     14.2                   6.6                     26.7                  4.6                    2.0                    13.6                  6.5                    25.8               4.4                  1.7                  13.2                6.5                  
Alloway township 1.0                     0.0                       0.0                     0.5                     0.4                     1.0                    0.0                    0.0                    0.5                    0.4                     1.0                 0.0                   0.0                   0.5                   0.5                   
Carneys Point township 4.5                     0.3                       0.5                     2.9                     0.9                     4.3                    0.3                    0.4                    2.8                    0.8                     4.1                 0.3                   0.3                   2.7                   0.7                   
Elmer borough 1.2                     0.0                       0.1                     0.9                     0.1                     1.1                    0.0                    0.1                    0.9                    0.1                     1.0                 0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.1                   
Elsinboro township 0.2                     0.0                       0.0                     0.1                     0.0                     0.1                    0.0                    0.0                    0.1                    0.0                     0.1                 0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   

Lower Alloways Creek township 2.9                     1.8                       0.0                     0.8                     0.3                     2.8                    1.8                    0.0                    0.7                    0.3                     2.7                 1.8                   0.0                   0.6                   0.3                   
Mannington township 2.0                     0.6                       -                     1.1                     0.3                     1.9                    0.5                    -                    1.1                    0.3                     1.9                 0.5                   -                  1.1                   0.3                   
Oldmans township 0.8                     0.4                       0.0                     0.2                     0.2                     0.8                    0.4                    0.0                    0.2                    0.2                     0.8                 0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   
Penns Grove borough 0.9                     0.0                       0.3                     0.4                     0.2                     0.8                    0.0                    0.2                    0.4                    0.2                     0.8                 0.0                   0.2                   0.4                   0.1                   
Pennsville township 4.1                     0.9                       0.7                     1.5                     1.1                     3.8                    0.8                    0.5                    1.4                    1.0                     3.5                 0.7                   0.5                   1.4                   0.9                   
Pilesgrove township 3.0                     0.0                       0.2                     2.1                     0.8                     2.9                    0.0                    0.1                    2.0                    0.8                     2.8                 0.0                   0.1                   1.9                   0.8                   
Pittsgrove township 2.4                     0.3                       0.1                     1.0                     0.9                     2.3                    0.3                    0.1                    1.0                    0.9                     2.3                 0.3                   0.1                   0.9                   1.0                   
Quinton township 0.6                     0.0                       0.1                     0.3                     0.2                     0.5                    0.0                    0.1                    0.3                    0.2                     0.5                 0.0                   0.1                   0.3                   0.2                   
Salem city 2.3                     0.3                       0.2                     1.6                     0.2                     2.1                    0.3                    0.2                    1.5                    0.2                     2.0                 0.2                   0.1                   1.4                   0.2                   
Upper Pittsgrove township 1.3                     0.1                       0.1                     0.2                     0.8                     1.3                    0.1                    0.1                    0.2                    0.9                     1.4                 0.1                   0.1                   0.2                   1.0                   
Woodstown borough 1.0                     0.0                       0.1                     0.5                     0.3                     0.9                    0.0                    0.1                    0.5                    0.3                     0.8                 0.0                   0.1                   0.5                   0.3                   
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TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment TOTAL
Industrial 

Employment
Retail 

Employment
Office 

Employment
Other 

Employment thousands
162.7              3.8                  18.8                83.0                57.1                166.3              4.4                  18.7                85.3                57.9                170.8              5.2                  18.5                87.9                59.2                Atlantic County

4.0                   0.0                   0.9                   2.3                   0.8                   4.0                   0.0                   0.9                   2.4                   0.8                   4.1                   0.0                   0.9                   2.5                   0.7                   Absecon city
53.7                0.8                   2.9                   21.9                28.2                54.4                0.9                   2.9                   22.3                28.3                55.2                1.2                   2.9                   22.7                28.5                Atlantic City city

2.8                   0.0                   0.2                   2.0                   0.6                   2.8                   0.0                   0.2                   2.0                   0.6                   2.8                   0.0                   0.2                   2.0                   0.6                   Brigantine city
1.2                   0.0                   0.1                   0.6                   0.4                   1.2                   0.0                   0.1                   0.6                   0.5                   1.3                   0.0                   0.1                   0.6                   0.5                   Buena borough
2.8                   0.3                   0.1                   0.7                   1.6                   3.0                   0.3                   0.1                   0.7                   1.8                   3.2                   0.4                   0.1                   0.7                   2.1                   Buena Vista township
0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   Corbin City city
2.2                   0.0                   0.2                   1.2                   0.8                   2.3                   0.0                   0.2                   1.2                   0.8                   2.4                   0.0                   0.2                   1.3                   0.9                   Egg Harbor City city

19.5                0.4                   3.7                   10.7                4.7                   19.8                0.4                   3.7                   11.0                4.7                   20.2                0.5                   3.7                   11.4                4.7                   Egg Harbor township
0.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.1                   0.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.1                   0.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.1                   Estell Manor city
0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.3                   0.4                   0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.3                   0.3                   0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.3                   Folsom borough

13.8                0.2                   0.9                   9.5                   3.2                   14.2                0.3                   0.9                   9.9                   3.2                   14.7                0.3                   0.9                   10.3                3.2                   Galloway township
13.2                0.3                   3.8                   5.9                   3.2                   13.4                0.4                   3.8                   5.9                   3.2                   13.6                0.5                   3.8                   6.1                   3.3                   Hamilton township
12.2                1.6                   1.5                   4.4                   4.7                   13.0                1.8                   1.5                   4.6                   5.1                   14.0                2.0                   1.5                   4.8                   5.7                   Hammonton town

4.2                   0.0                   0.4                   3.2                   0.6                   4.3                   0.0                   0.4                   3.4                   0.6                   4.5                   0.0                   0.4                   3.5                   0.6                   Linwood city
0.2                   -                  -                  0.2                   0.0                   0.2                   -                  -                  0.2                   0.0                   0.2                   -                  -                  0.2                   0.0                   Longport borough
2.7                   -                  0.3                   1.5                   0.8                   2.7                   -                  0.3                   1.6                   0.8                   2.8                   -                  0.3                   1.6                   0.9                   Margate City city
1.5                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.5                   1.5                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.6                   1.6                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.6                   Mullica township
6.2                   0.0                   0.4                   4.6                   1.2                   6.3                   0.0                   0.4                   4.8                   1.2                   6.4                   0.0                   0.4                   4.9                   1.2                   Northfield city

10.1                0.1                   1.2                   5.9                   2.9                   10.3                0.2                   1.2                   6.1                   2.9                   10.5                0.2                   1.1                   6.2                   3.0                   Pleasantville city
0.1                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   Port Republic city
8.4                   0.0                   1.7                   5.1                   1.5                   8.7                   0.0                   1.7                   5.4                   1.5                   9.0                   0.0                   1.7                   5.7                   1.6                   Somers Point city
2.6                   0.0                   0.3                   1.7                   0.6                   2.6                   0.0                   0.3                   1.7                   0.6                   2.6                   0.0                   0.3                   1.7                   0.6                   Ventnor City city
0.3                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   0.3                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   0.3                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   Weymouth township

65.3                1.0                  7.6                  32.7                24.0                66.8                0.9                  7.4                  33.9                24.7                68.9                0.8                  7.2                  35.4                25.5                Cape May County
2.2                   0.0                   0.1                   1.0                   1.1                   2.2                   0.0                   0.1                   1.0                   1.1                   2.2                   0.0                   0.1                   1.0                   1.2                   Avalon borough
5.7                   0.0                   0.8                   1.2                   3.6                   5.9                   0.0                   0.8                   1.2                   3.8                   6.1                   0.0                   0.8                   1.2                   4.0                   Cape May city
0.1                   -                  -                  -                  0.1                   0.1                   -                  -                  -                  0.1                   0.1                   -                  -                  -                  0.1                   Cape May Point borough
2.7                   0.1                   0.3                   1.1                   1.2                   2.7                   0.1                   0.3                   1.2                   1.2                   2.8                   0.1                   0.3                   1.3                   1.1                   Dennis township
7.3                   0.2                   0.6                   3.2                   3.3                   7.5                   0.2                   0.6                   3.3                   3.4                   7.7                   0.2                   0.6                   3.4                   3.5                   Lower township

17.3                0.1                   2.8                   9.9                   4.5                   17.9                0.1                   2.7                   10.5                4.6                   18.6                0.1                   2.6                   11.1                4.7                   Middle township
1.7                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.7                   1.7                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.8                   1.7                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.8                   North Wildwood city

10.5                0.1                   0.9                   6.9                   2.7                   10.9                0.1                   0.9                   7.2                   2.7                   11.3                0.1                   0.9                   7.6                   2.8                   Ocean City city
1.8                   0.0                   0.1                   1.1                   0.6                   1.8                   0.0                   0.1                   1.1                   0.6                   1.8                   0.0                   0.1                   1.1                   0.6                   Sea Isle City city
1.1                   0.0                   0.3                   0.5                   0.3                   1.0                   0.0                   0.3                   0.5                   0.3                   1.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.5                   0.3                   Stone Harbor borough
6.7                   0.2                   0.8                   3.6                   2.1                   6.9                   0.2                   0.8                   3.8                   2.1                   7.1                   0.2                   0.8                   4.0                   2.1                   Upper township
0.6                   0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   0.5                   0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   0.5                   0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   West Cape May borough
0.1                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.1                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.1                   -                  0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   West Wildwood borough
5.3                   0.0                   0.6                   2.0                   2.6                   5.5                   0.0                   0.6                   2.1                   2.8                   5.7                   0.0                   0.6                   2.2                   3.0                   Wildwood city
1.4                   0.0                   0.0                   0.7                   0.7                   1.4                   0.0                   0.0                   0.6                   0.8                   1.4                   0.0                   0.0                   0.6                   0.8                   Wildwood Crest borough
0.8                   0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   0.2                   0.8                   0.1                   0.2                   0.4                   0.2                   0.8                   0.1                   0.1                   0.4                   0.2                   Woodbine borough

20402030 2035
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20402030 2035

74.2                7.8                  7.2                  35.5                23.6                76.5                7.5                  6.8                  36.1                26.1                80.0                7.2                  6.4                  37.0                29.3                Cumberland County
11.0                0.7                   0.8                   7.9                   1.6                   11.3                0.7                   0.7                   8.2                   1.7                   11.7                0.7                   0.7                   8.5                   1.9                   Bridgeton city

0.8                   0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   0.8                   0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.3                   0.9                   0.3                   0.0                   0.2                   0.3                   Commercial township
2.9                   0.1                   0.1                   0.6                   2.3                   3.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.6                   2.5                   3.6                   0.0                   0.0                   0.6                   2.9                   Deerfield township
0.3                   -                  -                  0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   -                  -                  0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   -                  -                  0.3                   0.0                   Downe township
3.0                   0.0                   0.0                   2.2                   0.7                   2.8                   0.0                   0.0                   2.1                   0.6                   2.7                   0.0                   0.0                   2.0                   0.6                   Fairfield township
0.1                   -                  -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   -                  -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.1                   -                  -                  0.0                   0.1                   Greenwich township
2.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.9                   1.1                   2.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.9                   1.2                   2.3                   0.0                   0.0                   0.9                   1.3                   Hopewell township
1.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   1.0                   1.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   1.1                   1.3                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   1.2                   Lawrence township
0.8                   0.3                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   0.8                   0.3                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   0.8                   0.3                   0.1                   0.2                   0.2                   Maurice River township

11.3                1.8                   1.7                   3.9                   3.9                   11.6                1.7                   1.6                   3.9                   4.4                   12.1                1.6                   1.5                   4.0                   5.1                   Millville city
0.0                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   -                  0.0                   0.0                   Shiloh borough
0.3                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   0.3                   -                  0.0                   0.1                   0.2                   Stow Creek township
4.8                   0.8                   0.5                   1.3                   2.3                   5.2                   0.8                   0.5                   1.3                   2.7                   5.8                   0.7                   0.4                   1.3                   3.3                   Upper Deerfield township

35.6                3.8                   4.0                   17.7                10.1                36.5                3.6                   3.8                   18.2                10.9                38.0                3.4                   3.6                   18.9                12.1                Vineland city

25.2                4.3                  1.4                  12.9                6.6                  24.9                4.2                  1.2                  12.7                6.9                  25.1                4.2                  1.0                  12.6                7.4                  Salem County
1.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.5                   0.5                   1.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.5                   0.6                   1.2                   0.0                   0.0                   0.5                   0.7                   Alloway township
3.9                   0.3                   0.3                   2.7                   0.7                   3.9                   0.3                   0.2                   2.6                   0.7                   3.8                   0.4                   0.2                   2.6                   0.7                   Carneys Point township
1.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.1                   0.9                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.1                   0.9                   0.0                   0.1                   0.8                   0.1                   Elmer borough
0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   0.0                   0.1                   0.0                   Elsinboro township

2.7                   1.8                   0.0                   0.6                   0.3                   2.6                   1.9                   0.0                   0.5                   0.3                   2.6                   1.9                   0.0                   0.5                   0.2                   Lower Alloways Creek township
1.9                   0.4                   -                  1.1                   0.3                   1.9                   0.4                   -                  1.2                   0.4                   2.0                   0.4                   -                  1.2                   0.4                   Mannington township
0.8                   0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   0.8                   0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   0.8                   0.3                   0.0                   0.3                   0.2                   Oldmans township
0.7                   0.0                   0.2                   0.4                   0.1                   0.7                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.1                   0.7                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.1                   Penns Grove borough
3.3                   0.7                   0.4                   1.4                   0.9                   3.1                   0.6                   0.3                   1.4                   0.8                   3.0                   0.6                   0.3                   1.4                   0.8                   Pennsville township
2.8                   0.0                   0.1                   1.8                   0.8                   2.7                   0.1                   0.1                   1.7                   0.9                   2.8                   0.1                   0.1                   1.7                   0.9                   Pilesgrove township
2.3                   0.3                   0.1                   0.9                   1.0                   2.4                   0.2                   0.1                   0.9                   1.1                   2.5                   0.2                   0.0                   1.0                   1.2                   Pittsgrove township
0.5                   0.0                   0.1                   0.3                   0.2                   0.5                   0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.2                   0.5                   0.0                   0.0                   0.2                   0.2                   Quinton township
1.9                   0.2                   0.1                   1.4                   0.2                   1.8                   0.2                   0.1                   1.3                   0.2                   1.7                   0.2                   0.1                   1.2                   0.2                   Salem city
1.5                   0.1                   0.1                   0.2                   1.1                   1.6                   0.1                   0.1                   0.2                   1.2                   1.7                   0.1                   0.0                   0.2                   1.4                   
0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.3                   0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.3                   0.8                   0.0                   0.1                   0.4                   0.3                   Woodstown borough

Upper Pittsgrove township
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment  2015

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors1

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 594,145 218,034 572,103 329,463 308,905 352,814 202,341 286,795 300,960 987,091 1,038,297 334,933 525,315 1,674,838 1,765,953

Atlantic County 275,985 102,250 269,939 164,981 158,555 170,543 105,526 121,911 125,962 451,073 466,059 113,872 177,345 735,487 748,930

Cape May County 94,748 40,581 92,120 63,495 48,715 84,007 52,656 83,240 92,027 307,987 340,501 198,561 325,489 590,555 718,647

Cumberland County 158,616 51,226 146,505 72,983 73,631 70,260 32,733 55,594 56,494 159,000 161,573 15,936 15,936 245,195 210,242

Salem County 64,796 23,977 63,539 28,004 28,004 28,004 11,426 26,050 26,477 69,032 70,163 6,564 6,545 103,600 88,134

1  Seasonal figures are partly derived from hotel/motel stays. In Vineland, (for example), some of the lodging facilities house individuals who are permanent residents, not visitors.
This would include welfare recipients or individuals who are permanent residents who have found hotel/motel opportunities that are more affordable than 
conventional rental housing.
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment  2020

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 602,420 222,402 584,360 324,937 304,462 348,239 195,977 290,869 304,973 1,000,707 1,051,665 335,331 524,676 1,684,277 1,772,318

Atlantic County 286,389 106,191 280,343 162,077 155,764 167,540 99,394 126,610 130,817 468,458 484,022 116,309 182,174 752,306 765,590

Cape May County 92,188 39,454 89,560 63,605 48,799 84,151 53,399 80,927 89,470 299,428 331,039 196,523 320,022 580,103 704,460

Cumberland County 158,616 52,618 150,487 72,566 73,210 69,859 32,505 57,105 58,030 163,321 165,965 15,936 15,936 249,116 214,406

Salem County 65,227 24,140 63,970 26,689 26,689 26,689 10,679 26,226 26,656 69,500 70,639 6,563 6,544 102,752 87,862
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment  2025

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 617,836 226,455 595,793 322,807 302,282 346,214 191,256 294,528 308,552 1,013,023 1,063,661 335,579 523,654 1,694,817 1,778,571

Atlantic County 296,716 110,102 290,670 159,924 153,694 165,314 94,027 131,274 135,636 485,714 501,852 118,727 186,967 769,756 782,846

Cape May County 89,468 38,256 86,840 64,194 49,251 84,932 54,474 78,469 86,753 290,334 320,985 194,354 314,207 569,621 689,666

Cumberland County 166,375 53,938 154,264 72,936 73,584 70,215 32,621 58,539 59,486 167,420 170,130 15,936 15,936 253,571 218,687

Salem County 65,277 24,158 64,020 25,753 25,753 25,753 10,134 26,247 26,677 69,554 70,695 6,562 6,543 101,869 87,372
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment  2030

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 626,975 229,640 604,932 327,328 306,455 351,129 195,185 297,137 311,042 1,021,731 1,071,914 335,390 521,700 1,708,249 1,788,799

Atlantic County 305,590 113,464 299,544 162,687 156,350 168,171 96,408 135,282 139,776 500,543 517,173 120,806 191,086 789,520 804,667

Cape May County 86,630 37,005 84,002 65,271 50,077 86,356 55,884 75,904 83,918 280,846 310,495 192,087 308,136 559,289 674,515

Cumberland County 169,877 55,163 157,766 74,194 74,852 71,426 33,126 59,867 60,837 171,221 173,992 15,936 15,936 258,582 223,054

Salem County 64,878 24,008 63,621 25,176 25,176 25,176 9,767 26,083 26,511 69,121 70,254 6,561 6,542 100,858 86,563
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment  2035

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 633,061 231,641 611,018 334,555 313,196 358,902 200,892 298,147 311,847 1,024,784 1,074,201 334,322 517,692 1,718,008 1,792,785

Atlantic County 312,652 116,139 306,606 166,285 159,808 171,890 99,609 138,471 143,072 512,344 529,366 122,459 194,363 806,693 823,337

Cape May County 83,226 35,506 80,598 66,848 51,287 88,443 57,643 72,828 80,517 269,465 297,913 189,368 300,854 547,276 656,409

Cumberland County 173,128 56,300 161,016 76,476 77,155 73,623 34,080 61,101 62,090 174,749 177,577 15,936 15,936 264,307 227,593

Salem County 64,055 23,697 62,798 24,946 24,946 24,946 9,560 25,746 26,168 68,227 69,345 6,559 6,540 99,732 85,445
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Appendix C.4 SJTPO  Seasonal Population and Employment 2040

County/Municipality

Total Year 
Round 

Population 

Total Year 
Round 

Households

Total Year 
Round 

Household 
Population

Total Year 
Round 

Employment

Off-Season 
Employment 

(January)

In-Season 
Employment 
(July - SWD)

In-Season 
Weekend 

Employment

Summer 
Weekday  
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekend 
Occupied 

Households

Summer 
Weekday 
Residents 
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekend 
Residents
(3.7 PPH)

Summer 
Weekday 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekend 
Visitors

Summer 
Weekday Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

Summer 
Weekend Visitor 
+ Household + 
Employment

SJTPO Region 636,737 232,715 614,695 344,726 322,737 369,773 208,522 297,938 311,374 1,023,537 1,071,969 332,618 512,228 1,725,929 1,792,719

Atlantic County 318,189 118,236 312,144 170,750 164,099 176,506 103,691 140,972 145,656 521,596 538,925 123,755 196,931 821,857 839,548

Cape May County 79,472 33,852 76,844 68,948 52,899 91,221 59,767 69,436 76,767 256,915 284,037 186,368 292,821 534,504 636,625

Cumberland County 176,186 57,369 164,074 79,965 80,676 76,983 35,562 62,262 63,269 178,069 180,951 15,934 15,934 270,986 232,448

Salem County 62,890 23,258 61,633 25,063 25,063 25,063 9,502 25,268 25,683 66,958 68,055 6,561 6,541 98,582 84,098
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1.0 Introduction 
 
This report is constructed in a streamlined fashion so that users can easily locate and retrieve 
data. We expect the users to consist of the planning and operations departments of our local 
and state partners and Cross County Connection, which is the Transportation Management 
Area organization for the SJTPO area.   
 
A detailed description of the SJTPO process is provided in the FY15 SJTPO CMP Methodology 
Report;1

 
 that product allows for brevity in this product, the FY16 SJTPO CMP Activity Report.  

1.1 Congestion Management Process 
 

1.1.1 Requirement 
 
Federal transportation law requires the use of the Congestion Management Process (CMP) in 
Transportation Management Areas (TMA). A TMA is a metropolitan area with population 
exceeding 200,000. Federal requirements also state that in all TMAs, the CMP shall be 
developed and implemented as an integrated part of the metropolitan transportation planning 
process.2

 
  

Congestion management processes are to have the following elements: 
• Development of congestion management objectives, 
• Establishment of measures of multimodal transportation system performance, 
• Data collection and system performance monitoring that is used to define congestion’s 

extent, duration, and its causes, 
• Use of analytic tools to define and identify congestion within a region,  
• Identification and assessment of congestion management strategies,  
• Select appropriate strategies to reduce congestion or mitigate the impacts of 

congestion,  
• Advancement of congestion management strategies into the funding and 

implementation stages, 
• Evaluation of the effectiveness of implemented strategies & of the CMP itself. 

 
The FY15 SJTPO CMP Methodology Report incorporates all of the above. This document 
includes all features in the Methodology Report that were deemed relevant or reasonable.  
 

                                                      
1 Available at www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf  
2 FHWA. Congestion Management Guidebook. 2011.  
 

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf�
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/congestion_management_process/cmp_guidebook/chap00.cfm�
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1.1.2 Background 
Since 1991, congestion management systems have been used and improved upon. Knowledge 
has increased, data has become more available, tools have been enhanced, and intelligent 
transportation systems have expanded.    
 
The CMP itself has also evolved; current practices link management, operations, and planning. 
The CMP includes steps that utilize travel demand reduction and operational management 
strategies to keep environmental impact to a minimum.  
 
1.1.3 CMP Description 
The CMP is to be a regionally-accepted, systematic process that integrates management and 
operations for managing congestion for a multimodal transportation system. In addition, the 
CMP is to provide accurate and up-to-date information on transportation system performance.  
 
1.2 SJTPO’s CMP Approach: 
SJTPO follows the data-driven eight step CMP approach as prescribed by the FHWA. To 
accomplish this SJTPO relies on quantitative and qualitative data and information. Qualitative 
data and information is contributed from our partner agencies with their many experienced 
observers that are on the ground.  As such, data collection and analysis is an important of our 
process. 
 
The SJTPO team also follows the FHWA guidelines for prioritizing general congestion 
management strategies. That is, we apply these general strategy categories in this order of 
preference:  

• Reduce Demand – for motorized vehicular capacity on the congested corridors 
• Shift Mode of Trip – from single-occupant vehicles to more capacity-efficient modes 
• Improve Operations – specifically the operational aspects of congested corridors 
• Increase Capacity – of the congested corridors to accommodate additional traffic 

 
With careful attention to the FHWA guidelines, SJTPO developed and performed its Congestion 
Management Process.  
 

1.3 This CMP Report: CMP Deployment – CMP Activity 
The FY15 SJTPO CMP Methodology Report documents the congestion management process. 
This report documents SJTPO’s CMP deployment or CMP activity. We have organized this report 
based on the eight step process, as prescribed in the FHWA Performance Management 
Guidebook.3

                                                      
3 Available at 

 The first three steps were performed as a result of developing the methodology. 
The FY15 SJTPO CMP Methodology Report documents in more detail, the following steps: 

www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/congestion_management_process/cmp_guidebook/chap00.cfm. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/congestion_management_process/cmp_guidebook/chap00.cfm�
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• Step 1 Establishing Regional Objectives 
• Step 2 Defining the CMP Network 
• Step 3 Developing Multi-modal Performance Measures 

 
This CMP Activity Report contains sections that relate to CMP Steps 4 through 8:  

• Step 4 Collect Data/Monitor System Performances (Section 2 & 3) 
• Step 5 Analyze Congestion Problems and Needs (Section 3) 
• Step 6 Identify and Assess Strategies (Section 4) 
• Step 7 Program and Implement Strategies (Section 5) 
• Step 8 Evaluate Strategy Effectiveness (Section 6) 

 
We consider CMP Steps 4 through 8 as CMP deployment or CMP activities. They are 
documented in this report in Sections 2 through 5 below. Section 2 includes the congested 
locations that were identified as a result of our data collection and analysis. The locations of 
interest are ranked for the state and the local roads.  
 
State road congestion issues are conveyed to NJDOT. SJTPO participates in the state congestion 
management process. Our organization acts as a conduit between our planning partners and 
NJDOT in this respect.  
 
Section 3 displays the results of our network congestion performance evaluation. This 
information may be used to improve the network’s overall congestion management 
performance.  
 
The locations of interest for the local roads on the federal aid system flow into the SJTPO 
project development pipeline (Sections 4 and 5). The SJTPO engineering staff, our partner 
agencies, and consultants participate in the various stages of the project development pipeline.  
 
2.0 Identifying Congested Locations 
 
The congested locations are identified as Locations of Interest. There are two lists depicting 
Locations of Interest displayed below, one for state roads (Figure 1(a)), and one for local roads, 
(Figure 1(b)). Figure 2, which follows, depicts the bottleneck locations on County and Local 
Roads. The state list will be presented to NJDOT; the local list is presented to the SJTPO 
Engineering Team for consideration for possible future action.  The locations are ranked in 
order of the Impact Factor as calculated within the VPP. See the SJTPO Methodology Report (at 
www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf) for more information 
on the Impact Factor.  
 
  

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf�
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Figure 1: Locations of Interest 
(a). State Roads    

Rank Location Direction Ave 
Duration 

Ave Max 
Length 
Miles 

Occurrences Impact 
Factor 

1  GARDEN STATE PKWY N @ ATLANTIC 
CITY EXPY/EXIT 38  

NORTHBOUND  2 h 17 m  5.48  94  70,606  

2  NJ-47 N @ CR-670/E CREEK MILL RD  NORTHBOUND  1 h 36 m  4.75  95  43,327  
3  NEW JERSEY TPKE S @ DEEP WATER 

SLAPES CORNER RD  
SOUTHBOUND  2 h 49 m  3.24  66  36,131  

4  US-322 E @ CR-575/ENGLISH CREEK 
AVE  

EASTBOUND  38 m  1.96  437  32,553  

5  CR-575 S @ US-40/US-322/BLACK 
HORSE PIKE  

SOUTHBOUND  35 m  2.00  434  30,434 a  

6  NJ-52 S @ CENTRAL AVE  SOUTHBOUND  48 m  0.92  565  25,085  
7  US-9 N @ GARDEN STATE PKWY 

(SOMERS POINT)  
NORTHBOUND  1 h 33 m  3.28  82  25,040 b  

8  NJ-47 S @ NJ-83  SOUTHBOUND  50 m  2.13  231  24,627  
9  ATLANTIC CITY EXPY E @ GARDEN 

STATE PKWY/EXIT 38A  
EASTBOUND  1 h 36 m  2.65  95  24,208  

10  US-322 W @ CR-575/WRANGLEBORO 
RD  

WESTBOUND  39 m  1.76  415  23,002  

 
(b). Local Roads  

Rank Location Direction Ave 
Duration 

Ave Max 
Length 
Miles 

Occurrences Impact 
Factor 

1 ATLANTIC AVE W @ N ARKANSAS 
AVE 

WESTBOUND 39 m 1.13 464 20,457 

2 N MISSOURI AVE S @ ATLANTIC AVE SOUTHBOUND 33 m 0.34 776 8,834 
3 FIRE RD N @ DELILAH RD NORTHBOUND 50 m 0.35 492 8,655 
4 FIRE RD S @ TILTON RD SOUTHBOUND 36 m 0.30 713 7,729 
5 MAIN RD N @ E LANDIS AVE NORTHBOUND 23 m 2.86 115 7,562 
6 FIRE RD S @ MILL RD SOUTHBOUND 38 m 0.48 375 6,863 
7 FIRE RD N @ TILTON RD NORTHBOUND 42 m 0.21 593 5,348 

Figure 2 Notes: 
a: The name of this location includes a local road because the bottleneck backs-up into the local road. 
b: The actual queue likely backs-up into GAP/US-9 bridge. 

 

Identifying Congested Locations  
 
The Locations of Interest table was the result of a two step process. We surveyed our planning 
partners for congested locations and scanned the network for bottleneck locations using the 
VPP Bottleneck tool.  
 
2.1 Qualitative Data Collection from the SJTPO Technical Advisory Committee  
There were no additional congestion locations identified by the SJTPO planning partners during 
this planning cycle.  
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Figure 2:  Map of Bottleneck Locations 

 
 
2.2 Quantitative Data Collection using Vehicle Probe Project  
 
The Vehicle Probe Project (VPP) tool was used to locate bottleneck locations. The summer 
months of 2015 (June, July, August) was the time frame. To the extent possible, SJTPO 
conducted a network-wide scan of roads within the SJTPO region that are on the VPP network; 
although not all roads in the SJTPO region are part of the network. While the VPP network 
includes all the major Interstates, Authority, US, and State routes, it only covers some county 
roads. 
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3.0 Regional Network Congestion Management Performance 

Regional Network Performance  
 
In this section we used performance measures that depict network-wide congestion 
management performance. These indicators therefore are not used to identify specific 
locations of interest; rather, they are used to monitor the overall performance of the network. 
Data from multiple years and planning cycles allow for trends to be documented. In the event 
that data for multiple time periods is not available, the data collected for a single time period 
will establish a benchmark for future trend analysis. Evaluating the network performance is part 
of Step 8 of the CMP Methodology Process. The performance measures in Figure 3 relate to the 
network’s congestion management performance. The performance measures depicted below 
are Planning Time Index, and Travel Time Index. These are defined in the SJTPO CMP 
Methodology Report, as cited above. 
 

Figure 3: Network Congestion Management Performance 
 

Travel Delay Planning Time Index 4 2013  2014 2015 
NJ & US Routes 1.16 1.38 1.34 
Local Routes 1.19 1.45 1.42 

 
Travel Delay Travel Time Index 5 2013  2014 2015 
NJ & US Routes 1.08 1.16 1.15 
Local Routes 1.11 1.21 1.19 

 
The above data indicates a slight increase in congestion between 2013 and 2015. Although congestion is 
not the most important issue for our region, SJTPO is committed to implementing projects and programs 
to make our network as efficient as possible. These projects and programs are detailed in the next 
section. 

4.0 Identify and Assess Strategies 
Studies from the current or prior planning cycles may lead to projects in this or future planning cycles. 
Studies may also lead to programs or operational policies that are carried out by our planning partners. 
During the study process, SJTPO and its partners will reach a consensus on the solutions after evaluating 
the alternatives. The projects or solutions that are detailed in the following section were the result of 
studies conducted either by consultants, the SJTPO staff, or its partners. The SJTPO engineering staff 
utilizes tools such as Synchro to identify and assess strategies that may evolve into projects. 
 

                                                      
4 NJ & US includes only routes designated NJ or US; does not include Interstate, ACE, or Parkway. Local Routes are 
those under county or municipal jurisdiction that are part of the VPP road inventory. Months measured are from 
May through August each year, Saturday only from 8:00-to10:00 PM  
5 See Note 2 
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5.0 Strategy Selection and Programming  
The following tables contain the projects, and programs that are part of the SJTPO CMP effort.  
 
Figure 4: Projects and Programs Current Cycle:  

* Funding Source: 
• CMAQ- Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
• TAP—Transportation Alternatives Program 
• SRTS—Safe Routes to School 

** Programmed Phase: 
• CON=Construction phase 
• DES=Design phase 

 
 
 
 

                                                      
6 See Appendix II for more detail on SJTPO TIP projects related to CMP. 

Congestion Management Projects6 Funding
Source* 

Phase
** Sponsor Cost Year 

Traffic Signal Synchronization and 
Communications 

CMAQ CON Atlantic City $0.964 FY14/ 
FY15 

Atlantic Avenue Improvement Project TAP CON Atlantic City $0.966 FY14 
Somers Point Bikeway Extension Phase II TAP CON Somers Point $0.171 FY14 
Atlantic Avenue Transit Path Extension TAP CON Egg Harbor 

City 
$0.296 FY14 

Cape May Bikeway Network Expansion SRTS CON Cape May Co. $0.350 FY14 
Improving Air Quality  and Reducing Traffic 
Congestion through Biking in Ocean City 

CMAQ CON Cape May Co. $0.222 FY16 

Sabater Elementary Safe Routes to School 
2014, Phase 2 

SRTS CON Vineland $0.275 FY14 

Cumberland County Traffic Signal 
Improvements, CR 552 (Irving Avenue) & CR 
606 (Laurel Street) and CR 697 (Atlantic 
Street) & CR 731 (Commerce Street) 

CMAQ DES / 
CON 

Cumberland 
Co. 

$0.100 / 
$0.550 

FY15 / 
FY16 

Millville Broad Street Traffic Signal Upgrades CMAQ DES / 
CON 

Cumberland 
Co. 

$0.150 / 
$0.825 

FY16 / 
FY17 

City of Vineland - Landis Avenue Signal 
Upgrades Phase I, Boulevards to Myrtle 
Street 

CMAQ CON Vineland $1.750 FY15 

City of Vineland - Landis Avenue Signal 
Upgrades Phase II, Boulevards to West 
Avenue 

CMAQ CON Vineland $1.000 FY16 

Maurice River Bikeway Trail - Phase V TAP CON Millville $0.517 FY14 
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6.0 Strategy & CMP Evaluation 
 
This part of the CMP involves evaluating both the strategies that were employed and the CMP 
itself. A comprehensive list of commonly employed congestion mitigation strategies can be 
found at www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf. 

Projects and Programs Evaluation 
This is accomplished through use of before and after studies. Relevant data for three years 
before and after a project or program is implemented needed for an effective evaluation. The 
VPP Suite can be used to do this type of analysis. These will be done as part of a future work 
program.  

Evaluation of the CMP Itself 
SJTPO will determine the effectiveness of its CMP in two ways. One is through a network 
performance evaluation as seen in Section 3). Another is through analysis of the SJTPO CMP’s 
impact on the SJTPO RTP and the plans of our partners. We have seen in Section 3 that even 
though congestion has increased over the past few years, it is still not a primary issue for this 
region. We have seen in Section 5, above, that our CMP process has produced TIP projects. 
These TIP projects are part of Transportation Matters-A Plan for South Jersey. We will also 
evaluate our CMP effectiveness by monitoring the future plans, projects, and programs of our 
planning partners. 

 

7.0 Ongoing and Future CMP Activities 
 
The studies, projects and programs are the result of staff and subregional activity that supports 
the congestion management process. SJTPO has a formal work task exclusively dedicated to the 
Congestion Management Process. Other UPWP staff activities also contribute to the congestion 
management process. Those activities are:  

• Regional & Corridor Planning & Current Regional Issues 
• Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Implementation 
• Transportation Safety Planning  
• Geographic Information Systems 
• Transportation Improvement Program  
• Air Quality Planning  
• Local Preliminary Engineering and Design Program 
• Administration and Internal Management  

 
The Subregional and Technical Program portion of the UPWP include county staff activities and 
technical studies that are funded through SJTPO. Many of the activities and studies contribute 
to reducing or preventing congestion in the region. This section summarizes that activity.   
 
 
 

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/CMP/FY13-16_CMPMethodologyReport.pdf�
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FY 2013 
 
SJTPO Central Staff 
• Obtained PC Travel and GPS antenna and did travel time runs on seasonal routes  
• Gained access to I-95 Corridor archived operations data and the Vehicle Probe Project (VPP) 
• Helped develop CMP and other Management Systems performance measures (PM) as 

required by MAP-21 process 
• Participated in MAP-21 Traffic Congestion & NHS Performance Measures Webinar 
• SJTPO, in cooperation with its counties, prepared and submitted to NJDOT a list of severely 

congested intersections in the region (in response to a request from NJDOT) 
• Prepared Technical Memorandum for Cumberland County regarding Multi-way Stop and 

Traffic Signal Control Analysis (Nov.) 
• Cumberland County Mobility Management Study – Completed on March 31, and final 

invoice paid in May 2013. Staff worked with the County to revise the County project report.  
• Collected operations data, developed performance measures, used Vehicle Probe Project 

data to generate performance measures for major regional roadways 
• Participated in NJ ITS Architecture Update; attended consultant selection, kickoff, and 

subsequent meetings and workshops 
 
County and Subregional Studies: 
Atlantic County 
• Report: Assessment of Bus Stop /Shelter Accessibility and Safety- This project involved the 

survey and evaluation of 92 bus stops along 10 County routes. Each bus stop was evaluated 
based on seven general categories, including stop location, landing area assessment, 
pedestrian amenities, and safety. Problems and observations were summarized in the 
Report introduction, and each stop location was plotted on a GIS map with a relational 
connection to the bus stop survey forms (all products provided to SJTPO)   

• Product: FY 2013 Atlantic City Rail Survey (presentation) 
 
FY 2014 
 
SJTPO Central Staff 
• Collected operations data, developed performance measures, used VPP data to generate 

PMs for major roadways in the SJTPO Sub-region 
• List of FY 2014 Local CMAQ projects compiled and approved by Board 
 
County and Subregional Studies: 
Atlantic County 
• Trip generation and traffic volume assessment on Atlantic County Roads for impact fee 

assessment and traffic analysis for major development applications and other minor 
development and site plans.  
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Cape May County 
• Bikeway Planning: The County participated in the joint planning initiative of Middle 

Township, Lower Township, and the Delaware River & Bay Authority for the completion of 
the missing links of bicycle facilities from the Cape May County Park in Middle Township to 
the Cape May Lewes Ferry in Lower Township. 

• The County filed an application with NJDOT for funding a bicycle path on Seashore Road in 
Lower Township, which would provide connectivity from the existing trail system to the 
West Cape May bicycle path 

• County Park Department applied to the Planning Department’s Division of Open Space for a 
bikeway / bike path in the Diamond Beach section of Lower Township and connectivity to 
the US Fish & Wildlife Service Two Mile Beach Unit of the Cape May National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

 
Salem County 
• Completion of County Traffic Travel Time/ Speed Study   
 
FY 2015 
 
SJTPO Central Staff: 
• Attended NJDOT Complete Streets Training at Monroe Township Public Library (May) 
• Attended meeting for NJDOT Traffic Signal Optimization Plan (June). 
• Attended DVRPC CMP Advisory Committee Meeting (April) 
• Attended Complete Team meeting at NJDOT (May, June) 
• Participated in VPP User Group web conference 
• Board approved FY 2015 Local CMAQ projects  
• Prepared CMP FY 2013-2016 Report and held CMP Advisory Committee workshop 
• Compared seasonal/off-season counts to assist NJDOT in improving seasonal factors 
• Reviewed and competed list of desired locations to conduct traffic counts for CMP (as well 

as other purposes). 
• Analyzed Vehicle Probe Project  travel-time data for system performance measurement, 

focusing on seasonal travel in the SJTPO region  
• Reviewed and submitted comments to the ITS Architecture Update Committee for the New 

Jersey TSM&O Strategic Plan and ITS Architecture Update Final Report  
• Reviewed Cross County Connection (CCC) work plan and met with CCC bicycle and GIS staff 
• Attended Web Meeting: DVRPC CMP Advisory Committee – which  focused on the use of 

travel time index (TTI) as measure for limited access and arterial roadways with recurring 
congestion (Sept.) 

• Route 40/322 Corridor Planning Study meeting (Aug.) 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Projects meeting at NJDOT related to the State’s 

plan for their Traffic Signal Upgrade Program  
• NJDOT Complete Team Meetings (Dec.,Feb) 
• NJDOT Complete Streets Training Course held at Monroe Township Public Library (May) 
• NJ Council on Access and Mobility Meeting (May) 
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County and Subregional Studies: 
 
Atlantic County   
• FY 2015 Atlantic County Transportation Plan Element (July, 2015) 
• Trip generation and traffic volume assessment on Atlantic County Roads for impact fee 

assessment and traffic analysis for development applications and other minor development 
and site plans:  

• Brigantine City Transportation enhancement meeting 
• Atlantic County Bikeway meeting 
 
Cape May County  
• Bikeway Planning - The County continues to participate in the joint planning initiative of 

Middle Township, Lower Township, and the Delaware River & Bay Authority for the 
completion of the missing links of bicycle facilities from the Cape May County Park in 
Middle Township to the Cape May Lewes Ferry in Lower Township. 

• Other – Bike path meetings with Lower, Middle, DRBA, USFWS 
• Review of several bicycle facility applications via Open Space Board 
• We have reviewed development applications for their potential impact on County, 

municipal, and state roadways, including traffic and drainage issues.   
• County staff continues to work with local municipalities via the Open Space Program to 

develop a countywide bicycle path system. The County’s TIP was kept current and on track. 
• The County Planning Department is working with the South Jersey Economic Development 

District and the 16 local municipalities on the development of a Regional Bike Path Strategy 
and Implementation Program, including connectivity with adjacent counties 

• Data File Update – GIS data for bicycle facilities, walking trails, and park/recreation areas 
county-wide was updated as additional information was received from municipalities; it is 
made available on the County’s Internet Map Server site at www.capemaycountyims.net  

• Other – The County continues to work with the Delaware River and Bay Authority on master 
planning and conceptual design for the Cape May County Airport; new transportation 
corridors and connectivity on- and off-site were issues addressed by the planning 
committee 

 
Cumberland County 
• Cumberland County Intersection Study of Six Intersections(July, 2015) 
• Bikeway Planning – continued discussions  about  Green Acres rail to trail acquisitions with 

Maurice River Township  
• County Growth Management Plan Update– First draft with updated mapping   
 
Salem County 
• Salem County Growth Management Element of the Comprehensive County Master Plan  

(Completed June 30, 2015) 
 

http://www.capemaycountyims.net/�
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Appendix E - Public Outreach 

OUTREACH MATERIALS 
SJTPO Banner and Outreach Materials to Advertise Transportation Matters 
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Transportation Matters Postcard 
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Transportation Matters Paper Survey (English) 
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Transportation Matters Paper Survey (Spanish) 
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Transportation Matters Paper Survey Maps 
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SURVEY RESULTS 
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7. Enhance system integration and connectivity 

6. Protect and enhance the environment 

5. Mitigate traffic congestion 
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3. Improve transportation safety 

2. Support the regional economy 

1. Promote transportation choices for people and goods 

Survey Results for Goals Proiritization 
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Wish List Line Comments 
Category Type Location County Comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accessibility 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Transit Vineland City to Millville City to 
Philadelphia 

Cumberland 
Salem 

New train line connecting Vineland to Millville. Also express bus 
line (or bus rapid transit) to Philadelphia. 

Transit Vineland to Buena Borough Atlantic 
Cumberland 

Add a more direct bus line to and from Vineland and also to 
Atlantic city. 

Transit Buena Borough to Atlantic City Atlantic  Better public transportation between Buena and Atlantic city. It’s 
hard to attend doctor's appointments when you don't have 
transportation. 

Transit Cape May to New York City Atlantic 
Cape May 

Would like to see easier transportation to NYC (i.e. rail or bus 
year-round from Cape May) 

Transit/Economic 
Development 

Cape May City to Lower 
Township 

Cape May shuttles outside town & bring people into town - a plus for 
economy and help with parking 

Bicycle  Mays Landing and Egg Harbor 
City 

Atlantic Bicycle route through Egg Harbor City from Burlington County 
border to Mays landing 

Bicycle Cape May City to Upper 
Township 

Cape May  Bike route 

Bicycle S Railroad Avenue from NJ-47 
to Cresse Lane 

Cape May I would love to see the present bike route continued to Rio 
Grande. It isn't pleasant to ride along the highway like along bike 
trail. 

Bicycle Telegraph Road from Cool Run 
Road to NJ-49 

Salem  Bike lane would be great 

Bicycle Mannington Township to Elmer 
Borough 

Salem  Consider a Salem Countywide bike trail 

Bicycle Atlantic City Boardwalk Atlantic 
County 

Bikes should be allowed on the boardwalk at all times (maybe a 
bike lane) 

Bike/Ped Alloway Woodstown Road 
from Bailey Street to 
Commissioners Pike 

Salem  Need sidewalk or bike path on woods town Alloway rd 

Bike/Ped Glassboro to Bridgeton along 
railroad right-of-way 

Cumberland 
Salem 

Trail on RR from Glassboro to Bridgeton 

Bike/Ped Devins Lane to W Jersey 
Avenue 

Atlantic  There is a small gap in what would be a great cross-county trail 
here. It would connect from basically Mays Landing through 
Pleasantville and down to Somers Point and Ocean City with this 
small gap filled in. 

Bike/Ped Woodbine Borough to Stone 
Harbor Borough 

Cape May  Connect the Woodbine bike/ped trail with the lower Cape May 
County trails at the Zoo and points south. 



 

Appendix E | 12 

Category Type Location County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accessibility 

Bike/Ped Woodbine Borough to Somers 
Point 

Atlantic Cape 
May 

Connect Woodbine and Cape May County trails with Atlantic 
County trails - Route 52 Bridge, Somers Point Trail, etc. 

Pedestrian Mill Road at the Atlantic City 
Expressway 

Atlantic Need a pedestrian bridge across expressway to high school and 
middle school. Will improve safety to and from school. 

Vehicle Millville City to Dennis 
Township 

Cape May 
Cumberland 

Extend Route 55 south to reduce shore congestion on 47/347 

Vehicle Millville City to Dennis 
Township 

Cape May 
Cumberland 

Route 55 needs to be connected via highway to Garden State 
Parkway!! Meets goals shared on page 1. 

Vehicle Millville City to Dennis 
Township 

Cape May 
Cumberland 

Extend Rt. 55 expressway to shore points instead of requiring 
vehicles to get on Rt. 47. Traffic is terrible on Rt. 47 in the 
summertime! 

Vehicle Atlantic City Expressway to 
Atlantic City International 
Airport 

Atlantic 
County 

There needs to be a modern roadway connection between the 
expressway and the airport. This is the single reason why Airport 
Circle is such a mess. SJTA owns the airport and the expressway - 
they need to solve the problem they have created. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Improvements 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pavement 
Condition 

Main Street from Bridgeton 
Fairton Road to Lummis Mill 
Road 

Cumberland  Needs paved 

Pavement 
Condition 

East Avenue from NJ-49 to 
Barretts Run Road 

Cumberland  Road needs repaved 

Pavement 
Condition 

Marlboro Road from Geisinger 
Avenue to Jericho Road 

Cumberland  Road needs repaved 

Pavement 
Condition 

Barretts Run Road from 
Shoemaker Road to Columbia 
Highway 

Cumberland  Road needs repaved 

Pavement 
Condition; 
Drainage/Flooding 

Alloway Woodstown Road 
from Bailey Street to 
Commissioners Pike 

Salem  Needs repaved. Prone to washout 

Pavement 
Condition 

Palantine Lake Drive from 
Sheep Pen Rd to Olivet Road 

Salem  Paletine Lake Dr. needs repaved 

Pavement 
Condition 

Olivet Road from NJ-77 to 
Centerton Road 

Cumberland 
Salem  

Olivet Rd needs repaved to Rt. 77 

Pavement 
Condition; 
Lighting 

Grieves Parkway from Tilbury 
Road to Salem-Hancocks 
Bridge Road 

Salem  Repave Grieves Parkway in Salem and install street lights for 
safety 
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Category Type Location County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Improvements 

Pavement 
Condition 

Dutch Row Road from S Main 
Street to US-40 

Salem  Dutch Row Rd has many potholes and needs repaved 

Pavement 
Condition 

Pine Tavern Road at 
Monroeville Road 

Salem  Pine Tavern Rd in Monroeville has many potholes and needs 
repaved 

Pavement 
Condition 

Old Harding Highway from Mill 
Street to Wheaton Ave 

Atlantic  Road is in horrible condition.  Needs resurfacing.  County is 
aware of this. 

Pavement 
Condition; 
Shoulder widening 

Malaga Road from US-322 to 
NJ-54 

Atlantic 
County 

Repave this section of Weymouth Road and widen shoulders. 

Pavement 
Condition 

Pleasant Drive at Charles 
Avenue 

Cumberland  There is a big pothole and they fixed it last year and it came back 
again 

Pavement 
Condition 

Bacons Neck Road and Ye 
Greate Street 

Cumberland  They need to repave this road. 

Drainage/Flooding Barretts Run Road at NJ-49 Cumberland  Needs drainage pipes. Major flooding during storms, causes 
safety hazards 

Drainage/Flooding Columbia Highway at Beebe 
Run 

Cumberland  Flooding during storms 

Intersection Design Park Boulevard, Myrtle 
Avenue, and W Perry Street 

Cape May  Need help at in front of CVS in West Cape May  
Perry streets and Myrtle 

Intersection Design Old Deerfield Pike at Silver 
Lake Road 

Cumberland  There is a four way stop here and it is brand new the prices are 
hitting the cars at the four way stop because its brand new three 
times so far 

Lighting Westcott Station Road from 
Cedarville Road to Lummis Mill 
Road 

Cumberland  Need better lighting 

Traffic Signal Old Deerfield Pike at Laurel 
Heights Drive 

Cumberland  There is a stop light here we want it removed and put a caution 
light instead 

Design Speed Barretts Run Road from 
Shoemaker Road to NJ-49 

Cumberland  There is a 50 miles per hour sign and it should be 35 miles per 
hour because there is a handicap sign and people run walk the 
dogs around the block dragon ride their bikes in the summer and 
it seems you're saying 50 miles per hour 
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Wish List Point Comments 
Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accessibility 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Transit  Cape May County (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Implement more bus routes in Cape May County 

Transit  S State Street and E Landis 
Avenue 

Hamilton Township/ 
Atlantic 

More public transportation to take to get to 
commerce center. 

Transit  1274 US-40 Hamilton Township/ 
Atlantic 

Cape May Seashore Lines, improvements and 
expansion from Richland to Cape May City 

Transit  Cape May County (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Restore railroad system to Cape May 

Transit  70 Fairton Gouldtown Road Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Would like to see transit options for senior citizens in 
Fairfield. 

Transit  Fairfield Township (General 
Comment) 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

Need more public transportation!!! 

Transit  E Chestnut Avenue and S East 
Avenue 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

More connection between buses. More bus stops. 

Transit Vineland City (General 
Comment) 

Egg Harbor Township/ 
Atlantic 

Implement new express routes to big cities like 
Philadelphia, New York or Atlantic city. More bike 
lanes. Construction of more bus stop with covered 
Booth. Alternative to the use of conventional fuel for 
public transportation (Natural gas) to reduce expense. 

Transit  206 E Lake Road Atlantic City/Atlantic Need transportation for elderly for chemo and dialysis 
Transit  Atlantic City (General 

Comment) 
Atlantic City/Atlantic Implement a new bus route in Atlantic City 

Vehicle Vineland City (General 
Comment) 

Atlantic City/ Atlantic Better access to 55 and more than 1 route to major 
highways 

Ferry Cape May City (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Build a Cape May ferry stop 

Ferry Wildwood Crest Borough 
(General Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Build a Wildwood Crest ferry stop 

Ferry Stone Harbor Borough 
(General Comment) 

Pilesgrove Township/ 
Salem 

Build a Stone Harbor ferry stop 

Ferry Sea Isle City (General 
Comment) 

Stow Creek Township/ 
Salem 

Build a Sea Isle City ferry stop 

Ferry Avalon Borough (General 
Comment) 

Pilesgrove Township/ 
Salem 

Build an Avalon ferry stop 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accessibility 

Ferry Ocean City (General 
Comment) 

Pilesgrove Township/ 
Salem 

General Comment: Build an Ocean City ferry stop 

Ferry Atlantic City (General 
Comment) 

Oldmans Township/ 
Salem 

General Comment: Build an Atlantic City ferry stop 

Aviation 
Economic 
Development 

Atlantic City International 
Airport 

Oldmans Township/ 
Salem 

Should be easier for residents and most importantly 
tourists to fly here from other cities. Also a better 
system to connect Philadelphia airport arrivals to 
Atlantic City. 

Transit Bridgeton City (General 
Comment) 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

Repair of bus stops! 

Transit 
Vehicle 
Bicycle 
Pavement 
Condition 

Salem County (General 
Comment) 

Atlantic City/ Atlantic new bus routes, new bike trails, and many roads need 
repaved in Salem County 

Bicycle W Main Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Connect bike trails in middle and lower township 

Bicycle 498 Seashore Road Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Connect Lower and middle's bike trail 

Bicycle Millville City (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

More bike lanes in Millville 

Bicycle Atlantic City (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Build a new bike trail in Atlantic City 

Pedestrian  Buena Borough (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City General Comment: More sidewalks in the township 
area 

Pedestrian S Burlington Road and 
Buckshutem Road 

Vineland City Need a crossing for school children at Burlington Rd in 
Bridgeton 

Wildlife Millville City (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

protect animals from oncoming traffic 

 
 
 

Improvement 
 
 

Pavement 
Condition 

Cape May City (General 
Comment) 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Update roads in Cape May 

Traffic Signals US-9 and Woodland Avenue Runnemede Borough/ 
Camden 

Need a traffic light at this intersection. Will improve 
student safety. 

Traffic Signals NJ-49 and N 2nd Street Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

twin left light at 2nd and Route 49 in Millville 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
Improvement Traffic Signals US-9, NJ-109, and Tranquility 

Drive 
Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Make the light on Route 9 + Tranquility be set by a 
tripper, not a timer. 
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Issue Line Comments 
Category Type Location County Comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Roadway Design 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bike/Ped 
Access 

Landis Avenue from NJ-55 to  
Delsea Drive 

Cumberland lack of shoulders, left turn lanes, bike lanes & sporadic sidewalks 
…as described earlier, bicycling or walking on this hi-lighted area is 
very dangerous. a road diet/traffic calming efforts need to be 
installed 

Ped Access Landis Avenue from NJ-55 to N 
Delsea Drive 

Cumberland As described earlier, bicycling or walking on this hi-lighted area is 
very dangerous. a road diet/traffic calming efforts need to be 
installed 

Bike Access Chestnut Avenue from NJ-47 
to S Main Road 

Cumberland lack of shoulders, left turn lanes, bike lanes 

Congestion Delsea Drive from Almond 
Road to W Park Avenue 

Cumberland Rt. 540 jogs, resulting in excessive turning movements & 
congestion 

Function R-47 from Bluebird Lane to NJ-
55 

Cumberland hazardous weave southbound - ramp traffic moving left & 
shopping center traffic moving right 

 Burns Avenue from S Main 
Road to S West Boulevard 

Cumberland very narrow inferior road used as back door access to Cumberland 
Mall (insufficient ROW to do anything) 

Congestion NJ-47 from NJ-55 to N High 
Street 

Cumberland High accident rate. Heavy traffic volume highway off ramp difficult 
to navigate. 

Congestion NJ-77 from NJ-49 to Landis 
Avenue 

Cumberland Congestion  

Congestion Landis Avenue from S 
Burlington Avenue to NJ-77 

Cumberland Heavy congestion 

Bike Access Landis Avenue from NJ-55 to 
West Boulevard 

Cumberland; 
Salem 

Wider shoulders to accommodate bicycle lanes along Landis Ave. 

Bike Access Delsea Drive from West 
Boulevard to Columbia Ave 

Cumberland Make this section of Delsea Drive bicycle-friendly (e.g. wider 
shoulders, bike lanes). 

Congestion Garden State Parkway in Cape 
May County 

Cape May GSP not wide enough for amount of traffic 

Congestion NJ-49 from N Park Avenue to 
N 10th Street 

Cumberland Congestion on Rt. 49 in Millville during peak hours 

Speed Barretts Run Road at Hillcrest 
Avenue 

Cumberland Miles per hour should be reduced. Currently at 50 miles per hour. 
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Category Type Location County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 

Roadway Design 

Congestion 
Signal 
Synchronization 

Cornwell Drive and Landis 
Avenue from Maple Street to  
S Burlington Avenue 

Cumberland *Congestion at rush hour starting around 3:00 going west on 56. 
Traffic light is too short at the intersection of 77 and 56.  
People are racing through the Amber light double lane to cross 
Hwy 77, before the change. Also traffic leading to next traffic light.  
Timing in light needs to be longer. The same light going East in the 
morning turns too quickly as well. 

Bike/Ped 
Access 

Landis Avenue from West 
Avenue to Evan Terrace 

Cumberland *Landis in Center City is uncomfortably wide, it results in illegal U-
turns, improper use as multiple lanes, and difficulty crossing as a 
pedestrian.  
Should be narrowed, maybe with a median, would be a great 
place for bike lanes, and bulb-outs at intersections or maybe 
islands for pedestrians to cross safely. 

Intersection 
Design 

Traffic Signal S Main Road at NJ-55 Cumberland Un-signalized ramps & intersection 
Congestion  NJ-47 from W Park Avenue to 

N Korff Drive 
Cumberland congestion much of day - very difficult making left turns onto 

highway 
Congestion Delsea Drive from NJ-55 to W 

Elmer Road 
Cumberland congestion much of day - difficult making left turns onto highway 

Congestion  NJ-49 from Buck Street to S 
3rd Street 

Cumberland Traffic congestion.  Need green light arrow left turn designations 
and wider intersections.  Heavy truck traffic area. 

Congestion NJ-47 from Sassafras Avenue 
to NJ-49 

Cumberland Heavy truck traffic and HIgh congestion.  Trucks and buses unable 
to make turns without driving over sidewalks. 

Congestion  S High Street at NJ-49 Cumberland Needs left turn arrows. 
Traffic Signal Buck Street at NJ-49 Cumberland Heavy congestion with large trucks unable to make turns.  a lot of 

pedestrian traffic.  Narrow intersection need green left turn 
arrows. 

Safety Landis Avenue, NJ-77, 
Cornwell Drive 

Cumberland Dangerous merge area 

 
 
 

Pavement 
Condition 

 
 
 

 Reeves Road from Burlington 
Road N to East Avenue 

Cumberland Reeve's Rd (Fairfield Twp) - a lot of potholes and very hard for cars 
and buses. It should be filled in and repaved. 

Ped Access Colfax St. from Garfield 
Avenue to Cone Street 

Cumberland  Colfax St. - potholes and no sidewalk 

 Reeves Road from Burlington 
Rd. N to East Ave. 

Cumberland  Reeves Rd needs repairs from Burlington Rd to East Ave! -- repave 

 S East Avenue at Shoemaker 
Lane 

Cumberland  pot holes 
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Category Type Location County Comment 
 
 
 

Pavement 
Condition 

 Brown Road from Pecks 
Corner Cohansey Rd. to NJ-49 

Salem  potholes 

 Shoemaker Lane at Burlington 
Road S 

Cumberland  lots of potholes - needs repaved 

Drainage/ 
Flooding 

NJ-45 at Lincoln Road (near 
Oldmans Creek Tributary) 

Salem  Potholes and flooding 

 Barretts Run Road from 
Columbia Hwy to Sewall Rd. 

Cumberland Road needs to be repaved 

 N High Street from E Oak 
Street to NJ-49 

Cumberland 
County 

Bump roads 

Transit Access 

Safety NJ-49 from S Sharp Street to 
Chestnut Street 

Cumberland  Safety issue with bus stops.  Cars pass buses while picking off and 
dropping off to make the green light.  Move bus stops away from 
intersection. 

Congestion NJ-47 at E McNeal Street Cumberland  Poor bus stop locations.  Move south to lesser traffic congested 
area. 

Drainage/Flooding 

 NJ-45 at Hancock Street (near 
Fanwick Creek) 

Salem  Road floods 

 NJ-45 at Hancock Street (near 
Fanwick Creek) 

Salem  Road floods 

Lighting 

 Cheney Road from NJ-45 to 
Cemetery Road 

Salem  Need better road lighting 

 Malaga Road from US-322 to 
12th Street 

Atlantic  More lights along Weymouth/Malaga Road. 

Bicycle Trail Access  Cold Spring Bike Path in Lower 
Township 

Cape May Maintenance along current trail. '15 year was an influx of poison 
ivy! 
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Issue Point Comments 
Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 
Design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Function NJ-47 and W Elmer Road Buena Borough/ Atlantic south bound left turn signal phase but no left turn lane - if 
1st car not turning, no movement 

Function E Walnut Road and SE 
Boulevard 

Pleasantville City/ 
Atlantic 

safety issue - big jog to intersection (doesn't show on map) 

Function N Valley Avenue and E Oak 
Road 

Pleasantville City/ 
Atlantic 

jogged intersection 

Function N Mill Road and W Garden 
Road 

Pleasantville City/ 
Atlantic 

high accident intersection which provides access to multiple 
industrial parks (trucks an issue) 

Function E Weymouth Road, NE 
Boulevard, and NW Boulevard 

Pleasantville City/ 
Atlantic 

safety issue - too close intersections 

Function S East Boulevard and Sumner 
Street 

Buena Borough/ Atlantic 4 way stop needed - dangerous intersection 

Function Main Road (CR-555) between 
E Oak Road and Sharp Road 

Buena Borough/ Atlantic Unsafe movement for cars coming out of this shopping plaza 
and going left onto Main Road. Maybe widen Main Road, or 
add a traffic light? 

Function NJ-49 and Jericho Road Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Rt 49 and Jericho Rd - Dangerous Intersection 

Function NJ-49, Marlboro Road, 
Mickels Mill Road, and 
Telegraph Road 

Buena Vista Township/ 
Atlantic 

Rt 49 and Marlboro Rd - dangerous intersection (several 
roads intersect here) 

Function Fordville Road and NJ-49 Buena Borough/ Atlantic Dangerous intersection - currently a 2 way stop 
Function NJ-49 and Jericho Road Buena Borough/ Atlantic Dangerous intersection 
Function Main Road (CR-555), Lincoln 

Ave (CR-655), and NJ-55 
Folsom Borough/ 
Atlantic 

This is a very dangerous intersection. Speeds are too high, 
visibility is low, would be a great place for a roundabout. 

Function E Chestnut Avenue and S 
Valley Avenue 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

Terrible intersection - poor alignment results in huge wait 
times for this strange signal. Would be a great place for a 
roundabout. 

Function 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NJ-47, G Street, and Foundry 
Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection of 2nd Street (NJ-47), G Street, and Foundry 
Street: The offset alignment of Foundry and G Streets, along 
with the absence of turning lanes, lead to a number of safety 
and operational issues at this intersection:  
1. Long left turn queues - Southbound left turns from NJ-47 

onto G Street have no turning lane, and must partially 
block the intersection while waiting to turn. These 
vehicles pull forward while waiting to turn, and can't see 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 
Design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Function NJ-47, G Street, and Foundry 
Street 

Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

any traffic signal heads. Left-turning vehicles must also 
wait on the railroad tracks, which are still used by trains. 
The left-turn queues routinely do not clear in one cycle 
of the traffic signal.  

2. Offset of Foundry and G Street - The large offset causes 
split-phasing of the signal (that is, Foundry and G Street 
cannot proceed at the same time). This causes very long 
cycle lengths, and increased delay on all approaches.  

3. Lack of vehicle detection - there are no functional loops 
or cameras at this intersection. As a result, there is a 
great deal of wasted green time, particularly on the 
Foundry approach.  

4. Conflicting left turns - Because there are no left turn 
lanes, northbound and southbound left turns off of NJ-
47 proceed at the same time. However, due to the offset 
of Foundry and G Streets, when two vehicles need to 
make left turns at the same time (one northbound onto 
Foundry and one southbound onto G Street), their 
turning paths overlap and they risk collision. The 
intersection is too small to accommodate north- and 
south-bound left turns at the same time.  

5. Rail crossing - despite high traffic volume on NJ-47, there 
are no gate arms to protect the crossing.  

6. Channelized rights - The channelized right turn from NJ-
47 onto G Street conflicts with southbound left turns 
from NJ-47 onto G Street. These turns proceed at the 
same time, but there is only one receiving lane on G 
Street. Because there is only one lane to receive two 
conflicting turning movements, a conflict point is 
created. 

Function 
 
 
 
 
 

Main Road (CR-555), Lincoln 
Ave (CR-655), and NJ-55 
 
 
 
 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 
 
 
 
 

Intersection of Main Road (CR-555) and Lincoln Ave (CR-655), 
and Junction of NJ-55: Poor sight distance makes several 
maneuvers difficult:  
1. Left turns from Lincoln Ave onto Main Road. There is 

very short sight distance in both directions. Cars travel 
very quickly on Main Road, and even faster when exiting 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 
Design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Function Main Road (CR-555), Lincoln 
Ave (CR-655), and NJ-55 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

NJ-55 onto northbound Main Road. Left turns off of 
Lincoln Ave feel very unsafe, and during peak periods 
there is a very long left turn queue. Tractor trailers using 
the Riggins truck stop at this location have much more 
trouble making left turns (either the left turn out of 
Riggins, or off of Lincoln Ave). Trucks commonly must cut 
off cars traveling on Main Road in order to turn.  

2. Exiting off of NJ-55 onto Main Road northbound. There is 
very little sight distance when looking back onto Main 
Road, to see if it is safe to merge onto Main Road. There 
is a very short merging lane, and it is unsafe to stop and 
look over your shoulder at the merge, because vehicles 
exit off of NJ-55 traveling very quickly. 

Function Main Road and NJ-55 Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

Intersection of Main Road and NJ-55 southbound off-ramps: 
When exiting NJ-55, there are separate left and right turn 
channels onto Main Road. The left turn onto Main Road has 
very short sight distance. Cars travel quickly on Main Road, 
making left turns off of NJ-55 very difficult. Often, there are 
long queues waiting to make the left turn onto Main Road. 
Tractor trailers have tremendous difficulty making this turn, 
and often need to cut off cars traveling on Main Road. 

Function US-40 and River Road Egg Harbor Township/ 
Atlantic 

Intersection of US-40 and River Road: Most vehicles traveling 
east- and west-bound on US-40 will briefly use River Road as 
a shortcut to avoid traveling through downtown Mays 
Landing. As a result, there are commonly long queues waiting 
to turn left from River Road onto US-40. Often, these queues 
do not clear in one cycle of the signal. The turning radii on all 
turns are very tight, especially on right turns from US-40 onto 
River Road. 

Function 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Main Street, US-40, and River 
Road 
 
 
 
 
 

Cape May City/  
Cape May 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection of Main Street, US-40, and River Road: Unusual 
intersection geometry is confusing to travelers, and creates a 
number of conflict points. For example, the through traffic on 
Main Street is channelized (on the northern side of the 
intersection) to avoid the traffic signal. As a result, vehicles 
turning left from River Road onto Main Street conflict with 
the through traffic on main street. Similarly, on the southern 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 
Design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Function Main Street, US-40, and River 
Road 

Cape May City/  
Cape May 

side, channelized through movement on River Road conflict 
with vehicles traveling from Main Street to River Road, 
creating a conflict point. At this conflict point, there is a sign 
that says "Yield Left", which may be confusing to drivers. 
Long queues form at the traffic signal during peak periods. 

Function Delsea Drive (NJ-47) and NJ-
55 southbound off-ramp 

Wildwood Crest 
Borough/ Cape May 

Intersection of Delsea Drive (NJ-47) and the NJ-55 
southbound off-ramp: This location is a dangerous "weave" 
maneuver. Traffic leaving NJ-55 southbound must merge left 
into the Delsea Drive through lanes. At the same time, Delsea 
Drive travelers entering the ShopRite/Target shopping center 
must merge left into the left-turn lane. These two 
movements are in conflict, and traffic must "weave" left and 
right as drivers change lanes. Drivers have a very short lane 
in which to perform the lane changes. High traffic volumes 
on Delsea Drive and on the NJ-55 off-ramp make this 
maneuver very difficult and dangerous. 

Function 3rd Street and Wheaton Ave Stone Harbor Borough/ 
Cape May 

Intersection of 3rd Street and Wheaton Ave: This intersection 
is extremely skewed. Vehicles traveling southbound on 
Wheaton Ave meet 3rd street at a very sharp angle. Sight 
distance is poor, and it is difficult for drivers to observe 
southbound traffic on 3rd Street while waiting for a gap to 
make their turn.  

Function Fordville Road and NJ-49 Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

Need caution light at intersection of 49 and Fordville Rd 

Function Hennis Road and NJ-55 Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

Intersection of Hennis Road and NJ-55 northbound off-ramp: 
The cycle length on this traffic signal is unnecessarily long, 
creating long delays for vehicles exiting NJ-55. Vehicles 
turning left onto Hennis Road (to travel to Delsea Drive) 
experience long delays, even when no conflicting through-
traffic is present on Hennis Road. A shorter cycle length, 
along with vehicle detection, may greatly reduce wait times 
here. 

Function 
 
 
 

Delsea Drive (NJ-47) and 
Hennis Road 
 
 

Bridgeton City/ 
Cumberland 
 
 

Intersection of Delsea Drive and Hennis Road: Long left-turn 
queues are commonly present on Hennis Road. There are 
two left-turn lanes, and the queues sometimes back up to 
the signal at Hennis and the NJ-55 northbound off-ramp. 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 
Design 

Function Delsea Drive (NJ-47) and 
Hennis Road 

Bridgeton City/ 
Cumberland 

Vehicles exiting NJ-55 and vehicles exiting the Mall form the 
queues. The left-turn queues are very frequently not cleared 
within one cycle of the signal. Vehicle detection cameras 
observing the Hennis queues and allocating more green time 
to the left turns (when needed) may greatly improve the 
operation of this intersection. 

Function Delsea Drive (NJ-47) and 
Union Crossing 

Quinton Township/ 
Salem 

Intersection of Union Crossing and Delsea Drive (NJ-47): This 
intersection serves several large shopping centers, including 
ShopRite, Walmart, Target, Hobby Lobby, Staples, and many 
other stores. Long queues on both the east- and west-bound 
approaches are typically not cleared within one cycle of the 
signal. Phasing at the signal is split-phase; eastbound traffic 
(leaving ShopRite and Target) and westbound traffic (leaving 
Walmart) do not proceed at the same time. The split-phasing 
necessitates a long cycle length, and causes long delays on all 
approaches. The installation of vehicle detection cameras 
may allow the signal to allocate green time more efficiently 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Improvement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pavement 
Condition  

Church Road and South 
Railroad Avenue 

Atlantic City/ Atlantic poor road conditions,  pot holes 

Pavement 
Condition  

W Landis Ave and Orchard 
Road 

Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

big dip in pavement 

Pavement 
Condition  

NJ-47 Ocean City/ Cape May Roads need repaving around Rt. 47 

Pavement 
Condition  

Fairfield Township (General 
Comment) 

Middle Township/  
Cape May 

General Comment: there are many pot holes on roads in the 
Fairfield-Bridgeton area and dangerous intersections that 
could benefit from a 4-way stop or stop light 

Pavement 
Condition  

Spruce Street and Garfield 
Avenue 

Lower Township/ Cape 
May 

Huge pot hole 

Pavement 
Condition  

Fairfield Township (General 
Comment) 

Lower Township/ Cape 
May 

General Comment: lots of pot holes and sinkholes in area 

Pavement 
Condition  

Vineland City (General 
Comment) 

Cape May City/  
Cape May 

General Comment: many potholes and roads needing 
repaved in Vineland. 

Pavement 
Condition  

Vineland City (General 
Comment) 

Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: there are many pot holes in Vineland 

Pavement 
Condition  

Pilesgrove Township (General 
Comment) 

Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: pot holes seem to be numerous in our 
area 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
 
 
 
 
 

Improvement 

Pavement 
Condition  

N Delsea Drive and W Park 
Avenue 

Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

The roadway at the intersection is so rough that it causes it 
to back-up in all directions. 

Pavement 
Condition  

Atlantic City (General 
Comment) 

Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: Potholes throughout Atlantic City 

Traffic Signal 
Synchronization  

Atlantic City (General 
Comment) 

Quinton Township/ 
Salem 

Traffic lights in Atlantic City not favorable. Maybe traffic 
controlled would be the answer. 

Lighting NJ-55 and NJ-47 Sea Isle City/Cape May More lights along NJ-55 and NJ-47 (Delsea Drive). 
Lighting Vineland City (General 

Comment) 
Avalon Borough/ 
Cape May 

General Comment: Need better lighting.  Empty parking lots 
are unsafe at night. 

Transit Operation Millville City  Quinton Township/ 
Salem 

General comment: Bus drivers unsafe.  They talk on cell 
phones when driving and ask passengers too many personal 
questions. 

Roadway 
Design 

Function 157 Lummis Mill Road Fairfield Township Dangerous curve - has been a fatality here 
Function Main Street and Back Neck 

Road 
Stow Creek Township Dangerous curve 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Access 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pedestrian/Transit W Chestnut Avenue and 2nd 
Street 

Shiloh Borough/ 
Cumberland 

Long walks to get to Bus station. 

Pedestrian Salem County (General 
Comment) 

Fairfield Township/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: inadequate pedestrian facilities in Salem 
County 

Pedestrian Salem County (General 
Comment) 

Bridgeton City/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: inadequate pedestrian facilities in Salem 
County 

Transit E Weymouth Road and South 
Boulevard 

Bridgeton City/ 
Cumberland 

Able to take public transit from Buena to Vineland. 

Vehicle Egg Harbor Township  Vineland City/ 
Cumberland  

General Comment: No alternative routes to GSP 

Transit 
Parking 

Atlantic City  Ocean City General Comment: When people arrive in AC by car, parking 
rates are too high. Many locals do not participate in 
restaurant week because they do not want to pay casino 
garage rates. These increased prices also will hurt the outlets 
because nobody wants to pay so much to park just to shop. 
Jitneys to Ventnor may help 

Construction 
Congestion 

US-322 and NJ-55 Lower Township/ Cape 
May 

Bridge at 322 and 54 has been under construction for over 3 
years.  Currently causing traffic problems.  Was closed when 
it snow and was down to one lane. 

Vehicle 
Economic 

SJTPO Region  Millville City/ 
Cumberland 

General Comment: This is not in your region, but the fact 
that it is so difficult to access South Jersey from the Turnpike 
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Category Type Location Municipality/County Comment 
Access Development is a huge hit to the economy of the region. 

Economic 
Development 

108 Buena Vista Avenue Vineland City/ 
Cumberland 

Create more business, supermarket, etc. 
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ROUND ONE OUTREACH EVENTS 
Glasstown Arts District - Third Friday | Millville City (Cumberland County) 
January 15, 2016, 6pm – 9pm 
North High Street & Sassafras Street, 
Millville, New Jersey 08332 

Spanish Community Center – Health Fair | Buena Borough (Atlantic County) 
February 10, 2016, 1:30pm – 4:30pm 
303 Sumner Street, 
Landisville, New Jersey 08326 

Mid-Atlantic Centers for Arts and Humanities – Crafts and Collectibles in Winter | Cape May City (Cape 
May County) 
February 13, 2016, 10am – 4pm  
Cape May Convention Hall, 
714 Beach Avenue, 
Cape May, New Jersey 08204 

Nanticoke Lenni Lenape Tribal Council and Tribal Citizens Meetings | Bridgeton City (Cumberland 
County) 
February 20, 6:30pm – 9:30pm 
Cohanzick Zoo, 
45 Mayor Aitken Drive, 
Bridgeton, New Jersey 08302 

Vineland Public Library | Vineland City (Cumberland County) 
February 22, 2016, 3pm – 5pm  
1058 East Landis Avenue, 
Vineland, New Jersey 08360 
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YMCA of Vineland | Vineland City (Cumberland County) 
February 22, 2016, 5pm – 7pm  
1159 East Landis Avenue, 
Vineland, New Jersey 08360 

Salem County Science Fair | Carneys Point (Salem County) 
February 26, 2016, 4pm – 7pm  
Davidow Hall, 
460 Hollywood Avenue, 
Carneys Point, New Jersey 08069 

African American Heritage Museum of Southern New Jersey – Second Friday | Atlantic City (Atlantic 
County) 
March 11, 2016, 6pm – 8pm  
Noyes Art Garage, 
2200 Fairmount Avenue, 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 08401 
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Photos from Pop-Up Events 

  
Glasstown Arts District - Third Friday 

 

Glasstown Arts District - Third Friday 



 

Appendix E | 30 

  
Spanish Community Center – Health Fair Mid-Atlantic Centers for Arts and Humanities – Crafts and Collectibles  

ROUND TWO OUTREACH EVENTS 
Vineland City Hall 
Tuesday, May 31, 2016. 6:30pm 
Will be discussed as a part of the SJTPO Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting 
640 East Wood Street, Second Floor Caucus Room 
Vineland, NJ 08360 

Bridgeton Free Public Library Cumberland  
Wednesday, June 1, 2016. 6 – 7:30pm 
150 East Commerce Street 
Bridgeton, NJ 08302 
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Ware Agricultural Office Complex Salem 
Thursday, June 2, 2016. 6 – 7:30pm 
51 Cheney Road 
Woodstown, NJ 08098 

Lower Township Branch of the Cape May County Library 
Wednesday, June 8, 2016. 6 – 7:30pm 
2600 Bayshore Road 
Villas, NJ 08251 

Egg Harbor Township Branch of the Atlantic County Public Library  
Tuesday, June 14, 2016. 6 – 7:30pm 
1 Swift Avenue 
Egg Harbor Township, NJ 08234 
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PUBLIC MEETING QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 
Note: Q=Question, C=Comment, A=Answer1

Vineland City Hall (Cumberland County) – Tuesday, May 31, 2016 

 

Questions (Q) and Comments (C) 
1.1 Q: And this is the latest version/update of a planning process that has been going on for years? 

A: Yes. The planning process is an ongoing, continuous process that is constantly evolving. While the transportation system consisting 
of the roadways and railroads remains largely the same over the years, SJTPO and its planning partners are continually accumulating 
new data, doing new studies, and acquiring additional information. The process culminates in the production of the long-range 
regional transportation plan, which establishes the region’s long-term vision and goals for the regional transportation system and 
must go out at least 20 years. The Plan also contains projects and strategies that are intended to help achieve this vision. 
Transportation Matters: A Plan for South Jersey is the latest update, and goes to 2040, a time span of 24 years. By law, SJTPO has to 
update its long-range plan every four years. 

1.2 Q: Do you have anything with the Complete Streets in the Plan? Any applications of that Federal funding coming through? 
A: Chapter 4, Section 2—Bicycle and Pedestrian system, of Transportation Matters has a section on “Complete Streets.” We don’t have 

a “Complete Streets” goal or funding source in the Plan. We have programs like the “Safe Routes to School” and “Transportation 
Alternatives,” for which we assist NJDOT in the project selection. 

2. Q: Did you work with the Cross-County Connection or driveless.com? They might have some more feedback on Complete Streets 
philosophy, etc. 

A: Much of the bikeway information initially came from them. We have worked with them and plan to continue to work more with 
them. 

3. Q: I only see a little bit here about bicycle/pedestrians 
A: Chapter 4-Section 2 of Transportation Matters, which goes for 14 pages, is all about bicycles and pedestrians.  Further, one of our 

strategies in Transportation Matters is to evaluate all transportation projects that receive funding through the SJTPO process for 
their inclusion of complete streets elements, including bicycle, pedestrian, and transit accommodation. 

4. Q: Did you talk about increasing the Federal funding for (all) projects? 

                                                           
1 All answers from SJTPO unless otherwise indicated. 
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A: A lack of funding is definitely an issue of concern for us, and we do call it out in the Plan, particularly in the Financial chapter. More 
detail about how SJTPO’s Federal apportionment is determined is below (Lower Township Meeting—June 8, comment 2). 

5. C: It took almost 10 years to get money for the Route 40/45 project in Woodstown. This infrastructure needs to be done. The trucks 
are killing the roads. 

A: Your comment is duly noted. 

6. Q:  Who did these numbers? 
A: We hired an outside consultant. They developed a population and employment model. They looked at mortality rates, migration 

rates, etc., in developing population. For employment, they developed a baseline from employment statistics generated from the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis and Bureau of Labor Statistics, and reviewed pre- and post-recession growth rates to generate 
forecasts. The team also paid particular attention to the impact of casino closures on the overall regional economy. Appendix C of 
Transportation Matters contains a detailed methodology report, which goes into more detail on how the numbers were created. 

7. Q:  Haven’t the counties already done this? 
A: Our needs are unique because we have to go out at least 20 years. These numbers were vetted through the counties and our 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).  

8. Q: Are these (demographic projections) for year-round residents? 
A: Yes. These are just permanent residents. 

9. C: These numbers seem to be in line with the county Census reports. 
10. Q: I question the validity of the forecasts. How can you prove (them)? 

A: You can’t. These projections are based on the best available information. You can judge the validity of their approach and their 
assumptions. 

12.1. C: The retail and industrial sectors are both going down. 
12.2. C: There used to be many more airports than there are now. 

13. Q: For off-road bike facilities, are you talking about, for instance, the (unused) railway bed in Hamilton Township? 
A: Yes and no. While Rails-to-Trails is a strategy identified in Transportation Matters, there are no specific strategies for the rail-bed in 

Hamilton Township. 

14. Q: For the on-road facilities, would these include bicycle paths or designations? 
A: A lot of the ones in Cumberland County are “bikeways,” which are just shoulders on highways. A lot of times they are not even 

marked. Some of these facilities may include bike lanes. 

15. C: I went to the Cross-County Connection Complete Streets seminar, and they specifically identified that Salem County does not 
have any “Complete Streets” projects. 
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A: Woodstown Borough in Salem County recently enacted a “Complete Streets Policy.” See http://njbikeped.org/complete-streets-2/ 
for a complete list.  

16. Q: What is Complete Streets? Is it a Federal program? 
A: Yes. When [NJDOT or a municipality] constructs or does a repaving project, it must accommodate not just automobiles, but also 

bicyclists and pedestrians. See www.state.nj.us/transportation/eng/completestreets/ for a more complete description. 

17. Q: Do we have requirements to meet Complete Streets? 
A: The State has a statewide policy. While NJDOT has a Complete Streets Policy (see web link above) which would be applicable to 

projects along a State Highway, the four counties within the SJTPO region do not have their own policy for their roadways. You can 
refer to the link below that provides a list of jurisdictions in the State of New Jersey who have enacted resolutions in support of 
Complete Streets. According to the website, the list is current as of May 11, 2016. There are several municipalities that have a 
Complete Streets Policy. http://njbikeped.org/complete-streets-2/. It should also be noted that while only very few jurisdictions in 
the region have adopted a Complete Streets Policy that does not mean the others do not consider all roadway users in their roadway 
improvements. 

18. C: Pleasantville is a Complete Streets city. Being designated a “Complete Streets” city can help a municipality get additional State 
and Federal funding for local improvements such as curbs, signage, crosswalks, etc. The municipality applies for the grant, and is 
awarded points based on [how much of their existing streets are complete.] With Complete Streets funding, a municipality can do 
sidewalks, curves, bike lanes, alignments, etc. 

19. Q: Is Complete Streets something the SJTPO could be involved with? 
A: Complete Streets is not a funding program that is administered by SJTPO. Generally, municipalities apply directly for these funds. 

The State has been involved in getting a lot of local bike and pedestrian plans done within our region. There is a list in Chapter 4, 
Section 2-Bicycle and Pedestrian System, in Transportation Matters. 

20. C: The (freight) rail line coming through Cape May County is obsolete. But there is still the right-of-way currently owned by the Cape 
May County Seashore Line Railroad, a private company. There is a study by the State with Federal funding to build a light rail line 
from Camden to Glassboro, which uses the old freight existing ROWs. 

A: The Camden-Glassboro Line is referenced in Chapter 4-Section 4. Public Transportation of TM. SJTPO has been part of the Steering 
Committee for that project. It is not yet determined how passenger rail service would interact with the present freight operations in 
this corridor. It would not use the Cape May County Seashore Line ROW. 

21. Q: Are the environmental constraints (for any project) from the State, Federal, or both? 
A: These are all State regulations. Development is controlled by authorities, such as the Pinelands Commission. 

22. Q: What is the difference between “environmentally sensitive” and “environmental constraints”? 
A: We are using “environmental constraints” because we are talking about it from the perspective of trying to get a transportation 

project through. For example, the “Pinelands” is referred to as an environmental constraint because it is very difficult to build a road 

http://njbikeped.org/complete-streets-2/�
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/eng/completestreets/�
http://njbikeped.org/complete-streets-2/�
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or anything else there. Similarly, it is difficult to build in an area covered by CAFRA (Coastal Area Facility Review Act), regulations, so 
it is also a constraint. “Environmentally sensitive” areas refer more to a physical description of what is on the ground, and from an 
environmental perspective, refer to areas that should be preserved and not impacted. 

23. C: Salem County hardly has anything on the eastern side, and 94% of Salem County is environmentally-sensitive and it has quite a bit 
of farmland preservation, so you will not be able to build any kind of a transportation system  through that part of the county.  

24. C:  It is very difficult to get anything through the Pinelands Commission. 
25. Q: For Issue #1 (Region’s share of state transportation dollars lower than share of state population), is that based on year-round 

residents? 
A: Yes. 

26.1. C:  We may have low year-round residents, but when we get to the season, we build up to 200,000 to 500,000 people coming into 
this area, and they use the same roads as the year-round residents. Also, if you look at roads per person, we would be much 
higher than north Jersey. We should get a much bigger cut of the budget. Because of the region’s dispersed development pattern, 
our [vehicle-miles traveled] per person is probably much higher than other parts of the state, resulting in greater needs.  

26.2. C: Many people that come into the region during the summer are coming from those areas that get a disproportionately higher 
share of the funding, which hurts the region economically. There is a need for this region to take care of its roads based largely on 
out-of-region, and out-of-state traffic. 

Bridgeton Free Public Library (Cumberland County) – Wednesday, June 1 

Questions (Q) and Comments (C) 
1. Q: Is walking addressed in the plan? 

A: Yes. See Chapter 4, Section 2. Bicycle and Pedestrian System. 

2. Q: What industries are included in the “Other” employment category? 
A: The consultant for our demographic study (CGR) utilized the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). The major 

categories are Industrial, Retail, Office, and Other. The Other category consists of all employment not included in Industrial, Retail, 
or Office. See Appendix C, Demographic Forecasts, for a detailed listing of the employment included in the Industrial, Retail, and 
Office categories. 

3. Q:  Why does the plan project such a significant population decline for Cape May County? 
A: Analysis was performed for each county based on the historical behavior of each age group (cohorts) with respect to fertility, 

mortality, and net migration pattern. Cape May is expected to have relatively low fertility, high mortality, and low net in-migration 
for the Plan time frame (2016-2040). 
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4. Q: Do the employment projections estimate the percentage of the workforce that will be employed in 2040? 
A: The employment and population is projected. Workforce is that portion of the population that meets certain criteria. These criteria 

include age, capability of employment, currently employed or seeking employment. Existing labor force participation rates are listed 
in Appendix C.1 as part of the Demographic Projections Methodology Report. Labor force projections were used in the calculation 
of projected employment, which can be construed as labor demand. Once the population projections were done, they were used to 
derive employment projections through the computation of labor supply. The Demographic Projections Methodology Report 
contains more details on the methodology behind the calculation of population and employment projections. 

5. Q: Has there been any consideration of reutilizing abandoned rail lines in the region for commuter rail service? 
A: There is not any consideration of reactivating or reutilizing a specific line in Transportation Matters, but there are recommendations 

to reactivate abandoned rail lines. A feasibility study would have to be performed, and if the concept passed this phase, more 
detailed design and construction plans would have to be prepared. The region’s low population density may not yield sufficient 
ridership to support a rail service, and the high costs of constructing and operating rail service would likely make this option a 
challenge. 

6. Q: Do the 2040 scenarios look at disruptive technology, such as self-driving or autonomous vehicles? 
A: The Transportation Matters scenarios do not specifically address the above-mentioned technology. The impact of much of this 

technology is uncertain. However, Transportation Matters does recommend the use of Intelligent Transportation Systems, as part of 
Appendix D-the Congestion Management Activity Process Report. These systems will be charged with incorporating many of these 
future technologies. 

Additional Comments 
7. C: Providing a transit connection between Bridgeton and Salem County would be beneficial to residents of region. 

A: This issue was mentioned during the Human Service Transportation Plan (HSTP) discussion, specifically the Cumberland County HSTP 
document. The Community Input section (Section III) contained a related survey question: “Need for Public Transportation Outside 
the County in Which You Live” (page III-16). There were 137 respondents to this survey question and eight of the 137 respondents 
indicated a need for public transportation into Salem County. Although this is not a high number, the HSTP Implementation Plan 
(Section IX) does address the issue. Section IX, page 2 contains the recommendation for service between the northwestern quarter 
of Salem County (Penns Grove) and Bridgeton in Cumberland County. 

8. C: Route 49 is one of the most problematic roads in the region, as it experiences significant congestion from shore traffic. 
A: Congestion issues are prioritized as part of the SJTPO Congestion Management Process (CMP). See the SJTPO CMP Activity Report, 

which is Appendix D of Transportation Matters. For this particular report, Route 49 did not make it into our list of most congested 
locations, but that certainly does not mean it is not congested. Analysis is conducted on a continuous basis, using available tools 
such as the Vehicle Probe Project. These tools allow us to scan for congestion locations at different times of the day, week, and year. 
We will pay special attention to Route 49 during the summer season.  
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9. C: There has been observed increases in truck traffic and hauling in Cumberland County, and many road and intersections in the 
region were not designed to accommodate trucks.  

A: Freight is a focus area for the new federal transportation legislation (FAST Act). Studying the actual freight travel through the region 
and how this can best be managed and addressed could be a future SJTPO Technical study. 

10. C:  For the region to attract more employers, it is crucial to be able to get people to jobs and provide businesses with access to major 
roadways. Millville and Vineland are more successful at this than Bridgeton due to their location on Route 55. 

A: New highways are not likely due to fiscal and environmental constraints. However, SJTPO does emphasize the need for the 
transportation network to support the economy. This will be done by maximizing the capabilities of our present network. The 
Human Service Transportation Plans do address employment access issues in our region for certain populations. 

11. C:  The region needs to do more to capitalize on its strategic geographic position.  
A: SJTPO applied for participation in the national maritime highway program. This recognizes our potential for increased port activity 

that would better relieve the highways of some freight traffic. 

12. C: While Uber and Lyft currently do not exist in the region, it would be interesting if future updates of the plan considered the 
presence of these services in South Jersey and their potential impacts on the transportation system. 

A: While perhaps not as prevalent as in more urban areas, Uber is available within the SJTPO region. These services will be incorporated 
in future studies (HSTP, etc.) and plans. A potential benefit of these services may be to extend the reach of transit by providing first 
mile/last mile access to and from transit stations and bus stops. 

13. C: Self-driving or autonomous vehicles could change the way we get around the region. We may need fewer cars if entire 
communities were able to share vehicles. Future updates of Transportation Matters should consider emerging modes of travel 
such as these. 

A: These technologies will be incorporated in future studies (HSTP, CMP, etc.) and plans. 

Ware Agricultural Office Complex (Salem County) – Thursday, June 2 

Questions (Q) and Comments (C) 
1. Q: How are patrons of Salem County Specialized Transportation Service supposed to travel to destinations outside of the program’s 

established service area? 
A: See the 2015 Salem County Human Service Transportation Plan Document, Chapter IX (Implementation Plan). This issue is addressed 

beginning on page IX-1 (Proposed Services). 
2. Q: How can human service transportation providers better coordinate with each other? 

A: See the 2015 Salem County Human Service Transportation Plan Document, Chapter IX (Implementation Plan). This issue is addressed 
beginning on page IX-6 (Coordination Strategies). 
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Comments 
3. C: Including paved shoulders on roadways would enhance safety for residents of the region, particularly for those without vehicles.  

A: SJTPO has an extensive data-driven approach to identifying and prioritizing safety issues. (www.sjtpo.org/HSIP.html). Widening 
roads is rarely feasible in light of our region’s other goals including fiscal constraint and environmental protection. 

4. C: There should be better transit connections between Cumberland County and Salem County. There is currently no direct bus route 
linking them. You have to take a bus to Gloucester or Camden County and transfer in order to travel between the two counties. 

A: SJTPO has presented this issue to NJ TRANSIT. NJ TRANSIT has authority over the transit routes. At one point, there was service 
connecting Salem City and Bridgeton. This was discontinued due to lack of use.  

5. C: Moving the State Building to Bridgeton has created a challenge for residents of Salem County. Many residents that visit this 
facility are welfare recipients and do not drive. There are also no direct bus routes from Salem County to Bridgeton. Salem County 
Specialized Transportation Service provides trips to the State Building, but by the time we are able to pick up passengers and drop 
them off there, the lines are very long.  

A:  We will utilize this information when identifying issues in future HSTPs. The Salem HSTP, Section II, page 9 includes a table that 
identifies a few organizations that transport clients to social services. One of those organizations is the Salem County Office on Aging 
(SCOA). Section II, page 11 provides narrative related to SCOA: “This agency offers transportation for any Salem County resident age 
60 and over, resident living in a rural area, veteran, or disabled citizen. The service consists of demand-responsive service in Salem 
and Cumberland County. Transportation is provided for all trip purposes within Salem County and to Cumberland County, and for 
medical purposes only to Gloucester County, Pennsylvania, and Delaware.” 

6. C: The lack of funding that the region receives is an issue, particularly for human services transportation. The human services 
transportation program in Salem County has been scaled back over the years due to the shortage in Senior and Disabled Resident 
Transportation Assistance Act (Casino funds).  

7. C: Public transportation is crucial in places like Salem County, where communities are spread out and traveling without a vehicle is 
impractical.  

A. Though there is currently no funding available for expansion of existing or new transit services, NJ TRANSIT would be supportive of a 
study to determine the market demand and feasibility of new transit service in this area. Any such study must include estimation of 
the capital and operating costs for providing and sustaining the service. 

Lower Township Branch Library (Cape May County) – Wednesday, June 8 

Questions 
1. Q: Is road widening included in the plan?  

http://www.sjtpo.org/HSIP.html�
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A: There is no road widening in the Plan. The federal directives and our goals (efficiency and environment) guide us to maximize the 
efficiency of our present network and to add capacity as a very last resort. Our funds focus on maintaining our present infrastructure 
and improving that infrastructure’s performance with non-capacity improvements such as signal upgrades. 

2. Q:  Why is there less overall funding in southern New Jersey? 
A: Funds are allocated to the States by the FHWA / FTA and State funding is allocated by the NJ Legislature from the Transportation 

Trust Fund. NJDOT allocates the federal and state funding to the MPOs. Some funds are to be used for NJDOT-led projects and 
programs; some are for local lead projects. The allocation inside of NJ is determined based on need, population, road miles, and the 
vehicle-miles traveled on the roadways.  

3. Q: Why are there no new roads for Salem, Cumberland, and Cape May counties? 
A: At the present time, due to limited federal and state funding, NJDOT is concentrating on maintaining the roadway and bridge 

infrastructure in New Jersey and there are no new roadways planned for the next several years.  

4. Q: Why does the plan project such a significant population decline for Cape May County? 
A: The Plan is incorporating the Demographic forecast found in Appendix C. This forecast incorporated the historical trends for various 

age groups (cohorts) in each county. The trends studied were fertility rates, mortality rates, and net migration. The behavior of these 
age groups were projected into the future based on their history. In the case of Cape May, there was no reason to see a change in 
the relatively high mortality rates, low fertility rates, and low net migration for the Plan horizon period. 

5. Q: Is there a plan for SJTPO to expand its mission and focus more on advocacy and lobbying for additional funding for the region?  
A: The mission of the SJTPO is determined by the Policy Board, the guidelines for MPOs set by the Federal government, and the 

missions of our member agencies. There are no plans to change the SJTPO mission at this time. By Federal law, MPOs such as SJTPO 
are prohibited from advocating or lobbying for Federal funds. 

6. Q:  How come the SJTPO region does not receive as much funding as other parts of New Jersey? 
A: See funding allocation response (#2) above. 

7. Q: How come the Mullica Hill bypass was constructed, but not projects in the South Jersey region? Why does it take so long to get 
new projects done? Mullica Hill bypass was done in (six months) and it was not in any plans. 

A: When using federal and state funds the state must follow all the environmental rules, which can add substantial time in the 
development, design, and construction of a roadway project. If a project requires right-of-way, much more time is needed. Generally 
speaking the SJTPO and the County Engineers in our region select simple repaving projects within the existing right-of-way that can 
be completed between one and two years. The more complex the project is, the longer it will take to construct. 

8. Q: What is the remaining $75,000 in the Unified Planning Work Program earmarked for? What types of projects could be funded? 
A: All funds are accounted for in the SJTPO UPWP. The UPWP funds the activities of the SJTPO staff, some planning-related work by our 

counties and consultants, and consultant-led planning technical studies that may lead to projects. All project funding is listed in the 
SJTPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
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9. Q: Does the projected population increase for Atlantic County take into account the loss of casinos in Atlantic City? 
A: Yes, the study took into account the losses through 2015; it also projected some losses in the next several years. See the 

demographic study, which is Appendix C. The yearly Atlantic County population increases are projected at less than one percent per 
year (0.57%). 

10. Q:  How is the seasonal population modeled in the in the plan estimates? 
A: This estimate of seasonal population and employment was conducted as part of the Demographic study (Appendix C). Among the 

steps taken by the consultant to arrive at this seasonal forecast were interviews of the region’s tourism professionals. Other 
information collected included visitors to campgrounds and hotels, and estimates of seasonal employment. Prior studies gathered 
utility information. The modeled scenario exercises for this plan utilized the year-round demographics information only. Possible 
future scenarios may include a seasonal scenario to determine the seasonal population’s impact on our transportation network’s 
performance. 

11. Q: Does the amount of unfunded projects include Route 55 planning? 
A: The Route 55 expansion is not among the funded projects in the Plan (Transportation Matters) or the FY 2016-2025 SJTPO TIP. The 

Route 55 expansion was listed as a critical need; all critical needs are unfunded at this point. However, the cost estimates for 
unfunded critical needs that are found in Transportation Matters, Chapter 4-Issues and Needs, does not include the Route 55 
expansion: “In addition to projects identified in the TIP, there remains over $660 million in critical needs projects, largely related to 
maintenance, along roadways and bridges throughout the region that have no identified funding source.” 

12. Q: There used to be a transit connection between Bridgeton and Atlantic City in the 1970s; why did it end and is now reappearing on 
the project list? 

A: NJ TRANSIT does provide bus service between Bridgeton and Atlantic City on Route 553 (Upper Deerfield-Atlantic City). Service is 
provided frequently, 24/7, and it is one of the highest ridership lines in South Jersey. Cumberland County furnished the current 
listing of express service as a wish list item (as opposed to a critical need). If this service is considered, a feasibility study would likely 
need to be conducted in order to determine the market demand for the proposed service, as well as the capital and operating costs 
for providing and sustaining the service. 

13. Q: Do the planning scenarios include future land use and zoning changes? 
A: The planning scenarios assume no changes to land uses or zoning. Additional scenarios could be developed if material changes to 

land use are anticipated. 

14. Q: Why were the three bridges in the planning scenario selected? 
A: These three bridges were selected by SJTPO team members, and based on bridge conditions, road volume, and consultation with 

Atlantic and Cape May counties. This scenario does not reflect a choice to close those bridges; or that these are the most important 
bridges within the region. We did, however, focus on bridges that connect the mainland to the barrier islands. But these three 
simulated bridge closures were merely an exercise to see the impact of some vital bridges being closed. Time constraints limited the 
scope of the exercise. Additional bridge closure scenarios may be performed in the future. 
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15. Q: Where do the projects listed in the plan come from? Who determines them? 
A: The projects that constitute our fiscally constrained plan (and the SJTPO TIP) are the result of the SJTPO Project Selection Process. 

See: (See: www.sjtpo.org/Documents/TIP/Project_Ranking_Process_Rev0514.pdf). The critical needs and wish list were presented to 
SJTPO by the engineers of our planning partner agencies. 

16. Q: Why do the Atlantic County projects in the plan seem to be further along in planning than projects in other counties? 
A: Atlantic County provided more detail on their critical needs that they submitted to us. We do not know if they are further along or 

not.   

17. Q:  Who is responsible for divvying up the funding to the three MPOs in New Jersey? How is regional share determined? 
A: See funding allocation response (#2) above. 

18. Q: Do the comments collected here become available to decision makers? 
A: Yes, they are incorporated into the plan. This plan is approved by our Policy Board. The Policy Board is made up of elected officials 

and other decision makers from state agencies. 

19. Q:  When we travel out-of-state (or region), we see new roads and bridges going up. Why are we not seeing new roads and bridges in 
this area? 

A: We are directed by the federal government as well as fiscal constraints to prioritize system management and operations strategies 
before system expansion strategies. Most of our current funding goes toward system preservation and maintenance. In addition to 
being more expensive, more road capacity can also have an impact on environmentally sensitive areas, such as the Pinelands, which 
severely inhibits development and construction of new roads.  

20. Q: We have been told by the Cape May Engineer that we cannot replace any bridges. However, many bridges are obsolete. 
A: We are currently paying off (for the next two years) the Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) Bonds related to the RT 52 

Bridge. It is the hope that once the Garvee Bond is paid off there will be funding available for bridge projects in the State of New 
Jersey. 

21. Q: What about the roads under water in a storm? Why do you not have a scenario about that? 
A: Chapter 6 Environment discusses SJTPO’s initiatives and related studies in the area of climate change and impacts on the 

transportation system due to extreme weather events. Other studies; most notably, the Vulnerability and Risk Assessment of 
Transportation Infrastructure, led by the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority, have been done which focus primarily on 
these types of scenarios.2

 

 In addition, Atlantic and Cape May counties are doing studies of this nature. SJTPO will continue to 
investigate the need for updated storm recovery plans and resiliency plans. Some of the critical need projects are related to roads or 
bridges that are susceptible to flooding. 

                                                           
2 See:  NJTPA Risk Assessment for the actual study. 

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/TIP/Project_Ranking_Process_Rev0514.pdf�
http://www.njtpa.org/planning/regional-studies/completed-studies/vulnerability-and-risk-assessment-of-nj-transporta/fhwaconceptualmodel�
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Comments 
22. C: While the population in Cape May County is projected to decline, that does not account for seasonal traffic in the summer for 

visitors, and other semi-permanent residents who spend six months in New Jersey and six months in Florida. 
A: The Demographic study found in Appendix C includes an estimate of seasonal population, employment, and visitors. 

23. C: A participant recommended reviewing a study conducted by the Sea Isle Taxpayers’ Association that identified costs for replacing 
bridges in Sea Isle City; it would cost $1.00 per day per household. He encouraged SJTPO to review this study. 

A: SJTPO requested a copy of this study from the Sea Isle Tax Payers’ Association, which was never published. For this plan 
(Transportation Matters) SJTPO requested that the region’s county engineers provide a critical needs list (Appendix A.2). The Cape 
May County list includes these two entries relevant to Sea Isle City:  
• CN # 7-Replacement of the structurally deficient and functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over Townsends Inlet is 

estimated at approximately $75 million. The bridge spans between Avalon and Sea Isle City and negotiating the navigational 
channel through the bridge is very challenging. 

• CN # 20-Modifying the Sea Isle Boulevard (CR625) Bridge over Ludlam Thorofare between Dennis Township and Sea Isle City is 
approximately $16 million. 

24. C: Beyond traffic considerations, completing Route 55 is about providing an evacuation route for Cape May County communities. 
Many roads in the county already suffer from occasional flooding. In an emergency, these roads could be impassable.  

A: This comment is duly noted. The NJ Route 55 Purpose & Needs Statement study is being conducted from April 2016 through June 
2017. The need for an evacuation and/or flooding study will be considered by SJTPO. 

25. C: The Environmental Justice section needs more description.  
A: This comment is duly noted and future reports will provide a link to the definitions. Our EJ Update (Appendix E) contains Section 1.1 

Defining Communities of Concern. This provides a list of the disadvantaged populations that are directly from the US Census 
website. The Census website provides information links to very detailed descriptions of each category. For example, this link 
provides a definition for the category “Hispanic or Latino” population: www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/00. 

26. C:  Participants recommended that SJTPO present the plan to civic associations, taxpayer associations, and other interested groups 
so more people may be educated about the issues surrounding transportation funding and planning.  

A: SJTPO will seriously consider this public outreach strategy. 
27. C: There needs to be a clarification in defining why some projects have design and construction costs assigned, and others are 

estimates.  
A: All the project information contained in Appendix A.2. (Critical Project Needs) was provided directly by the county and local 

engineers. As per the response above, none of these projects are currently funded; some of the counties happened to give us more 
detailed estimates. 

28. C: Certain sections of the plan should be proofread and edited. 

http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/00�
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A: All sections will be proofread before the next draft is released. 

29. C: Participants noted that the planning process should include big ideas for the future, and not just address baseline issues and 
funding predominantly for maintenance.  

A: This point has been duly noted. We are required to present a fiscally constrained plan. The Plan may also contain a wish list. 
However, even wish list items should be feasible given the financial and demographic backdrop. Some wish list items are contained 
within the Critical Needs Project List--Appendix A.2). 

30. C: Insufficient and older bridges should be prioritized for funding. There are bridges in Sea Isle City that cannot support emergency 
vehicles.  

A: This is noted. We asked our agency engineers to prioritize their critical needs. Many of the critical need items are bridges (Appendix 
A.2). Appendix G.1. The Performance Report contains a list which includes ratings, and a map of all the bridges within the SJTPO 
region. The specific bridges in Sea Isle City in Transportation Matters are listed above and in Appendix A.2. Critical Project Needs. In 
addition, SJTPO has access to NJDOT’s bridge management system, which contains a list of bridges and their condition. Evaluations 
are performed on a systematic schedule by state bridge inspection experts.  

31. C: While summer traffic and population spikes are the greatest, planners should consider festivals and events that make some shore 
communities year-round destinations. 

A: This is noted. Given a limited scope, our current demographic study could not look specifically at visitors for major events. However, 
the SJTPO congestion management process tools can evaluate network performance for any location, date, and time. This is 
valuable for evaluating network performance related to special events (ex. Atlantic City Air Show). 

32. C: Route 55 should be done for safety reasons. 
A: Extending Route 55 could be proposed for a number of reasons (safety, congestion, evacuation, etc.). However, the need for the 

project would have to be determined by one of our management systems (Safety, Congestion Management, etc.,) and/or by a 
special study (ex. Evacuation). SJTPO has an extensive data-driven approach to identifying and prioritizing safety issues. 
(www.sjtpo.org/HSIP.html). The current congestion management priorities are identified in Appendix D. The Route 55 evacuation 
issue was addressed in the 2035 SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan (2008). A model run determined that with an extension of 
Route 55, an extra 10,300 vehicles could be evacuated from the region’s shore during a 24-hour period.3

33. C: Our area does not get the money that it should get based on seasonal population. 

 

A: See funding allocation response above. Furthermore, the SJTPO makes a special effort to inform NJDOT of the demands placed on 
our network due to seasonal factors. We will continue to do so. Future staff work plan may include model runs using the seasonal 
demographic data. This would supplement the congestion management process tools utilized by SJTPO staff. 

34.   C:  The planned or past bridge projects seem to be focused in Ocean City and none for the rest of the county. 

                                                           
3 Available at www.sjtpo.org/Documents/RTP/2035/2035RTP_Full_Document.pdf. 

http://www.sjtpo.org/HSIP.html�
http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/RTP/2035/2035RTP_Full_Document.pdf�
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A: Our bridge management system contains a list of bridges and their condition. Evaluations are performed on a systematic schedule 
by state bridge inspection experts. We asked our agency engineers to prioritize their critical needs. Many of the items on our critical 
needs lists are bridges (Appendix A.2). As stated above, Appendix G.1., the 2040 RTP Performance Report also contains a list 
including ratings, as well as a map of bridges within the region. 

35. C: The Ocean Drive Bridges needs replacing, see the Sea Isle City Study. 
A: The region’s county engineers provided SJTPO a critical needs list (Appendix A) for the Plan. The Cape May County list includes this 

entry relevant to Sea Isle City:  
• CN # 7-Replacement of the structurally deficient and functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over Townsends Inlet is 

estimated at approximately $75 million. Many of the items identified on the critical need lists are for bridge rehabilitation, 
refurbishing, and replacement.  

36. C: We need bridges replaced not refurbished. We are wasting money by constantly rehabbing bridges that need to be replaced. 
A:  This is noted. It is probable that the engineers take this into account when prescribing solutions. 

37. C: SJTPO should be thinking big. You should be getting an idea of all the needs in the region and what it would cost, and trying to get 
funding. 

A:  SJTPO currently has a limited mission. Some parts of the country have MPOs (metropolitan planning organizations), while other 
parts of the country may have (COGs) council of governments, or other regional planning organizations that may have a broader 
mission. However, our (SJTPO’s) mission is limited to facilitating planning among our member agencies.  

38. Q:  Who can change your mission? Can you change your mission? 
A:  The mission of SJTPO is up to the Policy Board of the SJTPO, and its member agencies, in consultation with the State and the US 

Department of Transportation. There are no plans to change the SJTPO mission at this time. By Federal law, MPOs such as SJTPO are 
prohibited from advocating or lobbying for Federal funds.  

39. C:  Appendix A-11 needs proofreading. There are grammatical mistakes. 
A: The next draft will be thoroughly proofread. See comment above. 

40. C:  The Environmental Justice Section seems to only focus on Hispanics. 
A: There are several different groups that comprise disadvantaged populations. Our EJ Update (Appendix E) contains Section 1.1 

Defining Communities of Concern. This provides a list of the disadvantaged populations that are directly from the US Census 
website. We choose eight characteristics to reflect the level of disadvantage for the community. These characteristics are based on 
best practices.  
• Poverty - Families in poverty;  
• Female head of family households with no partner or husband present;  
• Vehicle - Households with no vehicle;  
• Disability - Non-institutionalized population with a disability;  
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• Age - Elderly population (Ages 75 and over);  
• Language - People aged 5 and over that have a primary language other than English and speak English less than well;  
• Hispanic Population; and 
• Non-Hispanic Minorities.  
Hispanic population is one of several characteristics considered. 

41. C:  Appendix A 19: It states that RT 49 was replaced (Check for accuracy of the statement.) 
A:  This was not found in the project list. There is one entry that uses both terms “RT 49” and “replace.” This is project number 15314, 

Route 49, Bridge over Maurice River: “Initiated by the Bridge Management System, this project will replace the bridge.” 

42. C:  The UPWP states that a certain amount is used (for this or that) and the remainder is used for projects and studies. This is not 
very much money. 

A:  The UPWP provides funding for staff resources and other technical studies. The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a list 
of construction type projects in our region. The money we get is based on an initial authorization from the US DOT provided to the 
State of New Jersey, who ultimately determine how much gets allocated to each of the MPOs within the state. SJTPO has little 
control over how much money we get for our operations and projects.  

43. C:  The funding amounts related to the document (UPWP) needs clarification. 
A:  SJTPO will strive to improve this UPWP feature for future documents. 

44. C:  You also have to worry about the Salem Nuclear Plant. Evacuation due to a problem at the plan would be troublesome.  
A:  This is duly noted. SJTPO will investigate the existing current Salem Power Plant evacuation plans and propose a study if it is needed 

and found to be within SJTPO’s scope. 

45. C:  There are other bridges, which are more critical, including Corson’s Inlet and Towson Inlet. The one bridge that you selected has 
available routes in and out of Ocean City. 

A:  The bridges chosen for simulated closure represented just a sample of critical bridges that connect the mainland with the barrier 
islands. This particular model run has shown that the closing of one particular set of OC bridges did not have a big negative impact. It 
is possible that future SJTPO staff activities will include evaluating the impact of other possible bridge closures, which may show a 
larger negative impact.  

46. C:  Ocean Drive is vital in an emergency situation. 
A:  Ocean Drive is well represented in the fiscally constrained project list (TIP) and the Cape May critical needs (unfunded) list.  

From the current TIP: 
a.  Project Number S1601 - Ocean Drive (CR 619), 29th Street to 62nd Street, Mill and overlay of the roadway within the 

existing right-of-way  
From the Cape May County critical needs (CN) list: 
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b. CN # 2- Ocean Drive (CR621) Upgrade and Bridge Replacement in Lower Township is estimated to cost in excess of $250 
million. 

c. CN # 7- Replacement of the structurally deficient and functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over Townsends Inlet 
is estimated at approximately $75 million. The bridge spans between Avalon and Sea Isle City and negotiating the 
navigational channel through the bridge is very challenging. 

d. CN # 8- Raising the roadway and armoring the embankment of Ocean Drive (CR619) from the Corson’s Inlet Bridge in Upper 
Township to 55th Street in Ocean City is approximately $9 million. 

e. CN # 9- Installing a revetment wall to protect the Cape May County owned portion of Ocean Drive (CR656) in Egg Harbor 
Township from the Ocean City Longport Bridge to NJ Route 152 is approximately $3,000,000. 

f. CN # 14- Rehabilitating the Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over Grassy Sound in Middle Township is approximately $12 million. 
g. CN # 15- Replacement of the structurally deficient and functionally obsolete Ocean Drive (CR619) Bridge over Corson’s Inlet 

in Upper Township is approximately $60 million. 
47. Q:  Do you have a speaker’s bureau? There are a lot of groups in the county that should be addressed by your organization.  

A:  This is duly noted. SJTPO will seriously consider this public outreach strategy.  

Other Round 2 Questions and Comments Collected 
1. C:  It is my opinion that rail service in the county has been overlooked as a supplement to our transportation needs. 
2. C:  Light rail running on existing infrastructure, even if it was only from Cold Spring or Rio Grande into Cape May, would help to lift 

the heavy burden of traffic and parking in the city of Cape May. But beyond that, full service from the lower Cape to Tuckahoe or 
Hammonton would also ease traffic and should be considered as an alternate means of evacuation in the event of a hurricane. If 
Rt. 55 were ever to be brought further south, the area of Rt. 83 in Dennis Township would be an ideal location for a park and ride. 
As would Rio Grande. 

3. C:  The infrastructure is already in place, and it would be a great loss to our area if these rail lines were ever to be severed, and right 
of way lost. 

4. C:  Relieving traffic congestion and infrastructure wear is key to saving lives and taxpayers’ money. One suggestion stands out as 
advantageous for long-term goals- a light rail system from Tuckahoe to Cape May. With the increased tourism projections, this 
seems to be a sensible approach. And this would undoubtedly have a "green effect" improvement of air quality throughout the 
county. 

A: The goals for Transportation Matters include congestion management, supporting the region’s economic development, and 
prescribing solutions that are sensitive to our environment. Light rail is a viable solution for some parts of the country. A light rail 
feasibility study would have to be done for this concept to progress. SJTPO will consider this a possible study area. However, it is not 
likely to be feasible given the current and projected population and employment density, and the high cost of constructing, 
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equipping, and operating rail service. Bus service has a much lower cost, and even that is not always feasible in a region with low 
density. 

5. In reference to a letter mailed to SJTPO, June 13, 2016: 
C:  Completion of Route 55 is not warranted for safety reasons4

C:  Completion of Route 55 is not warranted for evacuation reasons  
  

A:  SJTPO is currently doing a NJ 55/47/347 Purpose and Needs Study, which will look at the congestion and safety issues in the NJ 
55/47/347 corridor. The Study will look at all possible improvements for alleviating congestion and improving safety. 
 
In addition, SJTPO has an extensive data-driven approach to identifying and prioritizing safety issues. (www.sjtpo.org/hsip.html). The 
Route 55 extension corridor would need to rank high as a result of analysis using both quantitative and qualitative data in order for it 
to be prioritized as a safety project. This corridor is not currently a safety priority. 
 
A study would be warranted to determine our network’s evacuation performance under different scenarios. Past performance is not 
always an adequate indicator due to the variety of possible storm conditions. In addition, many other factors may have changed 
since previous storms. Although the Route 55 evacuation issue was addressed in the 2035 SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan 
(2008), in light of recent extreme weather events, it merits additional attention. SJTPO will research the recent evacuation studies 
done for our region and determine if there is a need for a separate SJTPO study in the near future.  

6. Additional Comments Gleaned from Public Meeting Maps: 
C: Extend Route 55 to the Garden State Parkway. 
A: This is included as an unfunded Critical Project Need, as listed in Appendix A.2. See above responses for additional SJTPO responses 

pertaining to Route 55.  

7. C: Cape May County is currently working on an open space program in order to seek additional funding for bike projects in the 
county.  

A: SJTPO is participating in this Cape May county bike path planning effort. 

8. C: Abandoned railroad lines near Woodbine, Belleplain, and Dennis Township could be converted to bike trails. 
A: This will be communicated to the Cape May County bike path planning team.  

9. C: The B.L. England generating plant is to be converted to gas; there may be an opportunity to convert the rail line to a bike trail.  
A: This will be communicated to the Cape May County bike path planning team.  

10. C: On Page 35: Nearby Examples of Success: SJTPO’s sister organization, the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 
(DVRPC), which covers the Greater Philadelphia Area, working with partners across its nine-county region, has developed the 

                                                           
4 For conciseness, the actual comments have been paraphrased. SJTPO has retained a copy of the original comment as submitted.  

http://www.sjtpo.org/hsip.html�
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Circuit Trails. The nine counties include Camden, Burlington, Gloucester and Mercer in New Jersey and Philadelphia, 
Montgomery, Delaware, Bucks and Chester in Pennsylvania.  The Circuit is a 750-mile network of planned bicycle and pedestrian 
[MULTI-USE] trails connecting people to jobs, communities, and parks in the Greater Philadelphia Area. To date over 300 miles 
have been built.” (When discussing the DVRPC region, it would be helpful to list at least once the counties in that consist of the 
"Greater Philadelphia area" because this is unclear to much of the public). 

A: The suggested edits have been made and will be included in the next draft. 
11. C: On Page 36: Rename/replace map – Figure 11 – Map of The Circuit Trails, Network of Multi-Use Trails Across Nine PA & NJ 

Counties. (The Tri-State Transportation Campaign) has provided an updated map as part of their comments with that also 
includes the new Circuit Trails logo. 

A:  Figure 11 has been updated with this new map. 
12. C: On Page 36: The subheading Bike/Ped Tourism – An Economic Driver – should consider MULTI-USE TRAILS – AN ECONOMIC 

DRIVER. This section could also add in the Urban Land Institute (ULI) statistics about developers favoring projects that include 
trails and businesses that seek to locate new ventures along trails – e.g. restaurants, etc. A good resource is ULI’s recent report 
Active Transportation and Real Estate: The Next Frontier. 

A:  Some additions have been made to this section, which address this. 
13. C:  Regarding further discussion of the bikeways, a comprehensive map across the counties should be developed rather than the 

need to reference individual county maps. This helps build a regional system that can span across county boundaries. SJTPO 
should also re-consider looking at their “bikeway” system in terms of its on-road bicycle facilities and multi-use trails (rather than 
“bike paths”). For example: 
• On Page 29: In addition to their recreational benefits, provision of sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and paths [CHANGE TO MULTI-USE 

TRAILS] can encourage the use of alternate forms of transportation for work, shopping, and other trips.  
• On Page 35: Opportunities to build upon the bicycle and pedestrian network in the SJTPO region is growing, with plans for 

even more growth as resources become available. This growth has the ability to build upon South Jersey’s inherent strengths, 
such as its proximity to the Greater Philadelphia Area and its growing bikeway network [CHANGE TO GROWING NETWORK OF 
MULTI-USE TRAILS], the already prevalent tourism industry, and the vast natural and social resources in the region. In 
addition, an expanded network can be valuable in promoting economic development and can help improve access for 
households with limited or no access to an automobile. 

A:  Figure 10—Existing and Proposed Bikeways, does include “on-road” as well as off-road facilities. Some edits have been made to 
Chapter 4—Section 2: the Bicycle and Pedestrian system, which address these comments. 

14. C:  The multi-use aspect of Circuit Trails emphasizes that it is not only a bike connection but that trails are also a space for 
pedestrians, running, dog walking, and other activities. Additionally, this plan should specifically mention the health benefits of 
people utilizing trails and having places for outdoor activity. Furthermore, Transportation Matters considers unused rail lines for 
reactivation, but there may also be potential opportunities for rail right-of-way reuse, such as the upcoming Reading Viaduct in 
Philadelphia or New York’s High Line. 
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A:  Your comment is duly noted. In 2009-2010, SJTPO funded a Rails-to-Trails feasibility study for Cumberland County. A copy of the final 
study, including appendices, is located at www.co.cumberland.nj.us/content/22602/22954/23141/default.aspx. 

15. C:  Regarding public transportation planning, Tri-State commends SJTPO’s call for extended transit service hours into the evening and 
weekends. One consideration is looking at also increasing frequency on the Atlantic City line that connects to downtown 
Philadelphia: This line runs very infrequently and is likely a contributing factor in its declining ridership. If SJTPO is seriously 
considering a strategy where people commute to the shore in non-motorized transit, upgrades to the Atlantic City line needs 
serious consideration since the system already exists, but can be much improved to be a viable option for most users. 

A:   Your comment is duly noted. As part of Chapter 4-Section 4. Public Transportation, Transportation Matters does reference the 
recent “Atlantic City Rail Line Operations Study, “which calls for more train service. 

16. C: Also on transit planning, Tri-State would like a more concrete update of the South Jersey Bus Rapid Transit project, since many of 
the project updates are now a few years old, many dating back to 2012. 

A: A current update provided by NJ TRANSIT of the South Jersey Bus Rapid Transit System (SJBRT) is provided in Chapter 4, The Region’s 
Existing Transportation System and Select Strategies,” under the “Future Projects and Recommendations” section. This is the most 
current update. 

17. C:  Additionally, the concept of the Region One Call Center is a great idea to provide a place a person can find transit resources all in 
one place; however, it should be expanded to include an online presence through a text service, website, and web app to expand 
its reach and usefulness while using transportation. Tri-State also commends the concept of forming a Regional Coordination 
Council and Transportation Coalition in each county. 

A: Your comment is duly noted. We will look into whether the Regional One-Call Center can incorporate other forms of communication, 
in addition to telecommunications.  

18. C:  With regards to programming safety programs, while important to have bicycle and pedestrian safety programs for elementary 
and middle school, by high school and adulthood there are only programs for drivers. Continuing education and awareness is 
important for all road users. NJTPA’s StreetSmart program could be used as a model of how SJTPO can further integrate safety for 
all users into adulthood. Furthermore, adult bicycle safety courses and pedestrian safety courses for seniors are also popular 
programs that promote further bicycle and pedestrian safety and education. 

A: Your comments are duly noted. An additional section, “Opportunities to Expand upon Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Awareness,” has 
been added into Chapter 5-Safety. 

19. C: Additionally, the incorporation of on-demand ridesharing (Uber, Lyft) and car sharing into future transportation planning should 
be examined. DVRPC’s recently released Future Forces Report looks into these trends and SJTPO should also consider these for its 
regional transportation plan. 

A: See comment 6 under Bridgeton Public Meeting comments, above. 

20. C: Dredging is an issue for coastal communities being able to navigate the back bays, which seem to relate to the mission of the 
Transportation Matters plan that SJTPO is working on. Ocean City remains committed to dredging all parts of the bay side, but the 
city has essentially no place to deposit dredged material. Environmental regulations create substantial obstacles to new dredging 

http://www.co.cumberland.nj.us/content/22602/22954/23141/default.aspx�
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projects. New surveys indicate as much as 900,000 cubic yards of material must be removed to restore all of Ocean City's bays 
and lagoons to a depth of five to six feet for navigating the waters. 

A:  This is duly noted. SJTPO does not have direct jurisdiction over waterways, but we will forward your comments to the NJDOT –
Maritime Resources Division as well as NJDEP. 
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Environmental Justice Report 
 Transportation Matters Update 

 
In 2015, the SJTPO completed a major update of its Environmental Justice Report. As the overall 
criteria for what constitutes an EJ “Community of Concern,” is unchanged, as well as the 
baseline demographics, using the 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS) statistics, the 
2015 update is intended to serve as the main Environmental Justice Report for the SJTPO 
region. However, since a new TIP, the FY 2016-2025 TIP was released in September 2015, and 
there has been a more extensive public outreach strategy surrounding Transportation Matters, 
SJTPO has provided this brief update. 

 
Introduction 
One of the requirements contained within NJDOT’s 2013 Title VI Certification Report was for 
SJTPO to provide an analysis assessing the effects of their transportation enhancement, 
congestion mitigation and air quality projects on Environmental Justice (EJ) communities. As 
part of the 2013 report, the SJTPO did the following: 

• Identified the Environmental Justice Communities of Concern (EJCoC) by comparing the 
overall regional percentage of EJ communities to each Census Tract. 

• Established the Expected Performance Targets for the TIP. The expected performance 
target is a percentage of the total funds and total number of projects that should be 
expected for EJ areas, given the overall regional percentage of population that reside in 
EJCoC’s, which in 2013, was 53%. 

• Assessed the actual TIP Performance with the Expected Performance Targets, 
established above. It was found that the regional thresholds of 53% were met. 

 
This report is provided as a supplement to the environmental justice analysis done as part of 
the 2013 Title VI Assessment. The projects are being updated with those from the 2014-2023 
TIP, which is the latest TIP.  The demographics and criteria used to determine the EJCoC’s 
remain unchanged from the 2013 Report. SJTPO Environmental Justice-related activities include 
projects from the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), Public Involvement activities, Human Service Transportation Planning activities (HSTP), 
and the Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 
 

Role and Function of the SJTPO 
The South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization (SJTPO) is the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the southern New Jersey region.  Formed in 1993, the SJTPO replaced 
three smaller, existing MPOs while incorporating other areas not previously served.  Covering 
Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland, and Salem counties, the SJTPO works to provide a regional 
approach to solving transportation problems. 
 

http://www.aclink.org/�
http://www.co.cape-may.nj.us/�
http://www.co.cumberland.nj.us/�
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Transportation planning and decision-making for urbanized areas is carried out through MPOs. 
Traditionally, MPOs synchronize the planning actions of participating agencies in the region and 
provide a forum for decision-making among officials, operators, and the public.  The SJTPO also 
serves as a conduit for Federal funds for transportation improvement projects. Any project that 
uses federal funding for design, right-of-way, and construction must be included in the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
 
The SJTPO is governed by a 7-member Policy Board, comprised of a Freeholder from each of the 
four counties, the major cities of Atlantic City and Vineland, and a city in Cape May and Salem 
counties. There is also a 14-member Technical Advisory Committee  (TAC), comprised of 
planners and engineers from each of the four subregions, as well as officials from other 
transportation agencies, such as the NJ Department of Transportation, NJ Transit, the NJ 
Turnpike Authority, and the South Jersey Transportation Authority. The Policy Board has vested 
all the technical review authority into the TAC.  Anything brought before the Policy Board has 
already been vetted by the TAC. 
 

What is EJ and Why Are We Doing It? 
Environmental Justice is defined by the federal government as, "the fair treatment and 
meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies."1

• Making better transportation decisions that meet the needs of all people. 

 It is imperative that we plan to incorporate environmental justice 
into our planning process, both as a requisite from Federal guidance, but also to ensure that 
our process is as effective as possible. Environmental justice principles and procedures improve 
all levels of transportation decision-making when properly implemented. This includes: 

• Designing transportation facilities that fit more harmoniously into communities 
• Improving data collection, monitoring, and analysis tools that assess the needs of, and 

analyze the potential impacts on non-Hispanic minority and low-income populations. 
• Avoiding disproportionately high and adverse impacts on non-Hispanic minority and 

low-income populations. 
• Minimizing and/or mitigating unavoidable impacts by identifying concerns early in the 

planning phase and providing offsetting initiatives and enhancement measures to 
benefit affected communities and neighborhoods.2

 
 

Environmental justice should be integrated into every transportation decision, from the first 
thought in a transportation plan to post-construction operations and maintenance. 
 
The requirement for environmental justice in the metropolitan planning process originates 
from numerous pieces of legislation described in more detail below.  The principles of 
environmental justice in transportation planning have evolved and expanded based on 

                                                      
1 www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ . 
2 FHWA. www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/overview/ . 



numerous legislative and executive actions.  Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act served as the 
beginning of environmental justice followed by The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 
1990, Executive Order 12898 in 1994, Executive Order 13166 in 2000 as well as orders from the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The section below details each of these pieces of 
legislation. 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act 

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act serves as the first introduction of environmental justice into 
Federal policy, including transportation planning.  It states that "No person in the United States 
shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance." Title VI bars intentional discrimination as well as 
disparate impact discrimination (i.e., a neutral policy or practice that has a disparate impact on 
protected groups).3

 
 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) prohibits discrimination and ensures equal 
opportunity and access for persons with disabilities. SJTPO will ensure that no qualified disabled 
individual shall, solely on the basis of his or her disability, be excluded from the participation in, 
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any of its programs, services, 
or activities as provided by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). SJTPO further ensures that every effort will be made to 
provide nondiscrimination in all of its programs and activities regardless of the funding source. 
 
Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low 
Income Populations, was signed by President Clinton in February 1994. This Order reinforced 
the requirements of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and focused Federal attention on the 
environmental and human health conditions in non-Hispanic minority and low income 
communities.  SJTPO is guided by three principles of Order 12898: 

• To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on non-Hispanic minority 
populations and low income populations. 

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision making process. 

• To prevent the denial, reduction of or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by non-
Hispanic minority and low-income populations. 

 

                                                      
3  FHWA. Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning. 07 October 1999. 

www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ejustice/ej-10-7.htm. 

http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.php�
http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/FHLaws/EXO12898.cfm�
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/lep/13166/eo13166.html�
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/�
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.php�
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.php�
http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/FHLaws/EXO12898.cfm�
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.php�
http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/FHLaws/EXO12898.cfm�


DOT Order on Environmental Justice (5610.2(a)) 
The DOT Order on Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations 
5610.2(a) is an order that lays the out the process to incorporate the environmental justice 
principles in Executive Order 12898 into existing programs, policies, and activities. This Order 
updates the Department’s original Environmental Justice Order, which was published April 15, 
1997. DOT Order 5610.2(a) sets forth the DOT policy to consider environmental justice 
principles in all (DOT) programs, policies, and activities. It describes how the objectives of 
environmental justice will be integrated into planning and programming, rulemaking, and policy 
formulation. The Order sets forth steps to prevent disproportionately high and adverse effects 
to non-Hispanic minority or low-income populations through Title VI analyses and 
environmental justice analyses conducted as part of Federal transportation planning and NEPA 
provisions. It also describes the specific measures to be taken to address instances of 
disproportionately high and adverse effects and sets forth relevant definitions. 4

 
 

Executive Order 13166 

Executive Order 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 
Proficiency, was signed by President Clinton in August 2000. Order 13166 requires Federal 
agencies and any other entity that receives federal funds via grants, contracts, or subcontracts 
to make their activities accessible to persons with Limited-English Proficiency (LEP). Persons 
with Limited-English Proficiency are those with a primary or home language other than English 
who must, due to limited English fluency, communicate in that primary language if they are to 
have an equal opportunity to participate effectively in or benefit from any aid, service, or 
benefit in federally funded programs and activities. 
 
All four of these legislative actions serve to guide the SJTPO’s policies addressing environmental 
justice. Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) serve as the primary forum where State 
DOTs, transit providers, local agencies, and the public develop local transportation plans and 
programs that address a metropolitan area's needs. MPOs can help local public officials 
understand how Title VI and environmental justice requirements improve planning and decision 
making. The SJTPO, serving as the MPO for South Jersey, seeks to maintain its already 
established process for incorporating environmental justice into the regional transportation 
planning process. A successful environmental justice process will meet the goals, previously 
stated, to ensure that all groups are equally considered and involved in the process. 
 
1. The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

This report will now provide an analysis of the FY 2016-2025 TIP in relation to the EJCoC. The 
SJTPO EJ Analysis methodology is documented in detail in Appendix I. This section will provide 
an overview of the EJ analysis process and its results.  

                                                      
4  Department of Transportation. May 2, 2012. Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations. 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/ej_at_dot/orders/order_56102a/ . 
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The TIP is a list of all the projects that are scheduled for the next ten-year period. (See Endnote 
1, below, for a more detailed description of the TIP.) Appendix III contains a list of TIP projects 
considered in this analysis. The TIP/STIP process is driven by the management systems that 
determine where it makes the most sense to address capital needs. If this approach is followed, 
the EJ areas of SJTPO should be represented fairly in the SJTPO TIP. The EJ areas are also 
referred to as Communities of Concern. 
 
1.1. Defining Communities of Concern 

Communities of Concern (EJCoC) for the purpose of this 2015 report are defined below. The 
EJCoC are the census tracts in the SJTPO region that meet or exceed the thresholds for one or 
more of eight (8) demographic groups, also referred to in this report as the EJ characteristics. 
We choose eight characteristics to reflect the level of disadvantage for the community. There 
are eight (8) EJ characteristics. This selection was based on best practices.  

• Poverty - Families in poverty; 
• Female head of family households with no partner or husband present; 
• Vehicle - Households with no vehicle; 
• Disability - Non-institutionalized population with a disability; 
• Age - Elderly population (Ages 75 and over); 
• Language - People aged 5 and over that have a primary language other than English and 

speak English less than well; 
• Hispanic Population; 
• Non-Hispanic Minorities. 

 
The SJTPO region is the poorest in the State. As seen in Table 1, in 2013, over 17% of the 
residents living in the SJTPO region were living below the poverty line, which was $23,550 for a 
family of four in 2013.5

 

 At 20.6%, Cumberland has the highest poverty rate in the State. 
Cumberland County is also an empowerment zone, one of only 15 nationwide.  The federal 
Empowerment Zone initiative is designed to bring people and places together in a concerted 
effort to reclaim neighborhoods, building economies and strengthen community values. These 
zones target communities with high levels of distress, defined by specific criteria: poverty rate 
of the community, existence of brownfields, underused or unused industrial parcels, lack of 
transit, high crime, and other indications of social and economic distress.   

The Empowerment Zone initiatives facilitate neighborhood revitalization, the creating of new 
employment/training opportunities, resident empowerment and the increased investment of 
private/public capital within the municipalities of the targeted communities. Projects such as 
economic development through loans, bonds and tax incentives, job creation, business 
development/expansion, technical assistance and training, transportation, educational 
programs, and community development have been targeted for funding.6

                                                      
5 

 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/13poverty.cfm.  
6 www.cezcorp.org/ . 
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Table 1 Number and Percentage of Individuals Living in Poverty, 2013 

County Number of people living below 
the Poverty Line 

Percentage of People Living Below 
the Poverty Line 

Atlantic 48,716 18.03 
Cape May 8,835 9.37 
Cumberland 29,978 20.64 
Salem 11,715 18.44 
Total 99,244 17.32 

Source: US Census, American Community Survey, 2013 (1-Year Data) 
 
The above (Table 1) poverty information is one year (2013) data and it relates to individuals.  
Our EJ analysis uses family below the poverty line data, for one of the EJ characteristics. This is 
one of eight EJ characteristics in total. The EJ analysis uses the 5-year estimate (a 5-year 
average) data from the census. Each characteristic has a corresponding regional threshold. 
These thresholds are applied to each census tract as a test for EJ qualification. 
 
1.1.1. Establishing Regional Thresholds 

EJ thresholds were computed by finding the regional mean for each EJ criteria. For example, the 
Minority (non-Hispanic) population is defined as the total regional non-Hispanic population that 
is also not white alone. This figure is then divided by the entire population of the region to 
arrive at the threshold.  
 
For the Hispanic/Latino population, the total Hispanic/Latino population of all tracts was 
divided by the total population of the region.  
 
Poverty is defined as families in living in poverty. This figure is then divided by the total number 
of families in the region to arrive at the threshold.  
 
The Disabled population is a function of total non-institutionalized disabled people divided by 
the total non-institutionalized population of the region.  
 
The Limited English Proficiency (LEP) population is defined as the total population, age five and 
over, that do have English as their primary language, and they speak English “less than very 
well.” This figure is divided by the regional population age five and over to arrive at the 
threshold.  
 
The Vehicle Disadvantaged rate for the region is calculated utilizing the number of occupied 
housing units that do not have a vehicle. These units are divided by the total regional occupied 
housing units, to arrive at the threshold.  
 



The Elderly population is defined as age 75 and over. This figure is divided by the regional 
population to arrive at the threshold.  
 
The Children in Female Head of Households is defined as the population under age 18, that live 
in a household headed by a female, where there is not a partner or husband present. This 
figure is divided by the regional population age 18 and under to arrive at the threshold.  
 
Table 2 (below) displays the thresholds for each characteristic. 
 
  



 
Table 2: Environmental Justice Characteristics, Thresholds 

EJ 1: Minorities (non-Hispanic) Individuals 
Total Minority Population 121,235 
Total Population 594,811 
Regional Average (Threshold) 20.4% 
EJ 2: Hispanic / Latino Individuals 
Total Hispanic Population 102,073 
Total Population 594,811 
Regional Average (Threshold) 17.2% 
EJ 3: Poverty Families 
Total Families Living in Poverty 16,398 
Total Families 147,592 
Regional Average (Threshold) 11.1% 
EJ 4: Disabled Individuals 
Total Non-Institutionalized Disabled 78,789 
Total Non-Institutionalized Population 577,373 
Regional Average (Threshold) 13.6% 
EJ 5: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Individuals 
Total Language Disadvantaged Population  
(Five Years Old and Older) 53,272 
Total Population  
(Five Years Old and Older) 558,960 
Regional Average (Threshold) 9.5% 
EJ 6: Vehicle Disadvantaged Occupied Units 
Total Occupied Housing Units with No Vehicle 25,445 
Total Occupied Housing Units 219,082 
Regional Average (Threshold) 11.6% 
EJ 7: Elderly Individuals 
Total Population Age 75 and Over 42,132 
Total Population 594,811 
Regional Average (Threshold) 7.1% 
EJ 8: Children in Female Head of Households Individuals 
Total Population Age Under 18, Living with Female 
Head of Households (with no partner or husband present) 34,700 
Total Population Under Age 18 133,476 
Regional Average (Threshold) 26.0% 

Source: US Census, American Community Survey, 2009-2013 (5-Year Estimates)  
 
 

 

 



1.1.2. Identifying the EJCoC by Comparing the Region to each Census Tract.  

The above percentages are used as the region’s thresholds; these thresholds are compared to 
the demographics of each census tract. If any of the eight groups (i.e. minorities, disadvantaged 
groups) has a concentration (% of the tract topic total) over that group’s regional threshold, 
that census tract is an EJCoC. For example, if census tract 1 had a concentration of non-Hispanic 
minorities of 35%, and the regional non-Hispanic minority threshold is 29.4%, then that census 
tract qualifies as an EJCoC. Any one of the eight groups can cause a census tract to qualify. 
 
As a result of the above process, 139 of the 163 census tracts in our region were found to be 
EJCoC census tracts. These EJCoC census tracts are displayed on Map 1.  
 
  



Map 1: EJ Census Tracts (2010) and TIP Projects (FY 2016-2025) 
 
 

  



Map 2: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 1: Minority Population 
 
 

 
 
 



Map 3: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 2: Hispanic Population 
 

 

 
  

Map 2 EJ Census Tracts by EJ 1: Minority Population 



Map 4: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 3: Families Living in Poverty 
 

 

 
  



Map 5: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 4: Non-Institutionalized Disabled 
 

 
   



Environmental Justice Criteria: 
Map 6: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 5: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
 
 

 
  



Environmental Justice Criteria: 
Map 7: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 6: Occupied Housing Units with No 
Vehicles 
 

 

Map 6 EJ Census Tracts by EJ 5: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 



Environmental Justice Criteria: 
Map 8: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 7: Population Age 75 & Over 
 
 

  



Map 9: EJ Census Tracts by EJ 8: Population Age 18 & Under, Living 
with Female Head of Household, (No Husband or Partner Present) 
 

 
 



1.2 Allocating the TIP Projects 

The TIP projects are allocated to the proper census tracts depending on the project location. 
See the following appendices for detailed information related to methodology for TIP funding 
allocation to census tracts and the results of the allocation to the census tracts. Note that the 
TIP amounts being allocated are from the 2016-2025 SJTPO TIP. This means that this analysis is 
forward looking. The analysis assumes that these 2016-2025 SJTPO TIP funds will be available. 
 
Appendix I EJ Analysis Methodology Narration and Flowchart 
Appendix II Census Tracts and EJ Threshold Tests.  
Appendix III TIP Projects Table  
 
1.3 Establishing the Expected Performance Targets for the TIP 

One benchmark used to evaluate the TIP EJ performance is the Regional TIP expenditure per 
capita (Benchmark 1). This benchmark is compared to the EJ TIP expenditure per EJ population. 
 
Two other benchmarks are used for the evaluation. Benchmark 2 is the percentage of total 
population that is in the EJ census tracts. Benchmark 3 is the percentage of regional census 
tracts that are EJ census tracts. Both Benchmarks 2 and 3 are compared to the percentage of 
total funds that are allocated to the EJ area.  
 

Table 3: Regional TIP Funding Allocated per Population – Benchmark 1 

 SJTPO Region Environmental Justice 
Census Tracts  

TIP Funds Allocated  $225,588,000 $216,432,000 
Population of Census Tracts 594,811 515,617 
Funds per Person (Benchmark 1 & Test 1) $379 $420 

 
We can see from Table 3 above that our benchmark is still $379 per person. This is what we 
expect to see if the EJ allocation of funding is appropriate. The actual EJ area TIP expenditure 
per person is $420, a slight increase from $407 in the 2015 Update. This exceeds the test, and is 
a favorable result. 

 
Table 4: Population vs. Funding Allocation – Benchmark 2 

Population vs. Funding Allocation Population Funding 

Total Region  594,811 $225,588,000 
Total EJ Population 515,617 $216,432,000 
Population Allocated – (Benchmark 2) 86.7%  
Funding Allocated – (Test 2)  96% 

 



We can see from Table 4 above that our benchmark is 86.7%. That is, we expect that 86.7 % of 
our funding be allocated to the EJ area. The actual EJ area TIP expenditure is 96% of the total, a 
slight increase from 93.1% in the 2015 Update. This exceeds the test, and is a favorable result. 

 
Table 5: Census Tract Numbers vs. Funding Allocation – Benchmark 3 

Census Tract Numbers vs. Funding Allocation Census Tracts Funding 

Total Region  163 $225,588,000 
Total EJ Census Tracts 139 $216,432,000 
Census Tracts Allocated – (Benchmark 3) 85.3%  
Funding Allocated – (Test 3)  96% 

 
We can see from Table 5 above that our benchmark is 85.3%. That is, we expect that 85.3% of 
our funding be allocated to the EJ area. The actual EJ area TIP expenditure is 96% of the total, a 
slight increase from 93.1% in the 2015 Update. This exceeds the test, and is a favorable result. 
 
1.4. Assessing Actual TIP Performance with the Expected Performance Target  

The analysis shows that we are investing in transportation projects in an equitable manner 
throughout the SJTPO region. This conclusion is possible because of the analysis conducted in 
Tables 3, 4, & 5. Note that the actual EJ performance was in line with our expected 
performance.  
 
A spatial analysis was conducted to arrive at the above conclusion. The FY 2016-2025 TIP was 
reviewed for projects that were considered to improve local safety, preserve the existing 
roadways, or enhance the local transportation system. Projects were categorized as either a 
roadway improvement, or as an intersection/interchange improvement. Map 1 (section 1.1.2) 
displays the spatial relationship between the EJCoCs and the TIP projects.  
 
Project Impact 

If a project was located partially or completely within a census tract, it was assumed to benefit 
the entire population of that tract. For this analysis, every project was considered a positive 
event for its area (census tract). While many of SJTPO’s projects do have a positive impact upon 
an area in terms of improving mobility and access; in reality, projects are equally likely to have a 
negative impact, in that they can result in an increase in traffic and noise, worsen air quality, or 
result in property takings or displacements or other environmental degradation. While a 
detailed assessment of a project’s environmental impact is beyond the scope of this report, 
every project receiving Federal funds must have a signed Categorical Exclusion Document 
(CED), which documents any significant impact to an EJ community; and if one exists, 
recommends mitigation measures. As per Executive Order 12898 stated above, it is a distinct 
policy of SJTPO “to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human 
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low income populations.”    
 

http://sjtpo.org/tip.html�


 
Alternative Analysis 

Alternative EJ Performance analysis included two other methods. One method created a more 
focused EJ area and EJ population by requiring a census tract to clear any six of the total eight 
EJ thresholds. This compares to just one EJ threshold in the Basic Analysis Method.   
 
Another alternative method also produced a more focused EJ area and population. In this 
method, the census tracts needed to meet just one of the eight EJ thresholds; however the 
eight thresholds were multiplied by a factor of 1.25. Appendix IV includes maps depicting the 
results of this alternative analysis. 



Assessing Other Major Planning Products 
This report will now focus on the remaining four (4) SJTPO products/activities with respect to EJ 
impact. Those SJTPO efforts are the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Public Involvement 
Efforts, the HSTP, and the Unified Planning Work Program. 
 
2. Transportation Matters—A Plan for South Jersey  
(Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)) 

SJTPO fully recognizes the importance of identifying and addressing issues related to 
environmental justice and Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act in the formulation of its policies 
and plans. The Regional Transportation Plan (2040 RTP) contains an overview of environmental 
justice issues and identifies the location of particular communities of concern (low-income, 
minority, and elderly populations). Those EJCoCs were updated as a part of this report, using 
2010 Census and ACS data. The RTP also states that it is a goal of the organization to promote 
linkages between low-income households and employment opportunities; the SJTPO has 
provided Human Service Transportation Plans for each of the counties to further the 
accomplishment of this goal. These efforts, along with other key plans, projects, and policies 
are summarized below, with excerpts highlighting environmental justice-related policies and 
recommendations.  
 
Transportation Matters serves as the official plan for the SJTPO region and guides the 
transportation decision-making for a projected twenty-five year horizon. It is updated 
periodically and was recently updated to plan for the years 2012 through 2040. The primary 
goals of the updated 2040 RTP are to: 

• Promote transportation choices for the movement of people and goods 
• Support the regional economy 
• Improve transportation safety 
• Improve security 
• Mitigate traffic congestion 
• Protect and enhance the environment 
• Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system 
• Restore, preserve, and maintain the existing transportation system 

 
While pursuing all of these goals are as important to all populations as well as the low-income 
and minority populations of the SJTPO region, the goal “to promote transportation choices for 
the movement of people and goods” is particularly relevant to the organization’s recognition of 
the need to address access and quality of life for low-income, minority, and other 
disadvantaged populations. The policies supporting this goal include: 

• Expand and improve non-auto transportation systems as needed: aviation, passenger 
rail, marine, rail freight, bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit.  



• Provide for affordable mobility options to all segments of the transportation 
disadvantaged and support welfare-to work transportation initiatives.  

• Support transit operating subsidies to ensure affordable mobility options. 
 
3. Public Involvement Plan (PIP) 
The SJTPO has a Public Involvement Plan (PIP), adopted in 2010, which guides all SJTPO public 
involvement efforts. The intent of the PIP is to insure that the SJTPO has a provocative and 
meaningful public involvement process that provides complete information, timely public 
notice, full public access by all segments of the population to key decisions, and supports early 
and continuing involvement of the public in developing Transportation Matters (the regional 
transportation plan) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
 
The PIP also responds to the inherent need of the organization to develop public understanding 
and support of its activities. To accomplish this, the SJTPO maintains procedures encompassing 
the following major goals: 

• Increase and improve opportunities for public involvement. 
• Increase the accessibility and transparency of information available to the public. 
• Increase the efficiency of the public involvement process. 
• Provide the public with more options and more education on how to get involved and 

be heard in the transportation planning process. 
• Make better transportation decisions that meet the needs of all people. 
• Enhance the environmental justice process. 

 
In addition to the PIP, the SJTPO developed the Transportation Matters Outreach Strategy, as 
described below, which focuses specifically on Transportation Matters. The basic objectives of 
the Strategy are to inform and educate citizens about Transportation Matters, describe how 
citizens may provide input to assist with plan development, solicit, and document local input, 
and to foster better public relations. To meet these objectives, the program emphasizes 
information exchange and online outreach to compensate for the inherent difficulty in holding 
meetings and workshops for the general public in a region with low overall population density 
that is not well served by transit. The Transportation Matters Outreach Strategy also includes 
innovative outreach approaches, such as visits to local advocacy groups, and identification of 
key interest groups throughout the region, to be targeted for inclusion in the SJTPO’s planning 
processes. 
 
Public involvement was essential in the development of Transportation Matters - A Plan for 
South Jersey. The Transportation Matters Public Outreach Strategy was instituted to ensure 
early and timely input from a wide range of participants, particularly at critical milestones in the 
plan development process. A more thorough description of the Outreach Strategy and the 
results of this outreach for Transportation Matters - A Plan for South Jersey, can be found in 
Chapter III and Appendix 4, respectively. For more details on all the public outreach events, 
including a list of attendees, as well as a summary of comments provided, see Appendix D.  
 



4. Regional Human Service Transportation Planning 
The purpose of the SJTPO and state-wide human service transportation (HST) planning program 
is to provide transportation to that portion of the Title VI population that are in need of such 
services. MPO’s are required to develop, on a periodic basis, regional human service 
transportation plans that address the transportation needs of this population and to 
recommend strategies for the development of cost-efficient, coordinated county (or regional) 
HST systems. These Plans guide the counties in their HST coordination efforts, and serve as the 
basis for public and private HST provider funding applications to create, maintain and expand 
their services. These services provide transportation for senior citizens, the disabled, persons of 
low income and those seeking access to the job market to places of employment and job 
training, medical and day care facilities, and other important destinations. 
 
The most recent SJTPO HST Report, the 2015 Regional Coordinated Human Service 
Transportation Plan, identified, within the SJTPO region, the major HST providers, and included 
information and graphics on various segments of the Title VI population, location of major 
employers, and other transportation generators. The Plan identified HST gaps and coordination 
opportunities, and recommended HST service improvements and coordination strategies. 
SJTPO is currently in the process of updating its Regional Coordinated Human Service 
Transportation Plan, with an expected completion date of June 30, 2015. 
 
5. Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 
Each year, the SJTPO, in cooperation with member agencies, prepares a Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP). The UPWP essentially serves as the master regional transportation planning 
funding application, emphasizing documentation of planning activities to be performed with 
funds provided to the SJTPO by the FHWA and FTA. It includes the work of member agencies 
and consultants, as well as the work done directly by the SJTPO staff. Public involvement is 
important to the development of the UPWP. From the outset, citizens are given an opportunity 
to suggest projects and other activities for consideration and the SJTPO staff solicits comments 
from the CAC. 
 
Over $2,970,598 is programmed for use in the FY 2016 UPWP. Of these funds, over $1,123,570 
is programmed for Central Staff, $348,500 (amount includes federal funds and local match) is 
programmed for county activities, and over $1,423,528 is programmed for technical studies. 
While a majority of this funding is needed for mandatory planning activities such as the RTP, 
and support to carry them out, which includes staff salaries and equipment, a notable amount 
of money is available to conduct studies and fund projects. As there continues to be funding 
available through the UPWP to fund local studies and projects, it is critical for organizations and 
communities throughout the region to become familiar with the planning process and 
encourage the development of a work program responsive to the needs, concerns, and issues 
facing their communities. 
 



Endnote 1: TIP Background Information 
The SJTPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) reflects the transportation capital 
improvement priorities of the South Jersey region and serves as the link between the 
transportation planning process and implementation. It includes a list of transportation projects 
and programs scheduled for implementation over a four-year period, and must be consistent 
with the goals and policies of the RTP. While inclusion in the TIP does not guarantee funding, it 
is an essential step in the authorization of funding for a project. Getting a project on the TIP is a 
critical step towards securing funding and implementation; therefore, it is important to ensure 
that all groups in the SJTPO region understand and have access to the TIP process, including 
representatives from low-income and minority communities. By analyzing the distribution of 
TIP projects, it can be determined if it complies with Title VI, Executive Order 12898 and 13166, 
and US DOT Orders.  
 
 

http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.php�
http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/FHLaws/EXO12898.cfm�
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Environmental Justice Report 2015 Update 
Appendix I Methodology for EJ Analysis - TIP Evaluation, Narration 
 
Our analysis evaluates the distribution of TIP projects for our region. Specifically we will 
compare the distribution of projects to Environmental Justice areas to the region as a whole. As 
explained in the next section, we expect all TIP projects to have a beneficial impact for the 
communities they are in. Therefore, the EJ Area should see a fair share of the total projects in 
their area.  
 

About Potential Project Community Impact: 
Note that projects may have negative or positive impacts on their communities; some projects 
have both positive and negative impact. One example of a negative impact is a large capacity -
increasing project such as a superhighway that passes through or close to an established 
neighborhood. In addition to causing residents to relocate, this project type could create air 
and noise pollution for the remaining community. This project type may also isolate certain 
neighborhoods from the rest of the community which also negatively impacts the quality of life. 
In fact, some of these projects may fail to provide access to the new infrastructure to the very 
citizens that it is disrupting the most. 
 

Determination of SJTPO Projects’ Community Impact 
Our current project pool consists of projects related to safety and maintenance or rebuilding of 
roads or bridges. The impact on each location will be to simply improve the infrastructure that 
is there. None of the projects will cause any residents to relocate. Also, none of the projects are 
expected to cause any adverse environmental impacts such as additional noise. The only 
material impacts expected as a result of these projects is an improvement to existing 
transportation assets.  
 

Eleven-Step Environmental Justice Analysis Methodology 
The eleven steps of our process are listed here: 

Step   1 - Identify EJ Characteristics 
Step   2 - Establish the EJ Thresholds for each EJ Characteristic 
Step   3 - Establish the EJ Status for each Census Tract, for each EJ Characteristic 
Step   4 - Obtain TIP Data 
Step   5 - Identify and Eliminate the Regional Projects 
Step   6 - Eliminate Project Portions that Fall Outside of the SJTPO Region 
Step   7 - The Result is the EJ Analysis Pool of Projects and Funds  
Step   8 - EJ Analysis Pool is allocated to Appropriate SJTPO Census Tracts. 
Step   9 - Create Summary Table of Census Tracts 
Step 10 - Create Table for Benchmark-Related Data, Calculation, and Comparison 
Step 11 - Compare Benchmarks to EJ Area Performance  

 
 



The Eleven Steps Detailed Description 
The following is a detailed description of the eleven-step process listed above. 
 
Step 1 - Identify EJ Characteristics 

We chose eight characteristics to reflect the level of disadvantage for the community. This 
selection was based on best practices. They are as follows: 

• Poverty - Families and people in poverty; 
• Female head of family households with no partner or husband present; 
• Vehicle - Households with no vehicle; 
• Disability - Non-institutionalized population with a disability; 
• Age - Elderly population (Ages 75 and over); 
• Language - People aged 5 and over that have a primary language other than English and 

speak English less than well; 
• Hispanic Population; 
• Non-Hispanic Minorities. 

 
Step 2 - Establish the EJ Thresholds for each EJ Characteristic 

We establish the EJ threshold for each EJ characteristic by taking each one of these 
characteristics (poverty) and determining our regional average for that characteristic. This is the 
regional threshold for that particular EJ characteristic. The 2013 5-Year Average Estimate from 
the American Community Survey of the US Census was used for this process. Regional averages 
were calculated for each of the eight EJ characteristics; this created the thresholds for each 
particular EJ characteristic.  
 

An example of a threshold calculation is:  
EJ Characteristic: Elderly – Those Aged 75 Years or Older. 
(Region Total Population 75 Years Old or Older) /  
(Region Total Population)  

 
Step 3 - Establish the EJ Status for each Census Tract, for each EJ 
Characteristic  
Each threshold is then applied to each census tract. Therefore, a determination is made for 
each census tract for each of the eight characteristics. A table is created that summarizes the 
census tract-threshold comparison. This table also includes the population for each census 
tract.  
 
An example of this step is as follows: Census Tract 1 has a higher rate of poverty than the SJTPO 
regional average (the poverty threshold); hence, we determine that Census Tract 1 is a Poverty 
Characteristic EJ area (EJ area as defined using the poverty threshold). 
 



Note that the basic EJ Analysis has the following definition for the EJ Area: All census tracts that 
meet or exceed any of the eight EJ thresholds.  
 
Step 4 - Obtain TIP Data 

We next use the latest TIP report’s project information to establish our EJ Analysis pool of 
projects. The TIP report provides detailed project description and cost information. A project’s 
census tract(s) location is determined using the TIP GIS map file.  
 
Step 5 - Identify and Eliminate the Regional Projects 
The SJTPO TIP contains projects that are regional and local in their scope. A project is 
determined to be regional in scope if it generates benefits to all the census tracts; and the 
benefits are not primarily for the local residents. The nature of the travel on these road sections 
or bridges is an important characteristic that is used to identify a regional project. The 
transportation assets are vital to the overall economy of the region; therefore they are 
primarily meant to benefit the entire region and not just the residents that are within close 
proximity. These regional projects will benefit all of the EJ and non-EJ census tracts by 
definition. Therefore, these regional projects are not needed and are not included in this 
analysis. However, in the event that a regional project negatively impacts a specific location, it 
would then be included in the EJ analysis project pool.  
 
Step 6 - Eliminate Project Portions that Fall Outside of the SJTPO Region 

Some projects have segments that are entirely outside the region. The costs of these outside 
segments are allocated to those outside census tracts. Other projects have a segment located 
on the SJTPO boundary. The benefits of these boundary portions are allocated to the outside 
census tract (50%) and to the SJTPO census tracts (50%). The SJTPO TIP report should only 
contain information exclusively allocated to the SJTPO region. 
 
Step 7 - The Result is the EJ Analysis Pool of Projects and Funds  

A table of the remaining TIP projects and cost is constructed for the census tract allocation. The 
total cost in this EJ Analysis Pool (Pool) will be the total TIP costs less the cost for both the 
regional projects and the out-of-region project portions. These costs are to be allocated to the 
SJTPO census tracts for the SJTPO EJ analysis. 
 
Step 8 - EJ Analysis Pool is allocated to Appropriate SJTPO Census Tracts. 
An allocation table is created that allocates all EJ Pool funds into the appropriate census tract. 
The table contains a column for each project, and a row for each census tract. In each column, 
that project’s cost is allocated to one or more rows. The row(s) are related to the census tract(s) 
that is receiving the allocation. The following paragraph explains how the allocation is 
accomplished for each project type (bridge, intersections, and roads).  
 



The project pool includes bridge and intersection projects. These are represented as point data 
on the TIP map. The cost of each bridge or intersection is allocated to its respective census 
tract. In some cases, an asset is serving multiple tracts and is allocated accordingly. 
 
Other projects are road-related. The road costs are allocated as follows: The project’s linear 
map representation is segmented at each census tract border. Project segments that fall 
entirely inside a census tract are allocated entirely to that tract. The allocation calculation is 
((segment length in feet) / (project length in feet)) multiplied by (project cost). Some road 
projects are along a census tract border. This project segments are allocated to the two census 
tracts that intersect the project. The project’s line segment’s value is allocated to the two 
census tracts. Each tract is allocated 50% of that line segment’s related cost. Again, a project 
segment cost allocation is based on the project’s segment length compared to the entire 
project length.  
 
Step 9 - Create Summary Table of Census Tracts 
A table is constructed that summarizes the census tract-level information that is vital to this 
analysis. The table contents were created in Steps 3 and 8, and it contains for each census tract:  

• EJ status-qualified or not qualified (using thresholds), (From Step 3);  
• Allocated project(s)’ cost. (From Step 8);  
• Census tract population (From Step 3). 

 
Step 10 – Create Table for Benchmark-Related Data, Calculation, and 
Comparison 

A main benchmark will be used to evaluate the EJ TIP allocation performance. This will be 
related to the funding spent per capita, (region vs. EJ).  
 
Other benchmarks to be used are the EJ % of total population, and EJ % of total number of 
census tracts. These ratios will be compared to the EJ % of project cost. Of course the EJ % of 
total population is another way of looking at the main benchmark. 
 
  



 
Step 11 - Compare Benchmarks to EJ Area Performance  

Benchmark 1 - Regional Funding per Population 
(Total Regional Funding) / (Total Regional Population) 
 
Compare this to Benchmark 1: 
EJ Funding per EJ population 
(Total EJ Funding) / (Total EJ Population)  
 
Benchmark 2 - EJ Population Percentage 
(EJ Population) / (Regional Population) 
 
Compare this to Benchmark 2: 
EJ Funding Percentage 
(Total EJ Funding) /  
(Total Regional EJ Pool Cost)  
 
Benchmark 3 - EJ Census Tract Percentage 
(EJ Census Tracts) /  
(Regional Census Tracts) 
 
Compare this to Benchmark 3:  
EJ Funding Percentage 
(Total EJ Funding) /  
(Total Regional EJ Pool Cost)  
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Transportation Matters 1 of 4 Appendix F

GEOID GEOID10 Poverty
Test 

Poverty
Disability
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Disability

LEP Test LEP
No 

Vehicles
Test No 
Vehicles

Older 75
Test 

Older 75
Hispanic

Test 
Hispanic

Non White 
or Hisp

Test Non 
White or 

Hisp

Single 
Mom

Test 
Single 
Mom

EJ 
Criteria 

Met
TIP EJ Test

34001000100.00 34001000100 25.0 EJ 9.6 16.7 EJ 29.8 EJ 5.2 30.5 EJ 35.1 EJ 27.9 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34001000200.00 34001000200 13.0 EJ 15.9 EJ 30.6 EJ 18.8 EJ 12.6 EJ 15.8 42.8 EJ 34.0 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34001000300.00 34001000300 30.6 EJ 6.8 49.9 EJ 44.0 EJ 3.3 39.0 EJ 39.3 EJ 35.8 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34001000400.00 34001000400 20.9 EJ 12.6 21.6 EJ 42.5 EJ 5.6 22.3 EJ 41.2 EJ 36.8 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34001000500.00 34001000500 31.7 EJ 6.9 42.5 EJ 32.9 EJ 3.7 37.4 EJ 39.2 EJ 26.5 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34001001100.00 34001001100 14.4 EJ 22.2 EJ 4.4 63.5 EJ 6.8 1.9 93.1 EJ 55.4 EJ 5 No TIP EJ1+
34001001200.00 34001001200 28.0 EJ 14.5 EJ 9.5 EJ 35.2 EJ 8.4 EJ 23.0 EJ 68.7 EJ 51.2 EJ 8 No TIP EJ1+
34001001300.00 34001001300 23.6 EJ 11.9 6.3 29.0 EJ 4.8 9.5 86.0 EJ 53.7 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34001001400.00 34001001400 54.6 EJ 14.0 EJ 14.9 EJ 47.3 EJ 3.9 30.3 EJ 62.2 EJ 75.1 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34001001500.00 34001001500 59.9 EJ 18.4 EJ 15.9 EJ 71.0 EJ 10.5 EJ 13.3 74.9 EJ 35.3 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34001001900.00 34001001900 11.1 14.0 EJ 19.6 EJ 48.9 EJ 3.8 37.5 EJ 49.2 EJ 41.4 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34001002300.00 34001002300 38.5 EJ 9.5 62.9 EJ 44.1 EJ 1.3 36.4 EJ 45.0 EJ 16.1 5 No TIP EJ1+
34001002400.00 34001002400 55.9 EJ 17.0 EJ 23.0 EJ 66.8 EJ 6.0 24.2 EJ 51.4 EJ 88.0 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34001002500.00 34001002500 27.8 EJ 21.4 EJ 8.5 49.1 EJ 12.6 EJ 10.9 69.7 EJ 36.5 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34001010101.00 34001010101 3.1 8.8 0.3 3.9  8.0 EJ 1.7 0.7 27.8 EJ 2 No TIP EJ1+
34001010102.00 34001010102 3.1 15.1 EJ 2.0 12.6 EJ 12.8 EJ 4.3 6.2 18.5 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001010104.00 34001010104 3.1 14.0 EJ 3.7 12.7 EJ 8.7 EJ 8.5 4.1 5.9 3 TIP EJ1+
34001010105.00 34001010105 17.8 EJ 5.9 12.5 EJ 5.5  6.7 17.1 27.8 EJ 31.8 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34001010200.00 34001010200 2.4 11.9 4.9 3.0  6.8 9.1 5.2 15.2 0 TIP Not EJ
34001010300.00 34001010300 6.5 12.8 16.1 EJ 12.2 EJ 5.6 12.3 43.6 EJ 17.0 3 TIP EJ1+
34001010401.00 34001010401 5.9 7.5 2.7 4.6  7.9 EJ 3.8 11.3 5.5 1 TIP EJ1+
34001010403.00 34001010403 11.8 EJ 10.0 15.0 EJ 10.0  7.2 EJ 15.5 37.8 EJ 10.2 4 TIP EJ1+
34001010501.00 34001010501 4.5 11.5 5.4 4.0  9.5 EJ 13.5 8.9 35.8 EJ 2 TIP EJ1+
34001010503.00 34001010503 8.7 10.0 8.8 9.5  1.9 22.5 EJ 39.1 EJ 47.2 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001010505.00 34001010505 1.1 10.5 5.4 3.4  5.3 15.7 1.7 20.6 0 TIP Not EJ
34001010506.00 34001010506 2.1 11.8 10.1 EJ 2.7  4.1 7.6 27.7 EJ 12.3 2 TIP EJ1+
34001010600.00 34001010600 14.5 EJ 17.9 EJ 13.4 EJ 8.9  4.1 31.0 EJ 19.7 23.8 4 TIP EJ1+
34001010700.00 34001010700 9.0 16.6 EJ 7.3 6.5  5.8 20.0 EJ 6.1 3.1 2 TIP EJ1+
34001010800.00 34001010800 0.8 15.1 EJ 8.9 14.5 EJ 12.4 EJ 13.2 5.1 21.3 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001010900.00 34001010900 5.6 17.6 EJ 8.4 7.0  6.7 14.3 10.5 10.4 1 No TIP EJ1+
34001011000.00 34001011000 4.2 14.7 EJ 5.4 5.5  7.5 EJ 17.7 EJ 3.8 9.2 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001011100.00 34001011100 7.1 13.8 EJ 18.1 EJ 11.0  6.6 32.4 EJ 2.2 12.2 3 TIP EJ1+
34001011201.00 34001011201 5.9 18.6 EJ 1.2 1.3  5.4 5.7 10.5 13.1 1 TIP EJ1+
34001011202.00 34001011202 11.4 EJ 17.0 EJ 6.9 5.4  9.2 EJ 10.6 16.5 32.5 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34001011300.00 34001011300 7.6 21.9 EJ 12.2 EJ 7.8  5.9 36.3 EJ 8.2 18.3 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001011401.00 34001011401 4.6 11.6 5.2 3.6  6.4 9.1 3.9 15.2 0 TIP Not EJ
34001011403.00 34001011403 4.3 10.8 13.4 EJ 7.0  3.0 28.3 EJ 33.9 EJ 35.6 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34001011404.00 34001011404 15.1 EJ 12.4 9.5 8.6  5.1 17.7 EJ 29.5 EJ 28.5 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34001011500.00 34001011500 8.9 10.3 4.4 5.4  3.9 9.1 31.0 EJ 25.5 1 TIP EJ1+
34001011600.00 34001011600 5.0 14.6 EJ 2.9 5.0  8.9 EJ 5.0 3.2 9.9 2 TIP EJ1+
34001011701.00 34001011701 9.4 9.3 11.7 EJ 5.3  3.3 19.9 EJ 34.5 EJ 20.2 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001011702.00 34001011702 20.0 EJ 15.5 EJ 14.7 EJ 8.8  8.5 EJ 17.0 47.2 EJ 30.1 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34001011802.00 34001011802 2.6 9.3 8.0 3.1  4.3 14.4 17.7 7.6 0 TIP Not EJ
34001011803.00 34001011803 9.8 6.3 6.2 5.9  5.4 31.3 EJ 16.1 49.2 EJ 2 No TIP EJ1+
34001011804.00 34001011804 6.5 7.0 5.1 3.7  4.1 2.6 13.9 16.1 0 No TIP Not EJ
34001011805.00 34001011805 2.1 12.0 0.2 6.2  5.0 0.9 6.7 0.8 0 No TIP Not EJ
34001011900.00 34001011900 30.3 EJ 17.9 EJ 18.7 EJ 27.5 EJ 2.6 31.6 EJ 51.7 EJ 52.7 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34001012000.00 34001012000 15.0 EJ 17.1 EJ 21.2 EJ 18.9 EJ 7.5 EJ 39.2 EJ 38.3 EJ 31.0 EJ 8 No TIP EJ1+
34001012100.00 34001012100 24.6 EJ 9.2 31.1 EJ 20.0 EJ 7.0 44.4 EJ 29.7 EJ 28.4 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34001012200.00 34001012200 14.9 EJ 12.0 22.9 EJ 15.4 EJ 5.8 41.1 EJ 44.7 EJ 36.6 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
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34001012302.00 34001012302 6.9 8.0 9.8 EJ 3.1  8.9 EJ 12.1 10.7 21.3 2 TIP EJ1+
34001012401.00 34001012401 6.9 8.4 8.8 6.6  9.9 EJ 10.9 9.7 22.6 1 No TIP EJ1+
34001012402.00 34001012402 8.4 13.0 5.2 5.3  7.9 EJ 8.4 2.8 19.0 1 TIP EJ1+
34001012501.00 34001012501 0.0 10.8 8.4 12.2 EJ 13.9 EJ 12.6 8.8 13.5 2 No TIP EJ1+
34001012502.00 34001012502 5.1 8.4 2.6 3.3  7.4 EJ 0.6 7.8 11.4 1 No TIP EJ1+
34001012602.00 34001012602 0.5 8.3 3.1 0.0  4.9 2.3 3.3 17.2 0 No TIP Not EJ
34001012701.00 34001012701 7.3 17.0 EJ 9.5 7.3  7.2 EJ 13.7 15.6 39.0 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001012702.00 34001012702 13.8 EJ 13.3 5.0 12.9 EJ 5.8 11.1 14.6 55.3 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34001012801.00 34001012801 19.1 EJ 14.7 EJ 5.8 21.3 EJ 6.6 11.4 23.6 EJ 45.1 EJ 5 No TIP EJ1+
34001012802.00 34001012802 4.5 8.9 9.0 4.4  4.2 16.7 3.7 12.8 0 TIP Not EJ
34001013000.00 34001013000 14.6 EJ 9.9 1.1 8.3  11.5 EJ 0.9 0.6 16.6 2 No TIP EJ1+
34001013101.00 34001013101 0.0 11.5 1.2 3.4  22.3 EJ 1.2 0.6 3.8 1 TIP EJ1+
34001013102.00 34001013102 7.0 19.6 EJ 4.4 7.1  23.8 EJ 2.7 7.2 ######## EJ 3 TIP EJ1+
34001013201.00 34001013201 18.2 EJ 15.6 EJ 31.2 EJ 9.7  14.0 EJ 21.2 EJ 28.6 EJ 11.1 6 No TIP EJ1+
34001013202.00 34001013202 14.4 EJ 9.2 16.6 EJ 7.7  7.4 EJ 12.8 17.9 29.4 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34001013301.00 34001013301 2.9 15.2 EJ 10.4 EJ 8.8  11.2 EJ 15.9 3.2 26.4 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34001013302.00 34001013302 5.4 15.2 EJ 6.7 21.9 EJ 9.6 EJ 10.5 13.1 49.4 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34001013500.00 34001013500 2.2 14.5 EJ 1.3 5.6  12.4 EJ 4.7 2.6 9.6 2 No TIP EJ1+
34001983400.00 34001983400 0.0 2.6 0.7 0.0  0.6 5.4 18.6 ######## EJ 1 No TIP EJ1+
34001990000.00 34001990000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
34009020101.00 34009020101 7.1 14.3 EJ 3.9 19.4 EJ 12.7 EJ 4.8 11.6 54.4 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34009020102.00 34009020102 4.0 10.7 11.8 EJ 13.3 EJ 9.2 EJ 15.1 5.7 28.9 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34009020201.00 34009020201 0.0 6.2 0.0 3.1  12.6 EJ 0.0 0.0 17.7 1 No TIP EJ1+
34009020203.00 34009020203 3.0 13.3 0.0 10.1  27.6 EJ 0.0 2.2 0.0 1 TIP EJ1+
34009020205.00 34009020205 11.6 EJ 7.9 2.2 11.4  20.3 EJ 0.0 0.5 29.6 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009020206.00 34009020206 0.6 6.4 3.6 3.4  9.3 EJ 10.1 9.1 8.6 1 No TIP EJ1+
34009020301.00 34009020301 0.7 9.3 0.7 1.0  6.3 2.9 3.0 6.6 0 No TIP Not EJ
34009020302.00 34009020302 3.3 10.7 2.6 3.7  11.0 EJ 1.7 1.9 14.4 1 TIP EJ1+
34009020400.00 34009020400 8.3 10.6 0.7 0.9  3.4 3.2 3.9 7.8 0 No TIP Not EJ
34009020500.00 34009020500 27.4 EJ 24.8 EJ 5.6 19.7 EJ 2.7 25.7 EJ 32.5 EJ 36.3 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34009020600.00 34009020600 0.0 12.0 0.5 0.7  5.6 2.7 3.6 11.1 0 No TIP Not EJ
34009020700.00 34009020700 5.1 8.5 0.6 4.2  7.2 EJ 0.9 1.2 8.3 1 TIP EJ1+
34009020800.00 34009020800 3.8 16.2 EJ 0.8 6.6  20.5 EJ 0.9 2.2 8.3 2 TIP EJ1+
34009020901.00 34009020901 6.9 14.8 EJ 1.1 11.8 EJ 25.6 EJ 0.0 1.5 11.8 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009020902.00 34009020902 3.5 10.3 2.5 7.8  21.9 EJ 1.7 0.8 0.5 1 No TIP EJ1+
34009021001.00 34009021001 4.4 7.6 6.8 2.1  7.3 EJ 8.2 13.5 7.1 1 TIP EJ1+
34009021002.00 34009021002 2.4 7.2 2.4 0.5  6.1 2.9 7.3 12.2 0 No TIP Not EJ
34009021100.00 34009021100 6.0 16.7 EJ 3.7 13.0 EJ 13.9 EJ 4.2 10.8 25.3 3 TIP EJ1+
34009021300.00 34009021300 13.5 EJ 9.5 3.5 12.9 EJ 8.8 EJ 0.2 1.0 50.0 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34009021400.00 34009021400 22.1 EJ 12.3 26.6 EJ 29.2 EJ 6.0 32.4 EJ 3.1 23.5 4 TIP EJ1+
34009021500.00 34009021500 8.5 20.2 EJ 11.4 EJ 22.8 EJ 7.3 EJ 12.3 21.1 EJ 5.2 5 TIP EJ1+
34009021600.00 34009021600 6.6 16.2 EJ 5.0 10.9  12.5 EJ 5.6 4.5 16.6 2 No TIP EJ1+
34009021701.00 34009021701 2.3 18.2 EJ 3.3 18.0 EJ 14.6 EJ 4.6 3.2 20.7 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009021702.00 34009021702 4.8 17.3 EJ 1.8 6.5  9.4 EJ 2.4 7.3 8.0 2 TIP EJ1+
34009021803.00 34009021803 17.0 EJ 15.0 EJ 3.8 4.8  8.3 EJ 6.1 1.4 20.9 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009021804.00 34009021804 5.0 17.1 EJ 1.4 8.4  6.3 8.1 6.7 18.3 1 No TIP EJ1+
34009021805.00 34009021805 5.2 12.6 9.5 EJ 5.8  10.8 EJ 9.2 3.8 16.2 2 No TIP EJ1+
34009021806.00 34009021806 3.9 19.2 EJ 1.8 13.8 EJ 7.9 EJ 3.0 3.3 10.1 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009021900.00 34009021900 5.3 14.9 EJ 1.4 5.3  14.1 EJ 1.1 8.6 13.5 2 No TIP EJ1+
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34009022000.00 34009022000 8.2 14.4 EJ 1.7 12.6 EJ 18.3 EJ 7.6 8.9 28.6 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34009022101.00 34009022101 24.8 EJ 8.9 3.4 15.9 EJ 5.6 15.6 1.9 35.6 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34009022102.00 34009022102 3.2 15.4 EJ 10.5 EJ 4.1  10.4 EJ 6.6 22.9 EJ 14.3 4 TIP EJ1+
34009990100.00 34009990100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
34011010101.00 34011010101 7.3 12.9 2.2 2.3  5.7 6.5 6.8 0.0 0 TIP Not EJ
34011010103.00 34011010103 0.0 0.0 9.9 EJ 0.0  0.0 20.5 EJ 60.6 EJ 0.0 3 No TIP EJ1+
34011010200.00 34011010200 20.4 EJ 19.5 EJ 1.9 5.3  3.7 13.2 18.7 37.0 EJ 3 No TIP EJ1+
34011010301.00 34011010301 5.8 13.3 6.3 5.9  5.2 10.2 13.6 24.5 0 TIP Not EJ
34011010302.00 34011010302 10.3 22.1 EJ 0.6 3.2  7.7 EJ 4.8 1.9 18.4 2 No TIP EJ1+
34011010401.00 34011010401 9.5 15.5 EJ 7.2 7.1  5.2 13.2 55.1 EJ 26.3 EJ 3 TIP EJ1+
34011010402.00 34011010402 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
34011010500.00 34011010500 4.9 12.6 1.7 4.6  5.3 5.2 9.1 18.1 0 TIP Not EJ
34011010600.00 34011010600 3.8 14.3 EJ 2.1 2.7  11.4 EJ 4.6 15.5 19.2 2 TIP EJ1+
34011010700.00 34011010700 3.3 14.2 EJ 4.4 4.4  8.2 EJ 6.7 18.2 23.8 2 No TIP EJ1+
34011010800.00 34011010800 3.9 13.6 7.1 2.1  7.7 EJ 17.5 EJ 15.5 17.3 2 No TIP EJ1+
34011020100.00 34011020100 52.7 EJ 22.5 EJ 39.4 EJ 59.5 EJ 3.1 75.3 EJ 18.2 30.9 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34011020200.00 34011020200 30.9 EJ 13.4 40.0 EJ 12.8 EJ 2.6 59.0 EJ 29.8 EJ 18.6 5 TIP EJ1+
34011020300.00 34011020300 46.9 EJ 8.7 54.8 EJ 24.0 EJ 1.5 77.4 EJ 17.5 19.8 4 No TIP EJ1+
34011020400.00 34011020400 17.7 EJ 16.0 EJ 14.4 EJ 5.5  8.1 EJ 34.4 EJ 18.6 25.5 5 TIP EJ1+
34011020502.00 34011020502 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0  0.0 20.8 EJ 60.6 EJ 0.0 2 No TIP EJ1+
34011020503.00 34011020503 41.6 EJ 16.7 EJ 13.0 EJ 28.9 EJ 2.3 26.2 EJ 63.4 EJ 65.9 EJ 7 TIP EJ1+
34011020600.00 34011020600 20.2 EJ 12.5 12.1 EJ 10.7  5.9 31.4 EJ 37.4 EJ 38.7 EJ 5 TIP EJ1+
34011030100.00 34011030100 30.9 EJ 22.2 EJ 6.9 36.3 EJ 10.6 EJ 15.1 43.5 EJ 59.0 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34011030200.00 34011030200 23.2 EJ 17.2 EJ 4.2 20.7 EJ 4.9 25.9 EJ 32.2 EJ 24.6 5 TIP EJ1+
34011030300.00 34011030300 19.9 EJ 18.3 EJ 5.6 10.5  3.2 15.4 35.1 EJ 42.1 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34011030400.00 34011030400 5.2 15.8 EJ 2.8 9.8  8.8 EJ 9.3 18.3 37.1 EJ 3 TIP EJ1+
34011030501.00 34011030501 2.1 17.9 EJ 3.1 3.8  6.0 10.8 10.0 20.5 1 TIP EJ1+
34011030502.00 34011030502 25.7 EJ 19.3 EJ 10.5 EJ 10.4  4.6 28.6 EJ 22.5 EJ 37.8 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34011040300.00 34011040300 5.8 11.4 17.4 EJ 13.9 EJ 5.8 41.7 EJ 18.8 22.3 3 TIP EJ1+
34011040400.00 34011040400 3.6 14.5 EJ 10.2 EJ 12.2 EJ 10.6 EJ 37.7 EJ 18.7 24.3 5 No TIP EJ1+
34011040500.00 34011040500 15.5 EJ 18.2 EJ 27.6 EJ 14.7 EJ 6.9 56.5 EJ 21.4 EJ 31.6 EJ 7 TIP EJ1+
34011040600.00 34011040600 32.4 EJ 20.5 EJ 13.6 EJ 15.4 EJ 10.1 EJ 40.5 EJ 17.7 66.9 EJ 7 No TIP EJ1+
34011040700.00 34011040700 6.1 18.3 EJ 9.7 EJ 12.4 EJ 9.1 EJ 24.4 EJ 14.1 11.4 5 No TIP EJ1+
34011040800.00 34011040800 4.5 13.1 5.0 1.1  5.8 11.7 14.6 9.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
34011040901.00 34011040901 10.3 18.8 EJ 6.5 1.6  5.0 30.8 EJ 22.6 EJ 30.1 EJ 4 TIP EJ1+
34011040902.00 34011040902 8.0 18.2 EJ 7.3 8.5  5.7 23.5 EJ 16.8 25.8 2 TIP EJ1+
34011041000.00 34011041000 9.9 18.5 EJ 5.8 8.7  5.2 12.2 8.3 13.9 1 TIP EJ1+
34011041100.00 34011041100 29.5 EJ 15.1 EJ 35.9 EJ 12.1 EJ 1.5 77.8 EJ 17.0 25.8 5 TIP EJ1+
34011990000.00 34011990000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
34033020100.00 34033020100 5.5 12.1 3.0 2.9  6.8 3.6 9.8 10.3 0 TIP Not EJ
34033020200.00 34033020200 7.5 18.1 EJ 16.7 EJ 7.4  8.6 EJ 32.5 EJ 40.0 EJ 39.1 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34033020300.00 34033020300 27.4 EJ 18.8 EJ 8.1 29.7 EJ 4.6 19.4 EJ 47.5 EJ 42.8 EJ 6 TIP EJ1+
34033020400.00 34033020400 27.4 EJ 11.1 13.6 EJ 19.4 EJ 8.0 EJ 19.2 EJ 24.5 EJ 39.4 EJ 7 TIP EJ1+
34033020500.00 34033020500 4.7 12.1 0.0 10.5  9.6 EJ 3.2 21.3 EJ 3.6 2 TIP EJ1+
34033020600.00 34033020600 2.6 16.9 EJ 5.5 3.6  11.6 EJ 12.6 12.9 14.9 2 TIP EJ1+
34033020700.00 34033020700 3.2 10.9 0.6 8.4  12.1 EJ 3.0 5.2 10.0 1 TIP EJ1+
34033020800.00 34033020800 3.6 9.0 1.4 7.0  8.5 EJ 4.5 22.3 EJ 29.3 EJ 3 TIP EJ1+
34033020900.00 34033020900 2.9 11.6 2.4 4.6  8.2 EJ 12.1 5.0 27.1 EJ 2 TIP EJ1+
34033021000.00 34033021000 8.1 13.4 0.4 5.7  8.6 EJ 3.1 8.5 22.3 1 TIP EJ1+
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34033021101.00 34033021101 5.6 10.8 2.0 2.0  3.7 4.0 4.9 12.8 0 No TIP Not EJ
34033021102.00 34033021102 3.4 14.6 EJ 2.2 4.6  7.8 EJ 4.7 17.3 14.0 2 No TIP EJ1+
34033021201.00 34033021201 4.1 6.5 0.8 1.5  4.1 1.5 3.6 2.1 0 TIP Not EJ
34033021202.00 34033021202 6.5 14.1 EJ 0.4 4.7  8.5 EJ 3.0 14.9 19.6 2 No TIP EJ1+
34033021300.00 34033021300 5.0 12.0 5.2 2.7  11.4 EJ 9.7 21.7 EJ 0.6 2 TIP EJ1+
34033021400.00 34033021400 4.1 14.2 EJ 4.3 10.0  6.4 3.5 8.4 8.4 1 TIP EJ1+
34033021500.00 34033021500 12.0 EJ 14.0 EJ 1.5 6.3  6.4 3.1 3.7 23.8 2 TIP EJ1+
34033021600.00 34033021600 10.5 15.0 EJ 0.3 5.0  3.3 3.9 3.1 27.7 EJ 2 No TIP EJ1+
34033021700.00 34033021700 15.8 EJ 18.4 EJ 2.9 11.5  8.7 EJ 6.2 3.2 28.2 EJ 4 No TIP EJ1+
34033021900.00 34033021900 26.2 EJ 16.9 EJ 1.4 20.5 EJ 6.3 2.8 42.0 EJ 38.2 EJ 5 No TIP EJ1+
34033022000.00 34033022000 60.1 EJ 26.4 EJ 2.2 38.2 EJ 2.9 14.2 72.3 EJ 66.2 EJ 5 No TIP EJ1+
34033022100.00 34033022100 28.9 EJ 23.6 EJ 4.1 18.2 EJ 12.2 EJ 5.8 45.1 EJ 51.2 EJ 6 No TIP EJ1+
34033022201.00 34033022201 7.3 14.5 EJ 0.4 3.8  8.9 EJ 0.5 9.0 19.4 2 No TIP EJ1+
34033022202.00 34033022202 2.8 12.1 2.2 1.1  11.6 EJ 1.1 5.7 2.6 1 No TIP EJ1+
34033990000.00 34033990000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 No TIP Not EJ
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Of the total funding, 96% is allocated to projects that intersect the EJ zones. Population
TIP Projects Funding (000) Projects EJ? EJ? Total
Intersect EJ Zones 216.432$        96% 44 92% Not EJ EJ1+
Other 9.156$             4% 4 8%
Total 225.588$        100% 48 100% 79,194 515,617 594,811

13% 87% 100%

Percentage EJ Non-EJ
Funding to Total Funding 96% 28%
Projects (Intersecting) to Total Projects 92% 27%
Population to Total Population 13% 87%

Of the total funding, 28% is allocated to projects that intersect the Non-EJ zones.
Non-EJ Portion
TIP Projects Funding (000) Projects
Intersect Non-EJ Zones 62.310$          28% 13 27%
Other 163.278$        72% 35 73%
Total 225.588$        100% 48 100%
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Percentage EJ Non-EJ
Funding 96% 28%
Projects 92% 27%
Population 13% 87%

The projects and project funding that intersects with the EJ zones is favorable considering 
the EJ population percentage.
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Environmental Justice Report-TM Update
TIP Projects Table

DBNUM Project Phase Fund FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 Total
08371 Route  40, Atlantic County, Drainage PE/DES/ROW/CON NHPP 1.20 0.00 1.40 1.00 10.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.80

11337 Route  30, Elmwood Rd/Weymounth Rd (CR 623) to Haddon Ave. DES/CON NHPP/STATE 1.90 0.00 9.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.40
93216 Route 130, Hollywood Avenue (CR 618) ROW-CON STP 0.18 0.00 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.87
244 Route  52, Causeway Replacement, Contract A CON NHPP 14.90 8.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.80

S1124
Landis Avenue, Phase IV, Orchard Road (CR 628) to Moyer Street, MP 
8.69 to 9.09 CON STP-SJ 0.00 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.61

S1122 Landis Avenue, Phase III, Coney Avenue to West Avenue CON STP-SJ 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67

95017 Route  49, Buckshutem Road, Intersection Improvements (CR 670) DES/ROW/UTI/CON STATE 3.05 1.00 5.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.60
2149F1 Route  47/347 and Route 49/50 Corridor Enhancement ROW/CON CMAQ 0.20 0.00 3.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00
04308 Route  40, Woodstown Intersection Improvements CON NHPP 0.00 1.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.38
11423 Route  49, Sarah Run Drive to Garrison Lane, Pavement CON NHPP 9.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.24
11421 Route  40, Wilson Avenue to Route 77 CON NHPP 0.00 0.00 17.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.00
11416 Route  30, Atco Avenue to Route 206 CON STATE 0.00 2.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.37
11414 Route 130, Plant Street to High Hill Road (CR 662) CON STATE 0.00 9.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.01
11343A Route  55, SB Schooner Landing Road to Sherman Avenue CON NHPP 8.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.20
12413 Route  40, Elmer Lake to Elmwood Avenue CON NHPP 0.00 4.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.69
14373 Route  83, Route 47 to Route 9 CON STATE 1.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85
14363 Route  45, Main Street (CR 672) to Chestnut Street CON STATE 2.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55

S1414
Route  47 (Rio-Grande Avenue), Park Boulevard to George Redding 
Bridge CON STP-SJ 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.71

12403 Route  30, Illinois Avenue (CR 631) to Grammercy Avenue CON NHPP 5.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.08
196A5 Route  40/322, Median Closures, Delilah Road to East Fire Road PE/DES/ROW/CON NHPP 0.00 0.30 0.70 0.10 4.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.30
15316 Perkintown Road (CR 644), Bridge over Route 295 PE/DES/ROW/CON STATE 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.70 0.10 6.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.35
15315 Route 295 NB/NJ Turnpike & Route 40, Bridge over Salem Canal DES/CON NHPP 0.00 0.80 5.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.50
15314 Route  49, Bridge over Maurice River PE/DES/CON NHPP 0.00 0.80 0.80 7.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.03

S1407
Landis Avenue, Phase V, Mill Road to Orchard Rd (CR628) MP 8.21 to 
8.69 CON STP-SJ 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70

14374 Route  47, CR 552 (W. Sherman Avenue) to Route 56 (Landis Avenue) CON STATE 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.10
14371 Route 152, Bay Avenue to Seaview Drive CON STATE 0.00 5.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.35
14367 Route 49, Estelle-Manor Drive to Dam Road CON STATE 0.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.20
01339A Route  54,  Route 322 over Cape May Point Branch, Contract B CON STP 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78
12320 Route  47, Nummytown Mill Pond Dam DES/CON NHPP 0.43 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.83
12433 Route 322, Route 50 to Leipzig Avenue CON STP 0.00 8.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.98
12429 Route  77, Elmer-Shirley Road (CR 611) to Gangemi Lane CON STP 0.00 3.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.64
12411 Route  40, NJ Turnpike to E Quillytown Rd CON NHPP 0.00 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.41
14428 Route  30, Bridge over Duck Thorofare PE/DES/CON NHPP 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.00 1.00 9.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.20
S0902 Corsons Tavern Road, Resurfacing (CR 628) CON STP-SJ 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.72

S1004
Corsons Tavern Road, Resurfacing Woodbine-Ocean View Rd. to US 
Route 9, MP 4.71 to 6.75 CON STP-SJ 0.00 0.00 1.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.68

S1408 Atlantic Avenue, Morris Avenue to Rhode Island Avenue DES/CON STATE-SJTPO 0.10 1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.21
S0914 Brigantine Blvd., Sec. 1B, Repaving (CR 638) CON STATE-SJTPO 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50
S1406 CR 551 (Hook Road), E. Pittsfield Street to Route 295 DES/CON STATE-SJTPO 0.05 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.55

S1403A
CR 540 & 747 (Almond Road) û from Salem County to NJ 47 (Delsea 
Drive) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.74

S1403B
CR 550 (Leesburg-Belleplain Road) û from NJ 47 (Delsea Drive) to Cape 
May County CON STATE-SJTPO 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.74

S1403C
CR 553 (Fairton-Gouldtown Road & Woodruff-Gouldtown Road) û from 
CR 706 (Shoemaker Lane) to NJ 49 (Bridgeton Pike) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.74
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S1410 Eleventh Avenue (CR 669), Municipal Border to Route 50 (Broad Street) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.00 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.70

S1412 Route  73 (Blue Anchor Road), Route 322 to Route 54 (Twelfth Street) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.00 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50

S1413
Route  73 (Mays Landing Road), Route 54 (Twelfth Street) to Sherry 
Lane CON STATE-SJTPO 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

S1601 Ocean Drive (CR 619), 29th Street to 62nd Street CON STP-SJ 1.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.71

S1501A
Centerton Road, CR 553 from Almond Road, CR 540 (MP 27.56) north to 
Buck Road, CR 553 (MP 29.29) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53

S1501B
Centerton Road, CR 553 from Almond Road, CR 540 (MP 27.56) south to 
the County Line (MP 26.90) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53

S1501C
Welchville-Alloway Road, CR 540 from the railroad tracks  (MP 11.67) to 
Main Street, CR 581 (MP 13.15) CON STATE-SJTPO 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53

TOTAL 225.59
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Map 10 EJ Census Tracts by the Total Number of EJ Thresholds Met  

Some Census Tracts clear the threshold hurdles for multiple EJ Characteristics. 



 

 

  

Map 11 EJ Census Tracts by Alternative EJ Definition: At Least 6 EJ  Characteristics 
 

A more focused EJ definition was created that required a census tract to clear any 
six of the total eight EJ thresholds. This compares to just one EJ threshold in the 

        



 

 

 

Map 14 EJ Census Tracts that qualify as EJ, in any characteristic, at 1.25 x 
  

 

Another alternative method also produced a more focused EJ area and population. In this 
method, the census tracts needed to meet just one of the eight EJ thresholds; however the eight 
thresholds were multiplied by a factor of 1.25.   
 

Map 12 EJ Census Tracts that qualify as EJ, in any characteristic, at 1.25 x threshold 
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How are we doing?  
 
In 2012, the South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization (SJTPO) adopted the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2040, a long-range blueprint that assesses existing conditions of the transportation 
system and identifies locations of interest for future strategies and future projects. By law, Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs) that are in a non-attainment area (as SJTPO is), must update their long-
range plans every four years. As the SJTPO is now at the mid-point of a four-year planning cycle, this 
mid-planning cycle report card assesses our progress in reaching the goals and objectives of the 2040 
RTP and sets the foundation for the next long-range plan update, in 2016. In other words, what is the 
performance of the transportation system with respect to the vision laid out in RTP 2040? This 
performance report is also in alignment with the current federal transportation bill, Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), which puts a high premium on performance-based planning, and 
the proposed rules stemming from MAP-21 prescribe specific performance measures on which all MPOs 
must report for the next RTP and beyond. 
 
This report assesses performance in each of the goals from the Regional Transportation Plan 2040, using 
the following agreed-upon indicators. Specifically, a performance indicator is a performance measure 
that is used to document and monitor progress towards a particular goal. While a stand-alone 
performance measure is usually precise and consists of a specific quantitative metric, if the metric does 
not assess progress towards a particular goal or objective, it may not be very useful on its own. For 
example, for the goal of mitigating congestion, a widely used performance measure is vehicle-miles 
travelled (VMT). While the statement, “VMT has declined by 5% over the last 10 years” does denote a 
clear trend, it would be stronger to say, “The region is meeting its goal of mitigating congestion, as 
indicated by the 5% decline in VMT over the last 10 years.” The goals contained in the SJTPO’s 2040 RTP 
and the associated indicators are listed in Table 1. 
 
This report makes the use of a dial to indicate whether performance under a particular measure is 
trending in a positive direction, neutral, or in a negative direction. Determining the direction of the 
arrow on the dial (i.e., whether the region is making progress towards a particular goal), is based on 
looking at past trend data. If overall there has been positive movement towards the attainment of a 
particular goal (e.g., the air is getting cleaner), the dial is pointed towards the “green” part, or in positive 
territory. If a negative trend is depicted, (e.g., the number of traffic fatalities are increasing, (which they 
are not, but this is listed as an example)), the arrow would be pointed in the “red” part, or in negative 
territory. If the trend is neither positive nor negative, the arrow is pointing straight up. For some of 
these measures, there is just not enough data to establish a trend, and the information being collected 
will serve as a baseline for future performance reporting. In these cases, no arrow is depicted. 
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Table 1: 2040 RTP Performance Report: Goals and Indicators 

Goal 1: Promote transportation choices for the movement of people and goods 
Indicator 1.1: 
Is the region making 
progress in increasing 
bicycle lanes and paths?  

Status: Yes 
In the SJTPO region as a whole, 43.2 miles of 
existing bikeways have been implemented or 
identified as existing since 2005, a 27% 
increase. 

Indicator 1.2:  
Is transit ridership 
increasing? 

 

Status: No, but has remained steady 
Due to the Great Recession and overall tepid 
economic growth since then, transit ridership 
has leveled off in recent years. SJTPO will 
continue to support policies that promote 
transportation choices, which include transit. 

 

Indicator 1.3:  
Is the region making 
progress in increasing 
goods movement?   
 

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a 
baseline for future comparison. 

 

Goal 2: Support the Regional Economy 
Indicator 2.1:  
Are TIP projects benefiting 
Employment and Retail 
Centers?  

Status: Yes 
16 projects from FY 2014-2023 TIP (almost 
46.6% of total Federal funds allocated to the 
SJTPO Region) intersect Employment and 
Retail Centers. 

 

Goal 3: Improve Transportation Safety 
Indicator 3.1:  
Are traffic fatalities and 
serious injuries 
decreasing?  

Status: Yes 
Between 2007 and 2012, vehicle fatalities in 
the SJTPO region declined by 29.6%, while 
serious injuries declined by 37.9%. 

 

Goal 4: Improve Emergency Evacuation 
Indicator 4.1:  
Are SJTPO’s evacuation 
routes in good condition? 

 

Status: They are in “adequate” condition 
Based on the Pavement Condiction Index (PCI) 
ratings, most of the evacuation routes in the 
SJTPO region are in at least “Fair” Condition. 
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Goal 5: Mitigate traffic congestion 
Indicator 5.1:  
Are we driving less? 

 

Status: No 
Overall VMT has remained steady during the 5-
year period from 2008 to 2012. 

Indicator 5.2:  
Are there fewer vehicle-
hours of delay? 

 

Status: New data source; baseline 
established  
There is not enough historical data to 
determine progress towards this goal. This will 
serve as baseline data for future comparison. 

 

Goal 6: Protect and Enhance the Environment 
Indicator 6.1:  
Has air quality improved? 

 

Status: Yes 
The design values for the two monitors located 
in the SJTPO region show that the region has 
experienced just one violation of the 2008 8-
hour ozone standard (at the Brigantine 
monitor in 2012). As such, while the state as a 
whole is exceeding the 2008 8-hour ozone 
standards, the SJTPO region is showing a 
positive trend. 

Indicator 6.2:  
What is the region’s 
carbon footprint? 

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
In 2010, the SJTPO region’s carbon footprint 
was 9.94 million metric tons of CO2-
equivalents. Its emissions per capita were 
13.84 metric tons of CO2-equivalents. As this is 
the first year this type of data has been 
collected, this will serve as baseline data for 
future comparison. 

 

Goal 7: Enhance the Integration and Connectivity of the Transportation System 
Indicator 7.1:  
Has accessibility to transit 
stations/bus stops 
improved?  

Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a 
baseline for future comparison. 
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Goal 8: Restore, Preserve and Maintain the Existing Transportation System 
Indicator 8.1:  
What is the pavement 
condition of our roads? 

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
While the most recent Asset Management 
System (AMS) inventory shows that almost 
46% of the toal roadway mileage within the 
region has a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 
either “Satisfactory” or “Excellent,” this is 
based on just one year’s worth of data for all 
but Vineland and Atlantic County and as such, 
progress towards a goal cannot be determined. 
The information compiled will serve as a 
baseline for future comparison. 

Indicator 8.2:  
What is the average 
sufficiency rating of our 
bridges? 

 

Status: Improving slightly 
The average Sufficiency Rating for bridges in 
the SJTPO region in 2014 is 82.33 (Satisfactory). 
The rating has increased slightly but steadily 
since 2008. The number of “Structurally 
Deficient” bridges in the region has also 
decreased slightly by 28%. 

 
Given the wide range of our goals and objectives, as well as the extensive amount of assets in the 
region, and the data that has been and is currently being compiled assessing the performance of the 
system, this Performance Report only presents a slice of the entire picture. It is also important to note 
that MPOs have limited control over outcomes in many of these areas. Air quality is a good example of 
this, where mobile source emissions are just one component of the overall ambient air quality. It should 
also be noted that in many cases, since data for many of these assets have not been collected on a 
regular basis until recently, (i.e., within the past year), that only one value is provided, as opposed to 
multiple data points, so as to establish a trend. However, once a baseline has been established, system 
performance can be monitored on a regular basis, an important component of the performance-based 
planning process. 
 
We intend that this mid-planning cycle performance report will become a “biennial report card,” and an 
important element of SJTPO’s performance-based planning process. It is also possible that this list of 
indicators will change and that the goals of the next RTP Update will be altered, which will, in turn, alter 
the indicators. This RTP 2040 Progress Report represents a critical milestone, and will serve as a 
foundation for not only the next long-range plan, but also the planning process and future plans.  
 
With an established a baseline on which to assess progress towards regional goals, the SJTPO is in a 
better position to formulate additional strategies to meet its goals. This information can also be used to 
establish targets, a requirement under MAP-21. Figure 1 illustrates SJTPO’s Performance-Based Planning 
Process. 
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Figure 1: SJTPO’s Performance-Based Planning Process 
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Goal 1:  

Promote transportation choices for the movement of people1

Indicator 1.1:  

Is the region making progress in increasing bicycle lanes and 
paths? 

 and goods 

 

Status: Yes 
In the SJTPO region as a whole, SJTPO’s bikeway mileage has 
increased by 43.2 miles, or 27%, since 2005. 

 
In addition to their purely recreational benefits, provision of bicycle lanes and paths can encourage the 
use of alternate forms of transportation for work, shopping, and other trips. While they do not 
appreciably reduce vehicular traffic volumes, they do represent one of several transportation 
alternatives designed to achieve this objective. 
 
It should be noted that the provision of wide shoulders along a roadway alone is not necessarily an 
indicator of a user-friendly bike route. Other factors such as route length and continuity, average route 
traffic speed, traffic volume, and connections to desired destinations are also important and should be 
taken into consideration when identifying and/or designating a road segment as a bike lane. Cross 
County Connection (the Transportation Management Association serving South Jersey) requires that, for 
a road to be identified as a bike lane or route, it must have bikeway signage or road markings, or at least 
“share the road” signs. Another factor contributing to the high usage of bike lanes is providing the public 
with access to information (location, type of facility, etc.) on bike lanes and paths in their region through 
bikeway route brochures, web pages, and other sources. 
 
With this in mind, SJTPO counties and municipalities have been active in efforts to identify and develop 
on-road and off-road bicycle facilities, and propose future bike lanes and paths. Progress made includes 
the following: 

 

                                                           
1 The full goal, as stated in the 2040 RTP, is “Promote transportation choices for the movement of people and goods.” However, 
as we are only focusing on the movement of people in this report, only “people” are included. 
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Atlantic County has identified or developed 68 miles of on- and off-road bikeways. Of particular 
interest from a commuting perspective are two off-road bike paths, ranging in length from 6.5 miles 
(a municipal facility) to 7.5 miles (a County facility along an abandoned rail line). The County also has 
a 7-mile designated on-road bicycle lane. The County website includes information on major 
bikeways in the County. 
 
Cape May County has developed and designated almost 40 miles of bike lanes and paths, about half 
of which are on-road bicycle lanes. In addition to this, the county has an interactive map on their 
website, which provides information on bicycle and pedestrian facilities and their proximity to 
landmarks and attractions. 
 
Cumberland County has 85.3 miles of bikeways. The County has a 58.5-mile cross-county route 
running between Salem and Cape May counties, and connecting the City of Bridgeton with the Bay 
Shore communities and numerous scenic attractions. The County’s Bike Routes Brochure, available 
on the County’s website, includes a map of this major route.  
 
Salem County has 9.1 miles of bike facilities in the county, the longest of which is a 5-mile 
designated bike lane in the Pilesgrove/Woodstown area, connecting the Woodstown High School 
with recreation areas and other points of interest. A combination of State and County routes with 
wide shoulders crosses the County in an east-west direction (many segments are currently identified 
as proposed bike routes) and could be upgraded to designated route status with minimal 
improvements. Since there are few bike routes at present, no countywide bike route guides or 
brochures are available at this time. 
 
Regional – In addition to bikeways designated or identified by the counties, NJDOT has mapped 
several major regional bicycle tour routes, including the High Point to Cape May route, the 
Cumberland-Salem Revolution route, the Cumberland County Bayshore Byways Ride, and the Cape 
May Seashore Ride (route maps available here). Although not necessarily upgraded to the 
designation standards for a designated bikeway, the State has identified these as reasonably safe 
routes for cyclists.  

 

Performance Measure 
Based on bikeway surveys conducted by Cross County Connection, the SJTPO region has a total of 201.9 
miles of on-road and off-road bikeways as of July 1, 2014. Note that this covers both state and as well as 
local and county roads. This statistic as well as the ratio of bikeway-miles per 10,000 residents is 
depicted in Table 2. As can be seen in Table 3 the counties have proposed an additional  604.8 miles of 
bikeways, (which would be an increase of almost 300% if implemented in its entirety), to bring the 
existing and proposed mileage to a total of almost 807 miles. Based on the goals set by the counties, the 
region has, to date, completed 25 % of its desired bikeway mileage.  
 

http://www.aclink.org/PARKS/mainpages/Bikeway.asp�
http://www.capemaycountyims.net/flexviewers/bike%20walk%20cape%20may%20county/�
http://www.capemaycountyims.net/flexviewers/bike%20walk%20cape%20may%20county/�
http://www.co.cumberland.nj.us/filestorage/171/215/2921/CC_Bicycle_Brochure.pdf�
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike�
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Table 2: Existing Bikeway-Miles per 10,000 Residents 

SJTPO Counties 
Existing Bikeways+ 

2010 Residential 
Population Bikeways – Miles per 

10,000 Residents Total 
Miles* 

Percent 
Of Total 

Total – 
2010 

Percent 
Of Total 

Atlantic County 68.0 36% 274,549 46% 2.48 
Cape May County 39.5 21% 97,265 16% 4.06 
Cumberland County 85.3 39% 156,898 26% 5.44 
Salem County 9.1 5% 66,083 11% 1.38 
SJTPO Region 201.9 100% 594,795 100% 3.39 

* Source: Cross-County Connection TMA. 
+ On-road and off-road bikeways 

 
Table 3: Existing and Proposed On-Road and Off-Road Bikeway-Miles per 10,000 Residents 

Bikeway Mileage – SJTPO Region * 
2010 

SJTPO 
Population 

Bikeways 

Miles Per 
10,000 

Population 

Percent of 
Total 

 On-Road Off-Road Total 
Existing 155.0 46.9 201.9 

594,795 
3.4 25% 

Proposed 536.8 67.9 604.8 10.2 75% 
Total 691.8 114.8 806.7 13.56 100% 

* Source: Cross-County Connection 
+ On-road and off-road bikeways 

 
From another perspective, if the counties’ existing and proposed bike mileage can be used as a 
reasonable estimate of what the region’s bikeway mileage should be, it roughly calculates to 13.6 miles 
of bikeways per 10,000 residents. At present, there are 3.4 bikeway miles per 10,000 residents. As 
depicted in Table 4, this is a higher rate than some of SJTPO’s contiguous counties. 
 
Table 4: Existing Bikeway Mileage-per 10,000 residents in Contiguous Counties 

 Miles of Existing 
Bikeways+ 

Population (2010) 
Miles of Bikeway per 

10,000 residents 

Camden County (2013) 72.55 513,666 1.41 
Burlington County (2012) 152.75 448,731 3.40 
Gloucester County (2010) 23.50 288,288 0.82 
SJTPO Region (2014) 201.9 594,795 3.39 

SOURCE: Cross-County Connection TMA. 2014. 
+On-road and Off-road bikeways 

 
For the most part, the SJTPO counties are actively involved in providing an impressive network of 
bikeways in the region, and in developing the resources that inform the public as to the existence and 
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location of these facilities. In general, the performance rating provided here indicates where the 
counties are with respect to this effort in comparison with where they want to be.  
 
Since 2005, there has been an increase of more than 43 miles of bikeways, a 27% increase since 2005, at 
a rate of approximately 4.8 miles per year. Hopefully, the region will, at a minimum, continue this rate of 
growth, if not increase it, especially given its ambitious program for proposed expansion.   
 
* NOTE: Information on existing and proposed bikeway mileage for all SJTPO counties is provided by 
Cross County Connection (CCC). Some counties have reported higher bikeway mileage; however, the 
CCC figures were used to ensure that uniform criteria were used to define bike lanes and routes. The 
data depicted in Tables 2, 3 and 4 above is current as of 2014.   

Indicator 1.2:  

Is transit ridership increasing? 
 

 

Status: No 
Due to the Great Recession and overall tepid economic growth 
since then, transit ridership has leveled off in recent years. SJTPO 
will continue to support policies that promote transportation 
choices, which include transit. 

 
NJ TRANSIT operates 23 bus routes, which together average approximately 41,000 vehicle-miles2

Figure 2

 daily 
that service at least part of the 4-county SJTPO region. In addition, NJ TRANSIT contracts out to the 
Atlantic City Jitney Association to provide shuttle service to the Atlantic City casinos. , below, 
indicates that median weekday ridership has leveled off somewhat, while Saturday ridership is declining 
slightly.  
 

                                                           
2 NJ TRANSIT Data. 7/2014. 
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Figure 2: Median Bus Ridership, SJTPO Region, 2009-2013 
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Source: NJ TRANSIT 

 
The SJTPO region has one rail transit line—the Atlantic City Rail Line. In 2010, annual passenger miles 
with at least one origin or destination in the SJTPO region totaled 22.6 million.3 Figure 3  shows that total 
ridership on the line has increased slightly since 2006. The average weekday number of trips from July to 
September 2012 was 3,450, a 4.5% increase from the previous year.4 The 2012 Atlantic City Rail 
Passenger Survey indicates that more than 80% of boardings on a typical weekday and weekend are 
from stations in the DVRPC region. However, Atlantic City (in the SJTPO region) has the highest 
proportion of alightings (64% on a weekday, 80% on a weekend), suggesting that it remains a strong 
attractor of trips. This is most likely due to casino-related travel, including casino employees. The 
majority of trip purposes on weekdays are work trips, while the majority of trip purposes are 
recreational on the weekends. The 2012 Atlantic City Rail Passenger Survey also indicated that most 
customers gave NJ TRANSIT high marks for customer service.5

 
 

                                                           
3 SJTPO Regional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory. June 2014. 
4 NJ TRANSIT. Quarterly Ridership Trends Analysis--First Quarter. FY 2013. November 2012. 
5 NJ TRANSIT. Atlantic Rail Survey. June 2013. 
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Figure 3: Total Boarding Passengers – Eastbound to Atlantic City, Average Weekday, ACRL 
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Sources: ACRL Passenger Survey, 2006, 2012; NJ Transit 

 
In addition to the fixed route transit services, numerous paratransit services within the SJTPO region 
provide demand-responsive service. In 2014, under the Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) program, 
these services carried approximately 1,000 trips per average weekday.6

 

 

Transit Accessibility 
Though the South Jersey region generally has population densities that are lower than in northern parts 
of the state, and has a large amount of rural or semi-rural territory, many of the larger towns, cities, and 
other population centers in the region are connected by transit service. The SJTPO region contains 2,404 
bus stops7 and 4 rail transit stations. Proximity to transit facilities plays an important role in peoples’ 
ability to use the public transit system. In terms of distance, a generally accepted measure of transit 
accessibility is ¼ to ½ mile walking distance from a bus stop or train station. (This corresponds to a 5 to 
15 minute walk, assumed to be a reasonable time span.8

 

 Figures 4 through 7 depict the Year 2010 
Census Blocks that intersect a ¼-mile buffer (a quarter-mile circle placed around each transit stop). 
Overall, there are 8,500 Census blocks, containing 311,484 people (more than 50% of the 2010 regional 
population) that at least intersect this buffer zone. As depicted in Figures 4 to 7, when measuring Census 
blocks that lie completely within this ¼-mile buffer, there are 5,259 Census Blocks containing 151,337 
persons, a little more than 25% of the regional population (meaning that more than 25% of the 2010 
regional population lives within ¼ mile of a transit stop).  

Though many people in the region live near to transit, a lower share uses transit on a regular basis in this 
part of the state. This is primarily due to lower densities that characterize the region – where travel 
origins and destinations are more decentralized, and may be out of reach of transit, or not convenient. 
                                                           
6 NJ JARC Applications, 2014. May 2014. 
7 As of April, 2011. 
8 NJ Transit. Planning for Transit-Friendly Land Use: A Handbook for New Jersey Communities. 1994. 
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NJ TRANSIT encourages transit-oriented development for communities as they plan for future growth. 
By concentrating development and supportive activities such as shopping and services near to transit 
facilities, residents are provided with travel options that rely less on driving and more on transit, walking 
and biking. This provides for healthier lifestyles, supports local economic development, reduces road-
related costs, and supports transit expansion. 
 
Figure 4: Transit-Accessible Blocks within Atlantic County3 

 
3SOURCE: 2010 Census Data, and 2011 Bus Stop Information from NJ TRANSIT. 
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Figure 5: Transit-Accessible Blocks within Cape May County 

 
3SOURCE: 2010 Census Data, and 2011 Bus Stop Information from NJ TRANSIT.  
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Figure 6: Transit-Accessible Blocks within Cumberland County 

 
3SOURCE: 2010 Census Data, and 2011 Bus Stop Information from NJ TRANSIT. 
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Figure 7: Transit-Accessible Blocks within Salem County3 

 
3SOURCE: 2010 Census Data, and 2011 Bus Stop Information from NJ TRANSIT. 
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Indicator 1.3:  

Is the region making progress in increasing goods movement?   
 

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a baseline for future 
comparison. 

Table 5 depicts total tonnage into and out of the SJTPO region. As can be seen in Table 5 below, there is 
a net outflow of goods from the region to other New Jersey counties. Table 6 depicts the freight flows by 
value. The total tonnage of approximately 65.1 million is approximately 15.1% of the total tonnage of 
431.5 million9

 

 exchanged throughout the State in 2003. In 2003, over $131.6 M worth of commodities 
was exchanged between the counties within the SJTPO region and outside of the region. The total value 
of $131.6 M represents approximately 9.5% of the total dollar value of goods exchanged throughout the 
State of New Jersey. There is undoubtedly a significant amount of goods movement activity generated 
by the SJTPO region. 

Table 5: Summary of County Freight Flows by Weight 
Flow Type Total Tonnage Estimated Weight (Short Tons) 
  Truck Rail Water Air 
Inbound 24,742,912 21,637,427 1,871,881 1,232,998 606 
Outbound 32,970,889 30,461,666 602,703 1,906,061 459 
Internal 7,372,101  7,351,104  20,824 173 0 
Total 65,085,902 59,450,197 2,495,408 3,139,232 1,065 
Source: NJDOT. 2003 TRANSEARCH Freight Profile. 
 

                                                           
9 NJDOT. 2003 TRANSEARCH Freight Profile. 
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Table 6: Summary of County Freight Flows by Value 

Flow Type 
Total Value 
($ Million) 

Estimated Weight (Short Tons) 

  Truck Rail Water Air 
Inbound $84,883.6 $78,634.1 $1,821.5 $4,422.2 $5.9 
Outbound $41,182.7 $33,084.7 $1,579.9 $6,514.5 $3.6 
Internal $5,594.1 $5,538.8 $54.8 $0.5 $0.0 
Total $131,660.4 $117,257.6 $3,456.3 $10,937.1 $9.5 
Source: NJDOT. 2003 TRANSEARCH Freight Profile.  
 
As data of this type is frequently expensive and difficult to obtain, it is quite old. For future reports, 
SJTPO will attempt to obtain more recent information with which to compare this data.  
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Goal 2:  

Support the Regional Economy 

Indicator 2.1:  

Are TIP projects Benefiting Employment and Retail Centers?  
 

 

Status: Yes 
Sixteen projects from FY 2014-2023 TIP (almost 46.6% of total 
Federal funds allocated to SJTPO Region) intersect Employment and 
Retail Centers. 

 
One of the 2040 RTP’s goals is “Support the Regional Economy,” and one of the main goals of New 
Jersey’s State Development and Redevelopment Plan (SDRP), adopted in 2001, is to “maintain and 
revitalize Urban Centers.” For this analysis, designated Centers of the SDRP are being used as a proxy for 
employment and retail centers. Encouraging and promoting growth in the Centers is also a more 
environmentally sustainable form of development, resulting in lower land consumption and energy 
consumption, as well as lower public service costs. Job and population growth is also encouraged in the 
Centers.10

 

 As such, accessibility to the jobs located in these Centers would, in theory, help to improve 
the regional economy. To measure this indicator, SJTPO’s 2014-2023 TIP projects were overlaid onto the 
regional transportation network to see if they were actually impacting these centers.  

As shown in Figure 8, SJTPO’s TIP investments impact many of the designated Centers (39 in total)13. 
Two Centers intersect TIP intersection and bridge projects, while 13 Centers intersect TIP roadway 
projects. Conversely, 13 TIP roadway projects and three bridge and intersection projects directly 
intersect Centers. 
 
In total, 28 projects, with total costs of more than $157 million over the next 10 years, will have some 
impact on the Designated Centers. This is a little less than 50% of total SJTPO project funds ($336.7 
million programmed from FY 2014 through 2023), showing that some Federal investment is directed 
towards Designated Centers.  
 

                                                           
10 In the analysis, in addition to Designated Urban Centers, Designated Towns (DTs), Designated Villages (DVs), and Regional 
Centers (RCs) were included.  
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Figure 8: Designated Centers and 2014-2023 TIP Projects 

 
SOURCE:  NJ Department of State. Office for Planning Advocacy. 
 
As can be seen by Figure 9, below, the highest number of workers is, for the most part, concentrated in 
Designated Centers such as Vineland and Atlantic City. This would suggest that the Centers are 
functioning as centers of the current economy. There are a few areas, such as Egg Harbor Township and 
Middle Township that do have a sizable number of workers, but are not designated as centers. Similar to 
number of workers, the cities with the highest number of firms are also “Designated Centers,” as 
depicted by Figure 10. As current employment distribution is concentrated largely within these 
“Centers,” the SJTPO region is making some progress in the goal of “Supporting the Regional Economy.” 
One strong caveat that should be noted here is that numerous factors outside the purview of the SJTPO 
affect the regional economy and are not discussed here. 
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Figure 9: Workers by Municipality, 2007 

 
SOURCE: NJDOL (Worker Data) 
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Figure 10: Firms by Municipality, 2007 

 
SOURCE: NJDOL (Firm Data) 
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Goal 3:  

Improve Transportation Safety 

Indicator 3.1:  

Are traffic fatalities and serious injuries decreasing? 
 

 

Status: Yes 
Between 2007 and 2012, vehicle fatalities in the SJTPO region 
declined by 29.6%, while serious injuries declined by 37.9%. 

 

Transportation Safety 
Transportation safety is measured using the number of traffic fatalities and serious injuries in the SJTPO 
region. The fatality data is from the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS). The serious injury data is 
from the Rutgers University Plan4Safety system, which uses NJDOT traffic records. For the purposes of 
this report, the USDOT defines as a “fatality” any injury which results in the death of a person at the 
time of the motor vehicle accident, or within 30 days of the accident,11

 

 while a “serious injury” is 
represented by a road user that was identified as incapacitated as a result of a crash, according to the 
NJDOT traffic records. 

Trends within the Region 
Comparing figures over time provides some insight into performance compared to previous time 
periods. Analysis of safety trends and improvements, such as reduction in fatality and injury rates is an 
ongoing activity at SJTPO. SJTPO employs a multi-pronged approach as espoused by the US Department 
of Transportation (USDOT) of “Engineering, Enforcement, Education and Emergency Services,”  
(sometimes referred to as the 4 “E’s”), to reduce the number of crashes, fatalities, and injuries, including 
roadway safety projects, programs, and driver education. However, it is important to note that there are 
other factors that impact fatality and injury trends, such as vehicle safety technology, vehicle-miles 
travelled, weather, and driver behavior. 
 

Comparison with other Areas 
Comparing SJTPO's performance to State (New Jersey) and national statistics is another monitoring 
method. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is factored into the statistics to make these regions more 
                                                           
11 At:  http://www.fmcsa.dot.gov/regulations/title49/section/390.5. 
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comparable.12

 

 For example, the SJTPO region has a higher percentage of rural roads compared to the 
State as a whole (33% vs. 15%). SJTPO also has a higher percentage of rural VMT compared to the State 
as a whole (24% vs. 6%).  

Transportation Safety Performance 
SJTPO’s Transportation System Performance is measured by the total number of fatalities and serious 
injuries adjusted for VMT using a five-year rolling average. This is consistent with the measure in 
USDOT’s proposed Safety Performance Measure Rule, as required by MAP-21. The SJTPO region 
experiences a relatively small number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries during any given year. 
Since the year-to-year changes for these figures can be high relative to their yearly total, the average for 
a five-year period is more relevant for identifying trends. Figure 11 displays the five-year rolling average 
of fatalities for the SJTPO region from 2007 through 2012. Total traffic fatalities have been decreasing 
throughout the region.  
 
Figure 11: SJTPO Region Fatalities (5-Year Rolling Average) 
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SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Association (NHTSA). Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) at: 
http://www.nhtsa.gov/FARS. 

 
Figure 12 displays the five-year rolling average for Traffic Fatalities per 100 Million VMT for all public 
roads, including State, County, and Local or Municipal roads. The SJTPO region has a higher traffic 
fatality rate than the US and New Jersey. As with the number of traffic fatalities above, there is a trend 
of decreasing traffic fatalities per 100 Million VMT for the region. 
 

                                                           
12 VMT data for New Jersey is from the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS), available at: 
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/refdata/roadway/pdf/hpms2012/prmvmt_12.pdf. 
VMT data for the US is from the National Highway Safety Administration website  at: 
(http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/Pubs/812032.pdf) 
 

http://www.nhtsa.gov/FARS�
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Figure 12: Fatalities per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled (5-Year Rolling Average) 
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SOURCE: FARS.HPMS.NHTS. 

 
Figure 13 displays the five-year rolling average of serious injuries in the SJTPO region. As with the 
number of traffic fatalities and traffic fatalities per 100 Million VMT (see above), incapacitating injuries 
demonstrates a decreasing trend for the years 2007 to 2012.  
 
Figure 13: SJTPO Incapacitating Injuries (5-Year Rolling Average) 

 
SOURCE: Rutgers University, Plan4Safety, (NJDOT data) 

 
Figure 14 displays New Jersey’s and SJTPO’s traffic-related incapacitating injuries figures with VMT taken 
into consideration. The state and the region each have a decreasing trend, with SJTPO rates for the five-
year period higher compared to the state.  
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Figure 14: Incapacitating Injuries per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled (5-Year Rolling 
Average) 
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SOURCE: Rutgers University, Plan4Safety, (NJDOT data) 
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Goal 4:   

Improve Emergency Evacuation13

Indicator 4.1:  

Are SJTPO’s evacuation routes in good condition? 

 

 

 

Status: They are in “adequate” 
condition 
Based on the Pavement Condiction Index (PCI) ratings, most of the 
evacuation routes in the SJTPO region are in at least “Fair” 
Condition.  

 
Figure 15: Pavement Condition on Coastal Evacuation Routes on County Roads in Cape May, 
Cumberland, and Salem Counties 

 

                                                           
13 The actual goal in Regional Transportation Plan 2040 is: “Improve Security.” 



2040 Regional Transportation Plan Performance Report 29 

 
In this context, security refers to the safety and speed of an evacuation in the event of a natural or man-
made incident. To assess security, we looked at county roads designated as “Coastal Evacuation 
Routes”14

 

 and extracted the Pavement Condition Index (PCI) rating from the SJTPO Pavement 
Management System database, performed over the last three years. Pavement condition index (PCI) is a 
quantitative measure of the condition of a roadway surface. It ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 indicating a 
roadway in very poor condition and 100 indicating a newly paved surface. PCI is calculated for short 
roadway segments by examining the segment for a number of pavement distresses including cracking, 
rutting, and raveling. The extent and severity of each distress is estimated from visual inspection, and a 
formula is used to compute PCI as a function of the extent and severity of each distress present. 

Table 7: Average Evacuation Route PCI of County Roads, Latest Year of Inventory 
County (Year of Latest Inventory) PCI Category 

Atlantic (2012) 68.2 Fair 
Cape May (2012) 70.3 Satisfactory 
Cumberland (2012) 69.6 Fair 
Salem (2011) 78.5 Satisfactory 

 
This analysis also included the “VE” Zones, also known as Coastal High Hazard Areas, which are 
considered to be at high risk of flooding and storm surges.15

Table 
 Based on the average PCI’s calculated in 

7 and the maps, most of the county roads that are designated as “Coastal Evacuation Routes” are 
in at least “fair” condition. Of course, many State roads, which are under NJDOT’s Pavement 
Management System, are likely to carry most of the volume (particularly as vehicles come inland from 
the shore) and are not depicted here. 
 

                                                           
14 All roads identified in Figures 15 and Figure 16, respectively, have been identified by the New Jersey Office of Emergency 
Management as Coastal Evacuation Routes. See Coastal Evacuation Route Maps at: 
http://www.state.nj.us/njoem/plan/evacuation-routes.html   for more information. 
15 “Definitions of FEMA Flood Zones.” At: 
https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-
1&content=floodZones&title=FEMA Flood Zone Designations. 

http://www.state.nj.us/njoem/plan/evacuation-routes.html�
https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&content=floodZones&title=FEMA%20Flood%20Zone%20Designations.�
https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&content=floodZones&title=FEMA%20Flood%20Zone%20Designations.�
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Figure 16: Pavement Conditions on Coastal Evacuation Routes on County Roads in Atlantic 
County 

 
 
In addition to these evacuation routes, it should also be noted that every county within the 4-county 
SJTPO region has their own office of emergency management with their own website, which gives 
residents instructions on how to prepare for an incident, such as a hurricane, and informs them of the 
appropriate evacuation zones.  
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Goal 5:  

Mitigate Traffic Congestion 

Indicator 5.1:  

Are we driving less? 
 

 

Status: No 
Overall VMT has remained steady during the 5-year period from 
2008 to 2012.  

 
In recent years, the amount of travel in the SJTPO region has remained steady. During the five-year 
period from 2008 to 2012, vehicle travel fluctuated only slightly from the average of 5.7 billion vehicle-
miles travelled (VMT) each year. This includes all roads (both State and local/county roads) within the 
SJTPO region. While vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) is the selected measure and a common indicator for 
this particular goal, it should be noted that overall VMT is a very general proxy or indicator of 
congestion. In addition to VMT growth being stagnant, population growth has been slow in recent years 
– around 1% per year for each of the SJTPO counties. 
 
While most counties saw a slight increase in vehicle travel in this period, Cape May County experienced 
a 14% decrease. Because much of the travel in the SJTPO region is seasonal, this may indicate fewer 
shore travelers. The largest growth in travel is seen in Atlantic County, which gained about 150 million 
vehicle miles of travel in the five-year period.  
 
Prior to 2008, travel was increasing steadily in Atlantic and Cape May counties, reaching its peak in 2006. 
Travel declined in 2007 and 2008, likely due to the economic downturn and rise in gas prices.  
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Figure 17: Annual Vehicle-Miles Travelled (in millions) by County, 2000-2012 
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Source: NJDOT Highway Performance Monitoring System. 

 
As much of the travel in the SJTPO region is seasonal, and the economies of many shore communities 
are driven by recreational travel, higher VMT is generally considered good for the region. Higher VMT in 
Atlantic and Cape May counties correspond with more visitors to shore destinations. However, VMT 
would cause increased traffic congestion on roadway facilities operating near capacity, as well as 
increased vehicle emissions. At present, regional VMT is expected to remain steady in the coming years. 
 

Indicator 5.2:  

Are there fewer vehicle-hours of delay? 

 

Status: New data source; baseline 
established 
There is not enough historical data to determine progress towards 
this goal. This will serve as baseline data for future comparison. 

  

 
The SJTPO region is traversed by several major roadways including the Garden State Parkway, Atlantic 
City Expressway, New Jersey Turnpike, and I-295. In addition, many state and county routes serve 
important economic centers, including the shore. Congestion on these roadways may be measured 
using speed and travel time data obtained from the Vehicle Probe Project (VPP), an extensive archive of 
operations data collected from vehicles travelling along the I-95 Corridor. Managed and maintained by 
the I-95 Corridor Coalition in partnership with the University of Maryland, the Vehicle Probe Project 
collects data from connected devices in vehicles on many major roadways in the region. Most of these 
are state roadways, but also include county roadways. Roadways are divided into short segments, and 
for each segment, the average speed of vehicles on the segment is recorded in five-minute intervals. 
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Coverage from the VPP extends back several years on Authority roads, but coverage was only recently 
obtained on most state and county roadways, and one full year of data on these roadways is not yet 
available. While more detailed time series data may be available for individual roadways, as this report 
is meant to measure the system as a whole, as opposed to individual roadways, the VPP was deemed to 
be the most appropriate data source. The speed and travel time data may serve as a baseline for 
comparison for future years as more data is recorded by the VPP. 
 
Table  8 lists the VPP estimates of total hours of vehicle delay on each roadway in 2013. Only the extent 
of the roadways in the SJTPO region is considered; estimates of roadway miles in each direction are 
listed. 
 
Table 8: Vehicle-hours of Delay on Limited Access Roadways in the SJTPO Region, 20131 

Roadway County Roadway miles 
Estimated total vehicle-hours 

of delay in 2013 
Garden State Parkway Atlantic and 

Cape May 
49.5 111,441 

Atlantic City Expressway Atlantic 27.5 64,851 
New Jersey Turnpike Salem 9.5 40,344 
I-295 Salem 9.5 13,146 
NJ-55 Cumberland 18.5 5,339 
Additional roadways All — Data available beginning July 2013; 

will be tracked in the future 
1Data from Vehicle Probe Project Suite. Delay is defined as additional travel time needed when travelling 10 mph or more under 
the free-flow speed. 

 
Another tool provided by the Vehicle Probe Project Suite is the Bottleneck Ranking tool, used to identify 
bottlenecked conditions. The tool scans through speed data and identifies locations and time periods 
where the average speed drops below 60% of the free-flow speed for more than five minutes. The 
duration of the bottleneck is recorded, along with the estimated length of the queue formed by the 
bottleneck. 
 
Congestion in the SJTPO region is largely seasonal, with many roadways experiencing congestion on 
summer weekends. The Bottleneck Ranking tool was applied to all roadways in the region for the 
summer of 2013, from July 1st (the date for which expanded coverage began) through September 2nd 
(Labor Day Monday). The results were screened to remove bottlenecks with queues mostly outside the 
region (such as certain NJ Turnpike queues) and to remove erroneous outlier data. Bottlenecked 
roadways were then ranked based on the Bottleneck Impact Factor. Impact factor is computed as the 
product of the average bottleneck duration (in minutes), average queue length (in miles), and number of 
bottleneck occurrences. 
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Figure 18: Top 10 Bottlenecked Roads in the SJTPO Region, July 1st through September 2nd, 
2013  

Rank Roadway County Total Impact Factor 

1 Garden State Pkwy Atlantic and Cape May 101,850 
2 NJ-47/347 Cumberland and Cape May 84,870 
3 Atlantic City Expy Atlantic 52,108 
4 US-40/322 Atlantic 23,701 
5 US-9 Atlantic and Cape May 19,610 
6 New Jersey Tpke Salem 14,554 
7 Wrangleboro Rd (CR-575) Atlantic 9,427 
8 NJ-109 Cape May 9,257 
9 Fire Rd Atlantic 8,134 
10 US-40 Salem 7,651 

SOURCE: VPP 

 
Bottlenecks typically occur at locations where there is a reduction in roadway capacity or at 
interchanges where additional traffic enters the roadway. On the Garden State Parkway, bottlenecks 
were reported by the Vehicle Probe Project at the traffic signals in Cape May, the toll barrier in Atlantic 
County, and at the interchange with the Atlantic City Expressway. Many of these bottlenecks are 
currently being addressed through roadway improvements; for example, the traffic signals in Cape May 
are being removed and replaced with interchanges, and the Parkway is to be widened in Atlantic 
County. 
 
On NJ-47, bottlenecking occurs at the locations where the roadway splits into 47 and 347 (in southern 
Cumberland County), and at the location where the roadways merge back together (in Cape May 
County). 
 
On the Atlantic City Expressway, bottlenecking was observed by the Vehicle Probe Project near the 
construction that occurred in the summer of 2013 between the interchange with NJ-54/US-206 and the 
interchange with NJ-50.  
 
On seasonal roadways such as the Garden State Parkway, NJ-47, and the Atlantic City Expressway, 
bottlenecking is most commonly observed in the southbound and eastbound directions (toward the 
shore) on Friday afternoons and Saturdays and in the northbound and westbound directions (away from 
the shore) on Sundays.  
 
The above data from the summer of 2013 may serve as a baseline for comparison to future data, to see 
if bottlenecks are mitigated by roadway improvements. 
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Goal 6:  

Protect and Enhance the Environment 

Indicator 6.1:  

Has air quality improved? 
 

 

Status: Yes 
The design values for the two monitors located in the SJTPO region 
show that the region has experienced just one violation of the 2008 
8-hour ozone standard (at the Brigantine monitor in 2012). As such, 
while the state as a whole is exceeding the 2008 8-hour ozone 
standards, the SJTPO region is showing a positive trend. 

 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) monitors ambient air quality levels 
throughout the state with specialized air quality monitors. There are two monitoring sites located within 
the SJTPO region; in Brigantine, Atlantic County and Millville, Cumberland County. Currently, the SJTPO 
is in nonattainment for Ozone, which is one of six criteria air pollutants identified by the EPA. These 
pollutants can injure health, harm the environment, and cause property damage. The EPA calls these 
pollutants criteria air pollutants because the agency has developed health-based criteria (science-based 
guidelines) as the basis for setting permissible levels in the air we breathe. The EPA establishes National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which apply to the concentration of a pollutant in the outdoor 
air, for each of the criteria pollutants. If the air quality in a geographic area does not meet the national 
standard, it is called a nonattainment area.16

 
  

Ground-level ozone is created when nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC’s) react 
in the presence of sunlight. NOx is primarily emitted by motor vehicles, power plants, and other sources 
of combustion, while VOC’s are emitted from sources such as motor vehicles, chemical plants, factories, 
consumer and commercial products, and even trees.17

 

 The current 8-hour ozone standard, promulgated 
in 2008, is 0.075 parts per million (ppm), or 75 parts per billion (ppb). The original 8-hour ozone 
standard, promulgated in 1997, was 0.08 ppm, or 80 ppb, but was revoked in 2012.  

The best way to determine if an area is meeting the NAAQS is to measure the design value of an area. 
For a concentration-based standard such as ozone, the air quality design value for a site is defined as the 
standard-related test statistic that is used to determine whether an area is meeting the standard. The 
                                                           
16 http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/faq.htm#4. Accessed 9/9/14. 
17 NJDEP. 2012 Ozone Summary. At: www.njaqinow.net. 

http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/faq.htm#4�
http://www.njaqinow.net/�
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design value is the 3-year average of the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone 
concentration at each monitor. The highest design value at a particular site is taken as the overall 
“design value” for the region. The overall design value for the region is depicted in Figure 19. For 
example, for 2009, the design value of 83 is the maximum of the three-year averages of the fourth-
highest maximum 8-hour ozone concentrations from 2007 to 2009. Similarly, for 2010, the design value 
of 81 is the maximum of the three-year averages of the fourth-highest maximum 8-hour ozone 
concentrations taken from 2008 to 2010. The design values in each subsequent year are averaged over 
that year as well as the two preceding years.  
 
As can be seen by Figure 19 the overall design value for New Jersey has exceeded both the current 2008 
8-hour ozone standard (75 ppb) for all 5 years, from 2009 to 2013. Table 9 contains the actual design 
values for the State of New Jersey, from 2009 to 2013. However, the design values for the two monitors 
located in the SJTPO region show that the region has experienced just one violation of the 2008 8-hour 
ozone standard (at the Brigantine monitor in 2012). As such, while the state as a whole is exceeding the 
2008 8-hour ozone standards, the SJTPO region is showing a positive trend. 
 
Figure 19: 8-Hour Ozone Design Values (Preliminary), 2009-2013, State of New Jersey 
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Table 9: 8-Hour Ozone Design Values (Preliminary), 2009-2013, State of New Jersey 

Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

3-Year Span 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013 
Design Value (ppb)  83 81 82 87 84 

SOURCE: NJ DEP, 6/2014. 

 
Figure 20 depicts the historic and current trend of mobile source emissions in the SJTPO region since 
2005. Since the SJTPO region lies within the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area, it is required to show 
that its future plans and projects conform to NAAQS, by modeling expected mobile source generated 
VOC and NOx emissions (the two ozone precursors), and ensuring they fall at or below the mobile 
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source emissions budgets, depicted in Figure 20 via the dashed lines. While air quality conformity is 
primarily oriented towards modeling the impact of the future transportation system on air quality 
emission levels, baseline data, (which precede the forecast years and in most cases are based on a past 
year), are frequently run as part of the modeling process. As such, Figure 20 depicts the baseline years 
from a series of past conformity runs. Figure 20 shows a gradual decrease in VOC from 2005 to 2015. 
NOx has decreased significantly from 2005 to 2010, but has started to increase from 2010 to 2015 
although it is still substantially below the emissions budget of 29.64 tpd. Nevertheless, even though past 
regional emissions analyses are showing increases in NOx levels; as a whole, as can be seen by Figure 19, 
ambient concentration of 8-hour ozone levels are decreasing, leading to the overall positive rating in air 
quality.  
 
Figure 20: VOC and NOx Mobile Source Emissions in tons per day (tpd), SJTPO Region, 2005-
2015* 
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*2015 is projected  
SOURCE: SJTPO. FY 2006, 2013, and 2014 Air Quality Conformity Runs. Selected conformity analysis years based on conformity 
regulation rule-§93.106 and vetted by Interagency Consultation Group. Not every year is an analysis year. 
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Indicator 6.2:  

What is the region’s carbon footprint? 
 

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
In 2010, the SJTPO region’s carbon footprint was 9.94 million metric 
tons of CO2-equivalents. Its emissions per capita were 13.84 metric 
tons of CO2-equivalents. As this is the first year this type of data has 
been collected, this will serve as baseline data for future 
comparison. 

 
Figure 21: SJTPO Gross Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions by Sector, 2010 

 
*Industrial Process and Fossil Fuel 
SOURCE: SJTPO Region Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory—Final Report. June 2014. 

 
In 2014, SJTPO completed a Regional Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventory, which will serve as a 
basis for formulating and evaluating GHG reduction policies and action plans at the regional, county, and 
municipal levels. This region-wide GHG inventory will serve as the first part of larger, long-range climate 
initiative at the SJTPO, which will include a forecast of the inventory and may include regional mitigation 
and adaptation plans, as well as creation of a framework for incorporating climate impacts into the 
evaluation criteria for program and project selection and prioritization. 
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Table 10: SJTPO Gross Emissions by Sector, 2010 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions By Source (2010) In million metric tons CO2e 

Residential 1.52 
Commercial 2.11 
Industrial 0.49 
Non-Road 0.26 
Transportation 4.52 
Industrial Processes and Fossil Fuel (IP&FF) 0.76 
Agriculture 0.07 
Waste Management 0.19 
Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF)* 0.002 
Total 9.94 

*Includes Non-road Engines used for forestry, and non-agricultural fertilizer application, often referred to as “settlement soils” 
SOURCE: SJTPO Region Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Final Summary Report, AKRF, June 2014. 

 
As seen in Figure 21 and Table 10, above, the transportation sector accounts for 45% of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) emissions.18

 

 In addition to on-road vehicles that comprise the greatest proportion of 
transportation emissions, other vehicles include non-road recreation vehicles, aviation, passenger, and 
freight rail, and commercial and recreational marine vessels. This finding would suggest that mitigation 
measures aimed at transportation activity, such as implementing more travel demand management 
programs, such as telecommuting or compressed work weeks, incentivizing the use of alternate fuel 
vehicles (AFV’s), including hybrids or electric vehicles, and altering mode shift to increase transit 
ridership, would be most effective in decreasing the regional carbon footprint.  

The other sectors included in this inventory were:  
• Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Fuel Use and Electricity Consumption; 
• Industrial Processes and Fossil Fuel, which includes industrial processes such as glass 

manufacturing, soda ash production and use, and cooling and refrigeration; 
• Agriculture, which includes crop production, agricultural non-road engines, and livestock 

management activities; 
• Waste Management, which includes both solid waste and wastewater management; and 
• Land Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry, which includes the net CO2 flux from both forested 

lands and urban forests. 
 
As a metropolitan planning organization, SJTPO has limited influence over these other sectors, but in its 
role as a coordinating agency can bring agencies and jurisdictions together. Due to its close relationship 

                                                           
18 CO2e: This is a sum that includes the quantity of each greenhouse gas weighted by a factor of its 
effectiveness as a GHG, using CO2 as a reference. While CO2 is the most abundant GHG, it is not the only 
one. Other GHGs include methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  
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with its counties, which work closely with their municipalities, SJTPO is in a position to work with these 
entities to formulate mitigation strategies to reduce GHG emissions.  
 
Figure 22 shows the on-road emissions in CO2e by municipality.19

Figure 22: On-Road Emissions by Municipality, 2010 

 Atlantic City and Vineland, two of the 
most populous cities in the region, accounted for the highest and second-highest amount, respectively, 
of on-road emissions in the SJTPO region in 2010.  

 
 
Table 11, below, gives the CO2e emissions per capita of the SJTPO region, in comparison to the Delaware 
Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), State of New Jersey, and the USA. Interestingly enough,  
SJTPO’s emissions per capita are slightly higher than the State of New Jersey. This could be due to a 
number of reasons, although these are all speculative. Since SJTPO has a much smaller population 
relative to the rest of the State, the emissions burden per person is higher. Also, the high number of 
visitors and seasonal traffic coming into and out of the region is probably one of the reasons behind 

                                                           
19 These are consumption-based emissions, which consider emissions that result from the energy consumed, even if the 
emissions occur outside the geographic area. (These are in contrast to direct emissions, which consider the emissions occurring 
at the source, as in exhaust from a vehicle tailpipe.) More information on these two different types of accounting can be found 
in the Final Summary Report. 
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transportation being the largest greenhouse gas emitting sector in the region, and on a relative basis, 
accounts for a higher proportion of emissions within the region than the State as a whole. As such, this 
too could explain the SJTPO’s region’s overall higher emissions per capita. 
 
Table 11: Emissions per Capita, 20102 

Jurisdiction Emissions per capita (mtCO2e) 

SJTPO Region 13.84 
DVRPC3 14.40 
New Jersey4 12.87 
USA5 21.93 

2 Inventory assuming direct-based emissions without energy-cycle emissions plus consumption-based electricity emissions 
3 Provided by DVRPC via email, 7/22/14. 
4 Source: NJDEP. Statewide Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory for 2009. November 2012. 
5 Source: Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks, 1990-2012. April 15, 2014. 

 
As this is the first time a detailed inventory such as this has been done for the SJTPO region, this data 
will serve as a baseline for future comparison. However, the state as a whole has reduced its CO2 
emissions by 8.5 percent between 2000 and 2011. During this same period, the entire nation saw an 8.3 
percent drop in emissions20

 
; both of these are positive trends. 

                                                           
20Source: US Energy Information Administration. (EIA). At: 
http://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/state_emissions.cfm. 
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Goal 7:  

Enhance the Integration and Connectivity of the 
Transportation System 

Indicator 7.1:  

Has accessibility to transit stations/bus stops improved?  

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a baseline for future 
comparison. 

 
In addition to being one of the main goals espoused in the SJTPO 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, 
intermodal connectivity is an important attribute of any transportation system and has a great influence 
on how people utilize the system.  
 
One area in which the SJTPO region has made inroads is the ability to link a bicycle portion of a trip to a 
transit bus. Although only about 40% of the bus lines in the SJTPO region are served by buses equipped 
with bike racks, the lines without bus racks have luggage compartments under the bus that will 
accommodate a bike. As part of the Subregional Transportation Program, Atlantic County recently 
conducted an inventory of the bus stops and shelters within the county. The inventory consisted of 
heavily traveled local commuter routes, and included stops on both county roads and state highways. 
Out of the 92 bus stops surveyed, 84 (91.4%) had a sidewalk connected to it.21

 

 This would suggest good 
connectivity in Atlantic County, where the majority of the bus stops in the region are located. 

                                                           
21 Atlantic County Department of Regional Planning and Economic Development. Atlantic County Project of the Assessment of 
Bus Stop/Shelter Accessibility and Safety. July 2013. 
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Goal 8:  

Restore, Preserve and Maintain the Existing 
Transportation System 

 

Indicator 8.1:  

What is the pavement condition of our roads?  

 

Status: Not Enough Information 
While the most recent Asset Management System (AMS) inventory 
shows that almost 46% of the toal roadway mileage within the 
region has a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of either “Satisfactory” 
or “Excellent,” this is based on just one year’s worth of data for all 
but Vineland and Atlantic County and as such, progress towards a 
goal cannot be determined. The information compiled will serve as 
a baseline for future comparison. 

 

 
The pavement constituting the region’s roads comprises a large portion of the region’s transportation 
infrastructure. SJTPO’s Asset Management System (AMS) includes a pavement inventory on county 
roads within the four-county SJTPO region, as well as municipal roads in the City of Vineland. Each 
pavement section has a Pavement Condition Index (PCI), which is based on the condition of the road. 
Using PCI, we can determine the number of road-miles that are in good condition (See Goal 4, above, for 
a more complete explanation of PCI). Out of the 1,749 miles of roadway in SJTPO’s Asset Management 
System, the average PCI for the region is 69.67, which is considered “good.”  
 
Figures 23 and 24 show the distribution of road pavement miles within the AMS across each category in 
the form of a pie and bar chart, respectively. Using the most recent inventory done for each county, out 
of the 1,749 total miles, 806 (46%) of the total AMS roadway mileage falls within the two highest 
categories (Satisfactory and Excellent) while 943 (54%) of the total roadway miles falls within the lowest 
five categories (Failed, Serious, Very Poor, Poor, and Fair). 
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Figure 23: Road Miles by Condition Status (Percentage) 
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Figure 24: Road Miles by Condition Status (Miles) 
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SOURCES (Fig. 23 and 24): SJTPO AMS. Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland Counties, 2012. Salem County, 2011. Vineland City, 
2013. 
 

The trend information is limited. Only Vineland and Atlantic County have more than one inventory.    
 
Appendix 5: Transportation System Assessment of the SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan 2040 contains 
a review of State-maintained pavements in the SJTPO region. As seen in Figure 11, the data indicate a 
worsening trend in the State-maintained pavement, with an increasing percentage of lane-miles rated 
“deficient” and a decreasing percentage rated “fair.”22

                                                           
22 SJTPO Regional Transportation Plan 2040. At:  

 

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/RTP/2040/RTP2040_Appendix4-System.pdf. 

http://www.sjtpo.org/Documents/RTP/2040/RTP2040_Appendix4-System.pdf�
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Indicator 8.2:  

What is the average sufficiency rating of our bridges? 

 

Status: Improving slightly 
The average Sufficiency Rating for bridges in the SJTPO region in 
2014 is 82.33 (Satisfactory). The rating has increased slightly but 
steadily since 2008. The number of “Structurally Deficient” Bridges 
in the region has also decreased slightly by 28%. 

 

Bridge Management System (BMS) 
In addition to road pavement, bridges also constitute a significant portion of the regional transportation 
infrastructure. Condition ratings for bridges in the SJTPO region are performed by NJDOT. Although the 
BMS is a statewide system, it includes all bridges at least 20 feet in length, regardless of ownership. This 
allows for comparable reporting at the national level. 
 
A Sufficiency Rating is generated for each bridge to summarize its structural condition. According to the 
“Recording and Coding Guide for the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation's Bridges (Coding 
Guide)”: 
 

The sufficiency rating formula described herein is a method of evaluating highway bridge data by 
calculating four separate factors to obtain a numeric value, which is indicative of bridge 
sufficiency to remain in service. The result of this method is a percentage in which 100 percent 
would represent a sufficient bridge and zero percent would represent an insufficient or deficient 
bridge. 

 
As can be seen from Figure 25, the average Sufficiency Rating for bridges in the SJTPO region is 81.27 
(Satisfactory). The rating for the region has increased slightly but steadily since 2008. By way of 
comparison, the average Sufficiency Rating for the State of New Jersey is 73.7.23

 

  

                                                           
23At:  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/nbi/disclaim.cfm?nbiYear=2013&nbiState=NJ13.  



2040 Regional Transportation Plan Performance Report 46 

Figure 25: SJTPO Bridges Average Sufficiency Rating, 2008-2012 

 
SOURCE: NJDOT Bridge Management System. 2015. 

 
Structural Adequacy and Functional Obsolescence are two factors that go into a Bridge’s Sufficiency 
Rating. Certain portions of the bridge inspection system are used to determine these commonly cited 
measures. Figure 26 displays data from three different reporting years: 2008, 2012, and 2014. The chart 
contains the number of bridges that are structurally deficient, functionally obsolete, or neither.24

 
 

                                                           
24 A structurally deficient bridge, when left open to traffic, typically requires significant maintenance and repair to remain in 
service and eventual rehabilitation or replacement to address deficiencies. The fact that a bridge is classified under the federal 
definition as “structurally deficient" does not imply that it is unsafe. To remain in service, structurally deficient bridges are 
often posted with weight limits to restrict the gross weight of vehicles using the bridges to less than the maximum weight 
typically allowed by statute. 
 
A functionally obsolete bridge is one that was built to standards that are not used today. These bridges are not automatically 
rated as structurally deficient, nor are they inherently unsafe. Functionally obsolete bridges are those that do not have 
adequate lane widths, shoulder widths, or vertical clearances to serve current traffic demand, or those that may be occasionally 
flooded. Both definitions from: http://www.iowadot.gov/subcommittee/bridgeterms.aspx#f. 
 

http://www.iowadot.gov/subcommittee/bridgeterms.aspx%23f�
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Figure 26: SJTPO Region Bridge Status, 2008, 2012, and 2014 

 
SOURCE: NJDOT Bridge Management System. 2014. 

 
As can be seen in Figure 26, statistics from the NJDOT’s Bridge Management System (BMS) show that in 
2014, 43 (9%) of bridges in the SJTPO region are Structurally Deficient, 57 (12%) are Functionally 
Obsolete, and 374 (79%) are in neither category. The Structurally Deficient category shows a slight 
decreasing (favorable) trend from 2008, while the Functionally Obsolete category shows a slightly 
increasing (unfavorable) trend. 
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Summary and Next Steps  
 
SJTPO’s “RTP Performance Report” tells a number of different stories. For some of the goals, such as 
“Improving Safety” and “Protecting and Enhancing the Environment,” it appears that the region has 
made progress. For other goals, such as “Promoting Transportation Choices” or “Enhancing Connectivity, 
“the dial has not really moved since the 2040 RTP and more work or additional policy intervention may 
be necessary to “alter” the dial. Still for other goals, such as “Mitigating traffic congestion” or 
“Improving Evacuation Routes,” the results presented here serve more as a baseline with too few data 
points to determine a specific trend. In any case, these goals and indicators are meant to serve as a 
foundation for the upcoming 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update, due out in 2016.  
 
It is possible that in the interim, some of these goals and indicators may change. It is also possible that 
some of the performance measures used in evaluating the indicators may be replaced by different 
indicators and measures. Because of the higher-level, 30,000-foot view assumed in this report, many 
details surrounding each of these measures have been omitted. It is the intent that much of these 
details will be filled in as part of the more detailed system-level reports that will be a part of the next 
Plan. At any rate, this report represents a major milestone in fulfilling the “System Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Reporting” requirements of the Performance-Based Planning Process, and constitutes a 
significant step in steering SJTPO’s planning process towards more of a performance-based process in 
line with the tenets of MAP-21.  
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How are we doing?  
 
In 2014, the SJTPO released its 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Performance Report, a mid-year 
report card which assessed the region’s progress in reaching the goals and objectives of the 2040 RTP. 
We utilized carefully vetted and agreed-upon indicators in this process. Specifically, a performance 
indicator is a performance measure that is used to document and monitor progress towards a particular 
goal. This report is an update of that report. Where we had updated data, we updated the data 
contained in those indicators, and added new ones for a few goals. In keeping with SJTPO’s 
performance-based planning process and the critical step of continuous monitoring and measurement, 
we intend to release a system performance report, using these same indicators as well as new ones, on 
a biennial basis. 
 

Table 1 Transportation Matters Performance Report: Goals and Indicators 

Goal 1: Promote transportation choices for the movement of people and goods 
Indicator 1.1: 
Is the region making progress in increasing bicycle lanes and paths? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update 

 

Increase in 
number of 
bicycle lanes and 
paths  

+43.2 miles since 
2005 

 
Data not available 

Percent increase 
in bikeways  

27% since 2005  
Data not available 

 

Status: Yes, the region is making progress through 2014, data since is incomplete. 
In the SJTPO region as a whole, 43.2 miles of existing bikeways have been implemented or identified as 
existing since 2005, a 27% increase. 
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Indicator 1.2: 
Is transit ridership increasing? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update 

 

Median Transit 
Ridership (Bus 
and Rail) 

Leveled off Slight decline, but 
increase in community 
shuttle ridership 

Number of 
residents who live 
within short walk 
distance1  to 
transit stop 

311,484, 
(more than 
50% of 2010 
regional 
population) 

         
Data not available 

Atlantic City Rail 
Line Ridership 

2,700 2,550  

1A population living within ¼ to ½ mile of a transit stop is considered as transit accessible.  
 
Status: Yes and No. While NJ TRANSIT bus and rail ridership has declined slightly since 2009, new 
community shuttle services have been initiated. 
Due to the Great Recession and overall tepid economic growth region-wide since then, NJ TRANSIT bus 
ridership has declined slightly in recent years. In addition, ridership on the Atlantic City Rail Line, part of 
which lies in the SJTPO region, has also been declining in recent years. However, the proximity to a 
transit top remains solid.  
 
In addition to these services, the CCCTMA, in partnership with the NJ TRANSIT and the South Jersey 
Transportation Authority, recently initiated the Route 54/40 Community Shuttle, a free deviated route 
service, in January 2016. It services parts of Folsom, Buena, and Buena Vista Townships, in western 
Atlantic County. As of 2/29/16, there have been 653 one-way trips.  SJTPO will continue to support 
policies that promote transportation choices, which include transit. 
 
The NJ TRANSIT bus median ridership for the region for weekdays and Saturdays, for the years 2009 to 
2015, respectively, is listed below: 
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Figure 1.1:  Median Bus Ridership, NJ TRANSIT. SJTPO Region, 2009-2015. 

 
SOURCE:  NJ TRANSIT 
 
Figure 1.2:  Average Daily Ridership. Atlantic City Rail Line. 2012-2015 
 

 
SOURCE: NJ TRANSIT. 2016. 
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Indicator 1.3:  
Is the region making progress in increasing goods movement?   
 Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update 

 

County Freight 
Flows by Weight* 

65 M total tons 
(2003) 

-Data not available 

County Freight 
Flows by Value* 

 $131.6 M 
(2003) 

         
-Data not available 

*SOURCE:  NJDOT. 2003 TRANSEARCH Freight Profile. 
Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a baseline for future comparison. 
 
 

 

Goal 2: Support the Regional Economy 
Indicator 2.1:  
Are TIP projects serving Employment and Retail Centers? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update 

 

% Total TIP 
Projects that 
intersect EJ zones 

46.6% 47.2% 

  
Status: Yes 
23 projects (out of a total of 48) from FY 2016-2025 TIP (approximately 47.2% of total Federal funds 
allocated to the SJTPO Region) intersect Employment and Retail Centers.  
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Figure 2.1:  SJTPO TIP FY2016-2025 Projects and Designated Centers 

 
SOURCE: NJDOL (Worker data). 
 
Indicator 2.2:  
What is the status of our freight infrastructure—condition and performance? 

Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update 

 

Pavement 
Condition of Truck 
Routes 

---- 54.6% of total Truck Route+ 
lane-miles are in either 
“Good” or “Fair” condition. 

Commercial 
Vehicle-Hours of 
Delay 

---- No Evaluation. Results are 
uneven for select individual 
roads (not enough history); 
not enough of information 
(road mileage, or history) 
about all other roads.  
 

+ SOURCE:  NJDOT Pavement Management System (PMS). Covers NJDOT-maintained roadways. 
Status: Not Enough Information. Delay is up on some routes from 2013 to 2015. 
Caveat: There was construction on select routes (NJ Turnpike, ACE, GSP) in and near our region and that 
may have contributed to the delay. 
 
In addition to the above, since the publication of the 2040 RTP Performance Report, SJTPO has come up 
with a new performance measure, the pavement condition of truck routes within the SJTPO region, 
using data from NJDOT’s Pavement Management System.  To determine pavement condition status, 
NJDOT uses the performance measures of International Roughness Index (IRI) and Surface Distress 
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Index, (SDI), respectively, to assess pavement conditions within their system. These metrics are 
combined to assign the pavement segments a specific status using the criteria in Table 1, below. 
 
To summarize the overall pavement network status, the PMS database is queried for each of the 
conditions below and the corresponding lane miles of each tenth mile segment are allocated to the 
appropriate category.  The sums of the lane miles in each category are used to calculate percentages of 
the total network lane miles. 

Pavement Condition 

Table 2.1: Pavement Measures utilized by NJDOT 
Pavement Condition Status  
Deficient (Poor) 
 

International Roughness Index (IRI):  > 170 OR Surface Distress Index 
(SDI) ≤ 2.4 

Fair Combinations between the Deficient and Good categories 
Good IRI < 95 AND SDI ≥ 3.5 
SOURCE: NJDOT. 
 

Table 2.2: Truck Route Road condition 
2015 Truck Route Conditions  
Pavement Condition Lane Miles 
Good 200.4  
Fair 357.6  
Deficient 464.3  
Total 1,022.3  
Includes condition of state road truck routes only.  
SOURCE:  NJDOT Pavement Management System (PMS), 2015. 
 
SJTPO has access to pavement conditions on only a portion of the truck routes in our region. NJDOT 
provides the data for all truck routes that are also state roads.  There is a total of 1,022.3 lane miles in 
the SJTPO region that are NJDOT responsibility (pavement condition information is available). These 
include all of the interstate and State road lane-miles,1

 

 including those that are part of the National 
Highway System (NHS) as well as the non-NHS. These are all included in NJDOT’s Pavement 
Management System. All of these state routes are also considered truck routes. In addition, parts of the 
Garden State Parkway (GSP) as well as the Atlantic City Expressway (ACE) are also truck routes, but they 
are not covered by the NJDOT PMS.  

 As depicted in Figure 2, below, 45% of the truck route lane-miles are in deficient condition, 35% in fair 
condition, and 20% of the truck lane-miles are in good condition.  
                                                           
1 Parts of the state system are not included as well. These include:  NJ-73 (6.06 road miles in Atlantic), NJ-167 (0.62 road miles 
in Atlantic), and NJ-347 (8.58 road-miles in Cumberland). 



Transportation Matters Performance Report-2016 Update 8 

Figure 2: Condition of Truck Route Lane-Miles, 2015 
 

 
SOURCE:  NJDOT Pavement Management System (PMS), 2015. 
*This data is from NJDOT Pavement Management System. The information is for the truck route lane-
miles that are on the State road system only. This includes all of the Interstate and State road lane- miles 
(NHS & Non-NHS). 

Performance – Hours of Delay 
 
Using data from the Vehicle Probe Project, SJTPO has also come up with commercial vehicle-hours of 
delay. The following table presents data from the VPP system. The commercial Vehicle Hours of Delay is 
estimated and is dependent on the estimated proportion of commercial vehicles. Results are uneven for 
the select routes that are reported individually. More information on road miles is needed for other 
roads. 
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Table 2.3: Vehicle-Hours of Delay, Commercial Vehicles 

Road Counties       Miles 
Vehicle Hours of Delay-Commercial Vehicles 

2013 2014 2015 
Garden State 
Parkway 

Atlantic and 
Cape May 49.5 12,611 19,805 18,121 

Atlantic City 
Expressway Atlantic 27.5 7,990 4,687 7,444 
New Jersey 
Turnpike Salem 9.5 2,491 2,541 8,452 

I-295 Salem 9.5 843 1,076 682 

NJ-55 Cumberland 18.5 596 1,879 2,290 

SUBTOTAL  114.5 24,531 29,988 36,989 

Other Roads* All ____ 17,624 138,330 96,102 

TOTAL  --------- 42,155 168,318 133,091 
The number of road miles with delay information available increased during 2013. 
SOURCE: VPP. 
 

Goal 3: Improve Transportation Safety 
Indicator 3.1:  
Are traffic fatalities and serious injuries decreasing? 
Measure(s) Five-Year Average % Change 

 

2012 2015 
Fatalities 589.2 NA NA 

Fatalities and  
Serious 
Injuries 

2,121.0 NA NA 

SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Association (NHTSA). At: 
(http://www.fars.nhtsa.dot.gov/Main/index.aspx) 
Status: Not Enough Information. 
 

http://www.fars.nhtsa.dot.gov/Main/index.aspx�
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Figure 3.1: Vehicle Fatalities and Serious Injuries, 2007-2012 

SOURCE: New Jersey Strategic Highway Safety Plan.  
www.state.nj.us/transportation/about/safety/pdf/2015strategichighwaysafetyplan.pdf  

Figure 3.2 : Vehicle Fatalities and Serious Injuries, Five-Year Annual Average, 2007-2012 
 

 
SOURCE: www.state.nj.us/transportation/about/safety/ (Accessed 4/5/16). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/about/safety/pdf/2015strategichighwaysafetyplan.pdf�
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/about/safety/�
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Goal 4: Improve Emergency Evacuation 
Indicator 4.1:  
Are SJTPO’s evacuation routes in good condition? (State-maintained roads only) 
 2014 2016  

 

Percent of roads 
in at least “fair” 
condition 

---- 45% 

 

Status: They are in “adequate” condition 
Based on the IRI and/or SDI ratings as utilized by the NJDOT PMS, most of the evacuation routes that we 
have data for in the SJTPO region are in at least “Fair” Condition. 
 

Figure 4.1 2015 Condition of Evacuation Routes, Mileage and Percentage of Total* 

 
*These include roads with condition information. Of the 1,022.3 lane-miles in the SJTPO region that are 
NJDOT’s responsibility, a total of 968.4 lane miles are also a part of the Evacuation Route system.  
 
SOURCE: NJDOT Pavement Management System (PMS). 2015. 
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Goal 5: Mitigate traffic congestion 
Indicator 5.1:    Are we driving less? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016  % Change 

 

Daily Vehicle-
Miles Traveled 

(VMT) 
15.68 M 15.62 M (0. 3%) 

Annual 
Vehicle-Miles 

Traveled 
5.72 B 5.70 B (0. 3%) 

Status: No material change in recent years.  
Overall regional VMT has declined slightly during the 14-year period from 2000 to 2014, although 
Atlantic and Cumberland counties did see some slight increases over the same period. Caveat:  The 
economic activity for the region may have been a factor in the level of congestion over the longer-term 
period (2007-2012). 
 
Figure 5.1: Annual Vehicle-Miles Travelled (in millions) by County, 2000-2014 

 
SOURCE:  NJDOT Highway Performance Monitoring System. 
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Indicator 5.2:    Are there fewer vehicle-hours of delay? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update % Change 

 

Vehicle-Hours of 
Delay, (Limited-
Access Roadways+) 

245,000 370,000 50.8% 

+Limited Access Roadways—listed in Table 5.1, below. 
Status: No. In the SJTPO region, there has been an increase in vehicle-hours of delay from 2013 to 2015, 
although this may have been caused by construction on select roads.  
 
*The number of Road miles with delay information available increased during 2013. 
 
SJTPO also updated the top “Bottlenecked Intersections” in the SJTPO region, using the VPP’s Bottleneck 
Ranking tool. See Appendix IV—the Congestion Management Process Activity Report for more detail on 
this tool and the updated locations.   
 
 

Road Counties Miles 
Vehicle Hours of Delay - All Vehicles 

2013 2014 2015 
Garden State 
Parkway+ 

Atlantic and 
Cape May 49.5 126,114 198,045 181,214 

Atlantic City 
Expressway+ Atlantic 27.5 79,905 46,867 74,438 
New Jersey 
Turnpike+ Salem 9.5 24,911 25,409 84,518 
I-295+ Salem 9.5 8,429 10,762 6,816 
NJ-55 Cumberland 18.5 5,959 18,795 22,895 

SUBTOTAL  114.5 245,318 299,878 369,881 

Other Roads* All ____ 175,838 1,383,296 961,022 

TOTAL   421,156 1,683,174 1,330,903 

 

Table 5.1: Vehicle-hours of Delay on Limited Access Roadways in the SJTPO Region1 

+Limited Access Roads included in VPP. *Other Roads—The VPP also includes a select number of county roads. 
1Data from Vehicle Probe Project Suite. Delay is defined as additional travel time needed when travelling 10 mph 
or more under the free-flow speed. 
 

 

Table 5.1, above, lists the VPP estimates of total hours of vehicle delay on select roadways for the years 
2013, 2014, & 2015. Only the extent of the roadways in the SJTPO region is considered; estimates of 
roadway miles in each direction are listed. 
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Goal 6: Protect and Enhance the Environment 
Indicator 6.1:    Has air quality improved? 

Measure(s) 2014 2016 
Update 

% 
Change 

 
8-Hour Ozone Design Values (3-Year 
Period of Measurement) 

84  
(2012-
2014) 

68 
(2014-
2016) 

(13%) 

Status: Yes—for ambient ozone concentrations. 
 
As depicted in Figure 6.1, below, the design values2

 

 for the two monitors located in the SJTPO region 
show that the region has experienced three violations of the 2008 8-hour ozone standard, two at the 
Millville monitor in 2009 and 2010, and one at the Brigantine monitor in 2012. Since 2012, however, the 
region, along with the rest of the PA-MD-NJ-DE Ozone area, is showing a positive trend in ambient air 
quality concentrations of ozone. This data and overall trends are depicted in Table 4 and Figure 5, 
below.  

Table 4: 8-Hour Ozone Design Values (Preliminary), 2009-2016, PA-NJ-MD-DE Ozone 
Nonattainment Area 

Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

3-Year Span 2007-
2009 

2008-
2010 

2009-
2011 

2010-
2012 

2011-
2013 

2012-
2014 

2013-
2015 

2014-
2016 

Design 
Value (ppb)  

83 81 82 87 84 77 75 68* 

*Preliminary 
SOURCE: NJ DEP. 4/2016. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 For a detailed description of design value, see Appendix G.1., the 2040 RTP Performance Report. 
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Figure 6.1: 8-Hour Ozone Design Values (Preliminary), 2009-2016: Brigantine, Millville Monitors, 
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE Ozone Nonattainment Area 

 
 
SOURCE:  NJDEP. 
 
 
 



Indicator 6.2:    What is the region’s carbon footprint? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update % Change 

 

Emissions of CO2-
equivalents (millions 
of metric tons) 

9.94  NA --- 

In 2010, the SJTPO region’s carbon footprint was 9.94 million metric tons of CO2-equivalents. Its 
emissions per capita were 13.84 metric tons of CO2-equivalents. As this is the first year this type of data 
has been collected, this will serve as baseline data for future comparison. 
 

Goal 7: Enhance the Integration and Connectivity of the Transportation System 
Indicator 7.1:  Has accessibility to transit stations/bus stops improved? 
Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update % Change 

 

Connected Stations 
or Bus Stops 

NA NA 
--- 

Bus Stops with 
Shelters 

NA NA 
--- 

Status: Not Enough Information 
The information compiled will serve as a baseline for future comparison.  “Connected” means that a 
sidewalk serves a bus stop or transit station. Connected stations or bus stops are defined as stations or 
stops with walkways that provide adequate connections. 
 

Goal 8: Restore, Preserve and Maintain the Existing Transportation System 
8.1: Indicator    What is the pavement condition of our roads? 

Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update % Change 

 

% Lane-miles in at 
least “Fair” condition 
(State-owned)* 

NA 54.5% 
--- 

%  road-miles in at 
least “Fair” condition 
(County and locally-
owned)** 

77.6% N/A 

--- 

*Using SDI and IRI 
**Using PCI 
 
Status: Not enough Information 
While the most recent Asset Management System (AMS) inventory shows that almost 46% of the toal 
roadway mileage within the region has a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of either “Satisfactory” or 
“Excellent,” this is based on just one year’s worth of data for all but Vineland and Atlantic County and as 
such, progress towards a goal cannot be determined. The information compiled will serve as a baseline 
for future comparison. 
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The pavement condition information in the 2040 RTP Performance Report is for those roads under 
county jurisdiction and under the jurisdiction of the City of Vineland. The following data is pavement 
condition information for roads under State jurisdiction within the SJTPO region. The status levels are 
determined using IRI and SDI, as described above. 
 
Table 4: Roadway Conditions under State Jurisdiction, 2015 (in lane-miles) 
Roads in SJTPO Region DEFICIENT FAIR GOOD Total 
Interstate (Figure 6.1) 15.2 15.4 6.0 36.6  
Non-Interstate, State Roads, NHS (Figure 6.2) 242.6 183.8 117.6 544.0  
Non-Interstate, State Roads, Non-NHS (Figure 6.3) 206.5 158.4 76.8 441.7  

Total 
   

 

464.3 357.6 200.4 1,022.3 
SOURCE:  NJDOT PMS. 
 
Figure 6.1 Roadway conditions, Interstate Roads 

 
SOURCE: NJDOT PMS. 
 
Figure 6.2 Roadway conditions, Non-Interstate Roads, NHS 

 
SOURCE: NJDOT PMS. 
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Figure 6.3 Roadway conditions, Non-Interstate Roads, Non-NHS 

 
SOURCE: NJDOT PMS. 
 
8.2: Indicator  Are SJTPO’s bridge conditions improving? 

Measure(s) 2014 2016 Update** % Change 

 

Sufficiency Rating 82.33 81.27 (1.3) 

% Bridges neither 
“Deficient or 
Functionally 
Obsolete” 

78.9% 77.5% (1.77%) 

  **Data actually from 4/2015.  
Status: Declining slightly 
The average Sufficiency Rating3

 

 for bridges in the SJTPO region in 2015 is 81.27 (Satisfactory). As 
depicted by Figures 7, and 8, below, after a steady increase from 2008 to 2014, the rating has decreased 
slightly since 2014. The number of bridges in the region that are neither “Deficient” nor “Functionally 
Obsolete” has also decreased slightly. 

See the following charts and tables for more detailed information. As can be seen in Figure 8, below, 
statistics from the NJDOT’s Bridge Management System (BMS) show that in 2014, 43 (9%) of bridges in 
the SJTPO region are Structurally Deficient, 57 (12%) are Functionally Obsolete, and 374 (79%) are in 
neither category. The Structurally Deficient category shows a slight decreasing (favorable) trend from 
2008, while the Functionally Obsolete category shows a slightly increasing (unfavorable) trend. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
3 For a more detailed explanation of Sufficiency Ratings, Structural Adequacy and Functional Obsolescence, see Appendix 7.1 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan Performance Report. 



Transportation Matters Performance Report-2016 Update 19 

Figure 8:  SJTPO Bridge Status for the Years: 2008, 2012, 2014, & 2015 

 
 
SOURCE: NJDOT Bridge Management System, 2015. 
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Appendix H List of Acronyms 
AAR American Association of Railroads 

AASHTO American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials 

ACRL Atlantic City Rail Line 

ACRTP Atlantic City Regional Transportation Plan 

ACS American Community Survey 

ACY Atlantic City International Airport 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

AHD Annual Hours of Delay 

AHTD Annual Hours of Truck Delay 

BEA Bureau of Economic Analysis 

BLS Bureau of Labor Statistics 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

CAFRA Coastal Area and Facilities Review Act 

CATS Cumberland Area Transit System  

CCPTSA Cumberland County Public Transit Service Association 

CCCTMA Cross-County Connection Transportation Management Association  

CES Current Employment Statistics 

CGR Center for Governmental Research 

CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

CMSL Cape May Seashore Line 

CON Construction 

CPS Child Passenger Seat 

CRDA Casino Redevelopment Authority 

DART Delaware Transit Corporation 



DES Design 

DRBA Delaware River and Bay Authority 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

FAST Act--Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act 

FPB Ferry Boat and Terminal Facilities Construction Program 

GDL Graduated Driver’s License 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GWRA Global Warming Reduction Act 

HAWK High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk 

HPP High Priority Projects 

HSIP Highway Safety Improvement Program 

HSM Highway Safety Manual 

HSTP Human Service Transportation Plan 

IRI International Roughness Index 

ITS Intelligent Transportation System 

JARC Job Access Reverse Commute 

LED Local Employment Dynamics 

LEHD Local Employment-Household Dynamics 

LOS Level-of-Service 

LRT Light Rail Transit 

MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

mtCO2e metric tons of CO2-equivalents 



MMTCO2E millions of metric tons of CO2-equivalents 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAICS North American Industry Classification System 

NBI National Bridge Inventory 

NHPP National Highway Performance Program 

NHS National Highway System 

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

NJDEP New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

NJDOT New Jersey Department of Transportation 

NJ TRANSIT New Jersey Transit 

NJTPA North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority 

NOx Nitrogen Oxides 

PBP Performance-based Planning 

PM Performance Measure  

PMS Pavement Management System 

PRIIA Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 

RCC Regional Coordination Council 

RI80 Truck Reliability Index 

RRFB Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons 

RSA Road Safety Audit 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

SCDRTAP The Senior Citizen and Disabled Resident Transportation Assistance Program  

SDI Surface Distress Index 

SHSP Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

SJTA South Jersey Transportation Authority 



SJTDM South Jersey Travel Demand Model 

SJTPO South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization 

SNJFTEDA Southern New Jersey Freight Transportation Economic Development Assessment 

SOV Single-Occupant Vehicle 

SPR State Planning and Research Program 

SRNJ Southern Railroad of New Jersey 

SRTS Safe Routes to School 

S-TBG Surface Transportation Block Grant 

STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

STP Surface Transportation Program 

SWD, SWE Summer Weekday, Summer Weekend 

TAC Technical Advisory Committee 

TAP Transportation Alternatives Program 

TIGER Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery   

TMA Transportation Management Agency 

TSM&O Transportation Systems Management and Operation 

TTF Transportation Trust Fund 

UPWP Unified Planning Work Program 

USFWS US Fish and Wildlife Service 

VMT Vehicle-Miles Traveled 

VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 

VPP Vehicle Probe Project 

WW Winchester and Western Railroad 
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APPENDIX I  FAST Act Plan Federal Requirements Checklist 
 

 Federal Requirement for MPO 
Transportation Plans MPO Process 

1. A long-range Plan should be 
prepared every four years in 
nonattainment areas.  

The previous Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was 
adopted in July 2012. The present RTP was adopted in 
July 2016.  

2. Existing and proposed 
transportation facilities (including 
major roadways, public 
transportation facilities, intercity 
bus facilities, multimodal and 
intermodal facilities, nonmotorized 
transportation facilities, and 
intermodal connectors) that 
function as an integrated 
metropolitan transportation system 
should be identified.  

An overview of the regional transportation network, 
including existing facilities and proposed strategies, is 
provided in Chapter 4. Appendix A.1. lists the future 
projects that constitute our fiscally constrained Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

3. The planning horizon should extend 
20 years into the future.  

The RTP extends to 2040, a 24 year planning horizon.  

4. Performance measures and targets, 
along with a report of system 
performance and progress in 
meeting performance targets 
should be provided.  

Chapter 9 of Transportation Matters provides an 
overview of SJTPO’s Performance-Based Planning process 
and some of the prescribed performance measures 
required under the FAST Act.  In addition, SJTPO has 
developed its own performance measures based on the 
existing goals of the Regional Transportation 2040 and 
Transportation Matters, as well as anticipated 
requirements from US DOT. Final federal guidance on 
incorporating performance measures and targets into the 
MPO planning process is pending. Finalization of these 
measures and targets will occur after federal guidance is 
finalized. The 2040 RTP Performance Report (released in 
2015), as well as an update prepared for Transportation 
Matters, both assess the progress in meeting previous 
RTP goals. Both of these reports are available in Appendix 
G.  

5. For MPOs voluntarily incorporating 
scenario planning, assess how 
preferred scenarios have improved 
conditions and performance of the 
transportation system.  

Three scenarios were modeled as part of Transportation 
Matters:  2040 Business-as-Usual, 2040 Critical Needs, 
and 2040 Bridge Closures. Chapter 7 of Transportation 
Matters contains a detailed description and results of 
these scenarios. 
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 Federal Requirement for MPO 
Transportation Plans MPO Process 

6. A discussion of environmental 
mitigation activities should be 
developed in consultation with 
federal, state, tribal wildlife, land 
management, and regulatory 
agencies. Potential areas to carry 
out these mitigation activities, 
along with the activities which may 
have greatest potential to restore 
and maintain environmental 
functions impacted by the Plan 
should be identified.  

The consideration of environmentally sensitive areas 
informs the planning and development of our 
transportation improvement projects. Natural resources 
should be preserved in these places, and transportation 
system expansion should not occur here. Project level 
environmental impacts are identified during project 
development. Sensitive natural networks are mapped in 
Chapter 6. 

7. A financial plan should be prepared 
that demonstrates how the Plan 
can be implemented. Revenue and 
cost estimates that support the 
metropolitan transportation plan 
must use an inflation rate(s) to 
reflect ‘‘year of expenditure 
dollars,’’ based on reasonable 
financial principles and 
information, developed 
cooperatively by the MPO, 
State(s), and public transportation 
operator(s). Financial estimates 
should be developed with 
cooperation from the transit 
operator and state.  

The financial plan is available in Chapter 8. Revenue and 
cost estimates, using “year of expenditure dollars,” were 
developed in cooperation with NJ DOT. Financially 
reasonable projects were subsequently identified.  

8.  Operational and management 
strategies to improve performance, 
relieve congestion, and maximize 
safety and mobility should be 
identified.  

The Congestion Mitigation Systems analysis identifies 
congested intersections and highways in the region and 
proposes mitigation strategies. This is available in 
Appendix D.  

9.  Capital investment strategies to 
preserve existing and future 
transportation infrastructure should 
be identified.  

These strategies can be found in Appendix A List of 
Projects, and Appendix D, the Congestion Management 
Process (CMP) Activity Report. 

10.  Proposed transportation and transit 
activities should be identified.  

These activities can be found in Appendix A: List of 
Projects. 

11.  Nonattainment areas must 
coordinate with Clean Air Act 
agencies.  

Full coordination surrounding air quality conformity is 
documented in Appendix B:  Air Quality Conformity 
Determination.  
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 Federal Requirement for MPO 
Transportation Plans MPO Process 

12.  A reasonable opportunity should be 
provided to stakeholders to 
comment on the Plan.  

A total of 13 public meetings (8 in Round I, 5 in Round II), 
were held during the development and release of 
Transportation Matters. In addition, a specialized website 
was created which allowed people to participate and 
submit comments via an online survey. An advertised 
public comment period was held between May 26, 2016 
and June 24, 2016. The RTP was presented to 
organizations in the 4-county SJTPO region. Full 
documentation of the public outreach process is available 
in Appendix E.  

13.  A Public Participation Plan must 
provide all interested parties the 
reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the Plan. Public 
meetings should be held a 
convenient and accessible 
locations, employ visualization 
techniques, and information should 
be available electronically.  

SJTPO’s latest Public Involvement Plan is available:  
www.sjtpo.org/pip . Of the 13 public meetings held 
throughout Rounds I and II of the Public Comment Period, 
12 were held in Environmental Justice communities. As 
described below, all public documents were available 
electronically at www.sjtpo.org. 

14.  The Plan shall be published or made 
publicly available for public review. 

The RTP and supporting documentation are available at 
www.sjtpo.org/rtp. Additionally, hard copies of the 
document are available upon request and are available 
for viewing during general public outreach activities and 
at area libraries.   

 

 

http://www.sjtpo.org/pip�
http://www.sjtpo.org./�
http://www.sjtpo.org/rtp�
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