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Dear Mr. McKelvie: 

We are pleased to submit our 2026 Traffic Engineering report for the subject roadway segments located in the Borough 
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initiated in general accordance with the Scope of Services presented in our Technical Proposal dated April 15, 2026, 
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We trust that the information presented in this report is what you require at this time, and we thank you for the 
opportunity to assist you with this project. If you have any questions, or if you need any further assistance with this 
project, please contact this office at your earliest convenience. 

 
Respectfully,  
PENNONI ASSOCIATES INC. 
 
 
 
Beth-Ann Grasso, PE, CME, CFM  
Division Manager/Associate Vice President  
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Executive Summary 
Three (3) roadway segments in various municipalities in Salem County (the “County”), New Jersey, were studied as part 
of a roadway improvement evaluation. This evaluation of the subject roadway corridors included a field investigation, 
traffic volume data collection, crash data collection, roadway condition analysis, speed evaluation, and the development 
of conceptual improvements to assist the County in developing improvement projects which qualify for federal funding. 
The recommended improvements include but are not limited to: 

The following roadway sections were studied: 

1. Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) from Porchtown Road (CR 613) to Willow Grove Road (CR 639) in Pittsgrove 
Township 

2. Shirley Road (CR 611) from Pole Tavern Road (SR 77) in Upper Pittsgrove Township to South Main Street (CR 
648) in the Borough of Elmer 

3. Hook Road (CR 551) from South Broadway (SR 49) to I-295 in Pennsville Township 

Traffic Data was collected by the county on each of the study corridors and is included in Appendix A. 

A detailed field view was conducted along the study area roadways on Wednesday, June 17, 2026, which included an 
inventory of photographs, signage, striping, traffic conditions, and roadway conditions. The environmental conditions 
on the day of the evaluation were clear. 

Radar traffic counts, including speed data, were conducted at the following locations: 

• Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) between Willow Grove Road (CR 639) and English Road 

• Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) between Columbine Drive and Porchtown Road (CR 613) 

• Shirley Road (CR 611) between Pole Tavern Road (SR 77) and Jefferson Road 

• Shirley Road (CR 611) between Barton Ave and South Main Street (CR 648) 

• Hook Road (CR 551) between South Broadway (SR 49) and Sinnickson Lane 

• Hook Road (CR 551) between Glenside Avenue and Henry Avenue 

Crash data for the subject roadway segments for the five-year period between 2021 and 2025 was obtained through 
Imperial Traffic & Data Collection (IT&DC). Crashes were broken down by date, time of day, location, type, roadway 
surface conditions, and severity. Crashes which occurred exclusively on intersecting side streets were not included in 
this analysis. All crash data can be found in Appendix B. 

The following recommendations were developed for the County’s consideration: 

The following recommendations have been developed for the County’s consideration: 

Fork Bridge Road (CR 671): 

• Widen Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) to provide an 8’ shoulder on both sides of the roadway. 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

• Resurface the entire corridor. 

• Restripe the entire corridor. 

Shirley Road (CR 611): 

• Bring guiderail within the corridor up to current MASH (Manual for Assessing Safety Hardware) guidelines and 
replace any damaged guiderail. 

• Communicate with NJDOT regarding the signalization of the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and 
Bridgeton Pike (NJ Route 77). 

• Consider the installation of all-way stop at the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Burlington Road (CR 
677). 

• Consider installing radar speed limit signs and encourage increased enforcement to reduce speeding within 
the corridor. 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

• Restripe between Broad Street (MP 9.64) and South Main Street (MP 10.51). 

Hook Road (CR 551): 

• Install radar speed limit signs on both approaches of the 45 MPH segment of Hook Road between Pittsfield 
Street and Lee Avenue. 

• Install radar speed limit signs on both approaches of the 45 MPH segment of Hook Road between Churchtown 
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Road and Glenside Avenue. 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

The specific details for each of the recommendations are located within the body of this report. 

All installation or refreshment of pavement markings should be completed as recommended in accordance with the 
current edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). 

An engineering estimate of the identified improvements has been prepared, and the estimated cost of the 
recommended improvements is approximately $2,385,233.00. This estimate, broken down by segment, is included in 
Appendix C. 

 

Introduction 
Three (3) roadway segments in various municipalities in Salem County (the “County”), New Jersey, were studied as part 
of a roadway improvement evaluation. This evaluation of the subject roadway corridors included a field investigation, 
traffic volume data collection, crash data collection, roadway condition analysis, speed evaluation, and the development 
of conceptual improvements to assist the County in developing improvement projects which qualify for federal funding. 
The improvements under consideration include but are not limited to; the installation of new signing, the replacement 
of  existing signage, speed limit modifications, refreshing worn striping, the installation of new pavement markings, the 
installation of updated pedestrian facilities, repairing damaged asphalt, and the installation of radar speed limit signs. 

The following roadway sections were studied: 

1. Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) from Porchtown Road (CR 613) to Willow Grove Road (CR 639) in Pittsgrove 
Township 

2. Shirley Road (CR 611) from Pole Tavern Road (SR 77) in Upper Pittsgrove Township to South Main Street (CR 
648) in the Borough of Elmer 

3. Hook Road (CR 551) from South Broadway (SR 49) to I-295 in Pennsville Township 

The following Table 1 summarizes the study corridors: 

Table 1: Study Corridor Characteristics 

Subject Roadway Mileposts Length (miles) 

Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) 0.00 – 1.63 1.63 

Shirley Road (CR 611) 6.39 – 10.51 4.12 

Hook Road (CR 551) 0.00 – 4.66 4.66 

Figure 1 depicts the overall study area. 

Methodology 
The study locations selected by the County were evaluated based on crash history, roadway condition, travel speed, 
and overall traffic conditions. Based on the evaluation criteria, recommendations regarding possible improvements 
were developed. Specific elements of the evaluation include: 

• An inventory of the roadway facilities in the vicinity of the project, including the existing physical and traffic 
operating characteristics. 

• Radar traffic counts recording volume and speed along the study corridors conducted by the County. 

• Crash analysis for the study area corridors. 

• Identification of improvement options. 

It should be noted that when determining speed limits along the subject roadways, if a speed limit cannot be field 
verified through existing signage, it will be assumed that segments designated as “Urban” on the New Jersey 
Department of Transportation (NJDOT) Straight Line Diagrams (SLD) will be assumed to carry a 25 MPH speed limit 
while segments designated as “Rural” will be assumed to carry a 50 MPH speed limit. 

If a roadway segment has more than one (1) radar count location, the location with the higher average annual daily 
traffic (AADT) will be considered for the purposes of this evaluation. 
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Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) 
Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) is a north-south oriented Rural Local roadway in Pittsgrove Township under Salem County 
jurisdiction. Within the study corridor, Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) is of varying width and designated as two-way with 
one (1) 11’ travel lane in each direction and shoulders through most of the corridor ranging from 0-2’.  Passing is allowed 
in intermittent sections throughout the study corridor.  

The speed limit along Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) is unposted within the project vicinity, so it is assumed to be 50 MPH 
given the roadway’s rural classification. 

Exhibit 1 below depicts a map of study location and approximate position of the radar count location: 

 

Exhibit 1 – Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) 
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Existing Conditions 
Throughout the study corridor, the pavement condition is generally poor with various sections appearing to be 
structurally deficient (see Photos 1 and 2).  Multiple areas withing the study corridor require full-depth reconstruction. 

Similar to the pavement conditions, the striping is in poor condition with multiple segments with striping completely 
worn away notably along the center double yellow lines (see Photo 3). The signage is generally in acceptable condition 
for placement and size; however, multiple signs appear to no longer be adequately reflective (see Photo 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Existing Traffic Volumes 
Radar counts were conducted on two (2) separate occasions in separate locations. The first count was conducted 
between Columbine Drive and Porchtown Road (CR 613) from Monday May 4, 2026, through Friday, May 8, 2026, while 
the second took place between Columbine Drive and English Road from Monday May 4, 2026, through Friday, May 8, 
2026.  Radar data included volume, classification, and speed data. Per the radar count, Fork Bridge Road (CR 611) has 
an average bi-directional average daily traffic (ADT) of approximately 724 vehicles/day at radar location #1 and 
approximately 133 vehicles/day at radar location #2. 

The hourly traffic volumes from 7:00 AM – 7:00 PM are summarized below in Table 2. The raw traffic count data can 
be found in Appendix A. 

  

Photo 1 – Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) pavement 
condition. 

Photo 2 – Structurally deficient area. 

Photo 3 – Worn away striping. Photo 4 – Worn County Route (M1-6) sign with 
poor reflectivity 
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Table 2: Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) Hourly Volume Summary 

Time 

Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) 

Radar Location #1 Radar Location #2 

NB SB NB SB 

7:00 AM – 8:00 AM 41 17 4 5 

8:00 AM – 9:00 AM 33 14 5 4 

9:00 AM – 10:00 AM 22 12 3 3 

10:00 AM – 11:00 AM 15 9 3 5 

11:00 AM – 12:00 PM 18 14 3 1 

12:00 PM – 1:00 PM 24 14 5 3 

1:00 PM – 2:00 PM 25 16 4 6 

2:00 PM – 3:00 PM 26 22 6 7 

3:00 PM – 4:00 PM 34 26 3 6 

4:00 PM – 5:00 PM 41 43 7 10 

5:00 PM – 6:00 PM 39 29 4 6 

6:00 PM – 7:00 PM 23 25 2 8 

Crash Analysis 
Crash data for Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) for the five-year period between 2021-2025 was obtained through IT&DC. 
Crashes are broken down by type, location, time of day, month and year, environmental conditions, and severity. 

A crash summary is provided in the below Table 3. 

Table 3: Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) Crash Summary 

Year 
Crash Type 

Left Turn/U-Turn Right-angle Sideswipe Rear End Fixed Object Animal Other Total 

2021 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

2022 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

2023 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 

2024 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 

2025 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 

Total 0 2 1 1 4 0 1 9 

 

Between 2021 and 2025, there were 9 crashes along the subject segment of Fork Bridge Road (CR 671). Of the 9 
crashes, 1 occurred in 2021, 1 occurred in 2022, 2 occurred in 2023, 3 occurred in 2024, and 2 occurred in 2025.  Of the 
9 crashes, 4 (44.4%) were fixed object crashes, 2 (22.2%) were right-angle crashes, 1 (11.1%) was a sideswipe crash, 1 
(11.1%) was a rear end crash, and 1 (11.1%) was a struck parked vehicle crash.  There were 6 (66.7%) crashes resulting 
in property damage only, 3 (33.3%) crashes resulting in injury. 

To analyze the crash data along the roadway segment, the crash rate for each crash type and crashes involving injuries 
and fatalities were compared to the most recent crash rates (2024) for County roadways made available by NJDOT. 
Table 4 below details this comparison: 

Table 4: Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) Crash Summary Comparisons 

Description NJDOT Crash Rate Segment Crash Rate Difference in Crash Rates 

Fixed Object 10.01% 44.44% +34.43% 

Right-Angle 19.80% 22.22% +2.42% 

Sideswipe 15.83% 11.11% -4.72% 

Rear End 27.19% 11.11% -16.08% 

Injury 23.72% 33.33% +9.61% 

As summarized, the fixed object crashes represent and crashes resulting in injuries along the subject segment of Fork 
Bridge Road (CR 671) occur at an appreciably higher rate when compared to statewide averages for County roadways.  

All crash data can be found in Appendix B. 
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Speed Limit Evaluation 
Radar counts were conducted from Monday May 4, 2026, through Friday May 8, 2026, between Columbine Drive and 
English Road which included volume, classification and speed data. Per the radar count, Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) has 
an 85th percentile speed of 48 MPH. 

Per the collected speed data, the average travel speed is 43 MPH with the fastest speed recorded being 82 MPH, 
resulting in a high enforcement rating with 137 potential enforceable speeding violations. An enforceable violation is 
any speed greater than 5 MPH higher than the posted speed. Based on the speed analysis, the 85th percentile speed 
which is described as the speed at which 85% of drivers are traveling at or below, falls within 5 MPH of the posted speed 
limit.  

The corridor speed limit was evaluated utilizing the FHWA Tool “USLIMITS2”, which is a web-based tool for evaluating 
speed limits. The tool recommends a speed limit based on available corridor information including land use, frequency 
of access, road function, facility characteristics, speed data, and crash data. Based on the information obtained for this 
corridor, the USLIMITS2 tool identified a recommended speed limit of 45 MPH on the roadway for the existing roadway 
configuration. The recommended speed limit was determined based on the corridor having a high crash level and injury 
level based on crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  

 The FHWA maintains a detailed listing of how certain roadway and intersection modifications interact with crash 
statistics in the Crash Modification Factor (CMF) Clearinghouse (the “Clearinghouse”). A CMF is a multiplicative factor 
used to estimate the change in expected crash frequency after implementing a safety countermeasure.  The CMFs 
represent the ratio of expected crashes with a safety countermeasure versus without it; a value <1.0 indicates a safety 
benefit (reduction in crashes), while >1 indicates a potential increase in crashes. The Crash Reduction Factor (CRF) 
represents the percent reduction in crashes expected with the implementation of the associated safety measure. Based 
on the review of the existing roadway conditions, the following safety countermeasure and associated CMF is 
recommended for this corridor: 

1. Upgrade Narrow Paved Shoulder - CMF ID#s 5402 (CMF = 0.71; CRF = 29): The countermeasure consists of 
widening narrow shoulders on a rural roadway and results in an expected 29% reduction in all crash types.  

With the expected impacts of the shoulder widening incorporated into the USLIMITS2 evaluation, the recommended 
speed limit is 50 MPH, consistent with the existing speed limit.  

Roadway Improvements 
Upon evaluation of Fork Bridge Road (CR 671), the following improvements were identified for the County’s 
consideration: 

Roadway 
Given the state of the pavement surface throughout the study area of Fork Bridge Road (CR 671), it is recommended 
that the roadway within the study area be resurfaced. This resurfacing should also incorporate intermittent areas of 
full-depth reconstruction to correct structurally deficient areas where necessary. 

It is also recommended that the County consider widening Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) to provide am 8’ shoulder on both 
sides of the roadway. The addition of a full shoulder on either side of the roadway will improve driver safety by providing 
a recovery area for unintentional lane departures and is anticipated to reduce crashes along the corridor. 

Striping 
Accompanying the recommended resurfacing, it is recommended that the entire study corridor be restriped. 

Signage 
It is recommended that all signs be brought into compliance with the current MUTCD and that damaged and worn 
signage along the study corridor be replaced. 
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Shirley Road (CR 611) 
Shirley Road (CR 611) is an east-west oriented Rural Major Collector roadway in the Borough of Elmer and Upper 
Pittsgrove Township under Salem County jurisdiction. Within the study corridor, Shirley Road (CR 611) is of a varying 
width and designated as two-way with one (1) travel lane in each direction with shoulder widths of approximately 6’ on 
either side. Passing is allowed in intermittent sections throughout the study corridor. 

The speed limit along Shirley Road (CR 611) is posted at 50 MPH between milepost 6.39 and milepost 9.64 and at 25 
MPH between milepost 9.64 and milepost 10.51. 

The below Exhibit 2 depicts a map of study location and approximate position of the radar count locations: 

 

Exhibit 2 – Shirley Road (CR 611) 

Existing Conditions 
Throughout the study corridor, the pavement is generally in acceptable condition, though some cracking and evidence 
of patching is evident throughout the corridor (see Photos 5 and 6). 

The striping is in generally poor condition with large sections of striping worn away, namely between Broad Street (MP 
9.64) and South Main Street (MP 10.51). The signage throughout the corridor is in poor condition with multiple individual 
signs showing signs of damage and wear, no longer meeting current MUTCD standards, or are no longer reflective (see 
Photos 7 and 8). 

Guiderail is present throughout the corridor and is in poor condition. Sections of the guiderail no longer meet current 
standards, and some sections show signs of extensive damage. (see Photos 9 and 10) 
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Existing Traffic Volumes 
Radar counts were conducted on two (2) separate occasions in separate locations. The first count was conducted 
between Pole Tavern Road (SR 77) and Jefferson Road from Monday, May 4, 2026, through Friday, May 8, 2026, while 
the second took place between Barton Ave and South Main Street (CR 648) from Monday, May 4, 2026, through Friday, 
May 8, 2026. Per the radar count, Shirley Road (CR 611) has an average bi-directional average daily traffic (ADT) of 
approximately 2,970 vehicles/day at radar location #1 and approximately 1,445 vehicles/day at radar location #2. 

The hourly traffic volumes from 7:00 AM – 7:00 PM are summarized below in Table 5. The raw traffic count data can 
be found in Appendix A. 

  

Photo 5 – Shirley Road (CR 611) pavement 
condition at intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) 
and Barton Avenue. 

Photo 6 – Pavement condition approaching NJ 
Route 77. 

Photo 7 – School bus stop sign not compliant 
with MUTCD 

Photo 8 – Cardinal direction (M3-2P) and a 
County Route 619 (M1-6) signs with extensive 
damage and no reflectivity 

Photo 9 – Guiderail located over Muddy Run  Photo 10 – Damaged guiderail located over 
Indian Run 
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Table 5: Shirley Road (CR 611) Hourly Volume Summary 

Time 

Shirley Road (CR 611) 

Radar Location #1 Radar Location #2 

EB WB EB WB 

7:00 AM – 8:00 AM 103 101 88 13 

8:00 AM – 9:00 AM 146 123 129 14 

9:00 AM – 10:00 AM 103 93 81 14 

10:00 AM – 11:00 AM 76 88 66 13 

11:00 AM – 12:00 PM 60 66 62 11 

12:00 PM – 1:00 PM 93 95 76 13 

1:00 PM – 2:00 PM 104 92 90 8 

2:00 PM – 3:00 PM 127 89 106 4 

3:00 PM – 4:00 PM 137 153 133 5 

4:00 PM – 5:00 PM 146 161 99 11 

5:00 PM – 6:00 PM 107 107 90 5 

6:00 PM – 7:00 PM 72 63 66 3 

Crash Analysis 
Crash data for Shirley Road (CR 611) for the five-year period between 2012-2025 was obtained through IT&DC. Crashes 
are broken down by type, location, time of day, month and year, environmental conditions, and severity. 

A crash summary is provided in the below Table 6. 

Table 6: Shirley Road (CR 611) Crash Summary 

Year 
Crash Type 

Left Turn/U-Turn Right-angle Sideswipe Rear End Fixed Object Animal Other Total 

2021 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 5 

2022 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 11 

2023 0 9 0 1 2 1 0 13 

2024 0 14 1 0 0 0 1 16 

2025 0 10 0 1 3 1 1 16 

Total 0 44 1 4 7 2 3 61 

 
Between 2012 and 2025, there were 61 crashes along the subject segment of Shirley Road (CR 611). Of the 61 crashes, 
5 occurred in 2021, 11 occurred in 2022, 13 occurred in 2023, 16 occurred in 2024, and 16 occurred in 2025. Of the 61 
crashes, 44 (72.13%) were right-angle crashes, 7 (11.47%) were fixed object crashed, 4 (6.55%) were rear end crashes, 
2 (3.27%) were animal crashes, 1 (1.64%) were side swipe crashes, the remaining 3 (4.9%) were comprised of stuck 
parked vehicle, non-fixed object, and bicycle crashes.  There were 34 (55.73%) crashes resulting in property damage 
only, 25 (40.98%) crashes resulting in injury, and 2 (3.27%) crashes resulting in fatality. 

Of the 61 crashes, 36 of the crashes occurred at the signalized intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Pole Tavern 
Road (Route 77) which is a two-way stop intersection under state jurisdiction. Of the 36 crashes, 34 were right-angle 
crashes, including a fatality in 2025, and would meet the crash threshold for a traffic signal based on the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). It is recommended that the County communicate with the NJDOT and ask 
that they consider the need for a traffic signal at the intersection, given the crash history.       

To analyze the crash data along the County roadway segment, excluding those at the Shirley Road (CR 611) and Pole 
Tavern Road (Route 77) intersection, the crash rate for each crash type and crashes involving injuries and fatalities were 
compared to the most recent crash rates (2024) for County roadways made available by NJDOT. Table 7 below details 
this comparison: 
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Table 7: Shirley Road (CR 611) Crash Summary Comparisons 

Description NJDOT Crash Rate Segment Crash Rate Difference in Crash Rates 

Right-Angle 19.80% 40.00% +20.20% 

Fixed Object 10.04% 24.00% +13.96% 

Rear End 27.19% 27.19% -11.19% 

Animal 5.80% 8.00% 2.20% 

Injury 23.72% 32.00% +6.18% 

Fatality 0.27% 4.00% +3.73% 

As summarized, right-angle and fixed object crashes along the subject segment of Shirley Road (CR 611) occur at an 
appreciably higher rate when compared to statewide averages for County roadways and the percentage of crashes 
resulting in injury also exceeds the statewide average. 

There is a second crash cluster at the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Burlington Road (CR 677), which had 8 
right-angle crashes over the 3-year period from 2022-2025. This does meet the MUTCD all-way stop-control warrant for 
crash experience requirements at a four-legged intersection, which is 6 or more crashes in a 36-month period. The 
collection of a turning movement count at the intersection was not within the scope of this project, so it is recommended 
that the County consider a further evaluation of the intersection for of an all-way stop at the intersection.       

All crash data can be found in Appendix B. 

Speed Limit Evaluation  

Radar counts were conducted on two (2) separate occasions in separate locations. The first count was conducted 
between Pole Tavern Road (SR 77) and Jefferson Road from Monday, May 4, 2026, through Friday, May 8, 2026, while 
the second took place between Barton Ave and South Main Street (CR 648) from Monday, May 4, 2026, through Friday, 
May 8, 2026. Per the radar count, Shirley Road (CR 611) has an 85th percentile speed of 54 MPH at radar location #1 
and an 85th percentile speed of 59 MPH at radar location #2. The 85th percentile speed which is described as the speed 
at which 85% of drivers are traveling at or below, falls above the 5 MPH threshold of the posted speed.  

Per the collected speed data, the average travel speed is 52 MPH with the fastest speed recorded being 92 MPH, 
resulting in a high enforcement rating with 4,446 potential enforceable speeding violations. An enforceable violation is 
typically considered any speed greater than 5 MPH higher than the posted speed. 

The corridor speed limit was evaluated utilizing the FHWA Tool “USLIMITS2”, which is a web-based tool for evaluating 
speed limits. The tool recommends a speed limit based on available corridor information including land use, frequency 
of access, road function, facility characteristics, speed data, and crash data. Based on the information obtained for this 
corridor, the USLIMITS2 tool identified a recommended speed limit of 50 MPH on the roadway between the mileposts 
of 6.39 and 9.64, which is consistent with the existing speed limit on the roadway.     

Roadway Improvements 
Upon evaluation of Shirley Road (CR 611), the following improvements were identified for the County’s consideration: 

Roadway 
It is recommended that all guiderail within the corridor be brough up to current MASH (Manual for Assessing Safety 
Hardware) guidelines and that any damaged guiderail be replaced. 

Intersections 
It is recommended that the County communicate with the NJDOT regarding the potential need for a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Bridgeton Pike (NJ Route 77) given the crash history. 

It is also recommended that the County consider the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Burlington Road (CR 
677) for an all-way stop. 

Striping 
It is recommended that the striping between Broad Street (MP 9.64) and South Main Street (MP 10.51) be refreshed. 
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Signage 
It is recommended that all signs be brought into compliance with the current MUTCD and that damaged and worn 
signage along the study corridor be replaced. 

It is also recommended that the County consider installing radar speed limit signs and encourage increased 
enforcement to reduce speeding within the corridor.  
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Hook Road (CR 551) 
Hook Road (CR 551) is an east-west oriented Urban Minor Arterial roadway in Pennsville Township under Salem County 
jurisdiction. Within the study corridor, Hook Road (CR 551) is of a varying width and designated as two-way with one (1) 
travel lane in each direction with varying shoulder widths. Passing is allowed in intermittent sections throughout the 
study corridor. 

The speed limit along Hook Road (CR 551) fluctuates between 50 MPH and 45 MPH along the roadway corridor. It is 
50 MPH from its intersection with Salem-Pennsville Road (RT 49) at M.P. 0.0 to south of E. Pittsfield Street at M.P. 2.0, 
45 MPH from there to north of Lee Avenue (M.P. 2.75), 50 MPH from there to Churchtown Road (M.P. 3.55) and 45 
MPH from there to the I-295 Interchange.  

The below Exhibit 3 depicts a map of study location and approximate position of the radar count locations: 

 

Exhibit 3 – Hook Road (CR 551) 

Existing Conditions 
Throughout the study corridor, the pavement condition is generally acceptable (see Photo 11). Some evidence is  

Similar to the pavement conditions, the striping is in acceptable condition (see Photo 12). The signage throughout the 
corridor is in good condition overall with limited wear and good reflectivity (see Photo 13) , however; a few signs along 
the corridor are damaged and have poor reflectivity (see Photo 14). 
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Existing Traffic Volumes 
Radar counts were conducted on three (3) separate occasions in separate locations. The first count was conducted 
between Sinnickson Lane and Winslow Street from Tuesday, May 12, 2026 through Friday, May 15, 2026, second count 
was conducted between Erie Avenue and Mellen Avenue from Tuesday, May 12, 2026 through Friday, May 15, 2026, 
and the third took place between Humphreys Avenue and Glenside Avenue from Tuesday, May 12, 2026 through Friday, 
May 15, 2026. Per the radar count, Hook Road CR (511) has an average bi-directional average daily traffic (ADT) of 
approximately 1,520 vehicles/day at location #1, 13,243 vehicles/day at location #2 and 10,876 vehicles/day at location 
#3. 

The hourly traffic volumes from 7:00 AM – 7:00 PM are summarized below in Table 8. The raw traffic count data can 
be found in Appendix A. 

Table 8: Hook Road (CR 551) Hourly Volume Summary 

Time 

Hook Road (CR 551) 

Radar Location #1 Radar Location #2 Radar Location #3 

NB SB NB SB NB SB 

7:00 AM – 8:00 AM 45 48 438 467 510 304 

8:00 AM – 9:00 AM 30 27 362 443 402 237 

9:00 AM – 10:00 AM 49 46 333 413 352 223 

10:00 AM – 11:00 AM 40 43 240 242 334 163 

11:00 AM – 12:00 PM 44 44 303 343 300 211 

12:00 PM – 1:00 PM 39 41 320 363 326 230 

1:00 PM – 2:00 PM 48 52 363 390 374 235 

2:00 PM – 3:00 PM 68 76 439 451 467 299 

3:00 PM – 4:00 PM 69 71 539 597 556 307 

4:00 PM – 5:00 PM 68 85 523 645 553 288 

5:00 PM – 6:00 PM 66 67 527 526 559 227 

6:00 PM – 7:00 PM 25 22 386 395 411 182 

Photo 11 – Hook Road pavement condition Photo 12 – Striping condition 

Photo 13 – Sign in good condition Photo 14 – Damaged no U-turn sign (R3-4) 
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Speed Limit Evaluation  

Radar counts were conducted on two (2) separate occasions in separate locations. The second count was conducted 
between Erie Avenue and Mellen Avenue from Tuesday, May 12, 2026 through Friday, May 15, 2026, while the third took 
place between Humphreys Avenue and Glenside Avenue from Tuesday, May 12, 2026 through Friday, May 15, 2026.  
Per the radar count, Hook Road (CR 511) has an 85th percentile speed of 52 MPH at radar location #1, a 85th percentile 
speed of 51 MPH and an 85th percentile speed of 59 MPH at radar location #2. The 85th percentile speed which is 
described as the speed at which 85% of drivers are traveling at or below, falls above the 5 MPH threshold of the posted 
speed.  

Per the collected speed data, the average travel speed is 47 MPH with the fastest speed recorded being 88 MPH, 
resulting in a high enforcement rating with 4,148 potential enforceable speeding violations. An enforceable violation is 
typically considered any speed greater than 5 MPH higher than the posted speed. 

The corridor speed limit was evaluated utilizing the FHWA Tool “USLIMITS2”, which is a web-based tool for evaluating 
speed limits. The tool recommends a speed limit based on available corridor information including land use, frequency 
of access, road function, facility characteristics, speed data, and crash data. Based on the information obtained for this 
corridor, the USLIMITS2 tool identified a recommended speed limit of 50 MPH on the roadway between the mileposts 
of 0.00 and 4.66, which is consistent with the existing speed limit on the roadway.     

Crash Analysis 
Crash data for Hook Road (CR 551) for the five-year period between 2021-2025 was obtained through IT&DC. Crashes 
are broken down by type, location, time of day, month and year, environmental conditions, and severity. 

A crash summary is provided in the below Table 9. 

Table 9: Hook Road (CR 551) Crash Summary 

Year 
Crash Type 

Left Turn/U-Turn Right-angle Sideswipe Rear End Fixed Object Animal Other Total 

2021 0 2 3 3 9 0 4 21 

2022 0 1 2 3 6 0 2 14 

2023 0 4 2 0 5 0 2 13 

2024 0 3 1 3 8 1 8 24 

2025 1 3 5 5 8 1 4 27 

Total 1 13 13 14 36 2 20 99 

 

Between 2021 and 2025, there were 99 crashes along the subject segment of Hook Road (CR 551). Of the 99 crashes, 
21 occurred in 2021, 14 occurred in 2022, 13 occurred in 2023, 24 occurred in 2024, and 27 occurred in 2025. Of the 99 
crashes, 36 (36.36%) were fixed object crashes, 14 (14.14%) were rear end crashes, 13 (13.13%) were sideswipe 
crashes, 13 (13.13%) were right-angle crashes, 2 (2.02%) were animal crashes, 1 (1.01%) was a left turn crash, and the 
remaining 20 (20.20%) were comprised of angular, overturned, struck parked vehicle, non-fixed object, backing, and 
bicycle crashes.  There were 66 (66.66%) crashes resulting in property damage only, 31 (31.31%) crashes resulting in 
injury, and 2 (2.02%) resulting in fatalities. 

To analyze the crash data along the roadway segment, the crash rate for each crash type and crashes involving injuries 
and fatalities were compared to the most recent crash rates (2024) for County roadways made available by NJDOT. 
Table 10 below details this comparison: 

Table 10: Hook Road (CR 551) Crash Summary Comparisons 

Description NJDOT Crash Rate Segment Crash Rate Difference in Crash Rates 

Fixed Object 10.04% 36.36% +26.32% 

Rear End 27.19% 14.14% -13.05% 

Sideswipe 15.83% 13.13% -2.70% 

Right-Angle 19.80% 13.13% -6.67% 

Animal 5.80% 2.02% -3.78% 

Left Turn/U-turn 5.06% 1.01% -4.05% 

Injury 23.72% 31.31% +7.59% 

Fatality 0.27% 2.02% +1.75% 
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As summarized, the right-angle crashes and crashes resulting in injuries or fatalities along the subject segment of Hook 
Road (CR 551) occur at an appreciably higher rate when compared to statewide averages for County roadways. All 
crash data can be found in Appendix B. 

Roadway Improvements 
Upon evaluation of Hook Road (CR 551), the following improvements were identified for the County’s consideration: 

Signage 
It is recommended that the County consider installing radar speed limit signs on both approaches of the 45 MPH 
segments of Hook Road between Pittsfield Street and Lee Avenue and between Churchtown Road and Glenside Avenue. 

It is also recommended that all signs be brought into compliance with the current MUTCD and that damaged and worn 
signage along the study corridor be replaced. 

Conclusions 
Three (3) roadway segments in various municipalities in Salem County (the “County”), New Jersey, were studied as part 
of a roadway improvement evaluation. This evaluation of the subject roadway corridors included a field investigation, 
traffic volume data collection, crash data collection, roadway condition analysis, speed evaluation, and the development 
of conceptual improvements to assist the County in developing improvement projects which qualify for federal funding. 
The recommended improvements include but are not limited to; the installation and replacement of new and existing 
signage, speed limit modifications, refreshing worn striping, the installation of updated pedestrian facilities, repairing 
damaged asphalt, and the installation of radar speed limit signs. 

The following recommendations have been developed for the County’s consideration: 

Fork Bridge Road (CR 671): 

• Widen Fork Bridge Road (CR 671) to provide an 8’ shoulder on both sides of the roadway. 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

• Resurface the entire corridor. 

• Restripe the entire corridor. 

Shirley Road (CR 611): 

• Bring guiderail within the corridor up to current MASH (Manual for Assessing Safety Hardware) guidelines and 
replace any damaged guiderail. 

• Communicate with NJDOT regarding the signalization of the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and 
Bridgeton Pike (NJ Route 77). 

• Consider the installation of all-way stop at the intersection of Shirley Road (CR 611) and Burlington Road (CR 
677). 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

• Restripe between Broad Street (MP 9.64) and South Main Street (MP 10.51). 

• Consider installing radar speed limit signs and encourage increased enforcement to reduce speeding within 
the corridor. 

Hook Road (CR 551): 

• Install radar speed limit signs on both approaches of the 45 MPH segments of Hook Road between Pittsfield 
Street and Lee Avenue and between Churchtown Road and Glenside Avenue. 

• Bring all signs into compliance with the current MUTCD and replace damaged and worn signage. 

An engineering estimate of the identified improvements has been prepared, and the estimated cost of the 
recommended improvements is approximately $2,385,233.00. This estimate, broken down by segment, is included in 
Appendix C. 

Is it recommended that the County act upon the identified improvements to the existing study corridors. It is also our 
recommendation that, upon the implementation of said improvements, the County continue to monitor the conditions 
along the study corridors to evaluate the efficacy of the improvements. 

 


