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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 



Appendix A | 3 

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. 
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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. 
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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  
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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 
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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  
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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. 
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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.  



6 

   

 

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. 
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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 
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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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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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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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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



Transportation Matters - Seasonal Projections 1 of 1 Appendix C

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.  
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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. 
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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.  
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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.   
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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) 
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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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