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Executive Summary

Cape May County and its municipalities prepared this Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) plan to improve safety for all
users on county and municipal roads with funding and support from the South Jersey Transportation Planning
Organization (SITPO).

A Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) is a strategic plan that identifies and prioritizes strategies to improve safety on
all county and municipal roads. This plan has a five-year horizon. The plan development process results in a
prioritized list strategies and improvements that can be implemented to reduce fatalities and serious injuries on
local roads.

The LRSP was developed over a two-year period with input from stakeholders and under the guidance of a
steering committee comprised of county and municipal government representatives, including engineers,
planners, public safety and law enforcement, emergency responders, elected officials, and public works
managers.

The Cape May County LRSP will meet USDOT Safe Street and Roads for All Action Plan requirements, enabling
funding opportunities for projects identified in the plan. Over 50% of all fatal and serious injury roadway crashes
in Cape May County occur on municipal or county-owned roads. In Figure E-1 illustrates the trends in fatal and
suspected serious injury crashes on county and municipal roads. While fatal and suspected injury crashes are
trending down since 2019, more needs to be done to eliminate fatal and suspected serious injury crashes.
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Note: Data for year 2021 was the last complete year at the time of the data analysis

Figure E-1: Cape May County Fatal and Serious Injury Crash Trends (County and Municipal Roads)
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The Cape May County Commissioners set a goal to reduce fatalities and serious injuries on Cape May County’s
municipal and county-owned roads by 50% by 2050.
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Figure E-2: Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan Goal

Based on data and discussion, the steering committee selected the following emphasis areas to focus the plan
where it can have the most impact.
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Drivers
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Departure and Bicyclists

Figure E-3: Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan Emphasis Areas

The steering committee selected the following infrastructure projects for inclusion in the plan based on data
analysis and discussion. All projects selected for the plan are located on roads under county ownership. The
county will lead project planning, development, and implementation. Projects may be funded through various
funding sources, including county bond proceeds, FHWA Highway Safety Improvement Program funds through
the SITPO Local Safety Program, and the USDOT’s Safe Streets and Roads for All Grant Program. The table
below provides targeted implementation periods based on an investment strategy that considers funding
availability and project costs.
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Table E-1: Infrastructure Projects Selected for Advancement

Corridor: Stone Harbor Boulevard/Court House
- South Dennis Road (CR 657) from Bayberry
Drive to North Timberlea Lane (MP 3.30 - 4.65)
in Middle Township

Location selected for 2025 Road Safety Audit.

HRRR: Court House - South Dennis Road (CR
657) from Acorn Lane to Middle/Dennis border
(MP 5.64 — 8.67) in Middle Township

Intersection: Courthouse-South Dennis Rd and
Goshen-Swainton Rd in Middle Twp.

Corridor: Landis Avenue (CR 619), from 69th
Street to 52nd Street (MP 10.1 —11.1) in Sea
Isle City

Corridor: Breakwater Road (CR 613), from
Bayshore Road to East of Shunpike Road (MP
0.01-—1.81) in Lower Township

Corridor: New Jersey Avenue (CR 621), from Rio
Grande Avenue and Glenwood Avenue (MP 5.3
—6.2) in City of Wildwood

HRRR: Hoffman Mill Road, Hands Mill Road,
Woodbine Avenue, Webster Street (CR 550),
from County Line to North of Grant Avenue (MP
4.37 — 8.87) in Dennis Township, Woodbine
Borough

Systemic: Fixed Object Crashes

Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at Intersections

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan

Add/widen shoulders

Reassessing the 5-lane section

ADA compliant sidewalk and
curb ramps

High visibility crosswalks
Consolidate driveways
Add/widen shoulders
Signalize intersections (if
warranted)

Reassess speed limits
Reduce curb radii

Assess roadway lighting
Clear sight triangles

Evaluate converting to modern
roundabout

Install chevron signs on curves (81

Install curb extensions, ADA
compliant ramps
Implement ped signals
Advanced warning signs
Refresh striping

Consider bike lanes
Re-evaluate speed limits
Install intersection ahead
warning signs

Create left turn lanes where
feasible (cont. next page)

Integrate crosswalks and curb

ramps
Assess roadway lighting
Consolidate driveways
Upgrade traffic signals
Consider a road diet

ADA compliant sidewalk, curb

ramps, curb extensions

Rumble strips
Trim vegetation in clear zone
Refresh striping

locations)

Install marked pedestrian
crossings where no crosswalks
exist (5 intersections)

3-5yrs

3-5yrs

2-3 yrs

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

1-2 yrs

1-2 yrs



Priority Project Improvement Considerations Timeframe
Upgrade marked crosswalks (104

1 Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at Intersections . 1-2 yrs
locations)

3 Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at Intersections Upgradfe traffic signals 3-5yrs
(9 locations)

2 Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at Intersections Upgrade existing lighting at 1-3yrs

intersections (34 locations)

As part of the LRSP development process, the Steering Committee also identified the following behavior-
related strategies that will be pursued during plan implementation.

Table E-2: Behavioral Strategies Selected for Advancement

Strategy Action

e Conduct Campaigns leveraging Community Volunteer Groups
Awareness via Social Media e Conduct Campaigns leveraging City/Agency webpages

e Conduct Campaigns leveraging Student Councils/Organizations

e Leverage existing programs/ agencies to educate

e Install signs with variable messages to remind drivers to stay alert and

Awareness through Public avoid using handheld devices
Programs e Educate seasonal visitors
e Educate all road users on pedestrian/bicyclist-related laws to increase
safety
e Educate young drivers/students about consequences of speeding/
Educate through Schools aggressive driving

e Distribute NHTSA educational materials

e Improve or implement more enforcement
e High visibility enforcement campaign

Enforcement
e Distribute traffic citations for specific campaigns (yielding to
pedestrians, etc.) at predetermined hot spot intersections
e Have Local Law Enforcement agencies adopt Traffic Safety Plans for local
Enforcement
i) towns
' e Agreement before signup for renting bikes/scooters/golf carts
Positive Reinforcement Promote positive reinforcement through gifts for kids wearing helmets

The success of the Local Road Safety Plan will be determined by the ability of all stakeholders to collaboratively
work together to implement strategies to reduce fatal and serious injury crashes. The plan should be viewed as
a living document that can be updated to reflect changing local needs and priorities.

The Steering Committee will stay in place over the next five years to track and facilitate efforts to advance the
projects and strategies above. The SJITPO will fund consultant support for implementation during the first year
of implementation.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

o Ae&-_
1.1. What s a Local Road Safety Plan? P Education
A Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) is a five-year strategic plan that A
identifies and prioritizes strategies to improve safety on all county
and municipal roads. The LRSP development process is tailored to .
address local issues and needs through continuous stakeholder @ m
involvement. This process results in a prioritized list of issues, risks, o Emergency
strategies, actions, and improvements that can be implemented to Epty bl

reduce fatalities and serious injuries on local roads.

LRSPs are locally coordinated and owned. Stakeholder involvement &

and collaboration is critical to LRSP development and
implementation. From the onset, stakeholders representing the Figure 1-1: Five Es to Consider When
4F’s: Engineering, Education, EMS/Emergency responders, and Addressing Roadway Safety

Enforcement will be involved. Throughout plan development there

was consideration of an overarching fifth “E,” Equity in all work and activities. This means making efforts to
include voices of those representing underserved populations and considering strategies that can improve safety
in underserved communities. This effort should continue as the plan is implemented.

Over 50% of all fatal and serious injury roadway crashes in Cape May County
occur on municipal or county-owned roads. Figure 1-2 illustrates the trends
in fatal and suspected serious injury crashes on county and municipal roads.
Implementation of LRSPs in other states resulted in improved safety for all
road users.

LRSPs also create funding opportunities for municipalities and counties by

aligning safety improvement actions with federal programs such as the
25% Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and the $5B Safe Streets and
o Roads for All Program (SS4A). More information on the SS4A program is

reduction in county road ) . )

fatalities in Minnesota. provided in Section 1.4.

17%

reduction in fatal and serious The development and implementation of the Cape May County Local Road
injury crashes on county-owned Safety Plan (LRSP) is a collaborative effort of Cape May County government,
roads in Washington State. municipal government, and other safety stakeholders to take action to

reduction in severe curve crashes
in Thurston County, WA.

LRSP Results

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 1
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Figure 1-2: Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes by Year*

The South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization (SJTPO), the designated metropolitan planning
organization for Salem, Atlantic, Cape May, and Cumberland Counties, partnered with Cape May County and its
municipalities to fund and support the development of a Local Road Safety Plan for Cape May County.

In this plan, “Cape May County” is inclusive of county government and roads as well as municipalities and
municipal roads. References to the county government alone will be called out as such.

Cape May County LRSP Goals and Objectives

Cape May County’s goal is to reduce fatal and suspected serious injury
crashes 50% by 2050. The objectives of this plan are to: Cape May County Road Facts
Almost 935 centerline road

miles under county or
municipal jurisdiction

Follow the Safe System Approach to reduce fatal and serious injury
crashes

Utilize data to focus on the most prevalent causes of fatal and

suspected serious injury crashes 69% of all roads in Cape May

. . . County are municipally owned
Ensure roadway safety strategies and actions are equitable for all

road users 20% of all roads in Cape May

. . . L County are county owned
Provide ample opportunity for stakeholder input and participation

in the plan development and implementation process
Integrate with other transportation and safety plans

Comply with USDQT Safe Streets and Roads for All action plan requirements

1 The metric for Serious Injuries was revised in 2019 resulting in an increase in the number of injuries that are classified as
Serious Injuries.
2 NJDOT. Public Road Mileage by Jurisdiction. 2022. https://www.nj.gov/transportation/refdata/roadway/vmt.shtm.

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 2
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1.2. Safe System Approach

This plan was developed following the Safe System
Approach (SSA) to roadway safety3. This holistic approach
has been adopted by the USDOT and widely across the
transportation community as an effective way to address
and mitigate risks in our transportation system. SSA
focuses on both human mistakes and human
vulnerability. Figure 1-3 illustrates the six principles of the
SSA approach on the outside of the wheel and the five
objectives on the inside of the wheel.

A Safe System cannot be achieved without all five
elements working in synergy. Following the SSA,
weaknesses in one element may be compensated for
with solutions in other areas. A true systems approach
involves optimizing across all the elements to create
layers of protection against harm on the roads. Figure 1-
4, the Swiss Cheese Model of redundancy, illustrates how
the SSA provides layers of protection to safeguard road
users.

Death and serious injuries only happen
when all layers fail

y g Safe road
- Safe users
Safe Vehicles

speeds
Safe
roads
Post-
crash
care

Figure 1-4: Swiss Cheese Model of Safety Redundancy
Source: Washington Traffic Safety Commission

1.3. Coordination with Other Plans

Counties and municipalities frequently develop strategic plans such as master plans, long-range transportation

plans, or bicycle and pedestrian plans.

An objective of the development process is to be well coordinated with existing plans, so the LRSP does not
conflict with the goals, objectives, and strategies emerging from other plans. Another objective is to develop a

3 USDOT. What Is a Safe System Approach? https://www.transportation.gov/NRSS/SafeSystem

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan


https://www.transportation.gov/NRSS/SafeSystem

LRSP that will strengthen the development of future strategic plans by ensuring consideration of safety for all
road users.

1.4. Compliance with USDOT Safe Streets and Roads for All

Under the federal Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, Congress established the competitive grant program,
Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) to provides funding for implementation of safety-focused infrastructure
projects. To be eligible to apply for funds, applicants must have a qualified action plan in place. This LRSP is
intended to meet all requirements of the USDOT SS4A action plan. Municipalities participating in the
development of the LRSP will be eligible to apply SS4A funding, using the Cape May County LRSP as their
designated action plan.

®

1.5. Plan Development Approach =

. o Evaluate and THE LRSP
The LRSP was developed over a two-year period with input Update
from stakeholders and followed Steps 1 through 5 shown in DEVELOPMENT
Figure 1-5. The following chapters in the plan provide more PROCESS
detail on each of these steps. Step 6, Evaluate and Update,
relates to Plan Implementation and is discussed further in
Chapter 7.

O, (1)
Identify Establish
. Strategies Leadership
1.6. Plan Oversight

The LRSP was developed under the guidance of a Steering Determine  Analyze
Committee charged with making decisions on key elements Emﬁ':z::'s Safety Data
of the plan including emphasis areas, selection and

prioritization of infrastructure and behavioral strategies and
actions, plan implementation next steps. The Steering
Committee was comprised of stakeholders including county
and municipal government representatives including
engineers, planners, public safety and law enforcement, emergency responders, elected officials and public
works managers. The Cape May County Steering Committee was chaired by Cape May County’s Director of
Engineering. The Steering Committee members are listed in Appendix A.

Figure 1-5: Local Road Safety Plan
Development Process
Source: FHWA

The Project Team, composed of SITPO’s Project Manager and the consultant team, met with the Steering
Committee throughout the plan development process to reach key decisions, gather input on the approach to
stakeholder involvement, and brief them on project progress.

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 4
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Chapter 2. Stakeholder and Public Engagement

2.1. Stakeholder Workshops

Three stakeholder workshops were held during the development of the LRSP to gather input from a broad group
of safety stakeholders. Workshops were held January 25, 2023; November 2, 2023; and June 4, 2024. At these
workshops, stakeholders provided input to support selection of plan emphasis areas, priority safety locations,
and investment strategies. The project team provided invitations broadly and gave underserved communities
an opportunity to participate. Workshop invitation lists and attendance lists are provided in Appendix B.

2.2. Focus Meetings
Meetings were held with representatives from all counties to share infrastructure and behavioral strategies
related to specific emphasis areas such as intersections. Focus meetings provided the steering committee with

insight as to strategies that would be most supported by stakeholders. Focus Meeting invitation lists and
attendance lists are provided in Appendix B.

Figure 2-1: Photos from
Stakeholder Workshops

Atlantic Cape Community
Bill Elliot, HERO Campaign,

Workshop 1 guest speaker;

Administrative Offices).

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 5
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Public and Stakeholder Engagement

2.3. Stakeholder Communication e R e e B e e
Beyond stakeholder workshops and focus meetings, the [ =Py
project team communicated with stakeholders through
several methods. A project website,

www.saferoadssouthjersey.com, was developed on
SITPO’s website to provide updates on the project and to
provide a vehicle for project feedback. Periodic Ay
newsletters were sent to project stakeholders to inform FE-—%7 & =hed ’ j :

g,

SJTPO Region Home ~ County Plans GET INVOLVED

them of progress and upcoming events. The are provided
in Appendix B. Social media posts were also made
periodically.

SiTPO Region Local Ruad Safety Plans

The South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization
(SITPO) is facilitating the creation of Countywide Local FIND OUT HOW YOU CAN HELP IMPROVE SAFETY ON
Road Safety Plans (LRSPs) for Atlantic, Cape May, LOCAL ROADS IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD

2.4. Elected Officials Engagement
The project team briefed elected officials on February 26, 2024, at the Cape May County League of Municipalities
Meeting and at the September 6, 2024, Cape May County Mayor's Roundtable. The first briefing provided an
overview of the LRSP, its benefits, and the emphasis areas selected. The second briefing presented proposed
infrastructure projects and non-infrastructure strategies.

After public engagement, the Final Draft Plan was presented to the County Commissioners for approval
on November 26, 2024. A resolution of support is provided in Appendix B.

Figure 2-2: Photos from Left to right: Elected Officials Meeting — 1 (Ocean City Yacht Club), Elected Officials
Elected officials meetings Meeting - 2 (Cape May County Administration Building).

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 6



Public and Stakeholder Engagement

2.5. Public Engagement

A public meeting was held at Cape May County Administrative Building on October 30™, 2024, to present the
LRSP and gather public feedback before the plan was finalized for approval. The public was also encouraged to
provide comments through the LRSP webpage. Comments on the plan are provided in Appendix B.

2.6. Engaging Underserved Communities

The LRSP Steering Committee made a concerted effort to ensure the LRSP development process was inclusive
and represented the interests of the population. The consultant team repeatedly reached out to municipalities
with underserved populations and reached out to community organizations that could provide a voice for these
communities on the Steering Committee, at Workshops, or during Focus Meetings. The Steering Committee
provided contact information to the consultant team. The consultant team’s equity analysis (outlined in Section
3.3) provided valuable information that helped the Steering Committee in its selection and prioritization of
strategies.

Figure 2-3: Outreach Photos  Left to right: Public Meeting (Cape May County Administrative Building)

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 7
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Chapter 3. Existing Conditions / Data Analysis

3.1. Crash Data / Analysis

A data-driven analytical process was used to identify crash trends, types of crashes and their proportions,
risk factors, and locations with higher occurrence or risk of occurrence of fatal and serious injury (FSl)
crashes. The analysis helped stakeholders and the Steering Committee identify safety priorities and
selection of emphasis areas, strategies, and actions. The data analysis for the plan included two
complementary approaches to identify and prioritize safety infrastructure needs: hot spot analysis and
systemic analysis. Hot spot analysis is a traditional or reactive approach that uses crash history to identify
and prioritize locations for improvement. Systemic analysis is a proactive approach that looks beyond the
crash history to proactively identify and address locations that are at high risk for crashes even though
they may not have a crash history. These two approaches are discussed in Chapter 4. The data analysis
also included identifying corridors with a high concentration of fatal and serious injury crashes relative to
other corridors in the county. The Steering Committee considered these corridors in their strategy
prioritization process. Census blocks identified as Equity Focus Census Block Groups were identified and
mapped to support an inclusive and equitable approach to prioritizing safety strategies. More information
on how Equity Focus Block Groups were identified is provided in Section 3.3 Crash Analysis Related to
Equity.

The primary crash data source for the analysis was the New Jersey Department of Transportation crash
records database, which contains detailed information on all crashes obtained through the police crash
investigation report form (NJTR-1). Analysis results for the nine-year period of 2013 to 2021 indicate that
a total of 24,056 crashes occurred on Cape May County roadways. Of these crashes, 336 crashes involved
a fatality or serious injury, about 5,000 involved minor injury, 3,300 had possible injury, and the remaining
had no apparent injury (also known as property damage only). Approximately twenty-eight percent (28%)
of the FSI crashes occurred on county roadways, and thirty two percent (32%) occurred on municipal
roadways, meaning more than half of the severe crashes in the county occurred on local roads. Figure 1-2
illustrates FSI crash trends in Cape May County over the nine-year period.

Beginning in 2019, New Jersey updated the police crash report to be consistent with the federally required
injury classifications (Killed, Suspected Serious Injury, Suspected Minor Injury, Possible Injury, and No
Apparent Injury). The spike in the number of serious injuries from 2019 is a result of this change, as injuries
not previously attributed to the serious injury classification are now included in this number. It should be
noted that the data for year 2021 was not complete at the time of the data analysis. The crash trends
demonstrate the need to strengthen efforts to reduce FSI crashes through the efforts of this plan.

Additional crash data summaries are provided in Appendix C.
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Figure 3-1 Total Crashes by Severity in Cape May County (2013-2021)
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Figure 3-2: Crash Severity by Road System in Cape May County (2013-2021)
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The emphasis areas identified in the NJ 2020 SHSP provided a starting point for the crash analysis and
selection of LRSP emphasis areas. Crashes were attributed to each of the emphasis areas consistent with
those identified in the New Jersey 2020 Strategic Highway Safety Plan. Note that a crash may be attributed
to more than one emphasis area. The results of this analysis were presented to the stakeholders at
Workshop 1. Through a live polling exercise, Workshop 1 attendees provided their opinion on which
emphasis areas should be priorities. The Steering Committee reviewed the analysis and stakeholder input
and selected three (3) emphasis areas for this plan. The emphasis areas are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 4. The three selected emphasis areas were among the top five (5) areas with the highest FSI
crashes in the county.

250
200
150
100

50

Fatal Injury ® Suspected Serious Injury

Figure 3-3: Cape May County FSI crashes by NJ 2020 SHSP Emphasis Areas

A High Injury Network (HIN) was developed for the plan to identify segments of roadways or intersections
where the highest concentrations of crashes resulting in fatal or serious injuries occur on the
transportation network. A HIN is not an assessment of whether location is dangerous; instead, a HIN
suggests which corridors within a transportation network carry a higher risk of injury. HINs were depicted
as both text-based lists and visual maps. In each HIN list, corridors or intersections are ranked based on
the highest total number of FSI, noted as K and A for fatal or serious injuries, respectively. The HIN map
shows the top 50 corridors and intersections for each county based on the Corridor and Intersection HIN
lists, except for segments classified as High Risk Rural Roads (HRRR). If less than 50 locations were
identified, then all are shown. The HIN for Cape May County utilized the 2016 through 2020 FSI crashes.
HIN corridors represent about 80 miles of roadway, including HRRR segments (9 percent of the total county
and municipal mileage). The analysis also identified about 145 HIN intersections.
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High Injury Network: Cape May County
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Figure 3-4: HIN Corridors and Intersections Map

3.2. Crash Analysis Related to Equity

The equity analysis for the plan ensures various populations and communities are considered during the
planning process to address potential impacts and facilitate the equitable distribution of safety
improvement in the region. The analysis included identifying locations where a high concentration of
underserved populations lives and commute to work within the SITPO region. Cape May County and the
SJTPO region have racially and economically diverse populations, and Indicators of Potential Disadvantage
(IPD) were used to identify the underserved populations that may be disproportionately affected by traffic
safety conditions on county and municipal roads in the region. The analysis is guided by the following civil
rights authority documents: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), FHWA'’s Title VI Program and
Additional Nondiscrimination Requirements (FHWA Title VI), Executive Order (EO) 12898, EO 13166, New
Jersey EO 23 (2018), and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The adjacent Metropolitan Planning
Organization of the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) created a white paper* that
helped guide the selection of the IPDs for the SJITPO region along with the guiding authorities.

Ten (10) IPDs were selected for analysis. Threshold criteria were identified to define the classification of
disadvantaged. Table 3-1 provides this information.

4 DVRPC. Indicators of Potential Disadvantage (IPD): Discussion of the 2018 Update.
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For each IPD, U.S. Census data was used to score the level of representation of each IPD within the
population of a census block group. A composite IPD score for the census block group was developed by
combining the scores for all IPDs. Composite IPD scores for each census block group were compared with
aggregate IPD scores for the SJTPO region and for the State of New Jersey as a whole. Census block groups
showing significant disparity from the SITPO regional score, and the statewide score were classified as
Equity Focus Block Groups for the purposes of this plan.

Table 3-1: Selected Indicators of Potential Disadvantage and Threshold Criteria

Indicator of Potential Disadvantage Threshold Criteria (Well Above Average) \

Female Over 58%
Persons with Disabilities Over 35%
Foreign Born Over 39%
Limited English Proficiency Over 25%
Low Income Over 22%
Racial Minority Over 77%
Older Adult Over 30%
Youth Over 31%
Households without Vehicle Over 26%
Households without Internet or Computer Over 23%

Figure 3-6 displays the Equity Focus Block Groups and the composition of the region. These block groups
are centered around the cities of Cape May, Bridgeton, Vineland, Pleasantville, Millville, Cape May City,
and Ventnor City.

Equity Focus Block Groups were used to identify low-income and minority populations that may be
disproportionately affected by crashes on county and municipal roads. Pedestrian and pedalcyclist
collisions are overrepresented in the Equity Focus Block Group region. Additionally, a higher percentage
of pedestrian and bicycle collisions resulted in fatal and serious injury in the Equity Focus Block Group
region. Figure 3-5 summarizes the fatal and serious injury crash percentage by crash type in the Equity
Focus Block Groups and the rest of the SJITPO region. Pedestrian, fixed object, and right-angle collisions
are the greatest contributors to fatalities and serious injuries in Equity Focus Block Groups. A copy of the
CARE Report can be found in Appendix D.
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3.3. Land Use

Land use in Cape May County varies widely depending on the area with the western side being more
developed than the central and eastern portions. The 2022 Cape May County Comprehensive Plan notes
the following.

Cape May County consists of two general regions: the barrier islands and the mainland.

The barrier islands, located along the Atlantic Ocean coastline, are the most intensely developed part
of the county. They contain resort communities, such as Cape May City, the Wildwoods (North
Wildwood City, West Wildwood Borough, Wildwood City and Wildwood Crest Borough), Stone Harbor
Borough, Avalon Borough, Sea Isle City, and Ocean City, and generally contain a mix of residential and
commercial uses, with undeveloped areas primarily being beach, dune and related open space areas.

The mainland portions of the county are largely semi-rural in character, with extensive woodland and
agricultural areas as well as concentrated areas of residential and commercial development (e.g.
Upper, Middle, Lower, and Dennis Townships, and Woodbine Borough).

Cape May County contains extensive wetland areas, which are largely concentrated between and
serve as a transition between the barrier islands and the mainland.

“Cape Island” generally refers to municipalities below the canal (Cape May City, Cape May Point
Borough, West Cape May Borough, and portions of Lower Township); although historically, the Cape
Island settlement evolved into present-day Cape May City.

Figure 3-7: Cape May General Regions

Left — Beach, Cape May Point (Source: Sunshine Tours)
Right — Jake’s Landing, Dennis Township (Source: Dennis Township Museum & History Center)
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Chapter 4. System Evaluation

4.1. Safety Emphasis Areas

The Cape May County LRSP includes the three (3) emphasis areas shown below.

A )

, Drowsy/ :
Lane Pedestrians Distracted Aggressive

Departure and Bicyclists Drivers Drivers

The Steering Committee selected these emphasis areas based on data and feedback from stakeholders.
These emphasis areas offer the greatest opportunity to achieve significant reductions in traffic-related
fatal and serious injury crashes and meet the safety goal of the LRSP. Each emphasis area is described
below.

Lane Departure crashes include non-intersection crashes involving a vehicle (or vehicles) unintentionally
leaving the travel lane (to the left or right), crossing the median/centerline, hitting a fixed object,
encroaching into opposing lanes resulting in crashes with an oncoming vehicle, and collisions with a parked
vehicle.

Pedestrian and bicyclist crashes involve a person reported as a pedestrian or bicyclist. According to the
United States Census Bureau, approximately 4% of population in New Jersey choose walking and/or biking
as their mode of transportation. This percentage is higher for urban areas. Pedestrians and bicyclists are
the most vulnerable roadway users and are more susceptible to suffering serious injuries and fatalities
when involved in a crash.

Drowsy/distracted driving is attributed to crashes where driver inattention, distraction, fatigue, or falling
asleep is a contributing circumstance. Driving is a complex task and requires attention to the roadway and
visual environment. Inability to provide complete attention to the driving task can result in reduced safety
for drivers as well as vulnerable roadway users.

Aggressive driving is attributed to crashes where drivers are found to be traveling at unsafe speeds, failing
to obey traffic control device, failing to yield right of way, changing lanes improperly, passing other vehicles
improperly, or following other vehicles too closely. One in three fatalities and serious injuries in New Jersey
is a result of speeding or other aggressive driving behaviors. Speeding reduces the reaction time, increases
the distance to stop a vehicle once a hazard is noticed, and increases the injury severity in the event of a
crash.
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4.2. Hot Spot Analysis

Traditionally, decision-makers identify and prioritize segments and sites with a history of crashes for
improvement. This methodology is called the hot spot approach. While this approach is a reactive
technique after severe crashes have occurred, it is a valid approach and complements the proactive
approach of Systemic Analysis. Hot Spot Analysis was conducted as part of this plan.

Hot spot analysis is conducted via network screening. FHWA defines network screening as a method that
objectively considers crash history, roadway factors, and traffic characteristics that may contribute to
future crashes and helps agencies identify and prioritize locations for potential safety investment. The
network screening process reviews transportation networks to rank specific sites where crash-frequency
reduction methods can be implemented. The types of lists developed are summarized below in Table 4-
1.

Table 4-1: Hot Spot Network Screening Lists

Report Type Description List Crash Types
Segment One-mile sections along roads = Regional Corridor All
(at intersection excluded) Pedestrian Corridor Pedestrian
Ped-Bike Corridor Pedestrian and bicyclist
Intersection Intersecting road locations Intersection All
Pedestrian Intersection Pedestrian
Ped-Bike Intersection Pedestrian and bicyclist

HRRR Rural road segments (sections | High Risk Rural Road (HRRR) = All
based on homogenous
attributes; length varies)

Of note, if different corridors or intersections have the same crash severity score, they receive the same
rank on the list (i.e. there can be multiple rank #5, essentially multiple locations are tied). Key findings
from the 2023 network screening include the following. A map of the Top 50 locations on each list in Cape
May County can be found in Appendix C.

Five (5) of the top 10 locations on the Regional Corridor list are located in Lower Township.
All top 10 locations on the Ped-Bike Corridor list are located within an EJ area.

Most locations on the Ped-Bike Intersection list have the same rank (#3) and are in areas with beach
access (Avalon Borough, Ocean City, Sea Isle City, Wildwood, North Wildwood).

Two (2) of the top 10 locations on the HRRR list included crashes with one (1) fatality.

4.3. Systemic Analysis

A system-based approach looks beyond crashes at a specific location and evaluates risk across an entire
roadway system, and proactively treats locations where crashes have not yet occurred. A systemic analysis
evaluates the combination of roadway characteristics consistent with site types that have higher historic
occurrences of crashes. Once at-risk locations are identified, appropriate countermeasures and strategies
can be implemented to minimize the potential for crashes. This proactive technique complements
traditional site-specific analysis and supports the Safe System principle that safety is proactive.

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan 16



System Evaluation

To conduct a systemic analysis, focus crash types and focus facilities need to be identified. Focus crash
types should be those representing the greatest potential to reduce fatalities and severe injuries. This
effort typically results in identifying the crash types that represent the greatest number of severe crashes
across the system being analyzed. Focus facilities can be any meaningful subset of the study network. The
intention of selecting focus facilities is to narrow the expanse of analysis. For example, if most roadway
departure fatal and serious injury crashes are occurring on high-speed rural two-lane roads, it would not
likely be effective to investigate four-lane low speed urban roads. Based on the Emphasis Areas, the focus
crash types and focus facilities in Table 4-2 were identified for evaluation.

Table 4-2: Focus Crash Types and Facilities for Systemic Analysis

Focus Crash Focus Facilit Associated
¥ Emphasis Area

Type
Fixed Object

All municipal and county road segments, collector or
Lane Departure
above
Pedestrians / Bicyclists

Pedestrians All municipal and county roads intersections .
Intersections

Risk factor identification was executed by implementing a machine learning-based systemic profile
analysis. This approach allowed for a combination of various attributes to define profiles of roadways and
intersections rather than analyzing characteristics individually. The output is a decision tree that displays
the combination of roadway characteristics that results in the highest past crash density or frequency. The
trees were then simplified into decision tables and used to screen the study network and create maps
from the scoring tiers. The systemic analysis produced the following results for Cape May County:

Fixed Object Crashes on Roadway Segments: The decision tree identified segments with attributes
including a recorded speed of 45 mph or higher and a shoulder width of 4 to 7 ft, had the highest crash
density of 0.207 crashes per length per year. These attributes account for 20% of the total centerline
miles.

Pedestrian Crashes at Intersections: The decision tree identified attributes including intersection
signalization, a crosswalk distance of 45.5 ft or less on the major road, and the presence of pedestrian
signal heads, had the highest crash frequency of 0.069 crashes per year. These attributes account for

2% of the total intersections.

Additional detail on the systemic analysis process and methodology is provided in Appendix D.

4.4. Countermeasure Options

A safety countermeasure is an action designed to counteract a threat to safety. Safety countermeasures
may include both infrastructure and non-infrastructure (behavior-related) strategies. Countermeasure
selection involves assembling a comprehensive list of potential countermeasures and evaluating each
countermeasure to determine a select few most appropriate for systemic deployment. Each focus crash
type should have a comprehensive list of countermeasures with the greatest potential to address the focus
crash types across the prioritized focus facility elements. It is important to note that there is no optimum
number of countermeasures. Too few can limit flexibility to address the various conditions and constraints
that are typical across a roadway system. Too many countermeasures can make project development more
challenging. However, in a cost-constrained environment, not all countermeasures can be deployed.
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Individual countermeasures are listed in Appendix E. Countermeasures identified for systemic treatments
are provided in the systemic analysis process and methodology (Appendix D). When identifying potential
safety countermeasures, research-based levels of effectiveness were considered if available. Multiple
resources were used to identify the effectiveness of safety countermeasures. These include:

FHWA's Proven Safety Countermeasures (see figure)
NHTSA’s “Countermeasures that Work” / Behavior Countermeasure Star Ratings
FHWA's Crash Modification Factors (CMF) Clearinghouse
New Jersey 2020 SHSP
CMFs can help predict the number and severity of crashes experienced at a given location with an

implemented safety countermeasure. Star ratings identify whether a countermeasure would result in a
behavior change.

CMF Definition (CMF Clearinghouse) Star Rating Definitions (NHTSA, 2023)

A CMF is an estimate of the change in crashes 4-5 stars: Demonstrated to be effective.
expected after implementing a countermeasure. 3 stars: Promising, likely to be effective

For example, a roadway is experiencing 10 2 stars: Limited evaluation evidence but
roadway departure crashes per year. If you apply a adheres to principles of human
countermeasure (e.g., wider striping) that has a behavior and may be effective if
CMF of 0.60 for roadway departure crashes, you implemented well.

can expect 40 percent reduction (10 x 0.60 = 6) of 1star: No evaluation evidence but adheres
crashes per year following implementation. If a to principles of human behavior and
countermeasure has a CMF greater than 1, you may be effective ifimplemented well.

can expect an increase in crashes.

Non-infrastructure countermeasures, specific to the Aggressive Drivers Emphasis Area, include
enforcement and education. NHTSA’s “Countermeasures that Work” identifies high-visibility enforcement,
increasing penalties, and speed safety camera enforcement as possible countermeasures that are

considered effective (4-5 stars). %

The project team performed an
analysis to identify safety
countermeasures that would be

most effective for
implementation at these
targeted locations. The team
developed criteria for each
countermeasure that would
indicate applicability for each of

the locations from the systemic @il pr— “"‘
analysis. Individual = ‘EE’
countermeasures are listed in L ® | \

Appendix E. Countermeasures Figure 4-1: FHWA 28 Proven Safety Countermeasures

identified for systemic treatments are provided in Appendix D.
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Chapter 5. Project Identification and Investment
Strategy

5.1. Project Selection Process

The project team used a four-step process to identify and prioritize projects. The process is identified in
Figure 5-1 below. After the candidate hot spot and systemic treatment locations and were identified as
described in Chapter 4, they were scored and ranked as noted below to create a priority set of locations.
The project team then performed a geospatial analysis to identify overlap with recently or soon to be
completed projects, bicycle and pedestrian facility gaps, and input from the steering committee and other
stakeholders. Using the geospatial analysis, the project team also considered where priority locations
could be combined create a unified project.

Izeex;?; Ident_ify top crash
e locations (hot spot) Score and rank
locations
considering rank
on Network
. . . . . Screening List,
D_evelop High Identify hlgh severity Candidate stakeholder
Injury Network crash locations Hot S_pot interest, and
Al colocation with
systemic
. . candidate
Conduct Identify candidate .
locations

Systemic systemic treatment

Analysis locations Spatial analysis of

ranked locations
against on-road
bicycle/pedestrian
Select Hot Spot and facilities gaps,
Systemic Treatment planned projects, and

Projects stakeholder interests.
Group locationsin
close proximity.

Figure 5-1: Project Selection Process

Candidate Hot Spot Location Ranking

The project team used a simple scoring process to further rank Network Screening List (NSL) locations.
Locations that ranked in the top 10 on the NSLs received three (3) points. Locations ranking 11 through 20
received two (2) points. Locations ranking 21 through 50 received one (1) point. Locations ranking 51 or
higher received 0.5 point. Locations received an additional point for each of the following items: county
interest; stakeholder interest; on the high injury network; and concurrent with a systemic treatment
location. Using this methodology a location could receive a maximum score of 7 points; however, no
location scored higher than 6 points. Segment and intersection locations with a score of 6 are displayed
on Figure 5-2, which also shows systemic locations (Section 4.3) and equity focus groups (Section 3.2).
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Initial Recommendations and Geospatial Analysis

Route segments or intersections listed in Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 were identified for inclusion in the Plan,
with their corresponding priority rank from the aforementioned selection process. Additional routes
identified by participants at Workshop #2 are listed in Appendix B. Corridors and intersections that
appeared on the HIN are noted.

Table 5-1: County Ranking, Corridor and Ped Bike Corridor (*)

Priority
Rank

Municipality Route # Route Name

Stone Harbor Boulevard/Court

2 Middle Twp CR 657 House - South Dennis Road 33 4.3 v
4 Wildwood CR621 | New Jersey Ave 5.2 6.2
8 Lower Twp CR 613  Breakwater Rd 0.01 1.01
9 Middle Twp CR 603 | Bayshore Rd 6.69 7.69 v
e Sea Isle CR 619  Landis Ave 10.1 11.1
. Stone Harbor Boulevard/Court
5% Middle Twp CR 657 House - South Dennis Road 3.65 4.65 v
8* Wildwood - Pacific Ave 1.0 1.56 4
8* Lower Twp CR 613  Breakwater Rd 0.81 1.81 4

Table 5-2: County Ranking, High Risk Rural Roads (HRRR)

P::;:y Municipality Route # Route Name
1 Middle Twp CR 657  Court House - South Dennis Road 5.64 8.67 4
3 Dennis Twp CR611 | TylerRd 0 2.81 v
5 Dennis Twp CR557  Washington Ave 0 2.84 v
6 Woodbine CR550 @ Woodbine Rd 4.37 8.87 4
7 Upper Twp CR 610 | Petersburg Rd 0.76 6.27 v
8 Middle Twp CR601 | Avalon Blvd 0.53 3.82
9 Middle Twp CR 618  Indian Trail Rd 0.9 3.17

Table 5-3: County Ranking, Intersection and Ped Bike Intersection (*)

1 Lower Twp Breakwater Rd (CR 613) & Shunpike Rd (CR 644) 1.61 4
3* Sea Isle City Landis Ave (CR 619) & 78th St* 9.65 v
3 Ocean City 8th St & Central Ave 0.34 v

Court House - South Dennis Road (CR 657) &

Goshen Rd (CR 646) 6.7

1 Middle Twp
The project team then mapped these locations for discussion with the Steering Committee and
stakeholders. The Steering Committee reviewed the crash data as well as county needs and selected high-
priority safety projects. These include dedicated safety-focused projects, improvements that could be
implemented under another construction or maintenance project, or as part of routine maintenance over
the implementation period.
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Figure 5-2: Candidate Project Locations
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5.2. Prioritized Projects & Investment Strategy

The LRSP identifies infrastructure projects for each Safe System element and emphasis area as shown in
Table 5-4. Improvements include the approximate effectiveness (if available) through the Crash
Modification Factor (CMF). Projects are correlated with emphasis areas and the Safe System elements.
When implemented, with leadership and partnership support and input, they will achieve Cape May
County’s LRSP safety goals. However, in a cost-constrained environment, not all actions will take place
simultaneously. The tables below give a prioritized list of actions with a site description, action description,
countermeasure(s) selected, and the related Safe System element. Note that the improvements require
further evaluation and design and should not be considered final at this time. Since there are multiple
countermeasures in each project, a range of CMFs is shown, where applicable. The timeframe shown in
the table is based on a five (5) year implementation period. Detailed project summaries are provided in
Appendix F.

Once a preliminary list of projects was established, the GPI Team applied the decision process to candidate
locations to identify appropriate countermeasures and developed cost estimates for the same. The
stakeholders also considered each non-infrastructure strategy and action item as well as the feasibility of
implementation during the process to prioritize them. Factors considered in the selection and
prioritization process included:

Cost and availability of resources for implementation
Ease of implementation (technical challenges, project delivery challenges or community support)

Impact/influence on other strategies

The Project Team and County Engineer prepared investment strategies based on expected funding
streams, planned projects, expected crash reduction, public involvement requirements, environmental
and other constraints, and other issues. Investment strategy maps for the county are provided in Appendix
G. Separate priorities are noted for hot spot and systemic projects. The priority of locations may change
based on funding availability, logistical considerations, and emerging needs. As such the final order of
projects is subject to change.
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Table 5-4: Prioritized Infrastructure Projects

Emphasis Safe System
Area Element

Priority Project Improvement Timeframe

Hot Spot Projects

e Add/widen shoulders
e Reassessing the 5-lane

Corridor: Stone Harbor
Boulevard/Court House - South
Dennis Road (CR 657) from

Bayberry Drive to North section . . Pedestrians and Safe Roads
1 Tirxberl?ela Lane (MP 3.30 - 4.65) 0 DGR S EEl S Eme 3-5yrs 0.60-0.66 Bicyclists Safe Road Users
in Middle Township lerb ramps
Location selected for 2025 Road o bl VI,S'b'“ty c'rosswalks
Safety Audit. e Consolidate driveways
e Add/widen shoulders
HRRR: Court House - South ¢ Signalize intersections (if Lane Departure
Dennis Road (CR 657) from Acorn warranted) Drowsy/ Safe Roads
1 Lane to Middle/Dennis border e Reassess speed limits 3-5yrs 0.33-0.66  Distracted and = Safe Road Users
(MP 5.64 — 8.67) in Middle e Reduce curb radii Aggressive Safe Speeds
Township e Assess roadway lighting Drivers
e C(Clear sight triangles
Intersection: Courthouse-South R RIS e - Safe Roads
2 Dennis Rd and Goshen-Swainton 2-3 yrs 0.56 . Safe Road Users
Rd in Middle Twp. fospeared Drivers Safe Speeds
e |Install curb extensions, ADA
compliant ramps .
Corridor: Landis Avenue (CR 619), e Implement ped signals Pede.strla;.ns and Safe Roads
Nonet | from 69th Street to 52nd Street e Advanced warning signs TBD 0.65-0.91 ABlcyc |s.ts Safe Road Users
(MP10.1-11.1)inSealsle City e Refresh striping gsrrisz's"e Safe Speeds
e Consider bike lanes
e Re-evaluate speed limits
Corridor: Breakwater Road (CR e |Install intersection ahead
613), from Bayshore Road to East warning signs Pedestrians and Safe Roads
ety of Shunpike Road (MP 0.01 — e Create left turn lanes where 76D 0.65-0.79 Bicyclists Safe Road Users
1.81) in Lower Township feasible (cont. next page)
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Priority

Project

Improvement

Timeframe

CMF

Emphasis

Area

Safe System
Element

Hot Spot Projects

Nonet

Nonet

2

Corridor: New Jersey Avenue (CR
621), from Rio Grande Avenue
and Glenwood Avenue (MP 5.3 —
6.2) in City of Wildwood

HRRR: Hoffman Mill Road, Hands
Mill Road, Woodbine Avenue,
Webster Street (CR 550), from
County Line to North of Grant
Avenue (MP 4.37 — 8.87) in
Dennis Township, Woodbine
Borough

Systemic: Fixed Object Crashes

Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at
Intersections

Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at
Intersections
Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at
Intersections
Systemic: Pedestrian Crashes at
Intersections

e Integrate crosswalks and
curb ramps

e Assess roadway lighting

e Consolidate driveways

Upgrade traffic signals

e Consider a road diet

ADA compliant sidewalk,

curb ramps, curb extensions

e Rumble strips
e Trim vegetation in clear zone
o Refresh striping

Systemic Projects

Install chevron signs on curves
(81 locations)

Install marked pedestrian
crossings where no crosswalks
exist (5 intersections)
Upgrade marked crosswalks
(104 locations)

Upgrade traffic signals

(9 locations)

Upgrade existing lighting at
intersections (34 locations)

t Stand-alone corridor improvements with funding source to be determined.
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TBD

TBD

1-2 yrs

1-2 yrs

1-2 yrs
3-5yrs

1-3 yrs

0.53-0.90

0.86

0.75

0.35

0.60

0.90

0.88

Pedestrians and
Bicyclists

Lane Departure
Drowsy/
Distracted and
Aggressive
Drivers

Lane Departure

Pedestrians and
Bicyclists

Pedestrians and
Bicyclists
Pedestrians and
Bicyclists
Pedestrians and
Bicyclists

Safe Roads
Safe Road Users

Safe Roads
Safe Road Users

Safe Roads
Safe Road Users
Safe Speeds

Safe Roads
Safe Road Users

Safe Roads
Safe Road Users
Safe Roads
Safe Road Users
Safe Roads
Safe Road Users
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5.3. Non-Infrastructure Strategies

The LRSP also identifies non-infrastructure (also called behavioral) strategies and action items for each
Safe System element and emphasis area. Table 5-5 lists each strategy and includes the approximate
effectiveness (if available) through the NHTSA Star Rating (Section 4.4). LRSP emphasis areas, strategies,
and action items are correlated with the Safe System elements which when implemented with leadership
and partnership support and input will achieve Cape May County’s LRSP safety goals. However, in a cost-
constrained environment, not all actions will take place simultaneously. Additional details on these
strategies, actions, and potential partners are provided in the Workshop 3 summary in Appendix B.

Table 5-5: Non-Infrastructure Strategies

Emphasis Safe System
Area Element

Star Rating

Strategy

e Conduct Campaigns leveraging
Community Volunteer Groups

Awarenessvia ® Conduct Campaigns leveraging

Social Media City/Agency webpages LS Al Al
o Conduct Campaigns leveraging
Student Councils/Organizations
e Leverage existing programs/
agencies to educate Speed:
Install signs with variable . 0. 0.0 6 ¢
Awareness messages to remlpd dr'lvers to . Safe Road
. stay alert and avoid using Distracted:
through Public ) All Users
handheld devices Unproven/
Programs .. Safe Speeds
Educate seasonal visitors Needs
Educate all road users on Further
pedestrian/bicyclist-related laws Evaluation
to increase safety
Educate young drivers/students
Educate about consequences of . Safe Road
. . L . Aggressive
through speeding/ aggressive driving Not Available Drivers Users
Schools Distribute NHTSA educational Safe Speeds
materials
Improve or implement more
enforcement
High V|_5|b|I|ty enforcement Safe Road
campaign Users
Enforcement Distribute traffic citations for % %k All
Safe Speeds

specific campaigns (yielding to

pedestrians, etc.) at
predetermined hot spot
intersections

Cape May County Local Road Safety Plan
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Emphasis Safe System
Area Element

Strategy Star Rating

e Have Local Law Enforcement

feR
agencies adopt Traffic Safety Safe Road

"
AN Plans for local towns * % K K All Users
(cont.) . Safe Speeds
e Agreement before signup for .
. . Safe Vehicles
renting bikes/scooters/golf carts
. Promote positive reinforcement . Safe Road
Positive . . . . Pedestrians
. through gifts for kids wearing Not Available N Users
Reinforcement & Bicyclists .
helmets Safe Vehicles
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Chapter 6. Safe System Alignment Assessment

6.1. Approach

As noted in Chapter 1, the Safe System Approach (SSA) aims to eliminate fatal and serious injuries for all
road users by accommodating human mistakes and keeping impacts on the human body at tolerable
levels. The consultant team reviewed several county and planning documents to assess their alignment
with the Safe System elements and principles. The Cape May County Plans reviewed for this effort include:

Cape May County Comprehensive Plan, January 2022
Township of Middle Master Plan Reexamination Report, November 2020
Township of Lower Land Use Development Plan, 1978

City of Wildwood Master Plan Reexamination and Land Use Plan Element, October 2022

Each plan was assessed for alignment with the five (5) Safe System “elements” and six (6) Safe System
“principles.” Areas of strong alignment were noted as well as areas where strengthening should be
considered. The consultant team provided recommendations on how the county or municipality could
strengthen alignment of its plans with the Safe System Approach. The evaluation also resulted in
recommendations that Cape May County government and municipal governments could consider in other
strategic plans.

6.2. Safe System Assessment Results
The Steering Committee offers the following recommendations for county and municipal strategic
planning to improve alignment with the Safe System Approach Principles.

SSA Principle or

Recommendations
Element
Death & Serious Include explicit language that the goal of the safety improvements mentioned
Injury are in this plan is to eliminate fatal and serious injury collisions.

Unacceptable Perform crash analysis or leverage existing analysis to determine locations

where fatal and serious injury collisions are occurring and include
recommendations for reducing these collisions.

Humans Make Emphasize or acknowledge that humans will inevitability make mistakes and
Mistakes the transportation system should be designed to accommodate these mistakes.
Humans are Explicitly state or acknowledge that humans are vulnerable, and the
Vulnerable transportation system should be designed around this principle by reducing

speeds and separating vulnerable road users (pedestrians and bicyclists) from
vehicular traffic to prevent fatal and serious injuries.

Responsibility is Emphasize and acknowledge that the goal of all stakeholders working together
Shared is to eliminate fatal and serious injuries.

Safety is Recommend systematic improvements and countermeasures across the
Proactive county.
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SSA Principle or
Element

Redundancy is
Crucial

Safer People

Safer Roads

Safer Vehicles

Safer Speeds

Post-Crash Care

Recommendations

Emphasize the need for layers of protection in the transportation system,
where if one part fails the other parts still protect people.

Include education, outreach, and/or enforcement recommendations to address
behavioral issues such as speeding, alcohol/drug intoxication, and low seatbelt
usage.

Recommend proven safety countermeasures that can be applied in the county.

Utilize existing SJITPO and NJDOT crash analysis and network screening to
determine priority intersections and roadways in the county.

Support safer vehicle initiatives outlined by NJDOT and SJTPO.
Recommend implementing policies for car seat installation or vehicle
inspection.

Add recommendations for context-appropriate design and speed limits,
targeted education and outreach campaigns on speeding, and enforcement.

Add recommendations for implementing proven safety speed-related
countermeasures where necessary.

Emphasize or acknowledge the correlation between high speeds and
pedestrian death and serious injuries.

Add recommendations for traffic incident management practices and improved
access to emergency medical care.
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Chapter 7. Implementation Strategy

7.1. Implementation Approach

As the LRSP is implemented over the next five years, the Steering Committee will remain in place and meet
periodically to review progress on the projects and non-infrastructure strategies Cape May County has
selected for implementation. Prioritization will also be reevaluated based on resource availability. For each
project or strategy selected, the Steering Committee will identify action champions who will be responsible
for establishing key implementation milestones, leading implementation efforts, and reporting on
implementation progress.

The LRSP is a living plan, meaning that Cape May County may make changes to the plan’s goals, objectives,
and strategies during the five-year period as necessary. A full plan update is anticipated to be prepared in
2029.

7.2. Measuring Progress
The Steering Committee will track progress of strategy implementation against milestones established and
report progress, issues, and actions to be taken to mitigate issues that arise.

7.3. Plan Availability and Progress Reporting

The LRSP and implementation progress will be reported publicly on the LRSP website at
www.saferoadssouthjersey.com. Quarterly reporting is anticipated. SJTPO will provide progress tracking
and reporting support in the first year of implementation. The Steering Committee will determine how
progress will be tracked and documented during years two through five.
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