UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) Meeting #3
June 4, 2025
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Project Team

Ricardo Matias, PE, County Engineer
Bernice Dieter, PE, Assistant County Engineer

Steven Rinaldi, PLS, PP, City Land Surveyor &
Supervising Engineer
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Consultant Project Manager Safety Planning/Engineering Community Engagement
John Federico, PE, PP, AICP Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP, Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP
Carlos Bastida Marjoly De Leon, AICP Candidate Reya Singhi
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 Introductions

e Schedule Update

e Corridor Prioritization
e Priority Corridors List
« Safety Strategies

* Next Steps

-~ PIZZERIA —
(908)-355-0259

WS & !F’,;A

INTERNATIONAL & NING ASSOCIATES




Project Purpose

The main purpose of this Safe Streets for All (SS4A)
project is to improve roadway safety throughout
Union County. Specific goals:

Reduce the number of roadway fatalities and serious injuries
within Union County

A)‘ Enhance safety, mobility, and quality of life for all roadway
users — bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, transit users, and
people of all ages and abilities

Develop a Safety Action Plan with a list of projects and
strategies that will support implementation
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Project Schedule

FALL 2024 M SUMMER 2025 FALL 2025
Stakeholder & Public Engagement Phase

Safety Analysis

Demographic Analysis
Project Prioritization
Develop Safety Recommendations

Final Action Plan
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APAC Meeting Schedule

Meeting #1 — October 2024

“Kickoff” meeting to discuss the project background, desired
outcomes, engagement strategy

Meeting #2 — March 2025

Present results from outreach activities and initial data
analysis for discussion (including draft High Injury Network)

Meeting #3 — June 2025

Review and gather feedback on project prioritization analysis
and results

Meeting #4 — Late Summer/Early Fall 2025
Review and gather feedback on safety recommendations
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Corridor
Prioritization
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Corridor Prioritization Factors

Determine locations with greatest “need” for safety treatments with
need determined by several factors:

 High-Injury Network (HIN)
» The HIN forms the basis of the corridor list for prioritization
« KSI Rate - number of fatal and severe injury crashes per mile

» High-Risk Network (HRN)
* HRN Risk Scores - functional classification, posted speed limit, number of lanes, etc.

* “Vulnerable Road User” (VRU) Generators
» Corridor proximity to train stations, bus stops, schools, and parks/trails

» Public Input
» Geolocated public input on driving, walking, transit, and biking within the study area
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Corridor Prioritization Factors
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A 5-year Crash Records (2018-2022)
A “Person” is the unit of measure
A Based on the sliding windows process

High-Injury Network A

Based on historic crash incidents

Window lengths used:
A State roads (10 segments)
A County roads (10 segments)
A Municipal (3 segments)

A Screened corridor versus intersection concerns

Sum of Killed and <-L
Severely Injured

9 1 4

Sliding Window
Process
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Refined High-Injury Network (County Roads)
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Refined High-Injury Network (Elizabeth Municipal Roads)
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Corridor Prioritization Factors
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High-Risk Network

Based on risk-based assessment of roadway
attributes and context

. . Risk Total
Risk Categories Points Percent
Roadway Characteristics 24 57%
Pedestrian/Bicycle
8
Generators
Traffic Volume 6 14%
Freight 4 10%
Total Risk Points Possible 42 100%
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Roadway Characteristics

Centerline Mileage by Route Subtype
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Traffic Volume

Centerline Mileage by Route Subtype
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Generators
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Centerline Mileage by Route Subtype
. State County
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Freight Desighated Route

Centerline Mileage by Route Subtype
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High-Risk Network & Risk Score
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Centerline Mileage by Route Subtype
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Factors Considered:

- Roadway characteristics

- Traffic Volume

- Pedestrian/Bicycle Generators
- Freight
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Corridor Prioritization Factors

€, High-Injury Network

A\ High-Risk Network

Vulnerable Road User (VRU)
Generators

i Public Input
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Vulnerable Road
User (VRU)
Generators

Based on proximity to HIN

Proximity to Bus Stops

Proximity to Train Stations

Proximity to Schools

Proximity to Parks & Trails
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Union County HIN — Proximity to Bus Stops

!
~—7 16 of the corridors
have a bus stop
within 50 feet
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Union County HIN — Proximity to Train Stations

13 of the corridors
are withina 1/2
mile of a train
station
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