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Introduction

The Union County Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Action Plan aims to
reduce roadway fatalities and serious injuries, and improve safety,
mobility, and quality of life for all users, including vulnerable users
such as bicyclists, pedestrians, and people of all ages and abilities.

The City of Elizabeth is a sub-recipient of the USDOT grant funding
for this initiative. Targeted outreach efforts were also conducted
to engage Elizabeth residents and stakeholders. Outreach results
specific to the City are included alongside County-wide results and
analysis.

The Public Involvement Plan (PIP) guided community outreach that
encompassed a variety of ages, abilities, and access points, aimed
at improving public awareness and gathering feedback during the
development of the Union County SS4A Action Plan. It provided
an opportunity to work with a range of stakeholders and gain a
clear understanding of localized transportation challenges and
perceptions of safety, which helped inform and refine Action Plan
recommendations.

Outreacheffortswere madetoengagewithawiderange of community
members including Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations,
to ensure all stakeholders had an opportunity to participate in the
development of the Action Plan.

A mix of qualitative and quantitative community input was combined
to develop a detailed, comprehensive Union SS4A Action Plan to
ensure County streets are safe for everyone.

The community engagement process began with the development
of branded study materials to maintain continuity and leverage the
community’s familiarity. The team created a bilingual website, housed
on the County’s website, where stakeholders could find information
about the Plan’s purpose, project updates, informational resources,
and ways to get involved.
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An Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) met throughout the
planning process, serving as a technical resource by providing
background documentation, on-the-ground insights, feedback on the
draft safety recommendations, and guidance on local implications.
The APAC also served as a sounding board, helping to develop the
PIP and shaping and supporting outreach strategies.

Inaddition,theprojectteamorganizedaseries of focusgroup meetings
featuring guided discussions to gather input from all municipalities
and stakeholders interested in Union County transportation safety.

Community engagement included an online survey with aninteractive
mapping component that allowed respondents to share their current
travel habits, preferred future modes, and safety perception, while
pinpointing location-specific concerns and opportunities. The
project team also hosted “pop-up” outreach activities to engage with

1662 Respondents
2652 Map Pins

Online Survey &

Interactive Map

85+ Participants

<> Pop-up Events

37 Participants Public Meetings

1822 Engagements
Engagement by the Numbers
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traditionally hard-to-reach populations. Finally, virtual community
meetings were organized toward the end of the planning process to
solicit feedback about the draft Action Plan recommendations.

More than 1,800 stakeholders participated through the various
outreach activities, sharing their concerns, experiences, and
suggestions for creating safer streets across the County.

Thematic Categories

Over seventeen months of public involvement, the project team
gathered insights from diverse stakeholders on the County’s
transportation system safety perception.

The feedback was organized into five thematic categories:
Street Design and Infrastructure

This theme focuses on street design elements that impact safety,
including posted speed limits and design speed, intersection and
lane configurations, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit
access and amenities.

Road User Behavior and Traffic

This theme concerns the behavior of various street users and
their real and perceived impact on road safety, including speeding,
aggressive driving, running red lights and stop signs, and failing to
yield to pedestrians and cyclists, all of which heighten the risk of
crashes. These behaviors contribute to a widespread perception of
unsafe road conditions and a lack of effective enforcement across the
County. Road user behavior is influenced by design and enforcement
considerations.

This theme focuses on making streets safer for all users by promoting
driver awareness and encouraging safe walking and biking policies.
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Personal Safety

This theme addresses perceptions of personal safety, emphasizing
the importance of individuals feeling secure from crime while
traveling throughout Union County, regardless of their mode
of transportation. Personal safety is closely tied to design and
enforcement considerations.

School Zones and Child Safety

This themeis assigned whenever school zones or children’s safety are
mentioned in a response. Cited concerns include aggressive driving
near schools, inadequate walking or biking infrastructure for school
kids, and a desire for traffic-calming elements. For the most part,
these concerns were also categorized under the other themes, but
were added to this theme to highlight the importance of child safety
noted by many participants.

Union County Key Takeaways

STREET DESIGN &
INFRASTRUCTURE

EDUCATION &
AWARENESS

SCHOOL ZONES

& CHILD SAFETY

PERSONAL
SAFETY

ROAD USER
BEHAVIOR & TRAFFIC
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Insights gathered through public engagement were crucial in shaping
study recommendations and formulating the Action Plan. Feedback
from online and in-person outreach activities for Union County and
the City of Elizabeth was consolidated and organized into the four
thematic categories described in the previous section.

Across Union County, street design and infrastructure were the most
frequently cited concerns, accounting for 52 percent of all responses.
These were followed by road user behavior and enforcement at 44
percent, school zones and child safety at 2 percent, and personal
safety at 1 percent. The following concerns and opportunities were
heard consistently throughout the public engagement process:

Excessive speeding by vehicles under the road user behavior
and traffic theme was cited as the most significant concern at
15 percent of all responses. Participants also highlighted issues
with vehicles failing to yield to pedestrians and cyclists, running
red lights and stop signs, and traffic that makes them feel unsafe.
The Action Plan should address ways to improve safety for
pedestrians, cyclists, and other vulnerable road users, including
measures to mitigate speeding and aggressive driving.

Under the street design and infrastructure theme, intersection
safety and visibility emerged as the most common concern at 22
percent, with the most frequently cited issue that intersections
feel unsafe to travel through for all modes of travel. Respondents
also identified difficulties with turning on or off streets, confusing
or hard-to-navigate intersection layouts, limited visibility of
approaching vehicles, and challenges seeing pedestrians and
other vehicles. The Action Plan should prioritize street design
projects that enhance intersection safety for all users and
improve turning movements. It is important to note that these
improvements also offer additional benefits, such as improved
safety for vulnerable road users, reduced traffic congestion and
bottlenecks, and minimized delays.
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Many comments related to improving the state of pedestrian
infrastructure, including maintaining crosswalks and sidewalks,
and installing traffic calming measures such as speed humps,
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs),and curb extensions
accounting for 12 percent of all responses. Participants also
suggested addressing traffic-related concerns through strategies
such as introducing one-way streets, installing roundabouts, and
optimizing signal timing.

The desire for designated bike lanes, a connected bike network,
and overall improvements to bicycle infrastructure was another
key concern, accounting for 7 percent of all responses. The Action
Plan should prioritize bike infrastructure to address concerns of
bike and scooter riders, as well as behavioral concerns such as
conflicts between pedestrians and cyclists/scooters on sidewalks,
cyclists/scooters not following traffic laws, and insufficient
education on how to ride bikes/scooters safely. Notably, adding
bike lanes reduces conflicts with pedestrians and cars, improving
safety for all road users.

around safer road use accounted for
less than 1 percent of all responses. Participants emphasized

the need for better education and safer infrastructure for
micromobility devices. Overall, these comments reflect a broader
desire for safe and accessible walking and biking, supported by
strategies that combine public education, awareness campaigns,
and clear guidance for all road users.

Accounting for 2 percent of all responses are those related to
school zones and child safety. Participants expressed concerns
about aggressive driving, illegal parking, and vehicles that do
not vyield in the school zone. Additional feedback suggested
implementing traffic calming measures and pedestrian
infrastructure improvements to make school zones safer.

Although personal safety accounted for just 1 percent of all
responses, an individual's perception of personal safety is
influenced by street design factors like inadequate lighting,
upkeep, and cleanliness, which comprise another 3 percent of
responses. Accordingly, the Action Plan should consider the
potential crime-prevention and personal-safety benefits of the
recommended street improvements.
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MOST FREQUENTLY NOTED CONCERNS
(ALL ONLINE & IN-PERSON QUESTION RESPONSES, OPEN ENDED COMMENTS, AND MAP PINS)
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*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Elizabeth Key Takeaways

The following section summarizes key takeaways for the City of
Elizabeth to highlight localized priorities. While the top concern
categories in Elizabeth mirror those identified across Union County,
the relative share of responses within each category differs.

Road user behavior and traffic was the most noted concern at 48
percent, followed closely by street design and infrastructure at 46
percent. These were followed by personal safety at 3 percent and
school zones and child safety at 2 percent.

Excessive speeding, under the road user behavior and traffic
theme, was cited as the most significant individual concern at
13 percent of all responses. Participants also highlighted issues
with vehicles failing to yield to pedestrians and cyclists, double
parking, and running red lights and stop signs.

Participants noted intermodal conflicts between pedestrians,
cyclists, and micromobility users, including sidewalk riding
and jaywalking, highlighting the need for clearer regulations,
enforcement, and education.

Under the street design and infrastructure theme, intersection
safety and visibility concerns accounted for 17 percent of
responses, with participants noting that intersections feel
generally unsafe for all modes of travel. Specifically, participants
found turning difficult, intersection configurations confusing or
hard to navigate (e.g., 5-corners, hard angles), and had difficulty
seeing pedestrians or approaching vehicles.

Bicycle network gaps made up 8 percent of comments, with
respondents expressing a desire for designated bike lanes and a
connected, safe bike network.

Many comments focused on pedestrian infrastructure and traffic
calming, including improved sidewalks and crosswalks, one-way
street conversions, roundabouts, and signal timing accounting for
8 percent of all responses.

Concerns related to school zones and child safety accounted for
2 percent of all responses and aligned with Countywide results.
Participants cited aggressive driving in school zones, vehicles
failing to yield to pedestrians, a desire for improved bicycle
infrastructure, and the need for additional crossing guards to
support safer travel for children around schools.

Personal safety accounted for 3 percent of responses, with
perceptions influenced by street design factors such as
inadequate lighting, poor upkeep, and cleanliness.
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MOST FREQUENTLY NOTED CONCERNS
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Public Involvement Summary

Communications

The project team deployed several communication tools to share
information about the project and opportunities to participate.
Following the existing branding guidelines of Union County and the
City of Elizabeth, branded project logos were developed, incorporating
each jurisdiction’s colors to create a unified visual identity for the
study. During outreach, the initiative was promoted under distinct
names: Union County Safe Streets for All and Elizabeth Safe Streets
for All. Most of the content was produced in English and Spanish to
enable participation by the County and City’s LEP population.

Website

Public involvement began with the development and launch of
a bilingual project webpage where stakeholders could access
information about the study’s purpose, project updates, informational
resources, and ways to get involved. A graphic was also developed
for the City of Elizabeth’s homepage redirecting users to the project
webpage, housed on the County’s website.

Social Media

The project team developed content for Union County and Elizabeth’s
social media channels to promote the survey/interactive map and
community meetings.

Communications Sharekit

The project team developed a user-friendly “Communication
Sharekit” with pre-packaged, easy-to-share flyers, social media, and
email content to help the Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC)
and other strategic project partners promote outreach activities.

APPENDIX E

Print Materials

The County and City partnered with strategic partners, including
municipal governments, libraries, schools, and community
organizations, to expand project outreach to a broader audience.
These partners distributed bilingual promotional bookmarks and
flyers to advertise the survey to underrepresented communities.

Library Collaboration

The project team conducted targeted outreach to libraries across the
County to help promote the Union County Safe Streets for All survey.
Over 2,800 bookmarks advertising the survey were distributed to
21 public library locations Countywide. The bookmarks included QR
codes linking directly to the online survey to make participation easy
and accessible.

Communications materials can be found in the Resources Section of
this Appendix.

Ayl SAFE STREETS FOR ALL P N
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Stakeholder Engagement

To ensure the SS4A initiative offered a meaningful opportunity for APAC Members
community input on the vision for transportation in Union County and Union County Government
the City of Elizabeth, informed and invested stakeholders guided the - Union County Board of Commissioners

project team throughout the planning process. Union County Bureau of Planning and Land Use

Action Plan Advisory Committee +  Union County Department of Public Safety

The Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) provided qualitative Union County Department of Administration Services

input by collaborating with the project team to develop andimplement  [EEERYallelaN®Ze1¥]g1a"Ap)=TeETgigg el g i o) § elelyle]qpl (oA RISVl [e] o lggICTy)
the PIP and to refine the Action Plan’s vision. They also served as a +  Union County Division of Engineering

technical resource, providing necessary background documentation, - Union County Superintendent of Schools
insightsinto on-the-ground conditions and experiences, and feedback
on draft priority corridors, projects, and policy recommendations.

Union County Transportation Advisory Board (TAB)
. . City of Elizabeth Government
The APAC included key stakeholders from state, regional, county, . . .
and municipal governments, as well as advocacy organizations with - City of Elizabeth Department of Public Works
transportation and safety expertise. +  City of Elizabeth Division of Engineering and Administration

The APAC met four times throughout the planning process, providing - City of Elizabeth Police Department

the project team with invaluable information and feedback. The first - City of Elizabeth Public Information Office
APAC meeting was held in person, and the other three were held
virtually. APAC members also helped publicize outreach activities by

sharing digital communications with their constituents through their
websites, social media, and email. +  New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT)

After the final APAC meeting on November 13, 2025, the project * NJTRANSIT

team shared a comprehensive list of Countywide projects and + North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA)

policy recommendations, inviting participants to review and

provide comments. Member comments, along with individual APAC

presentation materials and meeting summaries, can be found in the

Resources Section of this Appendix. - Clark
Cranford
Elizabeth

Fanwood

Agencies

Federal Highway Administration

Municipalities

Berkeley Heights
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Garwood
Hillside
Kenilworth
Linden
Mountainside
New Providence
Plainfield*
Rahway

Roselle

Roselle Park
Scotch Plains
Springfield
Summit

Union Township*
Westfield*
Winfield

Community Organizations

EZ Ride (TMA)
Kean University

Overlook Medical Center/Atlantic Health

Union College

Voorhees Transportation Center (VTC)

*SS4A Grant Recipients developing their own Local Safety

Actions Plans.
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Stakeholder Focus Groups Meetings

The project team facilitated five virtual focus groups with strategic
partners and advocates who were either actively engaged in or
had a vested interest in Union County and the City of Elizabeth’s
transportation safety decisions.

The goal of the focus groups was to gather feedback on the
experiences and needs of various transportation system users,
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit riders, so that
the Action Plan could effectively address emerging mobility, access,
and safety issues.

The focus group meetings were held on various days to provide
multiple opportunities for stakeholders to participate. The focus
groups engaged diverse stakeholders, including representatives
from educational institutions, social service providers, advocacy
organizations, and municipalities, ensuring participation from across
the County. In total, 39 participants representing 37 organizations
actively participated in these discussions.

Number of
Focus Groups Date & Time Attendees
January 22,2025
General #1 7
10:00 AM
January 23,2025
General #2 8
4:00 PM
Education January 24,2025 s
Institutions 10:00 AM
January 29,2025
Municipalities 9
10:00 AM
January 30,2025
Municipalities 12
10:00 AM
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Focus Group Participants

Union County Municipalities

Organizations

Avenues in Motion
East Coast Greenway Alliance
EZ Ride

Feedback from these meetings was used to refine the draft
recommendations to improve street safety across Union County and
Elizabeth.

At each meeting, Courtenay Mercer of Mercer Planning Associates
kicked off the meeting by welcoming the attendees, providing
an overview of the focus group agenda, and leading a round of
introductions.

John Federico of WSP then provided an overview of the Safe Streets

for All Action Plan and the Safe System Approach. He also introduced
the project’s crash analysis and demographic data, as well as
information about the development of the High Injury Network (HIN).

Fanwood Economic Development Commission

Future City, Inc.

Nikhil Badlani Foundation / Families for Safe Streets NJ

New Jersey Bike & Walk Coalition

Occupational Center of Union County (Inroads to Opportunity)

After the presentation, the project team moderated a discussion
among focus group participants, asking three questions:

Pennoni Engineers (Union County Bike Plan Consultant) *  What's working?

What do you currently like about getting around in Union County?
What’s the most important thing that you would like to stay the
same about transportation in Union County?

Springfield Business Improvement District
Tri-State Transportation Campaign
Union County Connects
YWCA of Eastern Union County

Education Institutes
Elizabeth Public Schools (Elizabeth School District)
Linden Public Schools

Scotch Plains-Fanwood School District

¢ What could be improved?

How well do Union County’s streets serve residents, businesses,
and visitors? How safe do they feel? Do you have ideas to improve
Union County streets to enhance safety?

*  What’s your vision for getting around Union County safely in the

future?
Union County Vocational-Technical School District uture
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Overarching Themes

The five discussions yielded several overarching themes, highlighted
below.

Improving Pedestrian Infrastructure and Safety. All focus groups
emphasized the need for investment in pedestrian infrastructure,
including pedestrian beacons, Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons
(RRFBs), crosswalk lighting, improved sidewalks, curb extensions,
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs), and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly along heavily traveled routes. Stakeholders also
highlighted the importance of traffic calming measures, such as
speed humps and stop signs, to reduce speeding and ultimately
create a safer, more walkable environment.

Safe Bike and Scooter Practices. Almost all focus groups
acknowledged the increasing presence of e-bikes and scooters
and emphasized the need for investments in bicycle infrastructure.
Key recommendations included developing protected bike lanes,
launching education campaigns, and implementing e-bike and
e-scooter registration. Participants also stressed the importance of
raising awareness among both drivers and riders to promote safe
riding practices, such as wearing helmets, avoiding riding on the
sidewalk, and adhering to traffic rules, to ensure the safety of all road
users. Additionally, stakeholders highlighted that while bikes and
scooters contribute to mobility solutions, they must be effectively
integrated into the existing infrastructure to maximize their impact.

Safety around Schools. Several focus groups expressed concerns
about safety near schools, particularly the lack of sidewalks and
designated bike lanes, which limit students’ ability to walk or bike
to school safely. Participants also highlighted parental behavior as a
key issue, noting that many parents drop off their children in unsafe
locations, fail to slow down near school crosswalks, and frequently

SAFE BIKE & SCOOTER
PRACTICES

Encourage safe
riding practices

Desire for protected
BIKE LANE bike lanes

Desire for kids to safely
walk or bike to school

IMPROVE TRAFFIC
Motorists running red ' & DRIVING BEHAVIOR
lights and speeding

Plan for safer school
drop-off practices

IMPROVE SAFETY
AROUND SCHOOLS Improve bike infrastructure
at transit stations %

______

Desire for traffic calming,
stop signs, & signals

Connect transit to

I greenways/trails

IMPROVE FIRST & LAST
MILE CONNECTIVITY

Focus Group Concerns
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double-park or block driveways, causing inconvenience for residents
and safety concerns for pedestrians.

Stakeholders emphasized that while enforcement has helped
regulate parents’ behavior, continuous efforts are needed to ensure
compliance with traffic rules. It was also suggested that the busing
policy be revisited, prioritizing safety and accessibility over distance.
This approach could help reduce the need for parents to drive their
children to school, improving overall safety and traffic conditions.

Traffic and Behavior. Several focus groups expressed concerns
about traffic congestion and unsafe driving behaviors, such as running
red lights and speeding. Stakeholders emphasized the importance
of implementing long-term solutions rather than short-term fixes or
enforcement measures, as the latter provide only temporary benefits.
They highlighted the need for traffic-calming measures, including
speed humps, curb extensions, stop signs, and improved lighting at
key intersections to enhance safety.

First and Last-Mile Connectivity. Participants emphasized the
importance of first- and last-mile connectivity, calling for more bike
parking at transit stations and expanding public bike and scooter
share programs to enhance transportation options, particularly for
residents without access to a vehicle. They also highlighted the value
of connecting transit stations and stops to greenways and trails,
both within the County and regionally, linking to popular destinations
like Newark. These connections could encourage residents to leave
their cars at home for local trips, ultimately reducing dependence on
personal vehicles.

APPENDIX E

Key Intersections/Corridors. Participants identified several high-risk
intersections and County Roads that pose safety concerns for all road
users.

Elizabeth
The intersection of Dehart Place and W Jersey Street
Hillside
The intersection of Liberty and Hillside Avenue
The intersection of Liberty Avenue and Long Avenue
Conant Avenue close to Central Avenue

The intersection of North Broad Street and Lexington Place

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 15



Rahway

The stretch between Woodbridge
Road and Hart Street on E
Hazelwood Avenue

The intersection of Elizabeth and
Jackson Avenues

Destinations and corridors

JFK Center (Rahway Community
Action Organization), Rahway

Springfield Avenue in the
Berkeley Heights Downtown area

Mountain Avenue, Berkeley
Heights

Cooper Road, Scotch Plains
North Avenue, Scotch Plains
South Avenue, Scotch Plains
Terrill Road, Scotch Plains
Park Avenue, Scotch Plains

Morris Avenue, Summit and Union
Township

Chestnut Street, Roselle

Focus group meeting presentations
and summaries are available in the
Resources Section of this Appendix.
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Community Engagement

Community engagement combined online engagement activities
with partner collaboration and “on the ground” activities to reach a
broad range of community stakeholders.

Pop-up Engagement

The public involvement process included three pop-up engagement
events designed to connect with traditionally hard-to-reach
populations. One event was held in Elizabeth, the grant’s sub-recipient,
while the other two were held in strategic locations identified through
demographic analysis - City of Plainfield and Union Township.

Each pop-up featured an interactive, easily movable display with
project-related information and activities for passersby to share
their travel preferences and experiences. Project team members
engaged participants by explaining the project’s goals and benefits
and by facilitating activities to gather feedback. To encourage further
participation, bookmarks with information about the online survey
and mapping tool were also distributed. All materials and activities
were available in English and Spanish, and bilingual team members
were present to engage the community’s LEP speakers.

The participants were asked the following questions:

*  Which of the following do you use MOST when you travel in
Union County?

* How do you want to get around Union County in the future?

« How safe do you feel when using the following types of
transportation in Union County?

* Open-Ended Question - Share your experiences, concerns, and
ideas about traveling in and around Union County.

« Mapit! - Tell us about your concerns or ideas to improve getting
around your community.

1. Winter Wonderland &
Holiday Village
Union Township
Friday, December 06, 2024

2. Pre-Kwanzaa Market
City of Plainfield
Saturday, December 14, 2024

3. Holiday on the Square
City of Elizabeth
Saturday, December 21, 2024

Pop-up Engagement Events

(Pop-up materials can be found in the Resources Section of this Appendix.)
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Combined Pop-up Result Analysis

The pop-up events engaged approximately 85
diverse stakeholders representing a wide range
of ages, races, and ethnicities.

Which of the following do you use MOST when
you travel in Union County?

Participants were asked to place up to two (2)
Post-it flags to indicate the travel modes they
use most frequently when travelling within the
County.

When responses were aggregated:

* Active transportation (walking, biking/
scootering, etc.) accounted for 37 percent
of responses

* Vehicular travel (driving, taxi, etc)
accounted for 47 percent of responses

(bus, train, etc))
accounted for 16 percent of responses

Driving was the most commonly selected mode
overall, with nearly 44 percent of participants
identifying it as their primary means of
transportation, followed by walking at 34
percent, and combined public transit use at 16
percent, with bus accounting for 10 percent.

CURRENT TRAVEL MODE
(ALL POP-UP LOCATIONS)

iAo waiivs I =+

Wheelchair/Mobility Scooter (No Responses)

Bike/Scooter . 3%

37%
oo cor [
47% Taxi or Ride-Share) . 3%
Shuttle Bus
Senior Bus/Paratransit 1%
Bus 10%
16% Train 5%
0 10 20 30 40
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How do you want to get around Union County in
the future?

Participants were asked to rank their desired
future travel modes, with 1 being “Most Desired”
and 4 being “Least Desired”.

Walking was the top choice, with 77 percent of
participants ranking it as their first or second
“Most Desired” future travel mode, followed
closely by driving (76 percent). While to a lesser
extent, a majority of participants also indicated
a positive desire to bike/scooter or take transit
more in the future.

I'd like to walk more

I'd like to bike/scooter more

I'd like to drive more

I'd like to take transit more

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

FUTURE TRAVEL MODE
(ALL POP-UP LOCATIONS)

16% 6% 26%

16% 19%

14% 10% 17%

0%

24% 16%

25%

W Least Desired

28%

50%

52%

32%

75%

® Most Desired

100%
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How safe do you feel when using the following
types of transportation in Union County?

Participants were asked to place a Post-it flag
to indicate their perception of safety across
various transportation modes, ranging from
“Very Unsafe” to Very Safe”.

Combined data from all pop-up locations
reveals a range of perceptions of safety across
different transportation modes. Riding bikes
and scooters emerged as the least safe mode,
with 52 percent of participants reporting feeling
unsafe while engaging in this activity. This
highlights a significant need forimproved safety
measures for bike and scooter riders.

In contrast, bus transportation stands out as the
safest mode, with 83 percent of participants
feeling secure while riding. Driving is a close
second at a 79 percent safe perception.

APPENDIX E

PERCEPTION OF SAFETY
(ALL POP-UP LOCATIONS)

Walking 26% 13% 26% 18% 18%
Bike/Scooter 28% 24% 8% I (<373 24%

Driving E 17%

Bus E 11%

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

B Very Unsafe

17% 62%

33% 50%

25% 50% 75%

H Unsafe Neutral ®Safe ®Very Safe

100%
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Share your experiences, concerns, and ideas about traveling in and around Union County.

Participants were asked to share general, non-place-based thoughts about getting around. Road user behavior and traffic concerns were
top of mind for pop-up participants, with 49% of all comments mentioning traffic making people feel unsafe and a desire for more vigorous
enforcement. Street design and infrastructure accounted for 36 percent of comments, with the most cited concerns being missing and
poorly maintained sidewalks and a desire for bike lanes.

CONCERNS & OPPORTUNITIES
(ALL POP-UP LOCATIONS)

28% police presence/crossing guards °
Cars/trucks don't yield to pedestrians _ 5%
S
o
S Visibility and Turning Hazards from Poor Parking - 3%
©
4=
[}
e Excessive speeding by cars/trucks - 3%
Q
s ® \o 2% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe
® =0 - -
<)) Bike/Scooter Behavior & . . . .
[ Rule Compliance, 3% Conflicts with bike/scooter riders - 3%
Pedestrian Infrastructure, 18% Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained _ 15%
Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained - 3%
Bicycle Infrastructure, 10% Desire for bike lanes (painted,separated,
and/or protected lanes, etc.) _ 10%
[}
5 . . Desire for traffic calming techniques
c 32 Traffic Safety & Efficiency, 5% - . 9
_%D § ° (speed humps, RRFPs, flashing lights) - 3%
05
% § Request a traffic signal or stop sign - 3%
0 ER
5= O
0o Lighting, 3% Poor lighting ‘ - 3%
School Zone & Child Safety, 3% School zone & child safety - 3%
Other 10%
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Map it! - Tell us about your experiences, concerns, and hopes for getting around Union Township, City of Plainfield, and the City of Elizabeth.

Participants were invited to share their experiences, concerns, and hopes for getting around Union Township, the City of Plainfield, and the
City of Elizabeth by marking specific locations on a map and providing written comments. This interactive exercise allowed participants to
identify precise areas where they experience safety concerns or mobility challenges.

Across the three pop-up events, participants submitted 59 written comments at 48 locations. Concerns were concentrated along major

corridors and intersections, many of which overlap with areas of higher crash density. In Elizabeth, a notable cluster of comments occurred
near key arterial roads and activity centers. Concerns in Plainfield and Union Township were more focused along specific corridors.

Jr= o2
i, S
w7/ Winslow Avef

2

fors,

Data Sources: EPA NHDPlus,

([m@l Pop-Ups & Union NJGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,
=z ! NJ Office of GIS, and US Census
L Intersections Rail
H g e P UNION COUNTY
8 Corridors __ ! Municipal Boundary SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
. Water St
Open Space - { _—

Pop-up Mapping Exercise
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MAP PINS
(ALL POP-UP LOCATIONS)

o Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks | [N 10 %
E 25% Stronger enforcement and increased I s
[ police presence/crossing guards °
< ; Visibility and turning hazards from poor parking _ 4%
§ H Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs | | NEGzGz<:N 3%
S s ;
IR Cars/trucks don't yield to pedestrians | | 3%
e a §", Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety, 9% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe \ D o 13%
Traffic Safety & Efficiency Desire for traffic calming techniques —
17% (speed humps, RRFPs, flashing lights)
Request a traffic signal or stop sign | [ ENGTcNEGB 4%
Pedestrian Infrastructure, 8% Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained | I 1%
Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained | [ NEGTczIEI_zEIINGEING 52
Missing or poorly maintained sidewalks/access to transit stop | |l 1%
| Lighting, 8% Poor lighting | I NNEEEG_G_——EEE oo
Intersection Safety Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk through | [ EREGTGcTcNG S
& Visibility, 8% -
Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street | [l 1%
Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.)| |l 1%
g Transit Accessibility Desire for more transit amenities(shelters, benches, | |l 1%
s+ & Amenities, 3% trash cans, etc.)
R 3 Desire for more first & last-mile connectivity | [N 1%
o
Q § | Bicycle Infrastructure, 3% Micromobility safety infrastructure | | E N 3%
g E N Maintenance & Cleanliness Faded or missing pavement markings | [l 1%
= o3 @ 3% - . o,
n I < Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.) | Il 1%

] School Zone & Child Safety, 10% School zone & child safety \ D 10%
Personal Safety, 6% Other people make me feel unsafe [T 6%

Other 1%

0 2 4 6 8 10

All written responses were categorized into the major themes: street design and infrastructure, road user behavior and traffic, personal
safety, and school zones and child safety. When aggregated, 48 percent of responses focused on street design and infrastructure, with a
desire for traffic safety infrastructure such as speed humps, RRFBs, stop signs, and traffic lights, and street lights topping the list of requested
improvements. Another 34 percent of responses related to road user behavior and traffic, with excessive speeding and too much traffic
making people feel unsafe being identified as the most significant concerns.
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Survey and Map Results

The public involvement process included an online survey and
an interactive map to collect insights into current and future
transportation mode choice, desired street and/or safety
improvements, and anticipated transportation priorities in Union
County and the City of Elizabeth. The interactive mapping component
allowed participants to pinpoint location-specific concerns and other
untapped opportunities.

The survey included optional demographic questions and was
available in two (2) languages: English and Spanish. Most surveys were
taken in English (97 percent), with the remaining 3 percent in Spanish.

The survey and map launched in November 2024 and concluded
in February 2025. Ultimately, the online survey and map vyielded
1,600 validated responses. Respondents were considered
valid if participants 1) placed pins on the maps, 2) answered any
demographic questions, and/or 3) answered all questions up to and
including those about current and future travel choice.

Images of the survey can be found in the Resources Section of this
Appendix.

Survey Respondent Demographics

The survey included optional demographic questions. The age
question had the highest response rate at 46 percent, followed
closely by race and ethnicity at 45 percent. Response rates for the
other demographic questions ranged from 28 to 41 percent. Note
that “BM” in the demographics charts represents the demographic
benchmark in Union County based on United States Census data.
In general, respondent demographics were not representative of
these benchmarks. Due to low response rates and disproportionate
representation, survey questions and map pins were not further
evaluated or cross-tabulated based on demographic profiles.

APPENDIX E

Among those who responded, participants were predominantly
White or Caucasian, followed by Hispanic or Latino. Females were
represented more than males. While most respondents were middle-
aged or millennials, there was also substantial engagement from
participants aged 17 or younger. Respondents generally reported
higher household incomes, and 89 percent of households reported

having access to a personal vehicle.

AGE
17 or Younger (BM 24%)
18 to 24 (BM 11%)
25029 (BM 8%)
30t034 (BM 9%)
351039 (BM 9%)
401044 (BM 9%)
451049 (BM 9%)
50t0 54 (BM 9%)
551059 (BM 9%)
60064 (BM 8%)
651069 (BM 6%)
70t074 (BM 5%)
75 or Older (BM 8%)
46% Response Rate
24
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RACE & ETHNICITY GENDER

2% 1%
Two or more races Non-binary or
(BM 3%) Third Gender
1%
Other
(BM 6%) 41%
Male
4%
86% ‘ Asian or Asian American (BM 49%)
White or Caucasian (BM 6%) 58%
(BM 37%) Female
7% (BM 51%)
Black or African American
23% (BM 20%)
Hispanic or Latino
BM 34%
( ) 40% Response Rate
45% Response Rate
HOUSEHOLD INCOME ACCESS TO PERSONAL VEHICLE
=
[v)
Less than $24,999 [JJJj 4% 1%\1/00
Low/Mod (BM 11%)
$25,000 to $34,999 - 2% S Household Income
19%
$35,000t0 $49,999 [ 4% (BM 38%)
$50,000t0 $74,999 |G ¢
-
$75,000t0$99,999 |G 11 89%
Yes
(BM 90%)

High
$100,000 t0 $149,999 | TGN 2 , Household Income

81%

$150,000t0$199,999 |GGG 17> (BM 62%) 41% Response Rate
5200000 ormore |

0 40 90 140

28% Response Rate
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As part of the demographic questions, participants were
also asked to share the zip code of where they live, work, Morris
and/or attend school.

SUMMIT:

PROVIDENCE

With a 54 percent response rate, nearly 96 percent
indicated they live in Union County. Other respondents were
from neighboring cities, including Newark, South Orange,
Maplewood, and Jersey City.

fitchuny
feservation

MOUNTAINSIDE

With a 43 percent response rate, nearly 68 percent
reported working or attending school in Union County. Other
respondents mentioned working or attending school in
Hudson County (Jersey City) and New York City (Manhattan).

Somerset

2N |
b decles‘ex
w o
| \ | I i
a ®  Union Survey Responses by Home Zip Codes Dszg So;mshgm NHT[;‘Tuss. .
= . NJGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,
= Rail humbericfiRespondents NJ Office of GIS, and US Census
Tl ' vuncpaBoncary L) 1-4 [116-25 EENsi-7s N 01-135
(O] Water [1s-15 [ 26-50 [ 76 - 100
li,J This includes only responses from individuals who
Open Space answered the question, "What is your Home Zip Code?”™

Survey Respondents by Home Zip Code

PROVIDENCE.

BERKELEY
HEIGHTS

CRANFORD:

FANWOOD.

0 05 1 2 Mies (&)
@)
i Data Sources: EPA NHDPlus,
a Q) Union Survey Responses by Work and/or Attend School Zip Codes NUGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,
= Rail Number of Respondents NJ Office of GIS, and US Census
e By [J1-4 E6-25 [Msi-75 HE101-135 UNIoN couNTy
fgma ity L O = - SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
8 Water S 20520 g s 6 5 5 (G o WD
| This includes only responses from individuals who answered the questions, “What is the -

Open Space Zip Code where you work” and/or “What is the Zip Code where you attend school?” | _—

Survey Respondents by Work/School Zip Code
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How often do you travel in Union County?

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they travel in Union
County, and all participants were required to answer this question.
Approximately 81 percent of respondents travel in and around
Union County daily. Those who chose “Never” were disqualified from
continuing the survey.

TRAVEL FREQUENCY

Daily or almost daily
Several times a week
Several times a month
Several times a year

Never

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

0 500 1000

100% Response Rate

1500

27



Which of the following do you use MOST
when you travel in Union County?

Respondents were asked to select up to two
(2) options for this question; all participants
responded. About 71 percent chose two
options, while 29 percent selected only one.
A small number of respondents wrote in the
“Other” category, which was later reclassified
into existing categories.

When aggregated:

* Active transportation (walking, biking,
etc.) modes represented 41 percent of
responses.

* Vehicular transportation (driving, taxi, etc.)
modes represented 53 percent.

(bus, train, etc))
modes represented almost 4 percent.

Approximately 53 percent of respondents
indicated driving as one of their top modes,
followed by 35 percent for walking, 6 percent
for biking or scooting, and 4 percent total for
train or bus. The remaining possible travel
modes were less than 2 percent.

APPENDIX E
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CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

AR S walkive N 35
Wheelchair/Mobility Scooter ‘ 0.1%

Bike/Scooter/Other o
41% Personal Wheeled Transport** - 6%

ary cor I >
55% Taxi or Ride-Share (Uber/Lyft) I 1%
Shuttle Bus | 0.2%
Senior Bus/Paratransit (0.04%
Bus | 2%
4% Train | 2%
0O 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600
99.9% Response Rate
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Current Travel Mode Combinations

Further analysis revealed that about 54 percent of respondents chose
a combination of walking and driving as their primary travel modes.
The next highest were those who selected only one option - driving -
accounting for 26 percent of all responses.

Most respondents rely on multiple modes rather than just one, with
driving serving as the backbone of their travel. The prevalence of
walking and driving together highlights the importance of supporting
pedestrian-friendly streets, last-mile connections, and infrastructure
that enables a smooth transition between modes. The share of
respondents who drive and bike/scooter (6 percent) suggests a
growing group of micromobility users who still rely on cars for part of

their trips.

TRAVEL MODE COMBINATIONS

Bike/Scooter & Driving - 6%

Walking & Bike/Scooter [J] 3%

Driving & Train I 3%

Driving & Taxi or o
ride-share (Uber/Lyft) I 2%

Driving & Bus || 1%
Walking only I 1%

Walking &Bus | 1%
0
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How do you want to get around Union
County in the future?

Respondents were asked to rate their desired
future travel modes, with 1 indicating “Most
Desired” and 4 indicating “Least Desired”. All
participants responded.

Walking was the top choice, with nearly 77
percent of respondents ranking it among their
top two “Most Desired” future travel modes. In
contrast, most respondents chose transit (72
percent) and biking or scooting (57 percent) as
their “Least Desired” future travel modes.

I'd like to walk more

I'd like to bike/scooter more

I'd like to drive more

I'd like to take transit more

7%

o
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15% 34% 43%
27% 30% 28% 15%
26% 22% 18% 34%
39% 33% 20% 8%
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Current vs. Future Travel Mode

In a crosstab analysis comparing current travel modes
with preferred future travel modes, most respondents
who currently use active transportation or vehicular
transportation expressed a desire to increase their use
of active transportation. Over 50 percent of respondents
who currently walk, drive, or take a taxi/rideshare reported
wanting to walk more in the future, reinforcing findings from
subsequent questions that highlight a desire for improved
pedestrian infrastructure. Between 44 and 51 percent of
respondents who currently walk, drive, or use taxi/rideshare
reported wanting to walk more in the future, reinforcing
findings from subsequent questions that highlight demand
for improved pedestrian infrastructure.

The outliers to walking as the most desired future travel
mode was those who currently bike - instead they indicated
a stronger desire to bike more; those who currently take the
bus expressed the highest desire to drive more (followed
closely by walking); and those who currently take the train
were evenly split between driving and taking transit more
(also followed closely by walking. Overall, the results suggest
that respondents across most modes generally express
interest in either continuing their current travel behavior,
highlighting potential difficulty in encouraging mode shift.

Current Travel Mode

CURRENT VS FUTURE TRAVEL MODE

Walk 51% 13% 27%

Bike/Scooter/
Other Personal Ry 54% 21%
Wheeled Transport

Car 44% 14%  34%
b 46% 5% 44%
My 31%  13%  35%
TN 26%  16%  29%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Future Travel Mode

B |'d like to walk more ® |'d like to bike/scooter more

B |'d like to drive more ™ I'd like to take transit more
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How safe do you feel when using the following types
of transportation in Union County?

Respondents were asked to rate their perceptions of safety
across various travel modes, with 1 indicating “Very Safe”
and 5 indicating “Very Unsafe”. All participants responded.

More than half of the respondents perceived biking as the
most unsafe mode of transportation. While respondents
were a bit more neutral about walking safety, it was
considered the second-most unsafe travel mode. Survey
respondents considered train, car, and bus the safest travel
modes, with the train perceived as the safest by most
participants (50 percent).

Itisimportant to note that no mode was viewed as extremely
safe by a clear majority. Responses across all modes were
distributed evenly across the scale, with a substantial share
selecting neutral ratings, indicating mixed perceptions of
safety.

APPENDIX E

PERCEPTION OF SAFETY

Walking 14% 22%

Bike/Scooter 28%

il 9% 15%

Train P77

0% 25%

24%

27%

34%

H Very Unsafe mUnsafe
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24% 18%
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100%

32



Current Travel Mode and Perceived Safety

Acrosstabanalysisofcurrenttravelmodesandsafety
does not reveal significant differences between all
respondents’ perceptions of safety by mode (above)
compared to the perception of those currently using
the mode. Meaning, those who currently walk, drive,
or bike do not feel significantly more or less safe
using that mode than all respondents combined.
The exception is that those who currently take a
taxi or rideshare find driving to be generally unsafe.
Without knowing the specific circumstances behind
those participants’ reasons for using taxis/rideshare,
it is difficult to extrapolate the reasons for this
perception.

Future Travel Mode and Perceived Safety

A crosstab analysis of future desired travel modes
and safety does not reveal significant differences
between all respondents’ perceptions of safety by
mode (above) compared to the perception of those
currently using the mode.

That said, there is a relationship between safety
concerns and desired mode shift. Walking and biking,
while identified as desired future travel modes, are
also perceived as the least safe, indicating a gap
between respondents’ aspirations and their comfort
levels. The findings suggest that improving real and
perceived safety, especially for walking and biking,
could play a critical role in enabling the mode shifts
respondents desire. Investments in pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, traffic-calming measures,
and safer crossings may help align future travel
preferences with perceptions of safety and support
increased use of active transportation.

APPENDIX E

Current Travel Mode

FUTURE TRAVEL MODE VS SAFETY PERCEPTION

I'd like to
Walk'more 15% 23% 33% 20% 9%
. I'dlike to 27% 29% 20% 15% 8%
bike/scooter more
dr'i\f'e":%:g 15% = 16% 20% 24% 25%

I'd like to take
transit more

Future Travel Mode

8% 12% 24% 27% 29%

0% 25% 50% 75%
How safe do you feel?

m Very Unsafe mUnsafe = Neutral mSafe mVery Safe

CURRENT TRAVEL MODE VS SAFETY PERCEPTION

Walking ETA 22% 33% 20% 1%

Bike/Scooter 25% 25% 24% 15% 10%

Car 1A 17% 27% 28% 19%

Taxi or Ride-Share

(Uber/Lyft) 33% 18% 8% 21% 21%
Bus EEE A 30% 26% 21%
Train 19% 25% 32%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
How safe do you feel?

m Very Unsafe mUnsafe = Neutral mSafe mVery Safe
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Is there anything else youd like to share with us about your
concerns or opportunities to improve travel around Union
County?

The survey offered respondents the opportunity to share additional
comments about their experience traveling around Union County.
Forty-seven percent of respondents chose to answer the open-ended
question.

The chart on the following page shows that 45 percent of the
comments related to road user behavior and traffic, including a
desire for more enforcement and concerns about excessive speeding,
motorists not yielding to pedestrians, and running red lights and stop
signs. Comments about street design and infrastructure accounted
for 44 percent of the feedback, focusing on improving pedestrian
infrastructure, installing traffic-calming measures, and addressing
missing or poorly maintained sidewalks and crosswalks. A desire
for more bike lanes was also a top street design and infrastructure
comment. Finally, 5 percent of comments related to school zones and
child safety.
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Road User Behavior

& Traffic
45%

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS & CONCERNS

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Stronger enforcement and increased police presence/crossing guards

30% Excessive speeding by cars/trucks
Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians
Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs|
Vehicles double park

Visibility and turning hazards from poor parking

‘ Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety, 10% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe

Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Complinace, 3% Enforcing E-Bike/E-Scooter Regulations

Conflict between peds & bike/scooter riders

‘ Pedestrian Behavior & Rule Complinace, 2% Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking)

Pedestrian Infrastructure Desire for traffic calming techniques (speed humps, RRFBs, flashing lights)

15% .. s
Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained

Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained

I 27

I 22

| I, 4

I 2
I 1o

I B

I %
I, 5
_________________E¥

‘ Bicycle Infrastructure, 8% Desire for bike lanes (painted, separated, and/or protected lanes, etc.) ‘ I
Traffic Safety & Efficiency, 6% Request for a traffic signal or stop sign _ 4%
Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, additional routes or sync traffic lights _ 2%
‘ Transit Service Improvements, 3% Public transit expansion (service frequency, ease of transfer, and reliability)‘ _ 3%
o ‘ Lighting, 3% Poor Iighting‘ I 3%
_go “g :oo/or Road Conditions Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.) _ 2%
é ‘g ° Faded or missing pavement markings - 1%
§ E X | Intersection Safety & Visibility Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street| | I 1%
n 3 4% Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.) - 1%

School Zones & Child Safety, 5%

Sehool zone & children safety | N 5

Driver responsibility & safety awareness 1%

other NN 3%

0 20

Education & Awareness, 3%

40 60 80 100 120

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Surveyrespondents were given the opportunity to contribute location-
specific input on street safety and mobility via an online interactive
map. Forty-one percent of survey respondents participated in the
mapping exercise, placing a total of 2,652 map pins within Union
County.

The map allowed respondents to place a pin for each travel mode
(walking, biking/scooter, driving, and transit), and to share concerns
about the pin location using predetermined choices and/or sharing
experiencesandinsightsthroughopen-endedcomments.Participants
could select up to three options per pin. When aggregating the
multiple choices per pin, the map produced 6,686 total “responses”
data points.

The pedestrian concerns category received the most pins, accounting
for 43 percent of all pins. This was followed by concerns about driving
at 38 percent, biking/scootering at 17 percent, and transit at 2 percent.
When aggregated, active transportation modes represented nearly
60 percent of all map pins.

MAP PINS
2%
Transit
38% 43%
Driving Walking
17%

Biking/Scootering
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Key Takeaways

Excessive speeding
Motorists don't yield by motorists

to pedestrians

Cars do not yield
to cyclists

lanes

Difficulty turning

Excessive speeding on/off the street

by motorists

Missing or poorly
Desire for transit maintained sidewalks

amenities
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The mapping exercise resulted in several key takeaways for specific
locations in Union County, as highlighted below:

North Avenue East / West Westfield Avenue (Scotch Plains,
Westfield, Cranford, Roselle, and Elizabeth)

North Avenue East, continuing as Westfield Avenue from Scotch
Plains to Elizabeth, received the most comments, with feedback
recorded at nearly all major intersections along the corridor.
Common concerns included unsafe intersections, difficulty turning
at signalized intersections, excessive speeding, motorists failing
to yield to pedestrians and cyclists, and vehicles running red lights.
Respondents also expressed a desire for protected bike lanes along
the corridor, noting that it connects multiple downtowns and serves
as a critical link to grocery stores and other essential destinations.

Park Avenue (Scotch Plains) / Martine Avenue (Fanwood)

Park/Martine Avenue had concerns concentrated around
intersections—mostly near South Martine Avenue and South Avenue
in Fanwood and scattered along Park Avenue in Scotch Plains.
Common issues along the corridor included excessive speeding,
drivers failing to yield to pedestrians and cyclists, and motorists
running red lights and stop signs.

In Fanwood, additional concerns focused on missing sidewalks and
crosswalks, with respondents calling for more pedestrian flashing
beacons and high-visibility crosswalks to improve safety and comfort.
In Scotch Plains, issues were more dispersed, with poorly timed traffic
signals contributing to traffic backups.

Morris Avenue (Union Township and Elizabeth)

Concerns were spread along Morris Avenue, including excessive
speeding and drivers making prohibited left or right turns. Some
respondents noted confusion over “No Turn on Red” rules, with
unclear or insufficient signage contributing to unsafe conditions. In
Elizabeth, Morris Avenue effectively ends at a major intersection with

APPENDIX E

heavy traffic, which many respondents described as confusing to
navigate for all modes of travel.

St. Georges Avenue/Rahway Avenue (Rahway, Roselle, and
Elizabeth)

Along St. George Avenue, the most consistent concern was excessive
speeding. Other frequent issues included vehicles double-parking,
blocking sightlines, creating traffic, and failing to yield to pedestrians
and cyclists. Pedestrian concerns also included narrow sidewalks and
confusing or unsafe intersections.

Kenilworth Boulevard (Cranford and Kenilworth)

Kenilworth Boulevard drew concerns primarily about speeding, which
affects drivers, pedestrians, and cyclists alike. Other frequently
mentioned issues included motorists failing to yield to pedestrians
and cyclists, and running red lights and stop signs.

Springfield Avenue/Centennial Avenue (Cranford)

Along Springfield Avenue, concerns centered on excessive speeding
and unsafe intersections, including drivers running red lights and
limited visibility for turning vehicles. Additional issues included poor
road conditions, insufficient pedestrian crossing time at intersections,
and requests for traffic lights and other traffic-calming measures to
improve safety for all users.

Chestnut Street (Roselle)

Along Chestnut Street, most concerns across all modes focused on
intersection safety. Drivers reported difficulty seeing oncoming traffic
and pedestrians at confusing, hard-to-navigate intersections, while
pedestrians highlighted missing or poorly maintained crosswalks and
unsafe intersections. Respondents highlighted the need for improved
intersection design and traffic calming measures.
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The chart aggregates map pin responses across all travel modes. Almost 53 percent of concerns relate to street design and infrastructure.
Top concerns in this category include intersection safety and navigation issues, as well as the desire for improved pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure. Forty-four percent of responses relate to road user behavior and traffic, with excessive speeding and vehicles failing to yield
to pedestrians and cyclists as the top concerns.

Road User Behavior

& Traffic

Street Design

& Infrastructure

53%

X
<
<

COMBINED MAP RESPONSES
(ALL TRAVEL MODES COMBINED)

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks

35%
Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians/cyclists
Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs

Vehicles double park

‘ Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety, 6%

‘ Pedestrian Behavior & Rule Compliance, 1%

N 17%

I 11%
I 49
[ Jt8

Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe ‘_ 6%

Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘- 2%

‘ Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 2% Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking) ‘- 1%

Intersection Safety & Visibility
20%

Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk/bike/drive through
Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street

Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.)

Pedestrian Infrastucture Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained

16%
Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained
It is hard to see cars approaching
Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles
Desire for traffic calming techniques (speed humps, RRFBs, flashing lights)

Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the street

Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far

‘ Bicycle Infrastructure, 7%

| Lighting, 2%

Traffic Safety & Efficiency
5%
Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, additional routes, or sync traffic lights

Require a traffic signal or stop sign

I, 11%
I -

I

I

I 0

I 2

I 0

B 1%

B 1%

[ [t

Desire for bike lanes and a cohesive bike network ‘_ 5%
Poor lighting ‘- 2%

I 3
B0

School Zones & Child Safety, 2%

School zones & child safety ‘- 1%
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0
*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Walking Pins:
What pedestrian concerns do you have about the location?

Thirty-two percent of the survey respondents placed 1,141 map pins
and 3,081 responses related to pedestrian concerns, representing 43
percent of all pins placed.

Walking Pins and Travel Mode

A crosstab ofthe walking pinsandrespondents’answersto the current
travel mode questions shows that 50 percent of pedestrian pins were
placed by respondents who primarily drive, followed by walkers at 39
percent. Respondents who currently bike or use scooters accounted
for another 6 percent of the pins. This suggests drivers’ willingness
and interest in walking more.

Among those who placed a walking pin, 53 percent selected walking
as their “Most Desired” future travel mode. Additionally, 20 percent
expressed a preference for driving, followed closely by biking or using
a scooter (16 percent).

APPENDIX E

bike/scooter more

WALKING PINS & CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

1% Bus

1% Taxi or Rideshare
2% Train
6% Bike/Scooter

|
/

39%
Walking/
Wheelchair/
Mobility Scooter

WALKING PINS & FUTURE TRAVEL MODE

12%
I'd like to take
transit more

20%
I'd like to
drive more

53%
I'd like to
16% walk more
(o]
I'd like to
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When aggregated, 52 percent of pedestrian concerns were related to road user behavior and traffic, with motorists not yielding to pedestrians
and excessive speeding being the most common responses across all walking pins. This was followed by concerns about street design and
infrastructure at 44 percent, with intersection safety and desire for more pedestrian infrastructure as the top sentiment in this category.
Additionally, approximately 2 percent of respondents expressed concerns about school zones and child safety, and another 1 percent about

personal safety.

WALKING PINS
Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Cars/trucks don't yield to pedestrians | | N R 10
1
] 46%
‘ Excessive speeding by cars/trucks | | 17
<
@ Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs | || NEGEGTGTcNGIGNING 32
B
o ) Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety Too much traffic makes me feel _ 4%
3 = 5% unsafe walking here °
SEY Bike/Scooter Behaviour & twith bi : ‘
O 4N Conflict with bike/scooter riders - 1%
e &0 Rule Compliance, 2% ’
Intersection Safety ) .
& Visibility Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk through _ 12%
16%
Hard to see cars approaching _ 4%
Pedestrian Infrastructure Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained | [ NERNRNHINNGIE s
21%
Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained _ 5%
Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the street - 3%
Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far -2%
[ Desire for traffic calming techniques
=
o ..3 (speed humps, RRFBs, flashing lights) - 2%
3 E Pedestrians with accessibility challenges have difficulties . 1%
S
& Lighting, 3% Poor lighting | I 3
= o
<
h o3 ‘ Traffic Safety & Efficiency, 2% Request for a traffic signal or stop sign ‘ - 1%

‘ School Zones & Child Safety, 2%

‘ Personal Safety, 1%

School zones & child safety ‘ - 2%

Other people make me feel unsafe walking here ‘ - 1%

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Bike/Scooter Pins:
What bike and scooter concerns do you have for the location?

Eleven percent of the survey respondents placed 451 map pins and
1,164 responses related to biking/scootering concerns, representing
17 percent of all pins placed.

Bike/Scooter Pins and Travel Mode

A crosstab of the bike/scooter pins and respondents’ current travel
mode shows that only 21 percent of the map respondents use bikes
or scooters as a primary mode of travel. Drivers had the highest bike/
scooter pin response rate at 45 percent, while walking and public
transit users accounted for 31 percent and 3 percent, respectively.
Meanwhile, nearly half of the respondents indicated that biking or
scootering is their most desired mode of future travel.

The outpaced pin placement by those who do not currently use a
bike/scooter as a primary travel mode, yet expressed an interest in
doing so in the future, demonstrates an opportunity for mode shift.
Considering the overall perception of safety while biking, however,
expanded bike lanes and bike infrastructure may be needed to make
biking feel safer and more convenient. These findings also align with
feedback gathered at other outreach events, where respondents
expressed a desire for safer, more accessible biking and scootering
options.
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BIKE/SCOOTER PINS & CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

1% Bus
2% Train

21%
Bike/Scooter

31%
Walking/
Wheelchair/
Mobility
Scooter

BIKE/SCOOTER PINS & FUTURE TRAVEL MODE
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I'd like to take
transit more

14%
I'd like to
drive more
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I'd like to
walk more

49%
I'd like to
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When analyzed collectively, nearly 60 percent of the biking and scooter concerns revolved around street design and infrastructure. Within
this category, the top priority was the desire for bike lanes and a connected bike network, which accounted for 30 percent of all bike/scooter
concerns. Among road user behavior and traffic issues, excessive speeding represented 15 percent of concerns, followed closely by motorists
failing to yield to cyclists at 14 percent.

Road User
Behavior

Street Design
& Infrastructure

BIKING & SCOOTERING PINS

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks | || N 150
L 30% . .
£ Cars/trucks don't yield to cyciists N 1%

3
e :
@ |Traffic Volume ; R o

3 M & Perceived Safety, 7% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe riding here‘ _ 7%

Desire for bike anes | I 20°

37%

Incomplete bike lane connections/need cohesive bike network _ 10%
Desire for bike accommodations at an intersection _ 5%
Desire for bike parking and storage - 1%

Inte_rs_ef:_tion Satety Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to bike through _ 10%

& Visibility

14% :

Hard to see cars approaching _ 3%
Maintenance & Cleanliness Improve the upkeep and cleanliness of - 20
3% existing bike lanes °
Poor road conditions - 1%

X
o
© Pedestrian Infrastructure, 3% Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained ‘ . 1%

‘ Personal Safety, 1%

Other people make me feel unsafe riding here

%
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*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

45



Driving Pins:
What driving concerns do you have for the location?

Twenty-five percent of survey respondents placed 995 pins and
2,289 responses related to driving concerns, representing 38 percent
of all pins placed.

Driving Pins and Travel Mode

A crosstab of the driving pins and respondents’ current travel mode
showed that 56 percent of pins were placed by those who currently
drive as a primary mode. Walking was the other predominant travel
mode, accounting for 36 percent of respondents who placed a driving
pin.

Meanwhile, less than a third of respondents identified driving as their
preferred future travel mode. Instead, nearly a majority selected
walking as their top future mode. Overall, this reflects the current
travel pattern, in which respondents rely on a combination of walking
and driving but express a desire to shift towards more walking.
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bike/scooter more

DRIVING PINS & CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

3% Train
4% Bike/Scooter

36%
Walking/
Wheelchair/
Mobility
Scooter

DRIVING PINS & FUTURE TRAVEL MODE

10%
I'd like to take
transit more

31%
I'd like to
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I'd like to
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Pin Clusters

Significant clusters of driving
concerns were identified at:

North Avenue East/West
Westfield Avenue (Scotch
Plains, Westfield, Cranford,
Roselle, and Elizabeth)

Park Avenue/Martine Avenue
(Scotch Plains/Fanwood)

Walnut Avenue (Cranford)

Springfield Avenue/Centennial
Avenue (Cranford)

St. Georges Avenue/Rahway
Avenue (Rahway and Elizabeth)

Morris Avenue (Union Township
and Elizabeth)

Kenilworth Boulevard
(Kenilworth)
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When aggregated, nearly 61 percent of driving concerns centered on street design and infrastructure, with intersection safety as the most
significant concern. Another 37 percent of concerns were associated with road user behavior and traffic, with excessive speeding topping

concerns.

Road User Behavior

& Traffic
37%

Street Design

APPENDIX

& Infrastructure

61%

E

DRIVING PINS
Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks _ 18%
25% Vehicles double park _ 3%
Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs| ||| 2%
Visibility and Turning Hazards from Poor Parking - 1%
E:::_E;:t’g fety, 6% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe driving here ‘ _ 6%
:ﬁtég::lzf‘:";;r & Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking) ‘ _ 3%
:i:‘lzlgzz::;;z:'g‘;our & Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘ _ 3%

Intersection Safety & Visibility Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street | | N N N R 15+
9
% Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to drive through _ 10%
Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.) _ 10%
Traffic Safety & Efficiency Request for a traffic signal or stop sign | || NEGTcENzNINING s

19%
Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles | || NEGEGTGTNGNGEG 72
Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, o
additional routes or sync traffic lights _ 3%

Maintenance & Cleanliness Faded or missing pavement markings - 2%
4%

Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.) - 1%

Poor lighting | [l 1%

Pedestrian Infrastucture Desire for traffic calming techniques ‘ 1%

1%

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Transit Pins:
What concerns do you have about taking public transit from
this location?

Only 3 percent of survey respondents placed 65 pins and 152
responses related to public transit concerns, representing just 2
percent of all pins placed.

Transit Pins & Travel Mode

A crosstab of the transit pins and respondents’ current travel mode
showed that just 12 percent of pins were placed by respondents who
currently use public transit (train or bus) as their primary mode of
travel. Among those who placed a transit pin, most said they currently
drive or walk as their current primary travel modes. Regarding
preferred future travel modes, 33 percent of respondents identified
transit as most desired. Walking was the most popular choice at 37
percent of responses. The outpaced pin placement by those who do
not currently take transit as their primary travel mode but expressed
an interest in doing so in the future demonstrates an opportunity for
mode shift.

TRANSIT PINS & CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

2% Bus
1% Taxi or
Rideshare

10% Train

Bike/Scooter

35%
Walking/
Wheelchair/
Mobility Scooter

TRANSIT PINS & FUTURE TRAVEL MODE

13%
I'd like to

drive more 379%
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walk more

17%
I'd like to
bike/scooter more
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When aggregated, over 80 percent of the transit concerns centered around street design and infrastructure, with 18 percent desiring more
and improved transit amenities, such as shelters, benches, and signage. It isimportant to note that almost 9 percent of respondents were also
concerned about their personal safety, which could be addressed at least in part through design.

Behavior
& Traffic

Street Design

& Infrastructure

82%

6%

Personal Safety, 9%
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TRANSIT PINS
Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety Too much traffic makes waiting feel ‘_ 4%
5% unsafe/uncomfortable
Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe walking here \- 1%
Transit Accessibilty Desire for more transit amenities | N 5%
And Amenities (shelters, benches, trash cans, etc.)
39% Poor or missing signage about transit service | [ ENRNERlEGzGTGN 10%
Difficult for people with mobility challenges to access transit \_ 10%
Desire for more first & last-mile connectivity \- 1%
Transit Service Improvements Desire for dedicated bus lanes | || NEENEGNG@GE 72
11%
Public transit expansion (service frequency, ease of transfer, and reliability) | | ENRGEHRHEN 5%
Pedestrian Missing or poorly maintained sidewalks/access to transit stop | [ ENGTcHNNGING——— 11
Infrastructure
14% Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained | [l 1%
Lighting, 9% Poorlighting | NG © -
Bicycle Infrastructure, 7% Desire for b|k.e parking and storage _ 5%
(bike racks, lockers, etc.)
Upkeep and cleanliness of bike/ped infrastructure ‘- 2%
Intersection Safety . oo 1%
& Visibility, 1% Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk through \- ©°
Other people make me feel unsafe waiting here [T 9%
(] 5 10 15 20 25 30

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Combined Map Responses

The chart aggregates all map
pins collected through online
surveys, focus group discussions,
and in-person pop-up events.
Street design and infrastructure
account for 53 percent of all
outreach responses, with the most
significant safety concerns among
people who reported difficulty
walking, biking, or driving through
intersections. Participants cited
missing or inadequate crosswalks
and sidewalks as key pedestrian
infrastructure needs. They also
highlighted the desire for improved
bicycle infrastructure and additional
traffic calming measures. Forty-four
percent of the responses related to
road user behavior and traffic, with
excessive speeding the top concern
at 16 percent, followed by motorists
not yielding to pedestrians and
cyclists at 11 percent. Personal
safety and school zones and child
safety each accounted for another
1 percent of all responses.
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COMBINED MAP RESPONSES
(ALL ONLINE & IN-PERSON MAP_RESPONSES)

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance

Excessive speeding by cars/trucks

39% Cars/trucks don't yield to pedestrians/cyclists _ 11%
_'g' Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs _ 4%
£ Vehicles double park | I 1%
E o ‘ Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety, 6% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe ‘ _ 6%
;g E § ‘ Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 2% Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘ I 2%
e ‘ Pedestrian Behavior & Compliance, 1% Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking) ‘ I 1%

Intersection Safety & Visibility Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk/bike/drive through | [ ENRGcGNGNITGNGGEGEEEEEEEE 11%

19% Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street | | ENGGcNING -

Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.) _ 3%
Pe:iestrian Infrastructure Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained _ 4%
16% Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained _ 3%
Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles _ 3%
Itis hard to see cars approaching | | ENGING 2%
Desire for traffic calming techniques (speed humps, RRFPs, flashing lights) - 1%
Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the street - 1%
Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far - 1%

c g ‘ Bicycle Infrastructure, 7% Desire for bike lanes and a cohesive bike network ‘ - B3
;ﬁn g Traffic Safety & Efficiency Require a traffic signal or stop sign | | KNGTcTcTcTczNcNNNINB 3
§ % . 5% Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, adcsi;trl:zrlarg ;%Létﬁ;h(t)sr - 1%
G20 | Lighting, 2% Poor lighting | NN 2%

‘ School Zones & Child Safety, 1%

School zones & child safety ‘ - 1%

‘ Personal Safety, 1%

Other people make me feel unsafe

‘ 1%
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*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Elizabeth Survey & Map Results

Alongside the Countywide survey analysis, feedback from
the City of Elizabeth was analyzed to inform the project

AGE

17 or Younger

team throughout the planning process. Respondents who 18to24
reported living, working, or attending school in Elizabeth, 251029
and map pins placed within the City, were included in this 30to 34
analysis. Ultimately, the analysis included survey answers 351039
from 198 respondents who placed 288 map pins. 40 to 44
Survey Respondent Demographics 451049
(City of Elizabeth Respondents) 50 to 54
The survey included optional demographic questions. 551059
60 to 64
6510 69
70to 74
RACE & ETHNICITY 75 or Older
6%
Two or more races
4%
Other
61% 39
White or Asian or Asian American

Caucasian
26%

50%
Hispanic or Latino

83% Response Rate

Black or African American

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

[1%

83% Response Rate

54



HOUSEHOLD INCOME
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7%

9%

12%

12%

11%

5 10

o

46% Response Rate

ACCESS TO PERSONAL VEHICLE

4% Response Rate
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16%
_

15

Low/Mod

> Household Income

43%

21% | High
> Household Income
57%

20

GENDER

1%
Non-binary or
Third Gender

58%

Female

72% Response Rate
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A NEWARK

Where do respondents live and work/attend school?
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

As part of the demographic questions, participants were also asked
to share the zip code of where they live, work, and/or attend school. | --

0 0.1503 0.6 Miles @
(RIS

Survey Responses by Home Zip Codes Data Sources: EPA NHDPlus,

—
o @/ Bkt Number of Respondents NJGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,
=z Rail i EE2-2 NJ Office of GIS, and US Census
L " Municipal Boundary

(O] s [l6-22 3-8

L oS This includes only responses from individuals who.

] Rel=pace answered the question, “What is your Home Zip Gode?"

Survey Respondents by Home Zip Code
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) \ .
\ i\ NEwaRk  ESSEX 4

£ 0 01503 0.6 Milet

‘™| (Q) Elizabeth Survey Responses by Work and/or Attend School Zip Codes AN

had Number of Respondents INJGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,
Z Rail NJ Office of GIS, and US Census
L (R C1-6 EE22-3

___+ Municipal Boundary
O] o [6-22 MMl
L Gre This includes orly from indivi d the questions, “What is the
= pen Space Zip Code where you work” and/or “What is the Zip Code where you attend school?”

Survey Respondents by Work/School Zip Code
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How often do you travel in Union County?
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they
travel in Union County.

Which of the following do you use MOST when
you travel in Union County? (City of Elizabeth
Respondents)

Respondents were asked to select up to two (2)
options about how they travel in Union County.

When aggregated:

* Active transportation modes represented 41
percent of responses.

*  Vehicular transportation modes represented 56
percent.

modes represented almost

3 percent.
Approximately 53 percent of respondents indicated
driving as one of their top modes, followed by 36

percent for walking, 5 percent for biking or scooting,
and 3 percent total for train or bus. The remaining

possible travel modes were less than 1 percent.

TRAVEL FREQUENCY

Daily or almost daily 83%
Several times a week 7%
Several times a month 5%
Several times a year 6%

Never (No Resporses)

0 50 100 150 200

100% Response Rate

CURRENT TRAVEL MODE

ﬁ(ﬁ@ Walking

Wheelchair/Mobility Scooter

Bike/Scooter/Other
41%  Personal Wheeled Transport
) Car 53%
56% Taxi or Ride-Share (Uber/Lyft)
Shuttle Bus | 0.3%
Senior Bus/Paratransit | 0.3%
Bus | 2%
3% Train | 1%
0 50 100 150 200
100% Response Rate

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 57



How do you want to get around Union
County in the future?
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

Respondents were asked to rate their desired
future travel modes, with 1 indicating “Most
Desired” and 4 indicating “Least Desired”. All
participants responded.

Walking was the top choice, with nearly 76
percent of respondents ranking it among their
top two “Most Desired” future travel modes,
nearly two-thirds of respondents put driving
as their desired future travel mode. In contrast,
most respondents chose transit (75 percent)
and biking or scooting (69 percent) as their

“Least Desired” future travel modes.

I'd like to walk more BEKePZy -7

I'd like to bike/scooter more

I'd like to drive more 11%

I'd like to take transit more

0% 25%

22%

19%

50% 75%

B | east Desired ™ @ ™ Most Desired

100% Response Rate
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10%

6%

100%

58



Current vs. Future Travel Mode
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

A crosstab analysis compared current travel modes with
preferred future travel modes.

In a crosstab comparing current and preferred future travel
modes, most respondents who currently walk or ride bikes/
scooters indicated they want to continue or increase their
use of these modes. Current drivers expressed the most
interest in walking more, but driving was a close second
choice. Among transit riders, those who currently take
the train expressed interest in getting around by active
transportation (walking and biking) in the future. Meanwhile
those who ride the bus currently, were most interested
in walking more, but a third also expressed an interest in
driving more.

Current Travel Mode

CURRENT VS. FUTURE TRAVEL MODE
|

Walk

Bike/Scooter/
Other Personal
Wheeled Transport

Taxi or Ride-Share
(Uber/Lyft)

1
0% 25% 50% 75%
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Future Travel Mode

u]'d like to walk more =1'd like to bike/scooter more
u]'d like to drive more =1'd like to take transit more

\
100%
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How safe do you feel when using the
following types of transportation in Union
County? (City of Elizabeth Respondents)

Respondents were asked to rate their
perceptions of safety across various travel
modes, with 1 indicating “Very Safe” and 5
indicating “Very Unsafe”. All participants
responded.

Fifty percent of respondents perceived biking
as the least safe mode of transportation.
Walking was viewed as the second-least safe
mode, though respondents were generally
neutral about its safety. Cars were considered
the safest mode, but no mode was seen as
extremely safe by a clear majority.

Bike/Scooter

0%

25% 50% 75%

m Very Unsafe mUnsafe = Neutral =mSafe mVery Safe

100% Response Rate
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Is there anything else you'd like to share with us about your concerns or opportunities to improve travel around Union County?
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

The survey offered respondents the opportunity to share additional comments about their experience traveling around Union County.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS & CONCERNS

. Driver Behavi?r Stronger enforcement and increased police presence/crossing guards 9%
EF: g‘o?,}:le (el L EES Vehicles double park
- Excessive speeding by cars/trucks
°§ Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians
g Visibility and turning hazards from poor parking
E: Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs
o ‘ Traffic Volume & Percieved Safety, 10% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe‘ 9%

= Bike/Scooter Behaviour & Rule Complinace Enforcing E-Bike/E-Scooter Regulations
-g § 3% Conflict with bike/scooter riders
e ‘ Pedestrian Behaviour & Rule Complinace, 2% Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking)‘
‘ Bicycle Infrastructure, 15% Desire for bike Ianes‘

Traffic Safety & Efficiency Request for a traffic signal or stop sign

8% Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, additional routes or sync traffic lights

Pedestrian Desire for traffic calming techniques (speed humps, RRFPs, flashing lights)

IgTZ astructure Desire for more pedestrian bridges
Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far

Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained

g Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained
§ Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles
g Transit Service Improvements, 3% Public transit expansion
LE Intersection Safety & Visibility Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street
°§ 4% Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.)
'%D Transit Accessibility & Amenities Desire for more first & last-mile connectivity
a i Desire for more transit amenities (shelters, benches, trash cans, etc.)
g § gl!;intenance & Cleanliness Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.)
nm ° Poor lighting
Education & Awareness, 3% Micromobility & cycling safety advocacy
School Zone & Child Safety, 4% School zones & child safety
Personal Safety, 2% Other people make me feel unsafe walking here
APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY Other

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Survey respondents were given the opportunity to contribute
location-specific input on street safety and mobility via an online
interactive map. The map allowed respondents to place a pin for each
travel mode (walking, biking/scooter, driving, and transit), and to share
concerns about the pin location using predetermined choices and/or
sharing experiences and insights through open-ended comments.
Participants could select up to three options per pin.

The pedestrian concerns category received the most pins, accounting
for 40 percent of all pins. This was followed by concerns about
driving at 39 percent, biking/scootering at 19 percent, and transit at 2
percent. When aggregated, active transportation modes represented
nearly 59 percent of all map pins.

Combined Map Responses
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

The chart aggregates all map responses across all travel modes.
Almost 48 percent of concerns relate to street design and
infrastructure and 47 percent of responses relate to road user
behavior and traffic.

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

MAP PINS

2%
Transit

39% 40%
Driving Walking

19%
Biking/Scootering
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COMBINED MAP RESPONSES
(ALL TRAVEL MODES COMBINED)

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance
36%

Excessive speeding by cars/trucks
Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians/cyclists

Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs

Vehicles double park

Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe

Trafic Volume & Perceived Safety, 6%

Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 3% Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘

Road User Behavior &

Traffic
47%

Pedestrian Behavior & Rule Compliance, 2% Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking) ‘

Intersection Safety & Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk/bike/drive through

Visibility, 15%
Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street

Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.)

Street Design & Infrastructure

48%

Pedestrian Infrastructure Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained

10% .
Hard to see cars approaching

Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained

Desire for traffic calming techniques (speed humps, RRFPs, flashing lights)

Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the street

Bicycle Infrastructure Desire for bike lanes and a cohesive bike network

8%
Desire for bike accommodations at an intersection

Traffic Safety & Efficiency Needs a traffic signal or stop sign

7%
° Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles

Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets, additional routes or sync traffic lights

Maintenance & Cleanliness, 6% Poor lighting

Upkeep and cleanliness

School Zones & Child Safety, 1%

School Zone & Children Safety

Personal Safety, 3%

Other people make me feel unsafe walking here

15%

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Walking Pins:

What pedestrian concerns do
you have about the location?
(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

A significant number of pins were
placed throughout Elizabeth, with
the highest concentration in Ward
6.

+ Newark Avenue/North Broad
Street

+ West Jersey Avenue/E 3rd
Avenue

- East Jersey Street

' NEWARK
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Walking Pin Response Map
City of Elizabeth
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Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians 19%
48%
% ? Excessive speeding by cars/trucks
_‘g Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs
1]
S Vehicles double park
o R
;.-,, g Stronger enforcement and increased police presence/crossing guards
% é ’ Traffic Volume & Perceived Safety, 3% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe walking here ‘
S
[ ’ Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 3% Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘
Pedestrian Infrastructure Crosswalks are missing or poorly maintained
20%
) Hard to see cars approaching
) Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained
=
"g Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the street
'
"Q Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far
"'é Desire for traffic calming techniques
e (speed humps, RRFBs, flashing lights)
§° Pedestrians with accessibility challenges have difficulties
‘D
g Intersection Safety & Visibility, 11% Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk through ‘
-
] o
o § Maintenance & Cleanliness Poor lighting
=
n < 7% Upkeep and cleanliness
 School Zones & Child Safety, 1% School zones & child safety |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Bike/Scooter Pins:

What bike and scooter
concerns do you have for the
location?

(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

Pins were placed across multiple
locations throughout Elizabeth, with
higher concentrations in Wards 2, 3,
4,and 6.

+ North Avenue
- Morris Avenue

+ Newark Avenue/North Broad
Street

+ West Jersey Avenue/East 3rd
Avenue

«  East Jersey Street
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Bike/Scooter Pin Response Map
City of Elizabeth
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BIKING & SCOOTERING PINS

o Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks
= 30% . .
s Cars/trucks don't yield to cyclists
=
5% Vehicles double park
= 'g Traffic Volume & Percieved Safety Too much traffic makes me feel
§ % L 9% unsafe riding here
-l
o< Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 2% Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘
Bicycle Infrastructure Desire for bike lanes 22%
40%
? Incomplete bike lane connections/need cohesive bike network
g Needs bike accommodations at an intersection
2
[3)
g Desire for bike parking and storage
[0}
.§ Intersection Safety & Visibility, 8% Intersection feels difficult to bike through
c
o Pedestrian Infrastructure Desire for traffic calming techniques
o=o 4% (speed humps, RRFBs, flashing lights)
'g Sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained
Q
® “ Maintenance & Cleanliness Improve the upkeep and cleanliness of existing bike lanes
L3 4%
n 8 Poor road conditions
‘ School Zones & Child Safety, 1% School zones & child safety ‘

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Driving Pins: \
What driving concerns do you NEWARK
have for the location? A HILLSIDE s :

(City of Elizabeth Respondents) )| Eisabeth ,
% i
UNION 4 ®

A significant number of pins were
placed throughout Elizabeth, with
the highest concentrationsin Wards
2,3,and 6.

- Elizabeth Broad Street Station
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+ Magie Avenue
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Driving Pin Response Map
City of Elizabeth

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 69



DRIVING PINS

Driver Behavior & Rule Compliance Excessive speeding by cars/trucks 16%

28%
Vehicles double park
Cars/trucks run red lights/stop signs
Visibility and Turning Hazards from Poor Parking

Cars/trucks don’t yield to pedestrians/cyclists

Stronger enforcement and increased police presence/crossing guards

’Traffic Volume & Percieved Safety, 7% Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe driving here ‘

Road User Behavior & Traffic

Street Design I& Infrastructure

© ’ Bike/Scooter Behavior & Rule Compliance, 5% Conflict with bike/scooter riders ‘
3 ’Pedestrian Behavior & Rule Compliance, 5%Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking) ‘
Intfrsection Safety & Visibility Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street
26% Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to drive through
Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles
Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard angles, or 5-corners, etc.)
I;/:fic Safety & Efficiency Request for a traffic signal or stop sign
Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets,
additional routes or sync traffic lights
Too many driveways
Maintenance & Cleanliness Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.)
° 5% Poor lighting
S Faded or missing pavement markings
Other

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

*Note that to simplifv the chart outputs. responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Transit Pins:

What concerns do you have
about taking public transit from
this location?

(City of Elizabeth Respondents)

A number of pins were placed in and
out of Elizabeth:
+  South Elmora Avenue

+  Spring Street

® B
= \
\ '
\ /
\\ NEWARK /'
) HILLSIDE /
s ’
1 Elizabeth /
“-"\,77 River Newark Liberty /
Park Airport //
UNION 4 ,
Fi
!
/
.
/
Port
7 037 Elizabeth
F
Ward 3 A 'gp
o,
ROSELLE ,/’4”%
PARK et RE
e Ward 1
Q e - <y e
—= Jef Jersey
Gardens
7 Warinanco
ROSELLE Park
-
> A
5 S £
e { CERe SRRty N X 0 iy 5 7 A %, 8 e i

Map it!
() o 5
= Transit Pins

LINDEN

0 0.15 0.3

0.6 Mil i
= @&

Elizabeth Data Sources: EPANHDPIus,
NJGIN Open Data, NJTRANSIT,

Rail NJ Office of GIS, and US Gensus

LL "\ Municipal Boundary
(La Water
1 Open Space
Transit Pin Response Map
City of Elizabeth
APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 71



Behavior &

Traffic

Road User
15%

Street Design 1& Infrastructure

55%

TRANSIT CONCERNS

Traffic Volume & Too much traffic makes waiting feel unsafe/uncomfortable
Percieved Safety, 15%

Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe walking here

Transit Accessibilit
& Amlenities, 3|0‘:/°| t/ Difficult for people with mobility challenges to access transit

Desire for more transit amenities
(shelters, benches, trash cans, etc.)

Maintenance & Cleanliness

15% Poor lighting

Upkeep and cleanliness

Pedestrian Infrastructure

5% Missing or poorly maintained sidewalks/
(]

access to transit stop

Bicycle Infrastructure

5% Desire for bike parking and storage

30%

*Note that to simplify the chart outputs, responses below 1 percent were excluded from the charts but still included in the calculation totals.
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Community Meetings

The Union SS4A Action Plan project team facilitated two virtual
community meetings to present and gather feedback on the priority
projects and policy framework.

Community Number of
Meeting Date & Time Attendees
City of December 3,2025 =
Elizabeth 6:30 PM
December 9, 2025
Union County 24
6:30 PM

Twenty-four people attended the Union County Community Meeting,
with 67 percent identifying as Union County residents and the
remainder representing organizations or government staff. Thirteen
people participated in the Elizabeth Community Meeting. Of these, 54
percent lived or worked in Elizabeth, while the remaining participants
represented organizations or government staff.

Each meeting began with a presentation with a brief overview of the
SS4A study, its purpose, and key objectives. The team shared the HIN
and draft priority corridors and projects for Union County and the City
of Elizabeth.

APPENDIX E

Union County Community Meeting

After the presentation, participants joined two municipality-based
breakout rooms to discuss recommended safety improvement
projects, and a third breakout room focused on the policy framework.
In Breakout Rooms 1 and 2, the project team described each project.
Participants were directed to an online survey that displayed the
project sheets and a comment box to share feedback.

The third breakout room did not use the survey and instead focused
on discussing Countywide safety improvement strategies and the
policy recommendations.

UNION COUNTY

Union County Community Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for participating in this feedback session!

All project sheets include corridor-wide and specific safety improvement recommendations. If you're unsure what they
mean, please refer to this quick reference for descriptions and example images: Safety Improvement Descriptions

* Which breakout room are you in?

(O) Breakout Room 1: Clark, Cranford, Fanwood, Garwood, Plainfield, Rahway, Scotch Plains

(O Breakout Room 2: Elizabeth, Hillside, Kenilworth, Linden, Roselle, Roselle Park, Union

Union County Community Meeting Survey
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Elizabeth Community Meeting

Following the main presentation, the project team reviewed
recommended safety improvement projects on both local and County
roads in the City of Elizabeth. Participants were directed to an online
survey that displayed the project sheets and a comment box to share
feedback.

Responses from the online surveys from both community meetings
can be found in the Resources Section of this Appendix. PowerPoint
presentations for the community meetings are available on the
project website at https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/resources/.

Elizabeth Community Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for participating in this feedback session!

On the following pages, you will have the opportunity to review the corridor/project recommendations and provide
comments below each one.

All project sheets include corridor-wide and specific safety improvement recommendations. If you're unsure what they
mean, please refer to this quick reference for example images: Safety Improvement Examples

Elizabeth Community Meeting Survey
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Action Plan Advisory (APAC) Meeting Materials

APAC Meeting #1 Summary
Date: Tuesday, October 8,2024
Time: 10:30 AM -12:00 PM

Location: Cranford Community Center, 225 Walnut Avenue, Cranford,
NJ

APAC Members in Attendance
Brian Andrews, Mayor, Cranford
Derek Armstead, Mayor, Linden
John Arthur, Business Administrator, Garwood
Christopher Battiloro, Chief of Police, Westfield
Jen Blumenstock, Mayor, Garwood
Andrew Casais, Business Administrator, Roselle Park
Hailey Charles, Mayor’s Representative, Summit
Joseph C. Chrobak, Supervising Engineer, Linden
Bernadette Cuccaro, Business Administrator, New Providence
John DaSilva, Patrol and Operations Commander, Union County
Derek Dorrah, Engineer, Plainfield
Joe Ferraioli, Traffic Sargent, Union County
Nick Freeman, Traffic Sargent, Rahway
Joseph Giannuzzi, Chief of Police, Mountainside
James Gildea, Business Administrator, Westfield
Kenneth Grady, Chief of Police, Kenilworth

Keith Hamas, Principal Planner, North Jersey Transportation
Planning Authority (NJTPA)

Joe Hines, Executive Director of Public Safety, Union College

Daniel Henn, Chief & Captain of Police, New Providence

Mike Johnson, Assistant Manager, Bike & Pedestrian Team, EZ
Ride

Lisa Lee, Director, EZ Ride

John Leo, Planning Board, Berkeley Heights

Ayisha Mapp, Managing Assistant Director, Kean University
Megan Massey, Director: Transit Friendly Planning, NJ TRANSIT
Al Morgan, Mayor, New Providence

Michael Rogers, Business Administrator, Summit

Kirolos Salama, Engineer Assistant, Summit

Aaron Schrager, Director of Community Services, Summit

Greg Woltman, Research Project Coordinator, Voorhees
Transportation Center (VTC)

Union County & City of Elizabeth Staff in Attendance

Kimberly Palmieri-Mouded, Commission Chair, Union County
Lourdes Leon, Commissioner Vice Chair, Union County
Bette Jane Kowalski, Commissioner, Union County

Amy Wagner, Director and Deputy County Manager, Union County
Office of the Director

Ricardo Matias, Director of Engineering, Union County
Bernice Dieter, Assistant County Engineer, Union County

Joe Venezia, TAB Chairman, Union County Transportation
Advisory Board/Union Twp Engineer

Kamal Saleh, Planning Board Secretary, Union County Bureau of
Planning and Land Use

Liza Betz, Transportation Planning Manager, Union County
Planning
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Dan Loomis, City Engineer, Elizabeth

Steve Rinaldi, City Land Surveyor & Supervising Engineer,
Elizabeth

James Lugardo, Police, Elizabeth

John Papetti, Public Works Director, Elizabeth
Project Team in Attendance

John Federico, WSP

Vichika Iragavarapu, WSP

Anthony Durante, Michael Baker International

Courtenay Mercer, Mercer Planning Associates

Reya Singhi, Mercer Planning Associates

Meeting Purpose

The first Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) meeting for the
Union County & City of Elizabeth Safe Streets for All (SS4A) initiative
was held in person to bring together representatives from the
County, municipalities, and advocacy organizations. The purpose of
the meeting was to explore opportunities, share available resources,
shape the study’s approach, encourage collaboration, and discuss
the public outreach plan.

A copy of the meeting PowerPoint can be found at this LINK.

APPENDIX E

Project Overview

Kimberly Palmieri-Mounded, Chairwoman of the Union County
Board of Commissioners, kicked off the meeting by welcoming the
participants and providing a brief overview of the project.

John Federico from WSP provided a concise overview of the SS4A
study, outlining the funding program and noting that the City of
Elizabeth is a sub-recipient of the County’s grant. He discussed the
project’s purpose, scope, and schedule, and elaborated on the five
principles and elements of the Safe Systems Approach as outlined by
the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). Federico
also emphasized the role of the APAC in the study before introducing
the project team, followed by a round of introductions from the
participants.

Safety Considerations

Anthony Durante from Michael Baker International provided a
brief explanation of the approach taken by the project team for the
safety analysis, incorporating both the High Injury Network (HIN)
and the High-Risk Network (HRN). This approach aims to identify
the contributing factors of crashes, their locations, and the reasons
behind their occurrence, followed by highlighting the suggested
Safety Countermeasures.

Questions

Many scooter riders do not wear protective gear while riding,
which makes them prone to crashes. Is this accounted for in the
crash data? The project team confirmed that scooters are in fact
accounted for in NJDOT's crash database.

In-Meeting Poll & Discussion

APAC members were asked to provide input via an interactive poll,
which was followed by a discussion on the two top choices selected
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by the committee.

What are the top roadway safety concerns within and around Union
County?

The committee members were asked to vote on several options, and
then the discussion was held on the top two choices voted by the
members:

Speeding and unsafe drivers.

Demo projects and traffic calming measures address speeding,
which is often a behavioral issue tied to infrastructure. By
narrowing lanesto create more space for bicyclesand pedestrians,
drivers become more cautious, which can reduce the likelihood of
crashes.

A participant from Berkeley Heights shared an anecdote about a
bus driver running through a stop sign, emphasizing the need to
stop blaming drivers. The participant pointed out that the issue
stems from low visibility and narrow roads.

A question was raised for law enforcement: How do we define
speeding? Speed limits are absolute and exceeding them is

What are the top roadway safety concerns A

within and around the Union County? (Select 2)

Has s B Bei st et o e b e

considered breaking the law according to state regulations. When
documenting a crash, the influence of speed as a contributing
factor can vary from case to case.

Union County currently does not allow speed humps or bump
outs on County roads due to snow plowing concerns, but is open
to having conversations about the full range of countermeasures.

Unsafe walking conditions

A committee member from the Garwood municipality discussed
the addition of pedestrian beacons, noting that the challenge
has been encouraging people to use them. Many drivers find
themselves yelling from their cars, reminding pedestrians to
press the button, but many pedestrians are unaware of how to use
them. Additionally, adding edge lines has helped, but speeding is
still an issue. The real concern is the near misses, with drivers
veering into the shoulder unintentionally.

How do we effectively engage the community and ensure they
are aware of these changes, encouraging them to adapt to and
use the new infrastructure?

The key issue is education. While people want to blame the
council, it's now about educating the public. Pedestrians often
cross without looking, unaware of basic safety rules. Education is
crucial.

Cars often fail to stop when pedestrians are crossing. EZ Ride
has tried to engage with schools, but infrastructure changes,
like adding LPIs (Leading Pedestrian Intervals), are necessary to
improve safety. However, members in the committee from New
Providence noted that these upgrades come with costs, and they
aren't feasible at all traffic signals.

It's important to shift the focus away from blaming drivers.
Pedestrians often walk in the streets instead of using sidewalks,
so education and outreach through TMAs (Transportation
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Management Associations) are essential.

Demographic Considerations

Federico provided a brief overview of Union County and the City
of Elizabeth demographics. The preliminary demographic analysis
included the various municipalities within the County compared to
the County overall, as well as assessing the neighborhoods within
Elizabeth and how they compare to the city as a whole.

Questions

Has the project team identified a relationship between underserved
communities and the roads on the High Injury Network? The project
team is working on this analysis and will provide findings in 2025.

In-Meeting Poll & Discussion

Another meeting poll was launched, and the APAC members were
asked to provide input, which was followed by a discussion about the
top poll responses.

What transportation challenges do o
disadvantaged/vulnerable populations face getting
around the County? (Select 2)

8% b
Inadequate bike accommodations  Poor transit options/Hard to access

Lack of ADA accommodations
accomodations transit

5‘5 2% 1 2%%)
Limited or noEccess toavehicle  Isclated senior housing complexes  Inadequate Safe Routes to School  Wide roadways thict as a barrier

2]
w @ & 2

What transportation challenges do disadvantaged/vulnerable
populations face getting around Union County?

APPENDIX E

Limited or no access to vehicles
Poor transit options/Hard to access transit

When addressing major arterial roads, particularly for transit
riders trying to cross the road to catch a bus, it's essential to
have proper crossings that prevent pedestrians from crossing
more than two lanes at once. Funding is available to support this
initiative, and there is a pressing need to prioritize the creation
of safer streets for vulnerable users. Refuge islands help but can
also create a false sense of security, putting pedestrians at risk
and favoring drivers rather than accommodating other modes of
transportation. Signalizationis another option for these situations.

How do we secure funding for safe streets on state roads like
Route 9 and Route 227 Is it within the scope of discussing these
issues with state agencies and prioritizing these conversations?
The focus of this project is on County roads and municipal roads
in Elizabeth, but there are ways to incorporate these discussions.
The project team will analyze the data and share it with the New
Jersey Department Of Transportation (NJDOT) to help them
assess and potentially reprioritize projects.

Addressing inadequate bike conditions should be a priority to
prevent cyclists from riding on sidewalks, ensuring pedestrians
have the right of way. Improving bike infrastructure can also help
slow down speeding drivers.

It's essential for residents to travel safely and reach their
destinations on time. With too many crashes occurring across
the 21 municipalities, it's important that recommendations are
implemented to effectively represent the needs of these towns.
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Public Outreach

Courtenay Mercer of Mercer Planning Associates presented an
overview of the engagement activities and communication strategies
planned for the project. These include focus group meetings, online
surveys and mapping exercises, pop-up events, demonstration
projects, and public meetings. She requested that APAC members
assist in connecting with the community and help publicize the
outreach activities within their constituencies as the project enters
the public engagement phase later this fall.

Discussion

An effective Safe Street for All Plan for Union County and Elizabeth
will...

Be adopted and implemented. Local officials must be on board,
and municipalities should secure funding for these initiatives.

Encourage behavioral changes for both pedestrians and drivers.

Raise awareness among all road users. When crashes occur, how
do we ensure people take responsibility? Education and a shift in
mindset are essential.

Change is needed to make communities safer.
Union County should adopt a complete and green streets policy.

A NJTPA representative noted that municipalities can adopt the
County SS4A plan and then use it to pursue funding.

APPENDIX E

Next Steps

Federico outlined the next steps, highlighting the community outreach
activities scheduled for late fall and encouraging APAC members to
help disseminate this information. The next APAC meeting will be
scheduled for January 2025 and include a summary of the outreach
activities and present the initial technical findings. The project team
concluded by thanking the committee members for their participation.
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH _ 5
Ricardo Matias, PE, County Engineer Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
sA FE sTR E ETs Fo R AL L Bernice Dieter, PE, Assistant County Engineer Steven Rinaldi, PLS, PP,VCity Land Surveyor &

Liza Betz, AICP, PP, Transportation Planning Manager Supervising Engineer

Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) Meeting 1 wsp nRA
October 8, 2024 i
Project Manager Safety Planning/Engineering Community Engagement
John Federico, PE, PP, AICP Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP1 Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP

AR R Vichas! Baker

AR R ichael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

INTERNATIONAL '=

* Introductions

* Project Background/Purpose
+ APAC Overview

+ Analysis Approach

+ Public Outreach

* Next Steps

+ Union County was awarded a USDOT-funded

SS4A Planning Grant, with the City of Elizabeth
as a sub-recipient I

* SS4A Planning Grants fund development of

Safety Action Plans 4 | A

+ A USDOT-approved Safety Action Plan then
allows the County and City to pursue SS4A
Imp]ementatlon Grants U.S. Department of Transportation

o ‘ Federal Highway
= Does not preciude other municipalities from Administrafion

applying for the same grant

AR R ichae Baker

INTERNATIONAL

WS|) =

INTERNATIONAL
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Project Purpose Safe System Approach - Principles

The main purpose of this SS4A project is to improve

©F GRIOUS \NJURIES Agge U"’AC
S
roadway safety throughout Union County: USDOT has adopted the Safe
System Approach as the guiding
b Reduce the number of roadway fatalities and serious injuries framework to address roadway
within Union County safety:
‘)A Enhance safety, mobility, and quality of life for all roadway
users - bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, transit users, and - Design for human mistakes/limitations
people of all ages and abilities . PP
= Prevent deaths and serious injuries
Develop a Safety Action Plan with a list of projects and
strategies

- Shared responsibility among stakeholders
- Proactively identify and address safety risks
- Redundancy is critical

AAI R Vichael Baker

INTERNATIONA

5 Elements of Safe System Approach

o'h’i‘;ﬂf‘) Safer Road Users

+ Data Collection-

ARARRRRARARARR Systemwide

@ =) Safer Vehicles

= Project Selection -
ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ. ﬂ- ﬁ ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ K ﬂ églr/r%aoffst)ifdentified

in the map
Source - ITE

m Safer Speeds

/A\ Safer Roads

The risk of death for pedestrians increases substantially as the
Post-Crash Care impact speed increases. From 2013-2022, 22% (1,338) of New

: o . Key Safety Corridors by I Gity of Elizabeth
Jersey's roadway fatalities were speeding-related. Ownership Entity Union County Boundary
—— Gty of Elzabeth

= Union County
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Project Schedule Role of APAC

WE ARE HERE

. . . * Share updates with Project Team on relevant
FALL 2024 > WINTER 2024 > SPRING 2025 > SUMMER 2025 roadway projects/safety initiatives

Z Z /

" Provide feedback on planned public outreach
SEE e B e activities and who to engage

[ J [ J
—— « Provide feedback on technical analysis, results, Irq I F:l

T and community engagement materials
Project Prioritization

* Provide feedback on draft plan recommendations
Develop Safety Recommendations.

GG *Share project information with municipal and
local partners

AR R ichae Baker

INTERNATIONAL

WS |) [T

INTERNATIONAL

AC Meeting Schedule

Meeting #1 - Today

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

Meeting #2 - January 2025

Discuss initial data analysis and findings and results from
outreach activities

Meeting #3 — April 2025

Review and provide feedback on policy recommendations and
prioritize projects

Meeting #4 — July 2025
Review and provide feedback on the draft final SS4A materials

WS |) [T

INTERNATIONAL
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Safety Analysis Approach Crash Data

Overview

¢ Understand key crash trends and crash
contributing factors

« Identify the High-Injury Network
corridors within the County

* |Identify systemic road safety concerns
(e.g., High-Risk Network)

« Guide the project selection and
prioritization process

* Inform safety countermeasures and
development of recommendations

Bioyclist —  Pedestrian
1% 2%

All

Crashes
Motor
Vehicle

Bieyelist
6%

Yy ...
25%
Killed &
Serious Injury
Crashes

Motor

Vehicle

69%
Killed and Serious Injury I Gy of Elizabetn

Crashes, 2019-2023 Union County Boundary
Fatal Injury.

~ Suspected Serious Injury

AAI R Vichael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

AT

RRFB, Cranford

W) R

INTERNATIONAL

PHB, Westfield
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Discussion Topic: Challenges

What are the top roadway safety concerns
within and around Union County?

Equity
Analysis

% Mentimeter: https://www.menti.com/alfyjdwmiaq7

AR R ichael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

Equity Analysis Purpose Union County Demographics

Minority Population Low Income
* Identify the disadvantaged Q0 L_‘l
i ithi o S o7 [
populations wntr.nn the County 62 4 A) [{_llﬁ el 23.4%
* Understand their roadway safety o 7
Households by Vehicles Available ‘)" \\, Population with a Disability

needs and challenges, including
those who are vulnerable road users
* Guide public outreach using inclusive
and representative processes
« Inform prioritization of project and
policy recommendations

v A g ..

Female Population

Limited English Proficiency

20.8% &

$ 50.7%

Source - NJTPA Equity Analysis

WS |) [T

INTERNATIONAL
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

City of Elizabeth Demographics

Minority Population

Limited English Proficiency

Discussion Topic: Safety & Equity

What transportation challenges do
disadvantaged/vulnerable populations face
getting around Union County?

Households by Vehicles Aval

82.9% g/

ilable

45.1%

% Mentimeter: https://www.menti.com/alfyjdwmiaq7 e

Low Income
Irvington Nete
e €2
42.2%
pr Ll Bawm Population with a Disability
i Linden
Plainfield
® 103%
Composition by Municipality } Female Population
L # 49.8%

AR R ichae Baker

Source - NJTPA Equity Analysis INTERNATIONAL Fon

Public
Outreach

APPENDIX E

WS | ) Bl Michael Baker !

nnnnnnnnn ONAL it

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 86



APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Communications Ez APAC Meetings (4)
= Project Website

° HOW THE APAC CAN SUPPORT
® E-mail Blasts 222 Focus Group Meeting (2) Help develop the focus group invitee list in
collaboration with Union County and the City of
e Social Media Elizabeth
Online Survey and Map (1

4 Strategic Partnerships D (Supplemented with payper survey/map)p ( ) Provide mtfo‘lt';ﬂatﬂon Izbioui)ex‘vsmt?tg issdues in ttlhe

- community that could be brought up during the
=@ Bilingual (engiish & Spanish) 8 Pop-up Event (3) focus group discussion

& Demonstration Project (1)

¥ Public Meetings (3)

AR R ichael Baker

INTERNATIONA

pu

Survey & Map Tool

Pop-up Outreach

Map It! (Optional)
v en

HOW THE APAC CAN SUPPORT

BED DD

HOW THE APAC
Promote the survey to community b e » CAN SUPPORT

partners in the area (flyers, social

+ Help identify and/or
media, emails, etc.)

secure locations

Identify community partners that == e T ] < Rromote _ptwopfug; activ_ityt;o

can share online survey info 3 | K - ;?;Tflryrzr)é psaorcga;r;;ndiae
: . . - COMPLETE THE ful sUrveY NE | COMPLITE LA ticuts a agui iy - !

and/or distribute print surveys 7 ; i emails, etc.)

L ke

Example of Survey/Map Tool
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APAC Meeting #1 Presentation (Cont.)

Demonstration Project Public Meetings

* Two (2) meetings via Zoom to gather

HOW THE APAC community feedback HOW THE APAC CAN SUPPORT

CAN SUPPORT * One (1) in-person meeting with the City of Identify strategic partners to co-

« Promote the demonstration Elizabeth host, participate, and help
project to community * Will include information about the project enhance engagement

partners in the area and safe streets educational resources

Promote meetings to community
partners in the area (flyers,

Opportunities for community input and
ideas

Gather feedback on draft
recommendations

* Recruit volunteers to work

with the team the day of the
event

social media, emails, etc.)

<

Discussion Topic: Vision

Continue data Launch project
collection and website, online
analysis survey, and map

Initiate outreach
activities

An effective Safe Street for All plan for Union
County and Elizabeth will...

Next APAC Meeting: January 2025
*Technical findings to date

«Summary of outreach activities and findings
= Discuss vision and guiding principles of the study

AN R ichaci Bakor I

INTERNATIONAL ©

WS I ) Bl Michael Baker |

INTERNATIONAL
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APAC Meeting #2 Summary

Date: Tuesday, March 04,2025

Time:10:00 AM - 11:30 PM

Location: Virtual (Zoom)

APAC Members in Attendance
Brian Andrews, Former Mayor, Cranford
John Arthur, Administrator, Garwood
Jen Blumenstock, Mayor, Garwood
Andrew Casais, Administrator, Roselle Park
Joseph C. Chrobak, Supervising Engineer, Linden
Michael Daikalo, Police Department, Rahway
Anthony D’Amore, Traffic Lieutenant, Hillside
Michele Delisfort, Commissioner, Union County Engineering
Derek Dorrah, Engineer, Plainfield
Elizabeth Fagan, Mayor, Summit
James Gildea, Administrator, Westfield
Semya Gill, Constituent Service, Linden

Mike Johnson, Assistant Manager, Bike & Pedestrian Team, EZ
Ride

Jesse Moehlman, Administrator, Fanwood

Dana Nigro, Berkeley Heights Complete and Green Streets Task
Force Vice Chair, Berkeley Heights

Arthur Pinckney, Special Projects Coordinator, Union Township
Jay Robina, Councilman, Roselle Park
Kirolos Salama, Engineer Assistant, Summit

Sneh Salot, Consultant for the Union Township Vision Zero Action
Plan, Union Township

APPENDIX E

Aaron Schrager, Director of Community Services, Summit
Joshua Seeherman, Engineer, Plainfield
Thomas Strowe, Director of Redevelopment, Scotch Plains

Greg Woltman, Research Project Coordinator, Voorhees

Transportation Center (VTC)

Union County & City of Elizabeth Staff in Attendance
Ricardo Matias, Director of Engineering, Union County
Bernice Dieter, Assistant County Engineer, Union County
Dan Loomis, City Engineer, Elizabeth

Project Team in Attendance
John Federico, WSP
Carlos Bastida, WSP
Anthony Durante, Michael Baker International
Courtenay Mercer, Mercer Planning Associates

Reya Singhi, Mercer Planning Associates

Meeting Purpose

The second Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) meeting for
the Union County & City of Elizabeth Safe Streets for All (SS4A)
initiative focused on reviewing a brief update of the project schedule,
presenting public outreach findings, providing an overview of crash
trends, sharing progress on the High Injury Network, and gathering
feedback on corridor prioritization for developing safety strategies.

A copy of the meeting PowerPoint can be found at this LINK.

Project Overview

Ricardo Matias, Director of the Union County Department of
Engineering, kicked off the meeting by welcoming the participants
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and providing a brief introduction to the project team.

John Federico of WSP provided an overview of the meeting agenda,
the project’s purpose, and the schedule. He explained that the Safe
Streets for All (SS4A) plan is funded by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT) and aims to enhance roadway safety within
Union County, with the City of Elizabeth as a sub-recipient. The plan’s
primary goal is to reduce fatalities and serious injuries while improving
mobility and quality of life for all road users. John also noted that the
team has been working on safety and demographic analyses, and
moving forward, the project will shift to prioritizing safety projects,
recommending safety strategies, and developing a final safety action
plan.

Public Outreach and Engagement Activities

Courtenay Mercer provided an overview of the outreach efforts for
the Safe Streets for All (SS4A) plan, detailing various activities such as
focus groups, an online survey and interactive map, and three pop-up
events. She noted that over 2,000 community members participated,
raising key concerns like the need for improved pedestrian
infrastructure, expanded bike lanes, safer school drop-off areas,
intersection/corridor safety improvements, and better first-mile/last-
mile transit connections. Courtenay also shared key survey and map
tool takeaways, identifying Springfield Avenue in Berkeley Heights,
Chestnut Street in Roselle, and Morris Avenue in Summit as some of
the major corridors of concern. While most respondents primarily rely
on cars now, many expressed a strong interest in walking more in the
future.

Crash Trends Overview & High Injury Network

Carlos Bastida of WSP presented an overview of the County-wide
crash data collected over a five-year period from 2018 to 2022. He
highlighted that Union County recorded a total of 92,000 crashes. Of
these, 73 percent occurred onState, County, and Local roadways. He

APPENDIX E

highlighted that lighting conditions played a significant role in killed
or severe injury (KSI) crashes, with dark conditions showing a notable
increase in the crash severity. There was no clear correlation between
pavement conditions and crash severity.

Carlos emphasized pedestrians’ vulnerability, particularly in KSI
crashes. He also noted that driver inexperience, especially among
those under 25, as a key factor. Men represent 58 percent of drivers
in KSI crashes. Speed and proximity to destinations like schools and
transit hubs were also identified as significant factors, with 89 percent
of KSI crashes occurring within 0.5-miles of a school.

The geographical analysis revealed crash clusters in Elizabeth,
Kenilworth, Hillside, Plainfield, and Rahway. Carlos explained the
method for developing the High-Injury Network (HIN) including
merging and cleaning crash data and assigning it to roadway classes.
The “sliding window” process was used to break the roadway into
smaller segments and identify corridors with the highest KSI crashes,
with results showing corridors such as Kenilworth Boulevard and
South Michigan Avenue as some of the primary areas of concern.

The analysis revealed that the majority of KSI crashes occurred on a
smaller portion of the County’s roadways. By concentrating efforts on
these high-risk areas, the study aims to maximize impact, addressing
the most serious crashes within a limited portion of the roadway
network.

Questions & Discussion

A participant asked for a deeper dive into Kenilworth Boulevard,
which was identified as a high-crash area. The project team
confirmed that it will be examined more thoroughly in the next
steps.

A participant from Cranford mentioned that the municipality had
received numerous complaints about a portion of Kenilworth
Boulevard in their town, noting it as a significant concern.
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A participant from Hillside asked about the full length of Liberty
Avenue and whether it would be included in the study. The project
team confirmed that the study covers the entire street County
segment from Salem Road to where it transitions into municipal
jurisdiction in Hillside.

A participant inquired if North Avenue, specifically the section
from Salem Avenue to Morris, was being considered, noting recent
traffic pattern changes. The project team clarified that the crash
data only includes information up to 2022, so recent changes will
not be reflected. However, they will consider the updated traffic
patterns during the prioritization process.

In-Meeting Poll

APAC members were asked to provide input via an interactive poll
to gather input from the participants on their priorities for corridor
selection.

Rank your priorities for identifying focus corridors...

Next Steps
PRIORITIES TO IDENTIFY FOCUS CORRIDORS

Equity Areas [} 22% N 4% 61%

Outreach Results [N 7 30% 43%

Proximity to Recreational Facilities 22% 22% 30% A% 17%

Proximity to Schools 43% 26% LV 17%

Proximity to Transit 17% 17% 39% 13% 9%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

M Most Preferred-1 m2 3 ®m4 Mleast Preferred: 5

John outlined the next steps, including developing the High-
Risk Network to identify safety countermeasures for Union
County, focusing on both high-crash corridors and system-wide
improvements. The next APAC meeting is scheduled for late spring,
where safety strategies will be further developed, and larger public
outreach meetings will be coordinated.
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APAC Meeting #2 Presentation

UNION COUNTY & CIiTY OF ELIZABETH -
- N Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL poioTlo Metis, pE CortyErinesr g pis, b Chy and Sueor &

Supetrvising Engineer

Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) Meeting #2
March 4, 2025

wsp

INTERNATIONAL

Consultant Project Manager Safety Planning/Engineering Community Engagement
John Federico, PE, PP, AICP Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP1 Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP

WS|) R R

INTERNATIONAL

WS I ) Bl Michael Baker |

INTERNATIONAL

The main purpose of this Safe Streets for All (§S4A)
project is to improve roadway safety throughout
Union County. Specific goals:

« Introductions

* Schedule Update

* Public Outreach Recap
« Crash Trends Overview
* High Injury Network

+ Corridor Prioritization
* Next Steps

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

I 4

) 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

WS I )l Michael Baker |
INTERMATIONAL

PA

wsp
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APAC Meeting #2 Presentation (Cont.)

APAC Mesting Schedule

Meeting #1 - October 2024

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

"> SUMMER 2025

N N
FALL 2024 > WINTER 2024 > SPRING 2025

Present results from outreach activities and initial data
analysis/findings for discussion

Safety Analysis

Demographic Analysis

Meeting #3 -Spring 2025

Review and gather feedback on policy recommendations and
Develop Safety Recommendsations project prioritization

Meeting #4 — Summer 2025

Review and gather feedback on the draft final SS4A materials

Project Prioritization

Final Plan

AA R Vichal Baker

INTERNATIONAL

(&) AART P vicrooi save

INTERNATIONAL

Outreach and Engagement Activities

& Communications EE APAC Meetings (4)
Pu bIIC OUtreaCh & Project Website .
@ E-mail Blasts 222 Focus Group Meetings (5)

Recap

& Social Media .
" ) . |:| Online Survey and Map (1)
4« Strategic Partnerships (Supplemented with paper survey/map)

= Bilingual (English & Spanish) E POp-up Events (3)

¥ Public Meetings (3)

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL
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APAC Meeting #2 Presentation (Cont.)

Outreach and Engagement Activities

EE] APAC Meetings (4)

:i?.a Focus Group Meetings (5)

Communications

= Project Website

® E-mail Blasts

& Social Media

“# Strategic Partnerships
= Bilingual (English & Spanish)

[*] Online Survey and Map (1)

(Supplemented with paper survey/map)

{3 Pop-up Events (3)

¥ Public Meetings (3)

Michael Baker [ll% |

INTERNATIONAL

\\\I)

Outreach and Engagement Activities

1 1662 Respondents
2582 Map Pins

38 Participants
37 Organizations

(s

1750+ Engagements
so far..

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Focus Group Mesting

saresmmeers ron s SURVEY!
6 & 8 T — ™5 ENCUESTA!

&

AFETY i i oty by taimg e oy

Pop-up Outreach

v Approx. 85 participants

v'Diverse in age, race, and ethnicity, including Hispanic/Latinos, African Americans,
young families, and individuals ranging from children to middle-aged adults

Pre-Kwanzaa Market
City of Plainfield
saturday, December 14, 2024
12:00 PM - 6:00 PM

Holiday on the Square
City of Elizabeth
Saturday, December 21, 2024
12:00PM - 3:00 PM

Winter Wonderland & Holiday Village
Union Township
Friday, December 06, 2024
4:30 PM - 9:30 PM

APPENDIX E

38 participants representing 37
organizations, including educational
institutions, social service providers,
advocacy organizations, and almost all
municipalities, ensuring participation
from across the County.

General

January 22, 2025
January 23, 2025
Education Institutions
January 24, 2025
Municipalities

January 29, 2025
January 30, 2025

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

KEY TAKEAWAYS

. ian ucture with more RRFBs,
lighting, and traffic calming measures to create safer walking
environments.

+ Expand protected bike lanes and promote safe e-bike and
scooter use through education campaigns and infrastructure
integration.

. safety imp at high-risk intersections and
key corridors across Union County to protect all road users.

+ Improve school zone safety by addressing parental drop-off
behavior, enhancing sidewalks, adding bike lanes, and revisiting
bus transportation policies.

* Red traffic & fe driving i by
increasing enforcement and improving street design to prevent
bottlenecks.

. first/last-mil ivity to transit stations by
expanding bike parking, shared mobility programs, and regional
trail connections.
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APAC Meeting #2 Presentation (Cont.)

Focus Group &
Pop-up Areas
of Concern

Outreach Activities

o PoPUPS o Focus Group

Concern Pins Key Intersections |} Municipal Boundany
Pop-Ups. Focus Group Water
Coneern Corridors _ Key Corridors. O sacs

Survey and Interactive Ma

DEPLOYMENT DEMOGRAPHICS
1600+ participants |Suneyfesponses by Home Zip Codes
& 2600+ map pins 2

* Multilingual survey
and promotion
(English & Spanish)

« Offered an
opportunity to win

WHITE
LATINO FEMALE

Gen Z, MILLENNIALS

Visa gift cards AN 4 ) & Gen X
* Promoted on social gy T
media - g 88% Workforce

* Survey closed
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SAFETY PERCEPTION
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Crash Data Overview - Union County

[ | TotalCrashes | %ofTotal |  KSI % KSIof Road|System Mileage | Crash per Mile | KS! per Mile

Crash Trends

Interstate 7,085 63 0.89% 21.3 3326 3.0
.
Overview
State 21,818 23.6% 276 1.27% 62.3 350.2 4.4
County 20,498 22.2% 254 1.24% 190.7 1075 13
| 24,878 26.9% 257 1,186.7 21.0 0.2
(Countywide) ¢ 5 103% ot = #
Private Property 2.5 22 0.9¢
Facility 0.2 0 0.00%
No Coordinates 7,855 8.5 25 0.32'
Unknown 24 0.0 0 0.00%
Total 92,419 925 1,469.5 62.9 0.6

Safely Voyager 2018-2022, WSP

Crash Data Overview Crash Data Overview (Non-KSI vs KSI, All Users)

Al Crashes 10-Year Trend

All Types KSI Only T me e orie e County Roads Local Roads
wcoBWPL oo o O o O 18068 18,072 = Pavement Conditions = Pavement Conditions
19,881 o o f«.
2‘-,” 97.5% 70.6% 15000 . = Dry: 81.0% vs 85.8% Y = Dry: 81.2% vs 86.4%
| b ° . = Wet: 15.7% vs 13.3% = Wet: 14.5% vs 12.1%
,‘K = Weather Condition L = Weather Condition
205 e 20w 2w 2017 201 ms 2020 20z 2022 . Clear 81.7% vs 83.0% 7S = Clear: 83.1% vs 87.5%
m ﬂu?% 24-8% Killed or Severely Injured Crashes 10-Year Trend = Rain: 10.7% vs 8.6% = Rain: 10.2% vs 7.8%
590
‘\v o = Posted Speed Limit @ = Posted Speed Limit
@, o, 50 = 25MPH: 63.4% vs 64.1% = 25MPH: 87.6% vs 87.2%
mgo 0.8% 4.6% o = 35MPH: 25.7% vs 22.8%

o
Safety Voyager 2018-2022 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
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Contributing Crash Factors (Vehicles) Crash Data Overview (KSI, All Users)
« NJDOT categorized apparent
ircumstances Injuries ircumstances Injuries. ircumstances Crashes contributing circumstances Pedestrian 24.8%

Crash Type

Human,Driver Actions Human/Driver Actions into three factors. Right Angle 18.6%
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. verturn !
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Crash Data Overview (KSI vs Non-KSI, All Users)

Crash Data Overview - Driver Demographics

Lighting Conditions (All Users) = More KSI crashes occur Drivers Involved in KS, Age Distribution
- o 100
0% during dark lighting .
68 conditions compared to . Drivers Involved in KSI,
o non-KSlI crashes . o Gender Distribution
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30% 27% a0 38 38
20% = £ 3 30 28%
s
, 0 oo
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m County ® Municipal
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Crash Data Overview - Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crash Data Overview - Pedestrian and Bicyclist

Bicyclist/Pedestrian KSl, Age Distribution

“ All Crashes KSI Crashes
27 700 80
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Crash Data Overview - Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crash Data Overview - Pedestrian and Bicyclist
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KSI Crashes around Pedestrian and Bicyclist Trip Generators P have greater impact on
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Hotspots (KSI - All Roadway Users) Hotspots (KSI - Pedestrians & Bicyclists)

= All Roads = State, County

and Local Roads

= Clusters around:

= Elizabeth = Clusters around:
= Hillside = Elizabeth
= Kenilworth = Fanwood
o = Plainfield = Hillside
= Rahway = Kenilworth
2 i = Plainfield
i nscc = Rahway
s N wemas = Roselle Park
scorcntams
RAWWAY: 2
s
N 7 /J
Source: NJDOT Safety Voyager 2018-2022, WSP L A Source: NJDOT Safety Voyager 2018-2022, WSP A

High Injury Network (HIN) Development

= Raw crash datasets (Crash, Vehicle, Occupant, Driver, Pedestrian)
= Cleaning process: “remapping crashes”

= Re-assigned crash roadway functionality
= Assigning crashes to split NJDOT Roadway Network (one-to-many)
= HIN / Sliding Window Process

= All corridors KSI crash = 2

High-Injury
Network

= All corridors KSI crash > 3
= All corridors KSI crash = 4
= All corridors KSl crash = 5

= : - = Top 1 Score by road (KSI > 5)
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= 5-year Crash Records
= “Person” is the unit of measure

= Split NJDOT Roadway Network Centerline
= Discrete tenth-of-mile long segments

= State (10 segments) H igh I nj u ry N etwo rk

= County (10 segments)

-
= Municipal (3 segments) J—'Sum of Killed and Severely u n Ion cou nty

Injured = KSI Score

1-Mile Windows - State Roads
1-Mile Windows - County Roads
0.3-Mile Windows - Local Roads

Sliding Window
Process

—) S —
1/10 Mile

HIN - KSI1 >3

HIN - KSI > 2

(1.0-mile-long window)

(1.0-mile-long window)

Jurisdiction| % KSI | % Miles Jurisdiction| % KSI | % Miles
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663 2156 560 1467

Total Tozal

(84%) (15%) (72%)  (10%)

Legend Legend

KSI Crash Corridor KSI Crash Corridor

= | state = | State

1 County ] County
Local Local
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HIN - KSI1 > 4 HIN - KSI1>5

(1.0-mile-long window) (1.0-mile-long window)

Jurisdiction| % KSI | % Miles Jurisdiction| % KSI | % Miles
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\(mm W/ > (63%)  (7%) :..m.,.u ln((u.(nnw ./;;m/ " (56%)  (6%)
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o e o ] State
W) County 1 County
Local Local

2018-2022, WsP
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J/( \{ o 0.3-Mile Windows - Local Roads
o0 — Couny
Local

NJDOT

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 102



APAC Meeting #2 Presentation (Cont.)

HIN - KSI > 2

(0.3-mile-long window)

Jurisdiction| % KSI | % Miles
118 133
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34 11
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Corridor
Prioritization

WS |) CEEEETER A

INTERNATIONAL

Corridor Prioritization Process

Potential evaluation factors:
* KSl score Analyze High-Risk
- Presence of high-risk road features Network (HRN) to e e e e

R ) supplement HIN prioritization process safety strategies

* Proximity to schools
* Proximity to transit facilities
* Proximity to recreational facilities (parks, trails, etc.) Next APAC Meeting: Late Spring 2025
* Equity considerations « Review HRN and system-wide safety strategies

* Input from outreach process = Corridor prioritization discussion
* History/planned improvements = Coordinate next round of community outreach
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APAC Meeting #3 Summary

Date: Wednesday, June 04,2025

Time: 10:30 AM -11:30 AM

Location: Virtual (Zoom)

APAC Members in Attendance
Jen Blumenstock, Mayor, Garwood
Paul Campanelli, Chief of Police, Kenilworth
Andrew Casais, Administrator, Roselle Park
Bernadette Cuccaro, Administrator, New Providence
Michael Daikalo, Police Department, Rahway
Michael Disko, Engineer, Springfield
Elizabeth Fagan, Mayor, Summit
Zachary Gavel, Transportation Planner, Union Township
James Gildea, Administrator, Westfield

Jelena Lasko, Program Specialist, New Jersey Department of
Transportation (NJDOT)

Lisa Lee, Director, EZ Ride
Jesse Moehlman, Administrator, Fanwood

Dana Nigro, Berkeley Heights Complete and Green Streets Task
Force Vice Chair, Berkeley Heights

Richard O’Connor, Engineer, Clark

Andrew Restivo, Project Manager, Department of Construction,
Overlook Medical Center / Atlantic Health

Jay Robaina, Councilman, Roselle Park
Aaron Schrager, Director of Community Services, Summit
Joshua Seeherman, Engineer, Plainfield

Darshell Yacinthe, Engineer, Roselle (CME)
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Union County & City of Elizabeth Staff in Attendance
Bette Jane Kowalski, Commissioner, Union County
Ricardo Matias, Director of Engineering, Union County
Bernice Dieter, Assistant County Engineer, Union County

Kamal Saleh, Planning Board Secretary, Union County Bureau of
Planning and Land Use

Dan Loomis, City Engineer, Elizabeth

Steve Rinaldi, City Land Surveyor & Supervising Engineer,
Elizabeth

Bridget Anderson, Administrator, Elizabeth

John F. Papetti, Jr,, Director of Public Works, Elizabeth
Project Team in Attendance

John Federico, WSP

Carlos Bastida, WSP

Anthony Durante, Michael Baker International

Marjoly DelLeon, Michael Baker International

Courtenay Mercer, Mercer Planning Associates

Reya Singhi, Mercer Planning Associates

Meeting Purpose

The third Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) meeting for
the Union County and City of Elizabeth Safe Streets for All (SS4A)
project focused on providing a brief update on the project schedule,
presenting the corridor prioritization process and the factors that
informed it, reviewing the list of top-priority corridors, and outlining
next steps for developing safety strategies.

A copy of the meeting PowerPoint can be found at this LINK.
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Project Overview

Ricardo Matias, Director of the Union County Department of
Engineering, kicked off the meeting by welcoming the participants
and providing a brief introduction to the project team.

John Federico of WSP provided an overview of the meeting agenda,
as well as a reminder of the project purpose and schedule. He
explained that the Safe Streets for All (SS4A) plan, funded by the U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT), aims to enhance roadway
safety within Union County, with the City of Elizabeth serving as a sub-
recipient. The plan’s primary goal is to reduce fatalities and serious
injuries while improving safety and mobility for vulnerable groups,
including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, children, seniors, and
people of all ages and abilities.

Federico noted that the team will develop safety recommendations,
including County-wide strategies and specific recommended
improvements for identified priority corridors. Ultimately, the project
will result in a comprehensive Safety Action Plan, which includes a list
of strategies and prioritized projects that the County, municipalities,
and the City of Elizabeth can use to support implementation efforts
and pursue funding.

Corridor Prioritization

Federico explained that the primary goal of corridor prioritization is to
identify the locations within the County that have the greatest need
for safety interventions. The needs were assessed based on a set of
factors tailored specifically to local conditions, reflecting the unique
context, goals, and needs of the communities it serves. The four key
factors to evaluate corridors are listed below.

1. High Injury Network (HIN), derived from County-wide crash data
collected over a five-year period from 2018 to 2022, reflecting
corridors with the highest concentrations of fatal and severe
injury crashes.
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2. High Risk Network (HRN) evaluates physical and operational
characteristics, such as roadway geometry, traffic volumes, and
functional classification, to assign risk scores.

3. Vulnerable Road User generators include places that attract
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit activities.

4. PublicInput fromthe survey, pop-up events,and focus group data.

Carlos Bastida of WSP presented the technical methods used to
develop the High Injury Network (HIN) and High-Risk Network (HRN).

High Injury Network

Bastida explained that the High Injury Network (HIN) was developed
by analyzing KSI (Killed and Severely Injured) crash rates. To calculate
these rates, the roadway network was divided into small “segment
windows”--one mile for State and County roads and three tenths of
a mile for municipal roads in Elizabeth. While State roads were not
the focus, they were considered to better understand system-wide
interactions. Bastida highlighted the importance of identifying high-
crash segments that make up a small portion of the total roadway but
account for a large share of KSI crashes.

High Risk Network

Bastida then provided an overview of the High-Risk Network (HRN),
which identifies potential crash risk based on a multi-factor scoring
system. The HRN incorporated:

Roadway characteristics (57 percent of total score): lane counts,
speed limits, intersection types, roadway subtypes

Traffic volume (14 percent): measured by Average Daily Traffic
(ADT)

Proximity to activity generators (19 percent): schools, train
stations, bus stops

Freight access (10 percent): based on NJDOT truck route
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designations
Vulnerable Road User Generators

Marjoly DelLeon from Michael Baker International presented the
vulnerable road user VRU generators, which are areas that attract
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit trips. Using different buffer distances
tailored to each type of facility (e.g., 50 feet for bus stops, half a mile
for train stations, a quarter mile for schools, and one-eighth mile for
parks and trails), the team evaluated the number of corridors near
these generators.

County-wide, most corridors are near bus stops, train stations,
schools, and parks, with 16 corridors within 50 feet of bus stops and
nearly all within proximity to schools and parks. Similarly, in the City
of Elizabeth, half of the corridors are near bus stops, several are close
to train stations, and almost all lie within walking distance of schools
and parks.

Public Input

De Leon presented public input as the final prioritization factor,
emphasizing its role in capturing community concerns. Feedback
from surveys, focus groups, and public events was mapped within
one-eighth of a mile of each corridor to include nearby comments. All
corridorsin both Union County and Elizabeth received some degree of
input. While the volume of feedback is the primary factor for scoring,
she noted that the content and context of comments would be
carefully reviewed during the recommendation development phase.

Prioritization Weighting Factors

Anthony Durante of Michael Baker International explained how the
four prioritization factors were combined to score and rank corridors
for both Union County and the City of Elizabeth. The two safety-
related factors (HIN and HRN) were given the most weight (70 percent
combined) to reflect the study’s strong focus on roadway safety. The
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VRU generatorsand publicinput (20 percent) were included to capture
land use context and community concerns. Public input received the
lowest weight (10 percent) because some areas and individuals were
overrepresented in online map feedback, and in-person outreach was
geographically limited, resulting in concentrated feedback in a few
locations.

Additionally, sensitivity tests were conducted, adjusting weights
slightly (x5 percent) to test the robustness of the final rankings. These
tests confirmed that changes in weights did not significantly alter
the ranking results, reinforcing confidence in the selected weighting
scheme.

Questions and Discussion

How does the prioritization relate to NJDOT data, especially the
high-priority intersections the state identifies for each County?
Are intersections where state and County roads meet included in
the analysis?

The project team clarified that while State roadway data was
included in the analysis, the prioritization focused exclusively on
County routes and municipal roads, as the County and City lack
jurisdiction to implement improvements on State roads. However,
crashes at intersections where State and County roads meet
were included in the scoring of County corridors. For instance,
corridors like North Avenue and Fairmount Avenue in Elizabeth
were prioritized partly due to their high-crash intersections with
State Route 1. The final plan will include findings from the analysis
of State roadway data to support future coordination between the
County, municipalities, and NJDOT.

Another participant inquired whether ongoing development is
considered when analyzing risk and identifying VRU generators.
They also asked if private commuter bus routes are included in
the analysis. The participant noted that in Berkeley Heights, a
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new County park is under construction, along with new housing
developments, with efforts underway to connect them to the
nearby transit hub. It was also noted that the town currently lacks
NJ TRANSIT bus service downtown, and commuters rely on two
private bus lines that run along the County road.

The project team noted that the analysis used only NJ TRANSIT
bus stop data. Regarding development in progress, the evaluation
focused specifically on existing transportation-related VRU
generators. It did not include general commercial areas, new
housing developments, or ongoing development projects in the
VRU generator analysis.

A participant asked if the plan includes a recommendation for
the County to adopt a Complete Streets Policy. They mentioned
that such policies help municipalities with infrastructure grant
applications and ensure new development considers vulnerable
road users. The participant also emphasized the importance
of updating older policies to reflect the newer guidance in the
NJDOT’s 2020 Complete and Green Streets Policy Guide to
improve grant competitiveness.

The project team confirmed that adopting a Complete Streets

Policy is under consideration and acknowledged that it could open
additional funding sources for both the County and municipalities.
It was also noted that crash data and outreach input from this
initiative are available to the municipalities for future planning
projects and to support funding applications.

A participant asked if there is a requirement or timeframe for
municipalities to update Complete Streets policies, particularly
in relation to Safe Routes to School funding. Another participant
responded that if a municipality has an out-of-date policy, the
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program recommends the policy be
updated by January to maintain eligibility for grants. They shared
that communities with an updated Complete Streets Policy aligned

with recent guidelines have been more successful in receiving
grants.

Safety Strategies

Durante shared potential

countermeasures that emphasized

engineering solutions to address safety concerns, including:

Speed Management to help slow motorists through potential
countermeasures such as roadway narrowing, speed feedback
signs, and transverse rumble strips near intersections to alert
drivers.

Intersection safety to improve visibility through potential
countermeasures such as daylighting to restrict parking too close
to crosswalks, reflective signal backplates for better traffic signal
visibility, and truck aprons that slow turning vehicles while still
allowing trucks to make the turn.

Preventroadway departures through potential countermeasures
such as marked edge lines, centerline rumble strips to alert
drifting drivers, and high-friction surface treatments to improve
control and reduce stopping distances on curves and slopes.

Pedestrian and cyclist safety improvements through potential
countermeasures such as leading pedestrian intervals that
prioritize pedestrian movement into the intersection, pedestrian
hybrid beacons to stop traffic when pedestrians cross, and
rectangular rapid flashing beacons to increase crossing visibility.

Questions and Discussion

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

A participant raised a concern about push-button pedestrian
signals, noting the lack of signage informing pedestrians they
must press the button to activate the walk signal. In Cranford, the
signal does not change without pressing the button, which can
confuse visitors and create unsafe situations.

Another participant suggested testing some safetyimprovements
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through short-term demonstration projects before making them
permanent. They noted an upcoming curb extension project on
Center Street in Garwood and mentioned that grant funding could
then be pursued for permanent installations.

Another participant raised an issue about Google Maps showing
outdated speed limits in Garwood. Although the official speed
limit on South Avenue was recently lowered to 25 mph, Google
Maps still displayed 30 mph. They questioned who is responsible
for updating this information and how to inform mapping services
about such changes, especially since South Avenue is a County
Road.

Next Steps

Federico wrapped up the meeting by outlining next steps: developing
location-specific safety recommendations, County-wide safety
policies, and planning a second round of community outreach for Fall
2025. He noted the next APAC meeting will be scheduled before the
community outreach to review corridor-level safety strategies and
coordinate broader public outreach activities.
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APAC Meeting #3 Presentation

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

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

OF

Ricardo Matias, PE, County Engineer

Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
Bernice Dieter, PE, Assistant County Engineer

Steven Rinaldi, PLS, PP, City Land Surveyor &
Supervising Engineer

Michael Baker
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Community Engagement
Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP

Consultant Project Manager
John Federico, PE, PP, AICP
Carlos Bastida

Safety Planning/Engineering
Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP,

Marjoly De Leon, AICP Candidate Reya Singhi
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« Introductions

« Schedule Update

« Corridor Prioritization
« Priority Corridors List
« Safety Strategies

- Next Steps

The main purpose of this Safe Streets for All (SS54A)
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

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

N N N
FALL 2024 ;* WINTER 2024 ;> SUMMER 2025 ) FALL 2025

APAC Meeting Schedule
M 4

eeting #1 — October 202
“Kickoff” meeting to discuss the project background, desired
outcomes, engagement strategy

Neeting #2 — March 2025

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

Demographic Analysis
Project Prioritization Meeting #3 — June 2025

Develop Safety Recommendations Review and gather feedback on project prioritization analysis
and results

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

Final Action Plan
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Corridor Prioritization Factors

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

Corridor
Prioritization

= The HIN forms the basis of the corridor list for prioritization
- KSI Rate - number of fatal and severe injury crashes per mile
« High-Risk N rk (HRN
- HRN Risk Scores - functional classification, posted speed limit, number of lanes, etc.

s »

= Corridor proximity to train stations, bus stops, schools, and parks/trails

« Geolocated public input on driving, walking, transit, and biking within the study area
. wWsp
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COFI’idOI‘ Prlorltlzatlon FaCtOI’S = 5-year Crash Records (2018-2022)
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Corridor Prioritization Fac

@) High-Injury Network
A High-Risk Network
53  Vulnerable Road User (VRU) Generators

##  Public Input

High-Risk Network

Based on risk-based assessment of roadway
attributes and context

" . Risk Total
Risk Categories b | Roen
Roadway Characteristics 24 57%
Pedestrian/Bicycle 8
Generators
Traffic Volume 6
Freight 4 10
42 100%

Total Risk Points Possible
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(13-19) (53%) (6%
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Max Points Possible: 24

Factors Considered:
Posted speed
Route subtype
Number of lanes
Intersections

Legend

HRN Risk Scores

— Very High

e High
Medium

Low
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Medium 8.3 80.1 93.1
@ (13%  42%) (8%
High 45 498 173
(@) @ (26w (1%
VeryHigh 494 155 65
©) 9% (8%) (1%)

Max Points Possible: 6

Factor Considered:
Annual average daily traffic
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HRN Risk Scores
— Very High
s High
Medium
Low

113



APAC Meeting #3 Presentation (Cont.)

Pedestrian/Bicycle Generators Freight Designated Route
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Vulnerable Road

User (VRU) Proximity to Bus Stops
Generators
Based on proximity to HIN
Proximity to Train Stations
Proximity to Schools
Proximity to Parks & Trails
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Union County HIN — Proximity to Bus Stops

16 of the corridors
have a bus stop
within 50 feet

LEGEND

Bus Stops Within 50-ft of HIN
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Union County HIN — Proximity to Parks & Trails Union County HIN — All Generators
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Elizabeth HIN — Proximity to Schools Elizabeth HIN — Proximity to Parks & Trails

All corridors are
within 1/8 mile
of a park or trail

Only two corridors.
are not within a v
mile of a school:

+ Division Street
+ 34 Avenue
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Union County HIN — Public Input
Public Input Online Map Pins
Based on public and stakeholder feedback
received during outreach activities
Input from Focus Groups
Input from Public “Pop-Up” Activities
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Prioritization Weighting Factors Union County Top Priority Corridors
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Safety
Strategies

Transverse Rumble Strips

Speed FeadbaciSign
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Lane Edge Lines High-Friction Surface Treatment

Centerline
Rumble Strips

Reflective Signal Backplates
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Pedestrian/Bicyclist Safety Countermeasures

QUESTIONS/DISCUSSION

Rectangular Rapid
- FlashBeacon (RRFB)
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Develop corridor- Develop system-wide Coordinate 2" round
specific safety policies and of community
recommendations strategies outreach

Next APAC Meeting: Late Summer/Early Fall 2025

=Review corridor and system-wide safety strategies
=Coordinate final round of community outreach
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APAC Meeting #4 Summary & Written Comments

Date: Thursday, November 13, 2025

Time: 10:30 AM -11:30 AM

Location: Virtual (Zoom)

APAC Members in Attendance
John Arthur, Administrator, Garwood
Christopher Battiloro, Chief of Police, Westfield
Richard Belluscio, Administrator, Roselle Park
Jen Blumenstock, Mayor, Garwood
Paul Campanelli, Chief of Police, Kenilworth
Lt. lan D. Conk, Police Department, Linden
Michael Disko, Engineer, Springfield
Shawn Ganley, Police Department, Rahway
Joe Hines, Executive Director of Public Safety, Union College
Margaret lllis, Council member, Berkeley Heights
Lisa Lee, Sustainability Director, EZ Ride
Daniel Lee, City Engineer, Rahway
Jesse Moehlman, Administrator, Fanwood
Stephanie Nikitiadis, Engineer, Linden
Richard O’Connor, Engineer, Clark

Emily Oaksford, Nelson Nygaard (Consultant - VZAP), Union
Township

Jay Robaina, Councilman, Roselle Park

Aaron Schrager, Director of Engineering & Public Works, Summit
Michael Sojka, Police Department, Roselle

Nicholas Spanos, Engineer, Union Township (Colliers)

Thomas Strowe, Director of Redevelopment, Scotch Plains
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Nicholas Twerdak, Police Department, Rahway
Darshell Yacinthe, Engineer, Roselle (CME)

Union County & City of Elizabeth Staff in Attendance
Ricardo Matias, Director of Engineering, Union County
Bernice Dieter, Assistant County Engineer, Union County

Kamal Saleh, Planning Board Secretary, Union County Bureau of
Planning and Land Use

Dan Loomis, City Engineer, Elizabeth

Project Team in Attendance
John Federico, WSP
Anthony Durante, Michael Baker International
Marjoly DeLeon, Michael Baker International
Courtenay Mercer, Mercer Planning Associates

Reya Singhi, Mercer Planning Associates

Meeting Purpose

The fourth Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) meeting for
the Union County and City of Elizabeth Safe Streets for All (SS4A)
project provided an update on the project schedule, reviewed the final
high-injury network (HIN) and list of priority corridors, and reviewed
draft safety strategies, including corridor improvements and
complementary policy and program recommendations, and outlined
next steps for developing the draft Action Plan.

A copy of the meeting PowerPoint can be found at this LINK.
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Project Overview

Ricardo Matias, Director of the Union County Department of
Engineering, kicked off the meeting by welcoming participants and
introducing the project team. He highlighted that although Union
County and the City of Elizabeth are jointly leading the effort, the
Action Plan is intended to support all 21 municipalities.

John Federico of WSP reviewed the agenda and reaffirmed the project
purpose and schedule. He explained that the Safe Streets for All
(§S4A) initiative is funded by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) with Elizabeth as a sub-recipient. The Safety Action Planaims
to improve roadway safety across Union County, focused on reducing
fatalities and serious injuries and improving multimodal mobility and
quality of life for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and transit riders.
Federico clarified that this is a planning effort, not a construction-
ready design process. The plan will guide Union County and Elizabeth
in programming safety projects and securing funding in the future.

Federico explained that the project is in its final phase. The project
team developed draft safety recommendations, including physical
projects and policy strategies. The final Action Plan will be completed
in Winter/early Spring, with full project close-out expected in Spring
2026.

High Injury Network

Federico reviewed updates to the High Injury Network (HIN) since
the last meeting. The network was finalized after remapping a small
number of crashes where the raw data had been assigned to the
wrong routes or municipalities, resulting in minor adjustments to
certain corridors.

For example, on Liberty Avenue in Hillside, three crashes were
actually in Westfield, so the HIN segment was shortened to reflect
only the southern section. On Raritan Road in Clark near Winfield,
a few crashes were remapped to a different segment, creating a

APPENDIX E

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

slightly shorter, more focused corridor. The most significant change
involved West Broad Street in Westfield, where all of the killed and
serious injury (KSI) crashes occurred in Rahway; consequently, West
Broad Street was removed from the HIN, and West Milton Avenue in
Rahway was added.

The team confirmed these adjustments did not materially affect the
overall percentage of killed or severe injury crashes (KSI) covered
by the network. No mapping changes occurred in Elizabeth, so the
Elizabeth HIN remains unchanged from the previous meeting.

Priority Corridors

The project team prioritized corridors using four weighted factors:
40 percent for the HIN and severe crash rate, 30 percent for high-
risk road characteristics, 20 percent for vulnerable road user (VRU)
activity, and 10 percent for public input results from initial outreach.

Applying this prioritization produced a ranked list of HIN corridors.
Rankings largely remained consistent from the previous meeting,
with one key change: West Milton Avenue in Rahway, newly added to
the HIN, rose to the fourth-highest priority corridor, while West Broad
Street was removed. In Elizabeth, the top priority corridors remained
unchanged, as no HIN updates occurred there.

Questions

A participant asked why the corridor prioritization methodology
assignedonly 20 percent to vulnerable road user (VRU) generators
and 10 percent to public input.

The project team explained that the high-risk network analysis
already accounts for pedestrian and bicycle activity, so they added
20 percent for VRUs to avoid overemphasizing that factor. Public
input was weighted at 10 percent because participation varied
across municipalities,and ahigher weight could disproportionately
favor communities that promoted the survey more actively. The
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project team also noted that sensitivity testing showed changes
in the weights did not significantly affect corridor rankings.

Another participant asked about the availability of the slide deck,
and the project team confirmed that the presentation would be
shared via email and also posted on the County’s project website.

Recommendations Overview

Anthony Durante of Michael Baker presented preliminary safety
strategy recommendations, divided into physical improvements
and policy/program approaches. Physical improvements focus on
engineering and design interventions to be constructed in the future,
while policies and programs address education, enforcement, and
operational practices to enhance safety.

Project Recommendations

The safety countermeasures are drawn from the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) list of 28 proven treatments.

Safety improvements recommended across HIN corridors include:

* Signal upgrades: updated poles, mast arms, reflective borders,
and leading pedestrian intervals (LPIs) to improve visibility and
give pedestrians a head start.

* Pedestrian crossing treatments: pedestrian hybrid beacons
(PHBs), rectangular rapid flash beacons (RRFBs), high-visibility
ladder crosswalks, and ADA-compliant curb ramps.

* Intersection daylighting: parking prohibitions near crosswalks to
improve driver visibility.

» Driver-focused measures: lane striping, signage, and speed
feedback signs to prevent lane departures and reduce speeds.

» Corridor-wide improvements: enhanced bus stops with better
access, lighting, and delineation per NJ TRANSIT guidance.

Durante emphasized that the project is in the planning phase and the
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recommendations willundergo design evaluationbefore construction,
ensuring treatments are appropriately tailored to each corridor.

To keep the meeting at a manageable length, the project team
focused the discussion on a single corridor as an example of how the
recommendations are being presented. While only one corridor was
highlighted, detailed recommendations for all corridors will be shared
with attendees after the meeting for review.

Policy and Program Recommendations

Durante presented policies and programs that complement physical
improvements, focusing on enforcement, education, and broader
safety initiatives. Recommendations also include information about
the lead agency, implementation timeline, and recurrence.

Enforcement strategies include speed and crosswalk enforcement,
commonly implemented across municipalities. Educational initiatives
include NJ TRANSIT safety materials, micro-mobility guidance for
e-bikes and e-scooters, and safety training for County staff operating
fleet vehicles.

Other policies and programs include developing a Complete Streets
Policy and establishing a Safety Task Force to monitor and support
plan implementation.

As with infrastructure improvements, detailed policy and program
materials will be distributed for APAC review and feedback before
finalizing the plan.

Questions & Discussion

A participant asked whether municipalities could adopt their own
Vision Zero commitments and Complete Streets policies. The
project team confirmed that municipalities can adopt both. They
alsosharedalinktothe NJ Bicycle and Pedestrian Resource Center
inventory of county and municipal Complete Streets policies:
https://njbikeped.org/nj-complete-streets-policy-compilation/
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Several participants asked whether Westfield currently has a
corridor on the HIN. The project team explained that Westfield
initially had a corridor, but after correcting mapping and coding
errors, it no longer does. Instead, West Milton Avenue in Rahway
was added.

A participant asked if Union County has committed to adopting a
Complete Streets policy. The project team responded that while
details are still being finalized, the County actively plans to move
forward with a policy.

A participant confirmed that the County-wide community meeting
is on December 9 at 6:30 PM and suggested involving police,
DPW, and engineering to improve collaboration. The project
team noted that the meeting will present recommendations for
all corridors and provide a survey/comment form to efficiently
collect feedback.

A participant mentioned the World Day of Remembrance for
Road Traffic Victims is this upcoming Sunday (November 16th)
in Elizabeth and noted recent injuries and fatalities involving
e-bikes: https://www.tapinto.net/towns/west-orange/categories/
press-releases/articles/world-day-of-remembrance-for-road-
traffic-victims-nov-16

A participant asked how municipalities without defined HIN
corridors, such as Berkeley Heights, New Providence, and
Summit, can address road safety on County roads. The project
team clarified that a breakout room at the public meeting will
address safety concerns for these municipalities. They also noted
that municipalities can pursue local Safe Streets for All (SS4A)
planning to identify safety issues on both municipal and County
roads, and that crash data (2018-2022) can be provided for
analysis. In addition, the action plan will include systemic safety
strategies that can be applied to roads with identified safety
issues, even if they are not on the HIN.

A participant asked about restrictions or requirements for
qualifying for SS4A funding. The project team responded that
planning grants are available to counties and municipalities, and
the criteria are generally flexible. Municipalities may adopt the
County plan rather than create their own. They noted that a future
Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO) is expected in the Spring,
and that planning grants are easier to obtain than demonstration
or implementation project grants.

A participant asked about the next steps for critical areas
not on the County HIN. The project team said the policy and
programmatic recommendations include actionable next steps.
Municipalities can adopt the County plan or pursue local SS4A
plans for additional improvements.

A participant asked whether detailed corridor recommendations
will include cost estimates or resource requirements. The project
team responded that, while details are not yet finalized, order-of-
magnitude cost estimates (low, medium, high) will be provided
once recommendations are complete. This will help municipalities
understand effort levels and support future grant applications.

A participant asked when the detailed recommendations would
be available for review. The project team stated that materials are
targeted for distribution next Wednesday and that comments will
be requested the following week. Materials will be shared as Excel
spreadsheets with a column for comments.

Next Steps

Courtenay Mercer of Mercer Planning Associates outlined the process
for APAC feedback and upcoming community engagement. APAC
member feedback will be reviewed and, as appropriate, incorporated
into the final recommendations ahead of community meetings.

Two community meetings are scheduled: December 3, 2025, for
the City of Elizabeth, and December 9, 2025, to review Countywide
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projects. A “Communications Sharekit,” including flyers, social media
content, and email templates, will be provided to help promote these
meetings.

During the County meeting, the presentation will summarize the
project and policy recommendations, followed by breakout rooms
to discuss corridors by municipality, and a room dedicated to
countywide corridor recommendations and the policy and program
recommendations. The Elizabeth meeting will be more focused on
the project recommendations, with breakout rooms used only if
necessary, based on the number of participants. After these meetings,
recommendations will be finalized, leading to a Spring release of the
draft Action Plan.
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Following the final APAC meeting, the project team shared a comprehensive list of countywide projects and policy recommendations for
review and comment. The table below presents comments received from the APAC members.

Draft Recommendations: Priority Corridors & Projects for Union County

South Broad Street (CR 623), between Bayway and Rahway/Elizabeth Avenue

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to ensure compliance
with ADA standards as needed.

Narrow driving lanes and add painted bike lanes

Corridor-wide: Evaluate Street lighting and install additional lighting
as necessary to provide uniform illuminance.

Add pedestrian lighting on corners - not just streetlights for drivers

South Broad Street and Route 1&9 intersection:

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Work with NJDOT to implement LPIs on the Route 1&9 crossings.

Work with NJDOT to install high-visibility crosswalks across
Route 1&9

A recent pedestrian fatality here. Add smart signals and better
lighting too

Kenilworth Blvd/Galloping Hill Rd (CR 509), between Riverside Drive and “Five Points”, Walton Ave/Tucker Ave/Chestnut Street/

Delaware Ave

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

Add LPlIs at all intersections near ped generators where signals exist,
as well as push-button pedestrian heads

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Narrow driving lanes and add painted bike lanes where possible

Kenilworth Boulevard at/near 12th Street:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Pedestrian Hybrid
Beacon (PHB) or Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and
signage to provide additional crossing location between Columbia
Avenue and Coolidge Drive (both existing), which are approximately
2,000 feet apart.

Add curb extensions and advanced signs, and pavement markings to
alert drivers to crossing pedestrians and RRFB
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Morris Ave (CR 629), between Westfield Avenue and North Avenue

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Install centerline rumble strips where cars try to pass

Corridor-wide: Mark and prohibit parking within 105 feet of bus
stops, per design standards, and provide shelters where missing and
where space allows.

Install speed feedback signs

Morris Avenue and Stiles Street intersection:
Add crosswalk to north side of intersection.

Install a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon(RRFB)
accompanying signage and striping.

with

Add a curb extension and advance warning signs near the RRFB

West Milton Avenue (CR 648), between Pierpont Street and the Rahway River Path

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to ensure compliance
with ADA standards as needed.

Install centerline rumble strips where cars try to pass

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

Install speed feedback signs

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Narrow driving lanes to reduce speeding and add painted bike lanes

West Milton Avenue and Pierpont Street intersection: Install
Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB

West Milton Avenue and Bryant Street intersection:

Conduct a warrant analysis to determine if a traffic signal is
needed.

Consider installing an intersection control beacon.

Install “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop” signs (W4-4P) on minor
approaches.

Relocate the street tree on the SW side of the intersection, which
may be obstructing sight distances.

Install Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and sighage at
the existing crossings on West Milton Avenue.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridors at corners, especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing
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West Milton Avenue and Esterbrook Avenue intersection:

Install Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage at the
existing crossing on West Milton Avenue.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB

West Milton Avenue and Rahway River Path:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide crossing location to
access the Rahway River Path.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB

Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR 617), between NJ 28 and US 22

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

Narrow driving lanes to reduce speeding and add painted bike lanes

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to ensure compliance
with ADA standards as needed.

Install centerline rumble strips to prevent illegal passing.

Faitoute Avenue, between W Webster Avenue and W Colfax
Avenue:

Add school zone markings/signage for Aldene Elementary School.
Refer to NJDOT School Zone Design Guide for additional guidance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Michigan Avenue and Lexington Avenue:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide crossing location
between bus stop and strip mall and a new crossing between W
Colfax Avenue and Fairfield Avenue which are approximately 1,000
feet apart.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB
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Michigan Avenue and Fairfield Avenue intersection:

Stripe a crosswalk with accompanying curb ramps across the
south leg of the intersection.

Install Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) at Michigan
Avenue crosswalks.

Install sidewalk at the SE corner of Michigan Avenue and Fairfield
Avenue, formalizing the pedestrian space through the parking
area.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB

Michigan Avenue between Kenilworth Boulevard and US 22:

Install speed feedback signs in both directions, particularly on
approaches to the existing East Coast Greenway crossing.

Install contiguous sidewalk on both sides of the corridor (prioritize
west side of corridor).

Evaluate access management and reduce number and width
of driveways where possible, particularly north of East Coast
Greenway.

Add bike lanes, as the Greenway will attract more cyclists

Michigan Avenue between Via Vitale and East Coast Greenway:

Install sidewalk on west side of corridor (worn path evident).

Add bike lanes, as the Greenway will attract more cyclists

Michigan Avenue and East Coast Greenway crossing, south of
Mark Road:

Install Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) or Rectangular Rapid Flash
Beacon (RRFB) and signage.

Add curb extensions and advance warning pavement markings near
the RRFB

Salem Rd/Liberty Ave (CR 509), between NJ 82 and Bloy Street

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Liberty Avenue between Conant Street and Hillside High School:

Install chevron signage in both directions at the horizontal curve.
Consider the Sequential Dynamic Curve Warning System (SDCWS).

Add better pedestrianlightingalong the corridor at corners, especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing
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North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655), between NJ 28 and US 22

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

North Martine Avenue and South Avenue intersection:

Implement LPIs at all intersection crossings.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

North Martine Avenue, between Madison Avenue and E. Second
Street/Westfield Avenue:

Add school zone markings/signage for Malcolm E. Nettingham Middle
School. Refer to NJDOT School Zone Design Guide for additional
guidance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Park Avenue and Mountain Avenue intersection:
Prohibit all right turns on red.
Install Do Not Block Intersection markings within intersection.

Investigate the need for dedicated left-turn lanes at both major
approaches.

Scotch Plains has further questions related to the dedicated “Left
Turn Only” lanes. Will the intersection be widened to incorporate this
or will it be that a thru lane will be eliminated to obtain this? If a thru
lane will be eliminated, the township does have concerns related to
the impact more specifically Park Ave northbound traffic on further
delays and backup. A detailed traffic study will need to be performed
with copies submitted to Scotch Plains for further review.

South Avenue (CR 610), between Lincoln Avenue and MP 6.294, Parkway Overpass

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways
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South Avenue and Washington Place intersection:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Pedestrian Hybrid
Beacon (PHB) or Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) to provide
additional crossing location between Lincoln Avenue and S. Union
Avenue (both existing), which are approximately 1,500 feet apart.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing. Add curb
extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

South Avenue between High Street and Centennial Avenue:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with a Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) to provide additional crossing location
between High Street and Centennial Avenue (both existing), which
are approximately 770 feet apart. Many people currently cross
midblock along this segment.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing. add curb
extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

South Avenue between Centennial Avenue and MP 6.294:
Install speed feedback signs in both directions.

In concurrence with the municipality, consider reducing the
posted speed limit to 25 mph, where it is currently 35 mph.

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with a Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) to provide additional crossinglocation
in the vicinity of Burchfield Avenue or Hollywood Avenue. The
existing crossings at Centennial Avenue and Lincoln Avenue East
are approximately 2,500 feet apart.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing. Add curb
extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

Locust St (CR 619), between 4th Avenue and W Roselle Avenue

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways
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Locust Street and W 1st Avenue intersection:

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Implement “No Turn On Red”.
SB approach: Install advance lane control sighage.
Implement LPIs at all intersection crossings.

Install a Low Clearance Sign (W12-2) with a directional arrow
plaque at the W 1st Avenue intersection northbound approach,
allowing motorists to turn prior to rail trestle.

Install guiderail along high curb at rail trestle.

Improve lighting under rail trestle.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Locust Street, between Butler Avenue and W Webster Avenue:

Add school zone markings/signage for Robert Gordon Elementary
School and Roselle Park Middle School. Refer to NJDOT School Zone
Design Guide for additional guidance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Locust Street and W Webster Avenue intersection:
Improve lighting under rail trestle.

Realign north crosswalk to be perpendicular to Locust Street.
Install RRFB.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

Locust Street and Roselle Avenue intersection:

Stripe high-visibility crosswalks across Locust Street. Install curb
ramps and pedestrian crossing signs (W11-2).

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612), Between Bellevue Street and

Cherry Street

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Upgrade traffic signals throughout the corridor to
comply with MUTCD standards for location, positioning,arrangement,
and size. Install backplates with retroreflective borders. Upgrade to
steel poles/mast arms to accommodate backplates.

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes
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Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Magie Ave (CR 618), between Shelley Avenue/Conant Avenue and North Avenue/NJ 439

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

Add radar speed signs along road at various positions to alert drivers
they are speeding

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Make 11 foot driving lanes, remove parking except near stores
because residents have driveways. Add painted buffered bike lanes
in the painted shoulders if space permits

Magie Avenue and Shelley Avenue/Conant Avenue intersection:

Reduce curb radii on south side of intersection based on turning
templates.

Add a centerline rumble strip on Magie from Halstead Road to Shelley
Avenue to help keep cars in their lanes, and prevent illegal passing.

Magie Avenue and Keats Avenue/Durling Road:

Stripe a high-visibility crosswalk with curb ramps and
accompanying signage across the western leg of the intersection,
and improve intersection lighting.

Install an RRFB with accompanying sighage.

Keep the eastern crosswalk. The lighting should focus on corners
from where pedestrians cross at all four corners. Tree limbs must
also be trimmed regularly. Consider making this a 4-way stop with
the RRFBs since you regularly have pedestrians crossing to and from
the mini mart and the synagogue and mosque to pray. Should add
curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

Magie Avenue and Monmouth Road intersection:

Evaluate and replace existing guiderail and reflective markers on the
southeast corner.

Add advance pavement markings on the road to guide drivers

Magie Avenue and Springfield Road intersection:

Consider painted curb extensions.

Include delineators

Pearl St (CR 614), between Route 1 and Washington Avenue

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments
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Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections

Pearl Street between Norwood Terrace and S Broad Street:

Add school zone markings/signage for Elizabeth High School. Refer
to NJDOT School Zone Design Guide for additional guidance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Pearl Street between Bridge Street and Williamson Street-WB
approach:

Add left turn lane for school parking and hospital parking garage.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Pearl Street and South Broad Street intersection:

Stripe dashed extension lines through the intersection for
eastbound Pearl Street.

Stripe a centerline extension at the northern leg of the South
Broad Street and Pearl Street Intersection.

Consider only one through sending lane on eastbound Pearl
Street to avoid potential merging/receiving conflicts on east side
of intersection. Stripe single receiving lane using edge lines.

Install advance lane control signage on southbound approach.

Consider physically reducing width of Rector Street to reduce
crossing distance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Park Ave (CR 531), between County Border and 5th Street/NJ 28

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Park Avenue, between Martine Avenue and W 9th Street:

Add school zone markings/signage for Plainfield High School. Refer
to NJDOT School Zone Design Guide for additional guidance.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing
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Park Avenue and Evergreen Avenue intersection:
Stripe high-visibility crosswalk on south side of intersection.

Consider installing PHB or RRFBs as traffic control devices.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

North Wood Ave (CR 617), between Uncas Avenue and US 1

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Upgrade traffic signals throughout the corridor to
comply with MUTCD standards for location, positioning, arrangement,
and size. Install backplates with retroreflective borders. Upgrade to
steel poles/mast arms to accommodate backplates.

City of Linden has a NJDOT grant for signal upgrades between
Curtis St and Munsell Ave. Colliers is working on a design. Linden
Engineering has the lead and will coordinate with UC Engineering.

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

Safety Sticks (bollards with cameras that issue tickets) have been
installed from Elm St to Elizabeth Ave and including side streets.
Additional signage is required.

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment

No objection

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

City of Linden has a NJDOT grant for a Streetscape project from
Blancke Street to Curtis Street which is being designed by Pennoni
Associates. Linden Engineering to coordinate with UC Engineering.

Corridor-wide: Conduct a curb ramp assessment to identify specific
locations in need of upgrades for ADA compliance.

City of Linden has a NJDOT grant for a Streetscape project from
Blancke Street to Curtis Street which is being designed by Pennoni
Associates. Linden Engineering to coordinate with UC Engineering.

Corridor-wide: Mark and prohibit parking within 105 feet of bus
stops, per design standards, and provide shelters where missing and
where space allows.

Previous shelter in front of [Linden] City Hall was removed because
of homeless resident. Need for shelters is questionable.

Corridor-wide: Install speed feedback signs.

No objection

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

No objection
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North Wood Avenue and St. George’s Avenue intersection:
Implement an LPI at all intersection crossings.
Reduce curb radii based on turning templates.

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Improve intersection lighting.

No objection

North Wood Avenue, between Gesner and Henry Street: Add
school zone signage for Linden School #1. Refer to NJDOT School
Zone Design Guide for additional guidance.

No objection

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

North Wood Avenue between Henry Street and John Russell
Wheeler Park: Install bike lanes (preferably parking protected) where
roadway is >50 feet wide.

?

North Wood Avenue, between Curtis Street and Munsell Avenue:
Consider additional enforcement in the business district to deter
drivers from parking too close to intersections and from double
parking on Wood Avenue.

Safety Sticks (bollards with cameras that issue tickets) have been
installed from EIm St to Elizabeth Ave and including side streets.
Additional sighage is required.

North Wood Avenue, between Curtis Street and Linden Avenue:
Evaluate, if space and volumes permit/warrant, the need for left turn
lanes at the South Wood Avenue approaches to the intersections.

Dedicated left turn lanes are needed at Elizabeth Avenue and Linden
Avenue. In addition, Blancke Street should be elavuated.

North Wood Avenue and Elizabeth Avenue intersection:
Implement an LPI at all intersection crossings.

Consider a more visible placement for the “No Turn on Red”
signage at all four intersection legs.

No objection. Left turn lane should be established SB for turning onto
E Elizabeth Avenue.

South Wood Avenue and E Stimpson intersection:

Stripe a high-visibility crosswalk with accompanying pedestrian
crossing signs (W11-2), across Wood Avenue.

Install RRFB as traffic control.

No objection. The exact location for a new crosswalk somewhere
between Munsell Ave (Fire House) and Route 1 should be evaluated.
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South Wood Avenue and Wood Place:

Consider dead-ending Wood Place at Cedar Avenue to reduce
intersection complexity and conflict.

No objection since vehicles are allowed to turn out before the island.

South Wood Avenue and Route 1 intersection:

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Work with NJDOT to implement LPIs at all intersection crossings.

This light needs protected left-turn phases for vehicles turning onto
Rt 1&9 from Wood Avenue (both directions).

Raritan Rd (CR 607), between Central Avenue and Summit Terrace

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Install sidewalk at various segments throughout
corridor with intent to complete a continuous sidewalk network on
both sides of road.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Raritan Road and Shoprite Way Intersection:

Stripe a high-visibility crosswalk across the northern leg of the
intersection.

Upgrade traffic signals to include pedestrian countdown signals
and timing for pedestrians to clear the intersection.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Raritan Road and Lexington Avenue/Sunset Drive:

Consider installing high-visibility crosswalks with Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacons (RRFBs) and signage.

Install “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop” signs (W4-4P) on minor
approaches.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs
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Raritan Road between Mohican Place and Mohawk Drive:

Consider installing high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage. There are bus stops at James
Avenue and Mohawk Drive. Evaluate site lines as needed given
horizontal curves.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs

Raritan Road and Centennial Avenue/N. Stiles intersection:
Install hanging lane control signs over all approaches.

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Restripe dashed extension lines through the intersection to
guide left-turning vehicles.

Provide pedestrianaccommodationviasidewalksand crosswalks,
particularly in the east/west direction to provide access to the
Rahway River Parkway/Mohawk Park.

Hanging lane control signs are not necessary and just a luxury.

Dashed extension lines for left turns are necessary in all
directions, even from directions with one turn lane, so vehicles
do not obstruct the on-coming turning lanes (most issues are
from Stiles left turn to Raritan going too far forward towards
Centennial)

Add better pedestrian lighting along the corridor at corners,
especially where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Raritan Road between Commerce Drive and Summit Terrace:

Reduce EB direction to single lane with painted median where space
allows.

Will cause back-ups with people attempting to turn down Moen
which has an existing left turn lane. This is also the alternate route
for NB Parkway entrance when Raritan Road ultimately backs up to
Dewitt Terrace

Raritan Road and Highland Avenue:

Consider installing high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signhage to provide access to
Highland Avenue School.

Install pedestrian refuge island in median space created from
upstream left lane drop at Commerce Drive.

There is no need for a crosswalk, ped refuge island, and flashing
beacons at Highland Avenue. The opposing side Raritan Road
is Cranford light-industrial business area. Any kids coming to
school from the residential neighborhood on that side of Raritan
Road near Wood Avenue is crossing at Orchard Terrace where
there is a crossing guard posted during school hours. **Raritan
and Orchard could be a location for RRFB & hi-vis crosswalk**
Additionally, there is no sidewalk from Berlant Ave (Linden) to
Moen Ave (Cranford)

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs
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Raritan Road and Dewitt Terrace or Summit Terrace:

EB approach: Designate right lane as right-only and install
appropriate signage and markings on approach. (Dewitt and
Summit both provide access to W. St Georges Avenue/NJ 27 to
the south.)

Maintain single through lane in EB direction.

No objection, however, there will be excessive lane changing
(potential to be more hazardous) between the proposed left turn only
at Commerce Drive, proposed right turn only at Dewitt Terrace, and
existing Left/Straight at Moen Avenue

7th St (CR 601), Between Arlington Avenue and Berckman Street

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to ensure compliance
with ADA standards as needed.

To slow drivers along the corridor, consider speed tables or raised
intersections, or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Stripe edge lines to define travel and parking lanes.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

7th Street, Crescent Avenue, and Watchung Avenue intersections:

Evaluate if space and volumes permit/warrant the need for left
turn lanes on the 7th Street approaches to the Crescent and
Watchung Avenue intersections.

Stripe dashed extension lines through the intersection.

Stripe a high-visibility crosswalk on the west leg of the
intersection.

Test turning movements to define and narrow the Watchung
Avenue receiving lane on the west side of the intersection.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridors at corners, especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613), between west of Terminal Ave and Lawrence Street

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

To slow drivers along the corridor, consider speed tables or raised
intersections, or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Consider traffic signal preemption for emergency
vehicles.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways
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Westfield Avenue and Richard Street/Schindler Road intersection:

Install an RRFB with accompanying signage and high-visibility
crosswalks.

Add better pedestrian lighting along the corridor at corners,
especially where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing. Add
curb extensions and advanced warning pavement markings near the
RRFBs

Westfield Avenue and Kline Place or Bedford Street intersection:

Evaluate sight distance to horizontal curve at Lambert Street and
install high-visibility crosswalk with signage and RRFB to provide
access to Rahway Intermediate School and ball fields.

Add better pedestrianlighting along the corridor at corners, especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Westfield Avenue and St. Georges Avenue (NJ 27) intersection:

Evaluate existing Yellow Change Intervals (YCI)and Red Clearance
Intervals (RCI) to reduce red-light running and improve vehicle
reaction times.

Installhanginglane control signage onapproachestointersection
to delineate lane assignments and reduce confusion.

Stripe dashed extension lines through the intersection for left-
turning vehicles from Westfield Avenue/West Grand Avenue
onto St. Georges Avenue.

Consider reducing the curb radius of the SW corner of the
intersection to reduce turning speeds.

Add better pedestrianlighting along the corridor at corners, especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

West Grand Avenue between Irving Street and Elizabeth Avenue:

Install a high-visibility crosswalk with signage and RRFB at the trail
crossing.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs

West Grand Avenue and Bridge Street intersection:

Install an RRFB at the existing marked crosswalk with accompanying
signage and striping.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs

1st Ave/West Grand St (CR 610), Between Locust Street/CR 619 and NJ 27

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments
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Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39: 4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

1st Avenue and Poplar Street and Myrtle Street intersections:

Consider installing high-visibility crosswalks with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacons (RRFBs) and sighage to provide additional crossing
locations between Walnut Street and Linden Road (both existing),
which are approximately 3,200 feet apart. Crosswalks would be
located at/near Poplar Street Park and Harrison Field.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs

Grand Street and Bellevue intersection:

Consider installing high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide an additional crossing
location between Standish Street and EImora Avenue (both existing),
which are approximately 1,700 feet apart.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs

East Front St/Front St (CR 620), between Leland Avenue and Hunter Avenue

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Clearly define all statutory no-parking areas
(“daylighting”) with striping, signage and/or flexible delineators (i.e.
within 25 feet of a crosswalk or intersection, 10 feet of a hydrant, 50
feet of a stop sign, etc., as per N.J.S.A. 39:4-138).

To slow drivers along the corridor, consider speed tables or raised
intersections, or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways
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Front Street and Pineview Terrace intersection:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide an additional crossing
location between Sumner Avenue and Terrill Road (both existing),
which are approximately 2,300 feet apart.

Add better pedestrian lighting along the corridor at corners,
especially where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing. add
curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

Front Street and Hunter Street intersection:
Consider installing an intersection control beacon.

Install “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop” signs (W4-4P) on minor
approaches.

Scotch Plains takes no objection to the RRFB; however, we would ask
that you consider looking to put them at the Willow Ave and Farley
Ave intersections in lieu of Hunter.

Lake Ave (CR 655), between Oak Ridge Road and Country Club Boulevard

Safety Improvement Recommendations

APAC Comments

Corridor-wide: Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at all marked

crossings, checking placement and alignment.

To slow drivers along the corridor consider speed tables or raised
intersections or add chicanes

Corridor-wide: Inspect and repair sidewalks to comply with ADA
standards as needed.

Add painted bike lanes in shoulders - eliminate street parking in
residential areas where homes have driveways

Lake Avenue and Meadow Road intersection:

Consider installing one high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular
Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide access to Frank
K. Hehnly Elementary School.

Install pedestrian refuge island in existing painted median space.
North side may conflict with existing utility pole and manhole cover.

Install advance warning signage (W3-1) on Meadow Road for the
Lake Avenue and Meadow Road intersection.

Add better pedestrian lighting along corridor at corners especially
where there is a high number of pedestrians crossing

Lake Avenue and Stonehenge Terrace intersection:

Consider installing a high-visibility crosswalk with Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB) and signage to provide additional crossing
location between Oak Ridge Road and Cellar Avenue (both existing),
which are approximately 1,800 feet apart.

Add curb extensions and advance warning signs with the RRFBs.

APPENDIX E

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

143



APAC Meeting #4 Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

Lake Avenue and Rivervale Court intersection:

Consider roundabout/peanut roundabout concept at complex
intersection with multiple access points.

Countywide Policy Recommendation

Enforcement

Scotch Plains does not object to the County performing a study and
looking at a roundabout to improve the efficiency of this intersection.
The township would ask to be part of the final assessment process
and provided with copies of all studies and reports.

High-visibility Enforcement at Pedestrian Crossings

This should be a first priority

High-visibility Enforcement of Speeding

This should be a first priority

Education

Road Safety Audits (RSAs)

Include the TMAs as members of the audit taskforce.

NJ TRANSIT Safety Education Program

The TMAs have excellent Safe Routes to School safety programs.
They should be the school’s first priority to educate students.

Micromobility Rules and Safety Resources

MM use is increasing quickly. Make this a higher priority. What are
the County events where you want to do this? It is better to do this
training as a focus, not as an add-on. Ez Ride is hosting two virtual
evening webinars on e-bike safety on Dec 10 and 18th at 7 pm. Share
with the community, delivery workers, and County employees.

NJ Crossing Guard Training & Resources Program

Consult the SRTS Resource Center every two years to see if new
materials or findings have been developed. Do the training annually
for ALL guards. Supervisor should visit each site in the fall to check
guards and ensure they are using proper techniques.

Safety Training for County Staff

EZ Ride has safety materials and trainings we use with our shuttle
drivers.

Policy

Appropriate Speed Limit to Establish Safe Environment for All Users

Be sure to set the study up along a corridor and not too close to
signals or stop signs. Position of speed sign is very important to
capture good data.
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Complete Streets Policy

Should be highest priority. Aim to develop and adopt thisasap.EZ Ride
can provide templates and guide from NJDOT and recommendations.
Use all four checklists for new/redeveloped projects for concept,
prelim. engineering, construction, and maintenance. Encourage use
of quick build demo projects to test/assess and get public input.
Ez Ride can do these in partnership with UC County using NJTPA
materials. We did projects last year in Garwood, Red Bank, Teaneck
and Belleville.

Vision Zero Policy

Keep this as overriding goal. The CS policy is more important to
prioritize than VZ Policy.

Safety Task Force

Add EZ Ride (1), Aves in Motion (1), and 2 residents to the STF. Meet
1x a month.
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UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) Meeting #4 \\\l )
November 13, 2025

INTERNATIONAL

Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
Ricardo Matias, PE, County Engineer an Loomis, PE, CME, Cl , City Enginee
. Steven Rinaldi, PLS, PP, City Land Surveyor &
Bernice Dieter, PE, Assistant County Engineer "
Supervising Engineer

Community Engagement
Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP
Reya Singhi

Consultant Project Manager
John Federico, PE, PP, AICP
Carlos Bastida

Safety Planning/Engineering
Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP,
Marjoly De Leon, AICP
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INTERNATIONAL
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* Introductions

+ Schedule Update

+ HIN/Priority Corridors Update
+ Safety Strategies

* Next Steps

The main purpose of this Safe Streets for All (§S4A)
project is to improve roadway safety throughout
Union County. Specific goals:

I\V" Reduce the number of roadway fatalities and serious injuries
within Union County

‘)‘ 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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A
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Project Schedule

FALL \, WINTER \\\ SPRING ~\, SUMMER ™, FALL \\_ WINTER ™\, SPRING
2024 ,'/ 2024 /2025 // 2025 /2025 /,’ 2025 /2026
Stakeholder & Public Engagement Phase
Safety Analysis
Demographic Analysis
Project Prioritization
Safety Recommendations

Finalize Action Plan

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

#4 — November 2025
Review and gather feedback on safety recommendations

Meetin

W) [EEETE

INTERNATIONAL

High-Injury
Network
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= 5.year Crash Records (2018-2022)
= Based on KSI (Killed & Severely Injured) crashes
High-Injury Network = Uses “Sliding Window" process

Based on historic crash incidents = State/County roads (1-mile windows)
= Municipal roads (0.3-mile windows)

B A
9 1 4
Sliding Window

Process

I
1/10 Mile

e
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Final High-Injury Network (County Roads) Final High-Injury Network (Elizabeth Municipal Roads)

\ Pl ) urisdiction| % KSI | % Miles

prete o1 o0 4 tate (t00% (o1

Frowibesce ot A County (;'g:) (iii) ICounty (8258%) (451‘;’)
? f"gﬂﬁ’t lLocal (25126) (Ei::) ‘Local (4583%) (g;;') ‘
s = Total (;SS,) (752%5) Tl (gg;) (igf;) ‘

Warinanca

HIN Crash Corridor
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HIN Crash Corridor
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Source: NJDOT Safety Voyager 2018-2022, WSP . Fier ot A < SourcexNJDOT Safety Voyager 2018-2022, WSP [ e A

Priority
Corridors

High-Injury Network High-Risk Network VRU Generators

HRN Risk Scores
(lanes, speed,
intersections, ped

Geolocated public
input on driving,
walking, transit,

Cumulative points
based on proximity to
schools, parks, trails,
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(total KSI crashes

divided by segment and bike generators, (e G, ) (el biking, and
length) traffic volume, st‘;t;ons scootering within the
freight) study area
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Union County Top Priority Corridors Elizabeth Top Priority Corridors
| e

Municipal

HIN Rank

Road Name

1 South Broad St (CR 623) Elizabeth
Kenilworth Blvd/Galloping Hill Rd Cranford, Kenilworth,
2 (cr509) Union 1 North Ave
ot R 3 Morris Ave (CR 629) Elizabeth, Union 2 E Grand St
4 Wost Miton Ave (CR 648 Ramwa =
ke 2 3 Fairmount Ave
5 Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR617)  Kenilworth, Roselle Park
Ve & salem R Ave (CR 509 H i 4 Prince St
BERKELEY. lem Rd/Liberty Ave (( ) illside, Union -
T 7 North Martine Ave/Park Ave (GR 655)  Fanwood. Scotch Plains 5 Elizabeth Ave
\ 1»2‘ 7 8  South Avenue (CR 610) Garwood, Cranford 6 Catherine St
3 i ROSELLE - i
= 3 R 9 LocustStCR 618 Rwseltc.l?mlle Park, 7 Madison Ave
: (-’ G -, 10 Jersey AveWest Jersey St (CR 612) Roselle, Elizabeth 8 South 5th St/Summer St
g NG Vg\ AR R ) Division St
— R o T e 12 Pearl St (CR 614) Elizabeth 10 3rd Ave
316 onN 5/ 13 Park Ave (CR531) Piainfield
G 14 North Waod Ave (CR 617) Linden, Roselle
185 Raritan Rd (CR 607) Cranford, Clark, Linden
16 7th St (CR 601) Plainfield

Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield

7 Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613) Qarchanvoy -
% = 18 15t Ave/West Grand St (CR 610) Roselle, Elizabeth =z
w Muni 19 East Front St/Front St (CR 620) Plainfield, Scotch Plains w
o 20_Lake Ave (CR 655) Clark. Scotch Plains L.j’
= 5

Safety
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Safety Strategies Safety Improvement Projects

Two Types Infrastructure projects with safety countermeasures
» Physical treatments intended to reduce (or prevent) specific crash types

on b e 3

Physical Safety
Improvement
Projects

Policies/
Programs

Physical features - sidewalks, travel lanes Lighting
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INTERNATIONAL S

AAI R Vichacl Baker
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FHWA Proven Safety Countermeasures

ROADWAY DEPARTURE

Longitudinal Rumble
@m.,.,,.w, @c“ %m.i,,m,;...,:m @

Project Delivery Process

@ Roadside Design %
‘ - Icrr:‘::‘r";:-mnri at Median Barriers
g INTERSECTIONS Design/
U Department Reverenective QD Cormaor Access @ Dighirom Lones oh- Engi i
of Transporiation Borders Mamagemeat Inforsections 2g| neering fo) ti
lemic ication B o oncept .
e - @ Roundabout: oy %":.:‘.'F.i,..‘fffm% Planning Deve\oﬁ)ment Construction Mp.e rations/
e == oundabouts (i) S Bt aintenance
Engineering
- Final Design

Yollow Change
Intervals

PEDESTRIANS/BICYCLES
Rocianguior Rapia
Grosswaik visisiity
@ Enhancements ' Bicycle Lanes ;:!I!:Fh'i;!ﬂ Beacons
("BJ") tecaing pecestrian i e Podestrian Hybria
\H/ Interval and Suburban Areas Badosn

AA R Vichacl Baker
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Road Diets (Roadway
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General Improvements for HIN Corridors General Improvements for HIN Corridors

Rectangular Rapid
Flash Beacon (RRFB)

Traffic Slgnal Upgrades

Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPls) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)

WS LR MY WS|) [T

INTERNATIONAL Seiiis i INTERNATIONAL

NJ State Law prohibits parking within 25 feet of crosswalks or side streets.

High-Visibility Crosswalks 1 ADA upgrades - curb ramps, sidewalks

AR R Vichaol Bakor J Gl

INTERNATIONAL Seoriitsshemn INTERNATIONAL &
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General Improvements for HIN Corridors

Lane Edge Lines

Centerline

Rumble Strips

Speed Feedback Sign

General Improvements for HIN Corridors

=
Bus Stop Improvements.

Lighting

"6 sconcurans

o
S EE— oo Open e
L0 [ " Municigat Bounas s
o
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=
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Road Name

South Broad St (CR 623)
Renilworth Bivd/Galloping Hill Rd
(CR 509)

Morris Ave (CR 629)
West Milton Ave (CR 648)

Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR 617)
Salem Rd/Liberly Ave (CR 509)
North Martine Ave//Park Ave (CR 655)
South Avenue (CR 610

Locust St (CR 619)

Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612)
Magie Ave (CR 618)

Peari St (CR 61d)

Park Ave (CR 531)

North Waod Ave (CR 617)

Raritan Rd (CR 607)

7th St (CR 601)

Central Ave/Brant Ave/ Westfield
Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613)

15t Ave/West Grand St (CR 610)
East Front SY/Front St (CR 620)
Lake Ave (CR 655)

Michael Baker E_MM

INTERNATIONAL

Municipality

Cranford, Renilworth,
Union

Elizabeth, Union

Rahway

Kenilworth, Roselle Park
Hillside, Union

Fanwood, Scotch Plains

Garwood, Cranford
Roselle, Roselle Park,
Union.

Roselle, Elizabeth
Elizabeth, Union
Elizabeth
Plainfield
Linden, Roselle
Cranford, Clark, Linden
Plainfield
Clark, Rahway
Roselle, Elizabeth

Plainfield, Scotch Plains
Clark, Scoteh Plains.

South Broad Street (CR 623), Bayway to Rahway Avenue/Elizabeth Avenue

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Municipality(ies) Elizabeth
Mileposts 0.00-1.00
Functional Classification Minor Arterial
AADT 18.726

Truck Route No

SA FETY DATA

— TOTAL CRASHES*: 364  KSICRASHES": 9

‘7

TOP 3 CRASHTYPES*

= RN |

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Excessive Speeding

Conflct With Bike/
Scooter Riders

@ oo (€D

s

@ Trotnc Sigral Ungrades
@ Traffic Signal Preemption
@ Lighting Improvements
@ Edge Lines.

@ intersection Daylighting
@ Hign-Visibility Crosswalk
@ curbRamp Upgrades

@ sidewalk Repairs.

© Bus stop Upgrades

0 signal Operations
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L Painted Curb Extensions

2 Leading Pedestrian Interval

o

School Zone Markings/Signage

&

Advance Lane Control Signage

@

Intersection Line Extension

k2

Lane Reassignment

&

Centerline Extension

&

Lane Narrowing

@ Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon™

Corridor-wide Recommendations <) \
000000000 ) s
Z ®
o 14 16
u 12 2 v 15 16
Q.. A 10 = 10 & wgs @ 10
b v = iy
. i e
o 180 30 720 Feet 9 @ 1 TRANSIT Bus Stop
: Elizabeth s School
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Remaining HIN Corridors Safety Policies/Programs

* 19 other HIN corridors in Union County Non-infrastructure efforts to improve safety

* Safety recommendations will be distributed for review > Enforcennsnt & Edudationiae-the maih Rollcy,programn Yypes
* PDF summary sheets (similar to S. Broad Street)
* Excel document with more detailed recommendations

* Schedule
» Target distribution: by Wednesday, November 19 Crﬁ:;{n“:ésfird
* Comments due: by Wednesday, November 26 Training Program

LIVE_LOCAL NOW.
CROSSWALK ENFORCEMENT
NEAR BOULDER HWY. & TWAIN
- W EEAl Ll L

WS |) CEEEETER A

INTERNATIONA

INTERNATIONAL

WS [ETERE M

NJ TRANSIT Safety NJ TRANSIT,

Information Municipalities Annually
Policy/Program Lead Agency Recurrence Micromobility Rules and Union County, TMAs ® Annuall
Safety Resources Y. Y
Speed Enforcement Municipal PDs Annually As needed prior to
Enforcement at e ieD ® e Road Safety Audits (RSAs)  Union County _ corridor
Pedestrian Crossings Hieipa = Haly improvements
NJ Crossing Guard Training 1 2niciPal PDs, QO Annually

School Districts

Safety Training for County .
Staff Union County @@ Annually

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONA

AAI R Vichac! Bakor Bl

INTERNATIONAL
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Other Policies/Programs

Vision Zero Policy Union County Once

Safety Task Force Union County Er::e?ltixsuha?tgle; Q U ESTI o NS/ D Isc uss I o N
Complete Streets Policy Union County v c‘;zp;s"::ae .

SotssmoeSpeed  ion Gt QOO Asrssdes 20

Slow Streets Program Winierm By, ®® As needed IS PLENTY

Municipalities

SLOWER 1S SAFER

AAI R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL
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INTERNATIONAL

Room 1:
Corridors/Projects in...

1. Clark
. Cranford

Room 2: Room 3:
Corridors/Projects in... Countywide Safety
1. Elizabeth Countermeasure,

. Hillside Policy, & Program
s Recommendations
. Kenilworth

. Linden

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
APAC Feedback on VIRTUAL

Projects & Policies COMMUNITY
Community MEETING
Meetings

. Fanwood

* City of Elizabeth Meeting
Wednesday, December 3, 2025

= . . 110 : :
Finalize Project & WERIFROW| G
Policy Recommendations yout

. Garwood
. Plainfield . Roselle

. Roselle Park

. Rahway

.*. Union County Meeting
Tuesday, December 9, 2025
: PM

. Scotch Plains . Union

Draft & Final
Action Plan
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INTERNATIONAL

WS I )l Michael Baker |

INTERNATIONAL
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Focus Group Meetings Materials

Focus Group Meetings Summary

The project team facilitated five (5) virtual focus groups with
strategic partners and advocates who were either actively engaged
in or had a vested interest in Union County and the City of Elizabeth’s
transportation safety decisions.

See the key takeaways from all of the focus group meetings on Pg. 14.
Focus Group Highlights

Below are more detailed highlights from each focus group meeting.
General (1)

Safe Bike and Scooter Practices. Participants raised concerns and
highlighted the need to manage the growing use of e-bikes and
e-scooters across the County. While these modes of transportation
could be part of the solution, they have not yet been fully integrated
into existing infrastructure, creating unsafe conditions. The ideal
approach is to create designated spaces on streets to accommodate
all transportation modes. It was mentioned that the New lJersey
Bike and Walk Coalition (NJBWC) collaborates with communities to
address these concerns through education and training. Participants
also emphasized that rogue riders are much less dangerous than
rogue drivers.

Improving Pedestrian Safety. Participants highlighted the need
to enhance pedestrian safety throughout the County, including the
installation of crosswalk lighting and beacons and improved sidewalks.
Reducing car reliance could also help alleviate traffic congestion in
downtown areas in Roselle. Additionally, participants suggested rail-
to-trail projects, such as one that would connect Roselle and Elizabeth,
toimprove connectivity and provide more space for outdoor activities
and an alternative transportation mode.

School Busing. Participants raised concerns about whether school
districts should base busing decisions for children on safety and

APPENDIX E
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accessibility rather than distance. The Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
program provides infrastructure funding to improve safety and
encourage walking and biking to school. This approach could reduce
parents’ need to drive their children by addressing safety concerns.
Concerns were also raised about students feeling unsafe while
walking, particularly in areas near major routes like Route 1 & 9 in
Elizabeth, which was described as “a maze.”

Affordable Housing and Transit-Oriented Development (TOD).
Participants raised concerns about affordable housing. It was
noted that the 4th Round of Affordable Housing likely depends
on municipalities leveraging TOD and mixed-use developments to
meet affordable housing goals. This strategy focuses on significant
arterials for growth but raises concerns about congestion, as many
municipalities will rely on TOD. This highlights the need for better
alignment between transportation and housing goals to effectively
manage both growth and congestion.

General (2)

Pedestrians and Biking Safety Improvements. Pedestrians
expressed several key concerns and desires regarding pedestrian
safety and infrastructure, including the need for curb extensions,
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs), improved lighting at crosswalks
and around train stations, and high-visibility crosswalks, especially at
night. They also highlighted the importance of bike lanes and the use
of safety equipment, such as helmets, for bike and scooter riders to
ensure safer biking and scootering across Union County. Additionally,
it was emphasized that bike lanes could help reduce the presence of
delivery trucks by encouraging the use of cargo delivery bikes.

Education and Enforcement. Participants emphasized the need
to educate riders and drivers on the rules and regulations for riding
and driving. Many riders are unsure whether to be on the road or
sidewalk and ride with or against traffic. Educational efforts should
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focus on clarifying these rules to reduce confusion. A combination
of enforcement and education is essential to ensure safe rider and
driver behavior. It's equally important to educate drivers on how to
safely interact with micromobility users as it is to educate the riders
themselves.

Improving Connectivity and Transportation System. Participants
expressed a desire for more bike parking at transit stations and a
greater need for public bike and scooter share programs in Union
County to expand transportation options, especially for residents
without access to vehicles. They also highlighted the importance of
transit stations and stops to greenways and trails, both within the
County and regionally, to popular destinations like Newark. This would
help create a more interconnected transportation network, offering
seamless travel options. Such connections could encourage residents
to leave their cars at home for local trips and reduce dependence on
personal vehicles.

Street Design and Infrastructure. Stakeholders emphasized the
importance of redesigning complex intersections to make them
more intuitive and reduce jaywalking. Key recommendations included
shorter crosswalks, curb extensions, and more visible crossings to
enhance safety for all road users. They also identified specific areas,
such as St. George’s Avenue and the River Road Trail Crossing in
Rahway, where marked crosswalks are currently lacking and should
be added to improve pedestrian safety and visibility.

Truck Traffic and Rerouting Concerns. Participants stressed the
need to address the heavy truck traffic on Park Avenue in Scotch
Plains, particularly from the nearby quarry. Although rerouting trucks
to Terrill Road has been proposed, both roads are near middle schools,
raising concerns about student safety and the impact on efforts to
encourage biking to school.

Education
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Safety Around Schools. Participants raised concerns about safety
issues near schools, such as the absence of sidewalks, lack of bike
lanes, and lack of first—and last-mile connectivity for shorter school
commutes. They expressed a desire for high-visibility crosswalks and
safe pickup and drop-off zones.

Participants raised concerns regarding parents’ behavior around
school pick-up and drop-off zones, which has become a significant
issue in Union County, contributing to traffic congestion and safety
concerns. They noted that parents frequently drop off children in
unsafe locations and speed through crosswalks around the school.
While efforts to encourage parents to park further away and have
children walk have seen some success, ongoing attention is required.
Crossing guards in these areas encounter difficulties, especially when
parents fail to follow instructions, leading to unsafe conditions. The
congestion is further worsened by parents who double-park or drive
short distances despite living nearby.

Education and Enforcement. Participants highlighted that raising
awareness and educating children has been a key focus, with schools
activelyinvolvedinthese efforts. While bike educationisnotpartofthe
school curriculum in Linden, EZ Ride promotes safe riding practices
in the City. In Elizabeth, traffic officers have proactively provided
driver safety training, including effective hands-on demonstrations
like drunk driving simulations to educate the children. The City of
Elizabeth also passed a scooter ordinance mandating helmet use,
further reinforcing the importance of rider safety.

Municipalities (1)

Traffic and Behavior. Participants raised concerns about traffic
congestion and unsafe driving behaviors like running red lights and
speeding. Municipalities like Cranford and Elizabeth are addressing
these issues using tools like speed indicators and collaborating
with NJDOT to improve traffic flow and safety. However, pedestrian
visibility remains a challenge, particularly in areas like Scotch Plains,
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where driver impatience often leads to unsafe pedestrian conditions.
Local safety initiatives, such as installing Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons (RRFBs) in Cranford, have seen mixed results, highlighting
the need for continued enforcement and additional resources.

Safe Bike and Scooter Practices. Participants expressed concerns
about the rising number of crashes involving e-scooters and bikes,
particularly due to riders failing to stop at intersections. E-scooter
riders often use sidewalks and unexpectedly enter streets, reducing
their visibility and increasing crash risks. In response, some local
municipalities have proposed ordinances to regulate bike and scooter
use, including helmet requirements. The participants also emphasized
the need for rider education as the number of unregistered or
uninsured bikes and scooters continues to grow, leading to more
impoundments.

Safety Around Schools. Participants expressed concerns about
safety issues near schools, particularly contributing to severe
traffic congestion on Liberty Avenue. To address this, Hillside has
implemented one-way streets near schools, such as near Ola Edwards
Community School, and increased the number of crossing guards at
AP Morris Elementary School. This has also become a problem for
residents in the area, with parents sometimes blocking driveways
or sidewalks. While increased enforcement is seen as the most
effective solution, additional resources are needed. Participants also
suggested installing delineators on Liberty Avenue to narrow traffic
lanes and create a left-turn lane, which would help reduce congestion
during peak hours.

Crash Hot Spots. Participants identified several high-risk
intersections in Hillside, including the intersection of Liberty and
Hillside Avenue, which has seen at least 90 crashes in the past five
years. They also pointed out that Liberty Avenue and Long Avenue
require improvements, such as a dedicated left-turn lane or adjusted
signal timing. Participants also noted the sharp curve on Conant
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Avenue near Central Avenue creating visibility issues for the drivers.
Additionally, the traffic lights at North Broad Street and Lexington
Place often malfunction, disrupting the traffic flow for both Hillside
and Elizabeth residents. They also raised concerns about the
intersection of Dehart Place and W Jersey Street in Elizabeth, citing
crashes caused by poor visibility from cars parking too close to the
curb. Participants suggested solutions such as installing a striped
barrier and signage to prevent parking near the corner and extending
pedestrian crossing times with sensors.

Municipalities (2)
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Rahway. Participants identified traffic and pedestrian safety
concerns at two key locations. E Hazelwood Avenue, between
Woodbridge Road and Hart Street, faces heavy traffic and speeding.
While improvements like lane narrowing, shoulder striping, and speed
feedback signs have been made, they are all short-term solutions.
They emphasized a need for a mid-block crossing near the JFK Center
(Rahway Community Action Organization) to prevent jaywalking. The
intersection of Elizabeth and Jackson Avenues presents pedestrian
safety challenges due to a large development on the east side of
Elizabeth Avenue, which is expected to increase foot traffic in the
area. The participants emphasized the need for long-term solutions
like speed humps and stop signs for both intersections.

Berkeley Heights. Participants raised safety concerns on Mountain
Avenue and Springfield Avenue in the downtown area. Mountain
Avenue,withitsnarrowlanes,steepincline,deteriorated sidewalks,and
small shoulders, poses risks, especially near schools where speeding
and failure to slow down at crossings are common. Participants also
noted that development in the downtown area is out of sync with the
existing road design and infrastructure, leading to accessibility issues
to both the transit hub and shops.

Scotch Plains. Participants highlighted Cooper Road, a local road
connecting to a County route, as a significant concern with poor road
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Focus Group Meetings Summary (Cont.)

quality and faded striping, leading to confusion and unsafe conditions.
Participants also expressed concerns about tactical urbanism
measures implemented by private entities, which create a false sense
of security. They emphasized the need for long-term solutions to
improve pedestrian safety.

Roselle. A participant noted Chestnut Street in Roselle, a County road
with pedestrian and vehicular safety concerns, received a $2 million
federal improvement grant. The project will focus on two sections: E
1st to E 4th Avenue and E 10th Avenue to Jasper Street. While the first
section already has on-street parking and striping to enhance safety,
the second lacks these features, resulting in higher vehicle speeds
and pedestrian challenges. To improve pedestrian safety, planned
upgrades include shoulder painting, lane narrowing, and a mid-block
crossing with flashing beacons near Pinho’s Bakery.

Summit. A participant noted the limited effectiveness of flashing
beacons in the City, with only 50% of people using them, and the need
to move them occasionally as drivers become accustomed to them.
They suggested that increased lighting would be a more effective
long-term solution. The participant also highlighted that certain
corridors, like Morris Avenue, which has 13 signals in a two-mile
stretch, contribute to driver frustration and unsafe driving behaviors.

APPENDIX E
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Similar issues have been reported on North Avenue, South Avenue,
and Terrill Road in Scotch Plains, where poor signal coordination
affects traffic flow and driver behavior.

Safe Bike and Scooter Practices. Participants discussed the
challenges of implementing more protected bike lanes, particularly in
Garwood and Springfield, due to limited road space that conflicts with
on-street parking, two-way traffic, and truck traffic. One participant
mentioned that shared bike lanes (sharrows) implemented in Rahway
were not anideal solution but emphasized the need for drivers to treat
bikes as another mode of transport. Participants also noted a desire
for more e-bike enforcement, as they can reach vehicle speeds and
pose safety risks when ridden on sidewalks. Additionally, participants
encouraged educational campaigns in schools, in collaboration with
the TMA and police department, to promote safe scooter usage,
helmet requirements, and proper riding locations to address the rise
of scooters and electric vehicles.
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Focus Group Meetings Presentation

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH

N
SLF 02

Ricardo Matias, PE, County Engineer Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
Bernice Dieter, PE, Assistant County Engineer Steven Rinaldi, PLS, PP, City Land Surveyor &

Supervising Engineer

Focus Group Meeting

WS PA
January 2025 INTERNATIONAL
Consultant Project Manager Safety Planning/Engineering Community Engagement

John Federico, PE, PP, AICP Anthony Durante, AICP, RSP1 Courtenay Mercer, AICP, PP

AAI R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL

1. Introductions

2. Project & Safe Streets for All
Overview

3. Equity and Safety Analysis
4. Next Steps
5. Discussion

Hello, my
name ls...

wsp e

INTERNATIONAL
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Focus Group Meetings Presentation (Cont.)

= What’s working? 7, 4 * To gather valuable insights on key
&_ \ \ I e transportation and safety issues,
* What could be improved? i i their impact on your organization,
. A and the priorities of your
= Vision for the future... I i B Ny — stakeholders.
& , i & s == o
What s your vision for gettm_g N .l _1 * Engage in meaningful discussions
around Union County safely in & A ~- s to share ideas and address
the future?

concerns, promoting safe,

equitable, and accessible streets
for all.

Safe Streets for All Action Plan Safe System Approach - Principles

Union County, in collaboration with the City of Elizabeth, is initiating the Union
County Safe Streets for All (§S4A) Action Plan Project to improve roadway
safety throughout the County.

USDOT has adopted the Safe

UNION COUNTY

Reduce the number of roadway
|‘~s. 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 strategies and priority projects

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
AR So ful LD s M

APPENDIX E

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

System Approach as the guiding
framework to address roadway
safety:

SAFE
- Design for human mistakes/limitations SYSTEM
=> Prevent deaths and serious injuries

-> Shared responsibility among stakeholders
=> Proactively identify and address safety risks
- Redundancy is critical

m APPROACH
) ()
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Focus Group Meetings Presentation (Cont.)

5 Elements of Safe System Approach Project

Scope

o’b‘ﬁ\iﬁé\ Safer Road Users @ Forson Survives the Cottision @ resunsina Fauaiy

ok + Data cnllgcﬂon-
ARRRARRRARARRR Systemwide i
5 * Project Selection -

%'\ ﬂ R ﬁ k ﬂ ﬁ ﬂ R ﬁ é?r/r%%frzt}ildentiﬁed

@ @ Safer Vehicles

m Safer Speeds

. in the map
A Safer Roads Source - ITE
i The risk of death for pedestrians increases substantially as the
_n Post-Crash Care impact speed increases. From 2013-2022, 22% (1,338) of New o I & Ui
Jersey's roadway fatalities were speeding-related. 4 Municipal Boundary

il —— civorsizabern -
2 Union County e
=

Minority Population Low Income

62.4% i | 23.4% 03
% '@ / g

Households by Vehicles Available

o

Limited English Proficiency ‘Age Composiion by County

Equity & Safety
Analysis

Population with a Disability

m 9y

Female Population

Age 517 Years

—_— — ——— [ 208% D # 50.7%

gh s Source - NJTPA Equity Analysis
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Crash Data Overview - Union County

All Crashes 10-Year Trend
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Crash Hotspot w
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o
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e

el SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

- SURVEY! ]
= Winter:

(,@ i EN cu ESTA! Focus Group & Survey Outreach Activities

\

out h Activitl H Early Spring: ‘Cx
N —— SHISTET S utreach Activities High Injury Network th
Your Input! tu opinion! * Online Survey & Map Priority Infrastructure Projects

Help improve STREET Ayuda a mejorar la SEGURIDAD Help spread the word? Draft Recommendations & Refinement

SAFETY in Union County by VIAL en el Condado de Union = 9

taking the survey and participando en la encuesta y . Late sPrlng/Farly Sl.lmmer. e iy

mapping your ideas! marcando tus ideas en el mapa. Draft Plan & Final Outreach Activities

i S T e, MR

Take the Survey Here | Realice la Encuesta Aqui

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
L LY

AR R ichaol Baker

INTERNATIONAL
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= What’s working? = ] 4 \ I j
= What could be improved? & e A =
= Vision for the future... i N - SN ——3

o = What'’s your vision for getting .\ "
around Union County safely in ? = ~ & ‘1‘
the future? v / : \ /
® QUESTIONS © . 2

vV
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Survey & Map Materials

Survey & Map Screenshots

APPENDIX E

|\ English v |

UNION COUNTY

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
x| (L) i MR

We would like to hear about your experiences using the
streets in Union County. Your input will help develop
strategies to make the streets safer for all.

And as a thank you for your time, at the end of the survey, you will
have the chance to enter a raffle for a chance to win a $25 Visa
gift card.

About the Project:

Union County and the City of Elizabeth are creating a Safe
Streets for All {SS4A) Action Plan to make roads safer, lower
the number of traffic deaths, and improve mobility and quality
of life for everyone who travels in our community. The plan
will recommend policies and identify key projects throughout
the County and in Elizabeth to help make our streets safer for
all road users. For more information, visit
https:/fucnj.org/safe-streets/

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Nos gustaria conocer su experiencia al usar las calles del
Condado de Union. Sus comentarios ayudaran a desarrollar
estrategias para hacer las calles mas seguras para todos.

Y como agradecimiento por su tiempo, al final de la encuesta
tendrd la oportunidad de participar en un sorteo para tener la
oportunidad de ganar una tarjeta de regalo de $25.

Acerca del Proyecto:

El Condado de Union y la Ciudad de Elizabeth estéan creando
un Plan de Accion de Calles Seguras para Todos (SS4A) para
hacer que las carreteras sean mas seguras, reducir el niimero
de muertes por accidentes de trafico y mejorar la movilidad y
la calidad de vida de todos los que viajan en nuestra
comunidad. El plan recomendara politicas e identificara
proyectos clave en todo el Condado y en Elizabeth para
ayudar a hacer nuestras calles mas seguras para todos los
usuarios de las vias. Para mas informacion, visite
https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/.

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)

How often do you travel in Union County? How do you want to get around Union County in the future? (Rank the items below from 1 to 4, with 1 being "Most Desired" and 4 being

"Least Desired")
O Daily or almost daily

O Several times a week !

O Several times a month !

() Several times a year S e S e S R S s s S L e s R R R R S e e L s s
O Never I'd like to walk more
( ¢« ";‘ 4 =y i1 I'd like to bike/scooter more

. .

I'd like to drive more

Which of the following do you use MOST when you travel in Union County? (choose your top 2)
I'd like to take transit more

[ walking

[ Wheelchair/Mobility Scooter

[] Bike/Scooter/Other Personal Wheeled Transport™ ‘
O car
[[] Taxi or Ride-Share (Uber/Lyft)

[ Shuttle Bus

D Senior Bus/Paratransit How safe do you feel when using the following types of transportation in Union County? (Rate your answers on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being
“Very Safe” and 5 being “Very Unsafe”)

[] Bus Very Safe Neutral Very Unsafe

O Train 1 2 3 4 5

[] Other (describe below) Walking

If vou selected "ather” above please describa: Bike/Scooter

**If you selected bike/scooter above, what do you primarily ride? (choose up to 2)

Gl O FEN C© e
BN O FEN C &
@l O [FEN O @
O O [FGN O |NE
O Kol ) NeM

Car
] Regular Bike
Bus
[ Electric Bike (E-Bike)
e
[ Scooter -

[ Electric Scooter (E-Scooter)

[] Skates

[] Skateboard
[J Hoverboard
[0 segway

[] Other (describe below)
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)

’ Map It! (Optional)

|
|

AVon gy Ironbound
Clinton Ave

Irvington

LLING;
e

Are you interested in using our interactive map tool to show us
the places in Union that you think are unsafe, unpleasant, or
need to be improved?

O Yes, | love maps!

O No, skip it

‘. ®< i ) =
Ripe ELLL s ;Pa\‘"

A S

RICHMOND

GRANITENILLE
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)

Green Village

Map It! (Optional)

What concerns do you have when
traveling around Union County?

Show us the places in Union County that you think are unsafe.

unpleasant, or need to be improved «

+ You can turn on satellits imagery by expanding the legznd in
: the upper right-hand corner of the map and checking
MapTilerSatellite under Basemaps;
Clickor the relevant colored box belaw: ol
Click the location where you would ke to pin your
response;

Long Hill
L ) Herkeley

= You can move the map with your mouse or finger;
Heights.

You can zoom in using your mouse or the buttons on the top
left of the map; and

After you place a pin, you will be able to share more details
sbout yaur experience with the location. =

—

Gillette

You can place as many pins as you'd like!

If you us the same device/browser as your original response, you can
return to the survey/map later to add mor pins.

€l

Watchung

=)

o
o

Click the right arrow below to skip or
Green Brook

complete the map tool > Pl
W iaf
i 2

S— -~ Dunellen

& Middlessx
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Chatham [~ Seton Hall Universly (737 Vi
% & w BT
o) g ” Newark
& Maplewood
Irvingt A Ironbound
Siitbars rvington Wy A renbount
e Sy,
\ s
| - o @ _
5 LB e oy

®aw
Union
Safe Stres 2ct Area/Sofe Streets for All Project Area

L o @
Elizabeth

Cranford 03 &

Scotch Plains

Plainfield ¢
/94 @
£
= %
< s
%
West Carteret o
3]
South Plainfield
aveR Carteret

FrashkillsRark
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)

Walking

What concerns do you have walking at this location?
(choose up to 3)

[[] carsytrucks run red lights/stop signs

[] carsytrucks don't yield to pedestrians

[ Conflicts with bike/scooter riders

[[] Crosswalks are missing or poarly maintained

[[] Excessive speeding by cars/trucks

[ Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to walk through

[ Itis hard to see cars approaching

[] Other people make me feel unsafe walking here
(personal safety)

[[] Pedestrians are not given enough time to cross the
street

[] Pedestrians have to cross too many lanes/too far

[] Pedestrians with accessibility challenges have
difficulties

[ Poor lighting

[] sidewalks are missing or poorly maintained

[[] Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe walking here
[] Upkeep and cleanliness

[[] vehicles double park

[] Other (describe below)

Tell us about your experience with the location.

./. .\.
| DELETE @ |
\ A

Biking & Scooter X

What concerns do you have biking or scootering at this
lecation? (choose up to 3)

[ carsftrucks don't yield to cyclists

[] Excessive speeding by cars/trucks

[] Imprave the upkeep and cleanliness of existing bike
lanes

[] Incomplete bike lane connections/need cohesive bike
network

[ Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to bike through

[ 1tis hard to see cars approaching

[ Needs bike lanes {painted, separated, and/or
protected lanes, etc.)

[[] Needs bike parking and storage (bike racks, lockers,
etc)

[] Meeds bike accommodations at an intersection (bike
traffic signal, bike box, etc)

[[] Other people make me feel unsafe riding here
(personal safety)

[] Pedestrians often overlook bike lanes when crossing
[ Poor lighting

[ Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc.)

[] Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe riding here
[[] Vehicles double park

[[] Other {describe below)

Tell us about your experience with the location.

' .\.
| DELETE W |
', S

b

Driving x

What concerns do you have driving at this location?
(choose up to 3)

[[] Confusing or hard-to-navigate intersection (hard
angles, or 5-corners, etc.)

[ cConflicts with bike/scooter riders

[] conflicts with jitneys/buses

[] Excessive speeding by cars/trucks

[[] Faded or missing pavement markings

[[] Feels unsafe/difficult to turn on/off the street
[J Flooding

[[] Hard to see pedestrians crossing or other vehicles

[[] Improve traffic flow by introducing one-way streets or
additional routes

[] Intersection feels unsafe or difficult to drive through
[[] Meeds a traffic signal or stop sign

[] Pedestrians not using the crosswalk (jaywalking)

[ poer lighting

[ Poor road conditions (potholes, paint worn, etc)

[[] Too many driveways

[[] Too much traffic makes me feel unsafe driving here
[] vehicles double park

[[] other (describe below)

—
| DELETE W |
. A

Transit x

What concerns do you have about taking public transit
from this location?

[[] Desire for more transit amenities (shelters, benches, trash
cans, etc)

[] Desire for dedicated bus lanes

[[] Difficult for people with mohility challenges to access
transit

[[] Missing or poorly maintained sidewalks/access to transit
stop

[] Needs bike parking and storage (bike racks, lockers, etc.)

[[] Other people make me feel unsafe waiting here (personal
safety)

[ Poor lighting
[[] Poor or missing signage about transit service

[J Too much traffic makes waiting feel
unsafe/uncomfortable

[[] other (describe below)

Tell us about your experience with the location.

s T \
| DELETE @ |
. :
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)

Is there anything else you'd like to share with us about your concerns or ideas to improve travel around Union County

Tell us about yourself. (Optional)

‘We'd like to know a little bit about you, so we understand who we are reaching. All data will be reported anonymously.

Are you willing to answer a few questions to help us learn who is taking our survey?

O Yes
O No

(e >

Tell us about yourself. (Optional)

All of your answers are confidential. Feel free to skip any questions you don't feel comfortable answering or scroll to the end of the page to

submit your survey.

‘What is your home ZIP code?

‘What is the ZIP code where you work? (if applicable)

What is the ZIP code where you attend school? (if applicable)

‘Which race/ethnicity best describes you? (Choose all that apply)
[[] American Indian or Alaska Native
[ Asian or Asian American
[] Black or African American
[] Hispanic or Latino
[] Native Hawailan or other Pacific Islander
[J White or Caucasian

[ Prefernot to say

‘What is your age?
(O 17 or Younger
O 18to24
O 25t029
(O 30to34
() 35t039
O 40to24
O 45t049
O 50tes4
Q 55t059
() 60to6a
O 65t069
O 70to74
(O 750rOlder

(O Prefer Not to Say

Do you own or have access to a personal vehicle?
O Yes
O No

O Prefer not to answer

‘What is your gender?
(O Female
O male
O MNon-Binary/Third Gender
() Prefer to Self-Describe

(O Prefer Not to Say

‘What is your total household income?

(O Lessthan $24,999

(O $25000t0 534,999

(O $35000t0 549,999

(O $50,000t0 $74.959

() $75.000t0 $97.959

(O $100,000t0 $149,997

(O $150.000t0 $199.999

(O $200,000 or more

(O Prefer Not to Say

TN
[ & I
b AN
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Survey & Map Screenshots (Cont.)
Stay in Touch! Share the Survey!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! Would you like to leave your email to enter the raffle* and/or sign up for project Help spread the word about the survey. Ask your friends and family to share their ideas on how to transform our streets to serve people of all

updates? ages and abilities better.

Ye \ p
o = [ GShareDnFatebuok H X ShareonXx “ mShareunLinkedln J

OND

& e N
Raffle Entry [ & )
[ N i

Four (4) participants will be awarded one (1) Visa gift card valued at $25. Survey respondents must provide their email addresses to qualify for the gift
card raffle.

The four (4) winners will be randomly selected and notified via email by February 15, 2025. If winners do not respond te the notification email within 7
days, the Union County Safe Streets for All project team reserves the right to select an alternate winner.

0 Share on Facebook ‘ [ X ShareonX ] [ m Share on Linkedin

-

‘/V \‘ 14 \
| ] | ]
(e)( > ¥

Stay in Touch!

‘What is your email?

How would you like us to use your email? (check all that apply)

[] Enterfor achance to win a Visa gift card”

[ sign up for updates about the project
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Pop-Up Materials
Pop-Up Cubes

Union Township Pop-Up Event

MAP ITI | [Traza el mapal

Use a NUMBERED sticky dot to
mark any concerns or ideas to

Improve travel In your mejorar el entu

Daéa Sources: EFA NHDFIus,
Open Dk, RJTRANSIT,

N Cffice of GIB, and U3 Genus.

Usa un punto adhesivo NUMERADO para
marcar cualquier preocupacién o idea para

‘Which of the following do you use MOST when you travel In Unlon County? (Seiect 1on tan shaices]
Cuil de los sigulentss utiliza MAS cuando viaja en el Condado de Unlon? (€ sus 2 opciones principales)

‘Wiallc | Caminata I Car | Autodvil
Silla do ruedas/Seontor de
mavilidad

Bus | Autobds Train | Tren

How do you want te get around Union County in the future?
4Cémo le gustaria desplazarse por el Condado de Unlon en el futuro?

Tdlike towalk wors  Falike to ra
Me gustaria caminar més Mo gustaria andar en bisicleta Mo gustaria conducirmas Mo gustaria utilizar el
a patinets mis. tramsporte piibliea mis
Most Desired
‘Mas Deseado

Least Desired
Menas Dessado

How safe do you fes! when using the following types of transportation in Union
mlihllmnullulhillulurlu tipos de an ol

ll Unien?

llwnomr

“Iﬁ!ﬂhm\ul Duhhﬂhndulr

Mwm !II!!

Very Unsafe
Muy Inseguro

'r) s
.
"

]

Traln \m

Id Township Pop-Up Event

MAP IT! | [Traza el mapal

Use a NUMBERED sticky dot to Usa un punto adhesivo NUMERADO para
mark any concerns or ideas to marcar cualquler preocupacion o idea para
improve travel in your community.  mejorar el transporte en tu comunidad.

APPENDIX E

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

MAP ITI | {Traza el mapal

‘Write the number of the
dot placed on the map
and your concama or

Ideas on a sticky nota.

Escriba el niimero del punto
colocada en 6l mapa y sus
Iinquistudes o ideas an una
nota adhesiva.

Share your experiences,
concerns, and ideas about
travellng In and around
Union County.

Comparte tus experiencias,
preocupaciones e ideas sobre
el transporte dentro y alrededor
del Condado de Unlon.
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Pop-Up Cubes (Cont.)

ABouT SAFE STREET FOR ALL Sare System APPROACH | ENFOQUE DE SISTEMA SEGURO
SoBRE CALLES SEGURAS PARA ToDos 11 Coury 5 0 e Systm Approach o miigse ) Coneaco ek nfoge de St Sgar e g g

oBway satety isks for &l resioents. SgUAAEE vish para 1od0s los resklentes.
The Sate Systom Appromch s 5 way to make ronds safer oy Enfeque de Slelema Seguro oo una manerm de haesr Ios carars mis
e

bulding sevaral kayers of protaction to prevent orashas and reduca para preveri
serious injusfes 81 deaths if they do happen. This method, wicely aceidentes y reducl lesines graves y muertes 5| estos ocurren, Este métods,
e in the transportation fiele, treats safey as shared by amplaments consldera la
averyoneinvolved—sirivers, cycksts, pedestrians, ung il tecdus los inveicredos: conduct
traneportation provicers, and palicymakers. sicistas, peatoncs, diseRadores viakes, Frveedares g6 TANAONE Y kgisadores.
It rocognizes that pocle maks Mistakss whils d iking, or quetas ermores caminano
DI 817 Wk 10 prevent these andan en i PAA @¥taY quB 5t BTTES CAUSEN MUBES ¥
and seiious injury. By i nifying and fudng gaps in the lesiunes graves. Al ldentilcar y comegl los defidensias en ka red de ansporta,
transgoriatian netwark, sither traugh changss in road design o ya sena iravés e cambios en e discfa vial o actualizaciones de palficas, of
polley updates, the Safe Systom Approach aims o sreate safer Sagum ousca crear para oo
streets for al.

SAFE SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION | IMPLEMENTACION DEL SiSTEMA SEGURO

Promting sate snd reepcnslbia drving and beaswor
for eustysine Using the raads snd ereating corditions
that put the safety of all rad users first, mcluding

B those who walk, bise, drive, use public transi, or
hacer las carreteras mis seguras, travel In other ways.

Pramaver ¥ gm0y

AFB 10006 106, LSUAIGS 06 165 WAk GrOar SONdICANGS quD
oricen 15 s ian de 0dos 108 USUSIIOS Visles, INEYENG0 &
quienes carmtan, antan en biviokta, oonducen, ulilzan &
transgarta piico 56 dosplzan do atras mANaras,

Incrensing the availaaility of vehicle systerns. and

foatures that reduss the shances of srashes and

Iessan the impact on beh peaple Inside and

Kev omjecTivs oF THE 554A Action PLan: outside the vahiie.

OpueTivos cLave DEL PLan pe Accion SS4A: Ensouraging safor spoeds on all raads. by embining
ThugNTul and fa OGO designe that T tha a1oa,

SENing Spprennits sased Bs, prVISING tBegeled

edusation, runnirg eutrench eampsigns, and alirands i igncidn y

enforcing speed rules. This approach aims 1o create hacienco cumolit ks narmas ce velocidad, Este enfoqus busca

s8fer conditiars for Evaryone LEing the rosd. eresr condiciones Es SegLIES para todos e USUEIC O 188 Yiss.

#umentar i disponi/lidad da sistamas y caractaristicas
wehlculares qus reducen lss probablidades de sccidentes y
nuiyen o impacta tanto en las personss dentro cono fuera
del vehloulo,

Fomentar yelosidades més soguras en todas (as vins sambinando
disaias vialés Sonsidaracios y JUstos Gus 64 Adagtan &l drea,
it
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Elizabeth Pop-Up Cubes (Cont.)

‘Which of the following do you use MOST when you travel In Clty of Ellzabeth? (Seiect 160 two choices)
Cuil de los sigulentes utiliza MAS cuando viaja en Ia Ciudad de Elizabeth? (Eja sus 2 opcienes principales)

Walk | Caminata ] Car | Automdvil
Silla de ruodas/Seostor de
maviiidad
o e Ride Shar (Uber Shuttie Bua/Senlor Bus | Atobiin Train | Tren

How do you want to get around City of Elizabeth in the future?
4Céma le gustaria desplazarse por la Ciudad de Elizabeth en el futuro?

P like fo walk more
gustaria

Loast Desired
Menas Deseado

T'd like to
Me|

How safe do you feel when using the types of in City of
mihmudmumrmm-nh-ﬁmudmnmv

B e mm  E

£ & e mm =

Very Safe
Muy Seguro

Very Unsafe
Muy Inseguro

MAP [T | [Traza el mapal
Use a NUMBERED sticky dot to
mark any concerns or ideas to

Usa un punto adhesivo NUMERADO para
marcar cualquier prescupacién o idea para
tu

Improve travel in your

meorar el

APPENDIX E

Escriba el niimero del punto
colocado en el mapa y sus
inquistudes o ideas en una
nota adheshva.

Share your experiences,
concerns, and ideas about
traveling In and around City
of Elizabeth.

Comparte tus experiencias,
preocupaciones e ideas sobre
el transporte dentro y alrededor
de |a Cludad de Ellzabeth.
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Elizabeth Pop-Up Cubes (Cont.)

roadway users, we can make our strests safer for everyone.

graves en nuestras i idad y calidad d

Key omjecTives oF THE SS4A Action Puan:
Osienivos cLAVE DEL PLan oE Accion SS4A:

%1
F-Y-¥3

ABouT SAFE STREET FOR ALL
SoBRE CALLES SEGURAS PARA ToDos

Union Conty and the City of Elizabeth are creating a Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Action Plan funded by the US.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) to develop a holistic, well-defined stra prevent roadway fatalities and
serious Injuries within the city and mitigate roadway safety risks for all residents. This requires a partnership
between the government, law enforcement, community groups,

nd you - those whao use the roads every day

The Action Plan aims to make roads safer, lower the number of deaths snd serlous Injurles on our roadways,
and improve mability and quality of fife for everyone wha travels in cur community. By prioritizing mability for alt

in de Acclén de Calles Seguras para Todos
SDOT) para desarrollar una
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policia, grupas com v 1l - quienes usan las carreteras todos los dias.

E1 Plan de Accion busca hacer las carreteras més seguras, reducir ol nimero de musrtes y lesiones.

ida para todos |05 que viajan en nuestra comunidad
Al priorizar |a mvilidad para todos los usuarios de |a via, podemos hacer nuestras calles més seguras para todos.

-
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Take THE FuLL SURVEY!

iReALiceE LA ENCUESTA
COMPLETA!

https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/
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Elizabeth Pop-Up Cubes (Cont.)

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
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Community Meeting Materials

Union County Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments

For the Union County community meeting, participants joined two municipality-based breakout rooms to discuss recommended safety
improvement projects and a third breakout room focused on the draft policy framework. In Breakout Rooms 1 and 2, the project team reviewed
each proposed project, and participants were directed to an online survey that displayed individual project sheets and included a comment box
to collect feedback. Breakout Room 3 did not use the survey and instead focused on discussion of Countywide safety improvement strategies
and policy recommendations.

The table below presents comments received from participants at the Union County community meeting.

Breakout Rooms 1 & 2: Draft Recommendations on Proposed Projects

South Broad Street (CR 623), between Bayway and Rahway/Elizabeth Avenue

No comments

Kenilworth Blvd/Galloping Hill Rd (CR 509), between Riverside Drive and “Five Points”, Walton Ave/Tucker Ave/Chestnut Street/
Delaware Ave

Road Diet and Bike lanes - YES PLEASE!

If the concept of a road diet is not received by the community, does the project have an alternative which would help to reduce speeding
along the Boulevard?

Morris Ave (CR 629), between Westfield Avenue and North Avenue

No comments

West Milton Avenue (CR 648), between Pierpont Street and the Rahway River Path

No comments
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Union County Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR 617), between NJ 28 and US 22

| fully support improving Faitoute/Michigan Avenues.

| was happy to see that in some high-injury areas, the recommendation is a “road diet,” which reduces the road area available to drivers.
However, overall reductions in road infrastructure (more dead-ends, pedestrian plaza conversion, pavement removal) do not seem to be
considered as techniques for reducing vehicle-caused killings and injuries, even though they are quite an obvious remedy. | suspect they
would be cheap to implement, would lower road maintenance costs, and would be popular with residents.

The stakeholders list mentioned at the beginning of the December 9 presentation seems fairly comprehensive because it includes all
users of roads. But it actually omits a big group of stakeholders -- people who are non-users of roads because they are too dangerous.
Many of us are forced to “help” keep those KSI rates down by abstaining from walking or biking around the neighborhood. This is a daily
cost absorbed every day, imposed by through-traffic drivers with no real awareness of their behavior or limitations besides slightly
lower speed limits in some places. There is a phenomenon known as the “Braess paradox” (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Braess%27s_
paradox) in which drivers often do not even benefit from additional through-routes -- overall travel times can paradoxically increase.

More specifically for this Project: | recently moved to this section of Faitoute Ave, near the Aldene school. It seems to be a major oversight
that a County through-road cuts a park in half right beside an elementary school, on a half-mile stretch which is fronted almost 100%

by residences. Isn’t a high proportion of residential road frontage actually quite common among the high-injury network sections more
generally?

| would suggest that the raw data (measurements, survey, etc.) discussed by the presenters be released for download on a public archive.
This would make it easier to discuss questions like this and their implications. Thank you so much to the team behind this work. We are
very fortunate to have such meticulous analysts guiding policy recommendations to improve our County’s road safety!

Salem Rd/Liberty Ave (CR 509), between NJ 82 and Bloy Street
No comments
North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655), between NJ 28 and US 22

No comments
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Union County Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

South Avenue (CR 610), between Lincoln Avenue and MP 6.294, Parkway Overpass

Speed limit reduction necessary.
LPIs are greatly needed.

Consider a wider triangle-shaped crosswalk on High Street. Many people do not stay within the crosswalk because they turn east
towards River and Rail, not using the ADA ramp. Make all ADA ramps guide all users to the crosswalk, not towards the center of
intersections. Most ramps require wheelchair users or people pushing strollers to go straight towards the intersection, then turn to
stay in the crosswalk.

Locust St (CR 619), between 4th Avenue and W Roselle Avenue

Recommending PHBs or RRFBs on both sides of the trestle and W. Webster, as well as on W. Lincoln and W. Roselle.

Speed Feedback Signs would be helpful in this stretch of corridor because if at 5 Points you catch the green light at W. Colfax, you're
easily doing 40-45 by the time you hit the train station and school. And high-visibility crosswalks don’t work. People are idiots. They fly
right through them, and cops sitting at the train station are on their cell phones, so they don’t see it and therefore do nothing. How do |
know, I've seen it myself, and I've had to get out of my car to walk kids across the street. Sad but true.

Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612), Between Bellevue Street and Cherry Street

No comments

Magie Ave (CR 618), between Shelley Avenue/Conant Avenue and North Avenue/NJ 439

No comments

Pearl St (CR 614), between Route 1 and Washington Avenue

No comments

Park Ave (CR 531), between County Border and 5th Street/NJ 28

No comments

North Wood Ave (CR 617), between Uncas Avenue and US 1

No comments

Raritan Rd (CR 607), between Central Avenue and Summit Terrace

No comments

7th St (CR 601), Between Arlington Avenue and Berckman Street

No comments




Union County Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613), between west of Terminal Ave and Lawrence Street

No comments

1st Ave/West Grand St (CR 610), Between Locust Street/CR 619 and NJ 27

No comments

East Front St/Front St (CR 620), between Leland Avenue and Hunter Avenue

No comments
Lake Ave (CR 655), between Oak Ridge Road and Country Club Boulevard

No comments

Miscellaneous Union County Community Meeting Comments

My comments are not for this street only; they’re for all the streets involved in this project. First of all, | think this project will be of help
to our community.

In my opinion, #16, #18, and extending the sidewalk for pedestrians will help in keeping our community safer.

My only concern is with #11. In my experience, some drivers can be very impatient, and once they learn that an intersection keeps all
lights on red for a few seconds, it might encourage them to run the red light. This will increase the chances of a collision, the opposite
of what we want. With this, I'm not saying #11 is a bad idea; I'm just wondering if impatient drivers have been taken into consideration.
Anyway, thanks for your hard work.

Breakout Room 3: Countywide Safety Strategies and Policy Recommendations

In the third breakout room of the Union County Community Meeting, participants focused on discussing Countywide safety
improvement strategies and policy recommendations. The comments in the table below summarize their discussion.

Participants discussed recommendations from the Statewide Target Zero Commission, including proposed revisions to Title 39. They noted
the need to raise the current traffic-volume threshold that limits speed hump installation on roads carrying more than 3,000 vehicles per
day and to expand criteria for where bike lanes can be installed.

Participants recommended that Union County policies mirror State safety policies and emphasized the importance of aligning County
actions with statewide initiatives.

Participants highlighted pedestrian sensing and red-light delay technology, noting installations along Route 1in Elizabeth where no pedestrian
fatalities have occurred this year. They encouraged broader use of this technology on other corridors.
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Participants raised concerns about hesitation to install pedestrian infrastructure on County roads, particularly pedestrian refuge islands.
They cited the refuge island at the North Avenue crossing near the Cranford train station as a successful example and expressed interest in
seeing similar treatments elsewhere.

Participants asked whether the County has a clear policy stance that supports pedestrian infrastructure. They expressed support for more
curb extensions, pedestrian safety treatments, and expanded bicycle infrastructure.

Participants noted that the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) has not met in two years and emphasized the need for more consistent
convenings and opportunities for public engagement. They highlighted Road Safety Audits (RSAs) as an effective way for residents and
technical staff to jointly evaluate corridors and stressed the importance of connecting RSAs to funding pipelines.

Participants opposed the ban on e-bikes in parks, noting that parks function as part of the transportation network. They expressed concern
that banning e-bikes forces riders onto roadways that lack adequate bicycle infrastructure.

Participants asked whether Springfield Avenue would receive edge line striping and encouraged the County to consider narrower lane
widths, including testing 10-foot lanes on a pilot roadway to evaluate safety outcomes.

Participants discussed bicycle connectivity opportunities in Cranford, referencing existing bike lanes on Chester Lane and recent repaving
on Walnut Street. They suggested extending bicycle lanes from Chester Lane to the new development at 750 Walnut Street to better
connect local bicycle infrastructure to a County roadway.

Participants asked whether Union County has a Bicycle Master Plan and raised questions about updating the 2016 Transportation Master
Plan.
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Union County Community Meeting Presentation

o BIEN

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH - _ |
- " Dan Loomis, PE, CME, CFM, City Engineer
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL oo Matias,PE ContyErines g S o Chy Land Survor &

Supervising Engineer

Union County Community Meeting “\l ) ST PA
Decemberg 2025 INTERNATIONAL =]
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 Reya Singhi
WS|) e WS|) CEEEETEE M
> INTERNATIONAL / / INTERNATIONAL

NIURIES
aous ! ARE 1,
o5 Mg,

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

* Project Background
* Public Outreach Overview

- oals:
* Crash Analysis -EQ ! ] g
. s = Reduce the number of roadway fatalities and
+ Safety Recommendations | ™ serious injuries within Union County SAFE
SYSTEM
+ Next Steps 44t Enhance safety, mobility, and quality of life for m APPROACH
) all roadway users - bicyclists, pedestrians, )

* Breakout Rooms 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

AA R Vichacl Bakor

INTERNATIONAL

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL
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Union County Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

You can’t prioritize both safety and speed

1. Community Outreach & Municipal Collaboration

The Chance of Being Killed by a Car Going 20 mph ) _ . . o .
P — ) e Bt 3l 2. Crash Analysis, High-Injury Network, Corridor Prioritization
2 LS I 8 S e 3. Draft Action Plan
‘OE O‘ w LY AXXXRR? * Identity programs/policies to improve traffic safety

Al 5' W * Identify priority corridors and conceptual improvement projects
@6\ TTTERRARXRX 4. Next: Finalize and Adopt Action Plan
et 1112111 X

A
%

L - a5

WS |) CETEZE M

INTERNATIONAL

Public Outreach ‘ Online Survey & @
Overview LI ™ O

Countywide #s 2 Piitedidiend = ReotHbrididiisien
[¥8\  ;ENCUESTA! COMMUNITY
1662 Respondents

Interactive Map 2582 Map Pins

38 Participants

==
37 Organizations O w o

) (it WS y 1750+ Engagements
i)
S

INTERNATIONAL sofar...
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Union County Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Key Takeaways

11%

N

13%

AAI R Vichael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

Crash
Analysis

Crash Analysis 1. Crash Data Overview

« Comprehensive crash data resources provided by NJDOT
* Methodology uses 5 years of data to assess safety conditions (most recent

available was 2018-2022)
Three levels of analysis:

1. Initial assessment to identify crash trends

25,000

20,000

15,000

2. High Injury Network (HIN) developed based on crash frequency 1oce0

and severity

5,000

3. Corridor Prioritization based on frequency, severity, high-risk
factors, presence of vulnerable road users (walkers & cyclists), and

public outreach results

Union County
Total Crashes: 5-Year Trend

20,671 21.545

18,002 18,009
14192

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

300

250

150

100

Union County
KSI* Crashes: 5-Year Trend

246
219

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

* KSI = Killed or Severe Injury
Safety Voyager 2018-2022
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Union County Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

rash Hotspots 1. Crash Distribution
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o B ILocal (25;%) (1;] . , igh-Ri
A g B 4 .~ High-Injury Network High-Risk Network VRU Generators

serweey G 5 o) .7 6%,

A % . 453 709

i e Total (58%)  (5%) HRN Risk Scores P Geolocated public

(lanes, speed,
intersections, ped

input on driving,
walking, transit,

Loem gl

based on proximity to
schools, parks, trails,

(total KSI crashes

0 carwooD

B divided by segment and bike generators, s e e el biking, and

westreso < y b : o
i N”” & length) traffic volume, SRS scootering within the

ol fioen freight) study area

“w o . HIN Crash Corridor
oo ¢ > o 4 KSI (KSI / Mile)
m— County
BT State/ Local

INTERNATIONAL

WS |) CETEZE M

2018-2022, WSP A
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3. Priority Corridors

d Name

e

South Broad St (CR 623)

2 Kenilorn Bi/Galloping Hill Ra Cranford, Kenilworth,
. (CR509) Union
-4 Sl s 3 Morris Ave (CR 629) Elizabeth, Union
seamcr | Ve esior 4 West Milton Ave (CR 648) Rahway
. x ﬁ & 5 5 Faitoute AveyMichigan Ave (CR 617)  Kenilworth, Roselle Park
L L 2 -4 6 Salem Rd/Liberty Ave (CR 509) Hillside, Union
e g_ %\ Wiy 7 North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655)  Fanwood, Scotch Plains
e ¢ 12 ? 8 South Avenue (CR 610) Garwood, Cranford
= oA
' 3 1 9 LocustSt(CR 619) Linbatinalilal
« (’ ~ L 10 Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612) Roselle, Elizabeth
> AL Vq\ 11 Magie Ave (CR 618) Elizabeth, Union
‘ N ks 7] 12 Pearl St (CR 614) Elizabeth
clank 7 / 13 Park Ave (CR 531) Plainfield
N 14 North Waod Ave (CR 617) Linden, Roselle
'4 15 Raritan Rd (CR 607) Cranford, Clark, Linden
16 7th St(CR601) Plainfield
A
Central Ave/Brant Ave/ Westfield
A7 ve/West Grand Ave (CR 613) S bl
% = 18 15t Ave/West Grand St (CR 610) Roselle, Elizabeth
= S E 18 East Front Sy/Front St (CR 620) Plainfield, Scotch Plains ne
ichael Baker
" 20 Lake Ave (CR 655) Clark, Scoteh Plains AN B INTERNATIONAL

Safety
Strategles ‘ ' S Physical Safety

Programs Improvement
Projects

WS|) CREEEETE

INTERNATIONAL = INTERNATIONAL
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Safety Policies/Programs

nforcement Campaigns Along HIN Corridors

Non-infrastructure efforts to improve safety

» Enforcement & Education are the main policy/program types

Speed Enforcement Municipal PDs ® Annually
Enforcement at -
Pedestrian Crossings Municipal PDs ® Annually

New Jersey
Crossing Guard
Training Program
2024 g
i

CROSSWALK ENFORCEMENT
2

o 70° | B G 45

Jing
CROSSWALK ENFORCEMENT
S

(- e AL T

AAR R Vichacl Baker B

INTERNATIONAL &

AA R Vichac! Bakor Bl

INTERNATIONAL

Other Policies/Programs
[ ooypngan | toaangmey | e | oureros |

Timeline
Information Municipalities
Micromobility Rules and . Vision Zero Policy Union County Once
e s Union County, TMAs (D) Annually
. Establish once,
As needed prior to Safety Task Force Union County meet quarterly
Road Safety Audits (RSAs)  Union County corridor Ad
. . ; opt once,
improvements Complete Streets Policy Union County update as needed 2 0
B Municipal PDs,
NJ Crossing Guard Training ¢ "L = @@ Annually Setting Appropriate Speed Union County, ®® As needed
Limits Municipal PDs IS PLENTY
Safety Training for County Uifen G ®® AR
Staff 7 g

SLOWER 1S SAFER

; wsp

WS |) CETEZE M

INTERNATIONAL
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Safety Improvement Projects

Infrastructure projects with safety countermeasures
* Physical treatments intended to reduce (or prevent) specific crash types

| S o Lrbe g

< T B
Physical features - sidewalks, travel lanes

Lighting

Traffic Control - signage, striping, signals

Project Delivery Process

=

Design/
Engineering
« Concept

Development
* Preliminary

Engineering
« Final Design

Operations/

Construction A
Maintenance

Planning

Community outreach and comments

taken into consideration
vy

WS )) [EEET

INTERNATIONAL

General Improvements for HIN Corridors

. ——
Traffic Signal Upgrades)/_,_/—/—‘

Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPls)

W) R

INTERNATIONAL

General Improvements for HIN Corridors

e e |

]' r‘-J. .

Rectangular Rapid
* Flash Beacon (RRFB)

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) aka
High Intensity Activated Crosswalk (HAWK)

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL

APPENDIX E

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

AA R Vichacl Baker

INTERNATIONAL

188



Union County Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

General Improvements for HIN Corridors General Improvements for HIN Corridors

NJ State Law prohibits parking within 25 feet of crosswalks or side streets.

ADA upgrades - curb ramps, sidewalks

WS|) CEEEE A

INTERNATIONAL Smrfimrsmn

WS|) CEmET Ao

INTERNATIONAL Boridioo®

Lane Edge Lines

Centerline
Rumble Strips

Speed Feedback Sign

WS |) [EEEZE MPA

INTERNATIONAL Hriiiimhimm

WS |) [EEEZE MPA

INTERNATIONAL Hriiiimhimm
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Review public & stakeholder feedback

Finalize draft projects and policy recommendations

Room 1:

Clark
Cranford
Fanwood
Garwood
Plainfield
Rahway
Scotch Plains

Corridors/Projects in...

County Community Meeting: Breakout Rooms

Room 2: Room 3:
Corridors/Projects in...

* County-wide Safety

Elizabeth Improvements

Hillside * Policy& Program
Kenilworth Recommendations
Linden

Roselle

Roselle Park

Union

WS|) CREEEETE

INTERNATIONAL

Room 1:

Clark
Cranford
Fanwood
Garwood
Plainfield

Rahway

*The form will remain open until December 16th Scotch Plains

Corridors/Projects in...

AR R ichac Baker

INTERNATIONAL =

County Community Meeting: Breakout Rooms

\\\I) Michael Baker
@ INTERWATIONAL
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58

LEGEND

West Milton Avenue (CR 648), between Pierpont Street and the Rahway River Path

Rahway

012-082

Major Collector
8189 (bidirectional)
No

Municipality(ics)
Mileposts.

Functional Classification
AADT (vehicles/day)
Truck Route

SAFETY D

TOTAL CRASHES":86  KSICRASHES" 7
TOP 3CRASH TYPES®

Vs
5 mant anstoz3%)

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK
>
&%) Excessive speedig

() Motarists don'tyiekd
E555 o pedostrians

R e

g@' ‘Same Direction - Sideswipe (19%)

[ Pe——

Priority Corridors

Tk,

o

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

.

Road Name Municipality

Kenilworth Bivd/ Galloping Hill Rd
(CR 509)

Granford, Kenilworth,

4 West Milton Avé {CR 648) Rahway

7 North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655)  Fanwood, Scotch Plains

8  South Avenue (CR 610) Garwood, Cranford

13 Park Ave (CR 531)

Plainfiel

15 Ravitan Rd (CR 607)
4 16 7thst(CR601)

Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield
Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613)

Cranford, Clark. Linden

Plainfield

17 Clark, Rahway

19 East Front St/Front St (CR 620)
20 Lake Ave (CR B55)

Plainfield, Scoteh Plains
Clark, Scotch P!

@ e
@ Lighting Improvements
© Edge Lines

@ i ioraction Dayighing
© HighVisibiity Crosswalk
@ curb Ramp Upgrades

© siewalk Repairs
@ Fectangular Rapd Fleshing
Beacan

8) New High-Visibility Crosswalk
Warrant Analysis for
38 T3tic signal

Corridor-wide Recommendations /
0060006060 s
> 13 § ) A
12 : ‘
1n 15 A
10 12 15
8.8 8 13 s s
=
: -* < £ 2

APPENDIX E

Rahway

u on Control Be:
4 Cross Traffic Does Not Stop”
Sign

13 Street Tree Relocation

14 Comer Radii Reduction

16 Leading Pedestrian nterval

17 Lane Reassignment

17
16
14
is El
8
@ NITRANSIT Bus Stop
s scrool

https://bit.ly/union-comment

Kenliworth Boulevard / Gall
Between River:

pl
ide Drive and Walton A

ing Hill Road (CR 509)

Municipality(ies) Cranford, Kenilworth, Union
Mileposts. 9.98-1237

Functional Classification Minor Arterial

AADT (vehicles/day) 16,040 (bidirectional)
Truck Route Yes

SAFETY DATA

TOTAL CRASHES": 505

KS| CRASHES": 23

)
J Tucker Ave / Chestnut Street / Delaw:

Ave

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

@ Traffic Signal Upgrades
@ speed Feedback Sign
© EdgeLines

@ intersection Daylighting
@ High-visibility Crosswalk

TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ Curb Ramp Ungrades
P Sidewalk Installation and
& [
(G523} same Dwction- Sidswipe @) | | G259 Mot dorrtield @ sus Stop Upgrades
= 4 8) Road Diet with Bike Lanes
[ ree—— (=) comusngor g Podstrian Hybr
il Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
Corridor-wide Recommendations Kenilworth i
00000600600 o
e L
1o 10 10 a it
B)
i :  Cranford ¥ o
i e ¥

Municipality(ics) Fanwaod, Scotch Plains
Ml 3.42-468

Functional Classification Principal Arterial
AADT (vehicles/day) 10,682 (bidirectional)
Truck Route No

SAFETY DA

TOTAL CRASHES": 305

TOP 3CRASH TYPES®

[ P ———

g@' ‘Same Direction - Sideswipe 21%)

e
) mont angie 5%

Corridor-wide Recommendations

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

KS| CRASHES" 8
COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

/) Motorists Don't Vield to
€57 Pagastrisns Cyelists
e,

57%) Excassive Spwecsng

Scotch Plains

u
12
13

19

No Turn on Red
Reverse-Angle Parking
Signal Operations.

Hanging Lane Control Signage
Lane Reassignment
Centerline Extension
Channelizing/Splitter sland
Intersection Line Extension

Geometric Improvements

® nTRAns)
i School

North Martine Avenue / Park Avenue (CR 655), between NJ 28 and US 22

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

[ ——
@ speed Feedback Sign

© Edge Lines

@ i ioraction Dayighing
© HighVisibiity Crosswalk
@ curb Ramp Upgrades

@ sicinirianis

@ Bus Stop Upgrades

9 Leading Pedestrian Intervel
10 Sip Lane Removal

n
12
13

Fanwood &

New High-Visibility Crosswalk

Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Jeacon

Scheol Zone Markings/Signage

Speed Limit Reduction

Ne Turn On Red

Do Not Black Intersection
Markings

Left Turn Only Lane

@ NITRANSIT Bus Stop
Scrool

https://bit.ly/union-comment

https://bit.ly/union-comment
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South Avenue (CR 610), between icoln Avenue and MP 6.29 Park Avenue (CR 531), between County Border and 5th Street/NJ 28
Municipality(ies Cranford Municipaiity(ies) Plainfiold
dptles) SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS b el SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Mileposts. 500629 iepos! v Protected Left Tum Phase or Left
Functional Classification Minor Arterial © Tatic 1 Lane Functional Classification Minor Arterial @ Tratic SiznelUperades B e
e @ speed Feedback Sign 92 Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon s I S — @ EageLines 12 signal Operations
ruck Rou 0
© Lignting Improvements 18 Painted Curb Extensicns. @ Lignting Improvements 13 Leading Pedastrian Interval
SAFETY D. A SAFETY DATA
© ez tines @ Doctanguar Rapid Flashing © iiorsecton Daylzhiing @ Lovo Reoscigrment
SO CRASHESTS) @ intersection Daylighting 15 New High-Visibility Crosswalk TR CRASHES e R CRAS T © High-visiviity Crosswalk 15 school Zone Markings/Signage
TOP 3CRASH TYPES* COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ High-visibitity Crosswalk 16 signal Operations eSS TVEES CONEMIFIEVEE EDEACE © curb Ramp Upgrades 18 Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon
2 =
Endi28%) @ curb Ramp Upgrades 4 Speed Limit Reduction S Riaht Angte 20%) 3 trenmn @ — @ sidewalk Repairs
Sidewalk Installation and P Pad Latr § Jaywak
; o 18 Geameicimorovements D ot oy || ) St AW | @ s sipUpgrden
P © s StopUpgrades ) o P yentes | (8) New High-Visibility Crosswalk
) e sraies Hara to Saa Othar venicias Ko e vk aon > L Rl e
&) merearmeany T or Pedastrians Crossing 0 Leading Pedestrian Interval == | M ERnERCReIE ERng

Corridor-wide Recommendations %,

Corridor-wide Recommendations

=) L} a . -
—i5 BB 15
10 _f0 4o da 10 14
f
o O 3 - :
g ® ruTrans T Bus stop 8 ® nTRANS T Bus stop
Cranford o serool - Plainfield i School -
- https://bit.ly/union-comment ik https://bit.ly/union-comment

Raritan Road (CR 607), between Central Avenue and Summit Terrace

7th Street (CR 601), between Arlington Avenue and Berckman Street

Municipality(ies) Cranford, Clark Linden SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS Municipality(ies) Plainfield SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Mileposts 264-440 Mileposts 148-236
Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Totfic Signal Upsradas 12 Signal Operations Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Tt Signalupgrades 1) Signai Operations
e @ LishtingImprovements 8 New High Visibilty Crosswalk AADT (rabictsldey)_ EiTHS Bl @ Lightingimprovements  Painted Curb Extensions
ruck Rou o ruck Rou o
© ecselines S Feceenan Ealiic T el @ Speed Feedback Sign 13 Leading Pedestrian Interval
SAFETY D, @ necsactonDayiantns 15 Lono Reassignment SAFETY DA © e tinee o
TOTAL CRASHES* 436  KSI CRASHES" 9 @ vighvisibiity Crosswalk 6 Leading Pedestrian Interval TOTAL CRASHES" 199  KSICRASHES": S @ Speed Limit Reduction @ Intersection Line Extension
TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK © cusRamp Upgraces 17 Pegestrian Hybrid Bescon TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ intersection Daylighting 16 New High-Visibility Crosswalk
=, Sidewalk nstaiation snd Repairs U8 Rectanguiar Rapid Flashing Bescon =y
e || @B E b il = 4 mant angte (3 P I @ Hign-visivility Crosswalk 47 Lane Narrowing
s @ 5ustop Upgrades @ “Cross Tratfic Does Hot Stop” Sign = @ Lol @ curb Ramp Upgrades 18 siip Lane Removal
s ) | | SR oot 9) Curb Radi Reduction 20 Advarce Lane Control Signage G5 seneovecvn-mascenaciss N rnes T Doms ik
= = BPY Trattic Makes Mo Feet Unsate @ Sidewalk Repairs _[Pokertie
= e ) Mnwreary 10 Hanging Lane Control Signage &b intorsaction Line Extension () sk e venie 0% ® =il O
| @ podestrian Rotuge tsiana 3 Lot Tum Only Lane J
-
Corridor.wide Recommendations e Conidor-wide Recommendations
0000006000 g - - % 000000600000 ,. Pe & %

Clark

o s s @ ITRANSIT Bus Stop 0 155 30 &0k ® HITRANSIT Bus Stop
s screol &

S Plainfield school

Winfield @ Linden

https://bit.ly/union-comment

https://bit.ly/union-comment
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Central Avenue / Brant Avenue / Wes! Avenue /' Grand Avenue (CR 613) East Front Street / Front Street (CR 620), hetween Leland Avenue and Hunter Avenue
between West of Terminal Avenue and Lawrence Street
Municipality(ies) Clark, Rahway SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS. Mmicipatty(es) St Stomn fla SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Mileposts. 377-666 leposts. -2
Functional Classification | Principal Arterial / Minor Arterial @ Trottic Signal Upgrac 12 Hanging L ol Sigrage Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Trafiic Signal Upgrades 1 New High-Visibility Crosswalks
10,624 15592 (& i @ spoed Fecabacicsign 18 Pedestrian Refuge Isiands :‘I:I '("e'::lﬂlﬂw) 2—912 (bidiractional) @ specdFeedback Sign 22 Left Turn Only Lane
ruck Rou 0

Truck Route No @ 1o > ® .

SAFETY DA @ Edsotines 15 Rectangular Repid Flashing Beacon
(-]

© Edge Lines 18 Leading Pedestrian Interval
SAFETY D, e

@ intersection Daylighting. Lighting Improvements.

TOTAL CRASHES*: 1,240 KS| CRASHES": 14 46! intersection Line Exts TOTAL CRASHES": 104 KS| CRASHES":5 @ High-Visibilty Crosswalk R e ey
TOP3CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ Hish Visisity Cresswale 1 Centerline Hardening TOP3CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK © Curb Ramp Upgrades i ;:mss Tratfic Does Not Stop™
urs Ramp Uparades low High-Vis bilty Crosswal Ga .
Sorme Direction- Rosr End(34%) | | @ curv romp Uperes © nowHennsoiy o &3 Riaht Angle z8%) @ sidewalk Repairs
i 5% Excessive Speding © siewaikinstaation and Repairs 9 siip Lane Removal ; (e @ Bus stopUpgrades
g e Dirsction - %) " & Struck Parked Vehice (165} S e tpeechy
85 same s sssspeaon | = D iismcusien | iairgrstinra e wwa || € = 4
(ER) eontusingor it ntorsaction Signal Operations
AR N/ 10 signal operations 1) Lane Reassignment

Sae Divecton - Sideswipe (14%) 10 Rectangular Rapid Flashing
5 Beacon
) curb Radi Reduction

_ Corridor-wide Recommendations L Clark R 5 Fs Corridor-wide Recommendations ool 2 } \L_j i g
0000006000 rerkiy= < R e o 00000600600 : — i : +

13
g o ¥
0,

2 1
&0~ — 81 13
i 10 3 L 2 2 e 16

@ s st
! ScotchPlains e o

s Rahway

. .
= < County Community Meeting: Breakout Rooms

Municipality(ies) Clark, Scotch Plains SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Mileposts. 0.00-067

Functional Classification | Minor Arterial @ raffic Signal Upgrades 11 Hanging Lane Control Signage

AADT (vehiclen/dmy) 6283 pirections) S ® oo o it ”
TreskRotts Ne s ® s Room 2:

@ Intersoction Dayighing

© Edge Lines 13 New High-Visibility Crosswalk = =
SAFETY DA S Fectutgiiat Farid Fashing Corridors/Projects in...
Beacon

TOTAL CRASHES":137 _ KSICRASHES": § @ High-Visivity Crosswak @ Pedestrian Refuge lsland Elizabeth
TOP 3CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK . Curb Ramp Upgrades 16 Advance Warning Signage
= - . Sidewalk Installation and Roundabout/
L= e N = [ Jrowsch @ ot Hillside
(e N e ’ Bus Stop Upgrades
) b iz =
‘,g\ L/ Contusing or Unsafe intersection | (@) Signal Operations Kenilworth
(52 same Dwecton- Sideswipe az3) @ Goomatric Improvements Linden
i wn B e A s
00000000 : ; Roselle
o > E 12
Scotch Plains 5 3 ¥ i :g n o Roselle Park
» o 14 4
3

R Union

@ NITRANSIT Bus Stop
&

: wsp "

INTERNATIONAL

Clark
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Priority Corridors

HIN
Rank
1 South Broad St (CR 623)
2 Heninworth Bivd/ Galloping Hll Rd
(CR 509)
3 Morris Ave (CR 629) Elizabeth, Union
5 Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR617) _ Kenilworth, Roselle Park
6 Salem Rd/Liberty Ave (CR 509)

Road Name Municipal

Elizabeth

Granford, Kenilworth,
Inior

Hillside, Union

e
x L..am‘f"""?wr : 1-?‘

Roselle, Roselle Park,

Locust St (CR 619} e,

10 Jersey Ave/West lersey St (CR 612)
11 Magie Ave (CR 618)
12 Peari St (CR 614)

Roselle, Elizabeth

Elizabeth, Union

Elizabeth

S (13 paicaveonsay  pented
s % 14 North Wood Ave {CR 617) Linden, Roselle

15 Raritan Rd (CR 607)

Cranford, Clark, Linden

Ep—r—

18 st Ave/West Grand St (CR 610)

LEGEND

.-

Keniiworth Boulevard / Galloping Hill Road (CR 509)
Between Riverside Drive and Walton Ave / Tucker Ave / Chestnut Street / Delaware Ave

Municipality(ies) Cranford, Kenilworth, Union SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS.
il

Functional Classification . @ Tatiic signal Upgrades 11 NoTumon Red
AADT: (vabicias ifay) 16,040 (larectionsl @ speed Feedback Sign 2 Reverse-Angle Parking
Truck Route Yes

© Edge Lines 13 Signal Operations

SAFETY D

TOTAL CRASHES": 505

B

@ Intersoction Dayighing Hanging Lane Cantrol Signage

HEICRASHESh 23 © HighVisibiity Crosswalk 15 Lane Reassignment

TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ Curb RampUpgrades

& S

5

Centerline Extension

Sidewalk Instellation and
[Tk 1 Channelizing/Spiitter Istand
\ = . P Fi
,\ 5% Same Direction- ideswipe @4%) | | £=5%) me:::'rzz:mmam Bus Stop Upgrades 18 Intersection Line Extension

9 Road Diet with Bike Lanes
contusing or 16 Pedestrian
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Baacon

18 GeometricImprovements

e
) mant angie a5

Corridor-wide Reco:

nendations Kenilworth Cattzging 5 =
00600060600 ,, ., o 7 2 Union
Ity ) Wy i

5 E g 4 o

.1 10 10 . L i
Sometooae E) 18

s ¢ Cranford ¢ © @ HITRANSIT Bus Ston
s scrool

https://bit.ly/union-comment

APPENDIX E

South Broad Street (CR 623), between Bayway and Rahway Avenue/Elizabeth Avenue

Municipality(les) Ebzabathi SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Ml 0.00-100

Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Tratiic Siznal Upgrades 11 Painted Curb Extensions
e v aa @ Tratfic signal Preemption 2 Leading Pedestrian Interval
Truck Route

O B scr
@ Edge Lines

@ intersection Dayiighting
@ Hign-Visibilty Crosswal
@ curb Ramp Upgrades
@ sidewalk Repairs

@ Bus Stop Upgrades

SAFETY DATA

TOTAL CRASHES*: 364 KSI CRASHES" 9.

8 Advance Lane Control Signage

15 Intersection Line Extension
TOP 3CRASH TYPES®

N
5 mant angto 27y

G some Dwction- RewrEnd2cs)

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

72) Excossive Spondng

(547 Conflict With Bike/
BB <oter Riders

16 Lane Reassignment

42 Centerline Extension
18 Lane Narrowing

® Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon™

. s
N7 10 Signal Operations
Corridor-wide Recommendations I | T e \\
00000060000 £
e 17
% 4 16
2 12 15 16
10 . 10 & lags @® ,do
Ll i i 13 & ) T w' o
. Wi
L] % ! v L Yy

® nTRANSIT BusStop
Sehool

Elizabeth

Morris Avenue (CR 629), between Westfield Avenue and North Avenue

Municipality(ies) Elizabeth, Union SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS.
il 000-0.74
Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Traffic Signal Upgrades 11 Painted Curb Extensions
AADT (vehicles/day) 16,345 - 20,358 (pidirectional) O i 4 Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Truck Route No Beacon
® intersection Daylighting 3 No Tumon Red
SAFETY DA’
@ ity Eraesmenie @ Lesding Pecoatianintacyal
LA T T K ICRASHE S T © curb Ramp Upgrades 15 school Zone Markings/Signage
TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

@ sidewalk Repairs.
@ 5us stop Upgrades

16 New High-Visibility Crosswalk

s Conflict with Bike

17 Lane Reassignment

Loy ey ® signal Operations 18 Geometric Improvements
= % 9 Stop Bar Placement
5 mantansaams AP o wakes e retvnsate Bt e
Corridor-wide Recommendations 5
0000000 . o
v i 5 i Union
9 o T 14 16 18 !
o« @ @ 12 13 P L0 . e
215 & '

4 e B @
o % Elizabeth A Hillside @ 1y ransit s
— pE School

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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Faitoute Avenue / Michigan Avenue (CR 617), between NJ 28 and US 22

Municipality(ies) Kenilworth, Roselle Park SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Mileposts. 4.85-714
Functional Classification Minor Arterial © Teatiic 1l school
e @ Spced Feedback Sian 12 Geometric Improvements
Teock Rote Ho @ Eugevines {5 Rectangular Rapid Flashing
SAFETY D, bicer
@ intersection Daylighting 48 Lignting Improvements
TOVAL CRASHES+387" ST ORASHESH O @ HighoVisibility Crosswalk 15 Lane Reassignment
TOP3CRASHTYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ curb Ramp Upgrades 16 signal Operations
G senvomctin-rosrenapazny || () vocosvossiepark (@ ;ieaik lntieiiondng D Access Management
B = Stop Sign Vis
[P A vt it meroaimuss | @ Bus StopUpgrades B ancements
S 5 8) Pedestrian Countdown Signals 18/ Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon
i seme 0 New High-Visibility Crosswalk
\ e~ - - =
Corridor-wide Recommendations  Granford [ i
000000600 'y F 3
- % foeinty s ‘ e
e ® & 7 i Union
16 £ ¥ .
5 i@ m
7 —
i : £ ]
& Gattaping g
= = I i 5% .
ol
o = |
: ® \ @ niTransiT Bus sion
Kenilworth | serool -
" https://bit.ly/union-comment

Locust Street (CR 619), between 4th Avenue and West Roselle Avenue

Municipality(ies) Raselle, Roselle Park SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Mileposts. 193-290

Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ raffic Signal Upgrades 11 Advance Lane Control Signage
AADT: (vabicias ifay) .17, blciractional). @ speed Feedback Sign 2 Leading Pedestrian Interval
Truck Route No

© cdze Lines 3 Low Clearance Signage
SAFETY D, 3=

@ Intersoction Dayighing Guideral

IR CRASHES A3u LN SICRASHESTS) @ High Visivilty Crosswalk 18 Lighting Improvements
OESRESHAYPESS COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ curb Ramp Upgrades 16 School Zone Markings/Signage.
e D ane ek
5 mant ansto2o%) (&) contusngor unsato mtersecton | @) Sicewak Repairs @ Rectaneuiar Raoid Plashing
= = Stop Sign Visibility
P igh-Visibilty Cre
[=¢ e | | () _ it 18 New High-Visibility Crosswalk
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Salem Road / Liberty Avenue (CR 509), between NJ 82 and Bloy Street

Municipality(ies) Hillsice, SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Mileposts. 13.97-14.65
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Jersey Avenue / West Jersey Street (CR 612), between Bellevue Street and Cherry street
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Magie Avenue (CR 618), between Shelley Avenue / Conant Avenue and North Avenue / NJ 439

Pearl Street (CR 614), between Route 1 and Washington Avenue

Municipality(es) Eizabeth, Union e T B (i Municipaiity(ies) g SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
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Raritan Road (CR 607), hetween Central Avenue and Summit Terrace

North Wood Avenue (CR 617), between Uncas Avenue and US 1
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1st Avenue / West Grand Street (CR 610),

cust Street/ CR 619 and NJ 27
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments

During the Elizabeth community meeting, following the main presentation, the project team reviewed recommended safety improvement
projects on both local and County roads in the City of Elizabeth. Participants were directed to an online survey that displayed individual project
sheets and included a comment box to collect feedback.

The table below presents comments received from participants at the Elizabeth community meeting.

Draft Recommendations

North Ave, between NJ 27 and US 1

| am glad to see North Ave on the corridor priority list. | think special attention should also be given to the off-streets surrounding North
Ave and Route 1, such as Jackson and Monroe, with low-lift efforts like road markings and signage, as well (some are missing!), because
speeding drivers use the back streets to avoid commuter traffic on major roads. | almost got run over on Fanny and Monroe twice
because people do not respect the pedestrian crossing; that is a major intersection for families crossing to school.

A midblock crossing at the North Elizabeth Train Station would be amazing. There’s already a desire line at Kellogg Park just right before
the underpass, it would make it safer for pedestrians to cross.

Can Van Buren and North Ave have a traffic light instead? Lots of people cross there because of the bus stop to NYC. If congestioniis a
concern, maybe aleading pedestrian interval instead? It just doesn’t make sense for an intersection so close to Route 1 to be too passive,
given its surroundings.

A pedestrian sign and high-visibility crosswalk don’t seem like enough, given the driver behavior, number of vehicles that pass by, and
speeds in the area; those things are more effective near schools, downtown areas, etc. A bike lane connecting to Kean University would
be amazing for multimodal travel...road diets can help with this, and if parking is a concern, maybe multi-level parking decks at the train
station or by the new developments on Neck Lane can help.

Will there be daylighting at the signalized intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or bus stop access enhancements?

Install striping to force drivers to maintain one lane in each direction instead of trying to squeeze 4 lanes.

Seem like reasonable improvements.
E Grand St, between Catherine Street and Reid Street

High hopes but would there ever be a chance for more high pedestrian bridges on route 1?7 This corridor could be a good candidate

Will there be pedestrian refuges installed across Route 17

Improve line striping especially double yellow line.
Fairmount Ave, between NJ 27 and US 1
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

A bike lane here would also be neat and could help slow traffic.

The underpass nearby is sketchy; more lighting and eyes on the street would be good, especially since nearby Newark Ave has essential
businesses like pharmacies, food, and banks.

Can bus shelters be considered too? On this street and at other bus stops

Will there be daylighting of the intersections or pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or bus stop access enhancements?

Improve the intersection of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Irvington Ave/Prince St/Magnolia Ave, between Morris Avenue and Trinity Place

| got hit by a car while riding my bike to work here. What cares?! “Bike lanes are tough.” Half the residents of this city can’t afford cars. The
city NEEDS bike lanes.

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements?

The new traffic signal at Prince and Union helps a lot.

Elizabeth Ave, between S Front Street and Bridge Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Plaza

Elizabeth Ave is wide enough to support parking protected bike lanes. This would reduce lane width and prevent double (and triple!) parking
issues, while providing safe passage for those traveling outside of vehicles.

Love all this, especially the bus stop upgrades.

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements? (Thank you for the bus stop stripe out.) Is the streetlight ‘pedestrian scale’? Or augmented with ped. Scale?
Excellent!

Stripe roadway to force drivers to one lane in each direction instead of squeezing 4 lanes where only 2 fit.

Bus stop improvements should be considered along this corridor since NJ Transit’s #24 bus runs along this corridor

Catherine St, Between Lafayette Street and Anna Street

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements?

Stripe to prevent parking on the crosswalk.

Madison Ave, between Chestnut Street and Mary Street
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

Beyond traffic safety, lighting and public safety improvements should be considered, especially near Jefferson Park

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements?

Add “Don’t Block the Box” at Anna Street.

South 5th St/Summer St, between NJ 439 and Fulton Street

Change traffic lights by school to no turn on red

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements? Does this segment have the Elizabeth River Trail crossing?

Lower speed limit to 20 mph due to large number of students. Add signage directing pedestrians to river trail.

Division St, between Magnolia Avenue and Fairmount Avenue

The street is wide enough to support bike lanes. Heavily traveled by people outside of motor vehicles

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway
with the RRFB’s, or bus stop access enhancements?

Adjust shoulder striping to force 1 lane in each direction.

NJ Transit’'s #62 bus has multiple trips running through this area, | think bus stop enhancements should be considered.

3rd Ave, between S 1st Street and 1-95 Overpass

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed at South 2nd St, or
bus stop access enhancements?

Reduce speed to 20 mph to slow speeders.

Miscellaneous Elizabeth Community Meeting Comments

Will there be daylighting and curb extensions striped or constructed at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or
bus stop access enhancements? Will this meet NJDOT Complete Streets bicycle accommodation? (consider ALL corridors)
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Written Comments from Union County Corridors in Elizabeth

Draft Recommendations

South Broad Street (CR 623), between Bayway and Rahway/Elizabeth Avenue

Parking-protected bike lanes would narrow lane widths, reduce vehicle speeds, prevent double parking, and connect the Elizabeth River
Trail to the Midtown Train Station while providing safe passage for bikes/ scooters. A Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon should be paired with a
pedestrian refuge island at the crossing of the Elizabeth River Trail.

Will there be a road diet (if 4 lane?), daylighting, and curb extensions striped or constructed - yes, thanks, pedestrian refuges installed along
the centerline of the roadway, or bus stop access enhancements?

19. Elizabeth River Trail crossing? - HAWK? - EXCELLENT! Will that have a centerline refuge? there should be sufficient width for that
Control parking in the crosswalk.

Kenilworth Blvd/Galloping Hill Rd (CR 509), between Riverside Drive and “Five Points”, Walton Ave/Tucker Ave/Chestnut Street/
Delaware Ave

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Morris Ave (CR 629), between Westfield Avenue and North Avenue

Protected bike lane, please?

Will there be daylighting at the intersections, pedestrian refuges installed along the roadway, or bus stop access enhancements? At Union -
will there be a short ONE-WAY restriction? Good call on17.18. Reconfigure! to a right angle, pair with other pedestrian safety enhancements

Morris Avenue. Striping the road to prevent double parking. School should allow students to drop off in a cutout instead of coordinating it
every morning, so it can’t be used.

West Milton Avenue (CR 648), between Pierpont Street and the Rahway River Path

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting
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Written Comments from Union County Corridors in Elizabeth (Cont.)

Faitoute Ave/Michigan Ave (CR 617), between NJ 28 and US 22

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Salem Rd/Liberty Ave (CR 509), between NJ 82 and Bloy Street
No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting
North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655), between NJ 28 and US 22

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting
South Avenue (CR 610), between Lincoln Avenue and MP 6.294, Parkway Overpass

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting
Locust St (CR 619), between 4th Avenue and W Roselle Avenue

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612), Between Bellevue Street and Cherry Street

Bus shelters, please, especially in streets with low tree canopies. Lots of seniors and other vulnerable groups in this area.
Magie Ave (CR 618), between Shelley Avenue/Conant Avenue and North Avenue/NJ 439
Curb bulb-outs at Keats & Magie

Great call on the curb radius reduction! Why only a painted curb extension?

Lower speed limit to 20 mph. Fix signal timing at Magie Ave. and Monmouth Rd. so drivers don’t take side streets to avoid signal.

Trim the tree overhanging the Eastern corner of Keats and Magie. It creates considerable shadowing and reduces the visibility of
pedestrians on the corner.

Consider a speed bump on Magie between Shelley and Keats on the Southern side of the street, as this leads to the crosswalk. There are
commercial properties on both sides of the entire block, so sound complaints should be minimized.

Consider the center line rumble strip on Magie between Halstead and Shelley. This will cause drivers to stay in their lanes and slow down.

The intersection at Magie and Keats is more uniquely complicated by the fact that one side of the street is Elizabeth, one side is Union,
while being a County road.

When issues have arisen (be it getting stepped up enforcement or getting improvements made) it is often more difficult due to the
‘jurisdictional’ issues and that various players aren’t clear on what they can and can’'t do. How can we create a working group of the
relevant partiesin law enforcement, engineering, etc., from the various entities so that issues can be appropriately raised and addressed?
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Union County Community Meeting Summary & Written Comments (Cont.)

Pearl St (CR 614), between Route 1 and Washington Avenue

Road Diet to better define width - variable width in the shoulder, not travel lanes

Define road as 1 lane in each direction.

Park Ave (CR 531), between County Border and 5th Street/NJ 28

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

North Wood Ave (CR 617), between Uncas Avenue and US 1

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Raritan Rd (CR 607), between Central Avenue and Summit Terrace

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

7th St (CR 601), Between Arlington Avenue and Berckman Street

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613), between west of Terminal Ave and Lawrence Street

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

1st Ave/West Grand St (CR 610), Between Locust Street/CR 619 and NJ 27

Eliminating any of those 3 left turn lanes can provide space for ped refuges great Road Diet concept - yes please

East Front St/Front St (CR 620), between Leland Avenue and Hunter Avenue

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting

Lake Ave (CR 655), between Oak Ridge Road and Country Club Boulevard

No comments from Elizabeth Community Meeting
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

1. Community Outreach & Municipal Collaboration

You can’t prioritize both safety and speed The Chance of Being Killed by a Car Going 20 mph
Khitbyacar g puaity @ Pascessiives cotlon ' : 2. Crash Analysis, High-Injury Network, Corridor Prioritization
< =~ a . 3. Draft Action Plan

« Identity programs/policies to improve traffic safety

« Identify priority corridors and conceptual improvement
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4. Next: Finalize and Adopt Action Plan
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Key Takeaways (Union County) Key Takeaways (City of Elizabeth)
13%
) sieqencd @oho ”550¢
10% ¢£b%

pedestrian infrastructure

=
2
f Desis for e
\

WS|) CEETm A

WS |) [T A

INTERNATIONAL ‘oot

INTERNATIONAL ‘v

Crash Analysis

« Comprehensive crash data resources provided by NJDOT
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3. Priority Corridors: Weighting Factors 3. Priority Corridors (Union County)
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47 Central Ave/Brant Ave/ Westficld

Grand Ave (CR 613 Ciaity Bohwey
9 18 1st Ave/West Grand St (CR 610) Roselle, Elizabeth
- ne i Tont Sy From e =
\\ \ I ) Michael Baker mm H 20 Lake Ave (CR 655) Clark, Scotch Plains
INTERNATIONAL 5 AT 5 = 22

HIN Rank Road Name

North Ave
E Grand St
Fairmount Ave
Prince St
Elizabeth Ave
Catherine St
Madisen Ave
South 5th St/Summer St
Division St
3rd Ave

©O~NOOsWNPE

B
o

WS |) [ETETE ReA

INTERNATIONAL == )

LEGEND

23 24
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Safety Strategies

Two Types of Recommendations

Safety
Recommendations

Physical Safety
Improvement
Projects

Policies/
Programs

W2

INTERNATIONAL tomcass

WS |) [

INTERNATIONAL ‘oot

Safety Policies/Programs

Non-infrastructure efforts to improve safety
- Enforcement & Education are the main policy/program types

Policy/Program Lead Agency

Speed Enforcement Elizabeth PD QOO Annually

Enforcement at

. DD
Pedestrian Crossings i 7D COO Annually

LIVE_ LOCAL NOW.

| _LIVELOCALNow. |
CROSSWALK ENFORCEMENT

RESR 000 —— =

ED WS |) [ETET B ED ISR DR Vichac Bakor Btle

" 28
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Other Policies/Programs

Educational Efforts

Elizabeth PD, Public

City Council, Elizabeth PD,

< , Information, Planning Vai
Behavior Campaigns i L Annuall Vision Zero Policy DPW, Planning and ( Once
! paig and Community AT y Community Development SC
Development
DPW, Planning and i
Walking School Bus / EZ Ride, Elizabeth Safety Task Force Community Development, @ Establish once, meet
Bioycle Train Public Schools o Anncaly Elizabeth PO S
City Council, DPW, Planning
NJ TRANSIT Safety NJ TRANSIT @ S Annually Complete Streets Policy and Community Update as needed
Information B Development
Micromobility Rules and EZ Ride, Elizabeth Traffic Control Plan Elizabeth PD, DPW Once to adop!_. as
Safety Resources PD @ HOTEIY @ needed for projects
EZ Ride, Elizabeth PD, Setting Appropriate Speed City Council, Elizabeth @@@ e reded
NJ Crossing Guard Training  Elizabeth Public 4 Annually Limits PD IS PLENTY
Schools Slow Streets Program gi[t‘y Councltlizebeth @@@ As needed
Safety Training for Municipal @@ Anrally SLOWER IS SAFER
Municipal Staff Departments
\\\I) \\\I) [T
INTERNATIONAL L’j@% 2 INTERNATIONAL Siis

Safety Improvement Projects

Infrastructure projects with safety countermeasures
= Physical treatments intended to reduce (or prevent) specific crash types

Traffic Control - signage, striping, signals Physical features - sidewalks, travel lanes

Lighting

Project Delivery Process

=

Planning

Design/
Engineering
= Concept

Development
= Preliminary

Engineering
+ Final Design

Construction

" 30

Operations/
Maintenance

\\\Pm&

INTERNATIONAL =
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

General Improvements for HIN Corridors
- i

Rectangular Rapid
| Flash Beacon (RRFB)

General Improvements for HIN Corridors

Traffic Smau

Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPls) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)

WS |) EEETm MPA

INTERNATIONAL Ssumm comr
33

WS |) [ ReA

INTERNATIONAL ‘amriis
34

(T

NJ State Law prohibits parking within 25 feet of crosswalks or side streets.

INTERNATIONAL Somiuem comme INTERNATIONAL Somiuem comme

WS |) [ETETE MPA

WS|) CEmETE MDA
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Review public & stakeholder feedback
Finalize draft projects and policy recommendations

Draft & Final Union & Elizabeth SS4A Safety Action Plan

Establish & convene Safety Task Force

Bus Stop Improvements

Lighting

L veA @@

WS|) OEEEEE RAEA

INTERNATIONAL INTERNATIONAL

Priority Corridors (City of Elizabeth)

HIN Rank Road Name

\ North Ave
E Grand St
[ Fairmount Ave
Prince St
[ Elizabeth Ave
Catherine St
\ Madison Ave
South 5th St/Summer St
[ Division St
3rd Ave

! https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a

BOO~NOOA®NR

LEGEND

WS |) EEETm MPA

INTERNATIONAL

40
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APPENDIX E

City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

North Avenue, between NJ27 and US 1

Municipalityies) Elzabetn

Mileposts 0.00-067

Functional Classification  Minor Arteral

AADT| 98421 2 i i
Truck Route Yes e -

3 New High-Visibilty Crosswalk
4 Pedestrian Crossing Signs

Speed Fesdback
SAFETY D, 4 =

@ intersection Daylighting
— TOTAL - —

@ curb Ramo pgrades

(@ Left Tum Only Lane

() @ © Lane Reassignment
e éa"ww‘w‘t"‘l— 0 School Zone Markings/
@ Pedastne Cyctets Signage

e § £ $ £
H H I
» i ¥ oiE als o8l
L5 St arar) ® 1 it s stop
ik gl Elizabeth s sevoot

~Sorce NIDG1 SoetyVeyegor 2018 2022

hitps://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a

Municipality(ics) Elizabeth
Mileposts 0.08-073
Functional Classification  Major Collector

Fairmount Avenue, between NJ 27 and US 1

@ Tattic SignalUpgrades
@ Lishiing Impravements

@ 5us StopUpgrases
8w a0 @ ot Sockneroectn

@smm«m Rearknd 19%) @m—mmm @ A1 way" Plaque

e e

Corrider-wide Recommendations

S

Menree e
o

H
H

® 1 o s siop
Elizabeth s surwot

*Suree DG Soety veysger 2018 2022

https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ssda

Municipality(ies) Elizabetn

East Grand Street, between Catherine Street and Reid Street
| SATETYRecoMMeNoATIONs

Miteposts 043-063

Functional Classification  Minor Collector @ Testic Signal Upgrades
AADT (vehiclesday) 7132 (viiractions)) Cehitrc i %
Truck Roate o @ Labiis rpeeven

=

-bimiaind
o

] ToTAL -

(=t =)
2 e et |

@ "Right Tum Only” Sign™*

= . g Repid g
@..,..,M,,, e @u-utﬂn)wnmw Beacon’
Corridorwide Fecommandations
5
H
3
2 -
g &
@ o)

0 3 W o @ A s siop
L

Elizabeth s scvwor

*Sorce MDD Socry Vepsgor N8 072~ reviousy e Proet

Irvington Ave/Prince Street/Magnolia Avenue, hetween Morris Avenue and Trinity Place

Municipality(ies) Elizabeth

Miteposts 000-037

Functional Classification Minor Coflec @ Tiatiic Signal Uparades:
AADT {vehicles/day) 10,988 (bidirectional) tir

o o @ Lishting Improvements

® Leading Pedestrian Interval
@) Determine Feasiity For

[

[l U

@ Confllct With Bk
Sonotee Rt
@mmmm ‘sigeswive 15%)

Corrider-wide Recommandations

Mokt e

‘ 4
2 ® st e ston
& Elizabeth i sarwor

S IO Sy Vg 010 2022
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

eth Avenue, between South Front Street and Bridge Street/Martin Luther

Municipalityies) Elzabetn
Miteposts 0.00-168
Funetional Classification  Minor Collector

Municipality(ies) Elizabeth

Catherine Street, b en Lafayette Street and Anna Street
[ sArETYRecommeNoAToNs

Miteposts 013-044

Functional Classification L ocal @ Trathic Signatpgrades
AADT (vehiclesrday) .25 (Siciectional) s 2,000 (idirectionsl)
Truck Route No @ sigrai Opena @ Bectangular Rasid lasing e
AFETY D, (e i3 Paversurtace replacement ith
Uahting
Delinestion of bus lnading arcss
. ToTaL E I @ Intersection Daylighting B barking ronibited sress
Visibility Cr Stop Sign Visibility ® Pedestrian Crossing Sign
@ Hign visioirty Crosswalk &5 el
53 sam orecton- semioe 2| | () i :Eu"’ famp Uogrades 46 Transverse Rumble Strips i\ i
Bus Stop Upgrades Replace existing cobra
PECasmmRO R | ; ey [ e = o
= = Leading Pedestrian Interval et
éumwwmnw @ry’wﬁ"—*"- 10 Schosl Zone Markings/ [ TnT——
Signage =
Corridor-wide Recommandations \ T .. 7 M S, Corridor-wico Racommandations
[ Ve R oeeo
#
E
N3 | & s
&
& o i3 3 I H . s
?@ Lijr ;i Falf ; —@ 5 : J 2 :
2 / A il :
2 “hay & : 7 @ 1 A s ss. @ 1 TRANSIT B Siop. .
i Bizabeth  Ridem o T Bliabeth”. & Soon [E]pas

~Souroe NG Soery Veyegor 2018 2022 *Source MG Sty Veyegor 2018 2022

ly/elizabeth-ssda

https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a

Madison Avenue, between Chestnut Street and Mary Street South Sth Street/Summer Street, between NJ 439 and Fulton Street

Municipality(ics) Elizabeth

Municipality(ies) Elizabeth
Mitepocte 061050 Mitepocte 000139 >
Functional Classification Msjor Collector @ Tiatiic Signal Uparades: Functional Classification Msjor Collector @ Toatfic Signal Upgrades. ) o e e 2
AADT {vehiclea/day) 3732 (sidrectional) @ Intersection Daylighting AADT (vehicles/day) 4905 (bidirectional) @ 5
Truek Route No Truek Route No
- High Visibikty Crosswalk
SAFETY D
o
— S g @ Stopsign vy
Enhancemants
® signal mprovements* @ curb Ramp Upgrades
8 e a0 @ oversraastonsigns () commnsormemarsecsan | (@) Sehoet o Markings!
Fe= = -
[P E—— [ @ “Arway Paque an @ school Crossing Sign
= = Trin Vegotat
B s s
A0 New High-Visibility Crosswalk.

Corridor-wide Recommendations

mendations >

Mty s

oSt

e,
iy

st

(oS H SN
i - b o =
) @ N TRANSIT Bus St0p "{ Lyl o
Elizabeth g seroor e ’: o L oS Elizhbethy
ly/elizabeth-ssda b https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ssd4a

APPENDIX E PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 215



City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Division Street, between Magnolia Avenue and Fairmount Ave; 3rd Avenue, between South 1st Street and 1-95

Municipality(ies) Elzatotn I Municipaity(ies) Elzaetn SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Weisponts 054 v Mileposts. 0.00-043 - SAELVIECOMME ¥
Functional Classification  Msjor Collector Q. Functional Classification L ocal @ Lishting improvements
e @ pritimsenat D e e e e @ Sresdreatack ign
= @ Speed Feedback Sign 3 New High-Visibility Crosswalk SAFET © cogeLines
@ coze Lines " fﬁia;‘mw Rapid Flashing @ intersection Daylighting
; ToTAL 2 @ L0 o sopiics oo ToTAL - e -
_ Top3cRASHTYPES:  COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ ntersection Dayiighting TR COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ cu Ramp Upgrades
G s & o [ pre——— @ New High visiviny Crosswalk
3 @ curb Ramp Upgrades. Kon . i ing Sign
D v || i o e
= S © .5 Stop Usarados ~ Controlled Approaches
i eenms e e |5 i e e
= A Parking for Trucks =

Recommandations

Corri Recommk 3
0000000000

N
Sl ¥ | 3
|

® st
/ Elizabath s scawer

- https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ssda R S https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ssda

® ARSI s S10p
Elizabeth gk scroot

South Broad Street (CR 623), between Bayway and Rahway Avenue/Elizabeth Avenue

Priority Corridors (Union County)

MomiclpaiityOes) Shzabeth 'SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
Mileposts. 0.00-160 - -
Functional Classification Minor Arterial @ Trarfic Signal Upgrades 1 Painted Curb Extensions
A e A Ry @ Taffic Signal Preemption @ Leading Pedestriannterval
Road Name Municipality Truck Route P Pt
L ool
1_South Broad St (CR 623) SAEERVD:
Henilworth Biva/ Galloping Hill Rd Cranford, Kenilwerth, ' i Lo e S
A e T - Renworth, T
2 _(CRooo) uoion L TOTALCRASHES R RASHES o = @ wtersectionastighting 15 Intersection Line Exterision
_3_Morris Ave (cR 629) Elizabeth, Union TOP3 CRASH TYPES! COMMUNITY FEEDBACK @ High-Visivitity Crosswalk e
i e wé e i
4 West Milton Ave (CR 648) Rahway @é Right Angte (27%) %"j Excassive Spooding @ curb Ramp Upgrades. 47 Centerline Extension
05 UMD SIS RDERCI) | AL EEE LGTS % = P e @Iﬁ Contiet With Bikes @ sidewalk Repairs 8 Lane Narrowing
atmener & Salem Ra/Liberty Ave (CR 500) Hillside, Union = =/ Sotsbariuaes @ Bus SiopUipgrades @ Pedestrian Hybrid Beacan™
7 North Martine Ave/Park Ave (CR 655)  Fanwood, Scotch Plains Q@ S
= 0 Signal Operations
8 South Avenue (CR 610) ‘Garwood, Cranford
Roselie, Corrid 5
8 Locust St (CR 619) ¢ 4 Y
L 000000000 :
10 Jersey Ave/West Jersey St (CR 612) Roselle, Elizabeth )
Magie Ave (CR 618) e e
Pear St (CR 614) < Al
13 Park Ave (OR 531) Plainfickd % 2 %
14 North Weod Ave (CR 617) Linden, Roselle & 4‘: = 1 L. LY
16 Raritan Rd (CR 607) Cranford, Clark, Linden & G e 13-
16 7th St (CR 601) Plainfield =
Central Ave/Brant Ave/Westfield H Magie Ave
el 7 Ave/West Grand Ave (CR 613} e Ragy @ a
2 =t T8 st Ave/West Grand St (CR 6101 Fosellc. Elzabeth
i . Mo modiey e TonT SO TR, e g a0 %0 TR e -
i 20, Lokt 1G58 etk Sepich Pl SareENOTT St Vo 5202~y P A L
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

Morris Avenue (CR 629), between Westfield Avenue and North Avenue

Elizabeth, Union
0.00-0.74

Minor Arterial

16,345 - 20,358 (pidirectional)
No

Municipality(ies)
Mileposts.

Functional Classification
AADT (vehicles/day)
Truck Route

SAFETY DA

TOTALCRASHES": 371 KS|CRASHES" 7

TOP 3CRASH TYPES* COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

o) Conflict With Bike

(=
| aD

g
I —

=
(36D mont v

Corridor-wide Recommendations

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

@ Teafiic Signal Upgrades 11 Painted Curb Extensions
i, £ Rectanguiar Rapid Flashing
© intersection Daylianting 8 No Tumeon Red

@ High-visivitity Crosswalk 14 Leading Pedestrian Interval
@ cub RampUpgrades @ Schiool Zone Markings/Signage
@ sidewalk Repairs. 16 New High-Visibility Crosswalk.
@ Bus stopUpgrades @ Lo Reessgnmient

® signal Operations @ Geometicimprovements

8) Stop Bar Placement

0 Crannelizing/Spitter sland

006000060 v
5 1 14 16 ® |
8 10 1 o3 o 12 B
;- g T 5 = T ]
z

", Elizabeth

Magie Avenue (CR 618), between Shelley Avenue / Conant Avenue and North Avenue / NJ 439

Municipality(ies)
Mileposts.

Elizabeth, Union
119-190

Minor Arterial
12,825 (bidirectional)
Truck Route No

SAFETY DA’
TOTAL CRASHES: 103  KSICRASHES" 5
TOP 3 CRASH TYPES*

G e rwspeny

) N1¥
G some owecton-mearEnaqs

) Excessive spes

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Gonfusing o Unsafe Intersection

Vi
(i) struek parcea vanicis (173%)

Corridor-wide Recommendations  Union 1

ly/elizabeth-ss4a|

SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

@ Trattic Signal Upgrades @ "scianguar Rapid Fashing
@ EdgoLines

© intersection Daylighting
@ Hizh-
@ Curb Ramp Upgrades
@ sidewalk Repairs
@ Bus Stop Upgrades

8 Curb Radii Reduction

12 Guiderail Replacement

18 Painted Curb Extensions

sibility Crosswalk

©) New High-Visibiity Crosswalk

0 Lighting Improvements

n
0 e
S =75 @
- a i) 13
3 &
! 2 .
&
@ NI TRANSIT Bus Stop
fro Elizabeth & serool <
S DT Sty Voy e 20162022 ly/elizabeth-ss4a
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Jersey Avenue / West Jersey Street (CR 612), between Bellevue Street and Cherry street

mzﬁzﬂvﬁ“) ;"ll;bg ‘Sa SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS
= 18 - 3.
Functional Classification  Minor Arterial @ Traffic Signal Upgrades 11 signal Operations
AADT (vehicles/day) 3,791 ficirectionsl) (e s
Truck Route No ®
Edge Lines
SAFETY DATA
@ Intersection Dayiighting
TOTALCRASHES": 274 KS|CRASHES" 7 @ High-Visivilty Crosswalk
TOP 3 CRASH TYPES® COMMUNITY FEEDBACK | @) Curb Ramp Upgrades
o —
(= Tap—— [ [o— @ sicewak Repairs

@R

@ Bus Stop Upgrades
() conusngo unsats etersecton

[ P ———

&) Motorsts Dorrt Yiea to

10 Geometric Improvements

Corridor-wide Recommendations

0000006000
9
v 0 M
®2 Ul o g mvensas
e e it https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a

Pearl Street (CR 614), between Route 1 and Washington Avenue

Mcteetintes) et SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

Functional Classification Major Collector @ rarfic Signal Upgrades 11 Leading Pedestrian Interval
AN ticer-i @i 8

® intersection Daylighting 13 Intersection Line Extension
@ Hign-visivility Crosswalk @ Centerline Extension
TOTAL CRASHES*: 206 KSICRASHES": 5 . Curb Ramp Upgrades @ Lighting limprovernents

_ToP3cRAsHTYRES! COMMUNTY FEEOBACK | (@) sicewak Repare O i

ﬁé\ Same Diraction - Sdoswipe 26%) T @ New High-Visibility Crosswalk A Advance Lane Control Signage
G some vencton-museena || = Bl _maeiindilic i 8 Lone Narrowing

() e e e e ® School Zone Markings/Signage

0 et ano 229 10 Signal Opera

Corridor-wide Recommendations

@ N TRANSIT fusStop

Elizabeth i Scrool

https://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a|
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City of Elizabeth Community Meeting Presentation (Cont.)

1st Avenue / West Grand Street (CR 610), between Locust Street/ CR 619 and NJ 27

Municipaiity(ies) Roselle, Elzabeth SAF
::m Classification s @ Tafiic Signal Upgrades AV New High-Visibility Crosswalks
AR ) M1 D PR @ Luntra nieoveee £ Rectangular Rarid Flashing
© speed Feedback Sign A3 Leading Pedestrian Interval
@ Edge Lines 4 Curb Radil Reduction
{ TOTAL CRASHES": 545 KSICRASHES" 10 e Beiihing @ i e
 Top3cRAsHTTRES"  commuNITY FEEDBACK ® High i ®
6 e araizr ) tars om0 @ curb Ramp Upgrades
. M %ﬁg @ sidewalk Repairs

® Left Tum Only Lane

sy
Q 10 Road Diet

The comment form will remain open until December 10

0 780 L0 Fert " @ niTrans T Busstop
B Rosalag Elizabeth  d scrool

WS |) [

hitps://bit.ly/elizabeth-ss4a| INTERNATIONAL

*SearcasNIDOT Satety Vo e 2018702
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Communications Materials

Website Screenshots

Safe Streets For All ) (e CorEer Crorm G

Project by the County of Union and City of £

Home

Union County and the City of Elizabeth are creating a Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Action Plan
to make roads safer, lower the number of deaths and serious injuries on our roadways, and
improve mobility and quality of life for everyone who travels in our community.

By prioritizing mobility for all readway users, we can make our streets safer for everyone. This requires partnership between
the government, law enforcement, community groups, and you - those wiho use our roads every day.

The Planning Process

In the fall of 2024, the Union County Department of Engineering began identifying key partners, collecting data, and educating the
public about the Safe Streets for All Action Plan,

Key Objectives of the SS4A Action Plan

~ Identify the high crash-risk locations and key safety concerns within the County.
 Ensure equitable investments in the safety needs of underserved communities.
v Organize a robust public and stakeholder engagement process focused on inclusivity, community representation, and feedback.

v Develop safety strategies and countermeasures using the Safe Systems Approach.

Action Plan Advisory Committee

An Action Plan Advisory Committee (APAC) was created to support the project team and ensure the collaboration of County
departments, municipal govemments, regional agencies, and community groups to help develop a vision for the Safe Streets for All

Action Plan.

The APAC will meet four (4) times throughout the planning process, offering background documentation, insights into local

conditions, and feedback on draft strategy recommendations.

Funding Partnership

Union County was awarded a Safe Streets and Roads for All
(SS4A) planning grant by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) to develop a SS4A Action Plan.

The City of Elizabeth is sub-recipient of the
UsDOT grant.
This means a deeper dive into crash data and

Union Gounty, along with the City of Elizabeth and other
recommendations for local roadways i the Gity.

municipal partners, will gevelop a holistie, well-defined strategy

10 prevent roadway fatalities and serious injuries within the
county and mitigate roadway safety risks for all residents.

UNION COUNTY

Je’re Connected to You!
e

union County City of Ellzsboth
Deparcment of Engincering ivislon of Engineering
2325 South Avenue 50 Winfistd Scott Plaza
Scoteh Piaing, KJ 07078 i2abeth, NJ 07201

info@ucniorg ‘engneering@elizabethiorg

An Official wobsito of the County of Union, New Jorsey
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Safe Streets For All T o SR

Project by the County of Union and City of Elizabeth

About

What is Safe Streets for All?

Safe Streets for Allis a program to prevent deaths and serious injuries on the nation's roadways while increasing safe, healthy. equitable

mobility for all.{1]

What is the Safe System Approach?

To prevent roadway fatalities and serious injuries. Union County will
RO A, ke the safe 5 /atermielspproach ardFelpldavalop alboley
< te roadway safaty risks for all re

defined strategy to mi
In the Safe System Approach, eliminating fatalities and severe injuries.
for all roadway users is the top priority. It is a way to make roads
safer by building several layers of protection to prevent crashes and
reduce serious injuries and deaths if they do happen. This method,
widely used in the transportation field. treats safety as something
shared by everyone involved—drivers, cyclists, pedestrians, road
designers, transportation providers, and po

SAFE
SYSTEM eymakers.
APPROACH The approach not only aims to lower the number of crashes but also
focuses on preventing the most severe ones. It recognizes that
people make mistakes whils driving, walking, or biking and works to
prevent these mistakes from causing death and serious injury. 8y
identifying and fixing gaps in the transportation network, either
through changes in road design or policy updates, the Safe System
Approach aime to create safer streats for all.

« REDUNDA,
5 Nevig,

P

B Roads
Esy . To learn more about the Safe Systems Approach, visit the USDOT
PONSIBLTy 15 SMARED 8 w
website,
Safe System Approach

A (A Ko iy P L) Z ~
Safe Road Users Safer Vehicles Safer Speeds Safer Roads Post-Crash Care
Promoting safe and Increasing the Encouraging safer Designing roads to
responsible driving availability of speeds on all roads reduce the impact survival rates by
and behavior for vehicle systems by combining of human mistakes, providing quick
everyone using the and features that thoughtful and fair access to

roads and creating reduce the chances road designs that behaviors, and emergency medical

conditions that put of crashes and fit the area, setting making travel safer care, ensuring a

the safety of all lessen the impact appropriate speed for the most safe environment
road users first, on both people limits, providing vulnerable users for first responders,
including those inside and outside targeted education, and preventing
who walk, bike, the vehicle. running outreach additional crashes
drive, use public campaigns, and through strong
transit, or travel in enforcing speed traffic management
other ways rules. This practices.

approach aims to
create safer
conditions for
everyane using the
roads.

[1] http:
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Website Screenshots (Cont.)

Safe Streets For All

Projact by the County of Union and City of Eizabeth

Momes About Getinvolved Resources En Espanol

Safe Streets For All

Project by the County of Union and City of Elizabeth

Home About GetInvolved Resources

En Espafiol

Get Involved

We'd love to hear about your experiences using the streets of Union County and the City of Elizabeth.

Preliminary Outreach Results

POP-UPS OUTREACH! SURVEY & MAP FOCUS GROUPS COMMUNITY MEETINGS

catety concerns and ideas. »
st several events in high-crash locations in
December 2024 Union County and the City.
of Elizabeth and to gather

public foedback on

recommendations ta

improve safety.

Stay in Touch!

Visit our website regularly to stay updated on the Safe Streets for Al Sign up here to recsive updates about the project:
. outreach activities, and study

hroughout the Winter and Spring of 2025, there  E-mat Adsras
will be opportunities for public participation and input to shape the o=
vision for the Safe Streets for All Action Plan, 25 Cose

s WUFOO

UNION COUNTY
We'

Uhion county FETEE
SAPE STREETS FOR ALL e
p 7 &% A = J A G T e
e Connected to Y 7
- { -

ity of Euzabetn

An Official website of the County of Union, New Jersey

APPENDIX E

Project Fact Sheet

ty
Safe Streets For All (SS4A)
Fa

Resources

Project documents will be added here as they become available.

Focus Group Meeting Presentation

Union County & City oF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Focus Group Mesting

Y ST

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

Action Plan Advisory Gommittee Meetings

Union County & Ciry oF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Action Pian Advis

Committaa (APAC) Mesting £4

N = es

°
®

Union County & Ciry oF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Action Plan Advisery Committes (APAC) Mesting &

Union County & Ciry oF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Community Meetings

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Union County Community Meating

UNION COUNTY & CITY OF ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Elizabeth Community Meeting

Y W) = e

) W) o ey
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Survey & Map Promotional Materials

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
SURVEY!
iENCUESTA!

Now Open for
Your Input! tu opinion!

Help improve STREET Ayuda a mejorar la SEGURIDAD
SAFETY in Union County by VIAL en el Condado de Union

taking the survey and participando en la encuesta y
mapping your ideas! marcando tus ideas en el mapa.

jAbierto ahora para

ik S B0 D e WS

Take the Survey Here | Realice la Encuesta Agui

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

KVEY SUKVEY SURVET SURVE UIKVET|
RVEY SURVEY SURV a'm URVEY]
3 . SAFE:STREETS ALL
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mapping your ideas! ideas en el mapa. URV 3‘

URVEY|

URVEY]

URVEY]

URVEY

Take the Survey Here | Realice la Encuesta Aqui

https://bit.ly/union-ss4a

APPENDIX E

sare smeers ror s SURVEY!

(53 o 5 ;ENCUESTA!

K
00
Now Open for Your Input!

Help improve STREET SAFETY in Union County by taking the survey
and mapping your Ideas!

jAbierto ahora para tu opinion!

Ayuda a mejorar la SEGURIDAD VIAL en el Condado de Union
participando en la encuesta y marcando tus ideas en el mapa.

ik & B D s

sare smmeers ror s SURVEY!

iy
H
Now Open for Your Input! [ P

Help improve STREET SAFETY in Elizabeth by taking the survey and
mapping your ideas!

jAbierto ahora para tu opinion!

Ayuda a mejorar la SEGURIDAD VIAL en Elizabeth participando en la
encuesta y marcando tus ideas en el mapa.

Take the Survey Here | Realice la Encuesta Aqui
R

https://bit.ly/union-ss4a
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We want
YOUR INPUT!

iQueremos
tu opinion!

1k 5o B D o MR
SURVEY!
{ENCUESTA"
OLFTE
AH

e

Share your experience using
Union County streets.

https://bit.ly/union-ssda

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

XS~y

We wa N
YOUR INPUT!

ey iQueremos
tu opinién!

i 5 B D e WS
SIURVEY,"

Share your experience using
City of Elizabeth streets.

https://bit.ly/union-ssda

Thank you to the libraries that
helped distribute bookmarks!

Clark Public Library

Cranford Public Library
Elizabeth Public Library

+  Main Branch

+  Elmora Branch

+ LaCorte Branch

+  Elizabethport Branch
Fanwood Memorial Library
Garwood Free Public Library
Kenilworth Public Library
Linden Public Library
Mountainside Public Library
New Providence Memorial Library
Plainfield Public Library
Rahway Public Library

Roselle Public Library

Roselle Park Veterans Memorial
Library

Scotch Plains Public Library
Summit Public Library

Union Public Library

Union Public Library-Vauxhall
Westfield Memorial Library Branch
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Survey & Map Sharekit

Communications ShareKit

Thank you for supporting the Union County Safe Streets for All initiative!

Union County truly appreciates your help spreading the word about the survey to gather feedback
about your experience using the County streets and help develop strategies to make them safer.
Below, you will find materials in English and Spanish to promote the survey.

Please note that the survey will remain open through Sunday, February 2, 2025. Please stop any
communications before that date.

If you have any questions, please contact Reya Singhi at reya@mercerplanning.com.

Social Media

The table below has language and accompanying images for advertising the survey on social media.

Variation #2:

iCuéntale a #UnionCounty sobre tus
experiencias en las calles! Responde la
encuesta y marca en el mapa tus
preocupaciones sobre seguridad para
ayudar a que nuestras calles sean mas
seguras. A b @ =
https://bit.ly/union-ss4a-esp
#safestreets4all

Email/Newsletter

Below is the language you can use to publicize the project and survey in your email communications.

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

LANGUAGE TEXT IMAGE - é
All languages & &b @ & ™ Take the survey & map Image Links: ‘ i’-V
. . |
(English & Spanish) | your ideas to make #UnionCounty streets | ynion SS4A_Survey Social
safer. | Realice la encuesta y mapee sus Image-01.jpg
ideas para hacer las calles del ] ] Share your experiences using the streets in Union County. Your input will help develop strategies to
#UnionCounty mas seguras. Union SS4A_Survey Social make the streets safer for all.
https://bit.ly/union-ss4a #safestreets4all Image-02.jpg About the Project:
Union County and the City of Elizabeth are creating a Safe Streets for All Action Plan to make roads
English Only Variation #1: safer, lower the number of traffic deaths, and improve mobility and quality of life for everyone who
#UnionCounty wants your input for its travels in our community. The plan will recommend policies and identify key projects throughout the
#SafeStreets4All Action Plan, aimed at County and in Elizabeth to help make our streets safer for all road users. For more information, visit
eliminating roadway deaths and serious https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/.
injuries. Take the survey to share your
experiences using Union County TAKE THE SURVEY!
streets! & 45 @ & ' https:/bit.ly/union-
ss4a
Variation #2: Compart'e tus experiencias usando ]as calles del Condado de Union. Tu opinién ayudara a desarrollar
Tell #UnionCounty about your experiences estrategias para hacer las calles mas seguras para todos.
using the streets! Take the survey and Sob 1P to:
map your safety concerns to help make obre el Froyecto:
our roads safer. A ¢t 8 & = El Condado de Union y la Ciudad de Elizabeth estan creando un Plan de Accién de Calles Seguras
i https://bit.ly/union-ss4a #safestreets4all para Todos (Safe Streets for All Action) para hacer las carreteras mas seguras, reducir el nimero de
Spanish Only Variation #1: ) L muertes por trafico, y mejorar la movilidad y calidad de vida de todos los que transitan en nuestra
i#UnionCounty quiere conocer tu opinién comunidad. El plan recomendaré politicas e identificara proyectos clave en todo el Condado y en
para su Plan de Accién #SafeStreets4All, Elizabeth para ayudar a hacer nuestras calles mas seguras para todos los usuarios de la via. Para
que busca eliminar las muertes y lesiones mas informacion, visita https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/.
graves en las carreteras. Completa la
encuesta para compartir tus experiencias TAKE THE SURVEY!
usando las calles de Condado de
Union! & 4% #® & '™ https://bit.ly/union-
ss4a-esp
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APPENDIX E

Community Meetings Promotional Materials

SAFE STREETS FOR ALL
VIRTUAL

COMMUNITY
MEETING

* City of Elizabeth Meeting
10 Wednesday, December 3, 2025
ANT T 6:30 PM - 8:00 PM

FROM

* Union County Meeting
Tuesday, December 9, 2025
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

i & 0 R s MR

SAIfE SE'I'I;::‘:SEII"I:)R AI.I. VI RTUAL
e COMMUNITY
MEETING

Join us for a Virtual Community Meeting to discuss
high-crash locations in the City of Elizabeth, and provide
feedback on recommended design solutions, policies, and
operational strategies to enhance safety.

Your feedback will help us refine the final draft
recommendations to make Elizabeth streets safer for all!

WE WANT TO

el Community Meeting

Wednesday, December 3, 2025
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM

40

f&rg Register at:

ﬁ_{g@d bit.ly/elizabeth-meeting

Presentation to learn about Safe Streets for All recommendations will
begin promptly at 6.30 PM. After the presentation, participants will
have a chance to provide feedback in small group breakout rooms.

COMMUN oF
VIRTUA I'nn#f&"\p%
COMM Y V %

VIRTUAL CO %‘Pmﬁf

DMMUNITY M I L

VIRTUAL

COMMUNITY
MEETING

‘ Wednesday, December 3, 2025
6:30 PM to 8:00 PM

ELIZABETH
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL Register at:

bit.ly/elizabeth-meeting

SAF'E"!'T%'ES.%“!‘J.IALL VIRTUAL
=== COMMUNITY
MEETING

Join us for a Virtual Community Meeting to discuss high-crash locations in
Union County and the City of Elizabeth, and provide feedback on
recommended design solutions, policies, and operational strategies to
enhance safety.

Your feedback will help us refine the final draft recommendations to make
Union County and Elizabeth streets safer for all!

* City of Elizabeth Meeting

WE WANT TO Wednesday, December 3, 2025
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM
HEAR FROM
YOU! Register at:

E=:Et bit.ly/elizabeth-meeting

* Union County Meeting

Tuesday, December 9, 2025
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM

EAE

Register at:
bit.ly/union-meeting

Q

Presentation to learn about Safe Streets for All recommendations will begin promptly at
6.30 PM. After the presentation, participants will have a chance to provide feedback in
small group breakout rooms.

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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Community Meetings Sharekit

Communications ShareKit

Thank you for supporting the Union County Safe Streets for All initiative!

Union County truly appreciates your help spreading the word about the virtual community meetings.
Your support will help gather valuable feedback from residents and stakeholders about Union County
and City of Elizabeth Safe Streets for All Plan recommendations to make our streets safer for all!

Below, you will find materials to promote the virtual community meetings. If you have any questions,
please contact Aishwarya Venkatesh at aishwarya@mercerplanning.com.

Flyer

The Union SS4A team created a flyer to advertise the virtual community meetings. Help us spread the
word by sharing them with your network or printing on 8.5x11" paper to display in a high-visibility
location.

Union County and City of Elizabeth - Combined Flyer

e PDF: Union SS4A Community Meeting Flyer.pdf
e JPEG: Union SS4A Community Meeting_Flyer.jpg

City of Elizabeth - Flyer

e PDF: Elizabeth SS4A Community Meeting Flyer.pdf
o JPEG: Elizabeth SS4A_Community Meeting Flyer.jpg

Social Media

The table below has language and accompanying images for advertising the community meetings on
social media.

Union County and City of Elizabeth - Combined Social Message

Email/Newsletter

Below is the language you can use to publicize the community meetings in your email
communications.

Union County and City of Elizabeth Combined Email Announcement

UNION COUNTY
SAFE STREETS FOR ALL

Join Union County for a Virtual Community Meeting to learn more about high-crash locations in
Union County and the City of Elizabeth, as well as recommended design solutions, policies, and
operational strategies to enhance safety. Your feedback will help refine the final draft
recommendations to make Union County and Elizabeth streets safer for all!

Community Meeting #1 — City of Elizabeth Focus
Wednesday, December 3 at 6:30PM
Register at bit.ly/elizabeth-meeting

Community Meeting #2 — Union County Focus
Tuesday, December 9" at 6:30PM
Register at bit.ly/union-meeting

Presentation to learn about Safe Streets for All recommendations will begin promptly at 6:30 PM.
After the presentation, participants will have a chance to provide feedback in small group breakout
rooms.

About the Project:
Union County and the City of Elizabeth are creating a Safe Streets for All Action Plan to make roads|

R G 5 . i ivity i Image Links:
#L\Jnﬁgngofnt. 'a:?jligtpL?\éizrgsgtwh?ﬂ;if;yfnfomne\zmz I(r;ommunit .g I safer, lower the number of traffic deaths, and improve mobility and quality of life for everyone who
Meeting to Iegrn more a)|/'1d share yoﬁr feedbaci aboutgproposed solutionsy % c " travels in our community. The plan will recommend policies and identify key projects throughout the
! ; ommunity in Eli i i isi
to make our streets safer for all. More info at https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/. Meeting ﬁ?:;t/yuiﬂ?;?Q/Esllazfil_)sett:;:s?elp make our streets safer for all road users. For more information, visit
SM_FINAL.jpg ' ' ’
City of Elizabeth - Social Message
A &b 4@ = ™ Help improve roadway safety and connectivity in Image Links:
#CityofElizabeth! Join an upcoming Virtual Community Meeting to learn Elizabeth
more and share your feedback about proposed solutions to make our SS4A_Community
streets safer for all. More info at https://ucnj.org/safe-streets/. Meeting
SM_FINAL.jpg

Scroll to next page for email template>>
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