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Executive Summary

A. Purpose

The City of Jersey City commissioned a citywide mobility survey initiative entitled
“Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey”. The initiative’s purpose was to provide community-
based information for the Circulation Element of the Jersey City Master Plan. A
significant by-product of the mobility survey is current, comprehensive transportation
data revealing consumer behavior, preferences and attitudes toward travel to, from and
within Jersey City. This new data is more current than the 2000 Journey-to-Work Census
and more detailed than the American Community Survey and will be used by major
transportation agencies in the region including North Jersey Transportation Planning
Authority, New Jersey Transit, and Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.

B. Design and Methodology
The Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey focused on three travel markets.
+ Market Segment 1: People working in Jersey City and living elsewhere

+ Market Segment 2: People living in Jersey City and working elsewhere or not
working

+ Market Segment 3: People both living and working in Jersey City

The survey was designed to capture travel needs, preferences and attitudes among people
in each market segment traveling to, from and within Jersey City.

The study began in April 2008 and ended in May 2008. A representative sample of 600
completed questionnaires was expected for each market segment. An intensive outreach
and field program yielded over 2,500 useable responses substantially exceeding the
sample goal as follows.

+ Sample for Market Segment 1: 1,437
¢ Sample for Market Segment 2: 668
+ Sample for Market Segment 3: 694

An ambitious data collection goal was to obtain data that also represented Neighborhood
Level Analysis Zones (NLAZ) for each market segment given a very limited budget.
There were seven zones as defined by New Jersey Transit.

The survey instrument was developed in close collaboration with Jersey City, the study’s
Technical Advisory Committee which included members from New Jersey Transit, Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey, North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority,
Hudson County Planning, various departments within Jersey City Planning and
Development, and the lead consultant firm, T&M Associates.

The Jersey City Mobility Survey was conducted online and also administered in the field
at various locations including the Mayor’s Office, public libraries in each NLAZ area,
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local community organizations and through intercepts at various locations throughout
Jersey City. This extensive outreach program was designed to give Jersey City residents
and workers the broadest access possible to the mobility survey given limited funding
constraints.

Finally, Resource Systems Group (RSG) was hired to provide peer review and guidance
on sampling strategies, confidence levels and margin of error for the Jersey City Mobility
Study. RSG was also responsible for weighting the Jersey City Mobility data set to
match the census data.

C. Summary of Findings

Principle findings from the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Study provide mobility patterns to,
from and within Jersey City, attitudes towards existing transit services, and preferences
on transit service attributes and transportation goals. The findings also point to
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) preferences and challenges to address
through effective transportation improvement strategies.

Most notable is the consistency found in responses across market segments and
neighborhoods, even in the presence of very small sample for some neighborhoods.
Consistency abounds in the themes that emerged from this study. The major themes,
listed below, were validated as important concerns because they also emerged through
independent communication with stakeholder groups, TAC members and participation by
the general public in public meetings.

Emergent Themes

¢ Mass Transportation
a. Service from each neighborhood into major destinations within Jersey City such
as Journal Square, Downtown, Newport and Route 440.
b. Service to major regional transit hubs such as Amtrak, Secaucus Transfer.
c. Expanded service levels throughout the day and on weekends, at higher
frequencies and less crowding.
d. Service expansion of Hudson-Bergen Light Rail and PATH.

¢+ Roadway

a. Strong repair and maintenance program.

b. Solutions to traffic congestion, particularly at major locations such as Route 1&9,
approaches from 139 and the NJ Turnpike to the Holland Tunnel, and the merge
at Montgomery Street from the Turnpike.

c. Solutions for traffic accidents/unsafe conditions on many roads including JFK,
Erie Street, 2" Street and Christopher Columbus, Communipaw Avenue, Route
440 and Route 1&9.

d. Solutions for construction inducted traffic delays.

e. Use of traffic signals to control traffic and reduce delays.

¢ Parking
a. Parking requirements for all new buildings.
b. Parking bans/restrictions during certain times and on certain thoroughfares.

+ Pedestrian/Bicycle



C.
d.
e.

¢ Mobility for Disabled
a. Expanded and improved access for disabled and physically challenged including

Bike racks/facilities near transit stations and major facilities like Liberty State
Park.

City-employer partnerships for citywide biking initiatives including showers,
racks, lanes and storage facilities.

Bike-friendly streets and safe walkways.

Bike allowances on board rail facilities such as PATH and light rail.

Pedestrian and bike-friendly Jersey City.

seniors and mothers with babies.

b. Adequate capacity for disabled equipment including space for wheelchairs to fit

properly, working elevators at transit facilities.

c. Reduced walk time to access transit services.
+ Safety
a. Enforced traffic laws.
b. Improved security in and around transit facilities/services.
c. Trained transit operators.
d. Longer delays for doors on train cars.
e. Improved road construction notices.
f. Improved street intersection control for all vehicle/transit traffic.
g. Improved light control for ease and safety of pedestrian traffic.
h. Installation of cameras.
¢ General/Other/Global
a. Develop a comprehensive mobility strategy for Jersey City.
b. Address all areas in the city including low income areas.
c. Develop an integrated communication system for transportation.
d. Develop an integrated fare system for transportation involving all transportation
agencies.
e. Encourage alternative means of travel citywide like pedestrian and bicycle modes

of travel.

The vast amount of data obtained through the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey and the
themes that emerged helped shape the identification and definition of 14 mobility goals
for the Circulation Element Plan and ensuring goal objectives and strategies. Provided
below is a summary of key findings.

Mobility Patterns

+ Origin and destination patterns are reasonably close to expectations even where small
sample was obtained for some neighborhoods.

¢ Overall transit share and by market segment is much higher than the 2000 Journey-to-
Work Census. This increase in transit share is easily explainable by structural
changes in Jersey City such as the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail system and rapid and
continuous residential and commercial development, particularly in Downtown Jersey
City.



Areas East-of-the Hudson River and the counties of Essex, Morris, Bergen, Hudson,
Monmouth, Middlesex, Ocean and Union continue to be major labor markets for
Jersey City employers™.

Transit options abound within certain origin-destination paths such as commuters
from areas east-of-the Hudson into Downtown Jersey City. Alternatively, transit
options are limited within other origin-destination paths such as Jersey City Heights
to work outside or within Jersey City.

Almost half of the people surveyed across all markets do not use transit as their
primary means for travel.

AM peak hour arrival time for people
o Working in Jersey City: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM
o Working and Living in Jersey City: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM

AM peak hour departure time for people
0 Living in Jersey City: 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM

PM peak hour departure time for people
o0 Working in Jersey City: 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM
o Working and Living in Jersey City: 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM

PM peak hour arrival time for people
o0 Living in Jersey City: 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM

Attitudes Towards Transit Service

“Stops close to home,” “Service is cheaper” and “Service is safe” are important
priorities for non primary transit users to consider transit as a primary mode of travel.

Non primary transit users have an overall low impression of existing transit service
for “travel to Jersey City” — only 23% of these respondents gave existing transit a
high rating (8 to 10; where 10 is “excellent” and 1 is “extremely poor”).

Non primary and primary transit users have an overall low impression of existing
transit service for “travel within Jersey City” — only 21% of both groups gave an 8 to
10 rating.

Non primary transit users and primary transit users also have an overall low
impression of existing transit service for “travel from Jersey City” — respectively only
21% and 26% of these respondents gave an 8 to 10 rating.

! Research conducted in the late 1980s and early 1990s for the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail (HBLRT) system
first illustrated this pattern.
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Challenges and Improvement Strategies

Planning Goal 2: “Increase, improve, and enhance public transit service to, from,
and within all areas of Jersey City” is the number one priority among all market
segments.

Planning Goal 8: “Improve access between Jersey City and the greater region” is the
number two priority among people who “Work in Jersey City”

Planning Goal 3: “Integrate and connect neighborhoods, and improve public access
to waterfront areas” is the number two goal for people who “Work outside Jersey
City” or who “Work and Live in Jersey City”.

Transit shares can be increased further through effective TDM strategies and
integrated, reliable transit services.

Specific “Transportation Priority Goals” ranked high by respondents include:
Fix and maintain existing transportation systems

Increase transit options

Fix and maintain existing roads and bridges

Reduce motor vehicle accidents

Improve pedestrian safety and security

o0 o

D. Actionable Recommendations

Results obtained from the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Study are useable for the
transportation planning purposes of this study. Specific recommendations for
planning uses include the following.

¢ Update transit versus non transit shares by market segment — data is more recent
than the Census or other data available through transportation agencies in the
region.

+ Rely on origin and destination patterns in the Circulation Element Plan — patterns
are reasonably consistent with known data and are remarkably similar to patterns
revealed more than a decade old during peer-reviewed planning efforts for the
$1.3 billion dollar Hudson-Bergen Light Rail project.

+ Develop highway volumes using on O-D patterns from the survey and the North
Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) trip tables — the NJTPA is the
recognized transportation planning agency in New Jersey and has a model
appropriate for this use.

¢ Plan and develop specific transportation goals and improvement strategies
targeted to each market segment — the vast quantitative and qualitative data
obtained in this study identifies relevant, comprehensive, community-based needs
that can be addressed through cooperative planning in the region and within
Jersey City.

¢ Collaborate with regional transportation providers such as New Jersey Transit and
Port Authority of New York & New Jersey to identify and recommend transit-
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based capital improvement projects that specifically address needs and challenges
identified by respondents — quantitatively and qualitatively.

¢ Identify, develop and implement more directly the “unaddressed” needs such as
those of senior citizens, disabled and geographic-based challenges based on
respondent feedback obtained in this study.

¢ |dentify and provide funding to support development of survey data detailed
enough for transportation modeling and specific engineering needs — the survey
provides a great start, but study limitations may require more effort for these
purposes, particularly in areas outside of Downtown Jersey City.

Limitations of this study are small samples obtained in some cases at the
neighborhood level. Resource Systems Group, the peer review firm, also notes the
sparseness of the data at the neighborhood level. Thus, care, through experienced-
based knowledge, consistency with other quality information, and assessments of
reasonableness is needed when using small samples at the neighborhood level before
making sweeping generalizations for planning, modeling or engineering purposes.
This knowledge, other information and assessments of reasonableness should be
identified and transparent in application.

Finally, it is recommended that Jersey City work closely with New Jersey Transit to
support and collaborate on the design of another study needed for the anticipated
expansion of the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail in Jersey City. This next study should
extend the work started for this 2050 Mobility Survey and address, where needed, any
gaps identified (i.e. small sample sizes).



Methodology

The City of Jersey City commissioned a citywide mobility survey initiative — Jersey City
2050 Mobility Survey to support updating the Circulation Element of its Jersey City
Master Plan. The survey was designed to support the planning document that describes
an action-oriented plan for a citywide, multi-modal transportation network that serves
today’s needs and future needs including movement of people and goods and the link
between land use and transportation. The Jersey City Mobility 2050 Mobility Survey
focused on three market segments regarding mobility challenges to, from and within
Jersey City:

1. Market Segment 1: People work in Jersey City and live elsewhere

2. Market Segment 2: People who live in Jersey City and work elsewhere or do not
work

3. Market Segment 3: People who both work and live in Jersey City

Field work for the mobility survey began in April 2008 and ended in May 2008. This
survey is the most recent picture of mobility patterns, attitudes and preferences for the
northern New Jersey transportation region. In fact, this survey provides more recent
information than the 2000 Journey-to-Work Census or American Community Survey due
to:

¢ 2000 Journey-to-Work does not account for major structural changes in transportation
services that have occurred (e.g. Implementation of the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail
system);

¢ 2000 Journey-to-Work does not account for the substantial and continued growth in
economic development that has occurred since the year 2000; and

¢ American Community Survey provides only city level data and could not be used for
neighborhood level analysis or weighting.

Data from the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey will be used by North Jersey
Transportation Planning Authority, New Jersey Transit, Port Authority of New York &
New Jersey, and the city of Jersey City for planning and projecting mobility needs in the
region, and specifically within, to and from Jersey City.

A total of 600 completed questionnaires were expected for each market segment. A
statistically representative sample for each market segment within a minimum margin of
error of +/— 10% at a 95% level of confidence was the proposed goal, assuming a random
sample selection of responses®.

The use of 2000 Census data, primarily Journey-to-Work data, was initially
recommended to:

+ Weight completed responses to the total population of workers and residents in
Jersey City;

? Details are provided in Appendix A.



¢ Develop a sampling distribution plan and check that population groups were
adequately represented; and

+ Examine the reasonableness of distributions received from the 2050 Mobility Survey.

Gender, income, geography, transit/non-transit users and the ability to identify
respondents by neighborhood and UEZ or non-UEZ responses were considered in the
sampling plan. Census data was aggregated based on census tracts into seven, distinct
Neighborhood Level Analysis Zones (NLAZ). Mapping for these aggregations were
provided by Jersey City from NJ Transit. Aggregations were used to develop sampling
plans and report data. Neighborhood level aggregations also avoided inherent pitfalls
because data in some census tracts are not reportable (i.e. confidentiality restrictions).

Eastland Systems Group reviewed the survey instruments provided by Jersey City
Planning and developed a questionnaire, in close collaboration with Jersey City, the
Technical Advisory Committee and the lead consultant firm, T&M Associates.
Effectively, the survey instrument used to conduct the mobility survey was a
collaborative effort between Jersey City, the Technical Advisory Committee which
included members from New Jersey Transit (NJT), New York and New Jersey Port
Authority (PANYNJ), New Jersey Transportation Planning Agency (NJTPA), Hudson
County Planning and various departments within Jersey City Planning and Development.

The mobility questionnaire included questions to extract origin and destination work
patterns, some non work behavior, attitudes and preferences towards existing
transportation services, and ways to address mobility challenges that meet resident and
worker needs. The survey included extensive quantitative and qualitative components. A
final approved combined survey instrument was the product of this collaboration.

The combined mobility survey was delivered in both English and Spanish. Eastland
Systems Group employed internet-based surveying techniques to administer the Jersey
City Mobility 2050 Combined Survey. Jersey City provided support in conducting a
comprehensive outreach program with Jersey City residents and employers and to notify
employees of the availability of the mobility survey.

Various outreach channels were used including the Mayor’s press release and the Jersey
City Mobility 2050 website to encourage survey participation and to support other data
collection channels where the online process was not feasible. The comprehensive,
intensive outreach plan® was developed and initiated by Jersey City, and where needed,
supported by Eastland Systems Group. This intensive outreach began with the press
release from the Mayor of Jersey City to announce the start date, need for and importance
of the 2050 Mobility Survey.

Online surveys were monitored and reported daily to ensure adequate survey returns.
Through the survey outreach implementation plan and screener questionnaire, Eastland
was able to obtain adequate surveys from a wide cross-section of Jersey City residents
and workers. Targeted outreach was used to reach under-responding target populations
and included field and intercept surveys where needed. Where necessary, Eastland
Systems Group also administered paper surveys in the field to augment sample cells.

¥ See Appendix A for a full description of the outreach program.
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Eastland Systems Group provided weekly summaries of survey results during the field
period and worked closely with its peer review team, Resource Systems Group,
throughout the sampling design and implementation process.

Finally, the peer review firm, Resource Systems Group, Inc. (RSG) was contracted to
provide peer review and guidance on sampling strategies, confidence levels, and margin
of error for the Jersey City Mobility Study®. RSG was also responsible for weighting the
Jersey City Mobility dataset to match census data.

* See Appendix B for the detailed peer review report.
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Overall Findings

Principle findings from the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Study provide mobility patterns to,
from and within Jersey City, attitudes towards existing transit services, and preferences
on transit service attributes and transportation goals. The findings also point to
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) preferences and challenges to address
through effective transportation improvement strategies.

Most notable is the consistency found in responses across market segments and
neighborhoods, even in the presence of very small sample for some neighborhoods.
Consistency abounds in the themes that emerged from this study. The major themes,
listed below, were validated as important concerns because they also emerged through
independent communication with stakeholder groups, TAC members and participation by
the general public in public meetings.

Emergent Themes

¢ Mass Transportation
a. Service from each neighborhood into major destinations within Jersey City such
as Journal Square, Downtown, Newport and Route 440.
b. Service to major regional transit hubs such as Amtrak, Secaucus Transfer.
c. Expanded service levels throughout the day and on weekends, at higher
frequencies and less crowding.
d. Service expansion of Hudson-Bergen Light Rail and PATH.

¢+ Roadway

a. Strong repair and maintenance program.

b. Solutions to traffic congestion, particularly at major locations such as Route 1&9,
approaches from 139 and the NJ Turnpike to the Holland Tunnel, and the merge
at Montgomery Street from the Turnpike.

c. Solutions for traffic accidents/unsafe conditions on many roads including JFK,
Erie Street, 2" Street and Christopher Columbus, Communipaw Avenue, Route
440 and Route 1&9.

d. Solutions for construction inducted traffic delays.

e. Use of traffic signals to control traffic and reduce delays.

¢ Parking
a. Parking requirements for all new buildings.
b. Parking bans/restrictions during certain times and on certain thoroughfares.

¢ Pedestrian/Bicycle

a. Bike racks/facilities near transit stations and major facilities like Liberty State
Park.

b. City-employer partnerships for citywide biking initiatives including showers,
racks, lanes and storage facilities.

c. Bike-friendly streets and safe walkways.

d. Bike allowances on board rail facilities such as PATH and light rail.

e. Pedestrian and bike-friendly Jersey City.

+ Mobility for Disabled
a. Expanded and improved access for disabled and physically challenged including
seniors and mothers with babies.
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b. Adequate capacity for disabled equipment including space for wheelchairs to fit
properly, working elevators at transit facilities.
c. Reduced walk time to access transit services.

+ Safety

Enforced traffic laws.

Improved security in and around transit facilities/services.
Trained transit operators.

Longer delays for doors on train cars.

Improved road construction notices.

Improved street intersection control for all vehicle/transit traffic.
Improved light control for ease and safety of pedestrian traffic.

. Installation of cameras.

¢ General/Other/Global

a. Develop a comprehensive mobility strategy for Jersey City.

b. Address all areas in the city including low income areas.

c. Develop an integrated communication system for transportation.

d. Develop an integrated fare system for transportation involving all transportation
agencies.

e. Encourage alternative means of travel citywide like pedestrian and bicycle modes
of travel.

S@ o a0 o

The vast amount of data obtained through the Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey and the
themes that emerged helped shape the identification and definition of 14 mobility goals
for the Circulation Element Plan and ensuring goal objectives and strategies. Provided
below is a summary of key findings.

Mobility Patterns

+ Origin and destination patterns are reasonably close to expectations even where small
sample was obtained for some neighborhoods.

¢ Overall transit share and by market segment is much higher than the 2000 Journey-to-
Work Census. This increase in transit share is easily explainable by structural
changes in Jersey City such as the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail system and rapid and
continuous residential and commercial development, particularly in Downtown Jersey
City.

+ Areas East-of-the Hudson River and the counties of Essex, Morris, Bergen, Hudson,
Monmouth, Middlesex, Ocean and Union continue to be major labor markets for
Jersey City employers®.

¢ Transit options abound within certain origin-destination paths such as commuters
from areas east-of-the Hudson into Downtown Jersey City. Alternatively, transit
options are limited within other origin-destination paths such as Jersey City Heights
to work outside or within Jersey City.

® Research conducted in the late 1980s and early 1990s for the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail (HBLRT) system
first illustrated this pattern.
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Almost half of the people surveyed across all markets do not use transit as their
primary means for travel.

AM peak hour arrival time for people
o Working in Jersey City: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM
0 Working and Living in Jersey City: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM

AM peak hour departure time for people
o0 Living in Jersey City but working elsewhere: 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM

PM peak hour departure time for people
o0 Working in Jersey City: 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM
o Working and Living in Jersey City: 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM

PM peak hour arrival time for people
o Living in Jersey City but working elsewhere: 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM

Attitudes Towards Transit Service

“Stops close to home,” “Service is cheaper” and “Service is safe” are important
priorities for non primary transit users to consider transit as a primary mode of travel.

Non primary transit users have an overall low impression of existing transit service
for “travel to Jersey City” — only 23% of these respondents gave existing transit a
high rating (8 to 10; where 10 is “excellent” and 1 is “extremely poor”).

Non primary and primary transit users have an overall low impression of existing
transit service for “travel within Jersey City” — only 21% of both groups gave an 8 to
10 rating.

Non primary transit users and primary transit users also have an overall low
impression of existing transit service for “travel from Jersey City” — respectively only
21% and 26% of these respondents gave an 8 to 10 rating.

Challenges and Improvement Strategies

Planning Goal 2: “Increase, improve, and enhance public transit service to, from,
and within all areas of Jersey City” is the number one priority among all market
segments.

Planning Goal 8: “Improve access between Jersey City and the greater region” is the
number two priority among people who “Work in Jersey City”

Planning Goal 3: “Integrate and connect neighborhoods, and improve public access
to waterfront areas” is the number two goal for people who “Work outside Jersey
City” or who “Work and Live in Jersey City”.
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¢ Transit shares can be increased further through effective TDM strategies and
integrated, reliable transit services.

¢ Specific “Transportation Priority Goals” ranked high by respondents include:

®oo0 o

Fix and maintain existing transportation systems
Increase transit options

Fix and maintain existing roads and bridges
Reduce motor vehicle accidents

Improve pedestrian safety and security
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Detailed Findings

E. Socio-Demographic Profiles
The 2008 Jersey City 2050 Mobility Survey resulted in 2,799 respondents across three
market segments.
e Market Segment 1: People working in Jersey City but living elsewhere
e Market Segment 2: People living in Jersey City but working elsewhere or not
working (21.7% of all Market Segment 2)
e Market Segment 3: People both working and living in Jersey City

Over fifty percent of people surveyed consist of people who “Work in Jersey City” but
are living elsewhere (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
2008 Jersey City Mobility Study
Percent
60
51.3

50
40

30 23.9 248
20
10
0

Market Segment 1: Work in Market Segment 2: 'work Market Segment 3: Both
Jersey City outside Jersey City, (or not  work and live in Jersey City
Working: 21.7%)
N = 2799
Frequency Percent

Work in Jersey City 1437 51.3

Work outside Jersey City, or not working 668 23.9

Both work and live in Jersey City 694 24.8

Total 2799 100.0
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Respondents are also distributed across four income groups (Figure 2). People who
identified themselves as respondents who only “Work in Jersey City” tended to have
higher incomes. Approximately 60% of these respondents reported annual household
incomes of at least $100,000. Conversely, less than 2% of these respondents have
incomes under $25,000. While people who are Jersey City residents but “Work outside
Jersey City”, or both “Work and Live in Jersey City”, also reported having high incomes,
these respondents consisted of many more low income groups as well (i.e. under
$25K:15%;13% respectively).

Figure 2

Market Segment by Income
N=2799

100% -

80%

0O $100,000 or more
0 $50,000- $99,999
m $25,000 - $49,000
@ Under $25,000

60%

40%

20%

0% -
Work in Jersey Work outside  Both work and

City Jersey City, or live in Jersey City
not working
Work in JC Work outside JC, Work/Live in JC
or not working
Under $25,000 1.7% 14.7% 12.5%
$25,000 - $49,000 8.4% 17.2% 28.2%
$50,000- $99,999 30.2% 28.1% 31.3%
$100,000 or more 59.8% 40.0% 28.0%
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All market segments have fewer respondents among people 55 years of age and older
(Figure 3). However, people who were in the 55+ category identified very specific
mobility needs that apply in many neighborhoods for their age group. For instance:

“Our biggest concern is public transportation. We have no transportation available to us to Journal
Square. We must take two buses. No one is addressing our issues. We are Senior Citizens and deserve
better treatment.”

“I am disabled, on crutches, and lack of elevator at Grove St PATH is major problem! It is easier for me to
use the jitney vans or local buses than PATH to get to NYC or get around due to lack of elevators for
disabled or handicapped.”

“Reduced or waived fare programs for light rail service for the disabled or limited income residents. A
senior citizen or disabled person shuttle service to various shopping centers and other communal
facilities.”

“Need transportation from Jersey City Heights to downtown JC and Newport. (1) Live off (the) Boulevard.
and (my) only means of transportation is on Palisade Ave-too far and unsafe. Start bus service from
Summit Ave”

“Consideration should also be given to the issue of pedestrian behavior. Nobody seems to use the
pedestrian crossings; and folks just cross at all sections of the street, even jaywalking diagonally at
intersections, and leaving to motorists not to be surprised™.

“When developing an area such as Route 440 make the public aware of all traffic studies that are done.
With all the development that is to come on RT 440 we need improved traffic patterns.”

“I would like to be able to get to work without always driving. Maybe some shuttle from Journal Square to
Sip Ave and U.S. Hwy #1”

Thus, respondent verbatim information provides substantial data to evaluate mobility
needs of this mature population and develop strategies that meet their needs.

Figure 3

Market Segments by Age
N=2799

100% -
80% -

60%
055 or over

m 35-54 years
@ 18-34 years

40%

20%

0%
Work in Jersey Work in Jersey Both work and live
City City, or not in Jersey City
working
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Among the respondents who “Work in Jersey City”, close to 60% are males (Figure 4).
Alternatively, more females than males responded to the survey in market segments 2

(Work outside Jersey City) and 3 (Work and Live in Jersey City) - 55% and 58%
respectively.

Figure 4

Market Segments by Gender
N=2799

O Male

H Female

Work in Jersey City ~ Work in Jersey Both work and live
City, or not working in Jersey City
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F. Peak Travel Period

Analysis of when respondents leave for work and arrive is examined by market segment
and time period (Figures 5 through 14). Most respondents (80%), who “Work in Jersey
City, leave for work between the hours of 6:00 AM and 8:30 AM. The peak hour for
these departures is 7:00AM to 8:00AM and the peak of this peak is 7:00AM to 7:30AM.

H 6
Figure 5
Work in Jersey City
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The vast majority of these respondents (85%) arrive at work between 7:00AM and
9:15AM with a peak hour from 8:00AM and 9:00AM. The peak of the peak is 8:30AM
to 9:00AM.

. 7
Figure 6
Work in Jersey City
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® See Technical Appendix for data table.
" See Technical Appendix for data table.
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The amount of time most respondents (88%) who “Work in Jersey City” spend going to
work in the AM generally falls within 30 minutes to one and a half hours. Half of these
workers (52%) travel 45 minutes to one hour in getting to employment locations within
Jersey City.
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Figure 7
AM Trip Duration: Work in Jersey City
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Data Table — AM Trip Duration®

Time Count
0:15 30
0:30 187
0:45 314
1:00 336
1:15 247
1:30 159
1:45 80
2:00 34
2:15 11
2:30 8
2:45 1
3:00 2

& Qutliers or respondent errors are not included in the distribution figure or data table.
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Respondents (92%) who live in Jersey City but go to employment beyond Jersey City
borders start off for work in the AM between 6:00 and 9:15. Peak hour departure time is
from 7:30AM to 8:30AM for 57%.

Figure 8°

Works Outside Jersey City
n=509; does not include non workers

Number Beginning

Begin your trip to work (AM Only)

Most respondents (87%) working outside Jersey City begin arriving at work between
7:30AM and 10:00AM. The AM peak hour arrival time for respondents working outside
Jersey City is 8:30 to 9:30.

Figure 9*°

Work Outside Jersey City
n=505

Number Arriving

Arrive atwork ...

° See Technical Appendix for data table.
10 See Technical Appendix for data table.
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The duration of AM travel for most respondents (85%) going to work outside of Jersey
City ranges between 30 minutes to one hour. Sixty-four percent of the respondents
experience travel time between 45 minutes and one hour in getting to work.

Figure 10

AM Trip Duration - Work Outside Jersey City
n=502
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Data Table — AM Trip Duration'*

Time Count
0:15 14
0:30 103
0:45 178
1:00 143
1:15 35
1:30 21
1:45
2:00
2:15

11
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Respondents (95%), who both “Live and Work in Jersey City,” generally leave for work
between 6:00AM and 10:00AM. The AM peak hour departure time is between 7:30AM
to 8:30AM where 55% of the respondents reported leaving in this period.

Figure 11"
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Arrival times to work for most respondents (93%) who live and work within Jersey City
occur between 7:00 AM and 10:15 AM. Peak hour arrivals occur from 8:00AM and
9:00AM for 62% of the respondents in this market segment.
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Figure 12
Work and Live in Jersey City
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12 See Technical Appendix for data table.
13 See Technical Appendix for data table.
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The AM duration of travel to work for 97% of respondents living and working within
Jersey City is 15 minutes up to one hour. Eighty percent of the respondents in this market
segment can get to work within 15 to 30 minutes. Difficulty in AM travel appears to
occur for approximately 20% of these Jersey City residents where travel to work exceeds
30 minutes.

Figure 13

AM Trip Duration: Work and Live in Jersey City
n=640
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Data Table — AM Trip Duration

Time Count
0:15 267
0:30 243
0:45 78
1:00 31
1:15 8
1:30 6
1:45 3
2:00 2
2:15 0
2:30 2
2:45 0
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A visual comparison of the AM travel duration for all market segments reveals:

¢ The shortest travel duration is experienced by respondents both living and working in
Jersey City — travel duration peaks between 15 and 30 minutes.

+ Most people traveling to enter or leave Jersey City in the AM experience longer trip
times to get to work — travel duration peaks at 45 minutes for respondents working
outside of Jersey City and peaks at 1 hour for those commuting into work locations
within Jersey City.

Figure 14

AM Trip Duration: All Market Segments

45%
40% +
35% +
30% +
25% +
20% +
15% +
10% +

5%

0% + . . . . ‘ ‘ ; f
0:15 0:30 0:45 1:00 1:15 1:30 1:45 2:00 2:15 2:30 2:45 3:00

—Work in Jersey City ——Work Outside Jersey City Work and Live in Jersey City

26



Finally, a combined graph (Figure A: AM Work Travel) giving AM travel time of people
who arrive at work from outside Jersey City (Market Segment 1) with people who depart
for work within Jersey City (Market Segment 2 and Market Segment 3) shows AM
peaking characteristics for all market segments.

Figure A: AM Travel shows that, while specific markets are peaking at different times,
the overall busiest time for morning travel within Jersey City among all markets is
between 6:00 AM and 10:00 AM. People who come to work from outside Jersey City
appear to have two separate peaking times: 7:15 AM and 8:15 AM, while people living
within Jersey City whether going to work inside or outside of Jersey City have similar
peaking times (around 8:00 to 8:15 AM) when for leaving for work.

Figure A: AM Work Travel
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Figures 15 to 24 provide PM travel frequency patterns.

Departure time from work begins at 3:30PM and ends at 8:00PM for most respondents
(96%) who “Work in Jersey City.” The peak hour is 6:00PM to 7:00PM where 49% of
the respondents leave work.

: 14
Figure 15
Work in Jersey City
(n=1093)
200
180 +
160 +
2 140 1
>
g 120 +
- 100 +
S 80+
E 60/l
Z a0+
20 -
0 1
O DD DD 0 O O 26D KDDL 4D 0 OB DD 4D 0 OB KO NP0 K2 OD O O PO OO
'\;‘Q'\;‘\"\,n’q,%\’m(bf\;?‘@grb\’fbfbfbb‘ﬁv\’vn’v"@%\’@%‘b‘b‘%\’b{%“’\‘g\‘”’\n’/\"%ch\’%%‘b‘q%\’q»'quoig\,@%z\;?\,\%,@i&
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Respondents who “Work in Jersey City” typically begin arriving home between 4:30PM
and 9:00PM (95%). The peak hour arrival time at home is 7:00PM to 8:00PM where
over 50% are getting to their home destination.

Figure 16"
Work in Jersey City
(n=1093)
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14 See Technical Appendix for data table..
1> See Technical Appendix for data table.
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Eighty-six percent (86%) of respondents who “Work in Jersey City” take 30 minutes to
one and half hours to get home at the conclusion of their normal work day. Forty-eight

percent (48%) of respondents travel from 45 minutes to an hour to get home.

Figure 17
PM Trip Duration: Work in Jersey City
(n=1088)
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Data Table — PM Trip Duration®

Time Count
0:15 13
0:30 116
0:45 214
1:00 295
1:15 164
1:30 143
1:45 66
2:00 51
2:15 7
2:30 14
2:45 3
3:00 2

1 Qutliers or respondent errors are not included in the distribution figure or data table.
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Respondents (86%) who “Work Outside of Jersey City” leave work between 4:00PM and
7:00PM. These respondents have a peak hour departure from 5:00PM to 6:00PM.

Figure 18"’

Work Outside Jersey City
(n=369)

Number Leaving

Departure Time (PM only)

Respondents (88%) working in locations outside of Jersey City begin arriving at home
from 5:30PM to 8:30PM. The peak hour arrival time for these respondents is 6:00PM to
7:00PM when 46% arrive at home.

Figure 19"

Work Outside Jersey City
(n=369)

Number Arriving

Arrival Time

17 See Technical Appendix for data table.
18 See Technical Appendix for data table.



Respondents (95%) going to employment outside of Jersey City spend between 30
minutes to one and a half hours getting home. Sixty-two percent take between 45
minutes and one hour to arrive at home.

Figure 20

PM Trip Duration: Work Outside Jersey City
(n=366)
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Data Table — PM Trip Duration®

Time Count
0:15 8
0:30 65
0:45 111
1:00 117
1:15 31
1:30 24
1:45 2
2:00 7
2:15 0
2:30 0
2:45 0
3:00 1

19 Qutliers or respondent errors are not included in the distribution figure or data table.
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Respondents (89%) who “Live and Work in Jersey City” begin departing from work
locations as early as 3:00PM and as late as 8:00PM. The peak hour for these departures
is 5:00PM to 6:00PM.

Figure 21
Work and Live in Jersey City
(n=515)
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Respondents (85%) both working and living in Jersey City arrive home between 4:00PM
and 8:30PM. The peak hour arrival time is 6:00PM to 7:00PM.

Figure 22
Work and Live in Jersey City
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Respondents who “Work and Live in Jersey City” have the shortest travel time to get
home from work. Ninety-four percent (94%) experience duration of travel from 15
minutes to one hour when returning home. Seventy-four percent (74%) are home within
15 to 30 minutes.

Figure23
PM Trip Duration: Work and Live in Jersey City
(n=511)
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Data Table — PM Trip Duration®

Time I Count
0:15 202
0:30 174
0:45 57
1:00 45
1:15 11
1:30 11
1:45 3
2:00 6
2:15 0
2:30 1
2:45 0
3:00 1

20 Qutliers or respondent errors are not included in the distribution figure or data table.
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Comparison of the PM travel duration for all market segments reveals:

¢ The shortest travel duration in getting home is experienced by respondents both living
and working in Jersey City — travel duration peaks between 15 and 30 minutes.

¢ The longest travel time in getting home occurs for people who have to leave the city
to return home (Market Segment 1) and those who return home from jobs outside
Jersey City (Market Segment 2).

Figure 24

PM Trip Duration: All Market Segments
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Finally, a combined graph (Figure B: PM Work Travel) giving PM travel time of people
who depart from work in Jersey City (people living outside or inside Jersey City) with
people who arrive at home in Jersey City from jobs outside shows:

¢ Travel activity between 3:00 PM and 8:00 PM occurs for at least 90% of the people
departing from work within Jersey City.

¢ Travel activity between

¢ 3:45 PM and 8:45 PM occurs for 95% of those arriving home from work places
outside of Jersey City.

+ Travel from work for approximately 75% people:
o Coming to work from outside Jersey City occurs between 5:00 PM and 7:00
PM; and
0 Between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM for people living and working within Jersey
City.

¢ Travel for people trying to get home from work places outside Jersey City occurs for
approximately 75% during the hours of 5:30PM and 7:45 PM.
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G. Origin and Destination

Overall, one third (33%) of the people surveyed in Market Segment 1 originate mainly
from New York counties that are east-of-the-Hudson River (Table 1). In addition,
approximately one third (31%) of these respondents go to work in Downtown Jersey
City. Respondents residing in New York counties east of the Hudson have significant
transit options into Jersey City work locations — PATH, ferry and use of multiple transit
modes.

Respondents coming from Monmouth, Middlesex, Union or Ocean counties represent
another 20% of the workforce from Market Segment 1 into Jersey City. Sixteen percent
(16%) of these respondents are working in Downtown Jersey City.  Workers from
Monmouth, Middlesex, Union or Ocean counties have good transit and highway access
into Jersey City. Possible transit options include driving to the Light Rail Station at
Liberty State Park, taking NJ Transit into Hoboken to board PATH into Jersey City, and
using bus service into Jersey City.

Table 1
Residential Origins and Work Destinations for Market Segment 1: Work in Jersey City (n=1434)
Journal All
Origin: Bergen Downtown Greenville Heights Square Lafayette Marion Destinations
Bergen County 7 133 2 1 15 0 1 159
% of Total 0.5% 9.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.1% 11.1%
Essex or Morris 5 119 10 4 14 1 2 155
% of Total 0.3% 8.3% 0.7% 0.3% 1.0% 0.1% 0.1% 10.8%
Hudson County 7 139 7 7 18 6 5 189
% of Total 1% 10% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 13%
Monmouth, Middlesex,
Union or Ocean County 6 235 5 3 32 4 6 291
% of Total 0.4% 16.4% 0.3% 0.2% 2.2% 0.3% 0.4% 20.3%
Somerset or Warren
County 0 32 1 0 2 0 0 35
% of Total 0.0% 2.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4%
Passaic or Sussex 0 27 3 0 3 0 0 33
% of Total 0.0% 1.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3%
Other county in New
Jersey 0 21 0 0 1 2 0 24
% of Total 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 1.7%
New York— east of the
Hudson River 8 450 3 1 11 0 0 473
% of Total 0.6% 31.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0%
New York —west of the
Hudson River 2 65 0 1 1 1 0 70
% of Total 0.1% 4.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 4.9%
Other 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 5
% of Total 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
All Origins 36 1224 32 17 97 14 14 1434
% of Total 2.5% 85.4% 2.2% 1.2% 6.8% 1.0% 1.0% 100.0%

36




Combined, respondents from Bergen, Essex, Morris counties along with respondents
from areas in Hudson County outside of Jersey City represent approximately one-third
(respectively 11%, 11% and 13%) of all respondents that reported they “Work in Jersey
City”. Workers from these origins also have some transit options into Jersey City via
multi-modal access through PATH, New Jersey Transit train and bus service, as well as
the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail System.

Bergen, Essex, Morris, Hudson, Middlesex, Monmouth, Union and Ocean counties in
New Jersey along with areas east-of-the-Hudson River were always expected to provide a
major source of workers into Jersey City, primarily into Downtown Jersey City. These
expectations were based on previous limited but focused quantitative and qualitative
research including employer and resident surveys and evaluation of the enormous
commercial and residential growth that was expected. In fact, the expected economic
growth is still occurring in Downtown Jersey City.

Original expectations of origin-destination and growth patterns played a major role in
planning and designing the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail system now in operation. The
2008 Jersey City Mobility Survey has provided evidence that original expectations were
well founded. The mobility survey also provides evidence that Jersey City can continue
to look Bergen, Essex, Morris, Hudson, Middlesex, Monmouth, Union and Ocean
counties and east-of-the-Hudson as a major origin markets from which to attract workers.

Many people working outside Jersey City (Market Segment 2) came from respondents
living in Downtown Jersey City (45% - see Table 2). Many (34%) of these respondents
are attracted to work destinations east-of-the Hudson River. Less favorable, but also
attractive to respondents living in Downtown Jersey City are work locations in Hudson,
Essex, Morris, Monmouth, Middlesex, Union and Ocean counties — combined
employment in these areas draw close to another 8% of Downtown Jersey City residents.

Work areas outside of Jersey City on both sides of the Hudson River provide well
traveled highway and transit access to respondents living in these Jersey City
neighborhoods such as Hudson-Bergen Light Rail to parts of Hudson County; PATH and
ferry service into Manhattan; Holland Tunnel and New Jersey Turnpike auto access; and
New Jersey Transit train service into Morris, Essex, Monmouth, Middlesex, Union and
Ocean counties.
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Thirty-eight percent of people responding from Market Segment 2 originate from
Greenville, Jersey City Heights and Journal Square neighborhoods — respectively 11%,
17% and 10%. While the distribution of sample from these neighborhoods is quite
small}, it appears that people from these areas are working mainly in Hudson,
Essex/Morris counties and east-of-the Hudson.

Table2
Residential Origins and Work Destinations for Market Segment 2: Working Outside Jersey
City (excludes non workers); (n=523)

New York New York

Monmouth, counties— counties
Essex Middlesex, Passaic east of —west of
or Union or Somerset or Other the the
Bergen Morris  Hudson Ocean or Warren  Sussex NJ Hudson Hudson All
Origin: County County  County County County  County County River River  Other Destinations
Bergen 2 4 10 2 0 0 1 26 0 2 47
% of Total 0.4% 0.8% 1.9% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 5.0% 0.0% 0.4% 9.0%
Downtown 4 15 16 11 3 1 3 176 2 3 234
% of Total 0.8% 2.9% 3.1% 2.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 33.7% 0.4% 0.6% 44.7%
Greenville 2 4 5 4 0 5 2 34 0 0 56
% of Total 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 1.0% 0.4% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 10.7%
Heights 1 8 14 1 1 0 2 62 1 0 90
% of Total 0.2% 1.5% 2.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 11.9% 0.2% 0.0% 17.2%
Journal
Square 4 8 3 2 0 1 0 32 1 0 51
% of Total 0.8% 1.5% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 6.1% 0.2% 0.0% 9.8%
Lafayette 2 2 4 0 0 1 1 18 0 0 28
% of Total 0.4% 0.4% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4%
Marion 0 5 4 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 14
% of Total 0.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7%
Don’'t' Know/
No Answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
% of Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
All Origins 15 46 56 21 4 8 9 355 4 5 523
% of Total 2.9% 8.8% 10.7% 4.0% 0.8% 1.5% 1.7% 67.9% 0.8% 1.0% 100.0%

2L A minimum sample size of 50 is desired. Smaller sizes may be more indicative of qualitative findings.
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Finally, with three exceptions, a greater percentage of respondents surveyed who both
“Work and Live in Jersey City” (Market Segment 3) are working within their origin area
(e.g. internal-to-internal trip pattern), thus the diagonal of Table 3 is where most of these
respondents are going. For example, many of the respondents surveyed who reside in
Bergen neighborhoods are also working in the Bergen section of Jersey City (3%). The
three exceptions are Greenville, Heights and Lafayette, where Downtown Jersey City is
also an attractive employment market for respondents from these neighborhoods. Journal
Square residents are primarily working in Journal Square (4%) and Downtown (4%).

Internal-to-internal trip patterns are consistent with patterns found in many transportation
studies, including the original survey work done to evaluate, plan and implement mobility
strategies in Jersey City for. These original I-1 patterns was another significant reason for
building the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail.

Overall, the majority of respondents surveyed came from Bergen/Marion combined (100
respondents); Downtown (215 respondents); Greenville (159 respondents); Heights (99
respondents); Journal Square (73 respondents). The number of respondents surveyed
from Lafayette neighborhoods (41 respondents) was the smallest sample for any
neighborhood.

Table 3
Residential Origins and Work Destinations for Market Segment 2: Work and Live in Jersey City
(n=694)
Journal
Origin: Bergen  Downtown Greenville Heights Square Lafayette Marion  Other/DK
Bergen 19 28 14 0 10 0 5 1
% of Total 2.7% 4.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.1%
Downtown 2 182 8 2 16 4 0 1
% of Total 0.3% 26.3% 1.2% 0.3% 2.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1%
Greenville 7 81 34 6 25 4 2 0
% of Total 1.0% 11.7% 4.9% 0.9% 3.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%
Heights 3 49 7 20 18 1 1 0
% of Total 0.4% 7.1% 1.0% 2.9% 2.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Journal
Square 5 29 7 3 27 0 2 0
% of Total 0.7% 4.2% 1.0% 0.4% 3.9% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Lafayette 6 17 2 0 2 12 2 0
% of Total 0.9% 2.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 1.7% 0.3% 0.0%
Marion 5 5 2 2 2 0 7 0
% of Total 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Other/DK 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0
% of Total 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
All Origins 47 396 74 33 101 21 19 2
% of Total 0.068 0.571 0.107 0.048 0.146 0.03 0.027 0.003

39

All
77

11.1%
215
31.0%
159
22.9%

99

14.3%

73

10.5%

41
5.9%

23
3.3%

0.9%

693



H. Mode Share

Transit versus Non Transit share overall and by market segments (Figure 25) are closest
to current estimates than are shares reported in the 2000 Journey-to-Work census. The
lowest transit share (35%) is among respondents who both “Live and Work in Jersey
City” (Market Segment 3). These findings are consistent with qualitative research among
respondents who expressed insufficiency in transit services to meet routine needs such as
going to work, shopping or recreating within Jersey City. Market segments experiencing
higher transit share (Work in Jersey City; Work outside Jersey City) reflects the extensive
rail, PATH, ferry, light rail, bus transit network available.

Figure 25

Transit versus Non Transit
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80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% +
10%

0%

@ Non Transit
| Transit

Work in Jersey Work outside Both work and Total

City Jersey City  live in Jersey
City

Both

Work  work and

Work in outside livein

Jersey Jersey Jersey
City City City Total
(n=1437) (n=522) (n=694) (n=2653)
Non Transit 38% 25% 65% 42%
Transit 62% 76% 35% 58%

40



Transit versus Non Transit share within each market segment to the various employment
destinations are shown in figures 26 through 28.

The highest transit share (67%) is found among people going to downtown work
locations in Jersey City within Market Segment 1: Work in Jersey City. This outcome is
expected due to the many transit options available to these workers.

The lowest transit share is experienced by respondents going to work in Lafayette (14%)

Greenville (28%) and Jersey City Heights (28%) illustrating the need to provide a
comprehensive transit strategy to serve these neighborhoods.

Figure 26

Work in Jersey City: Transit vs Non Transit Share
(n=1437)
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Transit share for respondents working outside Jersey City (Market Segment 2) are shown
in Figure 27. The highest transit share (95%) is from respondents commuting to work to
locations east-of-the Hudson River — also an expected outcome due to high transit
availability into New York City.

The lowest transit share (13%) is experienced by respondents going to work in Bergen,
Sussex or Warren locations.

Figure 27
Work Outside Jersey City: Transit vs Non Transit Share
(n=522)
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Finally,

the transit share among respondents who both “Live and Work in Jersey City” is

provided in Figure 28. Transit share seems to reflect the experience many respondents
living and working in Jersey City are having - limited transit options, limited knowledge
regarding availability of existing services, transit and neighborhood connectivity and
sufficient capacity. For instance:

“Please increase the frequency of the path on the weekends”

“Traveling to Exchange Place is very difficult from the Heights sometimes 3
buses are used just to get to work .Light rail is an option but not easier in the
cold...”

“It is time to expand the light rail so that it can go to the Square, especially since
the square is being rebuilt”

“In the Greenville section of Jersey City there needs to be more bus service
during the off rush hour service for senior citizens. The wait time is 30 to 45
minutes for a bus™

“The recent elimination of several bus routes to my place of employment
(Newport center Mall) caused significant inconvenience, particularly since the
last buses often end before my evening shift ends at the mall”

“Would like to be able to get to work without always driving. Maybe some shuttle
from Journal Square to Sip Ave

and U.S. Hwy #1”

Jersey City residents destined to employment locations within Jersey City Heights have
the lowest transit share (18%).

Figure 28
Transit Share for Market Segment 3: Both Work and Live in
Jersey City
(n=694)
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The Jersey City 2050 Mobility Study included questions on modes used by respondents
to get to work. Results are shown in figures 29 through 31. Respondents who “Work in
Jersey City” access work locations in Jersey City primarily using transit. For instance
42% appear to use a multi-modal system to get to work, 10% on PATH and 6% on Light
Rail. One-third of these respondents use single-occupancy driving to get to work.

Figure 29
Work in Jersey City: Mode Choice
(n=1437)
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Respondents who “Work outside Jersey City” also make use of various transit options in
getting to work. Forty percent (40%) use PATH, 24% exercise multi-modal choice and
7% take bus to work. Twenty-one percent (21%) of these “Work in Jersey City”
respondents take a car to work.

Figure30
Work Outside Jersey City
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Respondents both working and living in Jersey City use less transit and are walking and
biking to work (26%) more. These respondents also have the highest use of “drive alone”
(35%) as a means to get to work. These findings provide further evidence for the need to
support “walk and bike” strategies within Jersey City and to explore ways to increase
transit usage. The opportunity for increased transit use is demonstrated by the respective
13%, 7% and 9% use of bus, PATH and Light Rail as a means of traveling to work
among respondents who “Work and Live in Jersey City.”

Figure 31
Work and Live in Jersey City
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I. Preferences, Attitudes and Ratings

A large percentage of respondents stated that transit is not their primary mode for
traveling. Thus, a planning challenge includes developing transportation strategies to
decrease this percentage.

Respondents provided clues on what should be included in these transportation strategies
based on their responses to “Which characteristics would you require, to consider using
mass transit as your primary mode of travel?”

Figure 32
All Market Segments
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A total of 1,046 respondents stated they do not use transit as their primary mode of travel.
These respondents were given 13 characteristics® to select from in choosing their 1%, 2™
and 3" highest priority in answering the question “Which characteristics would you
require to consider using mass transit as your primary mode of travel?”” Reporting their
selection of the number one priority, the following observation is made.

* 49% said ““Stops close to home™ is number one
¢ 40% said ““Service is cheaper than driving” is number one
+ 36% said ““Service is safe” is number one

In addition, 52% gave “Other” as their number one priority. The types of concerns listed
among these respondents include the following.

%2 Non responders are not included.

2% Stops close to home; stops close to work; short trip times; frequent service; reliable service; service is
safe; service is cheaper than driving; stops are near other services; schedules are clear and easy to use;
information on transit services is readily available; information on transit services is always up to date

46



“No easy way to get to the Upper East Side. | would have to take at least 5 trains
to get to work!”

“Disabled, walking difficult™

““(Service) must be the fastest mode to be useful”

““(Service is) Clean, no bums”

“(1 am) not familiar with mass transit schedules™

*“(Service must be) bicycle friendly”

““(Service must have) handicapped accessibility”

““(Service must have) monthly passes available™

“All (are number one priority)”

““(Service must be a) 7-day a week service”

““Light rail station (is) easier to get to”

““Leaves early enough (5:30 am or earlier) from my town and late enough from
JC (up to 7pm or later)”

“Overall trip is faster than driving”

“Express Service-No Transfers”

“(There should be) one price per trip not per mode (i.e. pay once for trip using
light rail and PATH)”

““Security for parked vehicles/bicycles at the mass transit stations™

“Free transfers to PATH and more EXPRESS Trains with less stops”

“I'd use light rail to Hoboken & train to Mahwah daily if there was a shuttle to
work at Mahwah stop”

“Better service for disabled people”

“Access to City Vehicle”

“# of modes/connections™

“I have 3 kids - public transport is a hassle with all the crap we lug around.”
*““Less Crowded on PATH”

“Something is wrong with my car”
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Respondents who stated transit is not their primary mode gave lower ratings on their
“overall impression concerning transit service...” when considering travel “to Jersey
City”; as compared to respondents who are “Primary Transit Users.” Only 23% of Non
Primary Transit Users gave an overall impression of transit service an “8 to 10” rating. In

contrast, 34% of Primary Transit Users gave an “8 to 10” rating.

In addition, twenty percent (20%) of Non Primary Transit Users gave a poor rating (1 to
3) of transit service to Jersey City, while only 14% of Primary Transit Users gave this
same rating. Notably, neither group had a majority (51% or higher) giving a rating of 8
to 10 which may suggest improvement is needed in existing transit service “to” Jersey

City.

Figure 33: Travel to Jersey City

Primary Transit Users vs Non Primary Transit Users

(n=2345)
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Data Table: Ratings on Overall Impression of Transit Service: to Jersey City

Non

Primary Primary

Transit Transit

User User

Extremely Poor:1 72 85
2 47 43

3 73 69

4 76 61

5 169 95

6 174 104

7 261 142

8 264 116

9 119 52

Excellent:10 81 59
Don't Know 27 156
Total responding 1363 982
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Impressions on overall transit services for travel “Within Jersey City” is relatively similar
among Primary Transit Users and Non Primary Transit Users. Around 4% of both
groups gave an 8 to 10 rating on their impression of transit services within Jersey City.
These groups also had similar percentages of respondents (17%) rating transit services
poor (1 to3) for travel within Jersey City.

Figure 34: Travel within Jersey City

Primary Transit Users versus Non Primary Transit Users
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Data Table: Ratings on Overall Impression of Transit Services: within Jersey City

Non

Primary Primary

Transit Transit

User User

Extremely Poor:1 81 73
2 60 34

3 86 63

4 94 59

5 155 102

6 159 108

7 149 122

8 175 109

9 70 50

Excellent:10 48 47
Don't Know 286 215
Total responding 1363 982
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Perceptions among Non Primary Transit Users versus Primary Transit Users are not
hugely different for travel from Jersey City to elsewhere. Respectively 21% and 26% of
the respondents rated transit services to other places outside of Jersey City as being
excellent or close to it (“8 to 10” to rating). Alternatively 17% and 16% of the
respondents respectively gave a rating of 1 to 3 to indicate how poor they believed

services from Jersey City to places outside of Jersey City are perceived.

Figure 35: Travel from Jersey City

Primary Transit Users versus Non Primary Transit Users
(n=2345)
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Data Table: Ratings on Overall Impression of Transit Services: from Jersey City

Yes: No: Non

Primary Primary

Transit Transit

User User

Extremely Poor:1 67 64
2 58 33

3 90 72

4 91 51

5 194 121

6 161 121

7 235 112

8 204 103

9 99 57

Excellent:10 55 45
Don't Know 109 203
1363 982
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All respondents were asked to rank 13 characteristics®* to answer the question “What are
the five most important characteristics that make a great transit system” along with and
option to provide an open-end response. The following observation is made based on
looking at the selection of the single most important characteristic chosen by the
respondents (2,799).

31% chose ““Stops close to home™

30% chose ““Frequent service”

24% chose ““Service is safe”

22% chose ““Service is reliable”

17% chose ““Service is cheaper than driving”

* & 6 o o

In addition, 32% of these respondents chose “Other” and their comments include the
following.

*““Less crowded PATH trains™

““Longer service hours”™

““(Service is) not too crowded”

“(It should be a) clean system”

“These are all important™

“Handi-cap Accessible™

“Light rail should also travel along the track W of Tonnelle Avenue from N tip of N
Bergen to Journ(al) Square™

“Few intermodal transfers”

“Run according to the schedule™

“(Better weekend service) - service on weekends is deplorable”

“No crowding/comfortable ride™

““Choice of other bus lines within my neighborhood”

“Alert/sober drivers”

““State of the art vehicles, non-polluting, quiet, comfortable™

“Handicapped accessible/stroller friendly”

“Bicycle friendly”

“Direct - no connections™

“Monthly passes available for adults and children”

*““(Should have) trash cans please™

