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MDTP 2045 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Under the authority of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation District Planning Act (Act) of 
June 24, 2005, the initial Meadowlands District Transportation Plan (MDTP) was adopted in 2007. 
The 2007 plan’s main objectives were to identify transportation needs, recommend specific 
transportation improvements, and estimate the costs of improvements through 2030. The MDTP is 
being updated under the authority of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District 
Act of 2015 (TPD Act or Law), effective February 5, 2015, (N.J.S.A. 5:10A-69 through 5:10A-81). 
The purpose of MDTP 2045 is to update the prior plan, providing projections and analyses through 
2045. The work on MDTP 2045 included the following main tasks: 

• Assess the existing District transportation demand model and construct a new model 
• Develop a list of candidate transportation improvement projects and related cost estimates 
• Prioritize recommended improvement projects  
• Prepare an updated transportation development fee assessment framework and financial 

plan 
 
An important initial work activity was to assess alternatives for a new transportation demand model 
for the District and prepare a new model. Based upon this assessment, the NJSEA selected the 
North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority’s (NJTPA) North Jersey Regional Transportation 
Model-Enhanced (NJRTM-E) model as the basis for preparing the new Meadowlands District Travel 
Demand Model (MDTDM). NJSEA prepared the MDTDM for a base year scenario of 2020 in addition 
to two future year scenarios and then analyzed all three scenarios. This new model provides the 
NJSEA with a technical tool to support future transportation planning analysis in the District. 
 
The NJSEA developed the candidate transportation improvement projects with the primary 
objectives of providing and enhancing safe and equitable transportation. Provision and enhancement 
of transportation choice was also a key driver for developing the candidate projects. As such, an 
emphasis was placed on new and improved facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 
Another important objective focused on providing and enhancing connections between and among 
diverse land uses, which often are disconnected due to physical impediments. Secondary objectives 
of responsible environmental stewardship, resiliency, economic benefit, and incorporating emerging 
technologies were also factored into developing the candidate improvement projects. This process 
resulted in identifying 86 candidate transportation improvement projects, along with preliminary cost 
estimates, for further consideration. 
 
The next step was to prepare and apply a methodology for evaluating the candidate improvement 
projects to designate priority projects for advancement as Recommended Improvement Projects in 
MDTP 2045. The NJSEA-developed project prioritization methodology was implemented to evaluate, 
score, and rank the candidate improvement projects. This methodology utilized the following primary 
evaluation criteria for each project: improves multi-modal connectivity; improves safety; supports 
economic development; has relatively low costs to implement, maintain, and operate; lacks 
environmental constraints; has public (official and local) advocacy; and improves sustainability and 
resilience. The NJSEA applied the methodology to score and rank each project, and identified a total 
of 61 recommended transportation improvement projects, including 52 construction projects, five 
planning projects, and four policy studies.  The process of selecting the recommended projects also 
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included preparing a preliminary project staging plan, which assigned each project to one or more 
time frames (near, mid, or long-term) for implementation.     
 
After identifying the recommended projects, the final task was to prepare an updated cost allocation 
methodology and transportation development fee assessment framework, along with a financial plan. 
This involved reviewing the 2007 plan and proposing revisions for MDTP 2045. The resulting 
proposed cost allocation methodology involved identifying the portion of estimated recommended 
improvement costs that are attributable to future development and not exempt from the fee 
assessment process, as well as adjusting the costs for anticipated inflation and fee credits. This 
methodology led to establishing $19.3 million as the total estimated amount of improvement costs 
that the NJSEA will seek to fund. This amount is the target fee revenue that the transportation 
development fees will need to generate, which provides the basis for determining the fee rate. 
 
The proposed fee assessment 
framework is based upon daily 
passenger vehicle (PV) and heavy 
vehicle (HV) trips that a development 
project is calculated to generate. 
Information on anticipated future 
development projects enabled 
NJSEA to calculate the number of 
trips that future development will 
generate. Adjusting for the greater 
impact of HV trips relative to PV trips 
resulted in allocating target fee 
revenue among HV and PV. This 
target revenue was divided by the 
total adjusted trips to determine the 
new fee rates for PV ($550 per daily 
trip) and HV ($1,100 per daily trip). 
 
The financial plan incorporates the final staging plan for the recommended improvement projects.  
An integral element of preparing the updated fee assessment framework and financial plan was 
ensuring compliance with the Act at N.J.S.A. 5:10A-74, “At least 30% of any development fees 
collected in accordance with this section shall be used for transportation related projects within the 
municipality where the development, for which a particular fee was collected, is located.” The 
proposed fee assessment framework and financial plan show that MDTP 2045 will be in compliance 
with this requirement at each stage of the duration of the plan through 2045. 
 

During the development of the MDTP update, the NJSEA and its consultant team, working in 
partnership with the Meadowlands Transportation Planning Board (MTPB), made significant efforts 
to establish comprehensive government and technical stakeholder groups, soliciting input from both 
public and private sectors. These stakeholder groups were involved at key milestones in the 
development of this Plan, and the resulting insights that were incorporated into the updated MDTP 

Develop 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Projects 

Prioritize 
Recommended 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Projects

Develop NJSEA-
MDTP Model

Develop Fee 
Assessment 
Rates and 
Financial Plan

MDTP 2045 Scope of Work 



Meadowlands District Transportation Plan                                                                               NJSEA 

February 2024                                                                                                                    Page 6 
 

through this outreach were critical to the plan’s successful completion.  The MDTP update effort was 
concluded by identifying and recommending potential planning and policy initiatives that may warrant 
further studies and action plans. 
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MDTP 2045 - INTRODUCTION 
A. Hackensack Meadowlands District  

The New Jersey Sports and Exposition Authority (NJSEA), through its consolidation with the 
New Jersey Meadowlands Commission (NJMC) in 2015, serves as the regional planning and zoning 
agency for the 30.3-square-mile Hackensack Meadowlands District (District) – see Figure I.1. The 
state agency is charged with providing for the orderly development of the District, providing facilities 
for the sanitary disposal of solid waste, and protecting the delicate balance of nature. The 
Hackensack Meadowlands District Master Plan Update 2020 serves as the primary comprehensive 
planning document for the District and continues the established mandates to protect and enhance 
the Meadowlands environment while promoting economic growth in appropriate areas.  
 
The District encompasses portions of fourteen municipalities in two counties: Carlstadt, East 
Rutherford, Little Ferry, Lyndhurst, Moonachie, North Arlington, Ridgefield, Rutherford, South 
Hackensack, and Teterboro in Bergen County, and Jersey City, Kearny, North Bergen, and 
Secaucus in Hudson County. The District is bordered by Route 46 to the north; Routes 1 and 9 
(Tonnelle Avenue) and the freight rail line owned by Norfolk Southern and CSX Corp (the former 
Conrail main line) to the east; the Port Authority Trans Hudson (PATH) commuter rail line and Pulaski 
Skyway to the south; and Route 17, NJ TRANSIT’s Pascack Valley rail line, and the inactive 
Harrison-Kingsland rail line to the west.   
 
A.1 Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District Act  
The Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District Act, effective June 24, 2005, and 
the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District Act of 2015 (TPD Act or Law), 
effective February 5, 2015, (N.J.S.A. 5:10A-69 through 5:10A-81) established a Transportation 
Planning District (TPD) within the Hackensack Meadowlands District. The TPD Act also created the 
Meadowlands Transportation Planning Board (MTPB), consisting of the following members:  

• The Commissioner of Community Affairs, or the commissioner’s designee;   
• The Commissioner of Transportation, or the commissioner’s designee;   
• A representative from the ridesharing organization EZ Ride, or its successor            

organization;   
• A representative of the Hackensack Meadowlands Municipal Committee;   
• A representative of the Meadowlands Regional Chamber of Commerce; and  
• The executive director of the commission, serving as the secretary of the board.   
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Figure I.1    Location of Hackensack Meadowlands District 
Source:   NJSEA 
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The Law also tasked the MTPB with overseeing the development and updating of a comprehensive, 
future-oriented District transportation plan incorporating the following main provisions:  

• Establishment of goals, policies, needs, and improvement priorities for all modes of 
transportation, including walking and bicycling, within the District for the next 20 years.    

• Identification of transportation needs arising from anticipated future traffic passing within or 
through the District based upon future development anticipated to occur within the District 
and reflected in the District Master Plan.    

• Proposal of transportation projects designed to address future development, prioritized over 
increments of five years.   

• Allocation of public and private shares of project costs and allowable administrative costs, 
and establishment of the amount, schedule, and collection of development fees.   

• Inclusion of a financial element setting forth a statement of projected revenue and 
expenses, including all project costs.    

• Identification of public and private financial resources which may be available to fund, in 
whole or in part, those transportation projects set forth in the Plan.    

• Recommendation of types and rates of development fees, formulas to govern the 
assessment of those fees, and the projected annual revenue to be derived from the fees.  

  
The TPD Act empowers the NJSEA to assess fees on future District development based upon a 
technical analysis of a project’s impact upon the transportation system, excluding costs associated 
with remedying pre-existing problems.  
   
A.2 Meadowlands District Transportation Plan 2030  
The initial Meadowlands District Transportation Plan 2030 (MDTP 2030) was adopted in 2007 by the 
MTPB and the NJMC. The objective of the MDTP 2030 was to identify transportation needs, 
recommend specific improvements, and estimate costs of improvements up to year 2030. MDTP 
2030 fulfilled the requirements of the TPD Act and played an important role in the MTPB’s mission 
to improve mobility for passengers and freight throughout the District by identifying transportation 
improvements and funding mechanisms needed to sustain future economic growth.   
  
A.3 District Transportation Plan Rules (N.J.A.C. 19:7-1 et seq.)  
In 2008, the NJMC adopted the District Transportation Plan Rules at N.J.A.C. 19:7-1 et seq. (TPD 
Rules) to establish the general provisions for the assessment and collection of development fees 
pursuant to the TPD Act. A Transportation Development Fee Formula was created to compute a 
Transportation Development Fee for each land use within a proposed development. Fees collected 
from proposed development projects are maintained in the Transportation Planning District Fund 
and are utilized to implement transportation improvements throughout the District and surrounding 
roadway system.  
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B.  Meadowlands District Transportation Plan Update  
The MDTP plays an important role in the NJSEA’s mission to improve the mobility and safety of 
transportation for people and freight throughout the District. As the transportation system needs 
change over time, the TPD Act requires that the plan be periodically reevaluated. The NJSEA, in 
conjunction with the MTPB, has worked with its consultant team to undertake the development and 
updating of a comprehensive, future-oriented District Transportation Plan. This endeavor includes 
an evaluation of the District’s transportation needs considering the recent growth and transportation 
improvement projects in the District within the past fifteen years. The update reviews the candidate 
transportation improvements recommended in the MDTP 2030 and develops project 
recommendations that are needed to address existing transportation needs and support future 
District development up to the year 2045. The MDTP 2045 update estimates the cost of the 
recommended transportation improvements and updates the transportation mitigation assessment 
framework, including fee calculation methodology to ensure fair and sustainable growth in the 
District. Also, the updated plan recommends additional planning and policy initiatives that may 
warrant further study, given limitations of existing funds, policies, regulations, and technologies.  
  
B.1 Stakeholder Outreach  
In accordance with the TPD Act at N.J.S.A. 5:10A-70, the MTPB is required to oversee the 
development of a transportation plan that incorporates input from public and private sector interests. 
As such, the NJSEA and its consultant team, working in partnership with the MTPB, have made 
significant efforts to establish comprehensive government and technical stakeholder groups, 
soliciting input from both public and private sectors. These stakeholder groups were involved at key 
milestones in the development of this Plan, and the resulting insights that were incorporated into the 
MDTP update were critical to the plan’s successful execution.   
  
  

The objective of this plan is to evaluate District 
transportation needs, develop transportation 
improvement projects that satisfy those needs, 
provide multimodal connectivity and accessibility 
in an equitable form, improve safety and increase 
resilience of transportation infrastructure through 
utilizing emerging technologies. 



Meadowlands District Transportation Plan                                                                               NJSEA 

February 2024                                                                                                                    Page 11 
 

B.2 MDTP 2045 - Outline  
MDTP 2045 contains eight chapters, which reflect the step-by-step efforts necessary to update the 
Plan, as follows:   
MDTP 2045  
Chapter 1: Background Review and Outreach – Chapter 1 presents work performed to assess 
the District’s demographic features, land uses, and multi-modal transportation infrastructure; analyze 
the NJMC 2007 transportation model; investigate best planning tools; and collect research on 
emerging transportation technologies and state-of-the-art practices nationwide. It also describes the 
process of initiating the outreach program, including organizing Governing and Technical 
Stakeholders Groups (GSG and TSG) and reconvening the Meadowlands Transportation Planning 
Board (MTPB).  NJSEA presented outcomes of the background assessments to the GSG, TSG, 
MTPB, and Governor’s Authorities Unit (GAU) to obtain input on important issues.     
  
Chapter 2: Development of Candidate Transportation Improvement Projects - Chapter 2 
presents candidate transportation improvement projects that were developed based on primary and 
secondary objectives. Primary objectives are to increase connectivity, equity through multimodality, 
and safety; and secondary objectives are to improve resilience and reliability, promote the District’s 
economic prosperity, and incorporate emerging technologies. A second round of 
meetings/workshops with GSG, TSG, and the MTPB was held to present and receive stakeholder 
input on the proposed candidate improvement projects.    
  
Chapter 3: Cost Estimates and Funding Strategies – Chapter 3 develops a holistic approach to 
estimate planning and implementation costs of candidate transportation improvement projects. 
Additionally, an investigation of different federal and state funding streams is also performed to help 
inform public agencies, including the NJSEA, in seeking financial assistance for planning and 
implementation of these projects.  
       
Chapter 4: Project Prioritization Process – Chapter 4 presents the work performed to create a 
prioritization methodology based on key factors to rank candidate improvement projects. Upon 
ranking, the list of recommended improvement projects was further fine-tuned. Furthermore, a 
staging plan was established to forecast the deployment of these recommended projects as short-, 
mid-, or long-term.     
     
Chapter 5: Development of District Transportation Model – This chapter presents procedures 
utilized to create and update the District planning model for the base year (2020) on the selected 
modeling platform, incorporate committed future projects into the resulting model, and develop the 
2045 NJSEA Transportation Model (2045 Model) considering the projected District growth rate and 
incorporating specific recommended projects into the 2045 Model. The outcomes demonstrate the 
impacts of deployment of certain recommended improvement projects on capacity and congestion 
within major arterials in the region.   
  
Chapter 6: Cost Allocation and Fee Assessment – Chapter 6 presents processes to allocate the 
implementation costs of recommended improvement projects to public and private shares and 
develop a fee assessment methodology to determine the private fair share fee. The resulting findings 
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were presented to the TSG and GSG at the third round of meetings/workshops and stakeholder input 
was compiled.    
  
Chapter 7: Financial Plan – Chapter 7 presents a procedure that further refines the construction 
staging plan developed in Chapter 4 in order to satisfy two key elements: a) the balancing of 
revenues and expenditures over the duration of MDTP 2045 Plan; and b) in accordance with the 
TPD Act, the allocation of thirty percent of any transportation development fees collected to be used 
for transportation-related projects within the municipality where the development, for which a 
particular fee was collected, is located.    
  
Chapter 8: Summary and Recommendations – Chapter 8 develops a series of future 
recommendations and strategies addressing key goals of the TPD Act that can be considered by the 
MTPB and NJSEA from a wider spectrum of programs and initiatives, which might otherwise be 
eliminated due to the limitation in resources, policies, or maturity.  
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1. BACKGROUND REVIEW AND OUTREACH 
1.1 Introduction 

An efficient, multi-modal transportation network is a vital component of the overall vision for the 
Hackensack Meadowlands District. The transport system network must have the capacity to meet 
the challenges associated with balancing several different factors, including new development and 
planned redevelopment, the retention and growth of commerce and jobs, and the protection of the 
Meadowlands environment, while facilitating the safe and efficient movement of people and 
goods. Further, the District’s transportation network must provide a safe and secure transportation 
system for motorized and non-motorized users and increase mobility for all, including people with 
disabilities.  
 
In developing and updating a transportation plan, the assessment of the transportation system, 
demographics, and land use information is essential to establish the context for evaluating 
transportation needs and proposing improvement projects to address those needs. This chapter 
provides a summary of background information focusing on demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the Hackensack Meadowlands District (District) and facilities and services within 
or very close to the District, recognizing that the District lies within a broader regional transportation 
system, which encompasses the New York City / North Jersey metropolitan area. This information 
includes the status of recommendations from the MDTP 2030, other recent transportation 
improvements, and planned and proposed transportation improvements in the Meadowlands region. 
It also includes information on recent development projects and planned or anticipated future 
development projects, which are part of the basis for establishing the updated cost allocation and 
fee assessment methodology for MDTP 2045. Additionally, Chapter 1 summarizes the project team 
efforts to review the NJMC 2007 transportation model and select the most suitable and robust 
platform for the NJSEA 2045 model, and to investigate recent advancements in emerging 
technologies in transportation. Furthermore, it describes the procedure of reconvening the 
Meadowlands Transportation Planning Board (MTPB), forming stakeholder’s groups, and holding 
initial meetings with these groups.  
 

1.2 District Demographics 

The demographic, or socio-economic, characteristics of an area’s population are important factors 
in travel demand, trip generation, and mobility needs. Among the important socio-economic 
characteristics for transportation planning are household size, zero-vehicle households, median 
household income, and age distribution. The U.S. Census provides data on these indicators by 
census tract, and Table 1.1 is a summary of the base year (2020) values for the census tracts in the 
Meadowlands District. This data shows considerable variations by tract: the average household size 
ranges from 2.1 to 3.5 persons; the percentage of zero-vehicle households ranges from 3% to 47%; 
the median household income ranges from $54,271 to $162,644; and the percentage of population 
ages 65+ ranges from 2% to 40%.  
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Avg. 
HH 
Size  

0-Vehicle 
Households Median HH 

 Income  

Persons  Age 
65+ 

Tract # MCD Households Population # % # % 

17.01 Jersey City 
           

1,594  
           

4,882  3.1 539 34%  $        67,500  
            

197  4% 

50 Carlstadt 
           

2,318  
           

6,158  2.7 175 8%  $      103,720  
            

954  15% 

69 Jersey City 
                   

32  
                 

75  2.3 15 47%  na  
                 

4  5% 

120.01 E. Rutherford 
           

2,794  
           

5,962  2.1 279 10%  $        74,521  
         

1,389  23% 

127 Kearny 
           

1,929  
           

6,767  3.5 266 14%  $        75,683  
            

844  12% 

146 North Bergen 
           

1,311  
           

4,262  3.3 183 14%  $        92,986  
            

408  10% 

148.02 North Bergen 
                 

371  
           

1,007  2.7 126 34%  $        54,271  
            

406  40% 

198 Secaucus 
           

2,399  
           

7,128  3.0 202 8%  $      139,102  
         

1,087  15% 

199 Secaucus 
           

2,385  
           

5,403  2.3 63 3%  $      100,847  
            

912  17% 

200 Secaucus 
           

1,659  
           

5,158  3.1 200 12%  $      120,582  
         

1,151  22% 

201 Secaucus 
           

1,229  
           

2,978  2.4 39 3%  $      162,644  
               

49  2% 

292 Little Ferry 
           

2,134  
           

6,520  3.1 58 3%  $        85,764  
         

1,096  17% 

311 Lyndhurst 
           

2,522  
           

6,466  2.6 95 4%  $      107,652  
            

589  9% 

361 Teterboro 
               

839  
           

2,567  3.1 79 9%  $        83,750  
            

372  14% 

362 Moonachie 
               

836  
           

2,714  3.2 46 6%  $        72,000  
            

394  15% 

381 N. Arlington 
           

2,336  
           

4,882  2.1 68 3%  $        67,500  
            

197  4% 

452 Ridgefield 
           

1,051  
           

2,831  2.7 45 4%  $        60,306  
            

407  14% 

514 Rutherford 
           

1,781  
           

5,131  2.9 114 6%  $      126,713 
            

705  14% 
 
 

Table 1.1    Socio-Economic Characteristics by Census Tract, 2020 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables 
S0101, Age and Sex; S1903, Median Income in Past 12 Months; and S2504 Physical Housing 
Characteristics for Occupied Housing Units.  
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The following is a summary review of potential future changes in the values of these socio-economic 
characteristics:  

Population Age Distribution    
The aging population is a national trend. The percentage of population in the U.S. ages 65+ 
increased from 8% in 1950 to 17% in 2020, and it is projected to be 22% in 2050.1 State-level 
projections show that between 2014 and 2034 the percentage of 65+ population will increase from 
16% to 21% in Bergen County and from 11% to 13% in Hudson County.2   

Average Household Size  
A decreasing average household size is also a national trend. The average household size in the 
U.S. has been shrinking steadily for many years, decreasing from 3.33 in 1960 to 2.53 in 2020.3 The 
demographic projections for the Meadowlands District prepared for this plan (see Chapter 2) show 
that the average household size will decrease from 2.45 in 2020 to 2.41 in 2045.  

Median Household Income        
Median household income will increase in the future due to inflation. The projected rate of inflation 
between 2020 and 2045 (used in the cost allocation methodology described in Chapter 6) is 61%.4  

Vehicle Ownership       
Vehicle ownership is a socio-economic characteristic that is related to income, and as such, may be 
expected to increase in the future. Some research indicates that transportation network companies, 
such as Uber and Lyft, have contributed to an increase in vehicle registrations.5    

1.3 Transportation System 

The District’s existing transportation system includes several major regional roadways and numerous 
local streets, commuter rail, regional and local bus/shuttle networks, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
and freight rail.  

1.3.1 Status of Recommendations from MDTP 2030   
MDTP 2030 recommended transportation improvements in the following categories:   

• Roadway Segments and Intersections -- recommendations for improvements at 27   
locations, largely involving intersection and signal timing and operational improvements.   

• Public Transit -- recommendations for six shuttle routes.  
• Pedestrian Facilities -- recommendations for improvements in six corridors.  
• Bicycle Facilities -- recommendations for improvements in 13 corridors.  
• District-wide programs -- recommendations for actions in several categories including traffic 

signal timing, development intersections, operational improvements, signal 
integration, planning studies, transportation efficiency credit program, incident management, 
traffic count program, transportation model update, and program administration.  

  
The following is a summary of the status of recommendations in each category. A detailed listing of 
the status of each recommendation is available in Appendix 1-A. 
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1.3.1.1 Roadway Segments and Intersections   

The Meadowlands Adaptive Signal System for Traffic Reduction (MASSTR) addresses many of the 
recommendations listed in MDTP 2030. Design of the system began in 2011 and construction was 
completed in 2017. MASSTR, which comprises a network of 126 traffic signals, adjusts signal timings 
based upon traffic flow rather than utilizing fixed or actuated timings. The system monitors traffic 
conditions and controls signal operations in real-time, continuously coordinating signals for optimal 
traffic flow (see Figure 1.1).  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1    MASSTR Traffic Management Center  
Source: NJSEA   

1.3.1.2 Public Transit   

The District’s current shuttle routes, particularly EZ Ride’s Rutherford-Lyndhurst Shuttle, provide 
service similar to several of the recommended shuttles.  

1.3.1.3 Pedestrian Facilities    

Several recommended pedestrian improvements have been implemented, including new sidewalk 
improvements as part of the Winston at Lyndhurst and the Station at Lyndhurst residential 
developments.  

1.3.1.4  Bicycle Facilities    

The most notable bicycle facility improvement is the Meadowland Parkway bicycle lane, a two-way 
facility extending between the former WWOR-TV Station site and the Hudson Regional Hospital in 
Secaucus, where it connects with a walking path that extends to the south around Hudson Regional 
Hospital to the Harmon Cove residential complex.  

1.3.1.5 District-wide Programs   

The MASSTR project has also addressed several sub-categories of District-wide programs including 
traffic signal timing, operational improvements, traffic counts, and signal integration. Additionally, the 
NJSEA has implemented a transportation efficiency credit program, which provides fee credits to 
developers for certain types of improvements.  
 
   

Many recommended transportation 
improvements from the 2007 plan have 
been implemented, improving 
multimodal circulation and safety within 
the Meadowlands District. 
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1.3.2 Other Recent Transportation Improvements 
This section describes other transportation system improvements that have occurred within or 
nearby the District since MDTP 2030 was adopted.  

1.3.2.1 State/County/Local Roads 

Improvements that have been completed at New Jersey Turnpike interchanges in the Meadowlands 
region include the following:   

• Exit 16W - A second lane was added to the on-ramp to the southbound Turnpike.  
• Exit 19W – This new exit is now fully open for E-ZPass users.   
• Exit 18W – A new toll plaza was constructed.  
• Exit 16E / 18E – These interchanges were reconfigured and Express E-ZPass was installed.  
 

Several projects have been implemented along NJ 3, which runs east-west through the District.   
• NJ 3 underwent a major reconstruction between Main Avenue in Clifton and the NJ 17 

interchange. The project included replacing the bridge over the Passaic River and 
constructing full shoulders, acceleration and deceleration lanes, and noise barriers.  

• The Park Avenue overpass over NJ 3, the Ridge Road overpass over NJ 3 and the Orient 
Way overpass over NJ 3 were reconstructed, providing a continuous full-width right shoulder 
along NJ 3 in both directions, along with improvements at the Polito Avenue and Rutherford 
Avenue intersection, including signal improvements and ADA-compliant sidewalk ramps.  

• NJ 3 was improved near the Meadowlands Sports Complex. The improvements included an 
overpass between eastbound NJ 3 and northbound NJ 120 and a flyover structure from 
southbound NJ 120 to eastbound Route 3.  

• A project was completed to improve the NJ 3 & NJ 495 interchange. The project features 
rehabilitating the NJ 495 overpass of US 1&9 and the Northern Branch, along with 
revising interchange ramps to improve operations and safety.   

 
Improvements have been implemented along NJ 17 and NJ 120 / Paterson Plank Road, including 
the following:   

• NJ 120 was widened and reconstructed by adding an auxiliary right lane in each direction 
between the NJ 17 and Murray Hill Parkway intersections.  

• The NJ 120 bridge over NJ 17 was widened on the eastbound side, and the NJ 120 bridge 
over the Pascack Valley Line was widened. New traffic signals were installed at the 
intersection of Murray Hill Parkway and the NJ 17 northbound on-and-off ramps.   

• A project along NJ 17 provided intersection improvements from Highland Cross to Union 
Avenue and Franklin Avenue to Williams Avenue. Improvements included new turning lanes 
and signal optimization.  

 
Another major project in the region was the replacement of the Wittpenn Bridge, which carries NJ 7 
over the navigable Hackensack River. This project involved the construction of a new vertical-lift 
bridge on a new alignment. The new bridge widened the travel lanes from 10 feet to 12 feet and 
included a new pedestrian walkway. The new bridge opened in October 2021, while work on some 
approaches and nearby roadways will continue into 2023.  
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Improvements to the local roadway network have included the following:   
• Access to and circulation in the Meadowlands Sports Complex area was improved with new 

ramps and lanes.   
• In North Bergen, a new bridge carrying 69th Street over the NYS&W Rail Line was 

constructed to replace the former at-grade crossing. 
• The County Avenue / New County Road / County Road interchange in Secaucus was 

reconstructed.   
• Bridges carrying New County Road over the Main Line and Croxton Yard were constructed 

in Secaucus.    
• In Secaucus, a new signal was installed at Paul Amico Way & Castle Road.   
• A new signal was installed at Secaucus Road & the FedEx distribution facility driveway in 

Jersey City.   
• New signals were installed at the intersections of Washington Avenue & Barell Avenue and 

Washington Avenue & Avenue A in Carlstadt.   
 

  

In addition to improvements recommended 
by MDTP 2030, numerous improvements to 
the transportation system within and near 
the District have occurred, providing a new 
context for assessing improvement needs. 
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1.3.2.2   Rail 
 
In 2009, NJ TRANSIT opened the Meadowlands Rail Line (renamed the BetMGM Meadowlands Rail 
Line in 2022). The service runs between the Hoboken Terminal, the Frank R. Lautenberg Rail Station 
at Secaucus Junction (Secaucus Junction), and the Meadowlands Rail Station at the Meadowlands 
Sports Complex, which was constructed in 2009 (see Figure 1.2). From Secaucus Junction, the 
service runs along the Bergen Line to the Pascack Valley Line and to a new spur into the 
Meadowlands Sports Complex. The service currently operates only for special events.   
 
As part of planning for the Super Bowl in 2014, NJ TRANSIT extended the Main / Bergen County Line 
platforms at Secaucus Junction to accommodate 10-car trains. The resulting improvement expanded 
the capacity of the Meadowlands Rail Line.  Along the Pascack Valley Line, NJ TRANSIT completed 
new passing sidings, which led to increased service in the peak period and initiation of weekend 
service. Another service increase occurred in 2020 with added stops at Teterboro Station by eight 
eastbound and nine westbound trains.   
 
The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) initiated a project to upgrade the PATH 
signal system and other facilities, which led to a 10% increase in service in 2019. The PANYNJ also 
has made substantial improvements to its Harrison Station, including longer and wider platforms, 
ADA improvements, and a new parking garage.    
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1.2    Opening of Meadowlands Rail Station  
Source: NJSEA   
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1.3.2.3 Buses, Shuttles, and Park-and-Ride Facilities   

1.3.2.3.1 Buses   

With the opening of the American Dream retail and entertainment complex, NJ TRANSIT began 
providing express bus service from the Port Authority Bus Terminal via Bus Route 355 and 
Secaucus Junction via Bus Route 356. Service was also expanded along three existing local bus 
routes (85, 703, and 772).  NJ TRANSIT also opened a bus plaza at Secaucus Junction. This facility, 
which serves five bus routes, includes 14 bus platforms, a passenger shelter, improved lighting, a 
public address system, and closed-circuit video cameras.   
 

1.3.2.3.2 Shuttles   

New shuttle services have been implemented, including the following:   
• EZ Ride Shuttle Route 555 (Rutherford-Lyndhurst) serves the Rutherford and Kingsland rail 

stations, the Lyndhurst corporate/industrial area,, the Lyndhurst campus of Bergen 
Community College, and several residential complexes.   

• EZ Ride Shuttle Route 566 (The Monarch) runs between Secaucus Junction and The 
Monarch residential complex in East Rutherford.   

• The Town of Secaucus operates a shuttle route between the Xchange at Secaucus Junction 
residential complex and Walmart and CVS.   

• NJ TRANSIT began to operate a shuttle service via Bus Route 353 (Special Event Service) 
between Secaucus Junction and the Meadowlands Sports Complex for special events.  

• Coach USA also provides special events service between the Port Authority Bus Terminal 
and the Meadowlands Sports Complex via its Bus Route 351 (Meadowlands Express).   

• Some hotels and new residential complexes offer shuttle service to nearby rail stations or 
other key destinations in the District.    

1.3.2.3.3 Park-and-Ride Facilities   

Edison ParkFast completed a 1,092-space parking lot just north of the Secaucus Junction rail 
station in 2009, and it opened another nearby lot with 387 spaces in 2020.   

1.3.2.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities   
 
The 69th Street bridge project included installing two crosswalks and pedestrian signals at the 
intersection of West Side Avenue & 69th Street in North Bergen. 
 
New sidewalks were constructed at various other locations, including along Valley Brook Avenue 
and Rutherford Avenue in Lyndhurst, along Washington Avenue in Carlstadt, and near new 
residential complexes, including projects in Lyndhurst and Secaucus.  
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1.3.3 Planned and Proposed Transportation Improvements   
This section provides a summary of planned and proposed future improvements to the District 
transportation system. Identification of these projects was based largely upon a review of capital 
programs and plans of state and regional transportation agencies, including the New Jersey 
Department of Transportation (NJDOT), NJ TRANSIT, New Jersey Turnpike Authority (NJTA), and 
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, along with a review of other sources and input from 
local agency stakeholders.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3.3.1 Roads   

1.3.3.1.1 NJ Turnpike   

The NJTA capital improvement program includes a project to widen the western spur and provide 
full width shoulders between Exits 15W and 16W and between Exit 16W and the north “mixing bowl.” 
To the south are projects to dualize the Laderman Memorial Bridge and widen the mainline between 
Exit 15W and the southern mixing bowl. NJTA has also proposed reconstructing and widening the 
Newark Bay – Hudson County Extension, including replacing the bridge over Newark Bay. In 
addition, NJTA plans to implement all-electronic tolling and make other system-wide ITS upgrades.    

1.3.3.1.2 NJ 3   

Some improvement projects along the NJ 3 corridor are underway or planned, including the 
following:   

• A project is underway to replace the NJ 3 bridge over the Northern Branch rail line. The new 
widened bridge will improve safety by providing standard lane and shoulder widths and 
improved site distance.   

• A project is planned to reconstruct the Paterson Plank Road bridge over NJ 3. This project will 
replace the structurally deficient and functionally obsolete bridge.    

• A project is planned for a new eastbound NJ 3 bridge over the Hackensack River. The 
new bridge will be located north of the existing bridge, and it will be designed to accommodate 
a potential light rail line.   

1.3.3.1.3 NJ 7   

A project is planned to reconstruct Fish House Road / Pennsylvania Avenue to provide two 12-foot 
wide travel lanes and 12-foot-wide shoulders, as well as a sidewalk along the eastbound side of 
Central Avenue. Additionally, a signal will be installed at the intersection of NJ 7 and the proposed 
access road to the Koppers Coke Peninsula Redevelopment Area. These projects will improve 

NJDOT, NJ TRANSIT, and other agencies 
have planned or proposed various 
transportation improvements that would 
serve the District and region, further 
shaping the context for assessing 
additional improvement needs. 
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access to the redevelopment project at the Koppers Coke, Standard Chlorine, and Diamond 
Shamrock sites.    
 
Further west along NJ 7, NJDOT has plans for drainage system improvements to address 
roadway flooding issues. This project will raise the road profile and provide pumping stations and 
sheet piling to prevent tidal flooding and road closures.     

1.3.3.1.4 Other Roads   

Construction of the US 1&9T Extension (New Road) is underway, which is a new one-mile long road 
designated for truck use, running between County Road and Secaucus Road, parallel to US 
1&9/Tonnelle Avenue and west of the NYS&W rail line. The project will include two new signals and 
the modification of two existing signals. It is anticipated that this project will reduce traffic congestion 
on Tonnelle Avenue by shifting truck traffic from Tonnelle Avenue to New Road.    

1.3.3.2  Public Transit   

1.3.3.2.1 Rail   
Northeast Corridor   
The Gateway program is a package of major projects to increase capacity and reduce delays 
along the Northeast Corridor, which is the most heavily used passenger rail line in the U.S.. It is 
anticipated that the entire Gateway program, if implemented, could double the current peak capacity 
of 24 trains one-way per hour between Newark and New York City. The Program’s two active 
projects are the Portal North Bridge, which is in early construction, and the Hudson Tunnel, which is 
under environmental review.    
 
The Portal North Bridge project will replace the existing Portal Bridge spanning the navigable 
Hackensack River (see Figure 1.3) with a higher double-track fixed bridge on a new alignment. The 
increased vertical profile will eliminate service interruptions due to bridge openings, and the new 
bridge will eliminate speed restrictions associated with the existing bridge. A second two-track 
southern bridge, Portal South, will be contemplated separately as part of the overall program.   
 
The Hudson Tunnel project involves constructing a new two-track rail tunnel to Penn Station in New 
York City and rehabilitating the existing North River Tunnel, which incurred serious damage 
during Superstorm Sandy. When the new tunnel is complete, rehabilitation of the existing tunnel can 
occur without disrupting existing service, and it will provide redundant capacity and increased 
operational flexibility for Amtrak and NJ TRANSIT.    
 
Another proposed project in the Gateway program is the Bergen/Secaucus Loop, which would 
enable a one-seat ride to Manhattan via the Northeast Corridor for riders on the Main Line, Bergen 
County Line, and Pascack Valley Line, which currently run to Hoboken.    
 
Another proposed project along the Northeast Corridor is to establish an Amtrak stop at Secaucus 
Junction.   
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Figure 1.3    Portal Bridge North  
Source: Wikimedia Commons.  

 

Main / Bergen County / Pascack Valley Lines   
Construction has started on a new Lyndhurst Station on NJ TRANSIT’s Main Line, which will replace 
a 109-year-old station and include high-level platforms and station enclosures, elevators, sheltered 
walkways, and heated waiting areas.   
 
NJ TRANSIT has also proposed various station accessibility improvements at various stations, 
including at Teterboro Station on the Pascack Valley Line.   
 
The NJ TRANSIT’s capital program includes a few other projects that would provide improved 
service along commuter rail lines serving the District. These proposed projects include the following:   

• Main Line 3rd track between Waldwick and Suffern -- while not in the District, this 
project would increase overall capacity and frequency of service along the Main Line. The 
project would include renovating five existing stations, including new high-level platforms and 
pedestrian tunnels.   

• Upper Hack Lift Bridge capacity enhancement -- this project would construct a new double-
track lift bridge over the Hackensack River, which would increase capacity on the Main Line.    

• HX Draw Bridge replacement -- this new bridge spanning the Hackensack River would reduce 
the frequency of bridge openings and enable higher operating speeds for the Bergen County 
and Pascack Valley Lines.   
 

 
PATH   
As a continuation of the project currently underway, the PANYNJ plans PATH track and signal 
improvements, which will lead to additional increases in system capacity. The PANYNJ will also add 
new rail cars, which, in conjunction with platform extensions at its New Jersey stations, will enable 
longer trains on the Newark to World Trade Center line. Another planned improvement is integrating 
the Smart Link fare payment system with the OMNY system, which will enable seamless transfers 
between PATH and the MTA subway system.   
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Other Rail Services   
NJ TRANSIT has conducted planning for the Northern Branch Extension of the Hudson Bergen  
Light Rail (HBLR) from Tonnelle Avenue in North Bergen to Englewood. The proposed extension 
would expand the line nine miles to the north and include seven new stations. The alignment would 
use the CSX rail right-of-way, with rail freight service limited to overnight hours.   
 
NJ TRANSIT also has conducted planning for the Passaic-Bergen-Hudson Transit Project, which 
would be a new service along the former NYS&W right-of-way between Hawthorne and Hackensack, 
with a possible extension to connect with the HBLR in North Bergen.   
 
Another proposed new rail service is the restoration of service along the Harrison-Kingsland 
Line, using the right-of-way that runs through Kearny and North Arlington and connects with NJ 
TRANSIT’s Main Line in Lyndhurst. One proposed station would be located on Bergen Avenue in 
Kearny.   
 
In 2019, NJ TRANSIT issued an Innovation Challenge to identify suggestions for “innovative 
solutions and systems” to improve access between Secaucus Junction and the Meadowlands Sports 
Complex. More recently, NJ TRANSIT initiated the Meadowlands Transitway Study to assess the 
potential for a range of new transit services in the area. One possibility is to provide daily service 
along the Meadowlands Rail Line. Daily service had been anticipated upon the opening of American 
Dream but has not yet been implemented.   

 
The Bergen County Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system is a proposed service that would run between 
Bergen County and the Meadowlands Sports Complex and Secaucus Junction via three routes. 
Physical improvements would include Business and Access Transit (BAT) lanes, bus on shoulder 
treatments, intersection queue jumps, and Transit Signal Priority (TSP).   

1.3.3.2.2 Park-and-Ride Locations   

NJ TRANSIT has proposed a new parking garage that would add 2,000 commuter spaces at the 
location of the current North Bergen park-and-ride facility at the NJ 495 & NJ 3 interchange. This 
new facility would serve riders on NJ TRANSIT Bus Route 320 between Harmon Meadow and the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal.   
 
NJ TRANSIT also has proposed a bus shelter modernization program, which would include 
upgrading shelters at the current Vince Lombardi and North Bergen park-and-ride locations.    
 
Edison ParkFast has applied to the Town of Secaucus for Phase II of its new commercial parking lot 
with the potential of adding 726 parking spots north of Secaucus Junction. A few other potential park-
and-ride locations have been proposed in the region, including at the NJ 3 & NJ 21 interchange and 
near the Rutherford Avenue & Polito Avenue intersection, near NJ 3.   

1.3.3.2.3 Bus Facilities   

NJ TRANSIT has proposed improvements to the Secaucus Junction Bus Plaza. This project 
would replace existing canopies with new full enclosures, new modern public address equipment, 
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and new digital customer information displays to improve the customer experience and to improve 
accessibility.    
 
In addition, a new bus plaza has been planned for the American Dream complex. Like the Secaucus 
Junction bus plaza, constructing this plaza would increase safety, convenience, and comfort 
for transit users, which could help to maintain and attract transit ridership.   
 
Two other planned facilities are located nearby but outside the District, but their operations 
may improve the efficiency of bus service in the broader region. NJ TRANSIT has proposed to 
replace the current Hackensack bus terminal with a new facility including off-street loading bays for 
12 buses. This terminal is the focus of transit-oriented development initiatives, and it would be a key 
stop on the proposed Bergen BRT routes. NJ TRANSIT is also considering plans for a new bus 
garage in Ridgefield Park. This facility, located near the interchange of I-95 & US 46, would provide 
additional storage and maintenance capacity. The increased capacity would help to keep pace with 
anticipated ridership growth and accommodate buses from other garages while they are 
rehabilitated.   
 
Also, the PANYNJ is planning major projects that will increase the capacity for commuter bus 
ridership between New Jersey and New York City via an exclusive bus lane (XBL) through the 
Lincoln Tunnel to the Port Authority Bus Terminal (PABT) in New York City. These projects include 
reconstructing the series of entry ramps along the helix on the New Jersey side of the tunnel and 
constructing a new PABT. The new terminal will include larger ramps connecting with the tunnel, a 
new bus staging and storage facility, and improved internal circulation.  

1.3.3.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities   

Various plans and proposals have been developed to expand the network of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in the District. The Secaucus Greenway is proposed to extend for 15 miles 
between Secaucus and Jersey City, and Meadows Path is proposed to extend for 25 miles between 
Little Ferry and Kearny. A few proposed specific projects include the following:   

•  East Rutherford is considering bicycle lanes on both sides of Murray Hill Parkway south 
of Union Avenue. These lanes would serve the new YMCA facility in this area.   
•  A two-way bicycle-pedestrian path is approved for Valley Brook Avenue in Lyndhurst between 
Chubb Avenue and DeKorte Park. This project will be constructed by a private developer and 
funded by NJSEA as a part of the fee credit program.   
•  A further extension of the Meadowland Parkway/Secaucus Greenway bicycle lane has been 
proposed.   

 
The Essex Hudson Greenway is a proposed major trail facility consisting of a multi-use trail that 
would extend east-west for nine miles between Montclair and Jersey City along the right-of-way of 
the former Boonton Line. The trail will provide access to many schools, parks, and other 
community facilities, and it may provide connections to other trails. The New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection recently acquired the inactive rail corridor from Norfolk Southern, and the 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection is overseeing the preparation of a strategic 
master plan to guide the completion of the Greenway.   
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1.3.3.4 Freight    
Trucks   
In general, the planned roadway improvements will improve the efficiency of truck flows. As dis- 
cussed in Section 1.3.3.1.4, the new US 1&9T extension (New Road) will improve the efficiency of 
truck movements, particularly to and from Croxton Yard.   
 
Rail   
Previous analysis conducted as part of work on the State Rail Plan has identified that rail freight 
traffic will be increasing into and through the region. This work identified a few single-track rail 
segments as constraining efficient rail freight flows in the Marion Junction area in Jersey City and 
led to proposals for double tracking these segments. The State Rail Plan contains two projects to 
address this issue and improve the efficiency of movements between lines to the west / south and 
upstate New York / New England. These projects would benefit CSX trains traveling to and from the 
South Kearny and North Bergen yards and Norfolk Southern trains traveling to and from Croxton 
Yard.   
 
The current project to improve the NJ 3 bridge over the Northern Branch will eliminate the piers 
adjacent to the railroad tracks. This will improve rail service by allowing trains to carry higher and 
wider loads, as well as travel at higher speeds.   
 
The proposed replacement of the HX Draw bridge will also benefit rail freight traffic, in particular the 
Pascack Valley Line local service based in Croxton Yard.   

1.3.4 Emerging Transportation Technologies   
The structure and operations of the District’s future transportation system may be influenced by 
various types of emerging transportation technologies, including electric and alternative fuel vehicles, 
Connected and Autonomous Vehicles (CAVs), and Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) 
such as Uber and Lyft. Section 1.6 provides a review and summary of emerging transportation 
technologies and their possible impact upon the District’s transportation network.   
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1.4 Land Use and Development 

1.4.1 Recent Development   
Since its designation as a Transportation Planning District in 2005, the District has experienced 
substantial commercial and industrial development, in addition to many new residential development 
projects. This trend is important to recognize for planning purposes because residential development 
generates different types of travel demand than non-residential development.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.4.1.1 Residential   

Recent residential development has been largely in the form of multi-family mid-rise 
development.  The largest new project has been the Xchange at Secaucus Junction complex near 
the Secaucus Junction rail station (see Figure 1.4). Located in the Secaucus Transit Village 
Redevelopment Area, construction of Xchange began in 2006, and the first building opened in 2008. 
The complex currently has six buildings with over 1,500 dwelling units.    
 
Other major projects have included The Harper at Harmon Meadow in Secaucus with 469 units, The 
Union at Lyndhurst (328 units), The Monarch in East Rutherford (316 units), Vermella Lyndhurst (296 
units), The Winston at Lyndhurst (218 units), The Station at Lyndhurst (192 units), Osprey Cove (116 
units) and Osprey Cove East (62 units) in Secaucus, and Secaucus Riverside (116 units).    
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.4    Xchange at Secaucus Junction  
Source: apartments.com   

 
  

Recently, the District has seen substantial multi-
family and warehouse / distribution development, 
as well as the completion of the American Dream 
retail and entertainment complex,  each of which 
has created different types of transportation 
needs.  
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1.4.1.2 Non-Residential   

On the non-residential side, warehouse and distribution uses still predominate within the District. Key 
economic sectors include garments, food processing, light industry and manufacturing, and logistics. 
At the same time, the economy has been diversifying, as the District continues to evolve as a 
destination for special events, retail, entertainment, and tourism.    

1.4.1.2.1 Meadowlands Sports Complex / American Dream   

Since 2007, the Meadowlands Sports Complex area has changed as MetLife Stadium replaced the 
former Giants Stadium, and the former Izod Center arena closed as a sports and events facility and 
is now used for other purposes. More notable is the development of the American Dream retail 
and entertainment center next to the Sports Complex (see Figure 1.5). As of September 2022, over 
150 retail businesses were open at American Dream, along with entertainment and recreational 
facilities such as an indoor amusement park, water park, aquarium, ski slope, and skating rink.   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.5    American Dream 
Source: Wikimedia Commons.   

 

1.4.1.2.2 Warehouse / Distribution   

The most prevalent new non-residential developments have been warehouse and distribution 
facilities. Recent projects in the District have included the following:   

• Amazon has opened delivery stations in Kearny, Carlstadt, and Moonachie.   
• Goya Foods constructed a new corporate headquarters, inclusive of new warehouse / 

distribution and office, along County Road in Jersey City.   
• The former Panasonic headquarters in Secaucus was replaced by two warehouse / 

distribution facilities.   
• FedEx constructed a new facility off Secaucus Road in Jersey City (see Figure 1.6).   
• Preferred Freezer Service built refrigerated warehouse space in the Kearny Area 

Redevelopment Area.    
• Two new flex space facilities were completed at 1 County Road, Secaucus. 
• Two new self-storage facilities opened along Tonnelle Avenue in Jersey City and Terminal 

Road in Lyndhurst.   
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• The Lindenmeyr Munroe paper and packaging company constructed a new warehouse / 
distribution and office space facility in the Teterboro/Industrial Avenue Redevelopment 
Area.    

• Wacoal constructed a warehouse expansion in Lyndhurst.   
• Bindi USA opened a warehouse / distribution and office facility in the Belleville Turnpike 

Redevelopment Area in Kearny.   
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.6    FedEx Facility, Jersey City 
Source: Real Estate Weekly.   

 
In addition to these projects, a few projects have been constructed just outside of the 
District boundaries, including the following:   

• Amazon occupies space along the north side of US 46 in Teterboro.   
• A new FedEx facility opened along Porete Avenue in North Arlington.   

1.4.1.2.3 Industrial   

Several new industrial / manufacturing projects have been constructed, including the following:   
• Goya Foods converted an existing warehouse use to light industrial use in Secaucus.    
• Cummins completed a new facility for repairs, sales, and training in the Kearny Area 

Redevelopment Area.   

1.4.1.2.4 Hotels   

New or expanded hotel projects have included the following:   
• Residence Inn, Secaucus – 154 rooms 
• Hampton Inn, Carlstadt (expanded) -- 162 rooms  
• Aloft Secaucus Meadowlands, Secaucus -- 171 rooms  
• SpringHill Suites, Carlstadt – 149 rooms  

1.4.1.2.5 Retail    

A few large retail centers opened, including the following:   
• Harrison Avenue Retail Center, featuring a Walmart along with retail and restaurant 

uses, located in the Kearny Area Redevelopment Area.   
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• Teterboro Landing with retail and restaurants, featuring a Walmart and Costco, opened in 
2015, located on the former Honeywell site in the Teterboro/Industrial Avenue 
Redevelopment Area.   

1.4.1.2.6 Other   

Another notable new project was the construction of the Frank J. Gargiulo Campus of the Hudson 
County Schools of Technology. This campus, located near Secaucus Junction, serves over 1,200 
students in grades 9 through 12.   
 

1.4.2 Future Development 

1.4.2.1 Residential 

The Xchange at Secaucus Junction, located in the Secaucus Transit Village Redevelopment Area 
(STVRA) is approved for a total of 2,535 units, of which 1,941 are constructed or currently under 
construction, including a new 25-story tower, Building G, which is under construction and will consist 
of 403 market rate units.  Additionally, as a result of the Town of Secaucus’ Housing Element and 
Fair Share Plan, the Secaucus Transit Village Redevelopment Plan (STVRP) was amended on 
March 23, 2023, to include approximately 516 additional residential units.  These additional units are 
located in the Transition zone (280 market rate residential dwelling units and approximately 56 
affordable units) and in the Station Square zone (150 market rate units and approximately 30 
affordable units).  As a result, the total number of market rate and affordable units in the STVRA is 
proposed to be 2,635 and 416, respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.4.2.2 Non-Residential 

1.4.2.2.1 American Dream 

When fully complete, American Dream will comprise about three million square feet of space with 
450 shops, services, and amenities, along with its entertainment facilities, which include an 
aquarium. The complex is projected to eventually attract about 40 million visitors annually. Although 
the modeling analysis will consider this development and its impacts, projects on the NJSEA-owned 
Sports Complex property are not subject to transportation fee assessment by NJSEA.   
 

Planned or proposed future development in 
the District includes additional warehouse / 
distribution development as well as new 
residential development in the Secaucus 
Junction area.  
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1.4.2.2.2 Warehouse / Distribution    

Planned or proposed projects include the following:   
• Four warehouse/distribution buildings totaling over 2.7 million square feet have been 

proposed within the Kingsland Redevelopment Area in Lyndhurst.  
• Approvals were issued for three warehouse/distribution facilities totaling approximately 1.9 

million square feet in the Koppers Coke Peninsula Redevelopment Area.     
• Construction is underway for a 360,000-square-foot warehouse in the Highland Cross 

Redevelopment Area in Rutherford. Amazon intends to lease this facility for a sortation 
station. 
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1.5 Transportation Model Assessment 
This section provides a summary of the assessment of NJSEA’s current regional travel demand 
forecasting model and the recommendations for upgrading the model.  The original model, 
developed by URS in 2003, was revised in 2007 during the development of MDTP 2030; this version 
of the model is referred to as the NJMC 2007 model.      
 
The NJMC 2007 model used TransCAD software and employs a partial four-step planning process. 
The primary source of data underpinning the model was derived from the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council’s (NYMTC) Best Practice Model (BPM) and NJ TRANSIT’s North Jersey 
Transit Demand Forecasting Model available at the time of development. Some elements were 
updated in 2007 using U.S. Census data and information from NJTPA’s North Jersey Regional 
Transportation Model (NJRTM). The BPM was selected as the base model, as NJRTM did not cover 
Manhattan, and it was using the old DOS-style TRANPLAN platform.     
 
The NJMC 2007 model covered a seven-county geographic area, which includes Bergen, Hudson, 
Essex, Passaic, Morris, Union, and New York (Manhattan) counties. According to MDTP 2030, more 
than 95 percent of trips in the Meadowlands District either originated or ended in this region. Trip 
interaction from areas outside the seven-county area was represented by external stations in the 
model.    
 
During the previous model development, one of the primary objectives was to develop a 
transportation model that would enable assessing the impacts to the District’s transportation network 
by large developments, redevelopment areas, and the “build-out” scenario in the proposed NJMC 
Master Plan. Hence, the use of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation method 
was chosen because of the enhanced level of definition, which would provide more accurate trip 
generation data over the traditional regional modeling method.     
 
The final approach for the development and application of the NJMC 2007 model included the 
following:    
 

• Sub-area extraction of the highway network and trip tables from the NYMTC BPM model.    
• Addition of more detail in the Meadowlands District area in terms of local roads and zones.    
• Performing trip generation using the ITE trip generation method for the Meadowlands District 

area. 
• Adjustment of trip generation for mode split using mode share derived per the NJT Model.  
• Factoring of the regional trip table to match the adjusted trips.  
• Development of a future year 2030 development scenario including redevelopment areas.  
• Development of a 2030 highway network by updating the validated network with future 

projects.  
• Development of future year traffic forecasts and identification of congested roadway 

segments.    
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1.5.1 NJMC 2007 Model Development    
The seven-county area for the NJMC 2007 model was extracted from the BPM, which covers a 28-
county region. The sub-area trip tables from the BPM were aggregated from six modes (SOV, HOV2, 
HOV3, HOV4+, trucks, and commercial vehicles) into two modes—auto and trucks. SOV (Single 
Occupancy Vehicle) and all HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) became auto trips, and trucks and 
commercial vehicles were added to create truck trip tables. There are four time periods in the model, 
including the following:    

AM Peak Period (AM):     06:00 – 10:00 
AM Midday Period (MD):  10:00 – 15:00    
PM Peak Period (PM):     15:00 – 19:00    
Night Period (NT):   19:00 – 06:00    
 

1.5.2 Traffic Analysis Zones    
The zones extracted from the BPM were at census tract level for Hudson County and at town (MCD) 
level for Bergen County. Zones in the Meadowlands District area were further divided into smaller 
geographic units to improve the accuracy of the model estimate. The definition of the smaller zones 
in the Meadowlands District were based on Census block group boundaries, waterbodies, rail lines, 
and major roads. Sometimes the residential and non-residential areas were segregated, as well. The 
17 zones representing the Meadowlands District and nearby area in the BPM were divided into 203 
zones for the NJMC 2007 model. For the entire seven-county region, the final zone system in the 
NJMC 2007 model had a total of 1101 zones – 1007 internal and 94 external stations. For the new 
model, the zone system had been reviewed and  required modifications to the zonal boundaries were 
proposed and implemented based on current parcel data and other geographic attributes.    

 

1.5.3 Highway and Transit Networks    
The NJMC 2007 Model represented all major roadways in the seven-county region along with 
important collectors and local roads within the Meadowlands District. There were approximately 
10,200 links and 6,100 nodes in the highway network. The NJMC 2007 model was focused on 
vehicle trips.    
 

During the model development, it was found that the BPM transit component was too complicated 
for the NJMC model, and at that time, it took five full days to execute one model run. In addition, the 
updated NJ TRANSIT (NJT) model represented significant changes in the transit connections that 
related to northern New Jersey, so the updated NJT model’s transit network and trip tables were 
transferred into TransCAD for the transit component of the NJMC model. However, the transit 
component would be used only to analyze major transit projects. For most of the transit projects 
recommended in MDTP 2030, such as shuttle service or local transit route additions, a “mode share 
look up” process was developed to estimate transit trips from these projects.     
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1.5.4 Model Years    
The NJMC 2007 model had a base year of 2006 and a future year of 2030. The original URS model 
was developed for the base year 2000 and future year 2025. During the development of the NJMC 
2007 model for MDTP 2030, the model was updated and the highway networks for the base year 
2006, an interim year 2010, and future year 2030 were developed. The trip tables were developed 
for the years 2006 and 2030. The 2030 trip tables were developed for the no-build (without trips from 
new developments within the Meadowlands) and build (with new development trips) scenarios. The 
development trips were further divided between exempt and non-exempt for traffic impact fee 
calculation purposes.     

1.5.5 Parcel and Business Databases   
For the NJMC 2007 model, the parcel database - a database with information on all tax parcels within 
the District - was used to derive the number of housing units for each smaller zone in the District. A 
database from Dunn & Bradstreet listing most businesses located in the District, containing 
information such as number of employees and their standard industrial code (SIC now NAICS) 
identifying the type of business, was used to estimate the number of employees within each zone.  

1.5.6 Trip Generation    
The NJMC 2007 Model used the vehicle trip tables from the BPM for the subarea as a starting point. 
However, trips within the NJMC jurisdiction were estimates using the parcel level database and 
business database along with the ITE Trip Generation rates. The estimated trip ends from this 
process were adjusted to account for transit mode share, as ITE trips were assumed to have minimal 
transit share, prior to replacing the regional model trip data within the Meadowlands District. The 
Origin-Destination Matrix Estimation (ODME) process (a matrix estimation process) in TransCAD 
was utilized to adjust trip tables for the base year and validate the NJMC 2007 model with the 2006 
traffic counts.    

1.5.7 Trip Distribution    
For the base year 2006 trips, there was no separate trip distribution step, as the regional model trip 
tables provided the sub-area trip tables, which were adjusted to reflect ITE-based trip estimates 
using a Fratar factoring process and then further adjusted using the ODME process for model 
validation. The future year 2030 trip tables also were extracted from the regional model, which 
provided the distribution of regional trips. However, the trips generated by new developments and 
redevelopments within the District needed to be distributed to other zones. The trip distribution 
procedure in the NJMC 2007 model matched up a zone with new developments to zones with similar 
existing developments, so that the distribution patterns could be duplicated for the new development. 
There was no gravity model or other destination choice type traditional distribution procedures 
employed in the NJMC 2007 model. However, the underlying trip distribution pattern was borrowed 
from the BPM which utilized a destination choice model.    

1.5.8  Mode Choice    
The mode choice procedure in the NJMC 2007 model, as indicated above, was not a traditional 
mode choice model but was a mode share look up process to adjust the trips estimated using the 
ITE trip rates. NJ TRANSIT’s North Jersey Transit Demand Forecasting Model was used to derive 
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transit mode shares for zones within the Meadowlands District. However, for the analysis of large 
transit projects, analysts would need to run the entire NJ TRANSIT model, which was converted into 
TransCAD. 

1.5.9 Highway Assignment    
This step assigned the vehicle trip tables to the highway network to develop traffic flow on each 
highway link. Trip tables had two classes of vehicles: auto and trucks. The NJMC 2007 model used 
the multi-class user equilibrium process for the four-time period highway assignment—same as the 
BPM. The output of this process was the model-estimated highway link flow by direction for each 
period.     

1.5.10 Future Year Scenarios    
The future year 2030 trip tables were developed using an incremental trip approach where growth in 
trips between 2006 and 2030 came from two components. The background growth was derived from 
the BPM trip tables for the base year and future year. Another component came from new 
development in the Meadowlands for which trips were estimated in ITE rates and were distributed 
using the pattern of similar zones. Both types of trips were added to the final 2006 trip tables to 
produce the 2030 trip tables.    

1.5.11 Model Assessment    
The NJMC 2007 model could be utilized as a tool to assist planners in performing “what if” scenarios 
for:    

• Different land use scenarios for the Master Plan transportation element.    
• Impacts of major developments.    
• Impacts of major roadway improvements.  
• Impacts of minor transit improvements (large scale transit projects will require using the NJ 

TRANSIT model).    
 
However, the structure of the NJMC 2007 model was not conducive or intended for conducting 
operational analysis, such as intersection level of service (like Synchro or HCM) and detailed traffic 
simulations (like VISSIM). The NJMC 2007 model primarily was a highway assignment tool that 
forecasted the traffic volumes and was suitable for planning level analysis of roadway congestion. It 
was not capable of forecasting or analyzing non-motorized trips for pedestrian or bicycle facility 
needs analysis. The NJMC 2007 model also was not designed to analyze scenarios involving newer 
mobility services such as Uber and Lyft or to directly analyze connected and autonomous vehicle 
(CAV) technology.     

1.5.12 Model Update Options    
There were multiple options that were considered for updating the model:    

1. Follow the same process as the 2007 NJMC model and develop a new sub-area model from 
the recent version of a regional model and enhance it with additional details in the Meadowlands 
District.     
2. Utilize the selected regional model as is, or with additional details in the Meadowlands District 
like the sub-area model, but keep the same geographic coverage of the regional model.     
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3. Develop an entirely new model without relying on any existing regional model.     
 
The first option would create a model with a familiar process and better control of locally generated 
trips based on ITE trip rates and would be faster to run and easier to understand. However, the 
model would not incorporate all steps of the modeling process, would be focused on vehicle trips, 
and would require significant manual intervention. The second option would allow the user to 
maintain the full modeling process of the selected regional model and may allow additional capability 
for multi-modal scenario analysis; however, this option would increase the burden of model 
complexities and run time. The third option would require significantly more resources and time for 
model estimation, calibration, and validation, depending on the design of the model. This option was 
outside of the scope for this project and may produce different forecasts than the regional models.    

  

1.5.13 Selection of Regional Model    
Under Options 1 or 2, two primary regional models can provide baseline information for the new 
model. The first model is the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority’s (NJTPA) North Jersey 
Regional Transportation Model-Enhanced (NJRTM-E), the official model of the 13 counties in North 
Jersey including the Meadowlands area. The second model is the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council’s (NYMTC) Best Practice Model (BPM), the official model of New York City 
and its suburban counties in New York State. It was also noted that NJ TRANSIT’s North Jersey 
Transit Demand Forecasting Model (NJTDFM) shares networks and other processes with the 
NJRTM-E and uses transit survey-based trip tables. Some basic information on the NJRTM-E and 
BPM is provided in Table 1.2.      
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Model NJTPA - NJRTME NYMTC - BPM 

Approach / Style Four-Step ABM 
Covered Area 40-County region in NJ, NY, PA 28-County region in NY, NJ, CT 

Key Stats 
Zones 2,900 4,600 
Links 57,000 80,000 
Nodes 22,500 48,000 

Validation (Base) year 2015 2010 
Future year 2045 2050 

Trip Purposes 
HBWD, HBWS, HBSH, HBO, HBU, 
WBO, NHNW, Airport, Truck 
(heavy, medium, commercial) 

HBW-LI, HBW-MI, HBW-HI, School, 
University, Maintenance, Discretionary, 
At-work 

Trip Generation 

Joint distribution based on 6 
household size, 5 income group, 3 
lifecycle; non-motorized using 
binary logit model 

Choice Models - Household synthesis, 
auto ownership and Journey production 
(HAJ) 

Trip Distribution Gravity Model 

Choice models - Mode, destination and 
stops (frequency and location) MDSC  

Mode Choice 

Nested Logit Mode Choice; NJT 
process for all NJ and PA trip 
origins, mode share lookup for trips 
east of Hudson based on BPM 

Highway assignment 
User equilibrium with customized 
VDF; loading of SOV, HOV2, HOV 
3+, HT, MT for 4 time periods 

User equilibrium; loading of SOV, HOV, 
HOV3+, Taxi, Commercial vehicle, MT, 
HT for 4 time periods 

Transit assignment 
Peak and off-peak, walk and auto-
access for six modes (bus, rail, 
PATH, LRT, ferry, long-haul ferry) 

AM Peak period only; Walk and Drive 
access to Commuter Rail and Transit (all 
other) 

 
Table 1.2    Summary of Regional Transportation Models 
Source:  AECOM 
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1.5.14 North Jersey Regional Transportation Model-Enhanced (NJRTM-E)    
The NJRTM-E model covers a 40-county region in New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania (see 
Figure 1.7) and is an enhanced four-step planning process model. NJRTM-E was developed to 
provide a common modeling process that was suitable for the planning needs for the North Jersey 
Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), NJ TRANSIT, and the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT). The model was initially developed in 2008, revalidated in 2011, refined in 
2015, and revalidated again in 2018.6 NJRTM-E has several prominent features including an 
enlarged modeled region encompassing the NJTPA region, as well as eastern Pennsylvania and the 
metropolitan area of New York City. NJRTM-E also features the inclusion of the customized NJT 
mode choice model as the basis for estimation of auto and transit mode shares. The latest version 
of the model includes some placeholders that can help analyze scenarios related to CAV and 
TNC penetration, with user defined factors. The basic information on the model is listed below.    

•  Covers 40 counties    
•  Zones = @ 2,900    
•  Links = @ 57,000    
•  Nodes = @ 22,500    
•  Base year: 2015    
•  Future Year 2045    
•  Modeling Process: Four-Step process, trip based    
•  Software: CUBE Voyager from Citilabs (now part of Bentley)  

      Model Run Time: @ 20 hours on high-end desktop    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 1.7    NJTPA NJRTM-E Region 
Source:  NJTPA 
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1.5.15 Best Practice Model (BPM)    
The BPM model includes a 28-county region in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut (see Figure 
1.8). All road types from minor arterials and above are represented in the highway network. The 
transit route system includes all forms of public transportation at the individual route level in the 
transit network database. The BPM model was one of the first activity-based models (ABM) in the 
country. The currently available version of the BPM, known as the 2010 Base model, was validated 
to the 2010 traffic conditions and travel patterns.7 A newer version of the model has been under 
development for the last few years; this version is known as the 2012 Base model, which will update 
the validation to travel patterns of year 2012.    

•  Geographic Coverage: 28 counties    
•  Zones = @ 4,600    
•  Links = @ 80,000    
•  Nodes = @ 48,000    
•  Base year: 2010     
•  Future Year 2050    
•  Modeling Process: ABM     
•  Software: TransCAD from Caliper    
•  Model Run Time: @ 12 hours on a higher end desktop    

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.8    NYMTC BPM Model Region    
Source:  NYMTC 
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1.5.16 Activity-Based Models (ABM) vs. Trip-Based Models    
The travel forecasting resource website has good information on travel forecasting models in general 
and specifically on ABM.8 The benefit of ABM in travel forecasting comes from its capacity to provide 
a full range of quantitative dimensions to represent travel-inducing activity and choices. The question 
of whether to pursue an ABM in practice often arises when both modelers and planners in the 
jurisdiction concur that current analysis tools (typically traditional trip-based models) are not 
sufficiently sensitive to new and emerging policy and policy questions.    

 
There is no reason, however, to assert that ABM have an innate capacity to better replicate traditional 
metrics, such as traffic counts or transit ridership than do trip-based models; either approach requires 
considerable effort in this area. The true advantage of the ABM approach is that it is sensitive to a 
broader range of planning strategies and policies, particularly those that affect how individuals 
budget their time for activities and travel throughout the day.      

  

1.5.17 Software Selection    
As shown in Table 1.3, four popular travel demand modeling software packages were reviewed as 
follows: CUBE, TransCAD, VISUM, and EMME. The review included the initial purchase price, yearly 
support and maintenance costs, and general capabilities of the platform, along with how each relates 
to NJMC 2007 and current regional models. In general, these packages are highly capable of 
developing and applying travel demand models, provide numerous built-in functionalities including 
Graphical User Interface (GUI), and support various input and output data formats. A user can also 
integrate custom applications written in other programming languages such as C, C++, Python and 
others.    

 
The selection of software can be independent of regional model selection, but it is suggested to use 
the same platform as the selected regional model. This will make it easier to share the 
data/processes and update the model in the future on a regular basis.   

  

1.5.18 Findings  
The evaluation led to the decision to use the NJRTM-E due to its focus on North Jersey, a more 
recent validation year, integration with the NJ Transit model, and its potential for analyzing mobility 
technology scenarios. The use of CUBE, the software platform utilized to develop NJTRM-E, was 
also recommended for the NJSEA 2045 Model.   
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Table 1.3    Comparison of Modeling Software Packages 
Source:  AECOM 

 
  
 

 

 
    

 
Category Feature Cube/Voyager TransCAD VISUM EMME  

Software 
Dependent 

Cost  - Purchase/Upgrade $21,500  $12,000  $50,000 or $5,000/year 
subscription 

$21,000 for 3,000 Zones; $26,000 
for 5,000 zones 

Cost - Annual Maintenance $3,870  $1,500  $7500/ or $0 $2,940 / $3,640 (14% of purchase) 

Size Limitations Unlimited Unlimited Unlimited 
Zone, Node, link levels based on 
license level maximum: level 40 - 

10,000 zones 

Data formats supported Almost all database, spreadsheet, 
GIS, map, CAD, Image formats 

Almost all database, spreadsheet, 
GIS, map, CAD, Image formats 

Almost all database, spreadsheet, 
GIS, map, CAD, Image formats 

Almost all database, spreadsheet, 
GIS, map, CAD, Image formats 

Operating Systems 
supported Windows 10 and other OS Windows 10 and other OS Windows 10 and other OS Windows 10 and other OS 

Process Options Large selection of processes Large selection of processes Large selection of processes Large selection of processes 
Bike/Ped Network Yes Yes Yes Yes 
ABM1 Yes Yes Yes Yes 
GIS Integration Yes with ArcView Yes Yes Yes 
Ease of Use Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    

Other 

Compatibility with existing 
NJMC Model No Yes, with changes to scripts and 

programs No No 

Compatibility with regional 
platforms 

NJTPA and NJ Transit model use 
this platform NYMTC uses this platform No regional model in NJ, NY uses 

this platform; DVRPC uses VISUM 
No regional model in NJ, NY uses 

this platform 
Current state-of-the-art2 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

    

Vendor Website http://www.citilabs.com/ http://www.caliper.com/ 

http://vision-
traffic.ptvgroup.com/en-us/home/ INRO | Emme (inrosoftware.com) 

1 - ABMs are generally developed using proprietary routines but run/integrated under these platforms 

2 - Implies that platform keeps up with the recent development in the field and provides regular updates including GUI and visualization 
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1.6 Emerging Transportation Technology 

A review of existing advancements in state-of-the-art technologies and their benefits was critical to 
understand and develop cost-effective and efficient transportation candidate improvement projects 
for the District. Four main categories of emerging transportation technologies were identified: 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), Electric Vehicles and Alternative Fuel Vehicles (AFV), 
Transportation Network Companies (TNC), and Connected and Automated Vehicles (CAV).  This 
review had the following main objectives: 

• Identify and review available research studies.    
• Identify and describe the specific types of strategies within each category.    
• Assess the status of the technology’s development and implementation.    
• Identify and assess the potential impacts of different technologies upon the transportation 

network and travel behavior.   
 

Particular technologies under development or planning that may affect the regional and District 
transportation network were also identified. Table 1.4 provides a summary of this assessment 
incorporated into the modeling and scenario analysis, particularly for the future year scenarios.   

 
 

Table 1.4    Summary of Assessment of Emerging Transportation Technologies 
Source: AECOM 

 

 

Technology Strategy   Description   Anticipated Impacts   
All electronic tolls along  NJ 
Turnpike   

No delays along main line or connecting 
highways at toll booths 

Increased speeds / throughput 
along main lines and at 
i t h  NYC Congestion Pricing   Add surcharge to vehicles entering 

Manhattan south of 61st St.   
Reduced traffic volumes, increased 
transit use.  

Bergen County Bus Rapid  
Transit (BRT)   

Transit signal priority / queue jumps at 
various intersections, and bus on shoulder 
along NJ 17, NJ 120, and NJ 3.   

Increased transit capacity / 
ridership.    Possible impacts on 
traffic flow and  capacity   

Express Bus Lane (XBL)  
Bus Platooning   

Buses are more closely spaced, i.e.,  
increased frequency   

Increased transit capacity / ridership   

Autonomous Vehicle  (AV) 
Transitway   

Runs between NYC – Secaucus Junction   
– Sports Complex   

Increased transit capacity / ridership   

AV shuttle system Expansion of shuttle network within the    
District 

Increased transit capacity / ridership   

Expanded use of TNCs   Ridesharing / ride-hailing    Increased local mobility and access   
Possible increase in traffic   

Micro-mobility   Electric bikes, scooters, et al.   Increased local mobility and access   
Electric vehicles   Vehicles and charging stations   Reduced emissions   
Freight drones    Reduced truck traffic   
Connected vehicle  
applications   

Spat, MAP, PedinXwalk Increased speed, capacity, and 
delay by increasing safety with 

ti  h  
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Numerous plans and reports were reviewed regarding emerging transportation technologies. Table 
1.5 provides a summary of these documents. The information in these reports and plans provided a 
basis for conducting additional research into the status of emerging technologies and their potential 
impacts. The following sections briefly describe the technologies in each category and identify 
proposed applications in the District and region.   
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Report Title Author Date ITS E/AFV TNC CAV 

Connected Vehicle Pilot Deployment Program: NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK USDOT www.its.dot.gov/pilots 2021 
   

X 

Preparing Greater Philadelphia for Highly Automated Vehicle Deployment Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission  2020 X X X X 

Land use development potential and E-bike analysis, Cycling in Oslo, Bergen, Stavanger and Trondheim Tanu Priya Uteng, Andre Uteng, Ole Johan Kittilsen    2019 
 

X 
  

TRB Spotlight Presentation: Modifying the Planning Process for Connect and Automated Vehicles and RoadX Peter Kozinski, Debra Perkins-Smith, CO DOT 2018 X 
  

X 

Impacts of Autonomous Vehicle on Strategic Transportation Plan Regional View Nadereh Moini, PhD, PE, PTOE    2018 
 

X 
 

X 

Updating Regional Transportation Planning and Modeling Tools to Address Impacts of Connected and Automated 
Vehicles, Volume 1: Executive Summary 

National Academy of Sciences 2018 X 
  

X 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FOR CONNECTED AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES: HOW IT ALL FITS TOGETHER Bobby J Cottam, PhD Candidate 2017 
 

X 
 

X 

Future Mobility Technologies, Autonomous and Connected Vehicles Maren Outwater, PE     2017 
   

X 

Analysis of the Impacts of CAV Technologies on Travel Demand Joshua Auld, Tom Stephens, Vadim Sokolov  2017 X 
  

X 

Driverless Future, A Policy Roadmap for City Leaders Driverlessfuture.org 2017 
  

X 
 

Connections 2045, Plan for Greater Philadelphia Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission  2017 
 

X X X 

Autonomous Vehicles Research Report MR Cagney 2017 
  

X X 

Advancing Automated and Connected Vehicles: Policy and Planning Strategies for State and Local Transportation 
Agencies 

National Academy of Sciences 2017 
 

X X X 

Plan 2045, Connecting North Jersey, NJTPA Regional Transportation Plan NJTPA 2017 
 

X X 
 

Activity-Based Travel Demand Models, A Primer Transportation Research Board of the National Academies 2015 
    

Strategic Issues Facing Transportation, Volume 6: The Effects of Socio-Demographics on Future Travel Demand Transportation Research Board of the National Academies 2014 
 

X 
 

X 

Autonomous Vehicle Implementation Predictions Implications for Transport Planning Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute 2014 
   

X 

USDOT’s Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) ITS Strategic Plan 2015-2019 Booz Allen Hamilton 2014 X 
 

X 
 

People Not Cars: Automated Vehicles Can’t Save Cities New York Times: Opinion  Allison Arieff 2018 
   

X 

 
 

Table 1.5    Review of Plans and Reports Related to Emerging Technologies    
Source:  AECOM 
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1.6.1    Intelligent Transportation Systems      

Research into intelligent transportation system (ITS) technologies began in the mid-1960s. ITS now 
involves many facets of automation, electrification, and wireless and fiber optic technology. Key 
objectives are to manage and improve traffic flow and to provide information to transportation system 
users. Current ITS strategies include traffic management centers, freeway management, electronic 
tolling, emergency and incident management, traveler information, and integrated traffic signal 
systems.    
 
While a number of ITS technologies are currently in place in the Meadowlands District, there are 
proposed projects that may impact the District’s transportation system. The NJ Turnpike has 
proposed the implementation of all-electronic tolling, which would eliminate conventional toll plazas 
and convert toll collection to E-Z Pass and pay-by-mail. This technology would help to further 
expedite traffic flow along the NJ Turnpike and at its interchanges. Another planned project is New 
York City’s congestion pricing program, which would involve a surcharge on vehicles below 61st 
Street in Manhattan.  In addition, a Bergen County bus rapid transit (BRT) system has been 
proposed, which would include transit signal priority and queue jumps at several roadway 
intersections. This technology would help to reduce the travel time of BRT vehicles to make the 
service more attractive to potential ridership.    

 

1.6.2 Electric Vehicles / Alternative Fuel Vehicles    
The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has recommended that by 2035, 
all new cars, SUVs, and light trucks sold in New Jersey be zero-emission vehicles. The production 
and use of electric vehicles (EV) are gaining momentum, and many existing and new vehicle 
manufacturers have announced plans for EV production.    
   
The progress of implementing and promoting electric vehicle technology in New Jersey owes in large 
part to over $70 million in funding available through a court settlement in the case against 
Volkswagen for disabling emissions control devices on its vehicles. Related to this settlement, 
NJDEP has prepared a “beneficiary mitigation plan” with the main strategies of replacing vehicles, 
especially trucks and buses, installing charging infrastructure, and establishing eMobility (electric 
vehicle ridesharing / ridehailing) programs. Some counties and towns, including Secaucus, have 
prepared EV / alternative fuel vehicle (AFV) plans, which include proposed strategies such as 
installing charging stations.     
 
Within the District, there are charging stations at Walmart Teterboro, Walmart Kearny, Wawa Kearny, 
Walmart Secaucus, American Dream in East Rutherford, and The RealReal in Secaucus, as well as 
at businesses located in Carlstadt, East Rutherford, Kearny, Little Ferry, Lyndhurst, North Bergen, 
and Secaucus.    
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1.6.3 Transportation Network Companies    
Transportation network companies (TNCs), notably Uber and Lyft, are a more recent development, 
but are now ubiquitous and emerging mostly in terms of the specific types of arrangements / 
partnerships that they are forming. The technology for TNCs centers around the use of mobile apps 
for users to order rides, and for drivers to respond to these orders and transport customers to their 
desired destinations.    
 
Some research, including in New York City and other urban centers, has been critical of TNCs as 
having a negative impact on traffic flows and transit ridership while promoting increased rates of 
automobile ownership and use. Some view the TNCs as providing a potential benefit to address 
unmet access and mobility needs when partnered with transit or paratransit providers. EZ Ride offers 
such on-demand transportation in partnership with the TNCs throughout New Jersey, wherein 
participants do not need a smartphone and rides can be arranged on-demand without advanced 
reservations.    
 

1.6.4 Connected and Autonomous Vehicles    
Connected and autonomous vehicle (CAV) technology is likely the category that is the most 
emergent. CAV involves driver-assistance and driverless technologies, along with complementary 
technologies such as the use of radio infrastructure to transmit real-time signal phase and timing 
(SPaT) information between signalized intersections and vehicles. On the transit side, various 
technologies are under development and testing, and driverless shuttles are in place in several 
different parts of the country.    
   
In the region and District, one proposed application is for the automated platooning of buses running 
along the express bus lane (XBL) through the Lincoln Tunnel. This technology would enable buses 
to be more closely spaced, thereby increasing service frequency, capacity, and ridership. Smaller 
autonomous shuttles could provide “first mile – last mile” transit connections – such a service is 
currently being tested in New Brunswick.  
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1.7 Stakeholder Meetings 

An extensive stakeholder outreach effort has been undertaken as part of the development of the 
MDTP 2045 to inform involved stakeholders on important milestones of the project deployment and 
incorporate resulting feedback into the MDTP 2045. The main outreach activities were a series of 
virtual presentation meetings with Governmental Stakeholder Groups (GSG) and a Technical 
Stakeholders Group (TSG), as well as presentations to the Meadowlands Transportation Planning 
Board (MTPB) and the Governor’s Authorities Unit (GAU).   
 
The GSG comprised representatives of each of the 14 municipalities and two counties within the 
Meadowlands District. The invited representatives were the executives of each county and the 
mayors and administrators of each municipality, and state legislators in the region. For administrative 
purposes, the GSG was divided into two groups to preclude the possibility that meeting attendance 
would lead to the establishment of a quorum of the Hackensack Meadowlands Municipal Committee 
(HMMC). Table 1.6 shows the membership of the two groups of the GSG.  
 

Group A  Group B  
Hudson County  Bergen County  
Jersey City  Carlstadt  
Kearny  East Rutherford  
Lyndhurst  Little Ferry  
North Arlington  Moonachie  
North Bergen  Ridgefield  
Rutherford  South Hackensack  
Secaucus  Teterboro  

  
Table 1.6    GSG Membership  
Source:  NJSEA 

 
The TSG comprised technical representatives from state, regional, and local agencies, businesses 
within the District, and other stakeholders including developers, academia, environmental groups, 
tech companies, and many others with interest in transportation issues within the District. Table 1.7 
shows the membership of the TSG. Note that the list depicts initial invitations sent by the NJSEA to 
representatives and does not reflect their participation in each TSG meeting.  
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Private Organization  Public Entity  

American Dream  NJDOT  

Amazon  Bergen County  

Russo Development  Hudson County  

Parkway Autonomous  14 constituent municipalities  

Meadowlands Regional Chamber  NJ TRANSIT 

Hartz Mountain Industries   NJTPA  

EZ Ride  Voorhees Transportation Center  

Gabel Associates  PANYNJ  

Sitex Group  NJ Turnpike Authority  

LYFT  NJ Department of Environment Protection  

Bruinooge and Associates  NJ Office for Planning Advocacy  

Moovit  State Legislature Districts 31, 32, and 36  

Prologis  Hackensack Meadowlands Municipal Committee   

Tri-State Transportation Campaign  
 

  
Table 1.7    TSG Membership  
Source:  NJSEA 

 
The first GSG and TSG virtual meetings occurred on January 11 and 12, 2021, to present the results 
of the initial project work activities, which involved Background Review and the Development of the 
District Transportation Model (DTM). The first virtual TSG meeting presentation is available in the 
Appendices. During these meetings a questionnaire consisting of five survey questions was 
circulated among participants. Figure 1.9 provides a summary of the results of this survey.  
 
As evidenced by the survey results, most stakeholders advocated for multimodal connectivity and 
accessibility, expanding transit and shuttle services, and the expansion of the transportation fee 
credit program. This feedback was considered in the next task: the development of candidate 
transportation improvement projects.   
  
The results of this survey, along with the results of the Background review and the DTM, were 
presented to the MTPB on January 20, 2021, and to the GAU on February 4, 2021. Additionally, 
documentation and presentations to the GSG, TSG, and MTPB can be found on the NJSEA website 
at https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/.  
 
  

https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/
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1. What do you consider the most pressing transportation issue currently facing the District? n=22 
Congestion due to regional growth of commercial/residential development 14% 
Shortages of infrastructure funding and resources to meet current and future needs 5% 

Lack of adequate multi-modal transportation facilities in the regions, such as transit, shuttles, park &ride, 
pedestrian, and bicycle.  

55% 

Need for improved access between the District and New York City 14% 

Need for improved mobility for District residents to work, shopping, recreation, and other uses.  9% 

Other 5% 
2. How do you foresee these issues changing by 2045? (check all relevant choices) (multiple choice) n=19 

Increased need for technological solutions and multi-modal approaches to mitigate congestion issues 63% 

More stringent environmental regulations/restrictions related to transportation improvements 0% 

Reduced need for commercial development due to increased work-from-home situations in the aftermath of 
COVID -19 pandemic 

26% 

Continued expansion of warehousing/shipping operations with increased trucking throughout the region 58% 

Implementation of new public transit services to reduce roadway congestion 42% 
Other 5% 
3. What type of solutions are necessary? (check all relevant choices) (multiple choice) n=23 
State-wide tax increase to fund transportation projects 22% 

Strict regulations to stop the advancement of developments adversely impacting community quality of life 17% 

Need for more frequent regional planning to evaluate and analyze the impact of continued development 
expansion 

39% 

Major increases in roadway capacity 22% 

Major increase in funding and incentives for multi-modal transportation options, especially public transit 83% 

Other 9% 

4. What are the important issues to consider in developing the cost allocation/fee assessment framework? 
(check all relevant choices) (multiple choice) 

n=22 

Number of properties affected by increased traffic 32% 
Allocation of public and private share impacts 55% 
The calculation of Vehicle Mile Traveled (VMT) are for each land use 23% 
Amount of parking that new development provides 27% 

The availability of alternative multi-modal transportation options serving the new development 64% 

Other 0% 

5. How can we increase public-private partnership to grow the District economy and improve transportation 
equity? (check relevant choices) 

n=19 

Establish outreach program to educate District stakeholders on needs and proposed plans? 0% 

Work with property owners and economic development agencies to consider "green" development 
opportunities  

5% 

Expand credit programs to motivate developers' contribution of transportation infrastructure improvements 58% 

Provide incentives and support for employers through the credit program to implement travel demand 
management and vehicle trip reduction  

32% 

Maintain the technical stakeholder group for future outreach  5% 
Other 0% 

 

Figure 1.9    Questionnaire Results - First GSG and TSG Meetings  
  Source:  InGroup, AECOM. 
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1.8 Summary 

The background information provided in this chapter establishes the foundation for upcoming 
chapters, including the development of candidate transportation improvement projects described in 
Chapter 2 and the District Transportation Model (DTM) presented in Chapter 5. Furthermore, the 
land use / development information presented herein is a key input into the updated cost allocation 
and fee assessment methodology, described in Chapter 6. 
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2. DEVELOPMENT OF CANDIDATE IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
2.1 Introduction 

As the Hackensack Meadowlands District continues to develop, it faces increasing transportation 
demands related to both people and goods movement. To help to address these demands, a series 
of candidate improvement projects was generated by developing primary and secondary principles. 
Primary principles focus on improving transportation safety, multi-modality (equity), and connectivity. 
Secondary principles focus on environment stewardship, incorporation of emerging technologies, 
and economic benefits. The complex transportation network within the District includes facilities for 
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and freight carriers, each of which is vital to the 
economic and social viability of the District. Each mode was considered in the development of 
candidate improvement projects. 

  
This chapter provides an overview of the candidate transportation improvement projects developed 
throughout the District based on primary and secondary pillars. Furthermore, it covers the second 
outreach effort presenting the outcomes of this work to GSG, TSG, and MTPB. 
 

2.2 Methodologies 

Candidate improvement projects were developed with the primary goals or guiding principles of 
providing and enhancing safe and equitable transportation of people and goods. Providing and 
enhancing transportation choice was a key driver of the candidate projects and was articulated 
as important by project stakeholders early in the planning process. As such, an emphasis was placed 
on introducing and improving facilities for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit riders.  
  
Another primary goal focuses on providing and enhancing connections between and among diverse 
land uses, which are often disjointed or disconnected due to physical impediments such as wetlands, 
waterways, and transportation infrastructure. Roadway connections have been well established, but 
connections via other modes of travel still include significant gaps.  
  
In addition to these primary goals, secondary goals of responsible environmental stewardship, 
resiliency, economic benefit, and the incorporation of emerging technologies were also factored into 
the development and selection of the candidate improvement projects. Figure 2.1 depicts the 
primary and secondary principles taken into consideration for the development of candidate 
transportation improvement projects.  
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Figure 2.1    Guiding Principles and Practices  

Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International  
 
It is important to note that projects specifically related to climate resiliency or addressing impacts 
presented by climate change or sea level rise, such as flood or tide gates, were not at the forefront 
of this planning effort with the understanding that parallel efforts exist regionally and at the state and 
national levels to specifically address climate change mitigation and adaption strategies. Flooding, 
hardening, and other key environmental impacts associated with transportation projects are 
expected to be considered in project design phases, as they move towards implementation.  
 
Candidate improvement projects were developed primarily by employing methodologies centered on 
the categories of public transit, active transportation (walking and cycling), freight mobility, roadways, 
and technology. These methodologies are summarized in the following sections.    
 
As the methodologies were applied, emergent candidate projects were cross-referenced against one 
another and combined where appropriate to bridge modal categories. This approach led to creating 
multi-modal recommendations at targeted locations that, in certain instances, feature 
and incorporate multiple transportation modes, e.g., a roadway improvement with bus stop 
enhancements and bicycle lanes.    
 

2.2.1 Public Transit   
Public transit is a key contributor to District-wide mobility, providing connections within the 
District and beyond. Investing in transit can strengthen the prospects for future development, while 
also meeting other plan goals related to equity, connectivity, and environmental stewardship.   
 
The development of transit-focused candidate improvement projects followed a two-step analytical 
process. The initial assessment of potential transit needs centered on conducting a district-
wide quantitative visualization approach which involved a) revisiting the MDTP 2030 Transit Score 
methodology with more recent 2020 model data and b) developing a transit activity map with 
boarding and alighting data by bus stop to overlay with other modal analyses. Quantitative findings 
were relatively broad and primarily used to identify generalized areas of transit demand and inform 
transit recommendations. Approximately 10% of candidate improvement projects were informed 
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solely by the quantitative analysis. Where alignment of various quantitative outputs (i.e., transit 
score, transit activity, and crash mapping) occurred, a more site-specific qualitative analysis was 
conducted to assess localized needs and conditions and develop candidate projects. This two-step 
process is illustrated in Figure 2.2.    
 
 

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2    Transit Recommendation Development Methodology  
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International  
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2.2.1.1 Quantitative Process   

The quantitative process began with an update to the District’s TAZ socioeconomic data to reflect a 
horizon year of 2045. US Census socioeconomic data utilized included household size, employment, 
and population density. Data on zero- and one-car households was also incorporated where 
available. This analysis conformed to the previous methodology used to develop a Transit Score, 
based on the following formula developed by NJ TRANSIT.9 

  
Transit Score = [0.41 *(Population per acre)] + [0.09 *(Jobs per acre)]   

                          + [0.74 *(Zero car households per acre)]      
 

The Transit Score is a measure of the feasibility or viability of a variety of public transit 
services ranging from commuter rail to shuttle buses. It is based on household and population 
density, 0-vehicle and 1-vehicle household density, and employment density. Zones with a higher 
Transit Score are considered to have greater transit viability than zones with a lower score, and a 
higher score generally means that a broader range of services is feasible. A map of this initial 
analysis along with a tabulation of total TAZs for each score category is illustrated in Figure 2.3.  
 
Route-level transit boarding data was then gathered, where available, to develop transit activity “heat 
maps” highlighting concentrated ridership levels. Stop-level data were available only for 
NJ TRANSIT routes, though EZ Ride shuttle route ridership numbers were obtained and 
considered qualitatively. Data provided by NJ TRANSIT included average weekday stop activity from 
September 2019 (pre-pandemic levels of activity). The data was aligned with bus stop locations 
within the District and within a quarter-mile outside the District for adjacent stops. Based on the 
Pedestrian Safety Guide for Transit Agencies, quarter- and half-mile radii around transit stops and 
stations are considered to be reasonable walking distances.10 Rail station transfer activity also was 
included in this analysis. Appendix 2-A provides more details of this methodology, and Figure 2.4 
depicts a map of the results of the analysis using MDTP 2030 - Transit score Methodology. 
 
A goal of the quantitative analysis was to overlay with and compare to maps generated for 
other modal analyses and identify areas of focus with a high concentration of potential issues and 
opportunities. The output of the quantitative analysis informed some district-wide recommendations, 
but primarily identified where conditions or demand may warrant more attention and investigation in 
the next step of the process.   
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Figure 2.3    Meadowlands District TAZ Transit Scores 
Source:  Michael Baker International 
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Figure 2.4    NJ TRANSIT Bus Activity Density (“Heat Map”)   
Source:  Michael Baker International. 
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2.2.1.2 Qualitative Process   

The second step in the transit analysis applied a qualitative and hierarchical process to the 
results from the initial quantitative analysis. The goal of this step was to identify opportunities to 
address current needs and broader planning goals. This process involved the following steps:   

• Prioritize locations where high Transit Scores and activity align with land uses or other 
identified candidate projects.    

• Visually assess conditions at priority locations via Google Street View.   
• Determine locations with connectivity issues, network gaps, or operating inefficiencies.   
• Assess the potential for connections to proposed future development or other plans within 

or adjacent to the District.   
 

The qualitative analysis focused on various activity centers including employment nodes, 
isolated pockets of residential/commercial activity, new construction, and current mobility barriers. 
Potential needs are primarily focused on first- and last-mile connections between activity centers and 
transit hubs rather than modifications to established bus and shuttle routes, which are regularly 
evaluated by service providers (NJ TRANSIT, EZ Ride). Service needs in developing 
recommendations also ranged from commuting markets to midday connections to favor a “park 
once” approach for commuters who may still chose to drive. Long-term transit route concepts sought 
greater integration with future development along strategic corridors.  Figure 2.5 illustrates existing 
conditions and potential improvement needs at the bus stop at the intersection of Rutherford Avenue 
& Polito Avenue in Lyndhurst as described in Table 2.10 (Candidate improvement project with ID# 
344).  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.5    Bus Stop at Rutherford Avenue & Polito Avenue   
Source:  NJSEA 
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2.2.2 Active Transportation    
Active transportation is focused on pedestrians and cyclists and represents a significant 
opportunity to improve equitable transportation choice and mobility, reduce reliance on automobile 
travel, limit greenhouse gas emissions, and create new connections within the District. Active 
transportation projects are typically much less expensive to implement than roadway projects and 
have lower maintenance costs. Stakeholders expressed interest in the incorporation of projects that 
accommodate pedestrians and cyclists.   
 
The methodology for developing active transportation-related candidate improvement 
projects incorporated crash data analysis to identify specific locations for improvement, systemic 
analysis for more widespread initiatives, and land use analysis to identify connections and fill gaps. 
These inputs were utilized to create recommendations aimed at improving safety, accessibility, and 
mobility for pedestrians and cyclists throughout the District.   
 

2.2.2.1 Crash Data Analysis    

Crash data from 2015-2019 was obtained from NJ Safety Voyager to identify locations – 
specifically intersections and roadway segments – with high concentrations of pedestrian- and 
cyclist-related crashes. Crashes involving serious injuries and fatalities were emphasized. A hotspot 
map was created (see Figure 2.6), including the number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes and 
number of fatalities, if any, at each hotspot. The map was then used as a primary input for identifying 
focus locations and associated safety countermeasures to address safety issues.   
 

2.2.2.2 Systemic Analysis   

The evaluation of crash data is considered reactive, as it is based on historical crash data. “Systemic” 
safety analysis is considered proactive. This type of analysis focuses on discerning conditions and 
roadway characteristics at crash locations, and then identifying locations with similar conditions and 
characteristics to assess risk and preemptively develop safety recommendations, even in the 
absence of crashes. The systemic methodology is well-documented in the National Co-operative 
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Research Report number 893 entitled “Systemic Pedestrian 
Safety Analysis.” Report 893 outlines several steps towards identifying and addressing pedestrian 
network deficiencies in the built environment. Key steps include compiling relevant data, determining 
risk factors, identifying potential treatment sites, and selecting countermeasures. After collecting and 
analyzing crash data and overlaying land use and roadway data, several locations that presented 
risk were identified, which informed development of candidate improvement projects.   
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Figure 2.6    Cyclist and Pedestrian Crash Hotspot Map  
Source: Michael Baker International     
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2.2.2.3 Land Use   

Land use and zoning maps were reviewed to spatially identify locations that conventionally generate 
pedestrian and cyclist activity. Such locations include parks and open spaces, residential 
areas, commercial development, mixed-use activity centers, transit hubs, and potential right-of-way 
corridors for trails or shared-use paths. Using these maps, a focus was placed on making strategic 
connections that could be used by pedestrians and/or cyclists for recreational, commuting, and 
general transportation purposes. This, in turn, could help to reduce some reliance on driving for local 
trips.   
 
Based on the crash analysis, high-level systemic analysis, and land use analysis, candidate 
active transportation improvement projects were developed for selected locations. Candidate 
improvements include new and upgraded sidewalks, mid-block crossings, bicycle facilities, road 
diets, improved lighting, curb extensions, and other measures. Figure 2.7 illustrates existing 
conditions and potential pedestrian improvement needs along Meadowland Parkway in Secaucus 
as described in Table 2.16 (Candidate improvement project ID# 437). 

2.2.2.4 Safety   

For active transportation projects with safety elements, specific safety treatments were 
identified along with associated available Crash Modification Factors (CMFs). Section 2.5 presents 
more information on CMFs.  
 
 
 

 

Figure 2.7    Lack of Sidewalk along Meadowlands Parkway (Mile Post 0.07-
0.21) 
Source: NJSEA     
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2.2.3 Freight Mobility    
Freight operations are critical to economic development and competitiveness of the District and 
will be a vital part of future development. The movement of freight within the District was a 
consideration in the development of candidate improvement projects in all categories. In the 
development of freight-specific recommendations, existing and future land uses were examined 
along with characteristics of the existing roadway network, particularly roadways that comprise the 
New Jersey and National Truck Networks. Candidate improvement projects at the district-wide level 
were also considered.    

2.2.3.1  Land Use  

Particular attention was paid to both existing and future industrial and warehousing land uses. 
Designated improvement areas with planned or zoned freight components were identified through 
existing redevelopment plans. Features of connecting roadways and intersections were then 
analyzed to identify potential improvements to accommodate existing and future freight operations. 
Residential and recreational areas were also noted as locations to avoid significant freight 
improvements.     

2.2.3.2  Truck Networks   

The existing National Truck Network, the New Jersey Truck Access Network, and current truck 
prohibitions were mapped. In combination with the land use analysis, potential access 
improvements were identified between the truck networks and industrial and warehousing land uses, 
while minimizing undesirable freight movements through residential and recreational areas. Figure 
2.8 illustrates the overlay of these components of the freight network.   

2.2.3.3 District-Wide    

Several recommendations were developed for the District as a whole. Recommendations include an 
in-depth analysis of freight-related crashes by land use and crash severity, a thorough evaluation of 
updates to weight restrictions to facilitate freight movement, continued investment in the MASSTR 
system, and the utilization of emerging technologies such as drone deliveries and electric vehicle 
(EV) utilization and charging to improve goods movement.   
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Note:  The District now has 15 Redevelopment Areas, also including Schmitt in Secaucus and Van 
Keuren in Jersey City. 

 
Figure 2.8    Freight Network Map  
Source:  NJSEA 
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2.2.4 Roadways   
Given the existing development density and anticipated growth within and around the District, 
the roadway network is a critical component of the transportation system, and vital to facilitating 
people mobility and goods movement and keeping the District economically viable. The roadway 
network consists of a combination of interstate highways, NJ state routes, and county and local 
roadways.   
 
Evaluating and developing candidate improvement projects for this complex network involved 
the use of Geographic Information System (GIS) tools and online resources including, but not 
limited to, the NJDOT Traffic Monitoring Program, Straight Line Diagrams (SLD), and NJ Safety 
Voyager to identify traffic volumes, speeds, and crash data.   
 
Considering project goals focused on equity, multimodal mobility, environmental stewardship, and 
resiliency, roadway capacity enhancements via widening were not considered as practical or 
appropriate elements of candidate improvement projects.    
 

2.2.4.1 Crash Data Analysis   

Crash analyses were conducted in a manner similar to the Active Transportation 
methodology. Vehicular crash data from 2015-2019 was used to map all crashes on District 
roadways, specifically at intersections and along roadway segments. The following key crash 
characteristics were emphasized:    

•  Location 
•  Severity 
•  Crash Type   
•  Roadway Conditions   

 
Figure 2.9 illustrates a map of crashes near the Meadowlands Sports Complex.   
  
Roadways throughout the District were categorized by type – state route, major arterial, arterial, and 
local – and crashes were mapped across the roadway network to identify high crash locations and 
corridors, as shown in Figure 2.10.   
 
A crash hotspot analysis also was performed to determine locations with high concentrations 
of crashes, as shown in Figure 2.11. Concentrations were identified with GIS mapping software 
that creates a “heat map” by aggregating nearby points representing individual crashes. This 
analysis shows concentrations of points at any given location utilizing an input called the “search 
radius.” The search radius, input by the user, tells the tool how far to “look” around each point in the 
dataset to calculate a density of points. Points located within the defined search radius are 
aggregated to create the heat map. The radius is iterated and calibrated by the user and visually 
compared to individual point locations to identify defined concentrations related to existing 
geographic features such as intersections or segments of roadway.    
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Figure 2.9    Crashes near the Meadowlands Sports Complex   
Source: Michael Baker International   
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Figure 2.10   Crash Corridors   
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International   
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Figure 2.11   Crash Hotspot Map of Local Roadways  
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International    
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For the crash analysis, the input dataset was displayed in a geographic coordinate system 
(WGS_1984) that uses decimal degrees as units. The search radius was set to 0.002 decimal 
degrees, or approximately 730 feet.  

1 decimal degree = 69 miles  
0.002 x 69 = 0.138 miles or 728.64 feet  

The software uses this radius to search around each crash point, with the point as the center, to 
identify overlap between crashes and determine crash hotspots. Crash concentrations around each 
point represent the density of crashes that would be expected per square map unit, or 69 square 
miles. To define a “hotspot” or area with a significant density of crashes in such a large area, crash 
concentrations fall into the tens or hundreds of millions per square map unit. At a much more 
localized area, the analysis captures far fewer crashes, however, with crashes occurring close to 
one another – perhaps even at the same location – an extrapolation to a larger map unit would rise 
to the millions.  
 
For the crash analysis, county and local roads were given particular focus. The identification of 
locations and development of candidate improvement projects was based largely on the severity, 
quantity, and type of crashes at each location in addition to other factors such as roadway geometry, 
width, number of lanes, and similar characteristics.   

2.2.4.2 Systemic Analysis   

A proactive systemic analysis was also conducted, similar to the Active Transportation 
methodology stated above, to determine roadway characteristics common to crash locations and 
evaluate areas with similar characteristics. These are considered areas of risk in the absence of 
historic crash data. This assessment allowed for the development of preemptive safety measures 
along certain corridors that would otherwise be considered “safe” due to a lack of crash history.    

2.2.4.3 Land Use    

The influence of land use on roadway safety and operations also was considered. Connections 
between growth and redevelopment areas and activity centers were evaluated, and geocoded 
crash data was overlaid to identify potential safety concerns.   
 
Based on the safety and land use analyses, candidate improvement projects were developed 
for selected locations. Proposed improvements include new markings, road diets, improved 
lighting, new traffic signals, sidewalks and curb extensions, and a range of other measures.  Figure 
2.12 shows the existing conditions and potential improvement needs along Gotham Parkway in 
Carlstadt as described in Table 2.5 (Candidate improvement project with ID#201). 

2.2.4.4 Safety   

For roadway projects with safety elements, specific safety treatments were identified along 
with associated Crash Modification Factors (CMFs). More information on CMFs can be found in 
Section 2.5. 
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Figure 2.12   Existing Roadway Conditions along Gotham Parkway  
Source: NJSEA   
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2.2.5 Technology    
Emerging technology was incorporated into project development following two methods:   

•  Technology Assist - Candidate projects were examined to determine if and how technology 
could be introduced and incorporated in a manner that made sense, could be used to enhance 
the performance of projects, and aligned with current industry trends. As such, many projects 
with a technology component fall under other transportation categories. Examples include 
implementation of TSP along roadways (which have roadway and transit elements) or the 
addition of Vehicle to Everything (V2X) technology at intersections (which have roadway and 
active transportation elements). 

•  Technology Focused – Specific candidate improvement projects were also generated, with 
a primary focus on the testing, implementation, and incorporation of emerging technologies 
and trends, including EV infrastructure, AV testing, and drone-based delivery. Such projects 
may take the form of district-wide initiatives or discrete pilot projects at a specific location. The 
technologies chosen were selected through institutional knowledge and research on emerging 
technology and trends throughout the state and country. 

 
EV adoption and charging received particular attention when considering technology-related projects 
due to increasing demand as well as future guidance and regulations on auto sales. The New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has called for the full replacement of gasoline-
powered vehicles by 2050, complementing legislation intended to end the sales of new gasoline-
powered vehicles by 2035. Based on a target of 100% EV penetration by 2050, the proposed 
legislative limits on sales of new gasoline-powered vehicles, and the assumption of an average 15-
year lifespan of a vehicle,11 it was determined that MDTP 2045 should strive to meet this 
anticipated demand of EVs within the District. 
 
With increasing adoption of EVs, there will be increased demand for charging at offices, residences, 
and other destinations. To estimate the charging infrastructure needs, several factors such as 
households, vehicles per household, and other inputs were used to calculate the potential number 
of additional charging ports needed to meet demand. In 2045, the District is projected to have 
12,848 households. At an average of 1.45 vehicles per household located in Bergen and Hudson 
Counties12 and one charging port per 24 vehicles,13 there is a need to have a total of 776 public 
charging ports (ports at any station that allows the general public to charge vehicles) in the District 
by 2045. With 54 existing charging ports, there is a need for 722 new ports. Phased installation of 
the charging ports is assumed based on a parabolic staging program that aligns with the project 
implementation timeframes. 

•  Short-term (2022-2029): 25% or 187 charging ports    
•  Mid-term (2030-2037): 50% or 374 additional charging ports    
•  Long-term (2038-2045): 25% or 186 additional charging ports    

 
Phased installation generally would align to support and encourage early EV adoption in the short-
term, a more significant mid-term ramp-up to meet demand when gasoline-powered cars are 
phased out of new car sales in 2035, and final installation to meet long-term need and housing 
growth in the region. Given the context of the District as a destination, the availability of Level 2 
charging should be more prevalent than Direct-Current Fast Charging (DCFC). Level 2 chargers are 
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not as powerful as DCFC, but they are the most common type of charger and less expensive. An 
approximate split of 80% Level 2 and 20% DCFC is recommended. 
 
2.3 Candidate Improvement Projects 

2.3.1 Overview    
Applying the methodologies described in the previous section led to proposing 86 candidate 
improvement projects, located within each of the 14 municipalities in the District. This section 
provides a breakdown of projects by municipality, transportation category, and timeframe to 
summarize the overall scope of the projects. Figure 2.13 shows the location of the candidate 
improvement projects, and a detailed list of projects is provided in Appendix 2-B. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2.13  Location of Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International   
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2.3.2 Projects by Municipality 
Each municipality in the District has at least one candidate improvement project, not including 
District-wide projects (see Table 2.1). Fifteen candidate improvement projects fall within the borders 
of two or more municipalities (excluding the District-wide projects, which could apply to every 
municipality); thus, the sum of projects in the table is greater than the total number of candidate 
improvement projects. 

Municipality Number of Candidate 
Improvement Projects 

Carlstadt 7 
East Rutherford 6 

Jersey City 2 
Kearny 7 

Little Ferry 4 
Lyndhurst 9 
Moonachie 6 

North Arlington 2 
North Bergen 4 

Ridgefield 1 
Rutherford 7 
Secaucus 23 

South Hackensack 1 
Teterboro 5 

District-wide 22 
 

Table 2.1    Candidate Improvement Projects by Municipality   
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International   

2.3.3 Projects by Transportation Category   
Transportation categories include Roadway, Transit, Freight, Bicycle/Pedestrian, and 
Technology. These categories represent tangible project outputs once implemented. For example, 
an intersection redesign with safety enhancements would represent a “Roadway” project, while 
improvements at a bus stop would represent a “Transit” project. Table 2.2 shows the number of 
candidate improvement projects by category. Of the total projects, 64 are classified under two or 
more categories, e.g., roadway improvements with freight or technology components, or transit 
projects with pedestrian elements. Thus, the sum of projects in the table is much greater than the 
total number of projects.   

Category Number of Candidate 
Improvement Projects 

Bicycle/Pedestrian 55 
Roadway 51 
Transit 37 

Technology 28 
Freight 19 

 
Table 2.2    Candidate Improvement Projects by Category   
Source:  AECOM and Michael Baker International   
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2.3.4  Projects by Timeframe   
Each candidate improvement project was assigned an estimated preliminary timeframe for 
implementation or construction. The following timeframes were used:   

•  Short-term: project implementation between 2022 and 2029 
•  Mid-term: project implementation between 2030 and 2037   
•  Long-term: project implementation between 2038 and 2045   

 
Uniform eight-year timeframes were chosen to avoid an arbitrary unequal timeframe distribution over 
the horizon of MDTP 2045. Timeframes were assigned based on several considerations: anticipated 
project complexity, whether physical infrastructure would need to be constructed, whether full project 
phasing from engineering through construction is required, comparable implementation timeframes 
for projects of similar scope and scale, and correlation to or dependency upon other candidate 
improvement projects. Table 2.3 shows the projects by timeframe. 

 
  

Timeframe Number of Candidate 
Improvement Projects 

Short-term 71 
Mid-term 59 

Long-term 29 
 

Table 2.3    Candidate Improvement Projects by Timeframe  
Source: AECOM and Michael Baker International   

 
 
Most candidate improvement projects fall within the short-term implementation timeframe; however, 
many projects were classified under multiple timelines. Thus, the sum of projects in the table is 
greater than the total number of candidate improvement projects, with consideration for 
project complexity and potential phasing over multiple years. These timeframes are estimates, not 
deadlines, and intended to provide a general sense for how long an individual project may take to 
implement. Actual implementation years may fall outside of the anticipated timeframe(s).   
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2.4 List of Candidate Improvement Projects  

The following sections list all District-wide and location-specific candidate improvement projects. 
Each candidate project has an associated randomized unique identifier, a three-digit serial number 
that aids in project reference given the number of projects identified. A more detailed table or “matrix” 
of all projects, which includes transportation categories, implementation timeframes, and other fields 
can be found in Appendix 2-B. A full description of the matrix fields is provided after the following 
District-wide and location-specific lists of candidate projects. 
 

2.4.1 District-wide   
  
Table 2.4 lists the candidate improvement projects that could be applied to or implemented in any 
or all District municipalities. 
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Unique 

ID  Recommendation  Location  

222  

Continue to operate, invest in, upgrade, maintain, and expand the MASSTR network. 
Integrate new applications of V2X into the MASSTR network. Solicit input from 
NJDOT, NJ TRANSIT, and other key stakeholders and advance MOA with pertinent 
agencies as needed.  

District-wide signalized 
intersections  

246  
Analyze roadway weight restrictions throughout the District to develop a GIS weight 
restriction roadway map and provide recommendations to roadway owners based on 
truck use.  

District-wide roadways 

296  
In coordination with NJ TRANSIT and municipalities, undertake a comprehensive 
evaluation of all bus stops within the District to assess passenger conditions, 
amenities, and accessibility.  

District-wide 

310  Create an Active Transportation Plan for the Meadowlands District and establish a 
regional pedestrian and cyclist infrastructure data clearinghouse.  District-wide 

333  Install traffic signals and transportation improvements necessary for new development 
and incorporate new traffic signals into MASSTR network, where feasible.   District-wide 

443  Develop and adopt a contextual Complete Streets policy applicable to District 
roadways.  District-wide roadways 

504  Evaluate and include sidewalks and bicycle lanes as part of future roadway 
improvement projects where feasible.  District-wide roadways 

514  Streamline shuttle usage by incorporating real-time bus positioning/arrival time 
information, schedule mapping, trip-planning, and interface with other providers.  District-wide 

532  Create a dedicated Automated Vehicle (AV) District to allow for testing, pilot 
deployments, and full-scale AV deployment.  District-wide 

561  Conduct a comprehensive safety analysis by mode on all roads within the District to 
investigate the potential relationship between land use and crash types and severity.  District-wide roadways 

570  As part of future intersection improvement projects, upgrade existing crosswalks to 
high visibility "ladder" style crosswalks.  District-wide intersections 

576  Encourage new developments through the credit program to provide Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant off-site connections to nearby transit stops.  

New developments close to 
transit stops/stations 

580  Plan, design, and install wayfinding signage along all existing and future bicycle and 
pedestrian access ways within the Meadowlands District.  

Bicycle and pedestrian 
access ways 

625  Establish new shuttles or expand existing shuttle service(s) to link 
residential/commercial/ industrial/warehousing land uses to transit hubs.  District-wide 

642  Develop Access management criteria for Meadowlands District roadways.  District-wide 

707  
Conduct goods movement analysis by volume to identify and designate a local freight 
access network in the Meadowlands District to complement/supplement the state and 
national freight networks.  

Local freight priority 
roadways within the 

Meadowlands District 

721  
Develop guidance for electric vehicle charging infrastructure to facilitate the 
installation of a consistent, fast, and reliable charging network throughout the District 
that meets future demand.   

District-wide 

722  Install Electric Vehicles (EV) charging ports within the District to provide unmet 
demand.  

Various locations TBD 
including North Bergen 
Park & Ride, MetLife 

Stadium, Meadowlands 
Racetrack, American 
Dream Parking Deck, 

Teterboro Airport 

813  Evaluate and install Electric Vehicle (EV) infrastructure for heavy-duty electric 
vehicles.  District-wide 

908  Plan and implement Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant access 
upgrades as part of all roadway improvement projects.   District-wide roadways 

967  Incorporate bicycle racks into shuttles. Coordinate with service providers on future 
accommodation of e-scooter storage and/or other first/last mile connectivity.  Shuttles 

996  
Leverage credit program to support businesses/properties that promote and 
incorporate emerging technologies such as Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations, 
parking guidance systems, e-scooter rentals, etc.   

District-wide 

   
Table 2.4    District-wide Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 



 

February 2024                                                                                                                         Page 75 
 

2.4.2 Location-Specific Projects by Municipality  
Tables 2.5 through 2.18 demonstrate the list of candidate improvement projects by District 
municipality. The municipalities are listed in alphabetical order.  

 
Unique 

ID  Recommendation  Location 

143  

Build upon NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride service enhancements and ridership 
growth to create central circulator shuttle between The Monarch on Sheraton 
Plaza Drive and Wood-Ridge Station, providing connections to American 
Dream/Meadowlands Complex and Paterson Plank Road destinations. Routing 
and stops to be determined in coordination with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride.  

Various 

172  Evaluate the feasibility of a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge across the 
Hackensack River to connect to the Meadowlands Complex.  

Between Secaucus 
(possibly the terminus of 

Paterson Plank Road) and 
the eastern side of the 
Meadowlands Complex 

201  

Stripe lanes with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing bicycle/e-
scooter facilities. Investigate and install other safety countermeasures as 
appropriate, which may include centerline rumble strips, retroreflective borders 
on signal backplates, edge/lane striping, etc. Improve access to and 
conditions/amenities at bus stops.   

Gotham Parkway 

461  Based on model results, evaluate and improve access management along 
Paterson Plank Road and fine-tune MASSTR signals.   

Paterson Plank Road 
between NJ 17 & 

Washington Avenue 

501  

Implement a series of intersection improvements including Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) upgrades, median improvements, high-visibility 
crosswalks, new pedestrian crossing on the west leg, new pedestrian refuge 
island on the north leg, and improved bus stop amenities on SB/EB side with Tier 
1* amenities planned in coordination with NJ TRANSIT Bus Stops and Shelters 
Program and Carlstadt. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) 
technology to detect pedestrians at crosswalk. Add new sidewalk on the north 
side (towards Washington Avenue) in response to clear worn paths.  

Paterson Plank Road & 
Gotham Parkway 

545  
Implement freight signal priority using Vehicle to Everything (V2X) 
communication. Partner with freight or intermodal transportation companies to 
implement technology into fleets.  

Key freight/logistic or 
intermodal hubs: 

Lyndhurst/Kingsland 
Redevelopment Area, 
Carlstadt, Jersey City 

905  
Coordinate with Carlstadt, Bergen County, and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stop and 
Shelters Program on potential improvements at bus stop #11113, including Tier 
2* amenities, with consideration for the space constraints at the stop.  

Northbound Washington 
Avenue at Empire 

Boulevard 

  
  Table 2.5    Carlstadt Candidate Improvement Projects  

 Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

  

https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8102695,-74.0970462,5444m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Gotham+Pkwy,+Carlstadt,+NJ/@40.8291436,-74.0703503,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f85dab9861cd:0x1e221ac5ed2bc2db!8m2!3d40.8291396!4d-74.0681616
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Washington+Ave,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8254543,-74.0805353,2845m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8654156e8c1:0x3b07ecb83cf1e6cd!8m2!3d40.8173715!4d-74.0662828
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Washington+Ave,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8254543,-74.0805353,2845m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8654156e8c1:0x3b07ecb83cf1e6cd!8m2!3d40.8173715!4d-74.0662828
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Washington+Ave,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8254543,-74.0805353,2845m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8654156e8c1:0x3b07ecb83cf1e6cd!8m2!3d40.8173715!4d-74.0662828
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Gotham+Pkwy,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8236406,-74.0744899,642m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f86115aee9a1:0x458ddbea5cb035fe!8m2!3d40.8235372!4d-74.0727254
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Gotham+Pkwy,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8236406,-74.0744899,642m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f86115aee9a1:0x458ddbea5cb035fe!8m2!3d40.8235372!4d-74.0727254
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+at+Empire+Blvd/@40.8327685,-74.0527495,908m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m9!1m2!2m1!1sempire+boulveard+n+and+washington!3m5!1s0x0:0xa14edf81e2744be8!8m2!3d40.833377!4d-74.053093!15sCiFlbXBpcmUgYm91bHZlYXJkIG4gYW5kIHdhc2hpbmd0b26SAQhidXNfc3RvcA
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+at+Empire+Blvd/@40.8327685,-74.0527495,908m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m9!1m2!2m1!1sempire+boulveard+n+and+washington!3m5!1s0x0:0xa14edf81e2744be8!8m2!3d40.833377!4d-74.053093!15sCiFlbXBpcmUgYm91bHZlYXJkIG4gYW5kIHdhc2hpbmd0b26SAQhidXNfc3RvcA
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+at+Empire+Blvd/@40.8327685,-74.0527495,908m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m9!1m2!2m1!1sempire+boulveard+n+and+washington!3m5!1s0x0:0xa14edf81e2744be8!8m2!3d40.833377!4d-74.053093!15sCiFlbXBpcmUgYm91bHZlYXJkIG4gYW5kIHdhc2hpbmd0b26SAQhidXNfc3RvcA
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Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

128  Investigate roundabout.  East Union Avenue and Murray Hill 
Parkway 

143  

Build upon NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride service enhancements and ridership growth to 
create central circulator shuttle between The Monarch on Sheraton Plaza Drive and 
Wood-Ridge Station, providing connections to American Dream/Meadowlands 
Complex and Paterson Plank Road destinations. Routing and stops to be determined 
in coordination with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride.  

Various 

172  Evaluate the feasibility of a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge across the Hackensack 
River to connect to the Meadowlands Complex.  

Between Secaucus (possibly the 
terminus of Paterson Plank Road) 

and the eastern side of the 
Meadowlands Complex 

461  Based on model results, evaluate and improve access management along Paterson 
Plank Road and fine-tune MASSTR signals.   

Paterson Plank Road between NJ 
17 & Washington Avenue 

760  

Support future implementation of Bergen Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to Secaucus 
Junction and Route 3 Bus Rapid Transit. Advocate for possible in-line station at/near 
the Meadowlands Complex as part of Route 3 BRT service with associated pedestrian 
connections to Meadowlands Complex destinations. Consider improvements in light of 
and in coordination with the Meadowlands Transitway project.  

Route 3 at Meadowlands Complex 

803  Support Meadowlands Transitway Study.  Between Secaucus Junction & the 
Meadowlands Complex 

 
Table 2.6    East Rutherford Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

406  Implement series of roadway improvements including edge striping, improved lighting, 
and centerline rumble strips.   

County Road between Penhorn 
Creek Bridge & Tonnelle Avenue 

545  
Implement freight signal priority using Vehicle to Everything (V2X) communication. 
Partner with freight or intermodal transportation companies to implement technology 
into fleets.  

Key freight/logistic or intermodal 
hubs: Lyndhurst/Kingsland 

Redevelopment Area, Carlstadt, 
Jersey City 

 Table 2.7    Jersey City Candidate Improvement Projects  
 Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

171  
Install pedestrian-scale lighting and a mid-block crossing 450 feet west of Bergen 
Avenue. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) technology to detect 
pedestrians in mid-block crossing.  

Harrison Avenue & Bergen Avenue 

383  Support implementation of the Essex-Hudson Greenway within the Meadowlands 
District or other pedestrian/cyclist crossing(s) of Hackensack River.  

Essex-Hudson Greenway/Boonton 
Line 

419  
Investigate and install median barrier or centerline rumble strips and upgrade lighting. 
Investigate and install new/upgraded pedestrian crossings and sidewalks between 
MASSTR signals at USPS Driveway (#801) and Freeman Driveway (#802).   

Newark-Jersey City Turnpike 
between I-95 and NJ 7 

456  Fill gaps and connect the Saw Mill Creek Trail, the Transco Trail (adjacent to Turnpike), 
and the proposed Essex-Hudson Greenway.  DeKorte State Park 

540  

Conduct a transit market demand study in conjunction with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride 
to holistically identify transit gaps, needs, and solutions and identify appropriate transit 
applications, which may include bus, shuttle, or future pilot AV deployments for new 
routes or first/last-mile connections.  

Southwestern part of Meadowlands 
District 

724  Implement roadway improvements including a southbound right turn lane at 
Barszcewski Street, drainage improvements, and utility pole relocation.  

Belleville Turnpike between Sellers 
Street & Barszcewski Street 

796  Install pavement markings, edge striping, and improved lighting.  Bergen Avenue between Schuyler 
Avenue & Harrison Avenue 

Table 2.8    Kearny Candidate Improvement Projects   
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM.  

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Murray+Hill+Pkwy+%26+E+Union+Ave,+East+Rutherford,+NJ+07073/@40.8217198,-74.0895812,423m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f891d43408a5:0x16d3d697dc88804!8m2!3d40.8222109!4d-74.088911
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Murray+Hill+Pkwy+%26+E+Union+Ave,+East+Rutherford,+NJ+07073/@40.8217198,-74.0895812,423m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f891d43408a5:0x16d3d697dc88804!8m2!3d40.8222109!4d-74.088911
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8102695,-74.0970462,5444m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Washington+Ave,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8254543,-74.0805353,2845m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8654156e8c1:0x3b07ecb83cf1e6cd!8m2!3d40.8173715!4d-74.0662828
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Paterson+Plank+Rd+%26+Washington+Ave,+Carlstadt,+NJ+07072/@40.8254543,-74.0805353,2845m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8654156e8c1:0x3b07ecb83cf1e6cd!8m2!3d40.8173715!4d-74.0662828
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8122226,-74.0846447,3057m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Secaucus+Junction/@40.7920491,-74.0746527,8051m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2570266b8b0c9:0x5333e7e034a99873!8m2!3d40.761413!4d-74.0757561
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Secaucus+Junction/@40.7920491,-74.0746527,8051m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2570266b8b0c9:0x5333e7e034a99873!8m2!3d40.761413!4d-74.0757561
https://www.google.com/maps/place/County+Rd,+New+Jersey/@40.7568749,-74.0694797,2465m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m9!1m2!2m1!1scounty+road!3m5!1s0x89c2571001e208dd:0x7283a3f7266cf680!8m2!3d40.7568855!4d-74.0652088!15sCgtjb3VudHkgcm9hZJIBBXJvdXRl
https://www.google.com/maps/place/County+Rd,+New+Jersey/@40.7568749,-74.0694797,2465m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m9!1m2!2m1!1scounty+road!3m5!1s0x89c2571001e208dd:0x7283a3f7266cf680!8m2!3d40.7568855!4d-74.0652088!15sCgtjb3VudHkgcm9hZJIBBXJvdXRl
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bergen+Ave+%26+Harrison+Ave,+Kearny,+NJ+07032/@40.7493047,-74.1374203,599m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2541a7fba6053:0x2ce0206ed374ea31!8m2!3d40.7495507!4d-74.135467
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7642496,-74.1153429,3754m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7642496,-74.1153429,3754m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7484647,-74.1110851,1425m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7484647,-74.1110851,1425m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7723423,-74.1097181,4789m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/NJ-7+%26+Sellers+St,+Kearny,+NJ+07032/@40.7696176,-74.1266809,600m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2542980059c23:0xcc297ace99c6ea5d!8m2!3d40.770466!4d-74.1268874
https://www.google.com/maps/place/NJ-7+%26+Sellers+St,+Kearny,+NJ+07032/@40.7696176,-74.1266809,600m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2542980059c23:0xcc297ace99c6ea5d!8m2!3d40.770466!4d-74.1268874
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7536591,-74.1400471,1007m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7536591,-74.1400471,1007m/data=!3m1!1e3
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Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

300  Investigate traffic signal with pedestrian accommodation based on traffic control 
warrants, which includes crash analysis.  

Washington Avenue & 
Industrial Avenue 

367  
Geometrically modify intersection with pedestrian crossings and potential removal of 
slip lane at westbound approach. Investigate traffic signal and potential incorporation 
into MASSTR network.  

Washington Avenue & Main 
Street 

616  Extend sidewalk from Crescent Street to Mehrhof Pond Wildlife Observation Area.  Mehrhof Road 

999  
Install high-visibility crosswalks and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant 
curb ramps. Upgrade roadway with Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD)-compliant markings (double yellow line, edge striping, etc.).  

Washington Avenue 
between Liberty Street & 

Riverside Avenue 

 
Table 2.9    Little Ferry Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

325  
Study and implement Automated Vehicle (AV)/on-demand/micro-transit pilot 
application along in the area of Valley Brook Avenue, Polito Avenue, Wall Street 
West, Clay Avenue, Chubb Avenue.  

Lyndhurst Corporate 
Center/Kingsland 

Redevelopment Area 

344  
Coordinate with NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and 
relevant municipalities to install bus pull-offs and improve bus stops #12546, #13495 
with Tier 2* amenities.  

Rutherford Avenue (Route 
17) & Polito Avenue 

430  
Install high-friction surface treatment, centerline rumble strips, transverse rumble 
strips, roadway signage, and signal ahead signs to address high number of rear-end, 
sideswipe, opposite direction crashes. Install sidewalk where missing.  

Rutherford Avenue (Route 
17) between Orient Way & 

Polito Avenue 

456  Fill gaps and connect the Saw Mill Creek Trail, the Transco Trail (adjacent to 
Turnpike), and the proposed Essex-Hudson Greenway.  DeKorte State Park 

458  

Investigate and install safety improvements at the intersection at Valley Brook 
Avenue & Polito Avenue: remove the channelized right turn lane at the intersection 
with Polito Avenue; shorten the Polito Avenue crosswalk; provide pedestrian 
connection to the ball fields across Valley Brook Avenue. If signal is not warranted 
or supported by Lyndhurst, investigate use of Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons 
(RRFBs) for crosswalks. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) technology 
where feasible/warranted to detect pedestrians in crosswalks. On WB Valley Brook 
Avenue, install warning signage (W7-6) and advisory speed signage (W13-1P) in 
advance of the vertical curve.   

Valley Brook Avenue & 
Polito Avenue 

540  

Conduct a transit market demand study in conjunction with NJ TRANSIT and EZ 
Ride to holistically identify transit gaps, needs, and solutions and identify appropriate 
transit applications, which may include bus, shuttle, or future pilot AV deployments 
for new routes or first/last-mile connections.  

Southwestern part of 
Meadowlands District 

545  
Implement freight signal priority using Vehicle to Everything (V2X) communication. 
Partner with freight or intermodal transportation companies to implement technology 
into fleets.  

Key freight/logistic or 
intermodal hubs: 

Lyndhurst/Kingsland 
Redevelopment Area, 
Carlstadt, Jersey City 

664  

Formalize/improve Valley Brook Avenue from Orient Way to DeKorte Park to include 
two striped travel lanes, pavement markings, roadway and pedestrian-scale lighting, 
sidewalks, and protected bicycle lanes. Install sidewalks and protected bicycle lanes 
on both sides of Valley Brook Avenue, Polito Avenue, Wall Street West, Clay Avenue, 
and Chubb Avenue. Roadway improvements to allow geofenced micro-transit/e-
scooter mobility in addition to bicycles.  

Lyndhurst Corporate 
Center/Kingsland 

Redevelopment Area 

983  Assess need for and feasibility of bridge connection across Berry's Creek between 
"Rutherford West" and Valley Brook Avenue/Lyndhurst Commerce Center.  

Kingsland Redevelopment 
Area 

  
Table 2.10  Lyndhurst Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

  

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+%26+Industrial+Ave,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8475237,-74.0389162,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9d145e993bf:0x8975a353ef4eb2fd!8m2!3d40.8475197!4d-74.0367275
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+%26+Industrial+Ave,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8475237,-74.0389162,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9d145e993bf:0x8975a353ef4eb2fd!8m2!3d40.8475197!4d-74.0367275
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+%26+Main+St,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8494739,-74.0342138,711m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9d7a18c5cc5:0xe29d129dceae7e46!8m2!3d40.84961!4d-74.0327608
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Washington+Ave+%26+Main+St,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8494739,-74.0342138,711m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9d7a18c5cc5:0xe29d129dceae7e46!8m2!3d40.84961!4d-74.0327608
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Crescent+St+%26+Mehrhof+Rd,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8388837,-74.0359474,1422m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f82ca6732cc5:0x750539ba363b99b2!8m2!3d40.8409255!4d-74.0362037
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Liberty+St+%26+Washington+Ave,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8466069,-74.0391062,732m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9cd849122b1:0xc3579256a58f9411!8m2!3d40.8453237!4d-74.0423933
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Liberty+St+%26+Washington+Ave,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8466069,-74.0391062,732m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9cd849122b1:0xc3579256a58f9411!8m2!3d40.8453237!4d-74.0423933
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Liberty+St+%26+Washington+Ave,+Little+Ferry,+NJ+07643/@40.8466069,-74.0391062,732m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9cd849122b1:0xc3579256a58f9411!8m2!3d40.8453237!4d-74.0423933
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8004582,-74.1021158,2393m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8004582,-74.1021158,2393m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8004582,-74.1021158,2393m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Rutherford+Ave+%26+Polito+Ave,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8102946,-74.1054389,763m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2561fca410cd5:0x72a1545f6877e404!8m2!3d40.8102906!4d-74.1032449
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Rutherford+Ave+%26+Polito+Ave,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8102946,-74.1054389,763m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2561fca410cd5:0x72a1545f6877e404!8m2!3d40.8102906!4d-74.1032449
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7723423,-74.1097181,4789m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.804151,-74.1098045,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.804151,-74.1098045,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7955507,-74.1109273,2737m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7955507,-74.1109273,2737m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7955507,-74.1109273,2737m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7908595,-74.0881326,1282m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7908595,-74.0881326,1282m/data=!3m1!1e3
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Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

493  Investigate bicycle facilities along Park Place and Industrial Avenue between Wood-
Ridge Station and Teterboro Landing.  

Park Place/Industrial 
Avenue/Railroad Avenue 

between Anderson Avenue 
& Teterboro Landing Drive 

715  Investigate traffic control (signal or roundabout) with pedestrian accommodation 
based on traffic control warrants, incorporate potential signal into MASSTR system.  

Moonachie Avenue & 
Grand Street 

737  Improve bus stop #32213 with Tier 1* amenities in coordination with NJ TRANSIT's 
Bus Stops and Shelters Program and relevant municipalities.  

Empire Boulevard & Central 
Boulevard 

758  Investigate roundabout at end of existing traffic signal service life.  Moonachie Avenue & 
Redneck Avenue 

773  Fill sidewalk gap to complete the connection between the Vanguard Associates 
Manufactured Housing Community and Wood-Ridge Station.  

Moonachie Avenue 
between  Avenue A and 

Wood-Ridge Station 

929  
Investigate traffic control (signal or roundabout) with pedestrian accommodation 
based on traffic control warrants. Incorporate potential traffic signal into the MASSTR 
system.  

Moonachie Avenue & 
Lindbergh Drive 

 
Table 2.11  Moonachie Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

456  Fill gaps and connect the Saw Mill Creek Trail, the Transco Trail (adjacent to 
Turnpike), and the proposed Essex-Hudson Greenway.  DeKorte State Park 

540  

Conduct a transit market demand study in conjunction with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride 
to holistically identify transit gaps, needs, and solutions and identify appropriate transit 
applications, which may include bus, shuttle, or future pilot AV deployments for new 
routes or first/last-mile connections.  

Southwestern part of 
Meadowlands District 

Table 2.12  North Arlington Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

156  

Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane in 
each direction) with left turn lanes where needed, pedestrian crossing opportunities 
(intersection and/or mid-block crosswalks), improved lighting, bus stop improvements, 
and transit amenities. Investigate installing bicycle/e-scooter facilities.  

West Side Avenue between 
Paterson Plank Road & 

83rd Street 

265  Investigate signal, and, if warranted, incorporate it into the MASSTR network and 
coordinate with the Swamibapa Way signal to the north.  

16th Street & Secaucus 
Road 

476  
Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane in 
each direction) with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing bicycle/e-
scooter facilities.  

Secaucus Road between 
Old Secaucus Road & 

signalized intersection west 
of Tonnelle Avenue 

788  
Study and construct a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge/boardwalk between the 
Tonnelle Avenue light rail station to Park Place Drive in Harmon Meadow East. Could 
accommodate light/small-scale Automated Vehicle (AV) deployment.   

Between Tonnelle Avenue 
Station & Park Place Drive 

 
Table 2.13  North Bergen Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

288  

Reconfigure intersection geometry to slow turns and improve safety. Investigate traffic 
signal, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) or Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon 
(RRFB) for pedestrian crossing. Add crosswalks and sidewalk connections. Install 
dynamic curve warning system.  

Bergen Turnpike & 
Edgewater Avenue W 

Table 2.14  Ridgefield Candidate Improvement Project  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Grand+St+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.840931,-74.0733058,212m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f856969c471d:0x2b751a0a430fb5b7!8m2!3d40.8409576!4d-74.0728995
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Grand+St+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.840931,-74.0733058,212m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f856969c471d:0x2b751a0a430fb5b7!8m2!3d40.8409576!4d-74.0728995
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Central+Blvd+%26+Empire+Blvd,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8315799,-74.0460525,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f83aed3697ad:0x4428b02fb0fe7667!8m2!3d40.8315759!4d-74.0438638
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Central+Blvd+%26+Empire+Blvd,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8315799,-74.0460525,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f83aed3697ad:0x4428b02fb0fe7667!8m2!3d40.8315759!4d-74.0438638
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Redneck+Ave+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8368018,-74.0608712,540m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f84f3e8c2bad:0xa50770ccf4671e88!8m2!3d40.8366729!4d-74.0606781
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Redneck+Ave+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8368018,-74.0608712,540m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f84f3e8c2bad:0xa50770ccf4671e88!8m2!3d40.8366729!4d-74.0606781
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Avenue+A+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8410095,-74.0727615,1422m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f84f01951da7:0xee18093a99ea043f!8m2!3d40.8377655!4d-74.0620812
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Avenue+A+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8410095,-74.0727615,1422m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f84f01951da7:0xee18093a99ea043f!8m2!3d40.8377655!4d-74.0620812
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Avenue+A+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8410095,-74.0727615,1422m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f84f01951da7:0xee18093a99ea043f!8m2!3d40.8377655!4d-74.0620812
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Charles+Lindbergh+Blvd+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07608/@40.8398347,-74.0685839,299m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f851a0f1d783:0xa2922dbcf5f89d91!8m2!3d40.8397821!4d-74.0680972
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Charles+Lindbergh+Blvd+%26+Moonachie+Ave,+Moonachie,+NJ+07608/@40.8398347,-74.0685839,299m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f851a0f1d783:0xa2922dbcf5f89d91!8m2!3d40.8397821!4d-74.0680972
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7723423,-74.1097181,4789m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/83rd+St+%26+West+Side+Ave,+North+Bergen,+NJ+07047/@40.7956737,-74.0366044,4324m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f7f05d063d3b:0xf1ea22062681d652!8m2!3d40.8111453!4d-74.0206373
https://www.google.com/maps/place/83rd+St+%26+West+Side+Ave,+North+Bergen,+NJ+07047/@40.7956737,-74.0366044,4324m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f7f05d063d3b:0xf1ea22062681d652!8m2!3d40.8111453!4d-74.0206373
https://www.google.com/maps/place/83rd+St+%26+West+Side+Ave,+North+Bergen,+NJ+07047/@40.7956737,-74.0366044,4324m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f7f05d063d3b:0xf1ea22062681d652!8m2!3d40.8111453!4d-74.0206373
https://www.google.com/maps/place/16th+St+%26+Secaucus+Rd,+North+Bergen,+NJ+07047/@40.7684442,-74.0588029,847m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257a10701468b:0x6fa4360f45d5c637!8m2!3d40.7684402!4d-74.0566142
https://www.google.com/maps/place/16th+St+%26+Secaucus+Rd,+North+Bergen,+NJ+07047/@40.7684442,-74.0588029,847m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257a10701468b:0x6fa4360f45d5c637!8m2!3d40.7684402!4d-74.0566142
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tonnelle+Avenue+Station/@40.7885571,-74.0371834,846m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257f6125d7807:0x8397f6d83996f498!8m2!3d40.7875499!4d-74.0314395
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tonnelle+Avenue+Station/@40.7885571,-74.0371834,846m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257f6125d7807:0x8397f6d83996f498!8m2!3d40.7875499!4d-74.0314395
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Edgewater+Ave+W+%26+Bergen+Turnpike,+Ridgefield,+NJ+07657/@40.8373387,-74.0197886,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f79d3091fe53:0x94a598aeca719f0a!8m2!3d40.8373347!4d-74.0175999
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Edgewater+Ave+W+%26+Bergen+Turnpike,+Ridgefield,+NJ+07657/@40.8373387,-74.0197886,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f79d3091fe53:0x94a598aeca719f0a!8m2!3d40.8373347!4d-74.0175999
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Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location 

230  

Investigate signalized intersection geometry at Highland Cross & NJ 17. Investigate 
new signal at Veterans Boulevard & Service Road if future volumes warrant it. 
Implement freight signal priority application using Vehicle to Everything (V2X) 
communications and integrate this application into MASSTR to reduce arterial 
congestion.  

Route 17/Highland 
Cross/Veterans 

Boulevard/Service Road 

344  
Coordinate with NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and 
relevant municipalities to install bus pull-offs and improve bus stops #12546, #13495 
with Tier 2* amenities.  

Rutherford Avenue (Route 
17) & Polito Avenue 

377  

Install sidewalk along the south side of Rutherford Avenue between Polito Avenue 
and Garland Way, and along the west side of Garland Way from Rutherford Avenue 
to Wall Street. Evaluate drainage and investigate potential stormwater mitigation 
methods in the area of the intersections of Rutherford Avenue with Polito Avenue and 
Garland Way.  

Rutherford Avenue at Polito 
Avenue and Garland Way 

430  
Install high-friction surface treatment, centerline rumble strips, transverse rumble 
strips, roadway signage, and signal ahead signs to address high number of rear-end, 
sideswipe, opposite direction crashes. Install sidewalk where missing.  

Rutherford Avenue (Route 
17) between Orient Way & 

Polito Avenue 

534  Reconfigure/formalize intersection of Haul Road and Service Road and investigate 
new signal. Integrate potential signal into the MASSTR system.  

Kingsland Redevelopment 
Area 

774  

Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane 
in each direction) with bicycle lanes, lane markings, new sidewalks, crosswalks, and 
transit access improvements. Improve intersections with traffic control signage and 
markings.  

Veterans Boulevard 
between Service Road & 

Highland Cross 

983  Assess need for and feasibility of bridge connection across Berry's Creek between 
"Rutherford West" and Valley Brook Avenue/Lyndhurst Commerce Center.  

Kingsland Redevelopment 
Area 

 
Table 2.15  Rutherford Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

 
Unique 

ID  Recommendation  Location 

150  Coordinate with municipality and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program to 
fill sidewalk gaps to provide or enhance access to bus stops.  

Meadowland Parkway 
between Castle Road & 

Route 3 

172  Evaluate the feasibility of a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge across the 
Hackensack River to connect to the Meadowlands Complex.  

Between Secaucus (possibly 
the terminus of Paterson 

Plank Road) and the eastern 
side of the Meadowlands 

Complex 

200  Evaluate and implement safety countermeasures at Paterson Plank Road, Harmon 
Meadow Boulevard, the NJ Turnpike Exit, and Daffy's Way  

Harmon Meadow Boulevard, 
NJ Turnpike Exit, Daffy's 

Way at Paterson Plank Road 

209  Create a new bicycle/pedestrian connection between Meadowland Parkway and 
Laurel Hill Park.  

Meadowland 
Parkway/Hackensack River 

waterfront 

227  
Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane 
in each direction) with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing 
bicycle/e-scooter facilities.  

County Avenue between 
Jefferson Avenue & Paterson 

Plank Road 

383  Support implementation of the Essex-Hudson Greenway within the Meadowlands 
District or other pedestrian/cyclist crossing(s) of Hackensack River.  

Essex-Hudson 
Greenway/Boonton Line 

437  Add missing sidewalk on east side.  
Meadowland Parkway 

between EB & WB Route 3 
overpasses 

447  

Study and implement Automated Vehicle (AV)/on-demand/micro-transit pilot 
application at/within Harmon Meadow East & West. Study will detail specific element 
(infrastructure and service) while considering an AV pilot to inspire further 
implementation/integration.   

Harmon Meadow East/West 

476  
Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane 
in each direction) with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing 
bicycle/e-scooter facilities.  

Secaucus Road between Old 
Secaucus Road & signalized 
intersection west of Tonnelle 

Avenue 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/NJ-17+%26+Highland+Cross,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8210463,-74.1027056,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8a2aae682ab:0x96af914b4cebd7a8!8m2!3d40.8210423!4d-74.1005169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/NJ-17+%26+Highland+Cross,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8210463,-74.1027056,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8a2aae682ab:0x96af914b4cebd7a8!8m2!3d40.8210423!4d-74.1005169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/NJ-17+%26+Highland+Cross,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8210463,-74.1027056,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8a2aae682ab:0x96af914b4cebd7a8!8m2!3d40.8210423!4d-74.1005169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Rutherford+Ave+%26+Polito+Ave,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8102946,-74.1054389,763m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2561fca410cd5:0x72a1545f6877e404!8m2!3d40.8102906!4d-74.1032449
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Rutherford+Ave+%26+Polito+Ave,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.8102946,-74.1054389,763m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2561fca410cd5:0x72a1545f6877e404!8m2!3d40.8102906!4d-74.1032449
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.809642,-74.101987,356m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.809642,-74.101987,356m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.811894,-74.1059407,772m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8099401,-74.0934082,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8099401,-74.0934082,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Veterans+Blvd,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.816901,-74.1005898,1006m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f898b05ad22b:0x813e2e4a4b2ca16e!8m2!3d40.8159936!4d-74.1002224
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Veterans+Blvd,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.816901,-74.1005898,1006m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f898b05ad22b:0x813e2e4a4b2ca16e!8m2!3d40.8159936!4d-74.1002224
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Veterans+Blvd,+Rutherford,+NJ+07070/@40.816901,-74.1005898,1006m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f898b05ad22b:0x813e2e4a4b2ca16e!8m2!3d40.8159936!4d-74.1002224
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7908595,-74.0881326,1282m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7908595,-74.0881326,1282m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7847955,-74.0736581,3058m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7847955,-74.0736581,3058m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7847955,-74.0736581,3058m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8055058,-74.0671898,1810m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://goo.gl/maps/eYHsq13xoWRh23sv8
https://goo.gl/maps/eYHsq13xoWRh23sv8
https://goo.gl/maps/eYHsq13xoWRh23sv8
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7674742,-74.0837538,2395m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7674742,-74.0837538,2395m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7674742,-74.0837538,2395m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Jefferson+Ave+%26+County+Ave,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7810171,-74.0601073,2013m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257a590c5207d:0x4a73c21a738acf16!8m2!3d40.7732666!4d-74.0642207
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Jefferson+Ave+%26+County+Ave,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7810171,-74.0601073,2013m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257a590c5207d:0x4a73c21a738acf16!8m2!3d40.7732666!4d-74.0642207
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Jefferson+Ave+%26+County+Ave,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7810171,-74.0601073,2013m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257a590c5207d:0x4a73c21a738acf16!8m2!3d40.7732666!4d-74.0642207
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7642496,-74.1153429,3754m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7642496,-74.1153429,3754m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7983849,-74.0655888,503m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7983849,-74.0655888,503m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7983849,-74.0655888,503m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7882583,-74.0435182,1006m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7645407,-74.054081,1526m/data=!3m1!1e3
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523  
Implement Multimodal Intelligent Traffic Signal System (MMITSS) using Vehicle to 
Infrastructure (V2I) communications to provide transit priority based on schedule and 
passenger loads and also integrate multimodal priority to pedestrians and cyclists.  

Key transit arterial routes 
including Seaview Drive, 
Meadowland Parkway, 

County Avenue, Paterson 
Plank Road, Front Street 

540  

Conduct a transit market demand study in conjunction with NJ TRANSIT and EZ 
Ride to holistically identify transit gaps, needs, and solutions and identify appropriate 
transit applications, which may include bus, shuttle, or future pilot AV deployments 
for new routes or first/last-mile connections.  

Southwestern part of 
Meadowlands District 

581  

Install new crosswalks across Paterson Plank Road at County Avenue and across 
County Avenue at Dorigo Lane, pedestrian-scale lighting, and a mid-block crossing 
at Centre Street and County Avenue. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) 
technology to detect pedestrians in crosswalks and mid-block crossing.  

County Avenue between 
Dorigo Lane & Paterson 

Plank Road 

637  Implement a drone delivery pilot program from warehousing areas to residential 
areas.   Secaucus 

695  
Fill gaps and implement a fully connected pedestrian and bicycle accessway in the 
northern portion of Secaucus along Meadowland Parkway, the existing waterfront 
paths, Millridge Road, Koelle Boulevard, and Radio Avenue.  

Secaucus Waterfront, 
Millridge Road, Koelle 

Boulevard, Radio Avenue, 
and Ann Terrace/Grace 

Avenue 

720  

In coordination with the NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program, install 
bicycle lanes and relocate bus stops as necessary along Seaview Drive to provide 
cyclist connection to/from Secaucus Junction. Redesign intersections and traffic 
signals at Seaview Drive & Meadowland Parkway and Seaview Drive & Paul Amico 
Way to allow for safe cyclist movements. With input from NJ TRANSIT and in 
coordination with Secaucus, install bicycle/e-scooter rental lockers to fund 
maintenance. Establish mid-block crossings along Seaview Drive to provide access 
to bus stops. Coordinate with the NJ TRANSIT Office of System Safety on the 
improvements to ensure transit connectivity and accessibility.  

Seaview Drive 

788  
Study and construct a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge/boardwalk between the 
Tonnelle Avenue light rail station to Park Place Drive in Harmon Meadow East. Could 
accommodate light/small-scale Automated Vehicle (AV) deployment.   

Between Tonnelle Avenue 
Station & Park Place Drive 

803  Support Meadowlands Transitway Study.  Between Secaucus Junction 
& the Meadowlands Complex 

826  

Improve bus stop #30641 with Tier 3* amenities on southbound Meadowland 
Parkway at American Way in coordination with NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and 
Shelters Program and Secaucus. Coordinate improvements with other multimodal 
investments along Meadowland Parkway.  

Meadowland Parkway 

834  

In coordination with key stakeholders (Secaucus, NJ TRANSIT, etc.), enhance 
transit service by investigating and installing Transit Signal Priority (TSP) with 
complementary enhancements including bus lanes and/or queue jump lanes at 
intersections. Create opportunities for integrated corridor and future autonomous 
pilot.  

Meadowland Parkway 

897  

In coordination with NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and Secaucus, 
add two bus shelters with Tier 1* amenities on Enterprise Avenue North, north of 
intersection with Secaucus Road. Consolidate adjacent stops (#21560, #21552, 
#21653, #21647, #21564).  

Enterprise Avenue Corridor 

953  
Install bicycle facilities between Secaucus Greenway/Riverside Court and Castle 
Road. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) technology with active detection 
of bicycles.   

Meadowland Parkway 

992  

Investigate and install safety countermeasures as appropriate, which may include 
the installation of a controlled mid-block crossing, centerline rumble strips, 
retroreflective borders on signal backplates, edge/lane striping, and pedestrian-scale 
lighting. Assess right of way and investigate improvements at bus stops including 
sidewalk, pads, shelters, seating, lighting, etc. Investigate bicycle lanes.   

County Avenue between 
Seaview Drive & Secaucus 

Road 

997  

Analyze Meadowland Parkway right-of-way and install bus pull-off at Hudson 
Regional Hospital (bus stop #21589) in coordination with Secaucus and the NJ 
TRANSIT Office of System Safety and Bus Service Planning. This improvement 
should consider and be compatible with other multimodal Meadowland Parkway 
investments, namely bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  

Meadowland Parkway 

 
Table 2.16  Secaucus Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

 

https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7867768,-74.0551341,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7867768,-74.0551341,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7867768,-74.0551341,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7838116,-74.0685693,6122m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Millridge+Rd,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.8027505,-74.0529939,1967m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257e1f999387b:0xfba61bf9f9d7635e!8m2!3d40.8020771!4d-74.0464428
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Millridge+Rd,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.8027505,-74.0529939,1967m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257e1f999387b:0xfba61bf9f9d7635e!8m2!3d40.8020771!4d-74.0464428
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Millridge+Rd,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.8027505,-74.0529939,1967m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257e1f999387b:0xfba61bf9f9d7635e!8m2!3d40.8020771!4d-74.0464428
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Millridge+Rd,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.8027505,-74.0529939,1967m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257e1f999387b:0xfba61bf9f9d7635e!8m2!3d40.8020771!4d-74.0464428
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Millridge+Rd,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.8027505,-74.0529939,1967m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257e1f999387b:0xfba61bf9f9d7635e!8m2!3d40.8020771!4d-74.0464428
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Secaucus+Junction/@40.7729771,-74.0781335,2847m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2570266b8b0c9:0x5333e7e034a99873!8m2!3d40.761413!4d-74.0757561
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tonnelle+Avenue+Station/@40.7885571,-74.0371834,846m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257f6125d7807:0x8397f6d83996f498!8m2!3d40.7875499!4d-74.0314395
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tonnelle+Avenue+Station/@40.7885571,-74.0371834,846m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257f6125d7807:0x8397f6d83996f498!8m2!3d40.7875499!4d-74.0314395
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Secaucus+Junction/@40.7920491,-74.0746527,8051m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2570266b8b0c9:0x5333e7e034a99873!8m2!3d40.761413!4d-74.0757561
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Secaucus+Junction/@40.7920491,-74.0746527,8051m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2570266b8b0c9:0x5333e7e034a99873!8m2!3d40.761413!4d-74.0757561
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Meadowlands+Pkwy+%26+American+Way,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7849425,-74.0763777,642m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257b4cf8356cf:0x140db6ac08689d40!8m2!3d40.7848665!4d-74.0764002
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Meadowlands+Pkwy,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7849094,-74.0791415,3052m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257b56930a433:0x8b7506031a88832c!8m2!3d40.7867004!4d-74.0752188
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Enterprise+Ave+N,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7836779,-74.0725238,1423m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257b6fa671dc5:0x597d8ec8c5de825a!8m2!3d40.7837989!4d-74.0690237
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Meadowlands+Pkwy+%26+Riverside+Ct,+Secaucus,+NJ+07094/@40.7877166,-74.0760381,3385m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c257da6b5bc785:0x3b2895de4d729956!8m2!3d40.7998935!4d-74.0640853
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Seaview+Dr,+Secaucus,+NJ/@40.7702667,-74.0697137,1424m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c256549d649077:0x1a30928852ecf1e9!8m2!3d40.7707366!4d-74.0779353
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Seaview+Dr,+Secaucus,+NJ/@40.7702667,-74.0697137,1424m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c256549d649077:0x1a30928852ecf1e9!8m2!3d40.7707366!4d-74.0779353
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Seaview+Dr,+Secaucus,+NJ/@40.7702667,-74.0697137,1424m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c256549d649077:0x1a30928852ecf1e9!8m2!3d40.7707366!4d-74.0779353
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.7908576,-74.0731496,423m/data=!3m1!1e3
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Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

737  Improve bus stop #32213 with Tier 1* amenities in coordination with NJ 
TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and relevant municipalities.  

Empire Boulevard & 
Central Boulevard 

 
Table 2.17  South Hackensack Candidate Improvement Project  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

 
 

Unique 
ID  Recommendation  Location  

183  
Study/implement a closed course micro-transit circulator along Industrial Avenue 
corridor. May feature on-demand and Automated Vehicle (AV) technology 
integration for midday business, airport customer, and commuter applications.  

Industrial Avenue 

482  

Widen Malcolm Avenue from Industrial Avenue to the municipal boundary by 
constructing a Two-Way Left-Turn (TWLT) lane, located between the eastbound 
and westbound lanes, using the existing Malcolm Avenue ROW and ROW 
dedications as needed.   

Malcolm Avenue and 
Industrial Avenue 

493  Investigate bicycle facilities along Park Place and Industrial Avenue between 
Wood-Ridge Station and Teterboro Landing.  

Park Place/Industrial 
Avenue/Railroad Avenue 

between Anderson 
Avenue & Teterboro 

Landing Drive 

613  

Investigate bicycle/e-scooter lanes along Catherine Street between Teterboro 
Station and Costco. Investigate/install Vehicle to Everything (V2X) technology 
with active detection of bicycles using an infrastructure detection and analytics 
platform to broadcast bicycle location, speed, and heading to equipped vehicles.  

Catherine Street between 
Teterboro Station & 

Costco 

937  

Install sidewalk on the south side of Route 46 between Industrial Avenue and 
Fred Wehran Drive with "dark sky" pedestrian-scale lighting and a new mid-block 
crossing with a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) approximately 450 feet east of 
the intersection in the vicinity of the bus stops. Investigate/install Vehicle to 
Everything (V2X) technology to detect pedestrians in mid-block crossing.  

US 46 & Industrial Avenue 

  
Table 2.18  Teterboro Candidate Improvement Projects  
Source:  Michael Baker International and AECOM. 

 
 
 
*Transit Facility Tier Descriptions  
Tier 1 – Basic Stop: sidewalk access with signage, shelter, bench, trash receptacle (for stops with over 50 daily 
boarding)  
Tier 2 – Enhanced Stop: Tier 1 amenities plus additional buffer/safety space from road (as conditions permit), shelter 
lighting (wired/solar), up-to-date information, real-time next bus arrival display  
Tier 3 – Mobility Hub: Tier 2 amenities plus additional and/or custom shelters, ticket vending machines (TVMs), bus pull-
outs (as conditions permit), bicycle lockers and/or e-bicycle/scooter docking station, Wi-Fi  

 

  

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Central+Blvd+%26+Empire+Blvd,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8315799,-74.0460525,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f83aed3697ad:0x4428b02fb0fe7667!8m2!3d40.8315759!4d-74.0438638
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Central+Blvd+%26+Empire+Blvd,+Moonachie,+NJ+07074/@40.8315799,-74.0460525,846m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f83aed3697ad:0x4428b02fb0fe7667!8m2!3d40.8315759!4d-74.0438638
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Industrial+Ave,+New+Jersey/@40.8550963,-74.0704566,1813m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9aff091f1f7:0xca1680ab9a30e856!8m2!3d40.8548365!4d-74.0655647
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8544948,-74.0665174,377m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.8544948,-74.0665174,377m/data=!3m1!1e3
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Anderson+Ave,+Wood-Ridge,+NJ/@40.8523428,-74.0733686,2844m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f8f8a0950013:0x77e1a2cb35f322ab!8m2!3d40.8428701!4d-74.0796169
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1+Plant+Rd,+Hasbrouck+Heights,+NJ+07604/@40.8624824,-74.0639047,750m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9a94c5cd377:0x7343b224e43e6c99!8m2!3d40.8522938!4d-74.0713195
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1+Plant+Rd,+Hasbrouck+Heights,+NJ+07604/@40.8624824,-74.0639047,750m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9a94c5cd377:0x7343b224e43e6c99!8m2!3d40.8522938!4d-74.0713195
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1+Plant+Rd,+Hasbrouck+Heights,+NJ+07604/@40.8624824,-74.0639047,750m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c2f9a94c5cd377:0x7343b224e43e6c99!8m2!3d40.8522938!4d-74.0713195
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.859985,-74.0553124,711m/data=!3m1!1e3
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2.5    Crash Modification Factors 
For roadway and/or active transportation projects with safety elements, specific safety 
treatments were identified, along with associated crash modification factors (CMF). According to the 
FHWA’s Crash Modification Factors Clearinghouse, “a CMF is a multiplicative factor used to 
compute the expected number of crashes after implementing a given countermeasure at a specific 
site. A CMF reflects the safety effect of a countermeasure, whether it is a decrease in crashes (CMF 
below 1.0), increase in crashes (CMF over 1.0), or no change in crashes (CMF of 1.0).”14 A table of 
CMFs by project is available in Appendix 2-C.   
 
While CMFs are a valuable resource for modeling the expected safety benefits of proposed 
safety countermeasures, there are limitations. First, CMFs are only as good as the data used to 
develop them. CMFs are based on observed crash data; as a result, the quality of the CMF can vary 
when available crash data is sparse or not applicable to the specific roadway context at which the 
CMFs are being applied. Second, not every countermeasure has a well-researched CMF available. 
Some basic safety countermeasures that do not have applicable CMFs include installing a new 
sidewalk, centerline and edge line striping in urban areas, and pedestrian-scale lighting. CMFs 
selected for the projects included in Appendix 2-C represent the most appropriate CMF available 
based on the description of candidate improvement projects. Finally, when viewing the list of CMFs, 
the impact of a particular safety countermeasure is based on the relative safety of the location to 
which it is being applied. A safety improvement with a low CMF, applied at a high crash location, 
may have a greater impact on safety than an improvement with a high CMF, applied at a low-crash 
location.   
 
It is assumed that more detailed safety analyses and crash reduction calculations will be performed 
as specific candidate improvement projects enter planning and design phases.    
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2.6 Stakeholder Meetings 

Following the initial development of the candidate improvement projects, the second series of virtual 
stakeholder meetings were held to summarize the overall MDTP 2045 effort, review the modeling 
activities performed, and introduce some sample projects. All 80+ projects could not practically be 
reviewed and discussed with stakeholders in the interest of time. The following second series 
meetings were held:  

• Governing and Technical Stakeholders Group meetings August 17 & 18, 2021  
• Governor’s Authorities Unit meeting October 15, 2021  
• Meadowlands Transportation Planning Board meeting November 9, 2021   

 
The TSG virtual meeting presentation is available in Appendix 2-D. Additionally, all documents and 
presentations to GSG, TSG, and MTPB can be found in the NJSEA website at 
https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/15 Following the meetings 
with the Governing and Technical Stakeholders Groups in August, a survey was prepared and 
distributed to members of both groups to further solicit input. Respondents used the survey to 
express support for the various district-wide candidate projects, provide open-ended feedback on 
location-specific projects, or submit general comments or ideas for new projects. Appendix 2-E 
provides the questionnaire circulated among stakeholders. The survey was issued in September 
2021 and closed in October 2021.     
  
Findings illustrated in Figure 2.14 indicate the level of support received for the District-wide projects. 
Support was expressed via an ordinal scale of low to high priority. The projects in the chart are 
ordered by the level of priority indicated by respondents, with higher priority projects shown towards 
the top and lower priority projects shown towards the bottom. Blue bars indicate some or high priority, 
whereas orange bars indicate low or no priority. The general takeaways are:    

• Respondents indicated far more need or priority for all District-wide projects than little to no 
need. 

• Respondents felt that the following candidate projects were of highest priority: MASSTR 
signal upgrades (ID: 222); support for future EV vehicles and infrastructure (ID: 813); and an 
evaluation of all District bus stop facilities and accessibility (ID: 296). 

• The candidate projects with the greatest proportion of low to no priority responses include 
upgrades to crosswalks (ID: 570); encouraging new developments to provide ADA 
connections to transit facilities (ID: 576); and incorporating bicycle racks into transit shuttles 
(ID: 967). However, it is important to note that these projects still received more some/high 
priority responses than low/no priority responses.   

 
Other feedback was received in the form of written comments. Feedback was generally supportive 
of the candidate projects. Constructive and actionable comments were reviewed by the project team 
and used to modify candidate projects or create new candidate projects where relevant. The 
stakeholder review period closed in November 2021 and resulting modifications to the list of 
candidate improvement projects took place in December 2021.   

 

https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/
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Figure 2.14  Summary of Survey Responses   
   Source:  InGroup and AECOM 

 

2.7 Summary 

The analysis led to identifying 86 Candidate Improvement Projects, which emphasize multi-modal 
transportation improvements that would generate several benefits. The list of these projects was 
presented to stakeholder groups and modified to address comments from stakeholders. The 
modified candidate transportation improvement projects were the subject of a project prioritization 
process to select the Recommended Improvement Projects for MDTP 2045.    
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3. COST ESTIMATES AND FUNDING STRATEGIES 
3.1  Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the approaches used to prepare cost estimates for each candidate 
improvement project. These cost estimates are relatively high-level, given some uncertainties 
about project details and scope, which will evolve in early project phases addressing scoping, 
feasibility, concept development, and alternatives development and analysis. This chapter also 
provides a menu of resources and mechanisms that could be leveraged in the future to fund or 
finance the recommended improvement projects in MDTP 2045.    
 
3.2 Cost Estimate Methodologies 

Methodologies were developed and used to prepare cost estimates for projects in the transportation 
categories described in Chapter 2. Projects involving roadway, freight, and active 
transportation improvements generally used Methodology #1, described below, to establish cost 
estimates. Transit and technology cost estimates were developed using separate methodologies, 
also described below, to account for some unique operational, equipment, and startup elements 
inherent to these types of projects. Lastly, costs were estimated for projects related to further study. 
These projects include general planning studies, feasibility studies, or other evaluation efforts 
primarily with soft costs. All cost estimates were developed in 2021 dollars, with longer-term 
recommendations able to be escalated to a specific year of expenditure once established. A 
summary of the cost estimates for the candidate improvement projects is provided in Appendix 3-
A.   
 

3.2.1 Methodology #1: Roadway-related Projects    
The cost estimates for projects with roadway, freight, and active transportation components were 
generated based on an individual assessment of each recommendation and historic NJDOT 
road construction unit prices for work items and other reference sources. Costs of similar 
precedent projects also were taken into consideration as needed or when addressing unconventional 
project elements. Table 3.1 shows sample unit cost assumptions for common major work items.   
 
At each location, major work items were determined to correspond with the specific project, and 
an estimate of quantities for these work items was made. Limits for improvements were estimated 
or assumed based on engineering judgement and the general location for each project. A 
contingency of 25% also was added to the cost estimates to allow for uncertain cost details or 
miscellaneous project elements (e.g., landscaping) whose quantities will remain uncertain until 
project scoping. Soft costs, including but not limited to planning, engineering, and right-of-way impact 
fees, are included in the cost estimates, with the understanding that all capital projects must include 
planning and design phases. These soft costs are assumed to be 15% of construction costs. 
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Item Cost Unit 
Roundabout $700,000 Each 

New Traffic Signal $200,000-$300,000 (varies by 
intersection geometry) Each 

Sidewalk $100 Square yard 

ADA Curb Ramp $120 Square yard 

Curb $80 Linear foot 

Asphalt Pavement $100 Ton 

Pavement Removal $80 Square yard 

Roadway Striping $0.60 Linear foot 

Shared Use Path $20-$80 (Varies by Surface Type) Square yard 

Road Diet $100,000 Mile 

 

Table 3.1    Unit Costs 
Source:  NJDOT Bid Prices. 
 

 
Contingency, as well as soft costs, are broken out in the cost estimation worksheets in Appendix 3-
A. All final cost estimates were rounded up to the nearest $1,000. Sources of information for 
developing unit item costs include the following:   

• NJDOT Bid Prices16   
• FHWA17 
• RS Means Heavy Construction Data   
• “Costs for Pedestrian and Bicyclist Infrastructure Improvements, A Resource for 

Researchers, Engineers, Planners, and the General Public,” UNC Highway Safety Research 
Center   
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3.2.2 Methodology #2: Transit Projects   
Transit costs were developed for various projects spanning capital improvements, operating 
enhancements, and funding for additional planning/demonstration studies. Capital costs (e.g., 
fleet, stop improvements) were identified as one-time costs, while costs to recurring operations 
(e.g., expanded service hours or data/maintenance) were annualized and represent a cost in each 
successive year the recommendation would be enacted. Where additional analysis would be 
needed, order of magnitude planning costs were developed based upon similar studies and 
anticipated level of effort and coordination. The specific methodology used to approach each type of 
cost estimate is summarized below. 

3.2.2.1 Capital Costs   

Fleet   
To determine fleet capital costs, service route characteristics, such as speed/distance and 
desired frequency, were used to establish the number of fleet vehicles necessary for operations. 
Vehicle types for all stand-alone services assumed a hybrid/electric propulsion body on chassis 
shuttle van of less than 30 feet long. Capital cost estimates assumed the one-time purchase of 
necessary vehicles and fleet upgrades for dedicated corridor services but did not further develop 
lifecycle costs based on service lifetime (i.e., successive replacement costs). Where generalized 
enhancements were proposed for existing services/routes, fully loaded operating costs were 
intended to encompass capital costs borne from an existing fleet/provider. Also, additional 
infrastructure for charging vehicles and additional spare vehicles were not calculated in initial 
estimates. Some of those charging infrastructure costs are captured in other projects.  

 
Bus Stop Amenities   
A three-tier hierarchy of bus stop improvement packages was developed with a defined matrix 
of standard amenities for each tier. Each project for bus stop improvements was assigned to a 
specific tier based on site conditions, existing and anticipated demand, and observed physical 
constraints or opportunities. Standardized costs, based on peer studies of similar installations, were 
obtained for each category. Figure 3.1 shows unit costs combined to define a progression of higher 
cost items.   
 

Signage   Tier 1   Tier 2   Tier 3   
Concrete Pad   

Bench/Trash Receptacle   
Shelter     
Lighting     

Site Preparation (pull-outs/ bus bays)       
Real Time Passenger Information       

  
Figure 3.1    Transit Stop Tiering Packages   
Source:  Michael Baker International. 
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Each successively higher tier was assumed to have all the amenities of the previous tier plus 
the additions as noted above. Tier 3 station amenities were assumed to include a minimum of 
two shelters. Site-specific improvements, such as pull-outs/bus bays and real time passenger 
information signs, assumed a generalized cost to expand the road right-of-way and reconfigure 
sidewalk/connections as needed.   
 
Vehicle Amenities   
Costs for installing bicycle racks on shuttle vehicles, GPS-based technology to support 
Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL), or other features/amenities were established through industry 
practice costs compiled on a per vehicle basis with an assumed base installation across 25 
vehicles.   
 
Transit Priority Improvements   
This capital cost estimating technique identified linear costs per corridor from similar studies as 
well as unit cost estimates per intersection. Improvements included signal timing, modifications to 
traffic signals, signage, and striping. For broadly defined projects, a generalized corridor of five 
miles with 20 intersections was used to establish a baseline cost, which was then converted to 
potential corridors in the District.   
 
Other Items   
The capital cost estimating methodology recognized that some microtransit and technology-based 
recommendations would be operated by a third-party, perhaps other than existing service providers. 
Order of magnitude data costs, especially used for demand-based scheduling from 
mobility providers, assumed costs associated for the purchase of AVL components and software 
fees. Third-party provided vehicles would not represent a separate capital cost and would instead 
be included in the operating fees established (see operating costs for methodology in assuming 
such fees).   

3.2.2.2 Operating Costs   

Directly-Operated Transit Services   
For transit recommendations on a defined route, service characteristics were developed. 
These included a span of service, days of week operated, trip distance, number of trips per hour 
(based on travel speed estimates), and desired frequency of service. Frequency was determined 
based on route function and policy considerations. All transit information was used to establish 
annual service hours and miles for the route. Where possible, an average cost was used to reflect a 
range of calculated operating costs from each of the following three techniques:   

1. Operating unit cost data, such as from the National Transit Database,18 based on 
NJ TRANSIT costs per mile/hour. This technique applied to a very specific and narrowly defined 
service.   
2. Broad cost estimates based on fully allocated costs per generalized shuttle route, based 
upon published EZ Ride information. This technique applied to broadly defined service or 
expansion of existing routes.    
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3. Best practice rate estimations for similar services as identified in peer studies, accounting 
where possible for any differential in labor rates and/or escalation to 2021 dollars if the study 
estimate reflected a different year.   

 
Technology-Based Mobility Services   
Technology-based mobility provider costs per trip were used based on a target number of 
passengers per service hour. An industry practice matrix on microtransit costs was consulted to 
provide peer estimates of contracted costs per vehicle hour, passenger vehicle service hours, and 
cost per passenger trip. Since a broad range of peers was considered, the highest and lowest 
reported costs in each category were discarded and the average of remaining costs was applied to 
the projects.   

3.2.3 Methodology #3: Technology Projects    
The methodology for estimating costs for technology projects used costs sourced from established 
unit costs, recent project bids, suppliers, and Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs). Costs 
generally fell into the following areas:    

• Capital investments:19 vehicles including AVs or drones, processors, hardware stacks, 
Human Machine Interfaces (HMIs) for vehicles, and On-Board Units (OBUs)    

• Supporting infrastructure:20 pavement markings, signage, roadside equipment (roadside 
units and roadside processors), and charging ports    

• Startup: field survey; system design, configuration and installation; system testing, data 
collection, and validation; hardware installation and configuration; power installation and 
connection; antennae installation and connection; and permits and licenses   

• Operational assumptions:21 software purchase and upgrade; labor costs (for operators); 
equipment purchase (AV vehicles, drones, etc.), hardware upgrade/replacement, transit data 
integration, data platform setup and data archiving, analyzing, and sharing   

These items were interchanged as needed based on project descriptions to identify various project 
components and structure the cost estimates. 

3.2.4 Methodology #4: Areas for Further Study   
 
Some candidate improvement projects indicate a need for further study to establish concepts, define 
metrics, assess feasibility, or set up future work. These efforts may or may not include elements of 
design or engineering. General costs for studies of similar scope, such as NJDOT Concept 
Development Studies or NJTPA Subregional Studies, were used as reference.22 For other studies 
with fewer comparable peers, an estimated number of hours with assumed average rates for 
consultant services were used to roughly calculate level of effort. As these were simple unit costs, 
cost estimation worksheets for areas for further study were not prepared. 
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3.3 Program Resource Guide 

On November 5, 2021, Congress passed a $1.2 trillion bipartisan infrastructure bill known as 
the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA, or the Bill). The Bill includes over $550 billion in 
new spending on infrastructure including funding to rebuild roads and bridges, water infrastructure, 
resilience projects, internet, and more over the next five years. Some of the funding in the IIJA will 
seed the various programs listed below.   
 
This new transportation bill, succeeding the FAST Act, increases the federal-aid formula for 
core apportioned programs (the funds that are allocated annually to states and MPOs) by about 
30% across the board, depending on the individual program. Fund allocations are inclusive of 
Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP) funds, most Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA)  formula funds (5307, 5311, 5339, etc.), and Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
funds. Other increases of interest include a 10% increase for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality 
(CMAQ), and a 71% increase for Transportation Alternatives (TA) funding (i.e., sidewalks, shared 
use paths, bicycle facilities, etc.). In addition to funding increases over FY 2021, program funding 
will grow nearly 2 to 3% per year through FY 2026. This continuous growth essentially means more 
direct resources for states, transit providers, and MPOs as well as suballocations to local 
governments through these listed agencies. Further information on the IIJA can be found 
at: BUILDING-A-BETTER-AMERICA 11   
 
The following section lists a broad range of mechanisms that could be leveraged to fund or 
finance candidate improvement projects as they are pursued. Brief written descriptions of each item 
appear in the following section. Generally, each program is offered on a recurring annual basis with 
the exception of the Safe Routes to Schools Program, Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside 
Program, and the Local Safety Program, which are programs that are federally funded but state 
administered and accept applications every other year (biannually).    
 
1. Access and Mobility Partnership Grants   
The FTA Access and Mobility Partnership Grants provide funding to support innovative projects 
that focus on transportation solutions to medical appointments and non-emergency healthcare 
services. The grant program helps improve coordination between transportation and health service 
providers to improve options for populations that are transportation disadvantaged. Eligible projects 
are implementation-ready capital and/or operating projects. Project types include increasing 
systems coordination of transportation services; mobility management and improvements and/or 
travel management systems; or provide more effective and efficient public transportation service, 
including services to seniors, individuals with disabilities, and low-income individuals.  
 
2. Capital Investment Grants (CIG) Program   
The CIG Program was authorized by the FAST Act in 2015. It serves as the primary Federal program 
that supports locally driven transit capital improvement projects that improve mobility and quality of 
life, support transportation options beyond the automobile, and foster economic development. CIG 
Program funding supports investments in new or expanded heavy, commuter, and light rail systems; 
streetcars; bus rapid transit (BRT); and ferries. Eligible projects fall under one of three categories: 

https://gfoaorg.cdn.prismic.io/gfoaorg/0727aa5a-308f-4ef0-addf-140fd43acfb5_BUILDING-A-BETTER-AMERICA-V2.pdf
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New Starts, Small Starts, or Core Capacity.  Core Capacity projects address corridors that are at or 
near capacity within the next five years but may not add more than 10% additional corridor capacity 
when completed and are also required to go through the same three-phase process as the New 
Starts category.    
 
3. Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program   
The CMAQ Improvement Program offers flexible funding to support projects that reduce 
highway congestion and emissions to improve air quality in areas that are not compliant with national 
air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter as designated by the 
U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Clean Air Act. The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) apportions funding to all states as a lump sum set-aside with 2% of the funds 
designated for state planning and research. The total amount of CMAQ funding apportioned to each 
state varies based on population density and number of non-attainment or maintenance areas. 
Eligible applicants and users of CMAQ funds are limited to qualified state or local government 
agencies. Eligible uses of CMAQ funds include traffic flow improvements, public transit services and 
facilities, alternative fuel vehicles and fueling stations, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs, 
ride-share activities, public education and outreach, vehicle inspection and maintenance program, 
truck stop electrification, and diesel retrofits.   
 
4. Buses and Bus Facilities Program   
The Buses and Bus Facilities Program seeks to provide funding to improve the condition of 
bus infrastructure by funding the replacement and rehabilitation of buses and related facilities. 
By funding capital projects, the program helps leverage technology to modernize bus fleets and 
improve mobility for populations through innovation. The Low- or No-Emission Vehicle Program, 
a sub-program, also provides competitive grants for bus and bus facility projects that support low 
and zero-emission vehicles. Eligible activities include replacing, rehabilitating, purchasing, or 
leasing vehicles and equipment; rehabilitating, purchasing, constructing or leasing bus-related 
facilities; and workforce development and training.   

  

5. Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) Program   
The INFRA program provides federal financial assistance for highway and freight projects of national 
or regional significance. Highway, bridge, and roadway projects are the primary eligible funding 
categories under the program.   
 
6. Low or No (Low-No) Emission Vehicle Program   
The Low-No competitive program provides funding to state and local governmental authorities for the 
purchase or lease of low and zero-emissions transit buses as well as the acquisition, construction, 
and leasing of required supporting facilities. Eligible projects include purchasing or leasing low- or 
no-emission buses, acquiring low- or no-emission buses with a leased power source, constructing 
or leasing facilities and related equipment, constructing new public transportation facilities to 
accommodate low or no-emission buses, or rehabilitating or improving existing public transportation 
facilities to accommodate low- or no-emission buses.   
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7. Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Program   
Formerly known as Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) and 
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER), guidelines for the new RAISE 
grant program provide funding for regionally significant surface transportation infrastructure projects. 
Eligible projects for RAISE include highway, bridge, and road projects; public transportation projects; 
passenger and rail freight transportation projects; port infrastructure investments; and intermodal 
projects (projects with multiple uses).   
 
8. Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Program   
The SRTS is a federally funded reimbursement program that sponsors infrastructure and non-
infrastructure projects that improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in 
the vicinity of schools. Funds may be used for infrastructure projects that benefit school children in 
grades K-8, in both public and private schools. Funds are intended to be used for projects that 
facilitate walking and/or bicycling to school. All projects funded under this program must be located 
within two miles of an elementary or middle school. Funds are provided on a reimbursement basis.   
 
9. Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside (TA Set-Aside) Program   
The TA Set-Aside Program uses federal highway and transit funds under the Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) for community based “non-traditional” projects designed to 
strengthen the cultural, aesthetic and environmental aspects of the nation’s intermodal system. The 
TA Set-Aside Program provides funds to build pedestrian and bicycle facilities, improve access to 
public transportation, create safe routes to school, preserve historic transportation structures, 
provide environmental mitigation, and create trail projects that serve a transportation purpose while 
promoting safety and mobility. The TA Set-Aside is a reimbursement program and only costs 
incurred after the execution of the project agreement are eligible for reimbursement. TA Set-Aside 
funds are to be used only for projects with a direct transportation relationship that improve quality-
of-life while reaching the greatest number of people. TA Set-Aside projects must be related to surface 
transportation but can include freight projects.   
 
10. Local Safety Program   
The Local Safety Program (LSP) is a component of wider safety planning, supporting construction of 
quick-fix and high-impact safety improvements on county and local roadway facilities. Projects on 
federal or state highways are not eligible for funding under the LSP. Projects are supported by federal 
funding and have included new and upgraded traffic signals, signage, pedestrian indications, 
crosswalks, curb ramps, pavement markings and other improvements to increase the safety of 
drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians. LSP funding may be used for all phases of a project, including 
design, right-of-way acquisition, construction and construction inspection.   
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11. Municipal Aid   
The Municipal Aid Grant Program provides grant funds to the State’s 565 municipalities to assist 
in implementing transportation projects for continued safety and accessibility. Funds are 
appropriated by the state Legislature annually and apportioned to counties based on the formula 
contained in the legislation, which gives equal consideration to municipal road mileage within the 
county and municipal population. Municipalities can then compete for funds within their respective 
counties. Each municipality may submit up to two (2) applications annually under the Municipal Aid 
Grant Program. Eligible projects include infrastructure that supports bikeways, bridge preservation, 
mobility, pedestrian safety, quality of life, roadway preservation, and roadway safety.   
 
12. County Aid   
County Aid funds are appropriated by the state Legislature annually for the improvement of public 
roads and bridges under county jurisdiction. Public transportation and other transportation projects 
are also included. Any public roadway or bridge under the jurisdiction of a county, regardless of 
location within that county, is eligible for funding. Public transportation and other transportation 
projects are also included. Each county must develop an Annual Transportation Program (ATP). In 
accordance with the County Aid regulations, the ATP shall list a pool of eligible projects by name 
and location, including municipality, with a brief description of each project. The ATP shall be 
approved by the appropriate county governing body before submission to NJDOT for final approval 
and shall include a certification that allotted funds will only be spent on eligible costs for projects set 
forth in the county’s approved ATP. The County Aid deadline for application submission is December 
1st of the fiscal year of the ATP.   
 
13. Local Aid Infrastructure Fund   
Subject to a state funding appropriation, the Local Aid Infrastructure Fund (LAIF) is established to 
address emergencies and regional needs throughout the state. Any county or municipality may apply 
at any time through NJDOT. Approved projects are administered the same way as municipal aid 
program funds. Although all projects are reviewed equally, consideration is given to projects that 
arise due to unforeseen circumstances. Examples may include emergency bridge repair, guiderail 
replacement, drainage failure at critical transportation locations, and safety improvements to critical 
bicycle and pedestrian locations.   
 
14. Bikeways   
The Bikeway Grant Program’s main goal is to provide state funding for new construction-ready bike 
lane/bike path projects that will provide connectivity for uses not limited to recreation. Special 
consideration is given to projects that are part of a bicycle network that has been adopted in the 
applicant’s Master Plan. This program is available to every municipality and county throughout New 
Jersey. Bike projects must create new bike path mileage and place no restrictions upon hours of use 
by bicyclists (with the exception of dusk-to-dawn closings, as with some parks). Projects considered 
for funding under other state and federal aid may not be considered. Allowable costs are 
construction, including construction inspection and material testing, as well as preliminary and final 
design.   
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15. Safe Streets to Transit   
The New Jersey Department of Transportation’s Safe Streets to Transit (SSTT) Grant Program 
provides state funds to counties and municipalities for the construction, planning and final design 
of projects that improve the overall safety and accessibility for transit riders walking to transit 
facilities, encourage transit users to walk to transit stations, and facilitate projects and activities that 
will improve safety near transit facilities. Eligible projects under this program include intersection 
safety improvements that eliminate pedestrian barriers; constructing new sidewalks, curb ramps, 
sidewalk widening and major reconstruction; safety enhancements for pedestrian access to transit 
stops; and major sidewalk reconstruction.   
 
16. Transit Village   
The Transit Village Grant program provides state grants to non-traditional transportation–related 
projects to municipalities designated as Transit Villages by the Commissioner of Transportation. 
These are municipalities that have made a commitment to grow in the area surrounding a transit 
facility (commuter rail, bus, ferry, or light rail). A half-mile radius circle around a transit facility defines 
the Transit Village area. Municipalities should submit for consideration projects that are located at 
least partially within a half-mile of the transit facility. The types of projects eligible for funding under 
this program include, but are not limited to, construction of bicycle/pedestrian paths and lanes, bike 
route signs, bicycle parking and storage, and wayfinding signage. The program allows funding for 
the use of construction and planning related activities.   
 
17. Local Bridges Fund   
The Local Bridges Fund program provides state funds for the improvement of county jurisdiction 
bridges. The goal is to perform preventive maintenance, rehabilitation, and selective replacement on 
county bridges that are structurally deficient, functionally obsolete, or scour critical. The NJDOT 
has allotted $47.3 million per year in its Transportation Capital Program for this program for the next 
7 years. This program is funded through the Transportation Trust Fund (100% state funding) and 
was implemented in FY 2009.   
 
18. Local Freight Impact Fund    
A newly created state-funded program, the program seeks to assist counties and municipalities with 
the mitigation of impacts on the local transportation system associated with the state’s freight 
industry. A competitive grant program, funds are appropriated by the Legislature for the 
improvement of public roads and bridges under county and municipal jurisdiction. Projects submitted 
for consideration must demonstrate that the project will provide access to a port, warehouse, 
distribution center, or any other freight node by providing a narrative and map in the initial request, 
as well as a minimum 10% large truck volume within the project limits. A traffic study must be 
submitted to support this information. Applicants with eligible projects can select from four project 
categories: Pavement Preservation, Truck Safety and Mobility, Bridge Preservation, or New 
Construction.   
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19. FTA Enhanced Mobility for Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities   
The FTA Enhanced Mobility for Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities program is an annual 
competitive grant for capital and operating projects that seek to improve mobility for seniors and 
individuals with disabilities by removing barriers to transportation service and expanding 
transportation mobility options. Eligible applicants are non-profits, for-profits providing shared ride 
transportation, and public entities. At least 55 percent of program funds must be used on capital 
or “traditional” 5310 projects, which enhance mobility for senior citizens and persons with 
disabilities. Examples include buses and vans; wheelchair lifts, ramps, and securement devices; 
transit-related information technology systems including scheduling/routing/one-call systems; and 
mobility management programs. The remaining 45 percent is for other “nontraditional” projects 
including, but not limited to, travel training; volunteer driver programs; building an accessible path 
to a bus stop including curb-cuts, sidewalks, accessible pedestrian signals or other accessible 
features; improving signage, or way-finding technology. Traditional project examples include 
buses and vans; wheelchair lifts, ramps, and securement devices; transit-related information 
technology systems, including scheduling/routing/one-call systems; mobility management 
programs; and acquisition of transportation services under a contract, lease, or other 
arrangement.   
 
20. NJ Transportation Infrastructure Bank Financing   
The New Jersey Transportation Infrastructure Bank (NJTIB) has been established by the New 
Jersey Infrastructure Trust Act, to make low interest loans for local transportation infrastructure 
projects with a mission of reducing the cost of financing for counties’ and municipalities’ critical 
transportation projects. NJTIB loans are available for capital projects for public highways, 
approach roadways and other necessary land-side improvements, ramps, signal systems, 
roadbeds, transit lanes or rights of way, pedestrian walkways and bridges connecting to passenger 
stations and servicing facilities, bridges, and grade crossings.   

 
3.4 Funding and Financing Resources 

Table 3.2 lists a broad range of mechanisms that could be leveraged to fund or finance candidate 
improvement projects as they are pursued. The numbers/order align with the previous section. 
Many of the programs listed provide funding that can be utilized for both planning and construction 
costs.  



Meadowlands District Transportation Plan                                                                                                                                           NJSEA  
 

February 2024                                                                                                                                                                                           Page 96
   

 

R
oa

dw
ay

 

Tr
an

si
t 

Fr
ei

gh
t 

Ac
tiv

e 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

Te
ch

 

ID  Program Applicant 
End 
Recipient Type (definitions below)* Source of Funds Type Eligible Uses  

Funding 
Floor 

Funding 
Ceiling Average Cost 

1 
 

Federal Transit Authority 
Access and Mobility 
Partnership Grants 

Public or 
Private 

Public or 
Private Transit, Tech Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

2 
 

Federal Transit Authority 
Capital Investment Grants 
Program Public Public Transit  Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

3 

 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 
Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality (CMAQ) 
Improvement Program Public Public Transit, Tech Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

4 
 

Federal Transit Authority 
Buses and Bus Facilities 
Program Public Public Transit Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

5 

 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 
Infrastructure for 
Rebuilding America 
(INFRA) Public Public Transportation Infrastructure Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

6 
 

Federal Transit Authority 
Low or No Emission 
Vehicle Program Public Public 

Transportation Infrastructure, 
Transit, Tech  Federal Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

7 

 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 
Rebuilding American 
Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and Equity 
(RAISE) Public Public Transportation Infrastructure Federal Grant (yearly)      $5,000,000 $25,000,000 $12,000,000 

8   

New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Safe Routes to Schools 
(SRTS) Program Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (biannually)      $200,000 $1,000,000 Varies 

9   

New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Transportation Alternatives 
Set-Aside Program Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (biannually)      $150,000 $1,500,000 Varies 

 
 

Table 3.2    Funding and Financing Resources 
Source:  Michael Baker International. 
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ID  Program Applicant 
End 
Recipient Type (definitions below)* Source of Funds Type Eligible Uses  

Funding 
Floor 

Funding 
Ceiling Average Cost 

10   
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Local Safety Program Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

11   
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Municipal Aid Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $150,000 Varies Varies 

12   
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
County Aid Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

13  

New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Local Aid Infrastructure 
Fund Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State  Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

14  
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Bikeways Public Public  Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $100,000 $350,000 $100,000 

15   
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Safe Streets to Transit Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $1,000,000 $5,500,000 $300,000 

16   
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Transit Village Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $120,000 $380,000 $250,000 

17  
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Local Bridges Fund Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $1,000,000 $5,500,000 $2,000,000 

18  
New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT) 
Local Freight Impact Fund Public Public Transportation Infrastructure State Grant (yearly)      $300,000 $3,000,000 $600,000+ 

19  

NJ TRANSIT 
FTA Enhanced Mobility for 
Seniors and Individuals 
with     Disabilities (Section 
5310) Program 

Public or 
Private 

Public or 
Private Transit, Tech   State Grant (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

20  

New Jersey Infrastructure 
Bank 
NJ Transportation Bank 
Financing  Public Public Transportation Infrastructure  State Loan (yearly)      N/A N/A N/A 

 
Table 3.2 (continued) 



Meadowlands District Transportation Plan                                                                           NJSEA  
 

February 2024                                                                                                                  Page 98 

4. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION PROCESS 
4.1 Introduction 

This chapter develops a project prioritization methodology for scoring and ranking the 
Candidate Improvement Projects to select the top ranking projects as Recommended 
Improvement Projects. The following work activities were performed to generate the list of 
recommended projects:   

• Review Candidate Improvement Projects   
• Establish project prioritization methodology   
• Score and rank projects and select Recommended Improvement Projects 
• Prepare preliminary project Staging Plan   

 
The previous chapters describe how the Candidate Improvement Projects and corresponding 
cost estimates were developed and refined through an iterative collaborative process, which 
featured presentations to stakeholders’ groups and a survey. The summary information for 
each project includes municipality, type of project, estimated cost, and proposed timeframe for 
implementation.  To rank candidate improvement projects, evaluation criteria were developed 
and deployed to generate the list of prioritized candidate improvement projects.   
 
The Candidate Improvement Projects are categorized under five categories:   

• Construction projects (71 projects)   
• Planning studies (6 projects)   
• Development of guidance/policy (4 projects)   
• Other project support (3 projects)   
• Feasibility studies (2 projects)   
 

Table 4.1 provides the list of candidate improvement construction projects, and Table 4.2 
shows the projects in the other four categories. Projects in each improvement project category 
were prioritized based on the prioritization methodology described in the next section.    
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Table 4.1    Candidate Improvement Projects – Construction Projects   
Source:  NJSEA 
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ID Project Description 
 Guidance / Policy Documents  

443 Complete Streets Policy    Develop and adopt a contextual Complete Streets policy applicable to 
District roadways. 

642 Access Management Criteria     Develop Driveway Access management criteria. 
721 Electric Vehicle Charging 

Stations    
Develop guidance for electric vehicle charging infrastructure to facilitate the 
installation of a consistent, fast, and reliable charging network that meets 
future demand. 

996 Leverage Credit Program to 
Advance Technology 

Amend program rules and regulations to allow for granting developers 
credits for providing EV infrastructure with their projects. 

 Planning Studies  

246 Truck Weight Restrictions     Analyze roadway weight restrictions to develop a GIS weight restriction 
roadway map and provide recommendations to roadway 

296 Bus Stop Evaluation       In coordination with NJ TRANSIT and municipalities, undertake a 
comprehensive evaluation of all bus stops within the District to assess 
passenger conditions, amenities, and accessibility. 

310 Active Transportation Plan      Create an Active Transportation Plan and establish a regional pedestrian 
and cyclist infrastructure data clearinghouse. 

540 Southwest District Transit 
Demand Market Study    

Conduct study in conjunction with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride to holistically 
identify transit gaps, needs, and solutions and identify appropriate transit 
applications in the southwest area of the District.  These applications may 
include bus, shuttle, or future pilot AV deployments for new routes or 
first/last-mile connections. 

561 Safety Analysis    Conduct a comprehensive safety analysis by mode on all roads within the 
District to investigate the potential relationship between land use and crash 
types and severity. 

707 Goods Movement Analysis     Conduct goods movement analysis by volume to identify and designate a 
local freight access network in the Meadowlands District to 
complement/supplement the state and national freight networks. 

 Support for Projects  

383 Essex Hudson Greenway     Support implementation of the Essex-Hudson Greenway within the 
Meadowlands District or other pedestrian/cyclist crossing(s) of Hackensack 
River. 

760 
 

Bergen Bus Rapid Transit   Support future implementation of Bergen BRT to Secaucus Junction and 
Route 3 Bus Rapid Transit. Advocate for possible in-line station at/near the 
Meadowlands Sports Complex as part of Route 3 BRT service with 
associated pedestrian connections to Meadowlands Complex destinations. 
Consider improvements relative to the NJ TRANSIT Meadowlands 
Transitway project. 

803 Meadowlands Transitway    Support Meadowlands Transitway Study. Support planning for future 
enhanced transit service between two major destinations. Coordinate with 
NJ TRANSIT on Secaucus to Meadowlands Transitway study. 

 Feasibility Studies  

172 Hackensack River Trail Bridge     Study a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge across the Hackensack River 
to connect to the Meadowlands Sports Complex. 

983 Berry’s Creek Bridge     Evaluate possible bridge connection across Berry's Creek between 
"Rutherford West" and Valley Brook Avenue/Lyndhurst Commerce Center. 

 
Table 4.2    Candidate Improvement Projects - Other 
Source:  NJSEA 
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4.2  Project Prioritization Methodology 

A prioritization methodology was developed to assess, score, and rank the candidate 
improvement projects. This methodology comprises evaluation criteria and weights associated 
with each criterion.  
 

4.2.1 Evaluation Criteria   
Various criteria were identified by reviewing state and metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) 
practices in transportation planning and capital programming activities. Based upon this 
assessment,  the following seven criteria were established to evaluate the candidate improvement 
projects:   

• Improves Multi-modal Connectivity (C1) – the project improves or provides a new link 
in the multi-modal network, increasing people mobility and accessibility for all travelers 
(i.e., disabled, seniors, youth, and lower-income families).   

• Improves Safety (C2) – the project reduces specific hazards or generally improves safety 
conditions for travelers.   

• Supports Economic Development (C3) – the project amplifies equitable growth in the 
community, improves current or future potential journey-to-work trips, or attracts new 
businesses.   

• Has Relatively Low Costs (C4) – the project has high benefits and relatively low costs of 
constructing, implementing, and operating.     

• Lacks Environmental Constraints (C5) – the project does not affect natural resources 
such as wetlands, floodplains, or open space.   

• Has Public (Official & Local) Advocacy (C6) – the project is supported by officials and 
local agencies or, at least, has no objection for development.   

• Improve Sustainability and Resilience (C7) – the project considers the state of good 
repair for existing infrastructure and improves sustainability and resilience of these 
assets.   

 
The assessment was carried out by qualitative scoring of each criterion in five classifications, as 
depicted in Table 4.3. Since it became evident that not all criteria contribute equally to address 
the District’s needs, a corresponding weighting system was developed to associate a suitable 
weight to each criterion. These evaluation criteria were leveraged to rank the “Construction” and 
“Planning and Feasibility Study” projects. The four “Guidance and Policy” projects were 
considered as Recommended Improvement Projects.       
 

4.2.2 Rating Factors    
Five categories were defined for each criterion  The process required setting up a range of values 
for each category within each criterion and establishing corresponding rating values using a scale 
of 0 to 4 (from least to most favorable, respectively). Then, the process of estimating the rating  
for each project was effectuated. Table 4.3 shows the rating category for each criterion.     
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Criterion                                                                   Category 
Rating 4 3 2 1 0 

Multi-Modal 
Connectivity 

High -  provides a 
new connection or 
service in the most 
needed area 

Medium-High  -- 
provides a new 
connection or 
service 

Medium  -  
improves existing 
connection or 
service 

Medium-Low  -- 
supports existing 
service 

Low   -- no 
improvement 

Safety  High  --   addresses 
known hazards and 
improves general 
safety conditions 

Medium-High    --
addresses known 
hazards 

Medium  -- 
improves general 
safety conditions 

Medium-Low   -- 
no improvement 

Low  --   may 
increase safety 
hazards 

Economic 
Development
  

High  -- located in a 
high growth area  

Medium-High  --   
located near a high 
growth area 

Medium -- 
improves journeys-
to-work or attracts 
businesses 

Medium-Low    --  
no improvement 

Low --     may 
hamper future 
development 

Cost  Low    
$0 – 200k 

Medium-Low 
$200- 500k 

Medium    
$500k - $2M 

Medium-High 
$2-5M 

High   
 over $5M 

Environmental 
Constraints          

Low  --  no impacts Medium-Low  --  
may have indirect 
impact  

Medium  --  may 
have indirect 
impacts which 
exacerbate existing 
problems  

Medium-High --  
has some direct 
impact 

High --  has 
significant direct 
impacts which 
exacerbate 
existing problems  

Public 
Advocacy 

High –supported by 
locals and officials 

Medium-High   --  
supported by 
officials or locals 

Medium  -- no 
objection or 
support 

Medium Low  -- 
one objection 

Low  --  multiple 
objections 

Sustainability 
/ Resilience 

High – improves the 
SOGR of existing 
assets, increases 
sustainability/resilien
ce, and upgrades to 
meet future needs 

Medium High   -- 
improves SOGR and 
increases 
sustainability/resilien
ce 

Medium -- 
improves SOGR or 
sustainability/resilie
nce 

Medium – Low – 
insignificant 
improvements 

Low   --   no 
improvements 

 
*/ SOGR = State of Good Repair 

 
Table 4.3    Criteria Categories and Ratings   
Source:  NJSEA 

 
 

4.2.3 Weighting Factors   
Because the evaluation criteria have different impacts relative to the District’s transportation 
needs, different quantitative and qualitative weights were applied to each criterion to capture 
these impacts. This approach provides a more comprehensive means of assessing projects that 
may address the various criteria from different perspectives. Table 4.4 shows the proposed 
weighting factors and their components for each criterion.   
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Factor Weight 

Multi-Modal Connectivity (W1) 6 
Increase people mobility 1.5 
Increase freight mobility 1 

Increase accessibility to attraction places 1 
Located in needed area as per modeling 1 

Incorporates emerging technology 1.5 
  
Safety and Security (W2) 5 

Improves pedestrian safety 1.5 
Improves bicyclist safety 1.5 

Increases security 1 
Decreases vehicle crashes 1 

  
Economic Development (W3) 5 

Increases growth and investment 1 
Increases equity 1 

Located in low-privilege area 1 
Increases tourist attraction 1 

Increases economic competitiveness 1 
  
Cost (W4) 3 

Maintenance costs (annual) 1 
Operating and monitoring costs (annual) 1 

Useful life 1 
  
Environmental Constraints (W5) 4 

Reduces GHG emissions 1 
Reduces human footprint 1 

Increases quality of life 1 
Controls or improves drainage 1 

  
Public Advocacy (W6) 1 
  
Sustainability and Resilience (W7) 2 

Improves state of good repair 1 
Adds protection against flooding impacts 1 

 
Table 4.4    Weighting Factors 
Source: NJSEA 
 

 
The weighting elements and their weights were different for each criterion with the highest weight 
of 6 for Multimodal Connectivity. A majority of stakeholders and the NJSEA recognized that 
multimodal connectivity is the most vital criterion. Weighting elements for this factor and its 
associated maximum weights are as follows:   

I. Increase people mobility (WC11=1.5);   
II. Incorporate emerging technologies (WC12=1.5);   

III. Increase freight mobility (WC13=1);   
IV. Increase accessibility to attractions (WC14=1); and  
V. Located in needed areas defined by the District model (WC15=1).  
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The next important criteria with the second highest weight of 5 was Safety & Security with four 
weighting elements, which are:  

I. Improve pedestrian safety (WC21=1.5);  
II. Improve cyclist safety (WC22=1.5);  

III. Decrease vehicle crashes (WC23=1); and  
IV. Improve general security conditions (WC24=1).   

   
Weighting for pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles safety were derived from the CMF associated 
for some developed candidate improvement projects estimated in prior tasks and described in 
Chapter 2. The flowchart illustrated in Figure 4.1 demonstrates how the weighting rates were 
estimated for pedestrian, bicyclist, and vehicle safety elements.     
 
The procedure started with finding a CMF value for a candidate improvement project focusing on 
safety improvements. If the CMF could be found in the CMF clearinghouse23 indicating a reduction 
in pedestrian crashes, the CMF value should be between 0.00<CMF<1.00 and weighting rates 
were valued between 0 and 1.5 based on values defined in the table block in Figure 4.1.This was 
same for cyclist’s safety projects. However, if a safety project focused on reducing vehicle crashes 
(0.00<CMF<1.00), the vehicle crash weight was set to one.  
  
With respect to the cost criteria, if a candidate improvement project had a high annual 
maintenance cost (over $10k), high operation/monitoring cost (over $5k), or short useful life 
(under 5 years), the weight of each element would be zero. If a candidate improvement project 
had a medium annual maintenance cost ($5k-10k), medium operation/monitoring cost ($2k-$5k), 
or medium useful life (5-10 years), the weight of each element would be 0.5. Otherwise, the cost 
factor weight of each following element were set to one.   

I. Annual maintenance costs (WC31=1);  
II. Annual operation and monitoring costs (WC32=1); and  

III. Useful life (WC33=1).  
 
The environment constraints criteria had the following four weighting elements, in which each had 
the maximum weight of one. If a candidate improvement project satisfied one or more weighting 
elements, the weight of this factor would be graded from one to the maximum of four.   

I. Reduce GHG emission (WC41=1);  
II. Increase quality of life (WC42=1);  

III. Reduce human footprint (WC43=1); and  
IV. Control or improve drainage/flooding (WC44=1).  

 
The economic development criteria had the following five weighting elements, in which each had 
a maximum weight of one. If a candidate improvement project satisfied one or more weighting 
elements, the weight of this factor would be graded from one to the maximum of five.   

I. Increase equity (WC51=1);  
II. Increase growth & investment (WC52=1);  

III. Located in low privilege area (WC53=1);  
IV. Increase economic competitiveness (WC54=1); and   
V. Increase tourism (WC55=1).
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Figure 4.1    Safety Weighting System 
Source: NJSEA 
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The sustainability & resilience criteria had the following two weighting elements, in which each 
had the maximum weight of one. Since the District is located in a low elevation area and prone 
to flooding that can impede mobility, a second element has been added to this category.  

I. Improve state of good repair (WC61=1); and  
II. Add protection against flooding impacts (WC62=1).  

 
The public advocacy criteria had no weighting element and was considered to have a weight of 
one.  
 

4.2.4  Project Scoring  
 
The score for each candidate improvement project was calculated based on the determined 
criteria’s rating category values and their weights, using the following equation:  
 
Candidate Improvement Project Score =  ∑ ∑ 𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖𝑛𝑛

𝑗𝑗=1
7
𝑖𝑖=1 ∗ 𝑊𝑊𝑐𝑐𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗  

 
 
Where,  

Ci = Criterion i rating category value; 
 WCij = Weight j of criterion i  
 
Table 4.5 shows the worksheet template used to calculate the score for each candidate 
improvement project based on rating and weighting of each defined criterion.  Appendices 4-A 
and 4-B provide the specific detailed scoring calculations for each Candidate Improvement 
Project. 
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Table 4.5    Calculation Worksheet 
Source:  AECOM 

Rating Notes for Weighting
select 1

Multi-Modal Connectivity   Score
High -  provides a new connection or service in the most 4 Increase People Mobility 1.5 1.5
Medium-High  -- provides a new connection or service 3 Increase Freight Mobility 1 1
Medium  -  improves existing connection or service 2 Increase accessibility to attraction places 1 1 e.g., Sports Complex, American Dream, Harmon Meadow
Medium-Low  -- supports existing service 1 Located in needed area as per modeling 1 1 Route 3, Route 17, Route 120, Sports Complex area
Low   -- no improvement 0 Incorporates emerging technology 1.5 1.5 Electric vehicles, AV, V2X

0 6 0

Safety and Security
High  --   addresses known hazards and improves general 4 Improves pedestrian safety 1.5 CMF 0 <=.4: w=1.5, .4<=.8: w=1.25, .8<1: w=1, >=1: w=0
Medium-High    --addresses known hazards 3 Improves bicyclist safety 1.5 CMF 0 <=.4: w=1.5, .4<=.8: w=1.25, .8<1: w=1, >=1: w=0
Medium  -- improves general safety conditions 2 Increases security 1 improves general safety / security conditions
Medium-Low   -- no improvement 1 Decreases vehicle crashes 1 CMF <1: w=1, >=1: w=0
Low  --   may increase safety hazards 0

0 0 0

Economic Development
High  -- located in a high growth area 4 Increases growth and investment 1 may attract new development
Medium-High  --   located near a high growth area 3 Increases equity 1 increases multi-modal access to employment areas
Medium -- improves journeys-to-work or attracts 2 Located in low-privilege area 1 in Census tract with 23.7%+ low-inc pop: w=1, less than 23.7%: w=0
Medium-Low    --  no improvement 1  Increases tourist attraction 1 increases access to specific tourist destinations
Low --     may hamper future development 0 Increases economic competitiveness 1 improves attractiveness of District for business relocation

0 0 0

Cost
Low    $0 – 200k 4 Maintenance costs (annual) 1 (over $10k: w=0, $5-10k: w=.5, under $5k: w=1)
Medium-Low  $200- 500k 3 Operating and monitoring costs (annual) 1 (over $5k: w=0, $2-5k: w=.5, under $2k: w=1)
Medium    $500k - $2M 2 Useful life 1 (under 5 years: w=0, 5-10 years: w=.5, over 10 years: w=1)
Medium-High  $2-5M 1
High     over $5M 0

0 0 0

Environmental Constraints
Low  --  no impacts 4 Reduces GHG emissions 1
Medium-Low  --  may have indirect impact 3 Reduces human footprint 1
Medium  --  may have indirect impacts which exacerbate 2 Increases quality of life 1
Medium-High --  has some direct impact 1 Controls or improves drainage 1
High --  has significant direct impacts which exacerbate 0

0 0 0
Public Advocacy
High –supported by locals and officials 4 1
Medium-High   --  supported by officials or locals 3
Medium  -- no objection or support 2
Medium Low  -- one objection 1
Low  --  multiple objections 0

0 0 0

Sustainability and Resilience
High – improves the SOGR of existing assets, increases 
sustainability/resilience, and upgrades to meet future 
needs 4 Improves state of good repair 1
Medium High   -- improves SOGR and increases 3 Adds protection against flooding impacts 1
Medium -- improves SOGR or sustainability/resilience 2
Medium – Low – insignificant improvements 1
Low   --   no improvements 0

0 0 0

Enter project-specific data 0 TOTAL SCORE
Shows tabulation of scores

Weighting
select all that apply



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 108 

4.3    Project Ranking 

The developed project prioritization methodology was applied to the candidate improvement 
projects to calculate scores of each project and determine which projects met a defined threshold 
to be selected as Recommended Improvement Projects.   

4.3.1 Threshold Selection  
The candidate improvement project scores were fitted to the standard normal distribution, as 
depicted in Figure 4.2. 
 

 
Figure 4.2    Threshold Analysis using Normal Distribution  
Source: NJSEA  

 
As illustrated in Figure 4.2, the lower left portion of the normal distribution decreases drastically 
after the score of 27, which corresponds to the top 75% of the projects. With this consideration, 
candidate improvement projects having a score of 27 and higher were selected as Recommended 
Improvement Projects.  
 

4.3.2 Construction Projects   
Table 4.6 shows the scoring and ranking for the 71 construction projects of the candidate 
improvement projects. The projects are ranked in order of scoring from high to low. Details of the 
scoring calculations for each candidate improvement project are available in Appendix 4-A. After 
applying the selected scoring threshold of 27, 52 construction projects were selected as 
Recommended Improvement Projects.   
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Table 4.6    Scoring of Construction Projects 
Source:  AECOM 
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4.3.3 Other Projects   
Table 4.7 shows the scoring and ranking for the potential planning and feasibility studies identified 
as candidate improvement projects, and Appendix 4-B provides details of these calculations. 
Using the selected scoring threshold of 27, five “Other Projects” were advanced as 
Recommended Improvement Projects.   
 

ID Project Score 
   
310 Active Transportation Plan      39.0 
172 Hackensack River Trail Bridge     34.5 
296 Bus Stop Evaluation       32.0 
540 SW District Transit Demand Market Study    30.5 
246 Truck Weight Restrictions     28.0 
561 Safety Analysis    26.0 
707 Goods Movement Analysis     26.0 
983 Berry’s Creek Bridge     22.0 

 
 

Table 4.7    Scoring of Planning and Feasibility Studies 
Source: AECOM 

 
 
 
Based upon these calculations, Table 4.8 shows the Recommended Improvement Projects for 
MDTP 2045.   
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Table 4.8    Recommended Improvement Projects 
Source:  NJSEA 



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 112 

4.4 Staging Plan 

In conjunction with identifying the Recommended Improvement Projects, a preliminary project 
Staging Plan was prepared. The Recommended Projects were organized by their estimated 
timeframes for implementation to propose a sequencing of projects for planning and funding 
purposes. As stated in the previous chapters, the near-term is projected to be between years 
2022-2029, the medium-term is between years 2030-2037, and the long-term is between years 
2038-2045. The preliminary Staging Plan and project cost estimates enable calculating the total 
estimated funding needs over the life of MDTP 2045. For projects that span more than two time 
frames, an equal distribution of spending within each timeframe was assumed. The preliminary 
project Staging Plan is included in Appendix 4-C.  
 

4.5 Summary 

The Recommended Improvement Projects and preliminary project Staging Plan provide the basis 
for reviewing the current transportation impact fee assessment framework and recommending 
revisions to this framework. The primary objective of this evaluation is to recommend a fee 
assessment methodology that will generate revenues necessary to fund the Recommended 
Improvement Projects in MDTP 2045.   
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5. DEVELOPMENT OF DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION MODEL 
5.1 Introduction 

An integral element of the MDTP 2045 is the preparation of a new NJSEA travel demand model 
and the assessment of proposed alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 1, the NJTPA’s NJRTM-
E model was selected as the basis for preparing a new Meadowlands District Travel Demand 
Model (MDTDM). NJRTM-E is the official model of the 13 counties in North Jersey, including the 
Meadowlands area. This chapter provides the summary of the model development, scenario 
analyses, and findings, inclusive of the following four scenarios:  

Scenario 1 - the base year of 2020;  
Scenario 2 - the base year of 2020 adding committed future development;  
Scenario 3 - the base year of 2020 adding committed future development and forecasted 
traffic volumes for the year of 2045; and  
Scenario 4 - refining the MDTDM for the year of 2045 including the incorporation of some 
recommended improvement projects.  

 
  
 
5.2 Base Year Model Development 

This section describes the technical work in developing the MDTDM. The MDTDM uses the same 
processes as the NJTPA’s NJRTM-E with additional refinements for the Hackensack 
Meadowlands District. The geographic coverage of the MDTDM is the same as that of the 
NJRTM-E, which covers a 39-county region encompassing areas from six Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) in New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania (see Figure 1.7). Those 
MPOs are NJTPA, the South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization (SJTPO), the New 
York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC), the Delaware Valley Regional Planning 
Commission (DVRPC), the Northeastern Pennsylvania Alliance (NEPA), and the Lehigh Valley 
Planning Commission (LVPC).  The NJRTM-E is an enhanced four-step planning process model. 
This model was developed to provide a common modeling process suitable for the planning 
needs for NJTPA, NJ TRANSIT, and the NJDOT. As noted previously, NJRTM-E was initially 
developed in 2008, revalidated in 2011, refined in 2015, and revalidated again in 2018. The 
NJRTM-E incorporates NJ TRANSIT’s North Jersey Travel Demand Forecasting Model 
(NJTDFM), a customized mode choice model, as the basis for estimating auto and transit mode 
shares.    
 
The MDTDM is a customized version of NJRTM-E specifically for the Hackensack Meadowlands 
District. It is comprised of a main model and a series of support applications to process input data, 
model results, and conduct more in-depth analysis. The MDTDM uses the CUBE/Voyager 
software platform to be consistent with the NJRTM-E and reduce development time and 
resources. Figure 5.1 is a snapshot of the MDTDM in CUBE/ Voyager. The primary refinements 
to the NJRTM-E for customizing it for the Hackensack Meadowlands District included adding 
TAZs, local roads to the highway network, and shuttle routes serving the District. In addition, a 
new process was created to summarize important model outputs for the District.    
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Figure 5.1    MDTDM in CUBE Application   
Source: AECOM   

 

5.2.1 Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) Structure 
 
Defining TAZs is essential to model development, performance, and execution. TAZs are 
geographic units that provide the structure for inputting data on land use/development, also 
referred to as socioeconomic (SE) data, into the model. The main TAZ attributes in this regard 
are households, population, employment, and median household income. The MDTDM further 
classifies employment into ten categories: agriculture/mining, construction, manufacturing, 
transportation, wholesale, retail, finance/insurance/real estate, services, government, and 
military. Table 5.1 provides a summary of TAZ socioeconomic data by District municipality for the 
base year of 2020, and Appendix 5-B provides a table providing more detailed socioeconomic 
data by TAZ.  It is important to note that the data by town in Table 5.1 may not align with the 
overall municipal-level or District-level data because the TAZs do not align exactly with Minor Civil 
Division (MCD) boundaries or the District boundary.  
 
On the transportation side, a TAZ covers all travel activities in a geographic area – they are the 
only points in a model network where trips start and end. Hence, the size of TAZs is a very 
important factor in the accuracy of model calculations. The current NJRTM-E has 2900 TAZs, of 
which 20 cover some portion of the Meadowlands District. Some TAZs lie entirely within the 
District, while others include area both within the District and outside of the District. To enhance 
the accuracy of the model in representing activity within the District, it was necessary to increase 
the number of TAZs. Based upon reviewing the modeling work for the previous MDTP, natural 
features like water bodies and wetlands, and highways and rail lines, the NJRTM-E's current TAZs 
within the District were split into smaller TAZs, increasing the number of TAZs within the District 
and adjacent areas to 93.   
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MCD Dwelling Units Population Jobs 
Carlstadt 2,403 6,225 12,791 
East Rutherford 2,416 5,625 12,577 
Little Ferry 2,417 6,510 1,984 
Lyndhurst 2,146 5,114 5,563 
Moonachie 1,039 2,787 5,612 
North Arlington 2,323 5,551 1,425 
Ridgefield 1,093 2,927 3,675 
Rutherford 1,840 5,052 3,035 
South Hackensack 893 2,506 6,040 
Teterboro 25 69 11,039 
Jersey City 73 195 1,381 
Kearny 6 17 2,059 
North Bergen 0 0 7,572 
Secaucus 7,489 16,544 30,303 

Total 24,163 59,122 105,056 
 

 
Table 5.1    TAZ Socioeconomic Data by MCD, Base Year 2020  
Source:  AECOM 

 
 
The resulting model boundary for the District includes the entirety of the TAZs that are partially 
within the District boundary, along with two TAZs (188 and 2973) that are entirely outside of the 
District. This is due to the unique geography of South Hackensack, which comprises three 
sections represented by TAZ 2972 (within the District) and TAZs 188 and 2973. Figure 5.2 shows 
the refined TAZ system for the MDTDM. Appendix 5-A provides technical details on the model 
revisions for the revised TAZ boundaries, and Appendix 5-B is a summary of the baseline 
socioeconomic data by TAZ. 
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Figure 5.2    TAZ Boundaries 
Source: AECOM  
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Table 5.2 lists the NJRTM-E zones and corresponding MDTDM zones by town/MCD within the 
District. The new TAZs were numbered from 2901 to 2973, and TAZ numbers from 2974 to 2999 
are reserved for future use.  
 

MCD NJRTM-E zones MDTDM zones 

CARLSTADT   36  36, 2901-2905  

EAST RUTHERFORD   48  48, 2906-2914  
LITTLE FERRY   114  114, 2914-2917  
LYNDHURST   119  119, 2918-2920  
MOONACHIE   133  133, 2921-2923  

NORTH ARLINGTON   137  137, 2924  
RIDGEFIELD   166  166, 2925-2927  

RUTHERFORD   184  184, 2928-2931  
SOUTH HACKENSACK  188  188, 2972-2973  

TETERBORO   197  197, 2932-2933  
JERSEY CITY   662  662, 2934-2938  

KEARNY   735  735, 2939-2944  

NORTH BERGEN   
752  752, 2945-2946  
755  755, 2947  

SECAUCUS   

757  757, 2948-2949  
758  758, 2950-2951  
759  759, 2952-2957  
760  760, 2958-2961  
761  761, 2962-2967, 2971  
762  762, 2968-2970  

Total  20 zones  93 zones (20 old+73 new)  
  

Table 5.2    TAZs in NJRTM-E vs MDTDM by MCD   
Source:  AECOM  
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5.2.2 Transportation Network 
 
The MDTDM includes both roads and transit routes, based on the NJRTM-E networks with 
additional refinement within the Meadowlands District. Many local roads were added to provide 
enhanced representation of roadways within the District and to support the refined TAZ system. 
This section provides details of roadway network refinement procedure by operational, facility, 
area, and link types and transit network refinement procedure.  

5.2.2.1 Roadway Network Refinement 

 
The roadway network represents roadway segments and intersections in a digital format required 
by the modeling software. Links in the roadway network represent segments, and nodes represent 
intersections or interchanges. Links are coded with physical and operational characteristics such 
as distance, number of lanes, existence of median, speeds, capacity, and vehicle or turn 
restrictions. Nodes also are used as shaping points to align highway network links to the 
corresponding street configuration. Roadway networks are used to estimate the travel times, 
distance, and costs between zones for auto travel, and they provide vehicle trips estimated by the 
roadway assignments.    
 
The roadway network in the NJRTM-E, being a large regional model, does not represent many of 
the local roads significant to the District. The roadway network thus was modified as follows:  

• Within the District and neighboring areas, important collectors and local roads were 
added.  

• Inconsistencies in the network coding were resolved. These changes primarily include 
changing the number of lanes, facility type, and other physical attributes.  

• Cosmetic changes were made to align the network with the underlying roadway layer.  
• New centroid connectors were added due to smaller zones.  

 
Based upon the establishment of the new TAZs (described in the previous section) and review of 
the existing roadway network, many new roadway segments were added to the network. In 
addition, several recent roadway improvement projects were identified, and a validation review 
identified several other adjustments, including facility type changes, number of lane changes, 
distance fixing, and centroid fixing. Appendix 5-C provides a summary of these revisions to the 
MDTDM roadway network for the base year 2020, and Figure 5.3 depicts the original NJRTM-E 
network and the final MDTDM network for the District.   
 
Additional roadway segments were coded in the roadway network following the NJRTM-E 
procedures. Some of the important attributes are defined below. Nodes are also used as shaping 
points to align roadway network links to the corresponding street configuration. The roadway 
network also includes zone centroids, which serve as the terminal points for trips in the modeling 
process. These zone centroids also represent a proxy location for the socioeconomic data 
contained within the traffic analysis zones. The centroids are attached to the roadway network via 
hypothetical links called centroid connectors.  
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Each roadway link contains various data that define the operational and physical characteristics 
of the given facility along with fields used to provide identification data, such as roadway names. 
In general, these parameters are categorized into three groups: physical/operational variables; 
identification variables; and performance variables. The important physical and operational 
variables are described in the next sections. 
 

 
NJRTM-E (left) vs. MDTDM (right)   

 
Figure 5.3    Roadway Network in the Meadowlands District - 
Source: AECOM   

 
 

5.2.2.1.1 Physical / Operational Attributes  

These model variables describe the physical and operational attributes of the roadway network 
and define the type of roadway links such as freeways and arterials, which in turn affect the 
capacity and speed of the links. The techniques used to estimate speed and capacity are based 
on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures and were implemented to provide 
sensitivity to a wider range of potential improvement types, such as signalization and intersection 
improvements, with the objective of providing more realistic estimates of capacity suitable for 
planning level analysis. Several key variables include:  
  

• Facility Type  
• Area Type  
• Link Type  
• Number of Lanes by time period  
• Traffic Control Devices (TCD) variables  
• Speed and capacity  

 
The following sections describe these variables. 
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Facility Type  
  
The MDTDM recognizes twelve different Facility Types (FT) that are stored in the “FT” variable. 
The twelve facility categories are as follows:  
  

1. Freeways (Facility Type 1) – limited access roadway facilities, including toll facilities, with 
no at-grade intersections, and no traffic signals on the main lanes.  
2. Expressways (Facility Type 2) – partially-limited access roadway facilities with generally 
high-speed limits, grade-separated interchanges with other major facilities, and at-grade 
intersections with minor facilities.  
3. Principal Arterial Divided (Facility Type 3) – arterials with moderately high-speed limits 
(e.g., 35-50 mph), raised center medians with turning bays at intersections, parking 
restrictions, mainly serving through traffic rather than local property access.  
4. Principal Arterial Undivided (Facility Type 4) – same as principal arterial divided except 
that there are no raised center medians and, generally, no bays for left turns.  
5. Major Arterials Divided (Facility Type 5) – arterials with moderate speed limits (e.g., 30-45 
mph), raised center medians with turning bays at intersections, some parking restrictions, 
mainly serving through traffic although some local property access is permitted.  
6. Major Arterials Undivided (Facility Type 6) – same as major arterials divided except that 
there are no raised center medians and, generally, no bays for left turns.  
7. Minor Arterials (Facility Type 7) – arterials with moderately low speed limits (e.g., 25-35 
mph), few parking restrictions, serve some through traffic, some distribution of traffic from 
principal and major facilities to local streets and local property access.  
8. Collectors/Locals (Facility Type 8) – roadways with moderately low speed limits (e.g., 25-
35 mph) and few parking restrictions that serve mainly to collect and distribute traffic from 
principal, major, and minor facilities to local streets and local property access.  
9. High-Speed Ramps (Facility Type 9) – ramps that generally connect freeway to freeway 
facilities, also known as direct connectors, have some relatively high-speed limits, e.g., 50-60 
mph.  
10. Medium-Speed Ramps (Facility Type 10) – ramps that have moderately high turning 
radius and typically with speed limit approximately 40 mph.  
11. Low-Speed Ramps (Facility Type 11) – ramps with low turning radius and low speed limit, 
e.g., 25 mph, includes jughandles.  
12. Centroid Connectors (Facility Type 12) – “dummy” roadway links with unlimited capacity 
that serve solely to connect transportation analysis zones to the roadway network.  
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Area Type    
Six separate area types were identified for the purpose of estimating non-motorized travel. These 
six area types were compressed into four categories below that were created for the purpose of 
estimating roadway speeds and capacities and highway assignment purposes:  
  

1. Central Business District (CBD)/Urban High Density (Area Type 1) – this area type is 
designated for areas where population and employment densities are typically very high, such 
as downtown Newark and Jersey City.  
2. Urban (Area Type 2) – characterized by high residential densities, small lots for single 
family dwelling units, many apartments, mostly through streets, employment interspersed 
throughout the residential areas.  
3. Suburban (Area Type 3) - characterized by low to medium residential densities, medium 
to large lots for single family dwelling units, homogenous land uses, traffic flow restrictions 
such as cul-de-sacs, dead ends, traffic circles, and frequent stop signs.  
4. Rural (Area Type 4) – characterized by very low residential densities and much 
undeveloped or agricultural land with relatively few roads.  

  
Figure 5.4 depicts the area types in the Meadowlands District and surrounding area.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.4    Area Types in and near the Meadowlands District   
Source: AECOM  
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Link Type  

The Link Type is created to serve as a permission code to utilize the highway link based on vehicle 
type mode and toll facility type. This variable is used in roadway path building and roadway 
assignment procedures to exclude links that are not eligible for paths being developed for certain 
trip markets, such as “SOV-Cash.” There are sixteen (16) link types defined in the model as listed 
below:  

1. Free All (Link Type 1) – non-tolled links designated for all modes.   
2. Free Auto Only (Link Type 2) – non-tolled links designated for auto mode only.  
3. Free Truck Only (Link Type 3) – non-tolled links designated for truck mode only.  
4. Urban Toll All (Link Type 4) – urban tolled links designated for all trip modes. Urban links 
are defined as links with Area Types 1 to 3. The toll links are assumed to accommodate all 
types of toll payments, such as cash or electronic toll collection (ETC) such as E-ZPass.  
5. Urban Toll Auto Only (Link Type 5) – urban tolled links designated for auto mode only.  
6. Urban Toll Truck Only (Link Type 6) – urban tolled links designated for truck mode only.  
7. Rural Toll All (Link Type 7) – rural tolled links designated for all trip modes. Rural links are 
defined as links with Area Type 4 under the four-category version of the area types.  
8. Rural Toll Auto Only (Link Type 8) – rural tolled links designated for auto mode only.  
9. Rural Toll Truck Only (link Type 9) – rural tolled links designated for truck mode only.  
10. Urban Free HOV Only (Link Type 10) – urban free links for all high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) modes. This is a typical HOV link.  
11. Urban Toll HOV Only (Link Type 11) – this link type is prepared for a scenario where the 
HOV links are now tolled.  
12. Urban Toll SOV, Free HOV (Link Type 12) – urban tolled links for single-occupant vehicle 
(SOV) mode only, HOV mode is free. This is a typical use for high-occupancy toll (HOT) lane 
scenarios.  
13. Urban Toll Non-HOV vehicles (Link Type 13) – urban toll links, all vehicles except HOVs    
14. ETC Only All (Link Type 14) – toll links dedicated for ETC patrons only for all modes. This 
link type is typical for congestion pricing or HOT lane scenarios where all payments are done 
electronically.  
15. ETC Only Auto Only (Link Type 15) – toll links dedicated for ETC patrons and auto mode 
only. Truck trips are not eligible to use this type of links.  
16. ETC Only SOV and Truck Toll, HOV Free (Link Type 16) – toll links dedicated for all ETC 
patrons; however, only SOV and truck trips must pay. HOV mode is free.  

  
The model creates a total of nine different path sets based on mode (SOV, HOV, and Truck) and 
toll usage (Free, Cash Payment, ETC Payment). Note that the Link Type variable does not assess 
the toll cost. It is only used to determine if a path set can use the link in question.  
 
Number of Lanes  

The model provides three “number of lane” variables, corresponding to different times of the 
day:  

• Lanes AM – number of lanes for AM Peak period  
• Lanes PM – number of lanes for PM Peak period  
• Lanes OP – number of lanes for Midday and Night periods  
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The purpose of having different variables for each time period is to accommodate the situations 
where the configuration of the roadway varies by time of day, such as a period specific HOV lane 
or a roadway with a reversible lane. Typically, an HOV lane is usually applied to the peak direction 
reducing one lane from the available general-purpose lanes. During the off-peak period, this lane 
is usually converted back into a general-purpose lane. Having separate lane variables for each 
period within a master network improves the model by providing a consistent network suitable for 
different time of day analyses.  
 
Traffic Control Devices  

The Traffic Control Device (TCD) parameters were added to the model to improve the 
representation of capacity, speed, and intersection delay. The NJRTM-E provides 13 TCD 
categories, defined as follows:   

1. Two-way stop (TCD 1)  
2. All-way stop (TCD 2)  
3. Yield (TCD 3)  
4. Ramp-meter (TCD 4)   
5. Signalized-uncoordinated-actuated (TCD 5)  
6. Signalized-uncoordinated-fixed (TCD 6)  
7. Signalized-coordinated-restricted progression (TCD 7)  
8. Signalized-coordinated-favorable progression (TCD 8)  
9. Signalized-coordinated-maximum progression (TCD 9)  
10. Freeway diverge point (TCD 10)  
11. Freeway merge point (TCD 11)  
12. No controls (TCD 12)  
13. Unknown (TCD 99)  

 
Note that while a TCD category for ramp metering has been established in the model, procedures 
to implement this function are not included in the current model. Similarly, delay estimation for the 
Freeway merge point TCD is not implemented in the current model. In addition to the TCD 
variable, the model also includes additional signal-related variables that adjust time and 
capacity. These variables include the following:   

• NSIG – number of signals in the link  
• SIGCYC – signal cycle in seconds  
• SIGCOR – signal coordination type   

o 0 = uncoordinated signal (default)   
o 1 = coordinated-unfavorable  
o 2 = coordinated-favorable  
o 3 = coordinated-maximum progression  

• GC – green time per cycle ratio  
 
Speed/Capacity  
Speed and capacity variables for the MDTDM were developed by using relationships between 
facility type and area type. The recommended “ideal” uncongested speeds (off-peak speed), 
which are used as input to the highway path building process, are presented in Table 5.3.  Note 
that these speeds represent theoretical upper limits or “ideal” values prior to considering other 
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factors such as the number of lanes, grade, shoulder conditions, and traffic control devices, which 
reduce the initial values. Initial estimates of congested speeds (peak speeds), which are used as 
input for the first iteration of the roadway path building process, were assumed to be 
approximately 20% lower than the uncongested speed.  
 

Name Code CBD Urban Suburban Rural 
Freeway 1 50 55 63 65 
Expressway 2 40 45 50 55 
Prin. Arterial - D 3 25 38 43 48 
Prin. Arterial - UD 4 20 29 36 45 
Major Arterial - D 5 18 25 34 43 
Major Arterial - UD 6 18 24 32 40 
Minor Arterial 7 15 22 30 37 
Collector / Local 8 15 20 22 35 
High-Speed Ramp 9 45 50 55 55 
Medium-Speed Ramp 10 20 28 35 35 
Low-Speed Ramp 11 15 25 25 25 
Centroid Connector 12 10 10 10 10 

   
Table 5.3    Uncongested Speed (MPH) by Facility Type and Area Type   
Source: AECOM  

 
 
The “ideal” capacities also were assumed to be a function of facility type and area type. These 
initial hourly capacities per lane are listed in Table 5.4. The initial capacity values for each link 
were adjusted to consider geometric constraints or other impedances along the link, such as 
parking availability, traffic control devices, green time/cycle ratio, and signal cycle length.  
 

Name Code CBD Urban Suburban Rural 
Freeway 1 2000 2100 2200 2300 
Expressway 2 1800 1850 1950 1950 
Prin. Arterial - D 3 1650 1750 1800 1900 
Prin. Arterial - UD 4 1600 1675 1750 1850 
Major Arterial - D 5 1550 1650 1700 1750 
Major Arterial - UD 6 1500 1625 1675 1700 
Minor Arterial 7 1450 1600 1650 1675 
Collector / Local 8 1100 1250 1300 1350 
High-Speed Ramp 9 1760 1760 1760 1760 
Medium-Speed Ramp 10 1500 1500 1500 1500 
Low-Speed Ramp 11 1200 1200 1200 1200 
Centroid Connector 12 9000 9000 9000 9000 

  
Table 5.4    Initial Hourly Capacity per Lane by Facility Type and Area Type   
Source:  AECOM  
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Adjustments to speed and capacity are implemented during creation of period-specific networks. 
The roadway network with appropriate variables is used during the roadway path-building 
procedure to accumulate impedances for use by the trip generation, trip distribution, and mode 
choice model components. The impedances include auto travel time, terminal time, and tolls for 
each origin-destination zonal pair. These impedance values are stored as a series of matrix files, 
often referred to as “skim” files. The content of each skim table is structured for use by one or 
more of the model components referenced above.   

5.2.2.2 Transit Network Refinement 

The primary purpose of the transit network is to develop estimates of the time and cost variables 
for peak and off-peak periods as required for the mode choice model. The transit network also 
was used as the basis to load trips within the transit assignment process. In the MDTDM, transit 
path-building and assignment are performed using CUBE’s Public Transit (PT) routine. Like the 
roadway network, the transit network has components to represent various transit services. The 
primary components of the transit network include:  

• Transit Mode: Reflects the specific operating characteristics, such as use of shared right-
of-way in the case of bus services or the use of exclusive guideways for rail services. 
Modes in the model include Commuter Rail, PATH, NYC Subway, Light Rail, Express Bus, 
Local Bus, and Ferry. Other non-transit modes such as transfer links or walk and drive 
access to transit stations links are included in the transit network.  

• Transit Route Coding: Each transit route is coded with variables including route name, 
transit model, headway for peak and off-peak, and a series of nodes identifying orientation 
of a transit route through the network.  

• Transit Access Coding: Represents the nature of access to transit via park and ride, or 
simply walk access to transit stations.  

• Transit Use Code: Refers to special use of facilities like exclusive bus lanes.  
• Transit network/Highway network Integration: This process ensures that the highway and 

transit times are estimated on a consistent basis. With this process, increases in highway 
congestion will result in increased bus travel time.  

• Transit Fare: The fare estimation procedure from NJ TRANSIT’s Demand Forecasting 
Model (NJTDFM) was adopted for use by the NJRTM-E to calculate the fares for each 
transit mode.   
  

Reviewing the NJRTM-E transit network led to the following changes as part of developing 
MDTDM:  

• Modified walk access and drive access to rail stations within the District to reflect smaller 
TAZs within the District.   

• Adjusted transit route coding to reflect changes in the roadway network either to reflect 
splitting of the original link or addition of local roads.  

• Added five EZ Ride shuttle routes: Route 268, Route 273, Route 524, Route 555, and 
Route 566. These routes primarily serve AM and PM peak period trains at the Secaucus 
Junction station. The route maps and schedules were obtained from the EZ Ride website. 
EZ Ride also provided historical ridership data for these shuttles.   

• Modified other supporting transit files to reflect the revised TAZ system.   
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The transit network is used during the transit path building procedure to accumulate impedances 
for the transit modes available within the mode choice model and during the transit assignment 
step to assign peak and off-peak transit trips by transit modes.  

5.2.2.3  Modifications for Zone System Changes  

To incorporate zone splits in the District, some input files and parameters were updated in the 
MDTDM. Appendix 5-A shows the folders and files updated, and a description of the 
modifications. Updates primarily duplicate the original zone data to be the same for split zones. 
Demographics have been updated at the zonal level for original and split zones.  

5.2.2.4 Data Collection  

Existing traffic counts and transit ridership data were compiled from various sources including 
NJSEA, NJDOT, NJ Turnpike Authority (NJTA), NJ TRANSIT, and EZ Ride. This information was 
used to conduct a model validation check for pre-pandemic traffic conditions. As the 2020 traffic 
data were impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, 2019 traffic data was compiled for the model 
validation for the base year 2020.   

5.2.2.4.1 Traffic Count Data  

The first source of data included traffic counts from NJSEA’s MASSTR traffic signal 
system. MASSTR incorporates District traffic signals into a network that integrates adaptive traffic 
signal control software, vehicle detection, and wireless communication technology to optimize the 
operating efficiency of existing roadway infrastructure. There are 126 intersections in the 
MASSTR system; however, many of them are not coded in the MDTDM. From the intersections 
that are in the MDTDM, 41 intersections were identified for traffic data extraction from the system. 
Traffic count data extraction from MASSTR involves selecting one intersection at a time and 
exporting data for a selected date(s) in PDF format.   

  
MASSTR data was provided for midweek (Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday) in October 2019 
and October 2020. The hourly traffic data were provided in 15-minute intervals for all 24 hours for 
the selected dates. The count data was processed through a custom Python script for each 
intersection, by approach, on an hourly basis, averaged over the three days. Since the MDTDM 
simulates multi-hour time periods, hourly data was grouped into the model’s time of day definitions 
(AM, Midday, PM, and Night). The processed counts for each approach were posted to the 
highway network using link and node identification (Anode, Bnode) using a Cube script in new 
attributes in the 2020 network.  
  
The NJDOT website includes historical traffic counts at many locations within and around the 
District. Coding these counts to the MDTDM network was a manual process of selecting locations 
with available counts visually on the screen. The NJDOT database generally lists Average Annual 
Daily Traffic (AADT) in both directions; therefore, AADT values were divided by two and posted 
on each direction.  
  
In addition, NJTA provided 2019 revenue transaction data for each mainline segment between 
interchanges. The yearly numbers were divided by 365 to derive AADT, which was then posted 
in the MDTDM network within the NJSEA area.   
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For each count posted to the model network, a new field, AADTSOURCE, was created to identify 
the source of traffic count data. The counts from these sources were combined into the AADT2019 
field. Extensive manual checks were carried out to remove duplicate and inconsistent counts or 
postings to the wrong location during the geo-referencing procedure. Additional corrections were 
also made during model validation tasks. As a result, the MDTDM network has 317 links with 
2019 AADT counts (see Figure 5.5).  
   
 

  
Figure 5.5    Locations with Daily Traffic Counts  
Source:  AECOM  
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5.2.2.4.2 Transit Ridership  

A list of bus routes and train stations serving the District was compiled, and 2019 daily ridership 
information was obtained from NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride. Table 5.5 lists the ridership by NJ 
TRANSIT buses, EZ Ride shuttles, and the Secaucus Junction rail station.  
 

Route Daily Riders 
Bus Route Total 85,296 

2 3,433 
76 4,159 
78 617 
83 3,117 
85 1,623 
121 140 
124 456 
127 1,953 
129 2,329 
144 1,006 
155 545 
157 299 
160 2,398 
161 6,318 
162 1,195 
163 7,972 
164 2,689 
166 15,325 
167 6,598 
168 2,928 
190 9,442 
191 1,320 
192 3,602 
195 944 
321 1,099 
703 3,601 
772 186 

EZ Ride Shuttle Total 862 
EZ 268 254 
EZ 273 310 
EZ 524 40 
EZ 566 134 
EZ 555 123 

Secaucus Junction 28,060 
 
 
 

Table 5.5    Observed Daily Transit Ridership    
Source:  NJ TRANSIT, EZ Ride 
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5.2.3 Trip Generation   
The trip generation process estimates the number of trip productions and attractions for each TAZ 
based on the socioeconomic data in each zone. The NJRTM-E trip generation component was 
developed using standard techniques commonly found within four-step urban travel demand 
models. These techniques include a cross-classification process for trip productions and linear 
equations for trip attractions. The following is a list and description of trip purposes in the 
MDTDM:   

• Home-Based Work Direct (HBWD) – work trips that go directly between home and work, 
without any intermediate stops.     

• Home-Based Work Strategic (HBWS) – “strategic” work trips that have intermediate stops 
of limited duration, usually to serve another passenger, which may influence mode 
choice.   

• Home-Based Shop (HBS) – trips with one trip end at home and the other at a retail 
location.   

• Home-Based Other (HBO) - trips with one trip end at home and the other at a non-retail 
location other than a college/university or airport.   

• Work-Based Other (WBO) – non-home-based trips with one trip end at work.   
• Non-Home Non-Work (NHNW) – non-home-based trips with neither trip end at work.   
• Airport - trips with one trip end at Newark Liberty International Airport.   
• Truck Trip Purposes (heavy, medium, and commercial) - heavy trucks include any 3+ axle 

vehicles; medium trucks include 2-axle, 6-tire vehicles; and commercial trucks include 2-
axle, 4-tire vehicles.   

Trip generation from households is stratified by household size, income, life cycle, and workers 
before applying trip rates derived from 2010/2011 NJTPA’s household survey. Table 5.6 
summarizes the results of the trip generation process for the base year of 2020 for the zones 
within the Meadowlands District. There are about 107,000 trips produced by households and 
about 326,000 trips attracted to businesses within the District.  
 

5.2.4 Trip Distribution   
The trip distribution process links trip productions with trip attractions to create matrices of inter- 
and intra-zonal travel flows. A basic “Gravity Model” procedure is used to perform the trip 
distribution process. The gravity model theory states that the number of trips between two zones 
is directly proportional to the number of productions and attractions in those zones and inversely 
proportional to the spatial separation between the zones. Table 5.7 summarizes the results of the 
trip distribution model for the base year of 2020 (Scenario 1) in terms of average trip length in 
miles and minutes and average speeds for each trip purpose.   
 
The trip distribution patterns of trips to and from the District were summarized by regional district-
to-district trip flow, and for this purpose, 12 districts were identified, as depicted in Figure 5.6.  
Table 5.8 provides a summary of trip distribution flow for all person trips from the Hackensack 
Meadowlands District.  
 
 



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 130 

Trip Purpose Productions % Attractions % 

Person trips  

HBWD             11,663   11%          95,082   29%  
HBWS               3,579   3%         35,430   11%  
HBSH              5,769   5%         43,902   13%  
HBO            19,866   19%         86,231   26%  
HBU                 182   0%               -     0%  
WBO           27,014   25%          26,933   8%  
NHNW           38,816   36%          38,737   12%  

Total          106,889   100%        326,315   100%  
Truck Trips  
MEDIUM            47,442   41%            50,170   37%  
HEAVY            64,971   56%           80,553   60%  

COMMERCIAL               4,532   4%              4,532   3%  

Total            116,945   100%           135,255  100%  
 

Table 5.6    Trip Generation Results - 2020  
Source: AECOM 

 
 

Trip 
Purpose 

Number of 
Trips 

Avg. Travel 
Time 

(minutes) 

Avg. Distance 
(miles) 

Avg. Speed 
(MPH) 

HBWD  103,993 33.1 13.2 24.0 
HBWS  37,997 33.3 13.5 24.3 
HBS 47,279 21.3 7.1 20.1 
HBO  97,742 21.9 7.8 21.5 
WBO  44,708 24.6 9.4 23.0 
NHNW  64,079 20.7 7.2 20.8 

 
 Table 5.7    Trip Distribution Summary   

Source: AECOM  
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  From Meadowlands To Meadowlands 

# District Name # % # % 
1 Meadowlands 38,805 37% 38,805 12% 
2 Bergen Co. 20,955 20% 129,559 39% 
3 Hudson Co. 18,638 18% 66,398 20% 
4 Essex Co. 11,797 11% 32,078 10% 
5 Passaic Co. 5,672 5% 22,229 7% 
6 Union Co. 751 1% 8,854 3% 
7 Morris Co. 1,037 1% 7,209 2% 
8 Manhattan 6,665 6% 2,425 1% 
9 Rest of NJ 306 0% 7,961 2% 
10 Pennsylvania 0 0% 2,163 1% 
11 NY East of Hudson 734 1% 4,773 1% 
12 NY West of Hudson 847 1% 8,043 2% 
 Total 106,207 100% 330,497 100% 

 
   

Table 5.8    District to District Trip Flows  
Source:  AECOM  

 
 

  
Figure 5.6    Districts in Trip Distribution Module  
Source:  AECOM  
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5.2.5 Mode Choice   
The results of trip distribution are input to mode choice, the typical next step in a traditional 4-
step travel demand model. In this step, trips in each zone-to-zone cell of the person trip table are 
divided among the different available travel modes. The selection of travel mode is a function of 
the characteristics of each mode that is available for that particular origin-destination zonal pair 
and the characteristics of the traveler, the production zone, and the attraction zone.  
 
The mode choice model for the NJRTM-E has two “choice-based” sub-regions. Areas east of 
the Hudson River are controlled by a process that utilizes mode shares obtained from the 
NYMTC BPM. For areas west of the river, the mode choice process is adopted from the NJ 
TRANSIT NJTDFM. The mathematical function used in the NJTDFM to perform this split is known 
as a nested logit model. Figure 5.7 depicts the nesting structure of the mode choice model, and 
Table 5.9 provides a summary of the mode choice result for each trip purpose for the base year 
of 2020, Scenario 1 in the MDTDM.   

 
  
  

  
Figure 5.7    Nesting Structure for the Mode Choice Model  
Source: NJRTM-E Model Development Report, NJTPA    
 

  
Mode HBWD % HBWS % HBS % HBO % WBO % NHNW % Total % 

SOV 83,750 82% 31,870 86% 26,080 55% 38,805 40% 37,074 84% 28,233 44% 245,816 63% 
HOV 8,363 8% 4,490 12% 19,717 42% 55,674 57% 6,329 14% 34,511 54% 129,085 33% 
Walk 
Access 

6,782 7% 557 1% 1,446 3% 2,470 3% 672 2% 931 1% 12,858 3% 

Drive 
Access 

3,183 3% 197 1% 28 0% 661 1% 304 1% 238 0% 4,610 1% 

Total 102,077 100% 37,114 100% 47,271 100% 97,610 100% 44,379 100% 63,914 100% 392,370 100% 
 

 Note:  Total percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
 

Table 5.9    Mode Choice by Trip Purpose – Base Year 2020 Daily   
Source: AECOM  
 

 
 



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 133 

5.2.6 Trip Assignment    
The final step in the 4-step modeling process is to assign trips to specific roadway and/or transit 
facilities to determine the travel demand constrained by the supply capacities of the underlying 
facilities. The details of trip assignment procedures for roadway and transit assignment are 
discussed in the following two subsections:  

  

5.2.6.1 Roadway Trip Assignment  

The roadway assignment process utilizes the following four time-of-day periods. The length of 
each period is defined based on travel trends:   

•  Morning (AM) peak period is from 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.   
•  Midday (MD) period is from is from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.  
•  Afternoon (PM) peak period is from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
•  Night-time (NT) period is from 6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.   

 
Auto trips from the mode choice step are converted from Production/Attraction (P/A) format to 
period-specific Origin/Destination (O/D) format using time-of-day and direction split factors. Since 
link capacity is normally defined as hourly capacity, peak period capacity factors were used to 
convert hourly capacities to multiple-hour capacities.    
 
The highway assignment validation checks were performed using the traffic counts described in 
the previous sub-sections. Validation focused on daily level volume and model estimates. To 
develop daily level model volumes, the model-assigned traffic on each link for each of the four 
periods is added together.  
 

5.2.6.1.1 Trip Validation Procedure  

  
A series of validation checks was conducted using the FHWA guidelines1. These checks include 
comparing observed and estimated volumes by facility type, by screen-lines, and by checking the 
percent Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE). Table 5.10 shows a comparison of observed traffic 
counts with the model estimated volumes by facility type for all locations with counts in and around 
the District. Overall, the model estimate is within one percent of the observed data. At 
disaggregated levels, there are slightly more variations, but the differences for different facility 
types fall within FHWA standards. Table 5.11 shows a similar comparison between the observed 
and estimated volumes by volume groups. The volume groups were defined based on the 
available traffic volume counts. While the differences by facility type vary somewhat, the overall 
model estimate is within one percent of the observed value.  
 
The RMSE is commonly used to determine how closely estimated volumes replicate the observed 
count data. The lower the RMSE values, the better the model estimated volumes replicate the 
count data. Table 5.12 shows the model-estimated RMSE by volume group compared to the 
FHWA standard. The volume groups were defined based on the available traffic counts. The 
calculations show that the RMSE values by volume group are generally within FHWA allowable 
ranges.  
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Facility Type Code No. of 
Links 

Estimated 
Volume 

Observed 
Volume 

Difference FHWA Standard 
Range 

Freeway 1,10 54 2,965,569 2,993,135 -1% +/- 7% 
Expressway 2 18 491,194 498,756 -2% +/- 7% 
Prin. Arterial 3,4 33 483,924 486,104 0% +/- 10% 
Major Arterial 5,6 66 466,049 475,932 -2% +/- 15% 
Minor Arterial 7 120 567,680 590,469 -4% +/- 15% 
Collector/ Local 8 26 73,229 72,719 1% +/- 20% 

Total 317 5,047,645 5,117,115 -1%  
  

Table 5.10 Observed vs. Estimated Volumes by Facility Type   
Source:  AECOM  
 
 

Volume 
Group 

Count Range No. of 
Links 

Estimated 
Volume 

Observed 
Volume 

Difference 

1 1 – 10,000 216 1,061,349 1,066,914 -1% 
2 10,000 – 20,000 36 515,181 524,899 -2% 
3 20,000 – 30,000 17 404,650 406,218 0% 
4 30,000 – 50,000 15 601,179 568,452 6% 
5 50,000 – 70,000 18 1,071,086 1,123,302 -5% 
6 70,000 – 500,000 15 1,394,200 1,427,330 -2% 

Total 317 5,047,645 5,117,115 -1% 
 
Table 5.11 Observed vs. Estimated Volumes by Volume Group   
Source:  AECOM  
 
 
Volume 
Group 

Count Range No. of 
Links 

Model 
RMSE (%) 

FHWA Allowable 
RMSE Range 

1 1 – 10,000 216 42% 35-100% 
2 10,000 – 20,000 36 34% 27-35% 
3 20,000 – 30,000 17 17% 25-27% 
4 30,000 – 50,000 15 23% 21-25% 
5 50,000 – 70,000 18 16% 18-21% 
6 70,000 – 500,000 15 6% 12-18% 

Total 317 25% 35-40% 
 

   
 Table 5.12 RMSE by Volume Group  
 Source:  AECOM   
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A screen-line is an imaginary line generally placed along a major arterial or topographical feature 
(such as a river), designed to delineate major traffic movements. Screen-lines define the major 
system-wide movement of trips between various areas of a model’s region. The same screen-
lines that were developed for the 2007 Meadowlands model were used for this check for the 
MDTDM, as depicted in Figure 5.8. Note that not all links crossing screen-lines have traffic 
counts. Table 5.13 provides a comparison of observed and model estimated volumes for these 
screen-lines. The majority of screen-line volumes match observed volumes within the FHWA 
acceptable ranges24.  
  

  
Figure 5.8    Screen-line Locations   
Source: AECOM  
 
 

Screenline No. of 
Links 

Estimated 
Volume 

Observed 
Volume 

Difference FHWA Acceptable 
Range 

1 16 321,048 345,195 -7% +/- 19% 
2 18 333,271 341,051 -2% +/- 19% 
3 20 337,396 394,723 -15% +/- 19% 
4 15 331,682 347,267 -4% +/- 19% 
5 10 299,360 301,316 -1% +/- 19% 
6 26 382,408 382,627 0% +/- 19% 
7 8 138,438 155,970 -11% +/- 20% 
8 17 389,871 393,902 -1% +/- 19% 

Total 130 2,533,474 2,662,051 -5% +/- 19% 
 

  
Table 5.13 Screen-line Summary  
Source:  AECOM   



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 136 

5.2.6.2 Transit Trip Assignment 

Transit assignment uses the output of mode choice in terms of peak and off-peak period 
transit person trips by transit mode and assigns them to available transit routes in the network. 
The output from the transit assignment step is route level ridership and station boarding and 
alighting.   
 
Validation checks on the model calculations for the base year 2020 used available traffic count 
transit ridership data for pre-pandemic conditions (2019). Table 5.14 provides a comparison of 
observed and model estimated ridership and is divided into NJ TRANSIT bus routes, EZ Ride 
shuttle routes, and the Secaucus Junction rail station. The bus ridership shows a wide variation 
among the routes, but the overall ridership is within an acceptable range. EZ Ride shuttles have 
relatively low ridership, and the model estimate is very close to the observed value. For rail 
ridership, the overall model estimate is within 4% of the observed ridership.  
 

Service Observed Model Difference % 
Difference 

FHWA Acceptable 
Range 

NJT Bus Routes 85,296 80,167 -5,129 -6% + / -9% 
EZ Ride Shuttles 862 872 10 1% + / -9% 
Secaucus Junction 28,060 26,914 -1,147 -4%  

 
Note:  Per FHWA guidelines, an acceptable range for regional Estimated-over-Observed transit 
boarding trips is +/- 9% and preferable range is +/- 3 %.25  

 
Table 5.14 Transit Ridership Comparison  
Source: AECOM  
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5.3 Future Scenarios 

The primary objective of using the MDTDM is to assess the projected impacts of new development 
and/or changes to transportation networks. The preliminary work on the MDTDM was to prepare 
the base year of 2020 Model (Scenario 1).  
 
This section provides processes used to develop the following three future scenarios:   

• Scenario 2: The incorporation of committed future development to the existing base year 
of 2020 Model (Scenario 1).  

• Scenario 3: The incorporation of forecasted socioeconomic and traffic volume changes 
reaching to the year of 2045 to the Scenario 2 Model.  

• Scenario 4: The incorporation of recommended improvement projects to Scenario 3 and 
refinement of the 2045 Model.  

  

5.3.1 Scenario 2 Development – NJSEA 2020 Base Year Model with Addition of 
Committed Development   

The development of Scenario 2 required preparing a new set of TAZ-level socioeconomic data to 
represent future development. Information on planned (committed) development within the 
District, as known to NJSEA, was converted into the necessary data (e.g. population, households, 
and employment) using “Growth Forecasting” rates for the TAZs within the District, while the data 
for TAZs outside the District remained the same as for the base year of 2020. The following 
subsection presents the “Growth Forecasting” methodology developed to project socioeconomic 
changes within the District as a result of the implementation of committed future development.  

  

5.3.1.1 Growth Forecasting Methodology   

The growth forecasting methodology was developed based on determining rates for land uses 
under which the committed future projects can be classified. These land uses were identified 
based on the committed plans known to the NJSEA at the time of drafting this plan. Appendix 5-
D depicts these future development projects. Investigations and studies were performed to find 
the most suitable sources and methodologies to develop the growth rate for each identified land 
use. For residential development, the Rutgers University - Center for Urban Policy Research has 
estimated multipliers for different residential developments.26 Based on their findings, the average 
rate for multi-family residential development is 1.75 persons per housing unit. Based on the 
location of committed future residential development, the related TAZs were identified and 
population growths for those TAZs were estimated. Table 5.D.1 in Appendix 5-D illustrates these 
projects and the estimated growths for TAZs affected by these committed future developments.   
 
For non-residential committed future development, two sources are identified to provide 
rates/multipliers for jobs/trips created by this development: 1) The Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE),27 and 2) Energy Information Administration (EIA) Commercial Buildings Energy 
Consumption Survey (CBECS).28 The land use area per 1,000 square feet (KSF) was leveraged 
to calculate trips created by the committed future non-residential developments, with the 
exception of hotels. The number of proposed rooms was utilized to estimate the number of trips 
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created by the construction of a hotel. Then, the number of trips per employee was derived using 
the abovementioned sources; consequently, a rate based on the number of employees per 1 KSF 
was estimated. Note that EIA was utilized to estimate growth rates for “Religious” and “Data 
Center”, as ITE provided insufficient or no sample data for these two land uses. Table 5.15 is a 
summary of these multipliers.  The rates represent the number of employees per 1 KSF, except 
the hotel rate is expressed in terms of employees per room.    
 

Use    Rate    Source    
Retail    1.87    ITE    

Office    3.26    ITE    

Manufacturing/Industrial    1.54    ITE    

  Warehouse    0.50    ITE    

Religious    0.34    EIA    

Hotel (per room)    0.56    ITE    

Data Center    0.92    EIA    

Restaurants    7.77    ITE    

   

Table 5.15 Multipliers for Non-Residential Land Uses   
   Sources: ITE and EIA.  
 
 
The anticipated future non-residential development projects that were used in these calculations 
are available in Appendix 5-D, Tables 5.D.2 and 5.D.3. This scenario adds 1,454 dwelling units 
and 15,457 jobs to the study area, for totals of 25,617 households, 61,666 people, and 120,513 
jobs. 
 

5.3.1.2 Planned Transportation Projects  

Information on planned transportation improvements to include in the model network for Scenario 
2 was developed based upon reviewing Transportation Improvement Plans (TIPs) and Capital 
Improvement Plans (CIPs) of NJDOT, NJTA, NJ TRANSIT, Bergen and Hudson Counties. The 
list of improvements included in Scenario 2 is available in Appendix 5-D, Table 5.D.4. Based on 
this review, the following improvements were added, all of which are anticipated to be completed 
by 2030: US 1&9T extension, the Wittpenn Bridge replacement, a new signalized intersection 
along NJ 7 at the entrance to the Koppers Coke Redevelopment Area, and expansion of the NJ 
Turnpike western spur.   
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5.3.2 Scenario 3 Development – NJSEA 2045 Model with Base Growth    
The TAZ socioeconomic data for Scenario 3 includes all planned development in Scenario 2 plus 
the remaining portion of the NJTPA’s projected growth for 2045 within the Meadowlands District. 
For the TAZs within the District, the increment from Scenario 2, which is based on the base year 
of 2020, with projected changes reaching to the year 2045 (Scenario 3) was calculated for the 
NJRTM-E zones and distributed to the smaller zones in the MDTDM. For the zones outside the 
Meadowlands District, NJTPA’s 2045 data used in the NJRTM-E were incorporated into the 
MDTDM. The projected incremental land use changes reflected in socioeconomic data by TAZ 
for Scenario 3 are available in Appendix 5-D, Table 5.D.5. 

5.3.2.1 2045 Socioeconomic Changes  

Scenario 3 builds upon the committed SE database discussed in the previous section and uses 
2045 NJTPA SE TAZ projection totals for the District as controls. The NJTPA prepares periodic 
updates of its regional demographic forecasts in consultation with its regional and county partners 
and uses its Demographic and Employment Forecast Model (DEFM) to help to allocate county-
level forecasts to the local level. This process has two main components: 1) establish county-
level forecasts; 2) allocate those forecasts to the MCD and TAZ levels. Looking at the 2045 
forecasts, on the non-residential side, the total projected jobs within the District are less than the 
total jobs under Scenario 2. Thus, the employment projections for Scenario 3 will not increase 
over Scenario 2.  
 
For residential development, the total increment between the number of housing units under 
Scenario 2 and NJTPA’s 2045 projection for the District is about 1,874 units. This total, however, 
incorporates a large negative difference of 2,620 units for zones 761 and 762, i.e., the numbers 
for these zones under Scenario 2 are greater than the NJTPA 2045 numbers. Thus, for all the 
other zones, the total residential growth increment is 4,500 units. Based on the control total, the 
total negative number of 2,620 should be reduced to obtain an 1,874 net increase. Figure 5.9 
illustrates the summary of net adjustments between Scenario 2 (Base year of 2020 + committed 
future development) and NJTPA 2045 SE forecasted data incorporated into Scenario 3.       
 
It is apparent that additional development is not appropriate in all zones. Upon review of the 
NJTPA TAZ-level growth increments versus the NJSEA Master Plan future land use elements to 
evaluate which zones are suitable for additional future development, it was determined that 
Scenario 3 would utilize the projected increases in the NJRTM-E zones: 36, 48, 114, 119 (partial), 
133, 137, 184, and 758. For other TAZs, NJSEA Master Plan / parcel data were compared with 
the NJTPA control total. The findings of this comparison suggested increasing the household 
growth of eleven MDTDM TAZs to reach the NJTPA control total. There is a slight difference in 
the population calculations, with MDTDM population lower than the NJTPA growth model. Table 
5.16 defines residential growth assigned to each MDTDM TAZ for Scenario 3.    
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Figure 5.9    Adjusted Increase in Households between Scenarios 2 and 3   
Source:  AECOM 
 

 

NJTPA TAZ MDTDM TAZ Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Increase 
36  2901  13      113     100   
36  2903     1            145      144   
48  2907        5          241        236   

114  2915     188         208         20   
114  2916    98         179         81   
119  2918    747         1,008          261   
133  2921    491            724         233   
137  137  2,313      2,582     269   
184  184   1,837     1,897        60   
184  2929        -           200     200   
758  758   1,500      1,770           270   

  Total            7,193               9,067                   1,874   
 

Table 5.16 Assignment of Additional Households to 2045 Residential 
Growth Zones  

Source: AECOM  
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Table 5.17 shows the SE totals for the MDTDM for Scenarios 1, 2, and 3.  
 
 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 % incr. Scenario 3 % incr. Overall % incr. 
Households 24,163 25,617 6% 27,491 7% 14% 
Population 59,122 61,666 4% 66,368 8% 12% 
Employment 105,056 120,513 15% 120,513 0% 15% 

 
  Table 5.17 Summary of Model Study Area SE Data  

 Source:  AECOM 
 
 
In addition to households, population, and income, the MDTDM - SE database requires data for 
other key fields, which are the following:  
  
Employment Type:  The model database classifies employment into one of ten different 
types:  agriculture / mining, construction, manufacturing, transportation, wholesale, retail, finance 
/ insurance / real estate, service, government, and military. The percentage distribution for the 
corresponding TAZ were assumed to be the same as the NJTPA baseline distribution for the 
baseline (Scenario 1) and future conditions (Scenario 2, 3, and 4). Note that employment types 
are important in the MDTDM modeling process because different types of employment have 
different trip generation rates, as discussed in the previous section.  

  
Median Household Income: Similar to employment types, the median household figures for the 
baseline condition in the NJTPA model were assumed to apply to the corresponding TAZs.  

  
Developable Land: The model also estimates this factor, which represents the percentage of land 
that is not restricted from development by environmental factors such as wetlands. In reviewing 
the baseline NJTPA data, it is apparent that these factors overstate the amount of developable 
land in the District, and revised estimates were prepared to be used in the model database.  
 

5.3.2.2 Transportation Network  
The MDTDM transportation network for Scenario 3 adapted the 2045 NJRTM-E network, which 
includes all highway and transit improvement projects planned for the NJTPA region. This future 
network includes several planned projects in surrounding areas in Bergen, Hudson, Essex, and 
Passaic Counties, which may affect travel patterns in the District. The details of these projects 
are available in Appendix 5-D, Table 5.D.6.  It is important to note that the transportation network 
within the District was not changed between Scenario 2 and 3.    
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5.3.3 Scenario 4 Development – Refined NJSEA 2045 Scenario   
  
Under Scenario 4, the Scenario 3 NJSEA 2045 model has been updated and refined to 
incorporate the recommended improvement projects described in Chapter 4 into the MDTDM. 
Fifty-two (52) construction projects delineated as the recommended improvement projects were 
reviewed thoroughly to evaluate whether these projects could be coded and incorporated into the 
transportation and transit network of the NJSEA 2045 model (Scenario 3). After review, 22 
recommended roadway and transit improvement projects were identified that could be coded and 
included in the refined NJSEA 2045 model. These projects include roadway improvement projects 
such as new traffic signals, road diets, access management, transit improvement projects 
including new shuttle routes, transit signal priority, and improved bike/pedestrian access to transit 
stops. Table 5.18 shows the recommended improvement projects incorporated into Scenario 4.  
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Table 5.18 Recommended Improvement Projects Incorporated into Scenario 4  
Source:  AECOM 

ID Location Municipality Recommendation

143 Various Carlstadt, East 
Rutherford

Build upon NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride service enhancements and ridership growth to create central circulator shuttle between The Monarch on Sheraton Plaza Drive and Wood-Ridge Station, providing 
connections to American Dream/Meadowlands Complex and Paterson Plank Road destinations. Routing and stops to be determined in coordination with NJ TRANSIT and EZ Ride.

156 West Side Avenue between Paterson Plank 
Road & 83rd Street North Bergen Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane in each direction) with left turn lanes where needed, pedestrian crossing opportunities (intersection and/or mid-block 

crosswalks), improved lighting, bus stop improvements, and transit amenities. Investigate installing bicycle/e-scooter facilities.

183 Industrial Avenue Teterboro Study/implement a closed course micro-transit circulator along Industrial Avenue corridor. May feature on-demand and Automated Vehicle (AV) technology integration for midday business, airport 
customer, and commuter applications.

227 County Avenue between Jefferson Avenue & 
Paterson Plank Road Secaucus Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane in each direction) with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing bicycle/e-scooter facilities.

325 Lyndhurst Corporate Center/Kingsland 
Redevelopment Area Lyndhurst Study and implement Automated Vehicle (AV)/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application in the area of Valley Brook Avenue, Polito Avenue, Wall Street West, Clay Avenue, Chubb Avenue.

344 Rutherford Avenue (Route 17) & Polito 
Avenue

Lyndhurst, 
Rutherford Coordinate with NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and relevant municipalities to install bus pull-offs and improve bus stops #12546, #13495 with Tier 2* amenities.

419 Newark-Jersey City Turnpike between I-95 
and NJ 7 Kearny Investigate and install median barrier or centerline rumble strips and upgrade lighting. Investigate and install new/upgraded pedestrian crossings and sidewalks between MASSTR signals at USPS 

Driveway (#801) and Freeman Driveway (#802). 

447 Harmon Meadow East/West Secaucus Study and implement Automated Vehicle (AV)/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application at/within Harmon Meadow East & West. Study will detail specific element (infrastructure and service) while 
considering an AV pilot to inspire further implementation/integration. 

461 Paterson Plank Road between NJ 17 & 
Washington Avenue

Carlstadt, East 
Rutherford Based on model results, evaluate and improve access management along Paterson Plank Road and fine-tune MASSTR signals. 

476
Secaucus Road between Old Secaucus 
Road & signalized intersection west of 
Tonnelle Avenue

North Bergen, 
Secaucus Evaluate the feasibility of a road diet (reduce the number of travel lanes to one lane in each direction) with left turn lanes where needed and investigate installing bicycle/e-scooter facilities.

501 Paterson Plank Road & Gotham Parkway Carlstadt 
Implement a series of intersection improvements including ADA upgrades, median improvements, high-visibility crosswalks, new pedestrian crossing on the west leg, new pedestrian refuge island on the 
north leg, and improved bus stop amenities on SB/EB side with Tier 1* amenities planned in coordination with NJT Bus Stops and Shelters Program and Carlstadt. Investigate/install V2X technology to 
detect pedestrians at crosswalk. Add new sidewalk on the north side (towards Washington Avenue) in response to clear worn paths.

523
Key transit arterial routes including: Seaview 
Drive, Meadowlands Parkway, County 
Avenue, Paterson Plank Road, Front Street

Secaucus Implement Multimodal Intelligent Traffic Signal System (MMITSS) using Vehicle to Infrastructure (V2I) communications to provide transit priority based on schedule and passenger loads and also integrate 
multimodal priority to pedestrians and cyclists.

625 District-wide District-wide Establish new shuttles or expand existing shuttle service(s) to link residential/commercial/ industrial/warehousing land uses to transit hubs.

664 Lyndhurst Corporate Center/Kingsland 
Redevelopment Area Lyndhurst Improve Valley Brook Avenue from Orient Way to DeKorte Park to include two striped travel lanes, pavement markings, roadway and pedestrian-scale lighting, sidewalks, and protected bicycle lanes. 

Install sidewalks and protected bicycle lanes on both sides of Valley Brook Avenue, Polito Avenue, Wall Street West, Clay Avenue, and Chubb Avenue.  

715 Moonachie Avenue & Grand Street Moonachie Investigate traffic control (signal or roundabout) with pedestrian accommodation based on traffic control warrants. If traffic signal is warranted, incorporate the new signal into MASSTR.

720 Seaview Drive Secaucus
Install bicycle lanes and relocate bus stops as necessary along Seaview Drive to provide cyclist connection to/from Secaucus Junction. Redesign intersections and traffic signals at Seaview Drive & 
Meadowlands Parkway and Seaview Drive & Paul Amico Way to allow for safe cyclist movements. Install bicycle/e-scooter rental lockers to fund maintenance. Establish mid-block crossings along 
Seaview Drive to provide access to bus stops. 

724 Belleville Turnpike between Sellers Street & 
Barszcewski Street Kearny Implement roadway improvements including a southbound right turn lane at Barszcewski Street, drainage improvements, and utility pole relocation.

737 Empire Boulevard & Central Boulevard
Moonachie, 
South 
Hackensack

Improve bus stop #32213 with Tier 1* amenities in coordination with NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and relevant municipalities.

788 Between Tonnelle Avenue Station & Park 
Place Drive

North Bergen, 
Secaucus

Study and construct a dedicated pedestrian/cyclist bridge/boardwalk between the Tonnelle Avenue light rail station to Park Place Drive in Harmon Meadow East. Could accommodate light/small-scale 
Automated Vehicle (AV) deployment. 

826 Meadowlands Parkway Secaucus Improve bus stop #30641 with Tier 3* amenities on southbound Meadowlands Parkway at American Way in coordination with NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stops and Shelters Program and Secaucus. Coordinate 
improvements with other multimodal investments along Meadowlands Parkway.

834 Meadowlands Parkway Secaucus In coordination with key stakeholders (Secaucus,NJ TRANSIT, etc.), enhance transit service by investigating and installing Transit Signal Priority (TSP) with complementary enhancements including bus 
lanes and/or queue jump lanes at intersections. Create opportunities for integrated corridor and future autonomous pilot.

905 Northbound Washington Avenue at Empire 
Boulevard Carlstadt Coordinate with Carlstadt, Bergen County, and NJ TRANSIT's Bus Stop and Shelters Program on potential improvements at bus stop #11113, including Tier 2* amenities, with consideration for the space 

constraints at the stop.
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5.4   Performance Metric Analysis 

In this section, the modeling outputs of all scenarios were evaluated from two perspectives: 1) 
roadway operational metrics, and 2) multimodal performance metrics. The roadway operational 
metrics were measured for congestion levels using conventional key operational metrics: Level 
of Service (LOS) and Vehicle-to-Capacity (v/c) ratio. The outcomes of this analysis assisted in 
identifying and delineating candidate improvement projects. The multimodal performance metrics, 
i.e. person trips, vehicle trips, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT), 
were evaluated and compared among all developed scenarios. Furthermore, investigations were 
performed to assess the impacts of the construction of future recommended improvement projects 
on the abovementioned key metrics and how the implementation of recommended improvement 
projects could shift trips from vehicle-based trips to transit and green modes of transportation 
(walking and cycling).  
 

5.4.1 Roadway Operational Metrics  
The levels of congestion for two key scenarios (Scenario 1 and Scenario 3) were compared by 
measuring the LOS for four different time periods: morning peak (AM), mid-day (MD), evening 
peak (PM), and nighttime (NT). LOS E and F represent a high and highest levels of traffic 
congestion, respectively. As depicted in Table 5.19, Scenario 3 (Year of 2045) indicates 
somewhat higher percentages of more congested roads than Scenario 1 (Year of 2020).   

  
  

(% of lane miles by LOS by period by scenario for study area) 
Period\LOS A-C D E F Total 

Scenario 1 (2020)  
AM  71%  12%  8%  9%  100%  
MD  96%  2%  1%  0%  100%  
PM  65%  8%  9%  18%  100%  
NT  98%  1%  1%  0%  100%  
Scenario 3 (2045)  
AM  73%  6%  11%  10%  100%  
MD  91%  6%  2%  1%  100%  
PM  62%  9%  7%  22%  100%  
NT  96%  2%  1%  0%  100%  

  
Table 5.19 Comparison of Congestion Levels  
Source:   AECOM 

 
 
Figure 5.10 shows the LOS comparison between the morning peak (a) and evening peak (b) 
periods in Scenario 1 and Scenario 3. The analysis found that the evening peak period generally 
has greater congestion than the morning peak period.   
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(a) AM Peak Period  
 

  
(b) PM Peak Period  

  
Scenario 1 (left) and Scenario 3 (right)  

  
Figure 5.10 Comparative LOS between Scenarios 1 and 3 
Source: AECOM  
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The traffic growth rates were also calculated and compared between Scenario 1 and Scenario 3 
for the following five key corridors and two sub-districts within the Meadowlands District:  
Corridors:   

1. NJ 3 between NJ 17 and US 1 & 9  
2. NJ 17 between NJ 3 and US 46  
3. NJ 120/Washington Avenue between NJ 3 and NJ 17  
4. NJTPK Eastern spur between south merge and north merge  
5. NJTPK Western spur between south merge and US 46  

 Sub-districts:   
1. Secaucus Junction  
2. Meadowlands Sports Complex   

  
Figures 5.11 and 5.12 illustrate the above-mentioned corridors and sub-districts.   
 

 

 
 
Figure 5.11 Selected Key Corridors for Analysis  
Source: AECOM 
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(a) Secaucus Junction                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) Meadowlands Sports Complex  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.12 Sub-districts for Analysis  
Source: AECOM  
 

  

Secaucus Junction 

Meadowlands 
Sports Complex 
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Table 5.20 demonstrates the percent changes in VMT and VHT daily and for AM Peak, Midday, 
PM Peak, and Night periods between Scenario 1 (Year of 2020) and Scenario 3 (Year of 2045). 
The highest growth of 36% in VMT daily traffic volume and 58% growth in VHT during PM peak 
period occurs on the NJ 120/Washington Avenue corridor. The NJTPK Western Spur also has 
high growth in volume and VMT, which is likely related to the widening of the roadway included in 
the Scenario 3 causing traffic diversion from the eastern spur of the Turnpike and the future 
lowering traffic on the eastern spur. It is important to note that VHT growth is generally higher 
than VMT growth because as traffic increases, traffic delays increase more.   
  
The Meadowlands Sports Complex sub-district traffic and VMT grows faster than the Secaucus 
Junction area, primarily due to new retail employment growth included in the American Dream 
retail and entertainment complex area. The retail employment creates more traffic in Midday and 
PM Peak periods which is depicted in Table 5.20. This growth is also a contributing factor to the 
projected increased congestion along the NJ 120 / Washington Avenue corridor.    
  
     

 VMT VHT 
    Area Daily AM Midday PM Night Daily AM Midday PM Night 
Corridor            
Rt. 3 & Service 
Rd. 

15% 10% 22% 9% 19% 21% 18% 21% 23% 19% 

Rt. 17 12% 9% 8% 21% 7% 14% 10% 10% 26% 7% 
Rt. 120 / 
Washington Ave. 

36% 31% 33% 43% 35% 42% 40% 34% 58% 33% 

NJ Turnpike 
Eastern Spur 

-5% -11% -6% -1% -4% -10% -22% -6% -3% -4% 

NJ Turnpike 
Eastern Spur 

31% 32% 44% 32% 15% 28% 29% 45% 24% 12% 

Sub-district           
Secaucus Junction 5% 2% 4% 10% 4% 8% 6% 7% 11% 7% 
Sports Complex 18% 12% 20% 19% 18% 25% 22% 20% 35% 18% 

  
Table 5.20 Percentage of Growth between Scenarios 1 and 3 – VMT & VHT  
Source:  AECOM 

   
Furthermore, the  roadway assignment results of Scenario 3 in the AM and PM peak periods were 
evaluated and links with volume exceeding modeled capacity (v/c >1) were identified. As indicated 
earlier, the PM peak period generally has higher congestion in the Meadowlands region. Figure 
5.13 depicts the model results in terms of v/c in various ranges during the PM peak period.   
 
The outcomes of these analyses provided the basis for focusing on transportation improvement 
projects that would augment not only vehicle mobility but also people mobility. Such projects 
target infrastructure improvements in other modes of transportation such as walking, cycling, and 
transit to facilitate mode-shifts and alleviate congestion.  
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Figure 5.13 Volume/Capacity Ratio – Scenario 3, PM Peak  
Source:  AECOM 

 
 

5.4.2 Multimodal Performance Metrics 
Table 5.21 provides a summary of the key performance measures for the scenario analysis.   The 
analysis shows that the projected percentage increase in vehicle trips (33%) between the 2020 
scenario (Scenario 1) and the 2045 scenario (Scenario 3) would be somewhat less than the 
projected increase in person trips (42%).  This difference likely is attributable to the continuing 
emphasis on implementing and promoting the use of alternative travel modes, particularly transit, 
bicycling, and walking.   Further, the projected increases in VMT (15%) and VHT (18%) would be 
less than the projected increase in vehicle trips.   
 
Regarding the differences between Scenario 3 and Scenario 4, the latter scenario would have 
slightly more person trips, but somewhat fewer vehicle trips, VMT, and VHT.  These differences 
also reflect improvements in multi-modal facilities and services. Table 5.22 provides a comparison 
of person trips for Scenarios 3 and 4.  The data for Scenario 4 show a difference of 2,300 fewer 
person trips by auto and 2,520 more person trips by transit. Table 5.23 provides a comparison of 
vehicle trips (also including truck trips) between the two scenarios, and the data for Scenario 4 
show that vehicle trips would be slightly lower for all trip types. 
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Metric Scenario 1   Scenario 2  

  
Scenario 3  

  
Scenario 4  

  
% increase  
Scenario 1-
Scenario 3  

% increase  
Scenario 1-
Scenario 4  

Person trips  392,370     542,153     556,220     556,436   42%  42%  
Vehicle trips   384,636       498,530       510,494       508,701   33%  32%  
VMT  4,726,081     5,213,141     5,451,195     5,441,120   15%  15%  
VHT    138,735       155,577       163,922       162,089   18%  17%  
  

Table 5.21 Key Performance Metrics Analysis    
Source: AECOM  

 
 

 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Difference - Daily 
Mode Daily Peak Off Peak Daily Peak Off Peak # % 

SOV 337,290 193,690 143,600 335,630 192,590 143,040 -1,660 -0.5% 
HOV 197,980 102,050 95,930 197,340 101,700 95,640 -640 -0.3% 
Walk 
Access 

14,690 10,310 4,380 17,400 12,020 5,380 2,710 18.4% 

Drive 
Access 

6,250 3,730 2,520 6,060 3,630 2,430 -190 -3.0% 

Total 556,210 309,780 246,430 556,430 309,940 246,490 220 0.04% 
  

Table 5.22 Mode Choice Results - Person Trips  
Source:  AECOM 

 
   Difference 

Trip Purpose Scenario 3 Scenario 4 # % 
HBW SOV 137,880 136,870 -1,010 -0.7% 
HBW HOV 7,490 7,480 -10 -0.1% 
HBS SOV 51,540 51,270 -270 -0.5% 
HBS HOV 16,150 16,060 -90 -0.6% 
HBO SOV 55,410 55,200 -210 -0.4% 
HBO HOV 32,150 32,020 -130 -0.4% 
NHB SOV 181,210 181,140 -70 0.0% 
NHB HOV 28,670 28,650 -20 -0.1% 
Truck 115,860 115,810 -50 0.0% 
Total 626,360 624,500 -1,860 -0.3% 

  
 

Table 5.23 Mode Choice Results – Vehicle Trips  
Source:  AECOM  
 

  
As illustrated in Table 5.24, the transit ridership for the year of 2045 was also analyzed and 
compared between Scenarios 3 and 4. Daily ridership on NJ TRANSIT Bus routes serving the 
Meadowlands District grew by nearly 2,600 riders. The EZ Ride Shuttles (includes new four 
shuttles) gained about 3,000 riders. The Secaucus Junction rail station is a beneficiary of the new 
shuttles and is estimated to add over 2,400 riders, a 7% gain over Scenario 3.  
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   Difference 
Service Scenario 3 Scenario 4 # % 

Bus Routes     
NJT Bus Routes 87,420 90,000 2,580 3.0% 
EZ Ride Shuttles 1,090 4,080 2,990 274% 
Rail Stations     
Secaucus Junction 34,310 36,750 2,440 7.1% 
Lyndhurst 1,000 1,150 150 15.0% 
Kingsland 750 810 60 8.0% 

  
Table 5.24 Transit Assignment Results – Ridership  
Source:  AECOM  

 
5.5 Summary 

The development of the MDTDM provides the NJSEA with the technical capability to assess the 
District transportation needs and analyze future changes in land use and their impacts on the 
District transportation system. Furthermore, this model enables the NJSEA to identify 
improvement projects that will address key transportation system needs. Upon incorporating 
recommended improvement projects into the MDTDM, the outcome illustrated that the 
implementation of the recommended transportation improvement projects would lead to a shift of 
some trips from private cars to public transit. These mode shifts would help mitigate increases in 
VMT and VHT, all of which support the objectives of the MDTP 2045.  
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6. COST ALLOCATION AND FEE ASSESSMENT 
6.1 Introduction 

In accordance with the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District Act of 2005 
and 2015 (Act), the NJSEA is required to develop reasonable formulas for fee assessment that 
rely upon established planning models. This chapter presents the step-by-step process used in 
the development of an updated transportation development fee assessment methodology. It is 
important to note that the development fee assessment framework considers ongoing public 
investment in the transportation system and recognizes that the cost of pre-existing problems 
shall not be charged to a new development. Upon developing this updated methodology, the 
outcomes were presented to both GSG and TSG stakeholders during the third and final round of 
outreach meetings.   
 
The transportation development fee assessment framework comprises the following main 
elements: the allocation of estimated costs for recommended transportation improvement projects 
attributable to committed future development; the allocation of those estimated costs between 
Exempt and Non-Exempt future development; the establishment of a credit program; and, finally, 
the development of transportation development fee assessment rate.  
 
Previous chapters provided the foundation to develop a procedure allocating costs of 
transportation improvement projects to future development. Establishing this foundation was a 
prerequisite to developing the transportation development fee assessment rate. Exempt future 
developments are not subject to the payment of a transportation fee; as such, those developments 
were excluded, and allocated costs were further refined. The resulting calculations establish the 
target amount of required fee revenue, which provides the basis for the establishment of the 
transportation development fee assessment rate.   
 
6.2 Cost Allocation Methodology 

This section presents the methodology developed to delineate the total cost of the recommended 
transportation Improvement Projects.  The total future share allocation of Improvement Projects 
will be assessed to Future Development using a reasonable fee rate, which will be derived in 
Section 6.3.  
 
Figure 6.1 illustrates the cost allocation methodology, which comprises four key components:  

• Allocating the cost of Improvement Projects to TAZs and defining allocation factors based 
on the SE growth.  

• Forecasting trips generated by Future Development per passenger vehicle and truck / 
heavy vehicle.  

• Identifying Exempt and Non-Exempt Future Development.  
• Adjusting costs of Improvement Projects based on the Year of Build/Expenditure (YOE).  
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Figure 6.1    Cost Allocation Methodology 
Source:  NJSEA 
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6.2.1 Costs Attributable to Future Development 
The first component of the cost allocation methodology is estimating the portion of the cost of the 
recommended transportation improvement projects (hereafter referred to as Improvement 
Projects) attributable to committed future development projects constructed between 2020 and 
2045 (hereafter referred to as Future Development). As illustrated in Figure 6.1, for each TAZ, 
the ratio of the projected increase in development between 2020 and 2045 to total development 
in 2045 was calculated. The ratios associated with the TAZs provide the basis for allocating costs 
of Improvement Projects attributable to Future Development. The following steps were executed 
to allocate a portion of the costs of Improvement Projects into Future Development:   

 
1. Assign projects to TAZs: Map the locations of the Improvement Projects delineated in 

Chapter 4 and identify all TAZs in which the Improvement Project is located or to which 
the Improvement Project abuts. The number of related TAZs for each Improvement Project 
ranges from one to several; instances of multiple TAZs are frequent because roads often 
serve as the boundary for TAZs and because some projects involve linear transit routes. It 
is noted that several projects are District-wide and, thus, do not have a specific location.    

2. Calculate the Allocation Factor for Future Development: For each Improvement 
Project, the Allocation Factor is calculated as follows:    
• Determine the total dwelling units and jobs/employment for each TAZ for (1) the base 

year (2020) and (2) the projected year (2045);   
• Calculate the projected increase in total dwelling units and jobs/employment between 

the base year 2020 and year 2045. The estimated increase for year 2045 includes the 
increase resulting from constructing Future Development and background 
socioeconomic growth in year 2045; 

• Calculate the Allocation Factor based upon the proportion of the total projected growth 
between 2020 and 2045 and the total development in 2045.    

  
As depicted in Figure 6.1, this process utilized the demographic projections of Future 
Developments that have not yet been implemented but are projected to be implemented 
by 2045 (see Appendix 6, Table 6.A.1). The determination of dwelling units and 
jobs/employment associated with Future Development is illustrated in Appendix 6, Table 
6.A.2. For each additional Future Development project, the appropriate TAZ based on the 
development’s location was identified and demographic changes between 2020 and 2045 
were applied for that zone. For each Improvement Project, the resulting ratio of the 
increased development to the overall total 2045 development is the Allocation Factor, 
which was used to determine the portion of the cost of the Improvement Project 
attributable to Future Development.  
 
The Allocation Factor for District-wide projects was estimated based on the projected 
growth (dwelling units and jobs/employment) of all Future Development to be built by year 
2045 compared to total development in 2045. This estimation yields an Allocation Factor 
of 12.7% for the District-wide Improvement Projects.   
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3. Estimate Improvement Project costs attributable to Future Development: The 
Allocation Factor was applied to the total estimated cost for each Improvement Project to 
calculate the Improvement Project costs attributable to Future Development. Summing the 
calculated individual project amounts produced the total estimated costs of Improvement 
Projects attributable to Future Development. These calculations result in a total future 
share cost allocation of $15.69 million.  Appendix 6, Table 6.A.3 provides the details of 
the calculation of the future share cost allocation. 
  

It is important to note that the total cost of deployment and construction of the Improvement 
Projects is approximately $100 million (in 2021 dollars). While Future Developments are 
estimated to provide $15.69 million (Private Share), public sources (Federal, State, local 
agencies) are expected to fund the remaining balance of approximately $84 million (Public 
Share).     
 

6.2.2 Forecasting Generated Trips  
The NJSEA model utilizes both the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 11th Edition (ITE Trip 
Generation Handbook), and the NJTPA NJRTM-E to forecast 2045 socioeconomic changes 
(background growth). These socioeconomic changes were derived from forecasted trips for 
anticipated future changes in land use described in detail in Chapter 5, Section 5.3. Accordingly, 
Table 6.1 presents trip generation rates for the average weekday daily vehicle trips and truck trips 
for the most predominant land uses within the District.   
 
 

Land Use Type ITE 
Code 

Vehicle 
Rate 

Source Truck 
Rate 

Source 

Warehouse 150 1.71 ITE 0.60 ITE 
Mini-Warehouse 151 1.45 ITE 0.04 ITE 
Data Center 160 0.99 ITE 0.25 ITE 
Multi-family Housing (low-
rise, close to rail transit) 

220 4.72 ITE 0.44 NJRTM-E 

Hotel 310 7.99 ITE 0.15 ITE 
Church 560 7.60 ITE 0.01 NJRTM-E 
General Office 710 10.84 ITE 0.10 ITE 
Shopping Center (over 
150ksf) 

820 37.01 ITE 0.06 ITE 

Strip Retail Plaza (under 
40ksf) 

822 54.45 ITE 0.06 ITE 

Convenience Store / Gas 
Station (2-4ksf) 

945 265.12 ITE 5.20 ITE 

    
Table 6.1    Summary of Trip Generation Rates    
Sources:  NJTRM-E and ITE. 

  



 

February 2024                                                                                                                Page 156 

6.2.2.1  Truck Trip Estimation     

Available resources for identifying data on truck trip generation rates were reviewed. This data 
was essential for supporting the proposed transportation development fee assessment 
methodology, which utilizes these rates to calculate the total daily weekday truck trips for Future 
Development. This review resulted in the following two alternative approaches to estimate the 
necessary rates.    

• Alternative A: The NJRTM–E contains data on truck trip generation rates that were 
utilized by the NJSEA model. These rates apply to medium and heavy trucks. Table 6.2 
illustrates rates for residential uses and five categories of non-residential land uses. The 
non-residential trip generation rates are converted from per employee to per 1,000 square 
feet (KSF) by applying the factors for number of employees per KSF.    

• Alternative B: The ITE Trip Generation Handbook includes data on truck trip generation 
rates for many types of uses. The available data provides rates for most types of non-
residential uses. Table 6.2 illustrates truck rates for the most predominant land uses within 
the District.       
  

After consideration, Alternative B was selected to estimate truck trips for Future Development, as 
it was updated most recently and includes more land uses. In two instances (Multi-family 
Residential and Church) for which the ITE Trip Generation Handbook did not provide proper truck 
trip estimations, the NJRTM-E rates were utilized. Table 6.2 provides the adopted truck trip 
generation rates associated with specific land use categories.   
 

 Alternative A – NJRTM-E Alternative B- ITE Adopted Rate 
Land Use 
Category 

Trips per du 
or jobs 

Jobs / KSF Trips per du or 
KSF 

Trips per du or 
KSF* 

Trips per du or 
KSF* 

Multi-family 
Residential 

0.44  0.44  0.44 

Warehouse    0.6 0.6 
Mini-warehouse    0.04 0.04 
Retail 0.19 1.87 0.35   
  Shopping    0.06 0.06 
  Fast food    1.92 1.92 
  Auto parts    0.87 0.87 
  Convenience 
market 

    5.2 

Office 0.03 3.26 0.08 0.1 0.1 
Data center     0.25 
Manufacturing 0.13 1.34 0.18 0.45 0.45 
Light industrial    0.25 0.25 
Hotel    0.15 0.15 
Public 0.04 0.34 0.01   
  Church     0.01 
Other 0.18     

*/ Rates for hotels are expressed in number of trips per room. 
 

Table 6.2    Truck Trip Estimation 
Source: AECOM 
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6.2.3 Exempt Future Development   
In accordance with the District Transportation Plan Rules at N.J.A.C. 19:7-5.5, the following 
Future Developments are exempt from the transportation development fee assessment:    

• Low and moderate income housing projects.  
• Projects that received zoning approval prior to the 2007 adoption of the Meadowlands 

District Transportation Plan 2030. 
• Developments that has an approved development agreement with the NJSEA, including 

the mitigation of transportation impacts. 
  

The process for preparing the cost allocation and development fee assessment framework for 
MDTP 2045 identified five planned or potential development projects that involve low to moderate 
income housing units (see Table 6.3).   
 

Development Project Total Units Exempt Units 
82 County Avenue, Secaucus 23 4 
TOMU Development – E Rutherford / Carlstadt 840 140 
Eastbound Inc. – Route 3 – E Rutherford 111 23 
Riverfront Landing  594 142 
Transition Zone, Secaucus 336 56 

 
Table 6.3    Future Development with Exempt Dwelling Units  
Source: NJSEA   

  
The process for calculating the share of the costs of Improvement Projects included by this 
program must exclude the trips for Future Development generated by low and moderate income 
housing units. Table 6.4 shows the percentage of trips attributable to Exempt Development is 
5.67%. Thus, 5.67% of the total costs of Improvement Projects are exempt and will not be covered 
by the fee program, and the resulting total future share of non-exempt costs is $14.8 million. See 
Table 6.5 for the Cost Allocation Summary, and Appendix 6, Table 6.A.4 provides the details of 
the calculations of the percentage of exempt trips and costs.  
 

  PV HV Total 
Total Non-Exempt Trips 27,579 3,756 31,335 
Total Exempt Trips 1,723 161 1,884 
Total All Trips 29,302 3,917 33,219 
Exempt % of Total Trips 5.9% 4.1% 5.7% 

 
Table 6.4    Total Trips and Exempt Trips   
Source: AECOM 
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Category Value 

Summary of Trip Generation  
Total Non-Exempt Trips 31,335 
Total Exempt Trips 1,884 
Total All Trips 33,219 
Cost Allocation Calculation  
Exempt % of Total Trips 5.67% 
Exempt Costs (2021$) $0.89 M 
Non-Exempt % of Total Trips 94.33% 
Non-Exempt Costs (2021$) $14.8 M 

 
 Table 6.5    Cost Allocation Summary 

Source:  AECOM. 
 

6.2.4  Projected Allocated Costs     
Given the long-term timeframe of MDTP 2045, the costs of Improvement Projects were 
converted from 2021 dollars to Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars, which were calculated based 
upon projected inflation rates. YOE was derived based on the preliminary project staging plan 
developed in Chapter 4.  
 
A financial staging plan for the Improvement Projects served as the basis for estimating YOE 
costs. The financial staging plan assigns each improvement project to one or more of the 
following stages for implementation: near-term (2022–2029); mid-term (2030–2037); or long-
term (2038–2045); and then allocates the costs of each project to each respective stage. The 
process of converting the costs of Improvement Projects from 2021 dollars to YOE dollars 
utilized 2022–2027 deflators available from the White House Office of Budget and 
Management.  Appendix 6, Table 6.A.5, provides the details of these calculations. 
  
The 2028–2045 deflators were estimated from trends observed in the 2022–2027 deflators. 
Costs incurred in the near-term, mid-term, and long-term were adjusted to 2026 dollars (2026$), 
2034$, and 2042$ (the midpoint of each stage), respectively, to represent the values in YOE 
dollars.  For each Improvement Project, the inflation rates were applied to the allocated cost by 
the anticipated Year of Build classified as near-term (2026$), mid-term (2034$), and long-term 
(2042$). Appendix 6, Table 6.A.6 shows the calculations of expenditures for each project by 
timeframe, and Table 6.6 is a summary of the outcomes based on the cost allocations of 
Improvement Projects per municipality by timeframe. Based on the inflation adjustment 
process, the total future share allocation of Improvement Projects increases from $14.8 million 
in 2021 dollars to $18.58 million in YOE dollars.   
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Town Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term 

Carlstadt $284,043 $719,242 $719,242 
East Rutherford $271,415 $699,732 $699,732 
Jersey City $242,099 $474,364 $474,364 
Kearny $790,680 $1,263,288 $1,263,288 
Little Ferry $252,291 $484,557 $484,557 
Lyndhurst $1,294,393 $2,184,102 $2,184,102 
Moonachie $268,115 $500,814 $500,814 
North Arlington $246,573 $478,839 $478,839 
North Bergen $463,336 $2,174,174 $3.567,295 
Ridgefield $242,099 $474,364 $474,364 
Rutherford $582,339 $814,604 $814,604 
Secaucus  $1,752,917 $4,395,775 $5,900,164 
South Hackensack $242,099 $474,364 $474,364 
Teterboro $304,992 $540,349 $543,382 

Total $7,237,390 $15,678,571 $18,579,113 
 

Notes:  The figures for mid-term and long-term represent cumulative expenditures (i.e., the mid-
term expenditures include expenditures during the near-term and mid-term, and the long-term 
expenditures include expenditures for all three stages).   Totals may not add due to rounding. 

 
Table 6.6    Projected Expenditures in YOE by Municipality by Timeframe    
Source:  AECOM 

 
6.3 Development Fee Assessment Rate Methodology 

The final component in the development of the cost allocation / development fee assessment 
framework is establishing a reasonable fee rate to assess fees applied to non-exempt Future 
Development within the District. It is important to reiterate that, in accordance with the provisions 
of the TPD Act, the fee assessment framework shall supplement, but not replace, public 
investment in the transportation system, recognizing that the cost of pre-existing problems shall 
not be charged to a new development.  
 
This section describes the principles considered in the development of the proposed fee 
assessment rate methodology.    
 

6.3.1 Fee Elements 
 
The prior approach to establishing and calculating development fee rates under MDTP 2030 was 
based upon the utilization of peak hour VMT. The total VMT generated by projected new 
development was used as the basis for determining the fee, and the specific fee for future 
development was determined by applying ITE trip generation rates and average trip length 
factors.  
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The updated transportation development fee assessment methodology developed herein as part 
of MDTP 2045 is based upon the following considerations:   

• The fee rate is based on vehicle trips, instead of VMT. Trips are a more common unit of 
measure, which makes the fee methodology more straightforward to develop and to be 
understood by all stakeholders.   

• The fee rate is based upon daily trips, instead of peak trips. The use of peak trips is more 
appropriate when the recommended improvements are mainly focused on roadway 
capacity/ congestion issues, which are most evident during the peak hours. Furthermore, 
heavy vehicles, which contribute disproportionately to the deterioration of the District 
transportation infrastructure and to the increase in air and noise pollution and congestion 
compared to passenger vehicles, are more likely to travel during non-peak periods. Hence, 
the number of daily trips was considered a more appropriate measure for the updated 
development fee assessment framework.    

• The fee rate is based upon differentiating between Passenger Vehicle (PV) and Heavy 
Vehicle (HV) trips. In contrast, the fee assessment framework in MDTP 2030 was based 
upon the number of vehicles. Given the recent and projected increases in warehouse and 
distribution activity in the District and the disproportionate impact of heavy vehicles on 
transportation infrastructure as stated above, the updated development fee framework 
provides separate fee calculations for PVs and HVs.    

 
The updated fee rate will be based upon the target fee revenue, which equals the total future 
share allocation of Improvement Projects, along with the anticipated fee credits. 

6.3.2 Fee Credits 
Under the MDTP 2030 framework, developers of non-exempt Future Development were eligible 
to apply for and receive two types of credits to reduce the calculated fee assessment:   

• Credits for construction of Plan elements or land contributions;   
• Transportation efficiency credits for completing development elements consistent with 

statutory objectives.   
 
Table 6.7 shows the types of project elements eligible for credits under the MDTP 2030 
framework, along with the amount of credit expressed in terms of percentage of the calculated 
gross fee.    
 

Type of Improvement Fee Credit 
Land Use  
Construct transit-related improvement varies 
Construct transit-oriented development 15% 
Construct infill development 5% 
Construct high-density residential development 3% 
Parking  
Preferential parking for carpools, vanpools, and carsharing 2% 
Unbundling parking payments from real estate sales or rental prices 5% 
Parking cash-out programs 3% 

 
Table 6.7    MDTP 2030 - Fee Credit Program   
Source:  NJSEA 
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In developing an updated fee credit program for MDTP 2045, the following are some questions 
that were pondered, along with the corresponding answers:   

• How does the cost allocation and fee assessment methodology account for the value 
of the credit program? The total value of approved credits is included in the base target 
revenue when estimating the fee rates and then listed as an “offset” for establishing the total 
amount of fee revenue anticipated to be collected.   

• How was the total value of approved credits estimated?  An average of various credits by 
type was assumed to be 4%; therefore, an average of 4% credit per Future Development 
project was used to estimate the total value of credits. 

• Will the existing credit types be continued? The updated fee credit program will include 
the existing credit types plus additional credit categories.   

• How will a developer/landlord be able to enforce an approved credit with the 
business? Developers/property owners will be applying for and receiving the credit, but some 
credit types, such as travel demand management, are focused on actions by a tenant or 
business. In such instances, where the developer/property owner and business are separate 
entities, the application must include a commitment from the tenant/business to implement 
the subject improvement.  In case the tenant/business is moved out, the owner should be 
responsible to inform NJSEA about the changes and nature of the new use.   

 
For the MDTP 2045, several types of fee credits are proposed in addition to the credits under 
MDTP 2030. In general, these types relate to promoting carbon-free trips, Electric Vehicle (EV) 
infrastructure, non-motorized facilities, and rideshare/carpool programs. Table 6.8 provides a 
summary of the additional types of fee credits proposed under MDTP 2045.  It is important to note 
that the proposed types of fee credits depicted in Table 6.8 will be effective after adoption of the 
MDTP 2045 by the NJSEA Board of Commissioners and incorporation of these credits into 
Hackensack Meadowlands District Transportation Plan Rules.     
 
Based on an estimated average fee credit of 4% for Future Development, the total amount of fee 
credit will be $0.72 million in YOE dollars, which increases the total target fee revenue to $19.3 
million in YOE dollars. Details of this calculation are presented in Table 6.9.  
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Type of Improvement Fee Credit 

Provide site-related improvements to accommodate patrons with disabilities a/ 5% 
Voluntarily dedicate land or right-of-way for multi-modal facilities 10% 
Convert vehicle fleet to EV or alternative fuel vehicles b/ 2% 
Install EV charging stations or related infrastructure exceeding the State requirement b/ 2% 
Provide transit subsidies to employees 2% 
Provide shuttle service 3% 
Install or improve bus stop facilities, e.g., shelters, benches, or signage c/ 2% 
Provide support facilities for bicycle use, e.g., bicycle racks or lockers, employee 
lockers, or showers 

2% 

Extend pedestrian / bicycle connections, e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks, or bike paths 
from the development property line to the nearest transit stop / station 

2% 

Provide drone delivery d/ 2% 
 

Notes:   
a/ This includes navigation and crossing within a site for the sight and hearing impaired. This does 
not include the provision of ADA ramps or other ADA required improvements. 
b/ Requires conformance to the State of New Jersey’s most updated requirements for the 
electrification of vehicle fleets and EV related infrastructure. 
c/ This requires coordination with the municipality, county, and/or authority with right-of-way 
jurisdiction where the development is located. 
d/ The developer shall provide all approvals/documentation required by the FAA and other entities 
with jurisdiction. 

 
Table 6.8    MDTP 2045 - Proposed Additional Fee Credits 
Source: AECOM   
 

 
If the amount of the credit resulting from either existing trips or eligible fee credits is larger than 
the amount of the transportation development fee due, the applicant will forfeit the excess credit.  
Credits are not transferable between separate zoning certificate applications. 
 
 

Cost Allocation Cost of Improvements 
Total Future Costs (2021$) $15,685,117 
Exempt Future Development Share (2021$) $889,346 
Non-Exempt Future Development Share (2021$) $14,795,771 
   
Non-Exempt Future Development Share (YOE$) $18,579,113 
Credit Offset (YOE$) $721,624 
Target Fee Revenue (YOE$) $19,300,737 

 
Table 6.9    Adjusted Total Improvement Project Costs / Target Fee Revenue 
Source:  AECOM 
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6.3.3 Fee Rate 
The next step in establishing the assessment fee rate is to set the basis for allocating target fee 
revenue for HV and PV trips. A Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) factor, which is the number of 
passenger cars that will result in the same operational conditions as a single heavy vehicle of 
a particular type under identical roadway, traffic, and control conditions, is utilized for this 
purpose. A PCE factor of 2, as derived from the HCM, 7th Edition, was applied to the projected 
increase in non-exempt HV trips to calculate an adjusted passenger vehicle number and 
percentage of HV trips. Table 6.10 summarizes the derivation of the total number of adjusted 
non-exempt passenger vehicle trips and their percentages generated by Future Development. 
 

Base Non-Exempt Trips  Adjusted Non-Exempt Trips  
PV 27,579 PV 27,579 
HV 3,756 HV * 7,512 
Total 31,335 Total 35,091 
HV % 12.0% HV % 21.4% 

  */ a PCE factor of 2 was applied to HV trips 
 

Table 6.10   Adjusted Total Non-Exempt Trips   
Source:  AECOM 

 
 
As illustrated in Table 6.11, the percentages of 21.4% for HV and 78.6% for PV were applied 
to the total target fee revenue of $19.3 million, resulting in a target fee revenue of $4.13 million 
for HV and $15.17 million for PV. The target fee revenue was then divided by the projected 
increase in the number of non-exempt trips for each mode to establish the fee rate per trip for 
each mode. Based upon the Future Development in the District, there will be a projected 
increase of 27,579 PV trips and 3,756 HV trips, which results in proposed transportation 
development fee assessment rates of $550 per trip for PV and $1,100 per trip for HV.  
 
 

 
Trip 

Mode 
Adjusted Share 
of Future Trips 

Target Fee 
Revenue (YOE$) 

Number of Non-
Exempt Trips 

Proposed Fee 
per Trip (YOE$) 

PV 78.6% $15.17 M 27,579 $550 
HV 21.4% $  4.13 M 3,756 $1,100 

 
Table 6.11 Calculation of Transportation Development Fee Rates   
Source:  AECOM 

 
Table 6.12 provides a balance sheet of Program Expenditures and Revenues. Under this 
terminology, Expenditures represent the total future share cost allocation of Improvement 
Projects to Non-Exempt Future Development, and Revenues represent the funds to be 
collected from Non-Exempt Future Development by the year 2045 based on the fee rates 
developed for PVs and HVs.      
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Table 6.12 Summary of Fee Assessment Methodology  
Source:  AECOM 

 
 
Table 6.13 provides a sample transportation development fee calculation for a new 100,000 
square foot (100 KSF) warehouse development using ITE 11th Edition trip generation rates for 
a previously undeveloped site.  
 
 

Category Value 
Daily PV Trips Generated by Development of 100 KSF Warehouse 135 
Development Fee per PV Trip $550 
        Sub-total of PV Fee $74,250 
Daily HV Trips Generated by Development of 100 KSF Warehouse 61 
Development Fee per HV Trip $1,100 
        Sub-total of HV Fee $67,100 
Total Fee $141,350 

Table 6.13 Sample Fee Calculation – 100 KSF Warehouse on previously 
undeveloped property   
Source:  NJSEA 

 
  

Program Expenditures 

Total Costs of Recommended Improvement Projects (2021$)  $99.49 M  
Total Costs Attributable to Future Development (2021$)  $15.69 M  
Total Costs Attributable to Non-Exempt Future Development (2021$)  $14.80 M  

  Total Costs Attributable to Non-Exempt Future Development  (YOE$)   $18.58 M  

Program Revenues  

Fee Revenue by Mode   
Projected Non-Exempt PV Trips  27,579 
Development Fee per PV Trip (YOE$)  $550 

                                                  Sub-total of PV Fee Revenue (YOE$)  $15.17 M 
Projected Non-Exempt HV Trips  3,756 
Development Fee per HV Trip (YOE$)  $1,100 

                                                     Sub-total of HV Fee Revenue (YOE$)  $ 4.13 M 
Total PV and HV Fee Revenue   

                                                                                                                                           Target Fee Revenue (YOE$)  $19.30 M 
                                                                                     Credit Offset (YOE$)  $ 0.72 M 

Total Revenue Generated by the Future Development Fee (YOE$)  $18.58 M 
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It is important to note that the proposed fee assessment methodology considers a credit for 
existing trips by deducting PV trips and HV trips generated by an existing development from the 
estimated future trips. Table 6.14 presents another sample fee calculation for a 100 KSF 
warehouse development that will replace an existing 100 KSF light industry facility. If the 
calculated total fee for the proposed development is negative, the total fee to be collected from 
the new development would be zero.    
 

Category Value 

     Existing   
Daily PV Trips Generated by 100k sf Light industry     401  
Development Fee per PV Trip   $550   
Sub-total of PV Fee     $220,550   
Daily HV Trips Generated by Development   25  
Development Fee per HV Trip    $1,100   
Sub-total of HV Fee   $27,500   
Total Fee     $248,050   
    Proposed   
Daily PV Trips Generated by 100k sf warehouse    135  
Development Fee per PV Trip   $550   
Sub-total of PV Fee      $74,250   
Daily HV Trips Generated by Development   61  
Development Fee per HV Trip    $1,100   
Sub-total of HV Fee   $67,100   
Total Fee     $141,350   
Proposed Total Fee minus Existing Total Fee  ($106,700)  
Total Fee to be Collected         $0   

Table 6.14 Sample Fee Calculation – 100 KSF Warehouse replacing 100 KSF Light 
Industry   

  Source:  NJSEA  
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6.4  Stakeholder Meetings 

The third and final round of virtual GSG and TSG stakeholder meetings were held on November 
1 and 2, 2022, to discuss both “Project Prioritization” and “Cost Allocation and Fee Assessment 
Methodology”. The TSG virtual meeting presentation slides are provided in Appendix 6-B. 
Additionally, all documentation and presentations to GSG and TSG can be found in the NJSEA 
website at https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/. 
 
During these meetings, the following two multiple-choice questions were provided to 
participants to solicit their feedback on key elements:   
 

1. Are there any additional factors that you think we should add into the credit 
program? a. Yes, b. No, c. Comments  

2. Does the cost allocation and fee methodology framework seem fair and equitable?   
a. No, the methodology should be changed to generate additional funding for 
transportation projects.  
b. No, high transportation impact fees could discourage new development.  
c. Yes, but consider adding other ways to raise more funds. (select this option and 
make specific suggestions in “Other”)  
d. Yes, it is good as developed.  

 
While the second question was circulated among both GSG and TSG participants, the first 
question was circulated only among TSG participants. This decision was made based on the 
particular applicability of the credit program to developers and businesses within the District. 
Responses to the first question enabled the NJSEA to compile TSG feedback on new factors 
to be incorporated into this program and whether existing factors should be revised.   
  
In response to the first question, no additional factors were suggested by participants. Figure 
6.2 illustrates the outcome of responses for the second question. While the majority of 
participants concurred with the cost allocation and fee methodology approach (71%), they 
expressed that the NJSEA should look to add other sources to raise funds for implementation 
of Improvement Projects (42%). It is important to note that this suggestion is addressed in depth 
in Chapter 3, Section D, Funding and Financing Resources.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.njsea.com/transportation/mdtp-presentations-and-documents/
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2. Does the cost allocation and fee methodology framework seem fair and equitable? 
 
Figure 6.2    Questionnaire Result – Stakeholder Meetings #3  
Source:  InGroup and AECOM. 

 
 
6.5 Summary 

This chapter presents the Plan’s detailed approach to allocate costs of Improvement Projects 
attributable to Future Development and to develop a corresponding transportation development 
fee assessment rate that fulfills the provisions of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation 
Planning District Act. The resulting approach was presented to stakeholder groups to solicit 
feedback. The findings indicate that, while stakeholders concurred with the Plan’s approach to 
the updated fee assessment framework, they emphasized the need to seek additional public 
funding for Improvement Projects from other federal and state sources.  
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7. FINANCIAL PLAN 
7.1 Introduction 

Based upon the proposed cost allocation and fee assessment framework, this chapter provides 
a summary of the financial plan that balances program expenditures and revenues over the 
duration of MDTP 2045. This financial plan builds upon the project staging, which assigns each 
transportation improvement project to one or more stages for implementation, (i.e., near-term 
(2022–2029), mid-term (2030– 2037), or long-term (2038–2045), and it incorporates similar time 
frames for Future Development. The financial plan balances the estimated cost of Improvement 
Projects for each stage with the corresponding estimated fee revenue from Future Development.  
 
7.2 Program Expenditures 

The list of Improvement Projects developed in Chapter 4 was the starting point for preparing the 
financial plan. NJSEA anticipates making frequent updates to MDTP 2045 to incorporate 
additional Improvement Projects initiated by the NJSEA or municipalities.  Such projects may 
utilize TPD funding as appropriate if the project meets the objectives of MDTP 2045 or modifies 
proposed improvement projects.   
 
As presented in Chapter 6, the work on the cost allocation and fee assessment framework 
estimated that the total cost of Improvement Projects attributable to Non-Exempt Future 
Development is $18.58 million. These costs were allocated across the three time frames based 
upon the projected implementation staging plan initially prepared with the project’s cost estimates 
in Chapters 2 and 3. For projects that extend over more than one time frame, an even distribution 
of costs across stages was assumed. Also, as described in Chapter 6, incorporating adjustments 
for anticipated inflation was necessary to convert the cost of the Improvement Projects from 2021 
dollars to Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars, based upon the mid-point of each stage. Table 7.1 
shows the Improvement Projects Preliminary Staging Plan.  
 
7.3 Program Revenues 

The calculation of estimated transportation development fee assessment program revenues was 
based upon the list of Future Development, developed holistically with information currently known 
to the NJSEA. Based upon the fee rates for PV trips and HV trips developed in Chapter 6, the 
anticipated program revenue was calculated for each stage.  Appendix 7-A, Table 7.A.1 shows 
the projected fee revenue for each future development project. 
 
Because the revenue stream is not evenly distributed over each stage, the NJSEA will 
maintain accounting procedures to advance Improvement Projects based upon the actual rate 
of revenue collection. This Plan assumes that the development fee revenues will maintain 
solvency—without the need for loans, early construction agreements, or other financing 
mechanisms.  
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ID # Recommended Project Municipality Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term 

937 Pedestrian Improvements along US 46 Teterboro x   

514 Real-time bus positioning/arrival time information District-wide x   

437 Meadowland Parkway Sidewalk Secaucus x   

992 County Avenue Safety and Multi-Modal Improvements Secaucus x   

581 County Avenue Pedestrian Safety Improvements Secaucus x   

171 Pedestrian Improvements along Bergen Ave. Kearny x   

773 Sidewalk between Metropolitan Mobile Home Park and Wood-Ridge Station Moonachie x   

344 Improve Bus Stops at Rutherford Ave. & Polito Ave. Lyndhurst, Rutherford x   

999 Washington Ave Crosswalks and Curb Ramps Little Ferry x   

905 Improve Bus Stop along Washington Ave. at Empire Blvd Carlstadt x   

613 Bicycle/e-scooter lanes along Catherine Street Teterboro x   

997 Bus pull-off along Meadowland Parkway at Hudson Regional Hospital Secaucus x   

616 Sidewalk between Crescent Street and Mehrhof Pond Wildlife Observation Area Little Ferry x   

201 Safety Countermeasures along Gotham Parkway Carlstadt x   

377 Sidewalks along Rutherford Ave and Garland Way Rutherford x   

796 Bergen Avenue Safety Improvements Kearny x   

430 Rutherford Ave Safety Improvements Lyndhurst, Rutherford x   

406 County Road Improvements Jersey City x   

150 Improved Bus Stop Access along Meadowland Parkway Secaucus x   

724 Belleville Turnpike Roadway Improvements Kearny x   

715 Traffic control at Moonachie Ave. & Grand St. Moonachie x   

246 Truck weight restriction study District-wide x   

296 Bus stop evaluation District-wide x   

310 Active transportation plan District-wide x   

540 Southwest area transit demand market analysis Kearny, Lyndhurst, N Arlington, Secaucus x   

443 Complete Streets Policy District-wide x   

642 Access Management Criteria District-wide x   

721 Electric Vehicle Charging Stations District-wide x   

996 Leverage Credit Program to Advance Technology District-wide x   

967 Incorporate bicycle racks into shuttles District-wide x x  

720 Seaview Drive Multi-Modal Improvements Secaucus x x  

501 Paterson Plank Rd & Gotham Parkway Intersection Improvements Carlstadt x x  

493 Bicycle facilities along Park Place and Industrial Avenue Moonachie, Teterboro x x  

156 Road Diet along West Side Ave. North Bergen x x  

476 Secaucus Rd Road Diet North Bergen, Secaucus x x  
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953 
Bicycle facilities along Meadowland Parkway between Secaucus Greenway/Riverside Court and 
Castle Road Secaucus x x 

 

227 Road Diet along County Avenue Secaucus x x  
458 Valley Brook Ave. & Polito Ave. Intersection Improvements Lyndhurst x x  
897 Bus Stop Improvements along Enterprise Ave Corridor Secaucus x x  
834 Transit Signal Priority along Meadowland Parkway Secaucus x x  
461 Access Management along Paterson Plank Road Carlstadt, East Rutherford x x  
419 Newark - Jersey City Turnpike Safety Improvements Kearny x x  
722 Electric Vehicles (EV) charging ports District-wide x x x 
143 Central Circulator Shuttle Carlstadt, East Rutherford  x  
737 Improve bus stop at Empire Blvd & Central Blvd Moonachie, S Hackensack  x  
826 Improve bus stop along SB Meadowland Parkway at American Way Secaucus  x  
325 AV/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application in Valley Brook Avenue area Lyndhurst  x  
172 Hackensack River trail bridge feasibility study Carlstadt, E Rutherford, Secaucus  x  
664 Formalize/improve Valley Brook Avenue Lyndhurst x x x 
625 Expanded Shuttle Services District-wide x x x 
504 Sidewalks and bicycle lanes in future roadway projects District-wide x x x 
580 Bike / Ped Wayfinding Signage District-wide x x x 
908 ADA upgrades as part of all roadway improvement projects District-wide x x x 
222 Improve MASSTR District-wide x x x 
576 ADA-compliant off-site connections to nearby transit stops. District-wide x x x 
209 New Trail Connection between Meadowland Parkway and Laurel Hill Park. Secaucus x x x 
532 Dedicated Automated Vehicle (AV) District District-wide  x x 
183 Micro Transit Circulator along Industrial Ave. Corridor Teterboro  x x 
447 AV/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application at/within Harmon Meadow Secaucus  x x 
523 Transit Priority in Secaucus Secaucus  x x 
788 Boardwalk between Tonnelle Avenue light rail station and Harmon Meadow East North Bergen, Secaucus  x x 

 
 

 
 

 
Key:      X         Project stage in the preliminary staging plan 
           Additional stage in the final staging plan 
            Not a part of this stage in the final staging plan  
 

Table 7.1    Improvement Projects Preliminary Staging Plan   
Source:  AECOM 
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7.4 Compliance with 30% Statutory Requirement 

In accordance with the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation Planning District Act of 2015, 
at N.J.S.A. 5:10A-74, “At least 30% of any development fees collected in accordance with this 
section shall be used for transportation related projects within the municipality where the 
development, for which a particular fee was collected, is located.” Thus, the preparation of the 
final staging plan and the financial plan included an analysis of compliance with this “30% 
requirement.” In order to ensure that MDTP 2045 meets this statutory requirement, a multi-
stepped analysis was performed, which involved calculating and comparing, by stage, the 
projected costs of Improvement Projects with revenues compiled from Future Development 
planned to be constructed within the District in each municipality.   
 
The first step in this analysis was to compute potential expenditures by selecting Improvement 
Projects anticipated to be constructed within each municipality and estimating their associated 
costs as described in Chapter 6. For projects that would serve multiple municipalities, including 
District-wide projects, an even distribution of expenditures across the associated towns was 
assumed. The tabulation of the total expenditures by municipality was based upon the estimated 
future share allocation costs for each Improvement Project.  Appendix 6, Table 6.A.6 provides 
the details of these calculations.  
 
The next step was to compute potential revenues by conducting similar calculations for 
planned and anticipated Future Development using the updated development fee rates described 
in Chapter 6. For any single Development Project that crosses over two municipalities, an even 
distribution of fee revenue across the municipalities was assumed.     
 
The final step in this analysis was to compare the cumulative total expenditures and revenues for 
each municipality at each stage. For the mid-term, the assessment compared total near-term plus 
mid-term expenditures and revenues, and for the long-term, it compared the total near-term, mid-
term, and long-term expenditures and revenues. A reassessment of the preliminary staging plan 
developed in Chapter 4 revealed that expenditures for a few municipalities would not be in 
compliance with the provisions of the 30% requirement in the near term. Based upon this finding, 
the Preliminary Improvement Project Staging Plan was further refined to shift some Improvement 
projects out of the long-term and into the near-term. The preliminary staging was modified for 
thirteen projects as demonstrated in Table 7.1. Table 7.2 shows the Improvement Project Final 
Staging Plan, with allocated costs of Improvement Projects by the YOE reflecting the revised 
staging described in Table 7.1. After these adjustments, the final staging plan demonstrates that 
expenditures for all municipalities will be in compliance with the 30% requirement at each stage 
(see Table 7.3).    
 
It is noted that, in accordance with the provisions of the Act, a constituent municipality may also 
apply for TPD funds to reimburse municipally-sponsored transportation related projects that meet 
the objectives of MDTP 2045. 
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ID # Recommended Project Municipality Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term 

937 Pedestrian Improvements along US 46 Teterboro x   

514 Real-time bus positioning/arrival time information District-wide x   

437 Meadowland Parkway Sidewalk Secaucus x   

992 County Avenue Safety and Multi-Modal Improvements Secaucus x   

581 County Avenue Pedestrian Safety Improvements Secaucus x   

171 Pedestrian Improvements along Bergen Ave. Kearny x   

773 Sidewalk between Metropolitan Mobile Home Park and Wood-Ridge Station Moonachie x   

344 Improve Bus Stops at Rutherford Ave. & Polito Ave. Lyndhurst, Rutherford x   

999 Washington Ave Crosswalks and Curb Ramps Little Ferry x   

905 Improve Bus Stop along Washington Ave. at Empire Blvd Carlstadt x   

613 Bicycle/e-scooter lanes along Catherine Street Teterboro x   

997 Bus pull-off along Meadowland Parkway at Hudson Regional Hospital Secaucus x   

616 Sidewalk between Crescent Street and Mehrhof Pond Wildlife Observation Area Little Ferry x   

201 Safety Countermeasures along Gotham Parkway Carlstadt x   

377 Sidewalks along Rutherford Ave and Garland Way Rutherford x   

796 Bergen Avenue Safety Improvements Kearny x   

430 Rutherford Ave Safety Improvements Lyndhurst, Rutherford x   

406 County Road Improvements Jersey City x   

150 Improved Bus Stop Access along Meadowland Parkway Secaucus x   

724 Belleville Turnpike Roadway Improvements Kearny x   

715 Traffic control at Moonachie Ave. & Grand St. Moonachie x   

246 Truck weight restriction study District-wide x   

296 Bus stop evaluation District-wide x   

310 Active transportation plan District-wide x   

540 Southwest area transit demand market analysis Kearny, Lyndhurst, N Arlington, Secaucus x   

443 Complete Streets Policy District-wide x   

642 Access Management Criteria District-wide x   

721 Electric Vehicle Charging Stations District-wide x   

996 Leverage Credit Program to Advance Technology District-wide x   

967 Incorporate bicycle racks into shuttles District-wide x x  

720 Seaview Drive Multi-Modal Improvements Secaucus x x  

501 Paterson Plank Rd & Gotham Parkway Intersection Improvements Carlstadt x x  

493 Bicycle facilities along Park Place and Industrial Avenue Moonachie, Teterboro x x  

156 Road Diet along West Side Ave. North Bergen x x  

476 Secaucus Rd Road Diet North Bergen, Secaucus x x  
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953 

Bicycle facilities along Meadowland Parkway between Secaucus Greenway/Riverside Court and 
Castle Road Secaucus x x 

 

227 Road Diet along County Avenue Secaucus x x  

458 Valley Brook Ave. & Polito Ave. Intersection Improvements Lyndhurst x   

897 Bus Stop Improvements along Enterprise Ave Corridor Secaucus x x  

834 Transit Signal Priority along Meadowland Parkway Secaucus x x  

461 Access Management along Paterson Plank Road Carlstadt, East Rutherford x x  

419 Newark - Jersey City Turnpike Safety Improvements Kearny x x  

722 Electric Vehicles (EV) charging ports District-wide x x  

143 Central Circulator Shuttle Carlstadt, East Rutherford  x  

737 Improve bus stop at Empire Blvd & Central Blvd Moonachie, S Hackensack  x  

826 Improve bus stop along SB Meadowland Parkway at American Way Secaucus  x  

325 AV/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application in Valley Brook Avenue area Lyndhurst x   

172 Hackensack River trail bridge feasibility study Carlstadt, E Rutherford, Secaucus  x  

664 Formalize/improve Valley Brook Avenue Lyndhurst x x  

625 Expanded Shuttle Services District-wide x   

504 Sidewalks and bicycle lanes in future roadway projects District-wide x x  

580 Bike / Ped Wayfinding Signage District-wide x x  

908 ADA upgrades as part of all roadway improvement projects District-wide x x  

222 Improve MASSTR District-wide x   

576 ADA-compliant off-site connections to nearby transit stops. District-wide x x  

209 New Trail Connection between Meadowland Parkway and Laurel Hill Park. Secaucus x x  

532 Dedicated Automated Vehicle (AV) District District-wide x   

183 Micro Transit Circulator along Industrial Ave. Corridor Teterboro  x x 
447 AV/on-demand/micro-transit pilot application at/within Harmon Meadow Secaucus x   

523 Transit Priority in Secaucus Secaucus  x x 
788 Boardwalk between Tonnelle Avenue light rail station and Harmon Meadow East North Bergen, Secaucus  x x 

 
 
 

 
Note:  The preliminary project staging was modified for the highlighted projects. 
 
Table 7.2    Improvement Project Final Staging Plan   
Source:  AECOM 
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a) Cumulative Expenditures / Fee Revenues by Municipality, Near-Term (2022-2029) 

 
Town Expenditures Revenues Expenditures / 

Revenues 
Carlstadt $284,043 $356,853 80% 

East Rutherford $271,415 $0  NA 
Jersey City $242,099 $755,533 32% 
Kearny $790,680 $762,416 104% 
Little Ferry $252,291 $121,245 208% 
Lyndhurst $1,294,393 $3,790,373 34% 
Moonachie $268,115 $0 NA 
North Arlington $246,573 $0 NA 
North Bergen $463,336 $535,809 85% 
Ridgefield $242,099 $0 NA 
Rutherford $582,339 $0 NA 
Secaucus  $1,752,917 $3,929,090 45% 
South Hackensack $242,099 $0 NA 
Teterboro $304,992 $0 NA 

Total $7,237,390 $10,251,320 71% 
 

Note:  Totals may not add due to rounding. 
 

b) Cumulative Expenditures / Fee Revenues by Municipality, Mid-Term (2030-2037) 
 

Town Expenditures Revenues Expenditures / 
Revenues 

Carlstadt $719,242 $1,459,180 49% 

East Rutherford $699,732 $1,298,755  54% 
Jersey City $474,364 $755,533 63% 
Kearny $1,263,288 $762,416 166% 
Little Ferry $484,557 $121,245 400% 
Lyndhurst $2,184,102 $4,252,588 51% 
Moonachie $500,814 $0 NA 
North Arlington $478,839 $0 NA 
North Bergen $2,174,174 $569,165 382% 
Ridgefield $474,364 $0 NA 
Rutherford $814,604 $0 NA 
Secaucus  $4,395,775 $9,360,246 47% 
South Hackensack $474,364 $0 NA 
Teterboro $540,349 $0 NA 

Total $15,678,571 $18,579,128 84% 
 

Note:  Totals may not add due to rounding. 
 

Table 7.3    Assessment of Compliance with 30% Requirement 
Source:  AECOM 
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c) Cumulative Expenditures / Fee Revenues by Municipality, Long-Term (2038-2045) 
 

Town Expenditures Revenues Expenditures / 
Revenues 

Carlstadt $719,242 $1,459,180 49% 
East Rutherford $699,732 $1,298,755  54% 
Jersey City $474,364 $755,533 63% 
Kearny $1,263,288 $762,416 166% 
Little Ferry $484,557 $121,245 400% 
Lyndhurst $2,184,102 $4,252,588 51% 
Moonachie $500,814 $0 NA 
North Arlington $478,839 $0 NA 
North Bergen $3,567,295 $569,165 627% 
Ridgefield $474,364 $0 NA 
Rutherford $814,604 $0 NA 
Secaucus  $5,900,164 $9,360,246 63% 
South Hackensack $474,364 $0 NA 
Teterboro $543,382 $0 NA 

Total $18,579,113 $18,579,128 100% 
 

Note:  Totals may not add due to rounding. 
 

Table 7.3 Assessment of Compliance with 30% Requirement (continued) 
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7.5 Summary 

 
In summary, this chapter describes the financial plan that balances program expenditures and 
revenues over the duration of MDTP 2045. Table 7.4 summarizes the overall financial plan by 
stage based upon the calculation of expenditures and revenues for each individual stage, 
assuming a “Starting Balance” of $0 at the onset of the near term. Note that Table 7.3 provides 
the cumulative expenditures and revenues at each stage; as such, the “Expenditures” figures in 
Table 7.4 are calculated, utilizing the figures provided in Table 7.3, by subtracting the prior stage’s 
expenditures from the cumulative expenditures for each stage.   
 

Period Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term 
Start Balance $0 $3,013,930 $2,900,557 
Expenditures $7,237,390 $8,441,181 $2,900,542 
Revenues $10,251,320 $8,327,808 $0 
End Balance $3,013,930 $2,900,557 $15 

 
 

Table 7.4    MDTP 2045 Financial Plan Summary by Stage   
Source:  AECOM 
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8. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
8.1 Introduction   

This chapter summarizes the efforts performed during the development of MDTP 2045 and 
identifies and recommends potential planning and policy initiatives that may warrant further study 
in future. Although these strategies are not part of the Recommended Improvement Projects 
identified in Chapter 4, they have the potential to further improve transportation conditions in the 
District. As identified in this Plan, there are abundant opportunities to update and improve existing 
transportation plans, policies, and infrastructure through ongoing efforts and embracing emerging 
transportation technologies, which can enhance the overall mobility, safety, equity, resilience, and 
environment advocacy throughout the District.   
 
8.2 Summary   

The MDTP plays a critical role in the Meadowlands Transportation Planning Board’s mission to 
improve the mobility and safety of transportation for people and freight throughout the District. As 
the needs of the District’s transportation system change over time, the TPD Act requires that the 
plan be periodically reevaluated.  
 
The NJSEA, in conjunction with the MTPB, has worked with its consultant team to undertake the 
development and updating of a comprehensive, future-oriented District Transportation Plan. This 
work included an evaluation of the District’s transportation needs considering the recent growth 
and transportation improvement projects in the District within the past fifteen years. The update 
reviewed the candidate transportation improvements recommended in the MDTP 2030 and 
developed project recommendations that were needed to address existing transportation needs 
and support future District development up to the year 2045. The MDTDM was developed using 
a new modeling software platform (CUBE) to forecast roadway capacity based on socioeconomic 
growth, projected future developments, and anticipated roadway and transit improvements. 
Certain recommended improvement projects were integrated into the NJSEA MDTDM 2045 
model to assess the impacts of those projects on the modal shifts from private cars to transit. 
MDTP 2045 estimated the cost of the recommended transportation improvement projects and 
updated the transportation mitigation assessment framework, including a transportation 
development fee calculation methodology to ensure sustainable growth in the District.   
 
In accordance with the TPD Act at N.J.S.A. 5:10A-70, the MTPB is required to oversee the 
development of a transportation plan, relying upon the incorporation of input from public and 
private sector interests. As such, the NJSEA and its consultant team, working in partnership with 
the MTPB, have made significant efforts to establish comprehensive government and technical 
stakeholder outreach, soliciting input from both public and private sectors. These stakeholder 
groups were involved at key milestones in the development of this Plan, and the resulting insights 
were incorporated into the MDTP update and were critical to the plan’s successful execution.  
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8.3 Recommendation – Future Plan Elements  

This section presents additional recommendations for strategies and planning initiatives that may 
warrant further action or study in the future. Such recommended future activities and planning 
opportunities can supplement the Recommended Improvement Projects and include the 
following:  

• Investigate additional funding sources  
• Investigate and apply for grant funding opportunities   
• Compile pre- and post-deployment data on constructed projects and perform analyses   
• Conduct safety and mobility analyses and/or studies  
• Determine lessons learned and develop technical guidance  

8.3.1 Public Transit  
The following potential future public transit strategies are recommended for future consideration:  
 
Improve Bus Service and Operations  
Coordinate with NJ TRANSIT regarding opportunities for improved bus service and operations 
throughout the District. It is noted that the NewBus Hudson, a bus network redesign project, was 
recently funded, which will include a market assessment of potential customers; service 
evaluation; and analysis of strengths, deficiencies, gaps, and opportunities of the current local 
bus network in Hudson County.  
  
Expand Transit Signal Priority  
Identify corridors with signalized intersections for transit signal priority that could be integrated 
within the MASSTR system.  
  
Increase and Expand Shuttle Services  
Emphasize improving “First – Last Mile (FLM) Connections,” which include connections between 
residences or workplaces and fixed-route transit services, in order to increase the effective transit 
service area and the feasibility of transit as a travel option. Options for improving FLM connections 
include micro-transit shuttles, AV shuttles, TNCs, micromobility services, and employer-based 
support strategies.  
 
Funding was recently approved for a NJ TRANSIT pilot project to create two or more microtransit 
shuttle services to provide FLM access. This pilot project will support a multi-year shuttle program 
that would offer on-demand service using smaller, accessible minibuses or vans, hailed by an 
app or other means. The proposed routes include two highly utilized bus corridors between 
Englewood and Teaneck in Bergen County, which are not located within the District.  
 
Driverless AV shuttles include different types of services and vehicles; the service typically 
involves a pre-determined route with the vehicle capable of responding to real-time traffic 
conditions. Trenton MOVES (Mobility & Opportunity: Vehicles Equity System) is a current pilot AV 
program being developed by the Governor’s Office, NJDOT, the City of Trenton, and Princeton 
University. Trenton MOVES will provide 100 AVs, kiosks, and other supporting infrastructure. The 
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planning and implementation of this project provides a possible prototype for such a program in 
the Meadowlands District.    
  
Expand TNC Use   
Assess the increased utilization of TNC’s in the District. TNCs, such as Uber and Lyft, may provide 
FLM connections and otherwise help meet local mobility and access needs, especially in 
partnership with public transit or paratransit providers. EZ Ride offers on-demand transportation 
in partnership with the TNCs throughout New Jersey via the EZ Ryde4Life program. Participants 
do not need a smartphone and can arrange rides on-demand without advanced reservations. 
Some research, including in New York City and other urban centers, has criticized TNCs as having 
a negative impact on traffic flow and transit ridership, as it promotes automobile ownership and 
use.29 As such, the increased use of TNCs in the District should be assessed.  
  
Upgrade and Maintain Transit Bus Shelters  
NJ TRANSIT is responsible for installing and maintaining bus stop signage but is not responsible 
for maintenance of bus shelters. NJ TRANSIT often arranges and pays to install bus shelters, but 
only if another public or private sponsor agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and 
liability. One option is to enter into an agreement with an advertising agency, allowing the agency 
to provide advertising in return for maintaining the shelter. Several shelters with such advertising 
are located along Tonnelle Avenue in North Bergen. This and other funding mechanisms for 
enhancing and maintaining bus shelters should be evaluated.  
  
Participate In and Expand Outreach Programs  
Several transit planning initiatives are contemplated in the District and surrounding region. These 
initiatives include the following:  

• Meadowlands Transitway Project - this current study by NJ TRANSIT is exploring the 
potential for an enhanced fixed guideway connection between New York City, Jersey City, 
Secaucus Junction, and the Meadowlands Sports Complex.      

• Bergen BRT Project- this completed study by Bergen County has proposed four new BRT 
routes, three of which would serve the District with stops at the Meadowlands Sports 
Complex and Secaucus Junction.  

• Northern Branch and Passaic Bergen Hudson (PBH) Transit Project - NJ TRANSIT is 
currently studying the proposed Northern Branch extension of the Hudson Bergen Light 
Rail (HBLR) line from Tonnelle Avenue to Englewood, and it has also studied the PBH, 
which would run between Hawthorne, Paterson, and Hackensack, with a potential 
connection to the HBLR.  

The active involvement of the NJSEA as a stakeholder in these planning studies and 
implementation processes is critical to share the authority’s expertise, perspective, and proposed 
plans with involved agencies.     
 
 

8.3.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  
One of the improvement projects recommended under the MDTP 2045 is the incorporation of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the planning and design of future roadways to meet complete 
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street requirements. Such accommodations are an important strategy for FLM accessibility and 
enhancing mobility and access for all users, especially for older and younger populations, 
disabled persons, and disadvantaged communities. Other recommended future bicycle and 
pedestrian improvement strategies include the following:  
  
Expand the Implementation of Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  
The District’s bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be improved and expanded to meet 
community needs and motivate modal shifts from private car to greener modes of transportation. 
Policy and regulatory changes can be implemented to motivate developers to consider and 
accommodate these modes in the planning and design stage. Pedestrian improvements include 
sidewalks, high visibility crosswalks, ADA-compliant curb ramps, mid-block crossings, and 
pedestrian signal heads and push buttons. Bicycle accommodations include paved shoulders, 
visible and color-coded bicycle lanes, and shared-use paths. The FHWA has developed a 
Pedestrian Safety Guide and Countermeasure Selection System,30 which provides guidance for 
incorporating appropriate measures into roadway design.    
 
New technology exists to provide drivers with a real-time warning when pedestrians are in or about 
to enter approaching crosswalks. Opportunities to implement such new technology for enhanced 
pedestrian crossings in the District should be considered.  
  
Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Access to Public Transit Services  
FHWA recently released a manual entitled, Improving Safety for Pedestrians and Bicyclists 
Accessing Transit,31 which is a resource providing guidance for design elements and physical 
improvements. NJTPA developed a “Bus Safety Toolbox,”32 which provides guidance for 
enhancing safety at current or new bus stops. The NJDOT’s Safe Streets to Transit grant 
program,33 which aims to facilitate the implementation of projects and activities that will improve 
safety in the vicinity of transit facilities (within approximately one-half mile for pedestrian 
improvements), will be a potential funding source for these activities and improvements. Potential 
improvements include e-bike or e-scooter facilities near transit hubs or stops.  
 
Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Access and Safety in School Zones  
Similar to the program for public transit facilities, NJDOT has a federally funded Safe Routes to 
Schools grant program with the following objectives:  
• To enable and encourage children in grades K-8, including those with disabilities, to walk 

and bicycle to school;  
• To make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation 

alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age; and  
• To facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects and activities that will 

improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of 
schools.  

The Safe Routes to School program can be utilized by public agencies to identify key issues and 
prepare applications for grants from this and other funding sources. 
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Promote Land Use Design Supportive of Bicycle and Pedestrian Use  
The establishment of a NJDOT-designated Transit Village within the District can be a starting 
point to support non-motorized travel options. NJDOT’s Transit Village Initiative works with 
designated municipalities to advance principles of Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). The 
District does not currently have any NJDOT-designated Transit Villages, although Rutherford is a 
designated Transit Village within a portion of the Borough that is located outside the District. 
Working with interested eligible District municipalities to prepare and submit to NJDOT an 
application for Transit Village designation could result in obtaining this designation in the District.  
 

8.3.3 Travel Demand Management  
Travel Demand Management (TDM) refers to strategies to reduce SOV travel, particularly for 
commuting purposes. Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) work with employers to 
plan, implement, and support TDM activities. The Meadowlands District is served by two 
TMAs: EZ Ride (formerly known as Meadowlink) and the Hudson TMA. The NJSEA is 
represented on the EZ Ride Board of Trustees, and EZ Ride has a representative on the MTPB.  
  
Supplement Work of TMAs  

The identification of opportunities to support and coordinate with the TMAs and employers could 
promote the advancement of the use of TDM strategies. This work can include the preparation 
and distribution of marketing materials for employers and employees on the availability of 
alternative commuting options including transit, shuttles, carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, and 
walking. Working with employers is advised in order to develop and implement supporting 
strategies, such as preferential parking for carpool vehicles, parking pricing, guaranteed ride 
home, lockers and showers, and various financial incentives (e.g., coupons or gift certificates) to 
use commute options other than single-occupancy vehicles. Preferential parking for carpooling 
has previously been codified under the NJSEA regulations as one of the strategies to obtain a 
transportation development fee credit.  
 
Assess Effectiveness of TDM Strategies  
Additional studies may help to assess the effectiveness of current TDM strategies and to propose 
improved or new strategies, which can be proposed as new NJSEA regulations. Such strategies 
should be developed by working closely and cooperatively with the TMAs to understand their 
initiatives and assist them in deploying their initiatives. 
   

8.3.4 Goods Movement  
Goods movement is a critical element of the District’s transportation system. The regional 
economy generates freight movement, and the District serves as a crossroads for regional truck 
and rail freight traffic. Future initiatives should investigate more closely the needs and impacts of 
goods movement in the District. Available information on goods movement flows should be 
obtained based upon key generators and attractors. 
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Assess Impacts of Trucks on Traffic Circulation  
A District-wide truck impact study would include a focus on the roads in the vicinity of the major 
rail freight yards, including Croxton Yard and the North Bergen Yard. Such an assessment could 
also evaluate the impact of the rail freight operations, including at-grade road crossings.  
  
Assess Impacts of Trucks in Residential Neighborhoods  
Of great concern is the impact of truck/heavy vehicles traffic in residential neighborhoods on roads 
that were not designed for such traffic. Municipalities are authorized to establish a system of truck 
routes and establish roads that would exclude trucks with a gross vehicle weight of over four tons 
(N.J.A.C. 40:67-16.1). Coordination with local authorities to identify truck impact concerns, leading 
to strategies such as designated truck routes and corresponding truck restrictions on local roads, 
could result in benefits to the neighborhoods and remove stressors from certain roadways. The 
current Hudson County Truck Routes Assessment Study is a potential source of information for 
this work.  
 
Expand Freight Signal Priority   
An expansion of the scope of current recommended projects should be investigated to implement 
freight signal priority on other major key truck routes and incorporate the revised signal timing 
plans into MASSTR.    
  
Loading Zone and Curbside Management  
Available information on loading zone and curbside management strategies should be compiled 
and reviewed to provide guidance to municipalities that are interested in such approaches. One 
resource is New York City’s Delivering New York smart truck management plan,34 which includes 
information on strategies such as neighborhood loading zones, off-hour deliveries, cargo bike 
delivery, multi-company delivery locker hubs, off-street consolidation, and green loading 
zones.      
  
Investigate Potential of Drones for Freight Delivery  
One candidate improvement project included in MDTP 2045 is a pilot drone delivery program. 
The potential for deploying aerial drones for freight delivery in urbanized areas such as the 
Meadowlands District should be investigated. A study would be useful to investigate the potential 
in FLM deliveries and the need for landing pads and charging pods, and how to provide this space, 
as well as establishing an appropriate regulatory framework for policy making decisions such as 
credit rates, flight routes and settings, and conformity to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
rules and regulations.  
 

8.3.5 ITS / Emerging Technology  
ITS applications are commonplace in the District, and future objectives include providing traveler 
information, reducing delay and travel time, responding to incidents, and reducing crashes and 
fatalities.   
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Plan for ITS Applications on District Roadways  

By working cooperatively with other agencies (i.e., New Jersey Department of Transportation, 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority, and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey), the NJSEA 
can identify and design ITS applications on roadways within or near the Meadowlands District. 
The District is a suitable region for the implementation of Vehicle to Infrastructure (V2I), Vehicle 
to Pedestrians (V2P), or Vehicle to Everything (V2X), since the communication infrastructure is in 
place, as a part of the MASSTR network. Types of improvements include signal phasing and 
timing, intersection geometry (SPAT/MAP) messages, pedestrian in signalized crosswalk 
warning, curve speed warning, and Eco-Approach and Departure at signalized intersections.       
  
A recent project in Newark, the In-Vehicle Traffic Signal Advisory System (ITSAS), conducted a 
pilot study on a signalized arterial. The system, which utilized cellular technology instead of 
roadside equipment, provided drivers with advisory speed information and safety guidance when 
approaching signals. The study found that using the system resulted in significant vehicle travel 
time savings and reduced environment impacts.35  
  
Involvement in research and planning for similar applications in the District and otherwise 
assisting in efforts to upgrade the communications infrastructure (fiber and wireless) for these 
types of technology are future goals.  
  

8.3.6 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure  
As EV use continues to increase, efforts are underway to advance the installation of EV 
infrastructure, particularly EV charging stations. There are different types of infrastructure for 
different vehicles, and charging locations range from private residential to public non-residential 
locations. MDTP 2045 includes two recommended improvement projects to expand the number 
of EV charging stations and ports in the Meadowlands District. The NJSEA’s role in analyzing and 
defining suitable locations for different levels and vehicle types to expand the EV charging network 
could advance these efforts.  
  
Investigate Locations for EV Charging Stations  

One recommended improvement project in MDTP 2045 is to install EV charging stations at 
various locations, such as the NJ TRANSIT North Bergen Park and Ride, MetLife Stadium, 
Meadowlands Racing Entertainment, the American Dream parking deck, and Teterboro Airport. 
More detailed analysis is warranted to find the most suitable locations to construct charging 
stations considering vehicle origin-destination (OD) data. This analysis is particularly vital to 
construct EV charging stations for HVs in order to identify locations within the proximity of 
roadways with the highest traveling HV demand. The development of guidance for EV charging 
infrastructure could facilitate the installation of a consistent, fast, and reliable charging network 
that meets future demand.  
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Assist in Implementing EV Charging Stations  
The implementation of EV charging stations in the District should be supported and advanced 
through the following activities:  

• Maintain a repository of information of current and planned EV infrastructure in the 
District.  

• Assist in assessing the needs and opportunities for EV charging stations for heavy 
vehicles.  

• Assist other agencies in identifying locations and obtaining technical and financial 
assistance for installing new facilities.  

 
The federal government has established a plan for a national network of 500,000 EV charging 
stations. Financial assistance is provided through formula funding to states, as well as through a 
competitive grant program. On the state level, NJDEP’s It Pay$ to Plug In – New Jersey’s Electric 
Vehicle Charging Grant Program is a potential source of grant funding for charging stations at 
public, workplace, and multi-family housing locations.36        
  

8.3.7 Resiliency  
  
The Meadowlands District is especially susceptible to flooding from tidal storm surges, fluvial 
flooding, and sea level rise, which present potential hazards to multimodal transportation 
infrastructure, including roads and bridges, rail lines and stations, air and maritime ports, and 
pedestrian and cyclist facilities. With sea level rise, the future impacts of storms and flooding are 
projected to be more frequent and magnified.  
 
Assess Vulnerability and Need for Resiliency Improvements  
NJSEA will assist in identifying needs and opportunities to improve the resiliency of transportation 
infrastructure in the District and develop disaster recovery plans. Substantial analyses have 
already been performed by other agencies, and NJSEA can compile available data on vulnerable 
transportation facilities in the District and prepare a summary of planned and proposed projects 
to address necessary improvements to increase transportation infrastructure resiliency and 
sustainability. This information will be useful in asset management, project development, and 
operations and maintenance activities, and disaster recovery.  
 
The NJSEA has the ability to assess and provide support for resilience projects such as the US 
Army Corps NYNJHAT study, which proposes several storm surge barriers, including along the 
lower Hackensack River.  Such a project could protect vulnerable transportation facilities in low-
lying portions of the District. 
 
Also, as part of recent work on its Plan 2050, the NJTPA prepared a background paper, Climate 
Change and Transportation. This paper provides useful information including the implications of 
recent climate policy on transportation, as well as recommended mitigation and adaptation 
strategies. Two valuable sources of data on vulnerable transportation facilities are 
NJFloodMapper, an interactive mapping website to visualize coastal flooding hazards, and 
NJDEP Coastal Vulnerability Index mapping, which provides mapping by municipality for different 
levels of threats for different future time periods.  
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Investigate Use of Asset Management Framework  
The investigation of the possible application of an asset management framework such as the Risk 
and Resilience Analysis Tool for Infrastructure Asset Management prepared by the Rutgers 
Center for Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation (CAIT)37  could provide valuable 
information.  
 
Explore Funding Opportunities  
Exploring funding opportunities could result in advancements in District transportation systems, 
including the Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and Cost-saving 
Transportation (PROTECT) program, a new federal funding program, which will provide both 
formula and competitive funding to MPOs, local governments, and agencies for projects to 
improve the resiliency of transportation facilities.38 Types of eligible activities include identifying 
vulnerable facilities, establishing evacuation routes, and making necessary improvements, 
particularly by “floodproofing” vulnerable facilities.  
 

8.3.8 Model Updates and Maintenance  
Developed as part of MDTP 2045, the MDTDM is a version of the NJTPA’s NJRTM-E that has 
been customized for the Meadowlands District. With implementation of the MDTDM in conjunction 
with MDTP 2045, the NJSEA has an important tool for future planning and analysis.  
 
A primary objective of a regional transportation model is to assess the impacts resulting from 
residential or commercial development on transportation networks. The MDTDM provides the 
ability to evaluate the impacts of such land use changes on transportation conditions such as 
roadway capacity and modal shift in the District. The model can assess impacts in terms of travel 
patterns and transportation system operations. Regular updates to the model could include the 
following:  

• Revised land use patterns, such as new development, business openings or closings, or 
changes in land use. This information is represented in the model by the SE database, 
which contains data on households, population, and employment by TAZ. One potential 
model adjustment is to create new smaller TAZs.  

• Revisions to the transportation network such as adding new roads, modifying roadway 
geometry, or revising/adding shuttle routes. This information is represented in the model 
by the roadway network and shuttle routes. The  model can be used to assess the impacts 
of proposed or completed improvement construction projects on traffic circulation and 
roadway operations.  

  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/notices/n4510864/n4510864_t20.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/notices/n4510864/n4510864_t20.cfm
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8.4 Recommendation – Update District Transportation Plan Rules  

The resulting findings of MDTP 2045 shall be incorporated into the District Transportation Plan 
Rules at N.J.A.C. 19:7-1.1 et seq.. With this consideration, existing District Transportation Rules 
will require review, reevaluation, and updating to integrate key aspects of the MDTP 2045. A 
corresponding rulemaking proposal shall include, at a minimum, updates to the following 
regulations:  

• N.J.A.C. 19:7-5. Transportation Development Fee Assessment – This subchapter 
contains rules on transportation development fee formula, transportation development fee 
formula reduction, and transportation development fee credits, which will require revisions 
to embrace the updated assessment fee approach and rate developed under the adopted 
MDTP 2045.  

• N.J.A.C. 19:4-7.10. Performance Standards; Traffic – This section contains regulations on 
assessing the impacts of new developments through preparation of a Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) focusing on vehicular mobility by evaluating roadway capacity and an 
acceptable LOS for vehicles. To support multimodal mobility, performance standards will 
also be incorporated into the Transportation Planning District Regulations. As multi-modal 
guidelines and tools were developed to evaluate LOS for all modes of transportation and 
to support mobility for all, the District regulations shall be updated to incorporate 
requirements for multi-modal assessment by developers.  

• New Multi-Modal Safety Regulations – The NJSEA’s track record over the past decade 
can be furthered by emphasizing multi-modal safety and establishing new regulations to 
codify multi-modal safety guidelines. The conformity of development to such rules is 
anticipated to reduce crashes, improve safety, and elevate the quality of life in the 
District.    
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38 FHWA, Biden Administration Announces New PROTECT Formula Program, July 29, 2022. 
https://highways.dot.gov/newsroom/biden-administration-announces-new-protect-formula-program-73-
billion-bipartisan 
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