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DISCLAIMER  

This research does not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the New Jersey Department of 

Transportation  or anyone who provided information for this research. The author s are solely responsible 

for the content of this report, including errors and omissions.   
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INTRODUCTION  

Large amounts of investments are made by state departments of transportation and other government 

agencies to build, improve , and maintain bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Some of these 

investments are made to improve  safety of bicyclists and pedestrians, while other investments are made 

to promote walking and bicycling, and yet other investments are m ade to complement public 

transportation . In New Jersey alone, millions of dollars are spent annually to build, improve, and 

maintain sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle paths, bicycle lanes, and trails for both pedestrians and bicyclists. 

These investments are being made on public roads as well as in recreational areas such as parks by the 

New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) and various counties and municipalities . The new 

and improved infrastruct ures funded by these agencies are being regularly used by New Jersey residents 

for both transportation and recreational purposes.   

There is little doubt that the  funds  invested to build, improve, and maintain bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure in the s tate help to pro mote walking and bicycling and to make walking and bicycling 

safer. Yet, little is known about the way New Jersey residents value different types of bicycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure  relative to competing types of infrastructure . For example, whether, or to what 

extent, New Jersey residents prefer a separated bicycle path over a bicycle lane is virtu ally unknown .  

Similarly, ÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯ-ÌÞɯ)ÌÙÚÌàɯÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚɀɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯbrick crosswalks relative to standard 

asphalt sidewalks, or their assessment of sidewalks with street furniture relative to sidewalks with out 

street furniture  is scant or non-existent. While some types of infrastructure are incomparable to other 

types because they serve different purposes, many types of infrastructure are in fact substitutes of other 

types of infrastructure. When certain types of infrastructure are substitutes of other types of 

infrastructure, it helps to know how people value different types of bicycling and pedestrian 

infrastructure.   

While the information on -ÌÞɯ)ÌÙÚÌàɯÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚɀɯÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯÛà×ÌÚɯÖÍɯbicycle and pedestrian 

infra structure is scant, even less is known about the reasons for their valuation . For example, some 

ÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓÚɀɯvaluation of a sidewalk may be solely or mostly influ enced by the surface material, whereas 

ÖÛÏÌÙɯÐÕËÐÝÐËÜÈÓÚɀɯÈÚÚÌÚÚÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÔÈàɯÉÌɯÐÕÍÓÜÌÕÊÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÚÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÓÈÔ×ɯ×ÖÚÛÚɯÈÕËɯÉÌÕÊÏÌÚȭ  

Due to the limited availability of ÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɀÚɯÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯÛà×ÌÚɯÖÍɯbicycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure, the Alan M. Voorhees Transportation Center at Rutgers University undertook a 

survey of New Jersey residents by focusing on two large regions of the state, namely, the greater 

Bloomfield area of northern New Jersey and the greater Cherry Hi ll area of southern New Jersey.  The 

survey respondents were selected by random sampling from mailing lists purchased from a private 

vendor. The primary objectives of the survey were the following:   

a) Determine how the respondents value different types of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, 

such as separated bicycle paths, marked bicycle lanes, elevated bicycle lanes, bicycle sharrows, 

sidewalks, crosswalks, and trails. 

b) (ËÌÕÛÐÍàɯÛÏÌɯÍÈÊÛÖÙÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÕÍÓÜÌÕÊÌɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕËÌÕÛÚɀɯvaluation of  different types of infrastructure, 

including surface material, separation from traffic, and the characteristics of the surrounding 

areas.   



New Jersey Bicycle and Pedestrian Resource Center 

 

1 

 
H o w  d o  P e o p l e  V a l u e  D i f f e r e n t  T y p e s  o f  P e d e s t r i a n  &  B i c y c l i n g  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e ?  

R e p o r t  f r o m  a  S u r v e y  o f  R e s i d e n t s  i n  T w o  N e w  J e r s e y  R e g i o n s     

 

Page 6 

c) Determine how the respondents perceive the availability and quality of bicycling and pedestrian 

infra structure in t heir neighborhood . 

d) Determine how frequently and for what purpose the respondents use bicycling and pedestrian 

infrastructure of different types.  

e) Identify the perceived barriers that deter the respondents from walking and bicycling for 

different purposes.  

f) Determine how the respondents would like to distribute funds among different investment items 

to promote walking and bicycling.            

3ÏÐÚɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯ×ÙÌÚÌÕÛÚɯÚÖÔÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÒÌàɯÍÐÕËÐÕÎÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÚÜÙÝÌàȭɯ(ÛɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍÐÊÈÓÓàɯÍÖÊÜÚÌÚɯÖÕɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɀÚɯ

valuation of differ ent types of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and the reasons for their valuation.  

The results from the analysis of other data collected through the survey will be presented in an expanded 

report.  

SURVEY OF HOUSEHOLDS  

Selection of the Survey Regions  

The analysis in this report is based on a random survey of households conducted between September and 

November of 2012 in two regions of New Jersey: The greater Bloomfield region of north Jersey and the 

greater Cherry Hil l region of south Jersey. Figure 1 shows the two regions in a state map for New Jersey, 

while Figure 2 shows the geographic distribution of the survey respondents in the greater Bloomfield 

region and Figure 3 shows the distribution of respondents in the greater Cherry Hill region. The greater 

Bloomfield region includes parts of Essex, Bergen, Passaic, and Hudson Counties, whereas the greater 

Cherry Hill region contains  parts of Burlington and Camden Counties.  

The reason for selecting one region from northern New Jersey and the other from southern New Jersey is 

geographic diversity . To ensure that the two regions, on the aggregate, are not too distinct from the state 

average, important socioeconomic and housing characteristics of the two regions were compared with the 

characteristics of the state by using data from the 2010 American Community Survey. The comparison of 

the two survey regions with the state is shown Table 1. Although the proportion of Hispanic persons and 

non-English speaking persons is lower in the greater Cherry Hill regi on than the state average, it was 

expected that the combined sample for the two regions would be reasonably close to the state average, 

due in part to the high percentage of individuals belonging to both categories in the greater Bloomfield 

area. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Surveyed Regions Compared to the State of New 

Jersey 

Characteristics  New Jersey State Greater Bloomfield Region Greater Cherry Hill Region 

Total Population 8,721,577 366,045 376,718 

Percent African American 13% 11% 10% 

Percent Hispanic 17% 23% 7% 

Percent Non-English person 29% 40% 15% 

Median Household Income $69,811 $71,415 $74,266 

Percent owned homes 67% 60% 76% 

Percent detached homes 56% 47% 63% 

 

 

Despite the best effort to generate a sample of respondents that resembles the state population, analysis of 

the survey data showed that the median household income for the survey respondents was 

approximately $103,200 for the two regions combined. Similarly, African American and Hispanic 

respondents constituted only 7% of the respondents who participated in the survey, although they 

constitute approximately 10% and 15% of the population, respectively, in the two regions combined. One 

of the reasons for the low participation among low -income and minority populations may be a lower  

availability of the Internet in such households. Among the survey participants, 45% were women and 

55% were men. 
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Figure 1. The Two Regions where the Survey was Conducted 
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Figure 2. The Greater Bloomfield Region 
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Figure 3. The Greater Cherry Hill  Region  


































