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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This research examined the demographics and strategies of the New Jersey’s 
Limited English Proficient (LEP) population. After an extensive literature review, the 
project identified the geographical location and linguistic backgrounds for 
approximate 400,000 LEP New Jersey residents. We found a concentration in the 
state’s six urban northeast counties. A high correlation between transit use and LEP 
population distribution was discovered.   
 
The first task was to obtain the LEP community input on mobility-information issues. 
We distributed a questionnaire on transit communications to over 500 students in 
various English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) courses. We also conducted survey 
with small groups of LEP residents. The surveys showed that a majority of 
respondents understand most transit communications although large minorities had 
problems getting some information such as that conveyed in announcements. The 
focus groups corroborated this information, but some members also indicated 
perceptions of discriminatory treatment by individual transit employees and a lack of 
appropriate transit routes. 
 
The second task was to survey the best practices of peer transit agencies in 
American metropolitan areas with bi- or multilingual populations. Through this survey, 
we found several agencies, WMATA, Tri-MET and MTA, with innovative practices 
such as multilingual websites. 
 
The third task was to survey selected transportation providers outside the United 
States along with various airports, tourism centers, and other locales catering to 
multilingual clientele. We found practices included multilingual web pages, 
publications and announcements, te lephone lines, pictograms, visual aids and 
personal assistance. 
 
At the strategic level, agencies should prepare a long-range Transit Plan. The plan 
would take into account community demographics in long-range transit planning, 
including a voice for LEP community members in planning routes. Agencies should 
maximize human contact and personal assistance to the degree that this is 
economically feasible. This recommendation includes introduction of cultural and 
linguistic sensitivity training for all employees with traveler contacts. To leverage 
resources, agencies should explore cooperation with other organizations, e.g., social 
services organizations committed to work with various immigrant communities. 
 
At the operational level, we recommend such techniques as increased use of 
pictograms to present simple information and creation of a multilingual website. We 
also recommend improvement in public announcement techniques. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 
The mobility information needs of Limited English Proficiency (LEP) people are of 
strong policy interest because these individuals constitute a growing and changing 
share of the total travel market. The expected travel growth of this particular 
population group is much faster than overall travel. According to the United States 
Department of Transportation Guidance (U.S. DOT, 2001), LEP persons are those 
individuals with a primary or home language other than English who must, due to 
limited fluency in English, communicate in that primary or home language if they are 
to have an equal opportunity to participate in, or benefit from, any aids or services 
provided by the transportation agency. 
 
Dampened access to the mobility information by the LEP population simply creates a 
fertile soil for growing complaints, which is exactly what New Jersey Transit (NJ 
TRANSIT) and New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) strive to reduce 
or eliminate. As part of the overall effort to improve transit services and comply with 
Title VI non-discrimination mandates, NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT propose this 
research on best practices to satisfy mobility information needs of LEP people in New 
Jersey.   
 
As one of the most diversified states in terms of culture, language, and ethnicity, New 
Jersey is home to a large number of populations who speak a language other than 
English at home. The year 2000 Census Data (U.S. Department of Commerce, 
2002A) indicates that one out of every four New Jersey residents speaks a language 
different from English at home. Of those people, nearly half of them (45%) admit 
speaking English less than “very well,” which is the basic definition for a LEP person. 
As presented in Figure 1, New Jersey’s LEP population and its transit services are 
concentrated in several counties in the northern part of the state. For example, 
Hudson County has the highest LEP population of 28% and concentrated transit 
modes such as PATH, Hudson Bergen Light Rail, and commuter rail and buses. 
 
The high correlation between transit usage and LEP population distribution is more 
than a coincidence. Previous studies (Polzin, Chu, and Ray, 2000) proved that a 
large number of immigrants use transit as their primary mode of transportation, 
especially in the first few years after they arrive in America. In New Jersey, most LEP 
people are new immigrants from non-English speaking countries. The high transit 
mode shares by LEP travelers prove that the frequencies with which LEP individuals 
are affected by transit information are high.   
 
Language barriers prohibit people who are LEP from obtaining services and 
information relating to transportation services and programs (U.S. DOT, 2001). 
Because LEP people are not able to read instructions or correspondence written in 
English, and may not understand verbal information, they often are not aware of 
regulatory requirements and legal implications of the services they seek. Therefore, 
they may not be able to take advantage of the transit systems, which could affect 
their economic and social opportunities.  
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To find methods to convey mobility information to LEP persons, we need to study the 
practices of a variety of American and non-American agencies, including 
transportation organizations, international airports, and other internationally- oriented 
activity centers. Variety is a key in our approach to learning which tactics constitute 
best practices. We need to examine agencies that serve different types of LEP 
populations. Our list of agencies includes some organizations using verbal strategies 
and others using pictorial or auditory strategies. To access a wide array of nonverbal 
strategies, we look at innovations originally designed for travelers with disabilities or 
special cognitive styles, as well as approaches originated for LEP populations.   
 
1.1 Research Objectives 
 
As outlined in the United States Department of Transportation Guidance (U.S. DOT, 
2001), Title VI regulations require recipients of Federal funding to take reasonable 
steps to ensure that LEP persons receive the language assistance necessary to offer 
them meaningful access to appropriate programs and activities. This research will 
strive to accomplish the following objectives: 
 

1. Provide residents and travelers in New Jersey who have limited English 
proficiency with the ability to gain essential access to New Jersey’s 
transportation opportunities, such as bus, rail, road, water and air. Unique in 
the United States, New Jersey has only one transit agency, NJ TRANSIT, for 
all modes of Public Transportation in the state. This unique organizational 
structure will help to afford comprehensive and consistent solutions for public 
transportation infrastructure systems, as well as better management and 
customer services for the traveling public. This research should assist NJ 
TRANSIT in maintaining and improving the quality of transit services. 

 
2. Further New Jersey transportation agencies’ compliance with Title VI 

regulations as they pertain to the avoidance of discrimination against people 
of different national origins or language proficiency. 

 
3. Provide NJ TRANSIT and NJDOT with a manual to be used in recommending 

ways of improving their service to the LEP travelers in New Jersey.  
 

The research team will pay particular attention to the cost and cost-effectiveness of 
information regarding individual practices gathered in the survey. The research team 
will present an evaluation of each technique in terms of the cost and the time frame of 
implementation so that NJ TRANSIT will be able to select the most cost-effective 
methods in a timely manner to serve the LEP travelers in New Jersey.   
 
1.2 Research Plan 
 
The Request for Proposal (RFP) of this project calls for three parallel surveys across 
diversified organizational structures and geographical areas. It is critical for us to 
develop a well thought out and dynamic research plan so that we will be able to 
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complete the project on time and within budget. The result of this research will offer 
much needed guidelines for NJ TRANSIT to provide mobility information for LEP 
people.  
 
Task 1. Review Literature 
Task 2. Identify Sources of Information on Location, Nature, and Size of LEP Groups 
in New Jersey. 
Task 3. Identify and Classify the New Jersey LEP Population 
Task 4. Generate Input from LEP Populations  
Task 5. Survey Peer Transportation and Transit Agencies in the United States 
Task 6. Survey Internationally Oriented Activity Centers 
Task 7. Survey Selected Transit and Transportation Providers in Other Countries 
Task 8. Develop a Nonverbal Communication Approach 
Task 9. Synthesize Verbal and Nonverbal Communication Recommendations 
Task 10. Synthesize with LEP Market Research for Development of the Final Report 
Task 11. Prepare Quarterly Progress and Final Report 
 
This research project has been completed within 24 month. The first task was 
accomplished in the first three-month period. Tasks 2 through 4 were accomplished 
within six months. Task 5, 6 and 7 were completed by the end of the first year. The 
last three months of the project were used to compile the final project report and 
present the final results and findings to the Research Project Selection and 
Implementation Panel (RPSIP). 
 
1.3 Research Implementation 
 
The result of this project is a practical manual for NJ TRANSIT staff to identify best 
practices from national and international resources. In addition, a series of Technical 
Memoranda and this Final Report--describing surveys, addressing various aspects of 
the surveyed transportation organizations and international entities--provide 
references and useful information for other surveys planned by NJDOT.  
 
Additional products from this research include conference and journa l papers 
describing the research performed. To date, a number of papers have been 
presented at the Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting and the Public 
Administration Association Annual Meeting. One paper has been accepted for 
publish by the Journal of Public Administration Review. More papers will be submitted 
to peer-reviewed journals in the fields, such as Journal of Communications, 
Transportation Research Record and Journal of Human Behavior and Technology. 
 
The audience for this research includes the customer, the management of NJDOT, 
administrators of other state and local transportation agencies, and scholars in LEP 
communications. This research provides a comprehensive review of existing and 
emerging techniques in providing and improving service to LEP and related special 
needs populations. 
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An implementation strategy was developed, in conjunction with the LEP 
market/demographic analysis, to ensure that the findings and results of this research 
are implemented cost-effectively. The implementation strategy was also developed 
from a priority list corresponding with the most common problems or complaints. The 
implementation strategy helps identify the most effective approaches for particular 
LEP populations. For example, it is believed that computer capability has an 
extremely bi-polar distribution within the LEP population. Some subcategories of the 
LEP population are much more computer savvy than average citizens, while other 
categories of LEP population are much less. The implementation plan also identifies 
potential obstacles for the NJ TRANSIT to implement certain strategies.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
To assess the current status of LEP-related issues, the research team has conducted 
a literature search using New Jersey Institute of Technology’s Van Houten Library, the 
Transportation Research Board’s Transportation Research Information Systems 
(TRIS), and the Internet. It presents the results in the following sections: policy and 
guidelines, activities to serve LEP people outside of transportation agencies, 
language-related research in the transportation field, understanding information’s 
nonverbal factors, and responding to diversified communities. 
 
The key guideline for this project is the United States Department of Transportation’s 
(USDOT, 2001) Guidance to Recipients on Special Language Services to Limited 
English Proficiency Beneficiaries. For a detailed discussion of this directive see 
Kanada and Yeo (2002).  
 
The federal DOT has defined LEP persons as individuals with a primary or home 
language other than English who must, due to limited fluency in English, 
communicate in that primary or home language if they are to have an equal 
opportunity to participate in or benefit from any aids or services provided by the 
transportation agency. To assist state agencies in complying with their Title VI 
responsibilities, the DOT guidance outlined the key elements that the USDOT 
encourages its recipients to consider to ensure meaningful access to programs and 
activities by all people regardless of race or national origin. Adhering to these 
guidelines not only helps state agencies fulfill their legal obligations, it also helps 
prevent complaints and creates a more productive economic climate by supporting 
tourists and establishing that localities are appropriate sites for global trade and 
investment.   
 
The federal guidance identified specific variables state agencies should take into 
account when formulating meaningful access for LEP populations. These variables 
include: 
 

• The number and proportion of LEP persons potentially served by the 
recipients’ programs or activities, as well as the variety of language spoken in 
the recipients’ service areas, 

• The frequency with which LEP individuals are affected by the program or 
activity,  

• The importance of the effect of the recipient’s program or activity on LEP 
persons, bearing in mind that transportation is considered an essential service 
to participation in modern society, 

• The resources available to the recipient, as well as whether the recipient has 
budgeted for provisions of special language services, 

• The level of services provided to fully English proficient people, 
• An examination of whether LEP persons are being excluded from services, or 

being provided a lower level of service. 
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• A consideration of whether the recipient has adequate justification for 
restrictions, if any, on special language services or speaking languages other 
than English. 

 
To help recipients comply with the requirements of Executive Order 13166 (Clinton, 
2000), the guidance also outlined basic frameworks for language assistance, which 
may include needs assessment, written language assistance plans, staff training, 
provision of special language assistance, and monitoring. The report also presented 
typical ways of providing language service such as oral interpretation, translation of 
written materials, and use of alternative communication methods and devices. To 
demonstrate how to apply the executive order, the DOT Guidance listed a number of 
promising/best practices around the country. Looking at some of these best practices 
will serve as our first stop in the process of surveying how organizations in many 
fields serve the LEP population. 
 
The research focus also included some general activities and language-related 
research in transportation that serves LEP populations, which are included in 
Appendix A and B.  
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3. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND LEP TRAVELERS IN NEW JERSEY 
 
Famous for its “melting pot” of cultures, languages, and religions, the United States is 
even more diversified than ever with regard to race, national origin, language spoken 
at home, and other related parameters. As documented by the Census data, the 
portion of people who speak a language other than English at home increased from 
14 percent in 1990 to 18 percent in 2000 (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2002B). 
 
Among those who speak a language other than English at home, Hispanics are the 
largest minority group in the United States (Miller, 2003). It is not uncommon to hear 
Spanish spoken when we walk down the streets of a U.S. city today. About 27 million 
U.S. residents are from Spanish-speaking countries with 59 percent of them having 
Mexican origins (Zavala, 2002). The states with the greatest concentrations of 
Spanish-speaking people are California, Texas, New York, and Florida. For more 
population details about Spanish-speaking communities, refer to Zavala (2002) and 
Pew Hispanic Center (2002). 
 
Other language groups are also growing rapidly. For example, the largest increase 
from 1990-2000 in terms of percentage of LEP residents comes among speakers of 
Chinese, 53 percent. Along with the opening of People’s Republic of China (PRC), a 
large number of immigrants from Mainland China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong came and 
settled in the United States, particularly concentrating along both coasts in California, 
New York, and New Jersey.  
 
After the dismantling of the Soviet Union, a large number of Russian speaking people 
immigrated to the United States. Connected with family ties or social networks, those 
new immigrants tend to settle where existing concentrations of Russian communities 
have already formed, such as Brooklyn, New York. As Bullard and Johnson (1997) 
point out, access to transportation is vital to the ability of all these groups to enjoy 
employment and educational choices.    
 
This section documents the language backgrounds, geographic and jurisdictional 
location, and distribution in relation to transit networks of various LEP communities. 
The objective is to understand the magnitude and whereabouts of LEP travelers in 
New Jersey. This information will help the research team to get information from LEP 
populations on their perception of their transit situation; to know something of their 
internal characteristics, e.g., language groupings, income patterns, etc; and to 
identify the transit opportunities that are available in areas of LEP settlement. This 
information is important for developing surveys and focus group materials to use 
among LEP groups in New Jersey. The data in this section enable us to target 
specific LEP communities in a knowledgeable manner and get input from them. 
 
As the achievements of this task, the detailed maps provide visual tools to locate the 
distribution of LEP population and language backgrounds of each subgroup of LEP 
populations; the detailed statistical analyses based on Census data provide the 
general social-economic status and travel characteristics of LEP groups. This work is 
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a backdrop for the important task of interacting with LEP populations via in-person 
interviews, surveys, and focus groups, and getting input from them. This information 
forms the heart of the next section, Generating Input from LEP Travelers in New 
Jersey. 
 
3.1 Transit Networks in New Jersey 
 
As the gateway to the highly prosperous economic centers in the Northeast, New 
Jersey is a critical corridor state that links major points in New York and Pennsylvania. 
As the largest statewide public transportation agency, NJ TRANSIT provides bus, rail, 
and light rail services that accommodate over 752,000 daily trips on 236 bus routes, 
two light rail lines, and 12 commuter rail lines (NJ TRANSIT, 2003A). The vast transit 
network in New Jersey serves 163 rail stations, 27 light rail stations, and more than 
17,000 bus stops. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey provides rapid rail 
transit services on three PATH lines serving seven stations in New Jersey and the 
Delaware River Port Authority on one PATCO line serving nine New Jersey stations. 

3.1.1 Multimodal Transportation Systems 

As pointed out by a former Governor, “Public transportation is a vital public service 
that touches the lives of all who live, work and visit our great state of New Jersey. It 
provides critical mobility for our residents by providing travel opportunities and 
alternatives to using an automobile, thus limiting traffic congestion and air pollution. 
Public transit also sustains our economy and promotes smart growth by providing 
opportunities for residential and commercial development near train stations and 
transportation centers” (New Jersey Transit, 2003B). 
 
As shown in Figure 2, the 466 route miles of NJ TRANSIT’s railroad system serve 
112 out of the state’s 566 municipalities. Covering different areas of the state, the 
New Jersey rail network may be divided into three separate operating divisions: 
 

• The Newark Division: includes the Northeast Corridor, North Jersey Coast, 
and Raritan Valley lines operating to and from Newark Penn Station, Hoboken 
Terminal, and Penn Station New York. 

  
• The Hoboken Division: includes the Mid-town Direct service on the Morris & 

Essex and Montclair-Boonton lines to and from Penn Station New York and 
lines operating to and from Hoboken Terminal on the Morris & Essex, 
Main/Bergen, Pascack Valley and Montclair-Boonton lines. 

  
• The Atlantic City Rail Line: operates between the seaside resort city,  

Philadelphia, and points in between. 
 
Both the Hoboken and Newark Divisions follow a radial layout that brings hundreds 
and thousands of commuters to major hubs such as Newark and Hoboken. Some of 
these rail services continue on to New York City. The Atlantic City Rail Line is a main 
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trunk line that connects Philadelphia and Atlantic City. It also serves suburban 
communities. 
 
NJ TRANSIT also contracts to the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(NYMTA) to run rail service to and from points in New York State on the Pascack 
Valley and Port Jervis lines. NJ TRANSIT is connected to other transit networks, such 
as Amtrak, bus, and subway systems. The NJ TRANSIT network provides fast and 
convenient transportation to people in New Jersey. Whether people live, work, or 
simply visit New Jersey, rail transit services may play a significant part in their mobility 
experiences. 
 
Light rail transit, especially the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail (HBLR), has attracted a 
record number of riders since its opening in 2001. As depicted in Figure 3, the 
average daily passenger trips carried by the HBLR is about 1.5 percent of the total 
route miles even though its network comprises only about 0.5 percent of rail lines’ 
miles in New Jersey. Even more impressive is the ridership growth, 48 percent, 
during the first two years operation, from 2.1 million in fiscal year 2001 to 3.1 million 
riders in fiscal year 2002. Of course, part of the ridership increase was a direct result 
of the tragic events of September 11, 2001. The ridership spiked immediately after 
the catastrophic event. Two more carts augmented the initial articulated two cart 
trains in operation to accommodate the added riders. Two months later, the vehicle 
configuration went back to the initial setup , and the HBLR passenger numbers have 
been holding stable ever since.  
 
Bus service is the largest transit operation for NJ TRANSIT in terms of routes, route 
miles, vehicle fleet, and passenger trips. As delineated in Figure 4, the bus network 
reaches every county in New Jersey with additional service provided by private 
carriers in outlying areas of northern and western New Jersey under contract with NJ 
TRANSIT. Unlike the obvious concentration of the rail network in northern New Jersey, 
the bus network is distributed around the entire state.  
 
With the concentration of rail service in northern New Jersey, its passenger numbers 
vary greatly by county. As seen in Figure 5, commuter trips are concentrated in the 
North and Central Jersey areas where a cluster of rail network exists. There are few 
rail commuters where a rail network does not exist. Bus riders are also the most 
plentiful in the northern and central portion of the state, but bus passengers exist in 
every county as shown in Figure 6.  

3.1.2 Physical Coverage of Transportation Networks 

One of the criteria used to measure the transit network coverage is the density of 
transit route miles within an area. The rail transit network is clearly concentrated in 
the northern part of state, with 36.7 route miles/1000 square mi les while the density of 
transit network becomes fairly low in the southern part of state where there is 8.1 
route miles/1000 square miles of land area. 
 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 11 

The transit network, especially commuter rail, has dense spacing and development in 
northern New Jersey and a relatively sparse presence in the south and west of the 
state. The spatial coverage of the transit network in New Jersey is fairly extensive. As 
depicted in Figure 7, a concentric belt may be formed to describe the concentration of 
network in New Jersey. Taking Newark as the center, a few concentric bands may be 
formed so the further away from the center, the sparser the transit network becomes. 

3.1.3 Intermodal Connection and Coordination 

Although NJ TRANSIT’s network is quite extensive, it is still not able to accomplish its 
mobility and accessibility mission without connecting to other transportation networks. 
NJ TRANSIT has made great efforts to facilitate intermodal connection and 
coordination.  
 
Transfers to the state's bus system are possible at many rail stations. At Penn Station 
New York, connections are available to Amtrak, the Long Island Railroad (LIRR), and 
the New York City subway system. At the Hoboken Terminal, passengers can transfer 
to PATH trains between Hoboken, Jersey City, Newark, and midtown Manhattan; to 
Manhattan-bound ferry service; to the HBLR and point south in Jersey City and 
Bayonne; and to buses serving the region. At Newark Penn Station, the state's 
busiest transit hub, passengers are able to connect to Amtrak, PATH, Newark City 
Subway, and buses. At Trenton, riders can connect to Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transit Authority (SEPTA) commuter rail, Amtrak, River Line LRT and local buses. At 
the terminal of the Atlantic City Rail Line, riders may transfer to Amtrak, SEPTA 
commuter rail and subway, and local buses at Philadelphia's 30th Street Station. 
These primary transit hubs are shown in Figure 8. 
 
Another important coordination is between the transit system and the roadway 
network around the state. As shown in Figure 8, various rail stations and bus lines are 
conveniently located near the access points to major thoroughfares of the state and 
critical roadways. Seamless transactions among various transportation systems in 
New Jersey are vital elements of enhanced mobility, quality of life, economic 
development, and livable communities.   
 
3.2 Distribution of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 
 
Throughout this analysis Limited English Proficiency has been defined as those over 
age five whose first language is not English and who characterize their ability to 
speak English as “not well” or “not at all.” Data from the 2000 Census show that over 
426,000 people or 5.4 percent of New Jersey residents are in this category (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 2002A). The research team wi ll find where these people 
are located, what their primary languages are, and how many individuals make up 
each group, before attempting to answer the question of how to serve them. 
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3.2.1 Subgroups of LEP Populations 

LEP residents in New Jersey are not equally distributed throughout the state. The 
2000 census data shows the concentration of LEP population in the northeast portion 
of the state consisting of 6 counties, Bergen, Passaic, Hudson, Essex, Union, and 
Middlesex. Figure 9 depicts the distribution of LEP population by municipality in the 
most concentrated portion of the state. There are smaller concentrations in cities 
outside this region such as Camden and Trenton; however, cities with more than 
20,000 LEP residents, such as Newark, Elizabeth, Paterson, Jersey City and Union 
City, are in this region. 
 
Table 1 lists the municipalities with the highest LEP populations and the highest 
percentage of LEP among the municipalities. Looking at LEP residents as a 
percentage of the population, five of the state’s top 10 municipalities are in Hudson 
County. More than one-third of the populations of West New York and Union City do 
not have the ability to speak English well.   
 
According to the 2000 Census, the total LEP group may be further stratified into 
speakers of the following languages: 
 

• Spanish; 
• Other Indo-European languages, such as Italian, Portuguese and Polish; 
• Asian and Pacific Island languages; and  
• Other languages which includes Arabic, Hebrew, Hungarian, and African 

languages among others.  
 
Due to privacy issues, the Census Bureau does not release LEP information for 
specific languages except Spanish. As demonstrated in Figure 10, Spanish LEP 
populations are concentrated in the larger cities of Newark, Paterson and Elizabeth, 
the Hudson County waterfront, and other urban enclaves in northeastern New Jersey 
which are verified in Table 2.   
 
Major enclaves of other Indo-European language LEP populations can be found in 
the larger cities of Newark, Elizabeth and Jersey City. Specific high concentrations 
are located in the Wallington and Garfield area of Bergen County where nearly 10 
percent of the population is in this LEP category, as shown in Table 3. The Harrison, 
East Newark and Kearny area of western Hudson County is a secondary center for 
Indo-European LEP population communities. 
 
Figure 10 shows heavy concentrations of Asian and Pacific Island LEP populations in 
the riverfront area of Fort Lee and Palisades Park in Bergen County. The numbers in 
Table 4 reveal that in Palisade Park, more than 1 out of 7 resident falls into this 
category. Jersey City and Edison also have Asian LEP populations that exceed 1,000. 
Nine of the top 10 municipalities with the highest density of this group are in eastern 
Bergen County.  
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The other language LEP residents do not constitute a significant population in any 
municipality except Jersey City, where over 1,400 live. Table 5 also shows that the 
number of such LEP residents in New Jersey is relatively small compared to other 
LEP language groups.  

3.2.2 Locations of Various Language Groups 

It is possible to gain some understanding of the specific LEP population living in an 
area by exploring the Census data on Language Spoken at Home. This information, 
which is available for each significant language, provides the total number of persons 
whose first language is not English regardless of their ability to speak English. This 
data helps to identify survey candidates. 
 
As listed in Table 6, the top 12 non-English languages spoken at home in New Jersey 
range from 12 percent of total population for Spanish to 0.5 percent for Russian. To 
identify the locations of particular language group, the research team has produced a 
series of GIS maps to demonstrate the distribution of those language groups. The 
visual map becomes a useful tool in locating survey candidates carried out under the 
scope of this project. 
 
A comparison of the distribution of all Spanish language speakers and Spanish 
language LEP population shows that there is a high level of correlation between the 
location of the entire community and the location of LEP residents. As with Spanish 
LEP, Spanish speakers of all English abilities are found primarily in the larger cities of 
Newark, Paterson, Elizabeth, and the Hudson County waterfront with several other 
urban enclaves throughout northern New Jersey, depicted in Figure 11. More than 
half the residents of West New York, North Bergen, Passaic, Perth Amboy and 
three-quarters of Union City residents claim Spanish as their native language. 
 
As Figure 12 shows the Italian language speakers are not highly concentrated in one 
area of New Jersey. The top locations include the southern Passaic County 
municipalities, the Hudson County waterfront, and eastern Essex County. Bergen 
County is the top county with 22,000 speakers and Jersey City is the top municipality 
with nearly 2,700 speakers.  
 
In general, Chinese speakers are found in the greatest numbers in the suburban 
band of northern New Jersey in the counties of Middlesex, Bergen, Morris and 
Monmouth, showed in Figure 13. Edison is the most common location for Chinese 
speakers where over 5,500 reside. Jersey City is the one urban municipality with a 
significant Chinese speaking community with 2,900 speakers.   
 
Polish speakers are heavily concentrated in the cities along the Passaic River in 
Bergen and Passaic Counties such as Garfield, Clifton and Wallington, presented in 
Figure 14. Approximately 5,000 Polish speakers can be found in Garfield and Clifton 
with an additional 4,000 in tiny Wallington. The cities along the Arthur Kill in Union 
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and Middlesex Counties as well as Bayonne and Jersey City in Hudson County are 
secondary clusters. 
 
The Ironbound section of Newark is well known as the center of the Portuguese 
community in New Jersey. Over 21,000 Portuguese speakers, or 30 percent of the 
state total, reside in Newark with an additional 7,600 and 5,900 in neighboring 
Elizabeth and Kearny respectively. Relatively high densities of Portuguese speakers 
radiate out from this center with large populations of over 2,000 in nearby Union 
Township, Hillside and Harrison, highlighted in Figure 15. A few areas with sizable 
Portuguese language populations are found throughout the rest of the region.  
 
Speakers of Tagalog, which is the language of the Philippines, are found in significant 
numbers in Jersey City where 13,500 live. Figure 16 shows that secondary centers 
are Central Bergen County, in particular, Bergenfield where there are 2,600, and 
northern Middlesex County, where nearly 5,000 reside.  
 
Korean language speakers live overwhelmingly in Bergen County where 33,000 
reside, particularly the southeastern portion near the George Washington Bridge, 
depicted in Figure 17. In fact, at the rate of four percent of the total population, 
Bergen County has the distinction of having the most Korean residents of any county 
in the United States by a full percentage point.  
 
Gujarathi, the language of western India, is spoken by over 15,100 residents in 
Middlesex County, mainly in the northern municipalities of Edison, Piscataway and 
Woodbridge as well as 5,200 residents in Jersey City, showed in Figure 18.  
Secondary communities exist in Parsippany-Troy Hills and the Clifton/Passaic area. 
 
French speakers in New Jersey are primarily from the Caribbean nation of Haiti.  
This community is tightly clustered around the locales of Newark, Irvington, the East 
Orange area, and Jersey City, presented in Figure 19. Due to the similarities between 
English and French, people who speak French may not have difficulties in language 
as great as those who speak a non-European language such as Korean. Still it may 
be difficult for French speakers to comprehend specific English announcements. 
There are few significant centers of French-speaking populations in the rest of the 
state. 
 
There are two primary clusters of Arabic speakers in New Jersey; one in the Jersey 
City / Bayonne / North Bergen area and the other in the Paterson / Clifton area, 
highlighted in Figure 20. Over 6,000 Arabic speakers live in Jersey City alone. Other 
small numbers of Arabic speakers also reside in Middlesex and Bergen Counties. 
 
While there are 41,000 persons in New Jersey whose native language is German, 
this population is widely scattered throughout the state. No single municipality has 
more than 800 German speakers though very few have none at all, demonstrated in 
Figure 21. This is likely due to the fact that English as a second language is prevalent 
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in Germany, in turn; German speakers find it much easier to assimilate into American 
society than other groups. 
 
The primary Russian speaking community in New Jersey is Fair Lawn where over 
3,000 members reside. As depicted in Figure 22, Fort Lee and East Brunswick are 
secondary communities with just over 1,300 Russian speakers. 
 
3.3 Public Transportation and LEP Travelers in New Jersey 
 
As emphasized in the NJ TRANSIT Mission statement, the agency is dedicated to the 
customers' needs and committed to excellence. To provide safe, reliable, convenient, 
and cost-effective transit services, NJ TRANSIT wants to understand the basic needs 
and desires of its customers. As an important client of the transit system, LEP 
travelers have their unique characteristics and needs, which the system must try to 
understand.  
 
As mentioned earlier, the Census Bureau does not provide detailed social and 
economic characteristics of LEP population due to privacy issues. The basic units of 
census data are all based on geographical or jurisdictional measures, such as state, 
county, and municipality, rather than on individual data. The unique characteristics of 
LEP travelers may be derived from statistical analysis. Such analysis may not prove a 
causal connection between the social and economic status of LEP populations and 
their travel characteristics. But it may be used as a major tool to assist the research 
team in targeting the appropriate survey candidates and designing survey questions 
for our attempt to learn from LEP populations their perception of their individual 
situation. 

3.3.1 Social-Economic Status of LEP Travelers 

In order to explore the correlation between the LEP population and various social and 
economic indicators of the population in general, we have conducted correlation 
analysis using Statistics Analysis System (SAS) software. The basic measures are 
composed of total LEP population and the four sub-groups of LEP population in each 
municipality in New Jersey. The correlation variables include place of birth, age, 
education, income, housing and rent prices, etc.  
 
Correlation analysis is a toolbox to quantitatively and qualitatively compare two sets 
of modeling or analysis data. In this case, it is the total LEP population and subgroups 
of LEP population in each municipality in New Jersey and various demographic and 
social economic variables that are important to describe the general profiles of 
population.  
 
Correlation analysis provides solutions for spatial model correlation, frequency 
response functions correlation, and shape correlation. In this analysis, we have 
primarily used the first, spatial correlation, which is the relationship between the 
number of LEP population and one of the variables, say income, in a particular 
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geographical area. The correlation results, ranging from “–1” to “1”, measures either 
negative or positive correlation between the two variables. A value of “1” represents 
perfect correlation and “-1” perfect negative correlation. The smaller the value, the 
less of the correlation result. In the analysis, most of the insignificant values are 
smaller than 0.001, which indicates excellent correlation results. 
 
As anticipated, most people with Limited English Proficiency were born in a foreign 
country and migrated to New Jersey. Interestingly, the correlation between the 
median ages is negative, -0.25 and correlation between total LEP population and 
those under age 18 is positive, at a high 0.80, as indicated in Table 7. Judging from 
these two indicators, we can safely state that a large portion of the LEP population is 
young. 
 
Examining the education background, we discovered a relatively higher correlation 
between total LEP population and people who are over 25 with less than 9 th grade 
education, 0.96. However, a close examination among various LEP groups presented 
a more variegated landscape. The Spanish and Indo-European language speaking 
LEP demonstrated a high correlation with limited education. The Asian LEP group, on 
the other hand, does not exhibit limited education levels. For this group the 
correlation value is only 0.34 as documented in Table 7.     
 
As a general indicator of economic health, employment status is important in 
measuring the socio-economic status of a particular group. Table 7 shows that the 
unemployment rate has a high correlation with LEP membership, that is 0.86 for the 
total population and 0.78 and 0.84 for Spanish and Indo-European speaking LEP 
subgroups, respectively. Consistent with or perhaps caused by its different education 
characteristics, the Asian LEP subgroup in New Jersey has a relatively low 
correlation with unemployment rate, 0.38, as shown in Table 7. 
 
Another important assessment of the social-economic well being of a particular family 
may be the sources of their income since public assistance is usually disseminated to 
the lowest income groups. As indicated in Table 7, the LEP group exhibited a very 
high correlation with number of individuals whose income is below the poverty level, 
0.88 for the total LEP population. Similarly, the correlation between the number of 
households that received public assistance and number of LEP population is very 
high, 0.83 for the overall LEP group and even higher at 0.85 for the Indo-European 
LEP group. 

3.3.2 Travel Characteristics of LEP Group in New Jersey 

Hampered by relatively low education levels, limited job skills, and language 
difficulties, LEP populations tend to exhibit certain travel characteristics which are 
often associated with lower income people and membership in minority groups. 
Language difficulties magnify the disadvantages of this group in carrying out daily 
tasks, access to employment opportunities, and other social or culture activities. 
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Consistent with our general speculation, the LEP group has a high correlation with 
the number of households that do not own any vehicles. As depicted in Table 8, the 
correlation between the number of occupied households without vehicle and total 
LEP population in a municipality is 0.86. The breakdowns among the four 
subcategories of LEP groups demonstrate a similar pattern presented earlier, with 
Spanish, and Indo-European LEP groups occupying the higher spectrum of the 
correlation while Asian LEP groups reside in the very lower end of the correlation, 
0.40. 
 
One of the main driving forces for this LEP research is to discover the significance of 
public transit in the lives of LEP populations. As expected, the transit mode share of 
each municipality has a high correlation with the number of LEP populations, 0.74. 
Table 8 shows such correlation can be 0.52 for the Asian LEP group and as high as 
0.85 for other LEP communities. Furthermore, walking is another mode of 
transportation that has high correlation with LEP group, 0.86.  
 
Another important indicator of travel characteristics is the commuting distance. The 
correlation between the LEP population in each municipality and commuting distance 
is fairly low, ranging from negative 0.05 to positive 0.05. Further investigation, such 
as a survey of the LEP group, is necessary to learn more about commuting practices 
in LEP communities. 
 
3.4 Initial Analysis of LEP Communities 
 
What people care about and why they care, stems at least in part from their cultural 
backgrounds. A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2002) booklet, 
EPA 842-B-01-003, provides an example of how administrators should seek to 
integrate economic, ecological, social, and cultural concerns in communities.  The 
cases in the guide demonstrate how knowledge about community issues, language, 
influential subgroups, historical trends, and other social factors within a community 
are keys to establishing successful environmental protection goals, action plans, and 
implementation strategies. On the other hand, Taylor (1987) shows that many 
schools’ failing to take cultural communication issues into account is one contribution 
to minority-student underachievement. Transportation agencies have to learn to take 
each community’s cultural preferences into account where economically feasible. 
They need to learn how to survey client communities (Baltes, 2002). 
 
Based on the information generated from the Census Data, the research team 
produced a series of Geographic Information System (GIS) maps and databases. 
These GIS map and related database provided useful tools to make the connections 
between the LEP population and transportation, especially transit systems in New 
Jersey. This effort, in turn, helps to answer the questions raised in federal Executive 
Order 13166 (U.S. DOT, 2001). These questions are: 

• How many LEP persons are in the agency’s service area? 
• How frequently do LEP persons come in contact with the agency’s offered 

services? 
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• What is the importance of the agency’s service to the population and to its 
day-to-day activities? 

• What are the resources available to provide special services to LEP 
populations?    

 
The last question is extremely important since most of transportation agencies have 
been challenged to use a limited budget on a number of competing priority projects. It 
is critical to evaluate the size and nature of the LEP population, the issues and 
concerns this population faces, and the extent and magnitude of resources it will 
require addressing the needs of LEP populations.  
 
The GIS mapping presented the geographic distribution of the LEP residents and 
network routes in New Jersey. The statistical analysis documented the 
social-economic status and travel characteristics of LEP population in New Jersey. A 
further probing into the spatial correlation between transit services and LEP 
population provides more insight into public transportation and LEP travelers. 
 
The high correlation between transit usage and LEP population distribution is more 
than a coincidence. Previous studies (Polzin, Chu, and Ray, 2000) proved that a 
large number of immigrants use transit as their primary mode of transportation, 
especially the first few years after they arrive in America. In New Jersey, most LEP 
people are new immigrants from non-English speaking countries. The high transit 
mode shares of LEP travelers prove that the frequencies with which LEP individuals 
are affected by transit information are high.  
 
As presented in Figure 23, New Jersey’s LEP population and its transit services are 
concentrated in several counties in the northern part of the state. For example, 
Hudson County has the highest LEP population of 28 percent and concentrated 
transit modes such as PATH, Hudson Bergen Light Rail, and NJ TRANSIT buses.  
 
The spatial correlation was analyzed between the LEP distribution and public transit 
services. We also have created two maps with the LEP population and transit 
overlays. As demonstrated in Figure 24, the first map created a buffer zone along a 
New Jersey Transit Line and the second map, Figure 25, around a few selected 
stations. While the buffer or adjacent zones along the transit line did not demonstrate 
any regular pattern along the transit route, the buffer or access zones to the selected 
stations definitely demonstrated a high concentration of LEP populations. 
 
LEP communities are internally stratified by gender, income, education, and age.   
The minority elderly constitute a special group that may face more barriers to 
transportation access than other LEP individuals. One reason is that they depend 
more on public transportation. Karafin et al. (1982) conducted a literature review on 
elderly transportation needs among American Indians, Blacks, Hispanics, and 
Pacific/Asian individuals and found that the need for more adequate transportation 
service provision for minority elderly is critical. 
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Low-income LEP individuals may also face unique pressures. Due to the passage of 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, millions 
of welfare recipients are required to enter the paid labor market. Reliable 
transportation, whether by automobiles or public transit, must be available for them. 
Welfare recipients with unlimited access to automobiles have higher employment 
rates and report fewer transportation problems than those without such access. 
Access to automobiles is different for different groups. African-Americans use more 
public transit and fewer cars than other minority groups. Currently states differ in their 
transportation assistance or subsidy. In providing help for welfare recipients to join 
the labor market, governments should take the needs of LEP communities into 
account (Blumenberg, 2001). 
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4. GENERATING INPUT FROM LEP TRAVELERS IN NEW JERSEY 
 
As outlined in the project scope, one of the major objectives of this research is to  
“provide residents and travelers in New Jersey who have limited English proficiency 
with the ability to gain essential access to New Jersey’s transportation opportunities, 
such as bus, rail, road, water and air.” The first step to serve LEP travelers in New 
Jersey is to know their needs, critical issues, and concerns, as well as their desired 
improvements or solutions. To generate input from various LEP travelers with diverse 
geographical locations, economic and demographic status, and culture/language 
backgrounds, the research team conducted questionnaire surveys and focus group 
discussions among LEP communities.  
 
This section documents the survey process and results. The survey effort resulted in 
the clear emergence of issues and concerns of the LEP community based on the 
large number of responses and in-depth dialogs through focus group discussions. 
The findings, based on the survey and focus group discussions, provided the 
research team a clear picture of mobility information needs of LEP travelers in New 
Jersey. The input from the LEP community forms the base for NJDOT and NJ 
TRANSIT to develop a comprehensive LEP service plan. Coupled with best practices 
gathered from other transit agencies, an implementation strategy will be developed to 
ensure that the findings and results of this research are implemented cost effectively. 
 
4.1 Survey Design 
 
As outlined in the United States Department of Transportation Guidance (U.S. DOT, 
2001), Title VI regulations require recipients of Federal funding to take reasonable 
steps to ensure that LEP persons receive the language assistance necessary to offer 
them meaningful access to the programs and activities of these recipients. To comply 
with the DOT guideline, each transit agency or transportation service provider should 
provide LEP residents and travelers in their own jurisdiction with the ability to gain 
essential access to transportation opportunities, such as bus, rail, road, water, and 
air.  

4.1.1 Evaluation Criterion 

To assess their compliance with Title VI regulations, transit agencies or service 
providers may follow the general contingencies pointed out by the United States 
Department of Transportation Guideline (U.S. DOT, 2001). Four major criteria 
presented in the guideline are the following: 
 

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons in the agency’s service area, 
2. Frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with the agency’s offered 

services, 
3. Importance of the agency’s services to the population and to its day-to-day 

activities, 
4. The resources available to provide special services to LEP population. 
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Applying the above criteria to New Jersey, the study should help to paint a clearer 
picture for New Jersey Transit and other public agencies in their quest to provide for 
LEP persons in their service areas.  
 
As documented in Section 3, New Jersey contains a significant number of 
populations who speak a language other than English at home. The detailed analysis 
of Census data and GIS mapping provided the research team knowledge of what 
language LEP travelers speak, where certain language groups reside, and the 
demographic and economic status of LEP travelers. The first survey of the task is to 
generate input from the LEP group regarding mobility information needs, especially 
transit information. To accomplish the objectives of this project, the research team 
has focused on the following three aspects: 
 

• Design a survey questionnaire that captures the critical issues and concerns of 
LEP community in terms of transportation services  

• Survey LEP populations at these known high concentration locations to obtain 
feedback from LEP travelers 

• Dialog with various communities and civil groups to gain in-depth view of LEP 
needs. 

4.1.2 Design Survey Questionnaire 

Corresponding to the evaluation criterion presented in the last section, the project 
team agreed that the survey questionnaire should focus on the transit riders, their 
perception and experiences of using transit system in New Jersey, and the specific 
information application they value or desire. We also want to know the reasons they 
are not using transit if the person who fills out the questionnaire is not currently a 
transit user. The team acknowledged that socio-economic, demographic, and 
language background was included in the questionnaire. 
 
Working closely with NJ TRANSIT staff at various brainstorming sessions, the project 
team gathered a series of questions that need to be addressed in the survey:  
 

1. Do you use public transportation? That is do you use buses, trains, or the city 
subway to get around? 

2. If a person answers yes, ask the following questions: 
3. How often do you use public transportation? 
4. What kinds of public transportation do you use—trains, buses, the city 

subway? 
5. When do you use public transportation? For what purpose? 
6. Are you satisfied with the transportation you use? 
7. Do you have any suggestions how the people who run the transportation 

services could improve it to make it work better for you? Please be as specific 
as you can. 

8. If a person answers no to question 1, ask the following questions: 
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9. How do you travel if you have to go somewhere in your area or elsewhere in 
New Jersey? 

10. Would you use public transportation if the trains or buses were set up 
differently? 

11. If the person answers yes to question 2, then ask: 
12. Which transit systems would you use? 
13. How can the people who run that system improve it to make it work better for 

you? 
 
The project team has developed a preliminary questionnaire that was tested in a few 
pilot surveys. The pilot surveys were smaller scale surveys conducted in the 
English-as-Second-Language (ESL) classes on the NJIT campus. After reviewing the 
pilot survey and discussing issues encountered during its administration, the project 
team revised the questionnaire. For example, the questionnaire was initially confined 
to one page to make the people feel less intimated, but we found that the space was 
too limited to allow any elaboration, so the final version, as shown in Appendix C, was 
on two pages, which incorporates a final catch all question to ask for suggestions to 
improve the transit service or increase transit use. A cover letter by the Principal 
Investigator accompanied the survey questionnaire when the survey was sent via 
mail or email to the survey administrator. 
 
To comply with the Federal DOT guideline, the survey questionnaire is designed to 
answer questions posed in the early section. There are four major groups of 
questions addressed in the questionnaire. The first group deals with the current travel 
choices made, transit versus other modes, by the people who fill out the 
questionnaires. The second group of questions concerned understanding of travel 
information provided by transit agencies. The third group of questions solicited input 
in order to improve the services of the transit information system to the LEP 
community. The last bundle of questions was designed to secure demographic and 
socio-economic information. 
 
Incorporating comments and suggestions from NJ TRANSIT staff, students working 
in the field, and participants of pilot surveys, we also moved the socio-economic 
status questions to the end of the questionnaire. Since the English proficiency of 
participants varies a great deal, the research team determined that sometimes it is 
necessary to translate the questionnaire for the participants. Therefore, it may be 
efficient to translate the questionnaire to languages other than English if a survey 
group has members of one language background. In the process, we actually had the 
questionnaire translated into Russian as included in Appendix D. 

4.1.3 Identify Survey Candidates 

Concurrent with the questionnaire design process, the project team contacted 
various ESL classes in North Jersey to select appropriate survey candidates. Most of 
the community colleges in each county offer ESL classes as part of their curriculum. 
As indicated in early section, the highest LEP populations are in the six counties in 
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North Jersey: Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, union and Passaic. Therefore, the 
project team contacted all six community colleges in those counties.  
 
4.2 LEP Travel Need Survey and Focus Group Discussion 
 
Various private, non-profit organizations and communities groups also offer ESL 
classes in churches, night schools, and community centers. The project team 
gathered about 14 such sites located throughout North New Jersey as presented in 
Figure 26 and conducted surveys there. 
 
The project team contacted a number of LEP communities in New Jersey to explore 
the possibilities of establishing focus group discussions on their mobility information 
needs. Table 9 illustrates a sample of the contact list, which is consistent with the top 
12 languages other than English spoken at home based on the 2000 census. The 
community groups vary from weekend schools, churches, to career and family 
centers for particular ethnic groups. We also contacted the Hispanic Development 
Corporation, Polish TV stations, Italian newspapers, and various consulates from 
particular community groups. Ten different focus group discussions were conducted 
in New Jersey and results are presented in the next section. 

4.2.1 Questionnaire Surveys 

After contacting various ESL Classes in the high LEP region identified earlier, we 
conducted 14 on-site surveys and received 575 valid survey forms.  
 
Among the 575 people we surveyed, about one third was male and two thirds female. 
The age group of those people surveyed was concentrated around age 20 to 64, as 
exhibited in Figure 27. The largest age group, 49 percent, was between 31 and 64, 
the age range of the labor force. The household size was fairly evenly distributed with 
the largest group of four people per family. 
 
Respondents’ income levels were skewed toward the lower end of the spectrum. 
About half, 49.9 percent, of the people we surveyed claimed a household income less 
than $25,000 per year, as presented in Figure 28. The auto ownership was fairly 
similar to the general public, that is, most families had one or two cars. As for 
travel-related variables, about two-thirds of LEP people surveyed had valid driver’s 
licenses. 
 
The language backgrounds of those we surveyed present a colorful picture, which is 
fairly consistent with the overall distribution of languages spoken in New Jersey. As 
presented in Figure 29, the largest language group is Spanish, 31 percent. Other 
important groups include Russian, Polish, Chinese, Portuguese, and Arabic in 
descending order. When asked to assess their own ability in reading and speaking 
English, about 44 percent identified themselves as “not well” or “not at all” in speaking 
English and 33 percent in reading English. It surprised the research team that more 
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than half of the people surveyed claimed they read or speak English “very well” or 
“well,” especially considering they are attending ESL classes.  
 
Consistent with the general observations made earlier, the LEP population tends to 
use transit services more than the general population. As depicted in Figure 30, more 
than half, 55 percent, of the population surveyed use public transportation. For those 
who do not use public transit, 76 percent use private automobiles, 13 percent ride as 
passengers. Another strong mode presence among the LEP population is walking or 
bicycling. About nine percent of them use walking, bicycling, or other modes as their 
primary transportation. 
 
Among the transit users, a majority use bus (57 percent), subways (21 percent), and 
commuter rail (20 percent); a small portion use light rail (two percent), as depicted in 
Figure 5. The trip purpose of transit usage ranges from regular commuting, such as 
working or going to school, shopping and recreational trips, to personal trips such as 
visiting friends and doctors. 
 
The respondents were asked whether they understood or found useful “station 
announcements”, “timetable”, “route maps”, “ticket machine instructions” or “station 
signs”. Various portions of the surveyed, ranging  from 21 percent for timetables to 31 
percent for station announcement, did not understand the information provided. As 
presented in Figure 31, usefulness of that information is affected by the 
understanding of its contents. Generally, the fewer people who understand a 
message, the less useful it is to average travelers. The lack of understanding and 
ability to utilize information provided by transit agencies may also be partly blamed for 
the “dissatisfied” rating of the services. About 18 percent of those surveyed rate the 
transit services as not satisfactory, even though a majority of them rate the service 
either “very satisfactory” or “satisfactory”. 
 
As for improvement needed for better transit information or services, two major 
groups garnered higher vote: signs, brochures, and announcement in native 
languages, as well as picture signs as demonstrated in Figure 32. Some people 
supported the use of translators, multilingual phone line, and website supported by 
multilingual texts. Other suggestions, such as making buses more reliable and 
planning the routes on the web, were also presented. 
 
To assess the potential for attracting additional transit riders, we also probed why 
people are not using transit services. Less than half of those we surveyed who don’t 
use transit indicated that they simply prefer to drive. Others cited that no transit route 
was available, transit was too expensive or took too long or was not reliable as 
reasons for their not using transit services in New Jersey. Interestingly, only about 8 
percent of those who do not use transit say it is because they could not understand 
transit information in English. 
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4.2.2 Focus Group Discussions 

To facilitate the focus group discussion and ensure data collection, we also 
developed a discussion guideline based on the survey questionnaires constructed for 
the general survey, which is included in Appendix E. Not limited to the guideline, the 
facilitator uses it as a tool to direct the discussion and gather relevant information.  
 
Most of the focus group discussions were conducted in community group settings, 
where an ethnic or language group may gather and a translator or facilitator may be 
present. The community group arrangement provides a comfortable environment for 
focus group participants, access to translators when needed, and inclusion of people 
with very few English skills. 
 
In three of the ten groups, participants spoke exclusively in their native languages; a 
facilitator translated all our questions to the group members and all their remarks to 
us. In the other groups, most conversation was in English; facilitators provided 
occasional translation as needed. In all these sessions, one member of the project 
team introduced the subject of public transit for those with English-language 
difficulties and encouraged discussion among group members and open-ended 
responses to the issue. After the discussion, the team members asked the group to 
respond to certain items on the questionnaire if these issues had not come up in the 
group give-and-take. Sessions lasted from thirty to ninety minutes depending on the 
amount of free discussion. 
 
To actuate the focus group discussion, our first task was to explore the domain of 
organized groups in LEP communities and to explain our project to their 
administrators. Spanish is New Jersey’s dominant foreign language; therefore, we 
held several groups with Spanish speakers, but we also included speakers of other 
languages for whom English/Spanish bilingual materials would not be a solution. 
Eventually we scheduled ten focus groups: two with Spanish speakers at the 
Hispanic Development Corporation in Newark, two with Spanish and Portuguese 
speakers at the Ironbound Community Corporation in Newark, two with Arabic 
speakers at the International Institute of New Jersey in Jersey City, two with mixed 
language speakers who commute from New Jersey to Zoni Language Center in 
Manhattan, one with Polish speakers at the United Poles and Federal Credit Union in 
Perth Amboy, and another with Russian speakers in Jewish Family Vocational 
Service in Middlesex County.  
   
All groups were composed of people attending classes or support groups at the 
organizations. While no attempt was made to get a representative sample, the groups 
included men and women and participant ages ranged from the twenties to the 
seventies. Group size varied from three to thirty participants.   
 
Although the small sample size suggests caution in interpreting results, the 
discussions afford some idea of how members of New Jersey’s LEP population 
perceived public transit and defined problems accessing services. Relatively 
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open-ended, face-to-face sessions maximized the ability of respondents to 
emphasize which parts of a situation they considered key aspects (Strauss, 1987). 
Such sessions allowed issues to emerge that the researchers might not have initially 
considered important. The core contents of ten different focus group discussions are 
included in Appendix F. 
 
4.3 Mobility Needs of LEP Travelers in New Jersey 
 
The initial objective of this survey is to gather input from LEP communities in New 
Jersey on their mobility information needs. The overwhelming responses from 
questionnaire surveys and in depth dialog with focus groups outlined the mobility 
information needs of LEP travelers and much more. A number of critical issues and 
concerns raised during the survey are directly related to transit services but not 
necessarily confined to LEP context.  

4.3.1 The Importance of Transit Services to the LEP Communities  

As indicated in the general survey, more than half of the LEP travelers use public 
transportation. Among those who do not, a portion of them walk, bicycle, or use 
another non-motorized mode as their primary transportation. Consistent with general 
observation made by others (Polzin, Chu, and Rey; 2000), the LEP population tends 
to use transit services more than the general population. The average transit share in 
New Jersey is only around six percent based on the 2000 Census (U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 2002A). Economic conditions are not the only reason that LEP 
travelers use public transit. It is true that quite a few focus group participants 
mentioned that they got a car as soon as they could afford one. On the other hand, 
those who can afford or already have a car may also choose public transit for certain 
destination or trip purposes. One of our hypotheses is that transit experience and life 
style may have much to do with their transit usage. For example, most LEP people in 
New Jersey are the first generation of immigrants from Europe, Middle East, or Asian 
countries, where transit usage is much more prevalent than in the United States.  
 
On the other hand, certain LEP members are truly captive transit riders because they 
can’t drive, don’t have a driver’s license, or simply can’t afford a car. For example, the 
Arabic women, we met in one of the focus groups, largely relied on public 
transportation since none of them have driver’s licenses. 
 
Among the transit users, the large share on buses may be explained by the 
socio-economic status of the LEP group and the  locations of their origin and 
destination. In most cases, the bus may be the only form of practical transportation. 
The subgroup distribution among transit users also indicates that the transit services 
are not only important to the LEP group, but in some cases, it may be absolutely 
critical, that is, without the bus services or whatever the current transit mode he or 
she is using, the LEP person may not have access to basic employment or the 
necessities of life. 
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Examining the trip purpose distribution further confirmed the importance of transit 
services to the LEP community. As indicated in the survey results, about 37 percent 
of the surveyed use transit for regular commute, 30 percent for shopping and 
recreational trips, and another 26 percent utilize transit for personal trips such as 
visiting doctors or friends.   

4.3.2 Mobility Information Needs 

The focus group discussion confirmed the questionnaire evidence that 
comprehension was an issue for some people in accessing transit in new immigrant 
communities. Participant comments showed that language-based service-delivery 
problems existed for Polish, Arabic, Portuguese and Spanish speakers. Again, the 
most problematic source of formal information was the station announcement with 
ticket-machine instructions second. 
 
With written materials, problems were least acute for Spanish speakers because 
some bilingual Spanish/English materials were available. However, all focus groups 
reported communication problems in oral attempts to get information from bus drivers 
or train-station crews. It was difficult for LEP travelers to find workers with whom to 
speak when they had questions about transfers or fare zones.  Lack of one-on-one 
communication left LEP travelers without any idea how to move en-route to new 
destinations. 
 
Partially related to the communication and mobility information needs, “transfer” and 
“zonal fare” are two confusing or difficult segments in LEP traveler experience. 
“Transfer” problems may not be unique to the LEP community since a regular English 
speaker may also gets intimated by various modes, trains, buses, tracks, and 
platforms in an intermodal transfer center; the difficulties for LEP travelers may be 
further escalated due to language difficulties. Similarly if “zonal fare” structure is 
confusing for the average English speaking traveler, it may very well become an 
obstacle for LEP person to use transit services. 
 
Furthermore, comprehension was not the only problem group members faced. Asked 
to talk about LEP transit problems, over half the focus groups took a broader 
perspective on their concerns. In three focus groups, people shared anecdotes about 
the rude behavior they encountered when they asked questions of bus drivers in 
Arabic, Spanish or badly-accented English. At least six people said that they were 
told that they should not talk to drivers in Spanish. One driver added, “This is a bus for 
Americans.” Another driver asked a Spanish-speaking passenger why she came to 
this country if she did not speak English. A third driver screamed, “This is America! 
This is America!”  
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4.3.3 Transit Service Needs 

While the RFP defined the problem in terms of headquarters design of a system to 
provide access, focus-group members saw the problem emanating from the way the 
system actually functioned in the field rather than from its formal design. Participants 
thus saw multilingual information as at best a partial solution. An at least equally 
pressing imperative was a need to recruit, select, and train courteous drivers. 
 
In both Arabic speaking groups, the discussion veered away from the subject of 
service delivery altogether. Lack of information was not their chief concern although it 
was a problem. A major issue was the nature of the service provided. Recent years 
had seen the growth of Arabic communities in both Jersey City and Paterson, New 
Jersey but no direct public-transit routes connect the two areas. Focus group 
members defined their major problem as a need for easy transit on routes they 
wanted to use. Transit did not take them where they wanted to go. Routes had not 
been designed with their community in mind. Although route placement was not a 
question the transit agency identified under the LEP rubric, the focus group viewed it 
as a premier concern. Inefficient route placement defined lack of access for this 
community. The discussion altered the perception of how to define lack of 
access--that is to say how to define the nature of the problem.  
 
Parallel to the deficient route coverage in New Jersey, the participants also 
complained about infrequent service, shorter time span, or lack of service on 
weekend and evening hours. Safety and reliability of the transit service was also a 
concern as we often heard about the inaccurate timetables. This issue, as well the 
probably exaggerated reference to a “death wish” (related to riders’ worries about 
their safety), reflects the concerns or perceptions of transit services by the survey and 
focus group participants.  

4.3.4 Desires of LEP Community 

It is evident that LEP community in general uses transit services more often than the 
public in general and public transportation is important for LEP travelers in general 
and even critical for certain groups. Despite the problems and difficulties they have 
encountered in their traveling experiences, most of the  participants in our study are 
satisfied with the transit services and are optimistic about the future of public transit 
services in New Jersey. That is why they have proposed various solutions or 
suggestions to solve existing problems and improve the overall services. 
 
When asked about ideas for improving mobility information for LEP communities, 
most participants prefer a staff person speaking their native language to provide 
information or to consult. This suggestion was clearly preferred in the general survey 
and reiterated in several focus group discussions. The second preference is to have 
timetable, schedule and other related information presented in their native language. 
This solution may be effective due to the generally better reaction from 
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Spanish-speaking travelers since some of the timetables or other transit information 
may be found in Spanish already.  
 
Multilanguage phone lines and multilingual websites both received mixed reactions. 
Some of the participants think the Multilanguage phone is useless since most times 
their information need may not be pre-recorded. Others think it might help. Given the 
fact that NJ TRANSIT currently has a toll free multilingual phone line, the problem 
may be simply not enough advertising. Most of the people we surveyed were not 
aware of the existence of such services. Scanning a number of major transit stations 
or bus stops, we did not spot such information readily accessible. As for the websites, 
certain groups do not think it is useful due to their limited access to computers and 
the Internet.  
 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 30 

5. SURVEY TRANSIT AGENCIES IN SERVING LEP TRAVELERS 
 
The project scope proposed that researchers should find methods to provide mobility 
information to LEP people by studying other transportation agencies including peer 
transit organizations. The aim was to learn from these organizations’ best practices 
and innovative strategies. To generate such information the research team conducted 
surveys of peer transit agencies and identified methods that they used to 
communicate with LEP people. The team also attempted to obtain examples of 
materials used, collect information on costs, and learn how agencies assess the 
effectiveness of their strategies. This section documents the survey process and 
results. 
 
5.1 Survey Design 
 
As outlined in United States Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT, 2001) 
Guidance, Title VI regulations require all transit agencies that receive federal funding 
to give LEP people meaningful access to programs and activities. Over 450 recipients 
of federal aid operate rail and/or bus systems. Since all these agencies share an 
obligation to provide equal service to LEP travelers, it is useful to ask other agencies 
with LEP populations how they provide transportation opportunities. Such information 
would then allow NJ TRANSIT to build on successful strategies. To this end the 
research team designed a questionnaire to elicit information on strategies to meet the 
information needs of LEP people. The research team then selected appropriate 
agencies to receive the questionnaire. The next two subsections describe these 
activities. 

5.1.1 Designing the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire for transit agencies—Survey of Best Practice Services for Limited 
English Proficiency Travelers—appears as Appendix G. Its aim is to identify 
information on mobility information strategies. It is built on issues adumbrated in the 
original RFP and those that emerged in our surveys and focus group encounters with 
LEP travelers in New Jersey. Many questions only require short answers to improve 
return rate. Respondents also have ample opportunities to include additional 
explanatory material if they choose.  
 
The top portion of the survey identifies the transit system, the agency responsible for 
its operation, the service region, the type of service(s) offered, e.g., commuter rail, 
bus, light rail, as well as indicating whether the agency has a written plan for serving 
LEP riders. The questionnaire then asks for a list of the top languages other than 
English used by riders. 
 
The next questions ask for information on specific strategies: multi-language 
announcements, timetables, route maps, ticket machines, phone lines, staffing in 
information booths and websites. One question centers on the use of pictograms. 
Respondents are given room to add other strategies used by their agencies. 
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The following questions ask for information on methods for handling complaints from 
LEP riders and providing training for employees in interacting with LEP people. 
Question 14 asks for information on program costs. Other queries probe for 
information on evaluating programs and changing procedures. Respondents are 
given room to describe their successes and needs in providing service to LEP 
populations. A final question asks if the issues probed in the survey are relevant; the 
intent is to see whether this area of concern is an important one for many agencies. 

5.1.2 Identifying Survey Candidates 

Concurrent with the questionnaire design process, the research team assembled a 
list of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in the United States, transit agencies in 
those areas and contact people in the agencies. Figure 33 shows the uneven 
distribution of the LEP population in the U.S. There are high concentrations around 
certain metropolitan areas, especially along both coasts and Southern borders. To 
identify the proper candidates for a survey, detailed research is conducted based on 
the 2000 census data. The Profile of Selected Social Characteristics (DP-2) in the 
2000 Census (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2002B) collected information on 
languages spoken at home. By examining the composition of certain locations and 
agency jurisdictions, be it a metropolitan area, county, or state, the research team is 
able to decide, what percentage of the population speaks a language other than 
English at home, and what portion of this population speaks English less than “very 
well.” The general size and nature of the LEP population in those particular areas 
provide directions for our survey.   
 
Based on the literature review Census data analyses conducted in the previous task, 
the research team generated a concentrated list of transportation and transit 
agencies in the United States to be surveyed, as listed in Appendix H.   
 
The team decided to contact administrators in at least one transit agency in at least 
30 MSAs with sizeable LEP populations as determined by the US census, the aim 
being to learn about strategies in those organizations.  
 
A difficulty in any attempt to get information from surveys is the possibility of a low 
response rate. As one means of persuading people to respond, team members used 
multiple and varied contact methods as appropriate in each situation. Most contacts 
included a telephone call and a follow-up questionnaire mailing. When appropriate, 
e-mail correspondence and follow-up phone calls were also initiated.  In some cases 
the survey was read out over the telephone, the contact responded orally to 
questions and the researcher transcribed a written survey instrument. 
 
5.2 Overview of Results 
 
After contacting agencies throughout fall 2003, we received 32 responses. As Figure 
34 shows about half our respondents provide bus service while smaller numbers 
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provide light, heavy and commuter rail services to their constituents. Almost none of 
these agencies report having a specific written plan devoted to strategies for serving 
LEP travelers. 
 
As Figure 35 shows, the three most common languages for travelers other than 
English are Spanish, Chinese and Vietnamese. The predominant position of Spanish 
mirrors the New Jersey situation. Those numbers indicate the numbers of responding 
agencies, but may not correspond to the total numbers of people speaking the 
specific language.  
 
Figure 36 provides some information on how American transit systems help LEP 
clients. The most popular strategy is the publication of timetables and/or route maps 
in languages other than English, a tactic used in about two thirds of the responding 
agencies. Such production varies from bilingual publication to providing maps and/or 
timetables in eight or nine languages. 
 
The next most popular strategies are multilingual phone lines and the use of bi- or 
multi-lingual people in information booths, tactics used in half of the responding 
agencies. About one third of agencies use multi-language announcements or 
pictograms. Most agencies that use pictograms report displaying at most several of 
these pictorial devices, e.g., standard signs for disabled access, danger, or signs to 
remind people not to eat or drink on vehicles. Less used strategies are ticket-machine 
instructions in languages other than English and multi-language websites. 
 
About two-thirds of the respondents have systems for receiving and processing 
complaints from LEP travelers. Such systems can be as simple as having bilingual 
employees translate complaints from Spanish-speaking travelers or as technically 
complex as having multilingual web sites for non-English complaints. With the 
development of such systems, agencies increasingly have an idea of LEP community 
opinions. 
 
On the other hand, only a quarter of respondents train employees specifically in being 
courteous to the LEP population. This failure means that most agencies do not 
ensure through training that employees have cultural competency to interact with 
LEP people from various communities. One agency notes that it sends employees to 
take community college courses in Spanish and sign language as needed. By 
reimbursing employees for acquiring these skills, the agency signals it considers 
multi-language competence an asset. 
 
Only a little more than one-third of the respondents shared cost information with us. 
As Figure 37 shows, of these agencies, about half spent between $10,000 and 
$30,000 on LEP-related strategies. Of the remaining respondents, about half spent 
under $5,000 and about half reported spending between $100,000 and $250,000. 
The highest figure comes from New York City with its large immigrant and tourist 
populations. 
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Few agencies have plans to deal with emergencies or changes of procedure in 
communicating with LEP clients. Yet, in the event of emergencies, LEP clients need 
to understand evacuation and other plans. 
 
Only a few agencies have mechanisms for evaluating the success of their tactics. 
The lack of evaluation procedures increases the difficulty of analyzing the success or 
cost effectiveness of many strategies. 
 
Figure 38 reveals that transit providers consider this issue to be “somewhat” to “very 
relevant” to the services they provide. No respondent reported that the issue was not 
relevant at all. 
 
5.3 Examples of Innovative Strategies 
 
Transit agencies vary in their approach to LEP travelers. Some agencies have 
minimal strategies to offer equal access. Other organizations make equal access an 
important priority. This section of the report looks at the approach taken by a few 
pioneering agencies. All of the selected agencies have multi- rather than bi-lingual 
clients so their environments are similar to New Jersey’s in this respect. A multilingual 
environment results in the most significant challenges. In addition, all of the selected 
examples provide several different types of transit services, also a feature of the New 
Jersey area. It may be daunting for LEP people to understand transit matters in a 
complex system offering multiple bus and rail choices.  

5.3.1 Washington D.C. Metro (WMATA)  

WMATA is a complex multi-modal transit system in our nation’s capital area. Its 
METRORAIL provides over 800 railroad cars on more than 100 miles of track; 
METROBUS provides over 1400 buses. WMATA serves over 300 million travelers a 
year. 
 
The agency offers a live translation service capable of handling 140 languages. The 
service receives approximately 80 calls a month with 96 percent in Spanish. Costs 
average $25 per call. Some people have suggested that WMATA should invest in a 
phone system where clients push one number for English information, another 
number for Spanish, another for Vietnamese, etc. 
 
WMATA’s Metro Pocket Guide is available in eleven languages, as exhibited in 
Appendix I. Any of these languages can be accessed on the web by clicking on the 
appropriate icon at www.wmata.com. The agency works with foreign language 
groups to produce web versions (e.g., Boat People SOS for the Vietnamese version).  
In addition, WMATA offers Spanish bus schedules and the agency has 12 bilingual 
service employees. 
 
Despite these procedures, WMATA wants to do more to accommodate LEP travelers. 
To learn what is needed, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board’s 
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Access for All Advisory Committee (2003) held a focus group with over 30 
representatives of social service agencies that work with LEP communities. These 
representatives who have daily contact with LEP travelers in and around Washington 
DC articulated a picture of LEP community concerns that mirrors our own focus group 
findings in New Jersey. The capitol area focus group noted that one problem is lack of 
awareness of WMATA language assistance services. The representatives 
recommended that the agency increase advertisements of phone information 
services more widely through social service providers, churches and other 
organizations serving ESL communities. 
 
In response, WMATA is preparing a video that it will be distributed to community 
groups. The video will discuss WMATA services. It will initially have English, Spanish 
and Vietnamese versions, but other languages may be added if funding is available. 
The agency also holds workshops for social service workers. Agency employees will 
explain their services and procedures; the social service workers can then 
communicate WMATA information to their LEP clients. 
 
The social service workers noted that one problem that they hear from LEP people is 
that transit workers are not sensitive to the needs of LEP travelers. This issue of such 
rudeness in the field also emerged in our focus groups in New Jersey. The social 
service workers saw this concern as a genuine equal access issue, a problem that 
had to be tackled and cured. They recommended cultural sensitivity training for bus 
drivers, transit police, and other employees who have client contact. 

5.3.2 Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon 

Tri-County Metro serves the Portland-Salem Oregon MSA with light rail and bus 
systems. Its website at www.tri-met.org, is multilingual. It provides timetables on this 
website in Spanish, Russian, Chinese and Vietnamese—four of the most frequently 
spoken languages in its area. It also provides opportunities on the web for riders to 
contact the agency with complaints or suggestions in any of these four languages. At 
first, Tri-Met tried to use an automated on-line service to translate its materials. The 
agency discovered, however, that this approach often led to inappropriate 
translations, e.g., “Tri-Met” became “three meetings” in Chinese. The current website 
translations are done by a contracted translation service and are then checked by 
native speakers of each language who work for agency. For example, Tri-Met graphic 
artist Phiet Luong helped check the Vietnamese version. 
 
As depicted in Appendix J, the agency publishes a booklet called “How to Ride” in 
English, Spanish, Russian, Japanese, Chinese, Korean and Vietnamese. Among 
other matters, this booklet tells readers about the agency’s multilingual phone line. 
The booklet has information on paying fares and transfers. 
 
The agency uses seven pictographic symbols to represent the various areas its 
vehicles serve, e.g., a beaver, a deer, a flower, etc. These symbols appear on maps, 
schedules and bus stop signs, as showed in Figure 39.  
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It costs the agency $7,000 to print 100,000 copies of the “How to Ride” booklet and 
$7,000 in staff costs. The multilingual phone line costs approximately $2,600 per 
month.  

5.3.3 Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority 

This agency serves the Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton metropolitan area in the State of 
Washington. It provides light rail, commuter train and bus services. The authority 
programs its ticket machines in eight languages including several that do not use 
Latin scripts.  
 
The authority is concerned that LEP people know about its services and procedures. 
Accordingly, it publicizes its multilingual telephone line with community mailings in 
nine languages besides English.  
 
The agency budgets $15,000 per year to communicate with LEP communities about 
existing operations. It also budgets $150,000 per year to communicate with all people 
in the area-at-large about new projects; part of this money is spent on special 
mailings to LEP clients. 

5.3.4 New York City Transit  

New York City Transit provides heavy rail and bus services to the densely populated, 
multi-lingual New York metropolitan area. The agency provides route maps and ticket 
machine instructions in seven languages. At any given ticket machine, four 
languages, English, Spanish, Chinese and Russian are displayed. The agency 
advertises its language line service on the subway maps.  
 
When the system has a change in service, the agency advertises this change in the 
newspapers. If the change is expected to impact a LEP community, the agency will 
also advertise in the appropriate ethnic newspapers, e.g., Russian, Korean or 
Chinese. In addition, the agency prints small, two-sided brochures in English and the 
appropriate foreign languages and distributes the material at different stations, as 
demonstrated in Appendix K. The cost for these programs is approximately $250,000 
per year including map production and translation services. 
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6. EXPERIENCES OF INTERNATIONAL ENTITIES  
 
This section documents the survey effort performed under Task 6: Survey of 
Internationally Oriented Activity Centers and Task 7: Survey of Selected Transit and 
Transportation Providers in Other Countries. The primary objectives of these two 
tasks are to gather strategies or tactics from various international entities for 
improving mobility information to foreigners. To collect information or strategies in 
serving LEP population, the research team contacted transit and transportation 
service providers in other countries, international airports in America and other parts 
of the world, and internationally-oriented activity centers, such as tourism centers, 
transport museums, Olympic cities, and a seaman’s church. 
 
6.1 Selected Transit Providers in Other Countries 
 
Practices from transit and transportation providers in other countries can provide 
useful information for New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) and NJ 
TRANSIT if the providers operate in multi-language, multimodal environments. To 
learn about some European practices we interviewed transit officials in London and 
Paris. Like northern New Jersey’s cities, these two areas have diverse populations 
with many new immigrant communities. They have multimodal transit choices 
including commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail and busses. We also contacted English 
railroad employees to learn their practices. Immigrants, foreign tourists, and native 
Welsh speakers use England’s trains.  

6.1.1 Transit 

Both London and Paris subway stations provide multilingual announcements. The 
London “tube” provides announcements on security and emergency issues in 
Spanish, Italian, French and German besides English. The Paris metro gives 
announcements in English, Spanish and German besides French. 
 
Neither Paris nor London subways offer multilingual timetables or route maps, but 
they color code train and bus maps for easy comprehension as shown in Figure 40 
and Figure 41. Color-coded maps appear in all stations, bus stops, trains and buses. 
 
London ticket machines are accessible only in English although station employees 
will help LEP clients needing assistance. Paris metro machines are accessible in 
English, Spanish, German and Italian besides French. The London tube has 
multilingual phone lines available in Italian, Spanish, French and German. The Paris 
metro does not have multilingual phone lines. 
 
London Transport’s website at www.tfl.gov.uk and www.tflwap.gov.uk provide icons 
so that viewers can see some text in German, Spanish, French, Italian or Portuguese. 
To access the entire website in another language, viewers would have to download 
worldlingo.com’s translation tool or www.altavista.com’s “Babelfish” translation 
service. The Paris web site has no multi-language features.   



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 37 

Both systems employ multilingual employees to help language-challenged travelers 
in major stations. London Underground has 350 staff members who speak a total of 
58 languages besides English (British Department for Transport, 2003). These 
bilingual/multilingual employees wear badges indicating the languages they speak 
and their availability to help travelers. 
 
Training is provided to develop employees’ ability to interact courteously with 
non-English speaking clients. Our contact at London Transport said that such training 
constitutes 80 percent of her job. Transport for London has a Customer Care team 
whose members identify staff who speak other languages and train them to deal with 
complaints from LEP travelers (British Department for Transport, 2003). 
 
In Paris, multilingual staff members help travelers with limited French fill out 
complaint books. Training is offered to employees to help them interact with 
non-French speaking people. Trained volunteers augment professional staff in 
information booths. 
 
Our survey of New Jersey LEP travelers found that some communities experienced 
problems with transit routes that did not meet their actual travel needs. A British 
Department of Transport (2003) study uncovered the same problem in some English 
LEP communities. As new immigrants moved into areas, their travel patterns differed 
from those of previous residents meaning that established routes and bus-stop 
locations did not match preferred offerings. The British response to this problem was 
to build the needs of minority communities into the next round of local transport plans 
in 2005. One way they plan to get LEP input on travel needs is to advertise requests 
for travel-pattern information in newsletters in different languages. Transit officials will 
use this information in planning routes and bus-stop locations. 

6.1.2 Railroads 

Major English and French railroad stations have multi-language announcements and 
multilingual personnel. National-railroad web pages, however, do not offer 
multi-language information. 
 
Britain’s Great Western Railroad, which serves England and Wales, offers timetables 
in English and Welsh. It has a Welsh speaking rail enquiry service and a Welsh 
speaking booking line. If staff members receive a Welsh complaint, they use a 
translation service to understand the message and craft a Welsh response. 
 
A group of Welsh speakers were asked to rank order the usefulness of various 
measures to help them use Welsh in English speaking areas. 49 percent said their 
first choice was having staff members wear badges to show who speaks Welsh. 
Providing bilingual signs, the next most popular measure, was only rank-ordered first 
by 21 percent of respondents (Grin and Vaillancourt, 1999). 
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Another unique vehicle for providing mobility information is the 
Rhein-Main-Verkehrsverbund (RMV) system in Germany. RMV organizes public 
transport in the greater Rhine Main area, working closely with the individual transport 
companies, the district authorities, towns and the State of Hesse. This cooperation 
allows RMV to offer coordinated bus and train travel from one source. Just one ticket 
allows travelers to use any method of local transport in the area covered by the 
association: regional trains (RB), regional express trains (RE), S-Bahn trains, U-Bahn 
underground trains, trams and buses. For example, Frankfurt Airport and Railway 
Station, the most important gateway for foreign visitors, are integrated into the RMV 
network.  
 
A traveler may purchase a ticket from the ticket counters of the transport companies 
or at one of the ticket machines. The ticket machines are equipped with user screens 
to guide customers through the process: first, enter the destination; then select the 
type of ticket; finally, pay the amount displayed. Most importantly, by simply pressing 
a button, a traveler can select his or her own language for the ticket machine user 
guide from the following choices: English, French, Italian, Spanish or Turkish. The 
flags on the lower left corner in Figure 42 indicate language choices. 
 
6.2. Airports and Airlines 
 
Airports and airlines in America and abroad constitute important international activity 
centers. They have multiple reasons to accommodate LEP travelers. First, a good 
percentage of their clientele comes from travelers who live outside their national 
boundaries; at Newark’s airport, for example, such travelers constitute about half the 
population. Since many airports believe that clients have a choice of facilities, e.g. 
Newark or Kennedy, each one tries to accommodate LEP and other customers to the 
extent possible. Second, American airports that accept federal (FAA) funding must 
adhere to Title VI requirements for LEP access. 

6.2.1 Airports 

In America, we sought to learn best practices from airports with extensive 
international clientele. Our search included e-mail and telephone contacts with 
administrators of the three major Port Authority of New York/New Jersey 
airports—Newark Liberty, Kennedy and LaGuardia—as well as Logan Airport in 
Boston, Los Angeles and San Francisco International Airports in California, and 
Miami International Airport in Florida. In Europe, we sought best practices of the 
British Aviation Authority, Brussels Airport in Belgium, and Schipol Airport in the 
Netherlands. In addition, we monitored the websites of Edmonton’s Airport in Canada 
and Singapore’s Airport in Asia.   
 
The investigation yielded a number of methods with interest for transit providers. 
Listed below are key airport strategies for giving LEP travelers equal access.  
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6.2.1.1 Web Pages 
 
All the airports investigated have their own web pages. In America, most are English 
only. A few tell viewers in English that language assistance is available at the airport 
but this message would be unintelligible to some LEP travelers. A more effective 
alternative is the Los Angeles web page, which provides traveler tips in five 
languages: English, Chinese, Japanese, Korean and Spanish. The viewer clicks on a 
language icon and the appropriate text appears in PDF format, as demonstrated in 
Appendix L. 
 
Outside of the United States, web pages are more likely to offer language choices 
although some, e.g., London’s Heathrow, are only in English. The web page for 
Brussels airport offers all information in English, Dutch or French, as depicted in 
Figure 43. Amsterdam offers English or Dutch alternatives. Singapore airport is 
currently constructing a page, which will offer a choice of English or Chinese 
information. All Canadian airports offer a choice of English or French. Viewers click 
on icons to access the alternatives. Clearly, most of these pages are geared to bi- 
rather than multilingual communities.  
 
6.2.1.2 Multilingual Publications 
 
The New York-New Jersey Port Authority airports print taxi brochures in six 
languages. The brochure lets LEP travelers understand the fare system if they use 
cabs to leave the airport. Newark airport prints an annual marketing publication for 
travel agents and tour operators in five languages: English, German, French, Spanish 
and Japanese. While this publication does not go to travelers themselves, it is 
distributed to people who communicate with LEP travelers and pass the information 
to them. The analogy for local transit would be to prepare multilingual brochures for 
LEP community groups and urge the groups to share information with their members. 
This strategy has two advantages over trying to contact LEP travelers directly. Costs 
are lower with fewer publications to print, and the recipients do the work of locating 
travelers. Before printing the publication, the airport met with travel-agents to learn 
their perception of client needs (Baer, 1995).  
 
Prior to September 11, 2001 San Francisco’s airport printed a general information 
brochure in English, Spanish, Chinese and Japanese. This publication contained a 
guide to airport facilities and services. However, current budget constraints 
necessitated scaling back the brochure to an English only version. 
 
6.2.1.3 Telephone Lines 
 
All the American airports investigated link customers to multilingual telephone lines 
through staff at information booths. At San Francisco’s airport, average monthly costs 
for the language line are $500 to 600/month. Travelers can access the line at airport 
information booths, or they can call the Airport Communications Center from outside 
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and request the service. Miami International Airport’s main information line offers 
English and Spanish options. 
 
Newark airport does not publicize the telephone line because it envisions its use as a 
last resort. Most multilingual assistance is offered in person by customer service 
representatives who know several languages or who ask airline personnel to help. 
 
6.2.1.4 Pictograms and Visual Aids 
 
All American airports surveyed use internationally recognized symbols for 
access-related services for people with disabilities, e.g., wheelchair accessibility or 
telecommunications devices for the deaf. Such pictograms are also used in Europe. 
In fact, American airports borrowed many of their symbols from European and Asian 
practices. Figure 44 and Figure 45 depict bi-lingual directions and pictograms used in 
Narita (Tokyo) International Airport in Japan and Frankfurt International Airport in 
Germany.  
 
Los Angeles International Airport uses pictograms to depict directional signs such as 
“No Smoking,” “Ticketing,” or “Baggage.” The airport also uses arrows pointing up, 
down, right and left to indicate directions.  
 
The Port Authority airports use symbols and visual aids to orient travelers. For 
example, in all three airports, signs pointing passengers to gates are yellow; signs 
pointing people to the front of the airport are green; and signs pointing to services 
such as phones or restrooms have black backgrounds, as shown in Figure 46. In the 
last few years, the Port Authority airports moved from using multilingual 
announcements and signage to use of the three colors to orient clients.  
 
6.2.1.5 Multilingual Announcements 
 
Los Angeles International Airport uses multilingual announcements for security and to 
tell passengers how to learn which items are not allowed in carry-on luggage. The 
announcements run every 30 minutes in English, Spanish, French, Japanese, 
Chinese and Korean. The airport considers the cost negligible since the 
announcements are played through existing equipment. 
 
6.2.1.6 Personal Assistance 
 
All the airports surveyed have at least some multilingual employees who can interact 
with LEP travelers. Logan has public information booths in baggage claim areas 
staffed with multilingual personnel. These public service representatives can also 
interpret when travelers converse with U.S. Customs, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service and airport tenants. 
 
At Newark International Airport all customer service representatives are at least 
bi-lingual and many speak three or more languages. Their job is to communicate with 
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clients so they take care to have successful interactions. When these representatives 
do not know a particular language, they call consulates or United Nations (UN) 
missions to access native speakers of that tongue. They ask a traveler for a friend’s 
phone number and if possible, use that information to find someone with English 
ability. Employees are told to be resourceful in helping LEP travelers. 
 
Newark International Airport has approximately 60 customer service representatives 
on duty at peak travel hours. Agents are stationed at key decision points. For 
example, agents are placed at entrances to the Air Train Station. They help travelers 
learn how to access the station if they need aid.  
 
All customer service agents wear red blazers that identify the languages each agent 
speaks. Employees are urged to be proactive in searching out travelers who seem to 
need assistance; they do not wait for questions but ask people if they can help. 
 
Port Authority airports motivate employees to help travelers by allowing clients to 
nominate staff members for “airport ambassador of the month” awards. An airport 
ambassador of the year, who receives $500 and an international vacation, is chosen 
from the monthly winners. Some staff members have won airport ambassador of the 
month status for working to clarify difficult travel issues with LEP clients. 
 
The Port Authority contracts with Gateway Security for customer service 
representatives. Gateway provides training that runs the gamut from security to 
customer service. The multiyear Port/Gateway contract runs in excess of $35 million 
for the three airports.    
 
San Francisco’s international airport has nine information booths in its various 
terminals. Each staff member in a given booth is capable of speaking a different 
foreign language. Passengers who need assistance are directed to the booths by 
airport and airline personnel. Booths are positioned in areas of heavy passenger 
traffic. 
 
Los Angeles’ Tom Bradley International Terminal has three counters staffed with 
multilingual employees who provide information about the airport and flight schedules. 
In addition, about 100 half-time Visitor Service Representatives (VSRs) work in the 
federal inspection areas helping international passengers fill out customs forms and 
interact with government officials. Among the VSRs, approximately 30 different 
languages are spoken; the airport schedules VSRs based on a match between 
individual languages and flight arrival times. VSRs get a week of classroom training 
including many role-plays. Costs for the information booth personnel and the VSRs 
are approximately $2 millions a year for salaries, benefits, uniforms, and equipment. 
The airport believes the services these people provide are well worth the expense.              
 
Heathrow Airport in London has help desks for non-English speakers. These desks 
are available in every terminal.  
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Airports also leverage the service of non-profit groups. All airports surveyed have at 
least one Travelers Aid Kiosk on the premises. The kiosk is staffed by volunteers who 
help travelers in distress, including people who have language problems. The 
volunteers can assist in map reading and accessing local transportation. At Logan, 
for example, the Traveler Aid Bureau is open noon to 9 pm seven days a week. At the 
Los Angeles Airport the Bureau is open from 7 am to 10 pm on weekdays and 9 am to 
9 pm on weekends. The San Francisco Bureau has 185 volunteers who operate six 
airport booths from 9 am to 9 pm daily. Approximately 40 percent of these volunteers 
speak a foreign language and wear badges identifying their particular languages. 

6.2.2 Airlines 

LEP travelers in airports, or in transit to or from them, can also ask help of airline staff. 
United Airline, for example, tries to have multilingual staff at each international airport. 
A contact at Newark’s airport indicated that airport workers seek assistance from an 
airline counterpart when they cannot converse with travelers. Since Newark has over 
30 international airlines on its premises, most passenger-languages are known to 
some airline employees. 
 
British Airways received a 2001 United Kingdom National Language for Exports 
Award for its successful deployment of multilingual airport and cabin staff. The 
airline’s visitor service employs 140 employees at Heathrow and Gatwick Airports to 
assist passengers in 50 different languages including a wide range of A frican, Indian 
and Chinese languages and dialects. The airline also recruits cabin crew from 16 
countries outside Britain to assist non-English speaking passengers on planes. The 
airline pays tuition for front-line staff to learn French, Spanish, Italian or German. 
British Airways believes that its aid to LEP travelers results in better profits. Its 
markets that perform best are those that benefit from a reliable language service, 
including a dedicated team of multilingual employees on arrival in the United 
Kingdom. Sales figures show a link between range and standard of language 
assistance and commercial success with a 29 percent increase in net revenues in 
2001 (as opposed to 2000) for South Asia routes and a corresponding 22 percent 
increase for West Africa routes as language assistance was put in place 
(Languageadvantage, 2002). Of course, an association between language 
assistance and increased revenue does not prove causality.  
 
Air France publishes pamphlets on Paris airports in six languages—French, English, 
German, Italian, Spanish and Japanese. Its timetables and boarding information 
appear in French and English.  
 
Many airlines have access to their own language-assistance phone lines. United 
Airline has a phone number dedicated to Spanish speakers and another one for 
speakers of four Asian languages—Japanese, Mandarin, Cantonese and Korean. 
Delta Airline has a phone line on which representatives speak Spanish and another 
line on which they speak Japanese. The airlines publicize the phone numbers on the 
web pages www.united.com and www.delta.com, respectively.  
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Airlines change the languages in which they offer in-flight entertainment depending 
on their destination. Continental, for example, has English and Spanish language 
tracks for flights in America. It offers a Portuguese language track on flights to Lisbon, 
Japanese on flights to Guam, Bali, or Japan, and Chinese on flights to Hong Kong. In 
addition, the language of airline flight announcements varies depending on the airline 
and the destination. This means that LEP travelers flying from Newark Airport to their 
native country always understand the flight announcements.  
 
6.3 Tourism Centers 
 
Most countries and some cities have official tourism centers, which are organized by 
travel bureaus or local authorities. Normally, the more developed tourist industry 
provides detailed and useful information about public transit on the website of tourism 
center. However, the services provided by different agencies vary. Based on a search 
of over 30 websites of tourism centers around the world, the research team selected 
14 candidates for this survey. In these 14 countries or regions, seven of them are 
located in Europe, five in Asia, one in North America, and one in Oceania. The 
tourism centers selected provide more than three foreign language websites and 
introduce miscellaneous transportation information for the travelers who use 
non-native languages. 
 
After searching the websites of the  14 tourism centers in detail, we collected the 
principal transportation information that is presented in foreign languages. The 
information reflects the number of languages, market regions, the authority or owner 
of the tourism center, the website addresses and the travel modes. Given the aim of 
this survey, we focused on the information about public transit provided by the 
tourism centers. 
 
As shown in Table 10, most tourism centers are operated by the official travel 
administrations of the countries or regions. An Italian commercial registered travel 
agency was the only non-official agency of the 14 tourism centers studied. 
Nevertheless, it provides similar functions as the other official tourism centers. All of 
the tourism centers have the same goals - to attract more travelers and provide better 
services.  
 
Some tourism centers provide numerous local websites serving different market 
regions. Switzerland, France and England provide more than 40 local websites, while 
Germany and Netherlands include more than 20 local websites. The tourism centers 
also provide the local websites with the numerous foreign languages.  Because 
several popular languages, such as English, French and Spanish, are designated as 
official languages in many countries, the number of languages is different from the 
number of market regions. Several countries and regions provide different editions for 
a single language. For example, the Hong Kong tourism center provides English web 
pages in six editions. This practice would be helpful for improving services for 
travelers who come from different regions although all of them use English.  
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The structure and characteristics of the tourism centers are quite diverse. The 
location and path to secure public transit information vary among the websites of 
tourism centers. Most of them link the transportation contents under Travel 
Information or General Information. However, only a few websites, such as England’s 
and New Zealand’s, post the transportation link on the homepage directly.  
 
Most of the  tourism centers use similar structures (interfaces) on the websites with 
different languages serving numerous market regions. Singapore, however, uses 
quite different interfaces to present the contents according to the particular features 
of each region although the contents are similar. 
 
As shown in Table 11, different tourism centers provide different content regarding 
information on public transit. Some not only offer an overview of multi-modes 
transportation, but also provide fares, operating hours and relevant telephone 
numbers. Most of the tourism centers also provide links to travel agencies, which 
include both agencies serving international travel and those serving domestic travel. 
The tourism centers of England and New Zealand list many related links about 
transportation in the domain, and the latter even provides links to additional services.  
 
Although Table 11 shows that many tourism centers provide the routes and operating 
hours, most of the websites only present points of origin and destinations, the start 
and end time of the mode services, but not the complete layout and schedules. One 
reason for this limitation is that it is difficult to show complete lines, stops and time 
tables for all of the transit routes on the tourism center website; the  other reason is 
that most of the tourism centers provide links to the related transit agencies that 
provide more comprehensive references.  
 
Since the tourism centers are serving non-local travelers, it is important to provide 
information on transportation connecting the airport, rail and coach terminals. More 
than half of the tourism centers clearly provide the major details regarding public 
transit. These include the operating hours, special tickets (cards), the limitation of 
some modes of travel, service range, security, discounts, the regulation of luggage 
size and rules on pets.  
 
A general overview of information provided by tourism centers may assist the project 
team in evaluating the overall usage of websites and efforts provided to attract 
foreigners. Meanwhile, a few selected cases will help the research team to identify 
specific strategies or innovations that can be adopted to serve LEP populations. 
Therefore, we present the following three case studies, Hong Kong, Singapore, and 
Germany, among various tourism information centers we have scanned.  

6.3.1 Hong Kong 

The Hong Kong Tourism Center under the Hong Kong Tourism Board provides a 
detailed and professional travel guide on its official website. The Tourism Center 
provides 12 languages for visitors. Since it serves different English-speaking regions, 
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six English edition websites are provided, including International English, American 
English, Australian English, Canadian English, South East Asian English and United 
Kingdom English.  
 
Table 12 exhibits public transit information provided by the Hong Kong Tourism 
Center. We can see that the area of services, operating hours, fares, and necessary 
points of interest of all the public transit modes are found on the websites of the Hong 
Kong Tourism Center. The routes, terminals and related links of most of the modes 
are also listed on the web pages. Furthermore, the railway systems of Hong Kong, 
which include Mass Transit Railway and Kowloon-Canton Railway, even present a 
bilingual map of the system, the stops and interchanges on the railway networks, as 
shown in Figure 47.  
 
The interface of the transportation information web page is user-friendly and easy to 
explore. The information provided covers almost all of the public transit modes in 
Hong Kong. The characteristics and features of the public transit modes are 
described for foreign travelers. When introducing Mass Transit Railway (MTR), 
Airport Express, and Kowloon-Canton Railway (KCR), the web pages list the main 
routes, route length, operating hours, fares, frequencies, number of stops, 
interchanges, travel passes; furthermore, some travel tips are provided. In addition, 
the bilingual map of Hong Kong rail, as displayed in Figure 48, can be seen on the 
website.  
 
The Octopus card, an electronic stored-value card used as payment on public transit 
in Hong Kong, is just like money and is accepted on most public transport including 
buses, minibuses, trains, ferries, the Peak Tram, and some taxis. It is even accepted 
at convenience stores and fast food restaurants. To demonstrate the usage of the 
Octopus card, the website has a diagram to describe the procedures as shown in 
Figure 49. To pay a fare, the traveler simply places the Octopus card on the reader 
located next to the fare box and the fare is deducted electronically. A new Octopus 
card includes a refundable HK $50 deposit. Any leftover money is also refunded 
when the traveler returns the card. It can be purchased at the Airport Express 
Customer Service Counters on Level 5 of the Hong Kong International Airport. The 
cards are also available at most public transport customer service centers.  

6.3.2 Singapore 

The websites of the Singapore Tourism Center present more information, particularly 
about the fares, except the basic overview of public transit service in the Lion City. 
Similar with Hong Kong, Singapore Tourism Center provides five English editions, 
which are International, Australia & New Zealand, India, North America and UK.  
 
A tourist can locate detailed fare information and purchase multi-mode tickets from 
the websites. A Bus Service Guide even shows the different fares depending on 
whether or not the buses are equipped with air-conditioning. A particular interest to 
this project is that the websites explain how to purchase tickets of Singapore Mass 
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Rapid Transit (MRT) in detail for travelers who speak foreign languages. A simple 
step by step instruction accompanied by pictures of the ticket vending machine menu 
and station entrances is displayed on the website, as depicted in Figure 50. 
 
Detailed illustrations of the public transit services to the airport provide great 
convenience for both domestic and foreign travelers. A guide for Airport Shuttles is 
presented in the same fashion as the normal public transit. Similarly, fares and ticket 
purchase procedures are described in details. The first and last service times of the 
MRT are also included. In addition, the dimensions of each piece of luggage that can 
be brought into the train are also described.    

6.3.3 Germany 

A special feature of the website by Germany National Tourist Board is the interactive 
maps of transportation networks. Visitors can select their preferred type of 
transportation map—rail, motorways, and long-distance trains. Moreover, different 
types can be mixed as shown in Figure 51. Furthermore, the website also provides 
detailed maps for many Germany cities. Only two languages are used on the maps 
provided by this Board. 
 
6.4 Other International-Oriented Activity Centers 
 
Besides transit agencies in other countries and international airports and airlines, 
potential best practices for providing mobility information for LEP populations may be 
gleaned from diversified internationally-oriented activity centers such as, sport 
facilities, convention and tourism centers, car rental agencies, intermodal freight 
terminals, etc. A large number of sport facilities in the United States are accessed via 
automobiles, especially those in suburban areas and at events held in the evenings 
or on weekends. This survey effort has concentrated on the strategies that can be 
adopted by transit agencies. Three categories are presented in the following section: 
Olympic cities, a transport museum and a seaman’s church. 

6.4.1 Olympic Cities 

Another important category of activity centers will be the cities and transit systems 
that recently hosted Olympic games, such as Salt Lake City and Atlanta. To obtain 
general information about Olympic cities, a member of the research team has 
interviewed Mr. Chris Sullivan, an Olympic Site Manager. Mr. Sullivan has been 
dealing with Olympic site issues for many years and has had experience with the 
Atlanta and Salt Lake City Olympic Games. He is now involved with the US Olympic 
Committee seeking to secure New York City as the site for the 2012 Games. 
 
The main method of communicating to non-native speaking individuals attending the 
Olympic Games is through the use of internationally-recognized signage employing 
iconic symbols, rather than language. Language is used, however, in an effort to 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 47 

make the multi-lingual audience feel comfortable rather than to provide information. 
For example, the word “Welcome” will appear at entrance sites in many languages. 
Although brochures are provided in a variety of languages depending on the site, 
road signs and directions are pictorial.   
 
Destination names remain in the language of the host country. For example, in Salt 
Lake City all location names were in English. Yet because the Mormon culture 
reaches out to people throughout the world with missionaries, there were many paid 
staff and volunteers at the site who spoke a wide variety of languages. In Atlanta, a 
cosmopolitan city, there were also many staff members and volunteers with language 
skills to communicate to non-English speaking attendees. All official Olympic 
documents, no matter where the Games are held, are printed in both French and 
English. Official spectator guides, however, are in the language of the host country, 
but information indicating amount of time needed to go from one Olympic site to 
another is clearly indicated by using numbers. All official Olympic meetings are 
conducted in English, with headphones employing simultaneous translations 
available for non-English speakers. 
 
To access specific information on how to serve LEP spectators, athletes, and media 
teams during the game period, the team members also contacted both Salt Lake City 
and Atlanta, which have hosted Olympic Games in recent years. Dr. Liu, the PI for 
this project, has had personal involvement with the East-West Light Rail Project in 
Salt Lake City, and she is familiar with the solutions and tactics implemented to 
provide easily understandable instructions to international spectators during the 
Olympic Games.  
 
Traffic engineers and transportation planners in Atlanta also provided useful 
information for dealing with people who do not speak English. For example, the 
transit stations were announced in four to six different languages on the MARTA 
Subway train. The “No Parking” and “Don’t Walk” phrases have been replaced by 
universally recognizable pictograms. After the Olympic games, the multilingual 
announcements at the stations are gone, but all the pictograms remained and will be 
maintained as part of the permanent infrastructure in Atlanta.  

6.4.2 Transport Museum  

Switzerland, a relatively small country, lies in the heart of Europe at the crossroads of 
three of its most important cultural and language regions. Within this restrictive area, 
there are no less than four languages spoken in compact pockets of population. The 
German speakers account for 74 percent, but even these are split into many different 
dialects of the Germanic tongue. In the Western part of the country 20 percent speak 
French and in the South 4 percent have Italian as their mother tongue. In the Alpine 
Region of the Grisons, 1 percent of the population speaks Romanch. To demonstrate 
ways to serve people with various language backgrounds and capabilities, we have 
gathered information on the Swiss Transport Museum located in Lucerne, a popular 
attraction in Switzerland and Europe. 
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The Swiss Transport Museum, the largest transportation museum in Europe, attracts 
half a million visitors a year. Reflecting the various languages of patrons, the Museum 
uses pictograms and multiple languages in both the museum narratives and website 
information. One of the interesting features employed by the Museum web page is an 
interactive illustration in the overview page. As demonstrated in Figure 52, a colorful 
museum floor is displayed on the front page of the Museum website. A reader can 
click on any part of the floor plan; an information window will open with related display 
contents and pictures. 
 
Besides the vast contents of the rail, road, and waterway transport, the Museum also 
hosts a wide range of exciting modern technological and education materials, all of 
which are narrated in four languages: German, English, French and Italian as 
depicted in Figure 53. Another effective way to communicate information in a 
multi-language environment is via different audio systems. As demonstrated in Figure 
54, the red column next to the TV monitor is actually an audio control switch. The 
museum patron may switch the button to one of the pre-recorded languages among 
English, French, Italian and German. The message will change instantly, and it is 
synchronized with the content displayed on the TV monitor.  

6.4.3 Seaman’s Church 

New York is the largest international seaport along the east coast. The Port of New 
York and Newark receives millions of ships from different countries and the crews 
speak different languages. There are seaman’s churches in both New York and New 
Jersey. It is helpful to contact seaport and similar facilities and investigate what tactics 
they use to overcome language barriers. 
 
As proposed in the scope, a team member, Dr. Fleischer, interviewed Ms. A ndre 
Stukey, Operations Manager, International Seafarers Center, Seaman’s Church 
Institute of New York and New Jersey on March 3, 2004. Seafarers from throughout 
the world are served by the Institute, which must be creative in its efforts to 
communicate with non-English speakers. One of the methods of communication is 
what the Institute calls “the international language” of hand signals. Using maps and 
other informational materials such as bus and train schedules in English, Institute 
staff assist LEP individuals by circling relevant portions or drawing routes from one 
destination to another. Staff will also write out route descriptions and the names of 
key locations on index cards. LEP individuals are advised to travel in groups so that 
the individuals can support one another by pooling their particular areas of 
knowledge. 
 
The Institute has developed relationships with bus and taxi drivers in its area to assist 
LEP travelers with directions and fares. Institute staff has found the importance of 
having LEP individuals repeat in English, or demonstrate graphically, what they have 
been told to assure that they truly understand the information communicated. Staff 
also arranges appropriate trips for specific groups of LEP individuals. For example, 
Chinese seafarers are not only encouraged to visit New York’s Chinatown individually 
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or in small groups, but the Institute also arranges for tours for larger groups by 
chartering vans or buses and securing Chinese-speaking guides.  
 
6.5 Overview of International Experience 
 
Airport and European transit practices reinforce the benefits of multilingual websites 
for computer literate LEP clients—a market segment that may grow in the coming 
years. The New York-New Jersey Port Authority’s shift from multilingual signage to 
symbols highlights the difficulties of providing verbal information to multi-language 
populations, as opposed to bilingual populations. The only place where organizations 
can provide such information easily and economically is cyberspace. Since symbols 
are limited in providing complex information, multi-language web pages have a role to 
play in customer access. 
 
Airport and European transit experience highlight the advantages of properly trained 
multilingual employees who can interact courteously with LEP travelers. Because so 
many clients of these facilities and airports are international travelers, the 
organizations try to provide staff members who consider helping LEP clients a regular 
part of their jobs. 
 
Airport experience highlights the advantages of leveraging other organizations to help 
communicate with LEP people. While airports have an advantage over transit 
facilities in having airline personnel on hand, transit organizations can cooperate with 
community groups to learn about their members’ travel needs. 
  
In addition, the current research reinforces the importance of the public’s being aware 
of any strategy for it to work. As a way of accommodating people with sensory 
disabilities, Edmonton Airport in Canada experimented with the use of talking signs 
that travelers could activate. However, Edmonton found that the signs fell short of 
expected use. The airport concluded that travelers did not know the purpose of the 
signs (Rhodes and Associates, 1999). On the other hand when London tube 
employees wear badges that highlight multilingual abilities, passengers instantly see 
who is available to help them. The badges are a constant reminder to employees and 
LEP clients alike of the availability and importance of human interaction. They remind 
employees that speaking many languages is useful for the organization and that 
helping LEP travelers is part of their job. We see that Welsh speakers consider 
badges the most important measure to help them get around in an English-speaking 
community. 
 
Strategies for equal access must be easy to operate, highly visible, and clearly 
labeled to succeed. Services may be underused if providers publicize language 
assistance in English-only websites or on English-only signs, or if providers require 
clients to download special software to access multilingual information. Publicity for 
multilingual assistance must be easy to obtain and multilingual or pictorial in its own 
right.  
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This survey of tourism centers provided the researchers with suggestions and 
methods relevant to the Project. We were able to assemble a list of tourism centers 
with innovative methods, describe those methods, and learn some of their strategies. 
 
Multi-language websites are very useful in improving services for travelers who use 
foreign languages. The same content in different languages is used to serve specific 
customers. 
 
The application of the multi-edition of one language might increase the 
professionalism and accuracy of public transit services. The comprehensive 
introduction of public transit would help the non-native language travelers to 
understand and master the local transit supplements. 
 
Detailed information regarding fares and methods of booking tickets could help 
travelers understand the operation of public transit systems and use them with 
increasing efficiency. On this point, tourism centers in Singapore and Hong Kong 
provide some good examples.  
 
Several countries and regions use special fares cards that could be accepted by 
multi-mode public transit. The Octopus Card of Hong Kong is an excellent example of 
this.  
 
A concrete description of the guidelines necessary to ride public transit is very useful 
for non-native language users who might not be familiar with local conditions. Such 
details as service range, operating hours, and even the regulations dealing with 
luggage size and pets, are important for the travelers who speak foreign languages. 
 
Interactive transportation maps are very helpful to non-native language travelers. The 
German tourism center did a lot of work on this issue although it needs to improve the 
language used to communicate on the maps. 
 
Travelers using foreign languages might use public transit to airports, rail and coach 
terminals more frequently than local riders. Therefore, service on this kind of transit 
should receive special attention. Many tourism centers have done good work on this 
matter. Adding related links could increase speed and ease when travelers search for 
information on public transit.  
 
The use of numbers and/or letters at Olympic sites to assist non-native speakers not 
only to travel from one point to another, but also to be aware of the time required for 
such trips, is effective. Most non-native travelers will know the name of their current 
location, even if it is a foreign name, as well as the name of their destination. 
Personal attention given by speakers of various languages is always helpful, but 
even a few signs in different languages (even merely “welcoming” signs, rather than 
directional), provides a comfort zone for non-native speakers. Iconic and pictorial 
symbols clearly remain the most effective way of reaching people who speak the 
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diverse languages of those who attend Olympic Games. Such a strategy would be 
effective for New Jersey Department of Transportation. 
 
To the extent possible, the staff at the Seafarers Center has learned that merely 
giving directions to non-native speakers and even having such speakers “nod” or 
otherwise indicate they understand what is being communicated, does not ensure 
comprehension. Time permitting, it is best that the traveler be asked to repeat 
verbally, or if that is not possible, diagrammatically, what has been said. Too often, 
such non-native speakers are trying to be polite, or are embarrassed, or truly do not 
know that they have not understood what was said to them. Staff members at the 
Center also emphasize the importance of developing relationships with local bus 
drivers and others in the area that deal with non-native speakers. In that way, it is 
more likely that such personnel, becoming respectful of and patient with LEP 
travelers, will be willing to give such travelers the extra time and support that they 
require. 
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7. BEST PRACTICES 
 
The foregoing descriptions build on the material gathered in our parallel survey of 
American transit systems, selected transit agencies in other counties as well as 
internationally oriented activities centers. Examining a variety of agencies is the key 
to our approach to ascertaining which strategies constitute best practice. The ultimate 
goal of this project is to produce a best practices catalog that our client, New Jersey 
Transit or similar agencies, may refer to when selecting strategies to serve LEP 
travelers. The research team strove to carry out a comprehensive approach in 
gathering and evaluating both verbal and nonverbal approaches. Since nonverbal 
approaches may be more effective and preferred under certain circumstances, these 
are highlighted in one of the sections of this report.  
 
In previous tasks the project identified current practices to ensure equal 
transportation access for LEP travelers. Information came from project surveys of 
many entities--American transportation and transit agencies, foreign transportation 
and transit agencies, airports and internationally oriented activity centers. These 
surveys make plain that no one technique can provide equal access; a spectrum of 
methods is required to meet travel needs. Because each jurisdiction has its own 
population mix and political/social indices, the ideal strategies will vary from area to 
area. What works in one jurisdiction will not necessarily work in another. The 
appropriate spectrum of responses must take an area’s unique market/demographic 
realities into account.  
 
Below is a list of practices surveyed transportation entities use to enhance LEP 
traveler access. NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT should implement those strategies that are 
most likely to address the particular problems that actually exist in their service area, 
particularly those issues raised in the project’s market/demographic interactions with 
LEP travelers in Northern New Jersey. 
 
7.1 Multilingual Verbal Materials—Publications and Signs  
 
A popular strategy to enhance communication is use of printed material in multiple 
languages. Although the most widely issued bi-or multilingual publications are 
timetables and route maps, a few agencies publish even more comprehensive 
multilingual material.  Portland, Oregon’s Tri-Met publishes a seven-language 
booklet on “How to Ride.” The costs are $7,000 for printing 10,000 copies and $7,000 
for paying personnel who worked on the project. In addition, some agencies affix 
multilingual printed material to vehicles. In New York City subway cars, posters in six 
languages warn passengers for South Ferry to use the first five cars. 
 
Advantages: This strategy enables LEP travelers to access material in the same 
format offered to English proficient people. It works particularly well in bi- as opposed 
to multilingual communities. Short messages can be placed in vehicles as well as 
stations. 
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Disadvantages: Multilingual publications become clumsy and expensive where 
demographic realities require addressing many languages. Including some 
languages and not others can exacerbate inter-community tensions. For these 
reasons, and also because of budget constraints, several agencies reported moving 
away from a multilingual print strategy in recent years. 
 
7.2 Multilingual Announcements 
 
A few carriers play multilingual announcements at facilities or in vehicles. Los 
Angeles’ international airport plays security announcements in five languages. It also 
has multilingual announcements identifying appropriate carry-on luggage. Since the 
same equipment is used to play English-language and multilingual announcements, 
the only costs lie in developing the additional messages. 
 
Advantages: Multilingual announcements allow a facility to impart up-to-date 
information to LEP travelers. The strategy allows LEP clients to access information in 
the same format as other travelers. 
 
Disadvantages: In a multilingual environment, reciting announcements for all 
appropriate languages takes a long time. In addition, we do not know if 
English-language announcements are intelligible even to people who understand the 
language. To the extent that poor equipment and competing noises sabotage clarity, 
multilingual announcements are not a useful communication tool. 
 
7.3 Multilingual Phone Lines 
 
Another popular strategy is to give LEP travelers access to a multilingual phone line 
that connects them to a speaker of their native language. Costs vary. Washington 
Metro reports it handles approximately 80 calls a month at an average price of 
$25/call. Tri-Met has approximate costs of $2,600/month. San Francisco’s 
international airport reports costs between $500 and $600/month. 
 
Advantages: This strategy enables LEP travelers to  tell their individual stories to a 
linguistically competent person. A phone conversation can offer the traveler 
information tailored to his or her situation in a way that printed materials cannot. 
 
Disadvantages: LEP travelers may not be aware of the phone line. Access to the line 
may be restricted to certain geographical areas; travelers outside those areas - but 
wishing to enter their boundaries - may not be able to use the phone line. 
 
7.4 Pictograms and Other Visual Aids 
 
All agencies use standard pictograms to indicate certain facilities such as access for 
people with disabilities. Many agencies also use pictorial devices to indicate exits, 
entrances, food facilities, restrooms, safety procedures, etc. Tri-Met uses seven 
different pictorial devices to represent the seven different areas served by its transit 
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systems, e.g., a deer for one area and a flower for another. By looking for a specific 
symbol, travelers know if they are going into the right area. 
 
Facilities and vehicles often color code information. At New York-New Jersey Port 
Authority airports, yellow signs indicate travelers are moving toward the gates, green 
signs indicate movement towards the entrance. London’s underground vehicles 
contain color coded maps on board. A later section of this report contains additional 
information on pictograms and other nonverbal approaches. 
 
Advantages: Many facilities are increasing use of pictograms and color coding as a 
universal system for indicating facility placement and safety procedures. Pictorial 
devices take up less room than multilingual signage. The aim is to find visual 
representations that are comprehensible to all language communities. 
 
Disadvantages: Pictorial information can never wholly supplant verbal instruction. 
Pictograms cannot respond to individual queries and complaints expressed by LEP 
travelers. At the present time, pictorial devices cannot convey complex material. 
 
7.5 Multilingual Websites 
 
A few organizations have upgraded their websites to bi- or multilingual status. The 
Washington Metro offers information in eight languages. Tri-Met and Los Angeles’ 
international airport have multilingual sites. Users access a language by clicking on 
the appropriate icon. 
 
Advantages: The multilingual website offers a unique opportunity to interact with the 
computer savvy segment of the LEP population - a segment likely to grow in the 
coming years. Detailed multilingual information and announcements can be offered 
more easily electronically than in print. 
 
Disadvantages: This strategy does not help LEP travelers who have no access to or 
facility with computers. It only works for a particular segment of the market. 
 
7.6 Multilingual Personnel – Human Contact 
 
Airports, in particular, report personal interaction as their major strategy for working 
with LEP travelers. At Newark International Airport all information-booth personnel 
are bi- or multilingual. The facility does not publicize its multilingual phone line 
because it considers this strategy a backup to on-site personnel.  
 
Agencies let travelers know about the abilities of their staff through badges. These 
emblems indicate the languages given employees speak. At San Francisco 
International Airport, for example, an employee badge might read “Deutsch” or any 
other applicable language. London transit and Britain’s Western Railroad also have 
employee badges. These emblems remind travelers and employees alike that 
helping LEP clients is part of the staff’s job. 
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Because airports and airlines consider the LEP customer an important part of their 
market, they train employees to interact with these people. British Airways 
reimburses tuition when customer-contact staff members study foreign languages. Its 
figures show that revenues rise in areas where staff has requisite language 
capabilities.   
 
Airports also use employee incentives to focus staff members on courteous service. 
At the New York-New Jersey Port Authority airports, employees have won 
“ambassador of the month” status  - with monetary and free travel rewards - for 
especially diligent interaction with LEP customers.   
 
Advantages: Bi- or multi-lingual personnel are an optimal way of giving LEP traveler’s 
information tailored to their personal needs. Conversational feedback affords 
opportunities to avoid misunderstandings that can arise from print messages or 
hurried phone calls. When agencies train and motivate employees to help LEP 
travelers, the transit experience improves for this segment of the population. 
 
Disadvantages: Facilities will need back-up strategies if their personnel cannot cover 
all requested languages. In some jurisdictions, employees may not want to advertise 
or use their bilingual abilities; the jurisdiction must decide if such use is an essential 
job feature. Agencies can place bi- or multilingual personnel in train stations and 
major bus facilities, but these employees will not be available at bus stops or in many 
vehicles; additional strategies will be needed at those locations. 
 
7.7 Cooperating with Other Organizations 
 
Because all organizations have limited resources, some transportation providers try 
to involve other entities in providing information to LEP travelers. Airports use the 
services of Travelers Aid volunteers and resident airline personnel. WMATA involved 
a community group, Boat People SOS, in preparing the Vietnamese version of its 
web page. In addition, WMATA personnel have met with social service agencies 
active in LEP communities to learn about the problems LEP travelers face. A 
prerequisite for involving other organizations is learning the identity of appropriate 
groups and motivating them to become involved in transit access issues.  
 
Advantages: Agencies gain additional skills and resources by involving outside 
organizations. Community groups have a unique perspective on problems LEP 
travelers face. 
 
Disadvantages: Appropriate groups may not be available or interested in all 
instances. 
 
7.8 Publicizing What Is Available 
 
All of the above strategies will only succeed when travelers know about their 
availability and understand how to access and use them. If agencies have language 
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lines or other communication mechanisms that remain unknown to commuters, the 
strategy is not useful. 
 
Transit providers must not only publicize what is available in media that LEP travelers 
use, but such providers also must share information with community groups serving 
LEP travelers. Some agencies advertise access strategies in community newspapers. 
Seattle’s transit system does send mailings to residents. The system spends about 
$15,000/year on non-English mailings to inform people about existing services. It 
spends about $150,000/year to alert all residents, English and LEP, about new 
developments. 
 
Advantages: Publicity is vital to energize all strategies. 
 
Disadvantages: Publicity is only useful if an agency has chosen appropriate 
strategies that meet community needs. Also, unless agencies know the social 
patterns of new immigrants, it may be difficult to learn which media and community 
groups LEP travelers actually consult. 
 
7.9 Non-verbal Communications 
 
Research has indicated that the use of non-verbal communication strategies 
(pictograms, icons, symbols) may be the most effective means of conveying 
information to non-native speaking travelers. Pictograms improve communication 
within today's global metropolis, bridging language barriers and simplifying basic 
messages. As has been pointed out, the effectiveness of such strategies increases in 
what has been labeled as a “high context situation,” where the sender and receiver 
(traveler) share common knowledge or information. As indicated earlier, international 
airports throughout the world, as well as Olympic sites, are major users of pictograms. 
Due to the spread of the English language and American culture, the ability to create 
universal or near-universal signs has increased, decreasing the likelihood that the 
symbols will be misinterpreted.  One study has even shown that nonverbal auditory 
icons, such as the sound of breaking glass, can be used to warn transportation users 
of danger (Belz et al, 1999). 
 
As documented in his textbook, Dreyfuss (1984) recognized the importance of 
symbols in communicating with increasing speed and effectiveness; for many years 
he and his staff collected and codified graphic symbols as they are used in all walks 
of life throughout the world. The result is this "dictionary" of universally-used graphic 
symbols. Dreyfuss designed this sourcebook to be as practical and easy to use as 
possible by arranging the symbol information within ingeniously devised sections: 
The term “Basic Symbols represent a concise and highly selective grouping of 
symbols common to all disciplines (on-off, up-down, etc.). Disciplines provide 
symbols used in accommodations and travel, agriculture, architecture, business, 
communications, engineering, photography, sports, safety, traffic controls, and many 
other areas. Color lists present the meanings of each of the colors in various 
worldwide applications and cultures. Graphic Form displays symbols from all 
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disciplines grouped according to form (squares, circles, arrows, human figures, etc.), 
creating a unique way to identify a symbol out of context, as well as giving designers 
a frame of reference for developing new symbols. To make the sourcebook truly 
universal, the Table of Contents contains translations of each of the section titles and 
discipline areas into 17 languages in addition to English. 
 
There is little theoretical work that deals with communication situations using the 
medium of English and including people with Limited English Proficiency. However, 
considerable insight into  the use of nonverbal strategies can be culled from the works 
of well-known linguists, anthropologists, and others who have built upon their 
contributions. 

7.9.1 Theoretical Sources 

Hall (1959 and 1983) reminds us that the effectiveness of nonverbal communication 
increases with context. In a high context situation where there is abundant common 
knowledge, complex ideas can be communicated without speech or writing. 
Conversely, if the situation is low context, as is the case where the sender and 
receiver have very little knowledge in common, non-communication or 
miscommunication is likely. 
 
In the public sphere people must often acquire information from static symbols 
instead of from other humans, so the success of the vital information being 
transmitted is especially dependent on the context or frame. Whether or not there is 
enough information in the static sign for the receiver to understand the message, to a 
useful degree, depends on recognizing something familiar about the symbols used. 
 
Eco (1970 and 1990) has pointed out that most signs are multi-vocal; they are likely 
to be interpreted in a variety of ways. The likelihood of misinterpretation is, therefore, 
great. Few symbols are truly universal since interpretation of such symbols is based 
solely on the receiver’s experience. Due to the spread of American culture and the 
English language, however, it may be possible to create universal or near-universal 
signs. Furthermore, the hypothesis that a certain sign can be interpreted 
cross-culturally could be tested in most urban American environments. If a sign is not 
universally univocal, then ensuring that it has the fewest possible interpretations will 
increase its potential for use in multicultural public situations. 
 
Hodge and Kress (1988), following kinesic researchers like Hall (1959) and 
Birdwhistle (1979) emphasize that the physical relationships between people, and, by 
inference, between people and static symbols, can influence the degree to which a 
message is successfully communicated. The size of a sign, its placement, how others 
in the situation react to it, and the proximity of others in the situation, all influence the 
transmission of information. 
 
Transportation systems across the country and around the world have taken a variety 
of approaches to communicating with their customers in public spaces. These range 
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from totally non-verbal designs to ones with large numbers of written and auditory 
explanations. Our survey of transportation systems will acquire and assess examples 
from varied approaches. Out of this assessment we should be able to apply some of 
the theoretical concepts discussed above to determine which systems most 
effectively use a primarily nonverbal approach, along with supporting verbal 
information, to frame the context of the public situation for maximum understanding. 

7.9.2 User Reactions 

The information that traffic signs provide depends not only on language but also on 
nonverbal factors involved in sign development. Karczewski (2003) studied motorists’ 
reaction to the color of emergency lighting in Northeastern Illinois using four colors 
(red, blue, white, and amber). The research showed that people saw the color white 
at the greatest distance. But white signs can create an unsafe environment for 
emergency responders due to the distraction that it creates as drivers approach a 
scene. Amber does not negatively impact the viewer’s ability to see nor does it 
distract them from focusing on what is in front of them. Hence, even though amber is 
perceived at a shorter distance than white, it is used widely.  
 
Metaxatos and Soot (2001) showed that the ability of drivers to recall portable 
changeable message signs (PCMS) in highway work zones depends on the time of 
day, driver age, type of vehicle, and familiarity with the site. Belz et. al (1999) showed 
that nonverbal auditory icons such as the sound of breaking glass can be used to 
warn transportation users of danger. 

7.9.3 Practice of Non-verbal Communications 

As recorded earlier, 26 percent of multi-language New Jersey focus group 
participants concluded that “picture signs,” using pictograms when possible were 
adequate responses to the needs of LEP travelers. The goal, they concluded, was 
the use of international travel signs. 
 
Our study of over thirty U.S. transit agencies revealed that about one-third of the 
agencies surveyed use pictograms to communicate such information as access for 
people with disabilities or prohibitions on eating or drinking on vehicles. The transit 
agency serving the Portland-Salem region in Oregon uses seven pictograms (i.e. 
beaver, deer, flower, etc.) on maps, schedules and bus stop signs to represent the 
various areas its vehicles serve.  
 
Airports in the United States and Europe frequently use pictograms to assist 
non-native speaking travelers. For example, all U.S. airports surveyed and many in 
Europe use internationally recognized symbols for access-related services for people 
with disabilities or telecommunications devices for deaf people. Los Angeles 
International Airport uses pictograms to convey directional and other information. The 
airport also uses arrows pointing up, down, right, and left to indicate directions. As 
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demonstrated earlier, all three airports in the New York City area, JFK, LaGuardia, 
and Newark Liberty International, use signs in specific colors for different purposes. 
Signs pointing passengers to gates are yellow; signs pointing people to the front of 
the airport are green, and signs pointing to such services as phones and restrooms 
have black backgrounds. To assist the implementation of pictograms, a list of sample 
pictograms is included in Appendix M. 
 
The main method of communicating to non-native speaking people attending the 
Olympic Games is through the use of internationally recognized signage employing 
iconic symbols. Road signs and directions  are pictorial. During the Olympic Games in 
Atlanta, the “No Parking” and “Don’t Walk” phrases were replaced by universally 
recognizable pictograms as shown in Figure 55. These remained after the Games 
concluded. 
 
The Swiss Transport Museum in Lucerne - the largest such museum in Europe - 
employs many pictograms to communicate to its multilingual audiences. Narita 
(Tokyo) Airport uses the pictograms to designate elevators, toilets, and waiting 
lounge. The Frankfurt International Airport in Germany employs such devices to 
designate railway stations and car rentals. Finally, Newark Liberty employs 
pictograms to point out elevators, escalators, parking shuttle buses, parking lots, 
ground transportation information, passenger pick-up areas, buses, and taxis. 
 
The cost of pictograms may vary depending on the size and quantities of signs 
produced at times. A spectrum of pictogram or sign costs is included based on our 
discussions with various venders and users. For example, pictograms used inside 
and outside of light rail vehicles or buses as displayed in Figure 55 may cost as little 
as $5 a piece if ordered in large quantities. On the other hand, larger signs or 
pictograms that are mounted on posts may cost $20 to 25 per square feet as 
documented in Table 13. It is noted that those included in the table are some 
approximate figures for sign installation costs, based on construction project bid 
prices in Arizona over the past few years. These prices will vary depending on 
quantity, location, type, etc. All costs are complete in place, including all legend, 
screening, transportation, labor, hardware, and painting of posts (Moeur, 2004). 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS to NJ TRANSIT 
 
The ultimate objective of this study is to provide NJ TRANSIT and NJDOT with a 
manual to be used in recommending ways of improving services to the LEP 
population in New Jersey. A number of strategic policy directions as well as 
operational tactics are presented in the last section of this document to further New 
Jersey Transportation Agencies’ compliance with Title VI regulations. 
 
Early objectives of this study were to gather input from LEP communities in New 
Jersey on their mobility information needs and survey transit agencies and related 
entities for best practices in serving LEP travelers. The significant number of 
responses from both communities and transit agency surveys outlined the mobility 
information needs of LEP travelers and best practices by different entities around the 
world. To present the information gathered in a useful format for NJ TRANSIT, we 
have separated them into two major categories: strategic policy directions and 
operational tactics. 
 
8.1 Strategic Policy Directions  
 
The initial objectives of this research focused on learning the mobility information 
needs of LEP travelers in New Jersey and tactics to improve such services if needed. 
Our survey and in-depth dialogues with the LEP community revealed that information 
needs, i.e. language barriers or communication problems, do exist but are not their 
primary concern. Two larger issues are predominant and need to be addressed in the 
long run to provide true quality services to the LEP community: (1) providing better 
services regarding transit routes or coverage, and (2) recruiting, selecting, and 
training courteous drivers. 

8.1.1 Long-Range Transit Planning 

As indicated in the general survey, more than half of the LEP travelers use public 
transportation. Among those who do not, a portion of them walk, bicycle, or use other 
non-motorized mode as their primary transportation. Consistent with general 
observation made by others (Polzin, Chu, and Rey; 2000), the LEP population tends 
to use transit services more than the general population. Knowing the potential for 
LEP population to use transit services, it is important to understand what steps NJ 
TRANSIT may take to capture the transit ridership. In a number of focus groups, the 
discussion veered away from the subject of service delivery altogether. Lack of 
information was not their chief concern although it was a problem. A major issue was 
the nature of the service provided. As documented earlier, recent years have seen 
the growth of Arabic communities in both Jersey City and Paterson, New Jersey, but 
no direct public transit routes connect the two areas. Focus group members defined 
their major problem as a need for easy transit on routes that they want to use. Transit 
did not take them where they want to go. Routes had not been designed with their 
community in mind. Although route placement was not a question the transit agency 
identified under the LEP rubric, the focus group viewed it as a primary concern. 
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Inefficient route placement defined lack of access for this community. The discussion 
altered the perception of how to define lack of access--that is, how to define the 
nature of the problem.  
 
In addition to the perceived deficiencies in route coverage in New Jersey, the 
participants also complained about infrequent service, shorter time span or lack of 
service on weekend and evening hours. Safety and reliability were also issues. 
 
To provide adequate transit services to the LEP communities and travelers in general, 
we suggest NJ TRANSIT work with NJDOT and Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPO) such as North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) and consult 
regional transit demand models maintained by local MPOs. This consultation will 
allow NJ TRANSIT to identify unique travel demand or travel patterns developed by 
the local communities.  
 
NJ TRANSIT may also need to evaluate transit services against demographic and 
economic conditions periodically. In recent years, rapid transitions from one ethnic 
group to another have been observed in various locations. In New York State, Bronx 
communities traditionally occupied by African Americans have seen population shifts 
to Spanish speaking immigrants in recent years. Similarly, the area around Bay 
Parkway, a traditional Italian community in Brooklyn, is now largely occupied by 
Korean immigrants. Therefore, it is critical for NJ TRANSIT to survey the 
demographic conditions periodically to capture the change of population and serve 
the particular demands of a given community. It might be difficult to conduct such a 
survey statewide, given the large geographical area and diversified travel 
characteristics of New Jersey. A more effective approach would be to conduct a 
survey in a defined region, or a pilot survey first to explore the critical issues to be 
addressed in the overall survey. Early sections of this report may be consulted to 
pinpoint particular LEP populations in certain areas or the research team might be 
asked to provide additional help in identifying LEP populations and transit demand 
related to particular language or social-economic groups. Following the survey results, 
NJ TRANSIT may improve transit services by increasing or re-aligning the current 
services to better serve not only the LEP travelers but also general transit users in 
New Jersey. It is also quite possible that improved services may help to attract more 
transit users. As we have demonstrated earlier in this research, LEP communities are 
more inclined to use transit than the general population. They are not likely to be 
deterred from using transit by prejudices against the system itself. Transit that 
responds to their needs will get their patronage. 

8.1.2 Cultural Sensitivity Training 

As documented in our previous survey, the majority of the LEP transit users are 
satisfied with the transit services provided by NJ TRANSIT and its employees. 
However, there are a few instances, as revealed in the focus group, where riders had 
experiences with drivers who became nasty after these riders tried to ask questions 
in Spanish or heavily accented English. Those incidents may be few and far between, 
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but the effects, which are very significant, may permanently damage the customer 
relationship if not addressed properly. 
 
The emotional intensity of the group’s condemnation of racially biased bus drivers 
suggests this may be an important issue to address. To eliminate or reduce such 
incidents in the future, we suggest that NJ TRANSIT provide cultural sensitivity 
training for their employees particularly for those who frequently interact with 
customers and for all bus drivers. If needed, the research team might help to identify 
or provide technical resources for such training. 

8.1.3 Human Contact – Multilingual Personnel 

When asked in our survey about ideas for improving mobility information, most 
participants prefer a staff person speaking their native language to provide 
information or consult in person. This suggestion was clearly preferred in the general 
survey and reiterated in several focus group discussions. The three parallel agency 
surveys we have conducted also confirm that human interaction is the most preferred 
and effective methods in serving LEP travelers. For example, a ll information booth 
personnel in Newark Liberty International Airport are bi- or multilingual. A number of 
transit agencies let travelers know about the abilities of their staff through badges 
indicating the languages given employees speak. 
 
We suggest that NJ TRANSIT promote cultural diversity starting within its 
organization. Given the headquarters location in Newark in North New Jersey, the 
employees of NJ TRANSIT may represent a large pool of multicultural and 
multilingual backgrounds. If the organization policy encourages employees to use 
their bi- or multilingual ability to serve NJ TRANSIT customers rather than suppress 
or be ashamed of their differences, it will help to create an environment that promotes 
diversity and diligent interaction with LEP customers, as well as travelers in general.  
 
In addition, NJ TRANSIT may encourage employees to take foreign language 
courses by reimbursing tuition or providing other incentives as British Airways does. 
Incentives, such as “customer representative of the month” with modest monetary 
rewards, may work well to encourage courteous services. 
 
We are certainly aware of the personnel costs associated with placing bi-or 
multilingual personnel in information booths and key transit locations given the high 
volume of NJ TRANSIT services and diversified language demands in the area. The 
next section discusses cooperative programs with other organizations that may help 
offset the costs. 

8.1.4 Cooperation with Other Organizations  

As EO 13166 does not come with additional funding, it is critical for transit agencies 
to provide services within the existing operation budget. To improve transit services to 
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LEP travelers with limited cost, we suggest that NJ TRANSIT reach out to local 
communities and interest groups to provide information to LEP travelers. For 
example, the Hispanic Development Corporation, Russian Jewish Family Centers, 
and Polish Community Groups are actively involved in local communities in Northern 
New Jersey; it may be possible to attract volunteers for language information or 
material translations. Meanwhile, there are large numbers of Chinese, Italian, 
Portuguese, and Spanish newspapers in circulation in Northern New Jersey; it is 
possible to publicize transit service or service changes in respective languages so 
accurate travel information reaches potential users. 
 
A prerequisite for involving other organizations is learning the identity of appropriate 
groups and motivating them to become involved in transit access issues. It is vital for 
NJ TRANSIT to reach out to various civil organizations to explore the potential 
cooperation opportunities. As demonstrated by transit agencies such as WMATA and 
various airports, all stakeholders--transit operators, community organizations, and 
transit users--will benefit from such cooperation if carried out successfully. The transit 
agencies will improve their services without exhausting limited budgets. Community 
organizations may increase their visibility, credibility, or influence by working as 
liaisons between the transit agencies and their constituencies. The biggest winner 
may be the transit users, who receive improved services without increased expenses 
or sacrificing quality of life. In turn, happy customers have great potential to help 
promote transit use.  

8.1.5 Publicizing What Is Available 

No service improvement will do any good unless the end users are aware of it. As 
documented in our survey, a number of agencies advertise their transit services in 
community newspapers, local radios, and resident mailings. The modest expense of 
direct advertising to targeted audiences has great potential as evidenced by the 
recent success of direct advertising of the New River Line LRT opening to Chinese 
communities in South Jersey and Pennsylvania. 
 
Publicizing what is available focuses limited resources to targeted audiences so that 
the travel information will reach the targeted communities where and when it is 
needed.  
 
8.2 Operational Tactics 
 
The focus group discussion confirmed questionnaire evidence that comprehension 
was an issue for some people in accessing transit in new immigrant communities. 
Participant comments showed that language-based service-delivery problems 
existed for Polish, Arabic, Portuguese and Spanish speakers. Again, the most 
problematic source of formal information was the station announcement with 
ticket-machine instructions second. 
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Having received a large number of responses from LEP travelers in New Jersey and 
information regarding techniques used by various entities around world, we have 
selected the most efficient and cost-effective practices for NJ TRANSIT. It is also 
important that those tactics we recommend are operationally feasible and 
measurable, i.e. the effectiveness of each may be evaluated once those tactics are 
implemented. We have organized those operational tactics into five groups, which 
are presented in the following section. 

8.2.1 Pictograms and Other Visual Aids 

Given the large number of foreign languages spoken in New Jersey, it is impossible 
to provide written or oral directions for most transit information in multiple languages. 
As documented in our literature search, scholars have also proved that the 
processing of multilingual messages may also burden the travelers with tension and 
stress.  
 
To provide simple and brief directions, pictograms work much better than multilingual 
written material. By the same token, color codes should be explored to simplify or 
generalize transit information for LEP travelers and travelers at large. NJ TRANSIT 
has implemented a color coding system in the new Secaucus transfer station; it may 
be worthwhile to conduct a follow-up study to examine the effectiveness of this 
technique in facilitating travel and transfers. 
 
As mentioned earlier, one advantage of pictograms and color coding is their relative 
low cost to implement. Increasingly, transportation agencies and other public entities 
are using those techniques when conveying information to the public; therefore, there 
should be a growing acceptance of commonly recognized signs or icons. However, it 
is also worth noting that pictorial information can never wholly supplant verbal 
instructions, especially to individual queries or complex materials. 
 
With written materials, problems were least acute for Spanish speakers because 
some bilingual Spanish/English materials were available. However, all focus groups 
reported communication problems in oral attempts to get information from bus drivers 
or train-station crews. It was difficult for LEP travelers to find workers with whom to 
speak when these riders had questions about transfers or fare zones.  Lack of 
one-on-one communication left LEP travelers without any idea how to move en-route 
to new destinations. Pictograms can provide minimal information when multilingual 
staff members are not available. 

8.2.2 Multilingual Verbal Materials – Publications and Signs 

The survey of LEP groups in New Jersey showed that their second highest 
information exchange preference was to have timetables, schedules and other 
related information presented in their native languages. This solution may be 
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effective as indicated by the generally positive reaction of Spanish-speaking travelers 
who already have some timetables, or other transit information, in Spanish.   
 
One of the important effects of this tactic is to enable LEP travelers to access material 
in the same format offered to English proficient people, which is one of the criteria 
outlined in the United States Department of Transportation Guidance (U.S. DOT, 
2001). The difficult task for NJ TRANSIT is to choose which languages other than 
Spanish to select for multilingual materials. This requires careful attention to 
demographic patterns in specific areas. 

8.2.3 Multilingual Announcements 

Public Announcement (PA) is one of the most often cited informational problems 
encountered by LEP travelers. These announcements are also difficult to decipher by 
people who are proficient in English. Psychologists suggest that PA systems are 
usually associated with changes to normal life patterns; therefore, their sound 
increases the anxiety of travelers and makes it difficult for travelers to concentrate on 
the message. Transmission often occurs on poor quality equipment and, most times, 
in a very noisy environment. To make such a tactic workable for LEP travelers, NJ 
TRANSIT should try to improve the quality of the PA systems and the overall station 
or vehicle environment. 

8.2.4 Multilingual Phone Lines 

NJ TRANSIT is currently subscribing to a toll-free number to provide transit 
information, which may be used to reach certain interpreters if the user is capable of 
navigating the first batch of questions in English alone. This is not a multilingual 
phone line in the sense that transit information may be accessed by simply pushing a 
button. Some of the participants in our survey think the multilingual phone is useless 
since most times their information needs are not pre-recorded. Others think such a 
phone might help. Given the low usage of this tactic by other transit agencies, we are 
not recommending that NJ TRANSIT focus its efforts on multilingual phone lines. As 
recommended by airports, the multilingual phone line should be the backup system. 
The primary focus should be on human interaction as we proposed in an earlier 
section. 
 
Given that NJ TRANSIT currently has a toll free transit information phone, the 
problem may be insufficient advertising. Most of the people we surveyed were not 
aware of the existence of such services. Scanning a number of major transit stations 
or bus stops, we did not consider such information as readily accessible. Furthermore, 
there is no evaluation or statistics on the usage of such services. One step NJ 
TRANSIT may take is to examine the usage records of the toll free phone line 
contract. If use is low, such service may be dropped and the funds allocated to other 
strategies. 
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8.2.5 Multilingual Website 

As documented in the survey of LEP groups in New Jersey, we have received mixed 
reactions on multilingual websites. Certain groups do not think it is useful due to their 
limited access to computers and the Internet. As increasing numbers of 
transportation agencies are constructing web pages in multiple languages and more 
people obtain access to computers and Internet, it is possible this tactic will emerge 
as an effective technique in the future. Currently, there is no t enough access to 
computers or the Internet among the LEP travelers. There is also lack of access via 
public places such kiosks in stations such as those in Europe and Asia.  
 
On the other hand, multilingual websites may help promote NJ TRANSIT to people 
from other parts of world. Therefore, it may prove beneficial to develop multilingual 
websites with detailed system information for marketing purposes. In conjunction with 
the strategic policy direction proposed in the last section--cooperating with other 
organizations -NJ TRANSIT may be able to tap into the talents of university students 
to develop website materials. Given the close location of NJ TRANSIT to New Jersey 
Institute of Technology and Rutgers University, Newark, it would be easy to find 
students who are computer savvy. Also, the cost of hiring such students would be 
relatively low. 
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APPENDIX A. EXISTING ACTIVITIES SERVING LEP POPULATIONS  
 
In the last few years, LEP related activities have increased rapidly around the country. 
Numerous state and local agencies, such as human service agencies, health 
departments and school systems, have developed plans to facilitate the needs of 
LEP populations. The following section presents a sample of those activities, some of 
which may provide potential sources for our best practice surveys even though they 
take place outside the transportation field.  

A.1 Minnesota Department of Human Services 

Due to the rapidly changing and growing population of Minnesota, the Minnesota 
Department of Human Services (2003) is implementing a Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) Program. This program intends to provide language assistance to LEP 
populations to eliminate linguistic and cultural barriers as new immigrants work to 
become self-sufficient.  
 
As part of the department’s LEP Program (Minnesota Department of Human Services, 
2003), each county and state department is mandated to develop a LEP plan. The 
LEP plan needs to outline services, which may include a meaningful access policy,  
interpreter and translation services, emergency situation service and signage for 
major landmark buildings, major activity locations, and the Government Centers. 
Language assistance posters, such as “free interpreter” posters, are placed in an 
accessible location for public viewing so that people with limited English proficiency 
know that they can ask for a free interpreter if they need one to access public 
information or services. 
 
The State of Minnesota continuously gathers statistics of the ten largest LEP 
populations as Spanish, Somalian, Russian, Arabic, Oromo, Serbo-Croatian, Hmong, 
Vietnamese, Cambodian (Khmer), and Laotian. In 2004, a new report, Estimates of 
Selected Immigrant Populations in Minnesota, was finished for MDHS (Ronningen, 
2004). All LEP services are targeted to those population groups to provide 
meaningful access for all applicants and recipients to programs and services. The 
Minnesota Department of Human Services also developed a website that supplies 
many e-forms, applications, and other documents in ten languages other than 
English. The subjects of such e-form include civil rights, health care, child support, 
children's services, aging and the elderly, cash and food support programs, and 
disabilities. 

A.2 U.S. Railroad Retirement Board 

As one of the pioneer agencies with a plan to serve LEP people, the U.S. Railroad 
Retirement Board (USRRB) has maintained its visibility in the LEP area (U.S. 
Railroad Retirement Board, 2001). The USRRB is an independent agency in the 
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executive branch of the United States government. Its function is to administer 
retirement, survivor, disability, unemployment and sickness insurance. 
 
The Railroad Retirement Board prepared a plan to ensure meaningful access by LEP 
individuals to its programs and activities. It launched a questionnaire survey in over 
50 field offices asking employees about contacts with LEP clients. Information from 
this survey and from a LEP community stake holder’s conference held in November 
14, 2000 in Washington DC was used to develop a LEP plan. 
 
The plan identifies the LEP client population, frequency of contacts, and scope of 
languages (Spanish, French, German, Swedish, Italian, Portuguese, Greek, Russian, 
Polish, Czechoslovakian, Ukranian, Lithuanian, Hungarian, Croatian, Armenian, 
Somalian, Vietnamese, Hmong, Chinese, Tagalog, and Navajo). Current resources 
for dealing with LEP customers include bilingual contact representatives, written 
materials, and technological resources within and outside the agency. More 
importantly, included in the LEP plan is a detailed study of LEP services and 
suggestions for the improvement of LEP services to RRB customers. 

A.3 California Department of Education 

California’s Department of Education (2002) provides Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) students a chance to attain English proficiency and meet the same academic 
standards as all other students. To further this goal, the United States Department of 
Education allocates Title III funds to supplement the eligible local educational 
agencies. The agencies are school districts, county offices of education, 
direct-funded charter schools, juvenile/hall court schools, and the Youth Authority 
institutions. The funds must be used for English language development instruction, 
enhanced instruction in the core academic subjects, high-quality professional 
development for teachers and other staff, and other activities consistent with the goal 
of the LEP student program. 

A.4 Texas Department of Protective and Regulatory Services 

As a part of the Texas Department of Protective and Regulatory Services, the Adult 
Protective Services Program provides protective services to individuals who are 
elderly or disabled or reported to be abused, neglected, or exploited (Texas 
Department of Protective and Regulatory Services, 2003). Funded by the federal 
government, this program provides appropriate interpreter services to Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) and sensory impaired clients. The implementing staff is required to 
identify any person who needs interpreter services or documents in a language other 
than English. Services include bilingual workers, qualified translators, sign language 
interpreters, pictures, objects and bilingual brochures, communication devices, and 
forms or other materials in the client’s preferred language. 
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A.5 New York’s Dialingual Services 

One of the language assistant programs implemented by the Health Association of 
New York State is CyraCom. CyraCom’s Dialingual services can access more than 
150 languages through a patented dual-handset or any CyraPhone (Wilkes, 2000). In 
addition to on-site in person translations, sign interpretations, and document 
translations, the Cyraphone device helps the health care providers give quality 
services to their LEP customers. The CyraCom’s Dialingual Service is an example of 
a technique that can be implemented to serve LEP populations.
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APPENDIX B. LANGUAGE RELATED RESEARCH IN TRANSPORTATION 
 
Even before Executive Order 13166 was issued, the transportation community was 
concerned with how users with different cultures, languages, and educational 
backgrounds understood official information. For example, airports were interested in 
the effects of multilingual signage (Baer, 1995; Erhart, 1995) and signs that individual 
travelers can activate (Rhodes and Associates, 1999).  
 
As immigration and LEP populations increased, the mobility needs of this population 
became of greater interest. The analysis of Polzin et al. (2001) showed that mobility 
varies between different cultural groups. While these differences have ameliorated 
over time, Hispanic mobility is still about 2 percent below the national average, while 
Asian mobility is about 15 percent below the national average. We have therefore 
looked for language-related studies sponsored by transportation agencies in the 
United States and in other countries that work to give LEP people greater access to 
information. Most studies in this area deal with highway signs rather than public 
transit. However, information learned in one domain has relevance for the other. 

B.1 Driver’s Understanding of Alternative Traffic Signs in Texas  

In order to help LEP truck drivers identify potential roadway hazards, the Texas 
Department of Transportation awarded a five-year contract to the Texas 
Transportation Institute to collect information on drivers’ understanding of alternative 
traffic signs in the Texas border areas which have many Spanish speaking people 
(Picha et. al., 1997). This project assessed motorist understanding of traffic control 
devices. It included evaluation of traffic signs and identification of the potential for 
misunderstood traffic signs. In the second phase of this project the researchers 
developed alternatives for the traffic signs identified as problematic in the first phase.    
 
Alternatives that included Spanish-only wording had a higher comprehension rate 
than all-English signs for designations such as “load zoned bridge” or “weigh station 
next right.” The researchers also recommended putting metric measurements next to 
American units of measures. 

B.2 Mexican Driver’s Comprehension of U.S. Traffic Control Devices 

In the Mexican border areas of Texas, Spanish is common as a primary language and 
there are a large number of drivers from Mexico. This makes understanding 
English-only traffic signs difficult for the Spanish-only speaker. In research related to 
the study described in the last paragraph, Hawkins et. al. (1998) investigated how 
well drivers from Mexico understand the traffic control devices used in Texas.   
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This paper also compares different traffic control devices in the border areas in Texas 
and New Mexico. To understand the Mexican drivers’ comprehension of traffic signs, 
the researchers developed a survey for international port crossings (or bridges) in El 
Paso and McAllen, Texas. The results indicate that most of the Mexican drivers 
participating in the survey had some degree of understanding of the traffic control 
devices that were evaluated. The researchers identify which traffic control signs are 
well understood, have potential to be improved, and so on. 

B.3 Visual Demand of Bilingual Message Signs  

A study of bilingual (Finnish and Swedish) message signs was conducted In Finland 
(Anttila  et. al., 2000). Three kinds of variable message signs were used: a sign 
displaying a message alternately in Finnish and Swedish (2 seconds for each 
language), a sign displaying the same messages simultaneously, and a sign 
displaying air and road surface temperatures only in Finnish. By recording drivers’ 
eye movements during highway driving, the researcher could analyze the visual 
demands made by each sign. All subjects were males with Finnish as their mother 
tongue. 58 percent of younger subjects understood written Swedish well or very well, 
compared with 21 percent of older subjects. The analytical results indicate that the 
sign displaying alternating bilingual messages was no more demanding than the 
variable messages signs displaying the same messages simultaneously.  

B.4 Bi-lingual Signing of Street Works in United Kingdoms 

The New Road & Street Works Act 1991 mandates that almost all regulatory, warning, 
and information signs for drivers in Wales be bi-lingual in Welsh and English (Welsh 
Highway Authorities and Utilities Committee, 1991). Grin and Vaillancourt’s (1999) 
study for the European Centre for Minority Issues argues that the policy has given the 
Welsh language new legitimacy although it has cost several million pounds to change 
from all-English signage. The worth of the project ultimately depends on how many 
travelers benefit from the new signs. Jameson (2001) found that a four -line Welsh 
and English sign was no more distracting to drivers than a two-line English-only sign.  
 
The conclusion that bilingual signs are not more visually demanding agrees with the 
Finnish study but may conflict with the recommendations of Picha et. al. (1997). They 
argued for the use of all-English or all-Spanish signs on the basis that signage with 
both languages proved confusing for drivers. It also conflicts with the conclusions of 
Ontario Ministry of Transport (1996) that found that multilingual signs on Canadian 
roads contained too much information to digest easily. The reason for these conflicts 
may be that some bilingual/multilingual configurations are acceptable to some while 
others are confused. 
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APPENDIX C. LEP TRAVEL NEED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
LEP Travel Need Survey 

 
No._________ Date: ______________ Surveyor: ___________________________ 
 
1.  Have you used public transit in New Jersey within the past year? 

(  ) No, please go to question #6 on next page. 
(  ) Yes, Please go to question #2 

 
2. Please fill out the following table: 
 

 
How many trips do 
you make in a 
month? 

Trip Purpose (working, going to school, 
eating, recreation, shopping, business 
meeting, visiting friends, visiting doctor or 
others) 

Bus   

      Subway   
Light Rail   

Commuter Train   

3. Do you have trouble in understanding the transit information? 
 

Transit Information Do you have difficulty? Is it useful? 
Route map   

Timetable   

Station announcements   

Ticket machine instruction   
Station signs   

Other _________________________   
 
4. Are you satisfied with the transit services? 

(  ) Very satisfied 
(  ) Satisfied 
(  ) Not satisfied 

5. What changes do you think should be done to improve your transit experience? 
(  ) Signs, brochures and announcements in your native language 
(  ) Picture signs 
(  ) Translators 
(  ) Multilingual phone lines 
(  ) Website supported by multilingual  texts 
(  ) Others________________ 

Please go to question #8 on next page.
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6. The reasons you did not use transit 
(  ) No transit route available 
(  ) Prefer to drive 
(  ) Transit is too expensive 
(  ) Transit takes too long time 
(  ) Can’t understand Transit information in 
English 
(  ) Not reliable 
(  ) Other________________ 

 
7. How do you get around?  

(  ) Drive by myself 
(  ) Ride as a passenger 
(  ) Use Taxi Cab 
(  ) Other _______________ 

 
8. What is your native language? 

(  ) Spanish or Spanish Creole 
(  ) Italian 
(  ) Chinese(Cantonese/Mandarin) 
(  ) Polish 
(  ) Russian/Ukrainian/RUM 
(  ) Portuguese 
(  ) Arabic 
(  ) Korean 
(  ) Other______________ 

 
9. How well do you read English?  

(  ) "Very well" 
(  ) "Well" 
(  ) "Not well" 
(  ) "Not at all" 

10. 10. How well do you speak and 
understand English? 
(   )   (  ) "Very well" 

(  ) "Well" 
(  ) "Not well" 
(  ) "Not at all" 

11. 11. Gender: 
(  )  (   )Male 

(  ) Female 
12. 12. Age: 
(  )  (   )Under 20         
(  )  (   )20 – 30 
(   )  (   ) 31 – 64   
(  )  (   )65 or above   
13. 13. Do you have a valid driver’s license? 

(  ) Yes 
(  ) No 

14. 14. Number of cars in your household: 
(  ) 0 
(  ) 1 
(  ) 2 
(  ) 3 or more 

15. 15. Household size:  
(  ) 1   
(  ) 2            
(  ) 3 
(  ) 4 
(  ) 5 or more 

16. 16. Total household income ($/year): 
(  ) Under $25,000          
(  ) $25,000  - $50,000   
(  ) $50,000  - $75,000 
(  ) $75,000 or more

17. If you have some suggestions to improve the transit service or increase transit use, 
please elaborate here. 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you very much!  
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APPENDIX D. LEP TRAVEL NEED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE IN RUSSIAN  
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APPENDIX E. DISCUSSION GUIDELINE FOR FOCUS GROUPS 
 

Questions for Focus Group 
 

1. Have you used public transit, such as bus, subway, light rail, and train, in 
New Jersey within the past year? 

2. What kind of public transit do you use? 
3. How many trips do you make in a month? 
4. What is the trip purpose? 
5. Are you satisfied with the transit services? 
6. Do you have trouble in understanding the transit information?  
7. Is the transit information useful? 
8. What changes do you think should be done to improve your transit 

experience? What are the reasons you did not use transit? How do you 
get around? 

9. If you have some suggestions to improve the transit service or increase 
transit use, please elaborate here. 

10. Please record the following information 

Spanish Chinese Russian Portuguese  
Native 

language Italian Polish Korean Arabic 

English 
proficiency 

Very well Well Not well Not at all 

Gender Male Female 

Age range     

Valid driver’s 
license 

Yes No 

Cars in your 
household 

0 1 2 3+ 

Household 
size 

1 2 3 4+ 
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APPENDIX F. FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS 
  
To present the focus discussions, we have grouped the various sessions under 
different language headings, even though most of the issues and responses are 
not language specific. The format, consistent with most focus group discussions, 
is organized and easy to follow. 

F.1 The Hispanic Focus Group 

On May 29th 2003, Dr. Schachter met with two Spanish/Portuguese speaking 
adult education classes in the Ironbound Community Corporation in Newark, New 
Jersey.  
 
The first class was for basic ESL students. The class members were made up of 
24 women and 6 men. The native language of about a quarter of the students (7) 
was Portuguese and the rest Spanish (23). The participants were mostly in their 
20s and 30s. About 60 percent of them (18) had driver’s licenses and the rest (12) 
did not. About two thirds of the group (21) had a family car, and the others did not. 
 
They all used public transit to get to work. Eleven people also used it to visit family. 
None used it for shopping. They used the bus and the train (PATH, NJ TRANSIT). 
At least 16 people used it once a week or more; seven people used it five times a 
week or more. 
 
They understood maps, timetables (except for one person), ticket machines and 
station signs. That is because many instructions and signs are already bilingual 
Spanish/English. They said that the announcements were not clear, and the 
microphones on the trains were poor, but that they were satisfied with the transit 
service. 
 
They said that their biggest problem was that they do not know how to transfer 
from one train or bus to another. They would like people who speak Spanish or 
Portuguese in the stations to help them. They would like the addition of bilingual 
websites and phone lines. 
 
The second class that Dr. Schachter met on the same day in the same location 
was also composed of ESL students. There were 16 class members, 9 males and 
7 females. Their native language was split between Spanish (11) and Portuguese 
(6) with one person who grew up in a bilingual Spanish/Portuguese household. 
Most of the participants were in their 20s or 30s, except for two people in their 
60s. 
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Fourteen people used public transit. They used the bus and commuter train. Two 
people never used public transit because they travel by car. One person said 
simply, “No. Now I have my car.” Seven people used public transit five times a 
week or more. Four people used it once a week or less. The other people were in 
between. 
 
Satisfaction levels varied. Two people said they were satisfied. Two people said 
they were not satisfied. Eight people did not like either of those choices. They said 
the correct choice for them would be “so so.” Two people did not want to answer 
the question. 
 
Again people said they understood maps, timetables, ticket machine instructions 
and signs because many are in Spanish already. Two people said they could not 
understand the announcements because people did not speak clearly and the 
microphones are of poor quality.  
 
When asked “how can we improve the transit experience?” they answered that 
they would like to see people who speak Spanish and Portuguese in the stations 
so that the riders can ask questions. Their second choice would be a printed 
information guide in Spanish and Portuguese. They said that a language line 
would be helpful, but only if a competent clerk is in the station to give information, 
and a multilingual website would also be useful. Similar to the first group, the 
biggest problem of the second group was how to transfer from one train or bus to 
another.    
 
On June 4, 2003, Dr. Schachter met with two groups of Spanish speakers in the 
Hispanic Development Corporation in Newark, New Jersey. The first group was 
composed of basic ESL people, nine people with very limited English and one 
bilingual facilitator. There were seven men and two women and their age ranged 
from 20s to 40s.  
 
Seven people used public transit. Two people did not use it because they had 
cars. Types of transit accessed included buses, subways, and commuter trains. 
These people used transit every day job searches, shopping, hospital trips, and 
family visits. 
 
The group members volunteered that their biggest problem was that bus drivers 
did not understand them, so the riders cannot ask questions about location or cost. 
Transfers were a big concern. These riders did not understand how much to pay 
for a transfer and they could not ask anyone in authority. They also had problems 
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understanding how much to pay for each “zone.” Emergency doors in vehicles 
only have English labels so these Spanish speakers did not understand the 
instructions. The concern was that they cannot communicate with transit system 
employees when they have individual questions.  
 
They did not understand announcements, but they realized that even English- 
speaking people had a hard time because of the poor equipment. Some people 
had trouble understanding the timetables; they believed that instructions on the 
bus timetable should be bilingual. They said that the biggest problem with the 
timetables, however, was that they are inaccurate; they do not indicate when the 
bus actually arrives. They could understand the ticket machines and maps.  
 
Several students volunteered that a bus driver behaved rudely to them when they 
tried to ask questions in Spanish or heavily accented English. At least six people 
had such experiences. One driver told a rider tha t she should not speak Spanish 
to him because this was a bus for Americans. 
 
The group members did not want to rate themselves either “satisfied” or 
“dissatisfied” with public transit. They preferred terms such as “so so” or “regular.”    
 
They were asked “What changes would get more transit information to them?” 
They said that their first choice would be transit employees who speak some 
Spanish (e.g., bus drivers who speak some Spanish, Penn Station information 
desk employees who speak some Spanish). They said that they want 
personalized communication that meets their needs in a specific, one-time 
situation. 
 
Other useful changes they suggested were more Spanish on the bus timetable 
and a bilingual website.  They did not think a language phone line would be 
helpful. 
 
Dr. Schachter met with the second group on the same day at the same location. 
This group was composed of median ESL people, with twelve women and two 
men. Their age ranged from 20s to 70s with an average between 20 to 40 years 
old. 
 
Seven people used transit and seven did not. Those who did not use transit say it 
was because they had cars. Transit users accessed buses, subways and trains 
every day. They used transit to go to school, work, stores, and homes of family 
and friends. 
 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 85 

Group members said that the biggest problem is that bus drivers do not speak 
Spanish. The passengers have questions about “zones,” but the driver cannot 
understand them and, therefore, cannot help. 
 
Again people said they had experiences where a driver became nasty after they 
tried to ask questions in Spanish or heavily accented English. Drivers told 
passengers to speak in English or asked why the person had come to this country 
if she didn’t speak English. One driver screamed, “This is America!” 
 
Group members said that they could understand maps and timetables, but that 
the timetables are hard to get and they do not correspond to the times when the 
bus actually arrives. They said that they could understand the ticket machines but 
have a hard time with the announcements. 
 
The second group was different from the first group when asked whether they are 
satisfied with the transit services. This group clearly indicated that they are 
satisfied with the transit services. 
 
As for changes to be made to get more transit information, their first choice was 
for bus drivers who speak some Spanish. These riders suggested that drivers who 
don’t speak Spanish should at least be polite and try to help people who do not 
speak English well. 
 
On being questioned, the riders said that they would also find it helpful to have 
Spanish-speaking people at information desks and bilingual schedules easily 
available. They called phone lines and a bilingual website “OK.”  

F.2 The Arabic Focus Group 

Our focus groups with Arabic speakers were all conducted at the International 
Institute of New Jersey located in Jersey City, New Jersey. On May 28, 2003, Dr. 
Schachter met with a small group of three women with very limited English ability 
and two Arabic/English speaking facilitators.  
 
The ages of the participants ranged from 30 to 45. None of them had driver’s 
licenses; therefore they used public transit, bus and train, five days a week on 
average. They use public transit for shopping, for visiting relatives and friends in 
New Jersey and New York, and for seeking employment. Public transit was 
important for them because they felt that taxis were too expensive. Public transit 
was crucial for their families because their husbands used the family autos to go 
to work. 
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However, they were not satisfied with the transit services. The reasons follow: 
 

1. Not enough information appears in Arabic or French, a second language 
that they can read and understand. They have most trouble understanding 
maps and ticket machine instructions. 

 
2. In stations, neither maps nor machines have Arabic text. If a traveler wants 

to ask a question to a station employee, he or she cannot find a person 
who speaks Arabic or French.  

 
The suggestions that they made to get more transit information to them follows: 
 

1. Their first choice for assistance would be to have information in Arabic or 
French on the maps and ticket machines in addition to English and 
Spanish. 

 
2. Their second choice would be to have an Arabic or French speaker at the 

station who could give them assistance. 
 
3. When being asked about a multilingual phone line at the station, they said 

that would be useful. 
 
4. A multilingual website is not useful to them since they do not all have 

access to personal computers. 
 
The women noted that a major transportation problem for them is that the state 
does not provide direct transit along routes they want to use. They said that transit 
is not designed to take them where they want to go. For example, they added, that 
there is no easy, direct public transit between the Arabic communities of Jersey 
City and Paterson. They also said that there are insufficient public transit routes in 
Paterson itself. They felt that transit is not planned with their community’s needs in 
mind.   
 
Dr. Doris Fleischer and Mr. Guilin Li hosted the second Arabic speakers’ focus 
group on June 21, 2003, at the International Institute of New Jersey, in Jersey City. 
The two Arabic speakers they met were especially well connected to the diverse 
community of Arabic speakers in New Jersey. One was a woman engaged in 
outreach and crisis intervention projects; the other was a male journalist writing 
for a leading Arabic-American newspaper. Although each emphasized different 
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issues, they agreed in all of their observations, so the record will seldom specify 
which speaker made which comment.   

 
In the Arabic community, usually only men work while women mainly care for 
home and children; the traveling public tends to be male, going to and from work 
and traveling during the workday as part of their job responsibilities. Women and 
children do some traveling, primarily close to home for shopping, visiting and 
school. Although families tend to be large, most often they have only one car used 
solely by the male members of the family. For all travel, however, about 80 
percent use public transportation, while about 20 percent use cars.  

 
The profile of people from the well over twenty nations that make up 
Arab-American travelers varies greatly. Not only do dialects of the Arabic 
language vary although people generally understand one another, but also the  
major language other than Arabic in a specific country may be English, French, or 
another language. Also, the education levels differ from country to country, Egypt, 
one of the largest, may serve as a model. While roughly 20 percent of this 
population had college degrees, 80 percent are barely literate in their native 
language. Therefore, the journalist indicated that when he seeks information, he 
goes to web sites for school children so that he will be able to explain ideas in 
ways that will be accessible to most of his readers.  

 
People in the community do indicate that they have problems with travel such as 
the following: 
 

1. Too often when travelers get lost on trains or buses, they find it difficult to 
get the help that they need to plan their trip more appropriately, as well as 
to correct mistakes while traveling. Those traveling from New Jersey to 
New York are especially intimidated about going to Port Authority and 
overwhelmed once they arrive there. 

 
2. Many have problems regarding use of ticket machines, and many of these 

do not know how to secure the help they need when they face this difficulty.  
 

3. Many find signs and maps unclear causing them to take the wrong bus or 
train, or go in the wrong direction. 

 
4. There are no direct ways, using public transportation, of getting from one 

destination to another on many of the routes traveled by this population, 
most notably from Jersey City to Paterson. Sometimes, one has to first go 
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to Newark, or even to New York City, to get from one New Jersey site to 
another. 

 
5. There are not enough local buses, causing people to have to walk over a 

mile to get to the bus traveling to the main artery of a locality. References 
were made specifically to the cities of Paterson and Union. 

 
6. Too often, bus drivers appear rude, even disrespectful, to customers, 

sometimes closing bus doors as people rushing to catch bus are about to 
board. 

 
7. Workers who require drivers licenses in order to secure employment are 

denied such licenses, not because of lack of driving ability, but because 
such licenses will serve as identification. 

 
8. Trains and light rail vehicles often arrive infrequently, forty minutes is not 

uncommon, and remain in the station for only a brief period of time, as little 
as two minutes. For example, for a person with a mobility problem, or if a 
ticket machine is broken, such a schedule is unacceptable. Some routes 
mentioned in this regard are the PATH train to Newark and NJ TRANSIT 
trains to Edison. 

 
Some solutions to the above problems were suggested: 
 

1. Brochures explaining travel routes and schedules, as well as procedures in 
using ticket machines, should be easily available in Arabic. Arabic media 
outlets should also be used for this purpose. Access to an Arabic speaker 
via telephone would be welcome. Because people in this community will 
share information, such knowledge will be widely circulated. 

 
2. Unlike brochures, which should be language specific, signs should be 

simple and clear, using pictograms when possible. Use of international 
travel signs should be the goal. 

 
3. Maps should be large and easily understood. Routes should be clearly 

designated by means of colors, numbers, or letters. 
 

4. The variety of bus routes should be increased to satisfy rider needs. 
 

5. The number of trains and light rail vehicles should either be increased, or 
such vehicles should remain on station platforms for longer periods. 
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6. Training in courtesy should be continuous for drivers, and incentives for 

drivers to be considerate, such a special commendations determined by 
passengers, should be in place. 

 
7. Driver’s licenses and proof of identity should be separate entities. 

 
In general, Arabic-speaking transportation consumers are hopeful that New 
Jersey Department of Transportation and NJ TRANSIT will recognize the travel 
requirements of this growing population in the state and take appropriate action to 
meet consumer needs. 

F.3 The Polish Focus Group 

On July 1, 2003, Dr. Fleischer and Mr. Guilin Li met with Polish speakers who 
work at the United Poles and Federal Credit Union of America in Perth Amboy, 
New Jersey. Because of their work, they were able to discuss not only their own 
travel experiences, but also reflect on the general experiences of the 
Polish-speaking traveling public. Although families of Polish speakers tend to be 
small, commonly two parents and two children, all those in the family use public 
transportation—bus, train, and light rail—regularly, for work, school, shopping, 
entertainment, etc. Contributing to this behavior is the fact that public transit is 
such an intrinsic part of the culture in Poland.  
 
At the same time, most adults acquire individual automobiles once they reach 
driving age. Families, therefore, tend to have several cars. Of course, there tend 
to be fewer automobiles in families living in densely populated areas where 
parking is a significant problem. Nonetheless, whether or not those of driving age 
own their individual cars, once they are legally able to drive, they acquire a 
driver’s license. 

 
A significant number of Polish new arrivals are able to communicate in English. 
Since Polish speakers come from one specific country unlike Arabic speakers 
who are from many diverse nations, even those Polish speakers who cannot 
communicate in English tend to be part of a very close-knit community. If they do 
not speak English well enough to travel alone, they are accompanied by bilingual 
members of the Polish community and taught how to use public transportation, or 
to drive to get to their destination. One effect of this strong support system is that 
new arrivals from Poland assimilate rather quickly, both to the culture and 
language of the United States. There is some variation, however. For example 
those new arrivals from Poland settling in Perth Amboy will tend to become 
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proficient in English more quickly than those who settle in, say, Jersey City, where 
Poles are more likely to retain their language and Polish identity for longer periods 
of time. 

 
For everyday activities, generally short trips within the neighborhood, the car is 
the transportation mode of choice as soon as the new arrivals from Poland can 
afford to have a car and have learned to navigate in the area. For longer trips, 
most would prefer public transportation, but there are disincentives to this mode of 
travel:  

 
1. There is no express train, for example, from Perth Amboy to Newark, so 

even in rush hour, it takes less time to drive when one factors in waiting for 
public transportation and walking to one’s destination from the train station.  

 
2. In too many cases, the use of public transportation is considered “scary,” 

even “a death wish,” by Polish-speaking travelers, especially at night, 
because of what are perceived to be dangerous areas. 

 
3. Because buses arrive so infrequently, people are reluctant to use them, 

and because this reluctance keeps the numbers of the riding public down, 
buses come infrequently. This situation is seen as a vicious cycle that does 
not serve those who would prefer buses to private autos, nor does this 
situation serve the general public in obvious ways, including increase in 
traffic congestion and pollution. 

 
4. Since buses and trains often arrive infrequently, it is important to have 

accurate schedule information. These schedules are, however, not as 
easily available as they should be. One suggestion offered was the use of 
the New Jersey Polish-American newspaper, which most Polish speakers 
read regularly.  

 
5. Because public transit does not go to many areas to which Polish speakers 

travel, they are forced to use automobiles. 
 

6. Some train rides are so expensive that using a car often seems cheaper. 
 
Factors that do encourage use of public transportation are the difficulty of finding 
parking in some areas, as well as the high cost of auto insurance. “Park and Ride” 
to buses and trains is considered very useful. Also, there is hope that the ferry 
system will be augmented so that it will serve as an increasing mode of 
transportation. In general, Polish transportation consumers are enthusiastic about 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 91 

public transit and would like to see these improvements made that they believe 
will serve the public more efficiently while also being cost-effective. 

F.4 The Russian Focus Group 

On June 26, 2003, at the East Brunswick Public Library, Bob and Arleen Dresnack 
met with a number of Arleen’s former ESL students. The students reside in East 
Brunswick, New Brunswick, and Highland Park in Middlesex County. Those living 
in the latter two municipalities are in close proximity to both bus and commuter rail 
lines, whereas the East Brunswick residents have only relatively limited bus 
service. 
 
The group, as a whole, is highly educated. However, the ESL program in question, 
offered by the Jewish Family Vocational Service in Middlesex County, is intended 
only to provide sufficient English so that Jewish refugees from Russia can enter 
the workplace. Many in this group who are motivated take additional and more 
advanced ESL classes at Middlesex County College after securing jobs. In the 
main session, the former students queried still have LEP, although a few are more 
proficient in the English language. 
 
The basic problems faced by the students in accessing public transportation are 
as follows: 
 

1. No bus service on the weekend for local bus routes in East Brunswick, 
which primarily are commuter runs. 

 
2. The above buses, even on weekdays, do not run after 6:40 PM. As such, 

while one can take the local bus to New Brunswick to access a rail line to 
Newark or New York City, one cannot get back to local neighborhoods in 
East Brunswick from New Brunswick by public transportation in the 
evenings. 

 
3. Some bus lines, e.g. bus # 811 in East Brunswick, run service an hour 

apart. One spends a lot of waiting time to insure that they will be able to get 
on the bus at the desired time. 

 
4. Local buses should be provided to get to/from the Transportation Centers 

in East Brunswick, which provide bus service to Manhattan. A t present, 
unless you have a car or take car service, you can’t utilize the above 
centers.  
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5. In some cases, one who lives in New Jersey and works in New Jersey, e.g. 
reside in East Brunswick and work in Paramus, must travel into and out of 
Manhattan to get to and from work. 

 
When asked about how to improve services or getting more information, the 
participants suggested that the bus stops should have shelters, which provide 
route maps and a schedule. The route map should depict each stop and the 
associated name of stop. At each bus shelter there should be posted a telephone 
number to call for information. Hopefully, a translator or at least a tape in various 
languages can be accessed to answer pertinent and common questions.  
Another suggestion is to have smaller buses run more often on evenings and 
weekends, which may alleviate some of the above problems. 

F.5 The Mixed Language Focus Group 

On June 25, Dr. Brooks administered the survey to a group of five ESL students at 
Zoni Language Center in Manhattan. All five live in New Jersey and commute to 
Manhattan via public transportation. They were all male, ranging in age from 20 to 
35. Four were Arabic speakers, and one student spoke Urdu. Members of this 
group speak and understand English at a low intermediate level. 
 
While there was agreement that public transportation in New Jersey was 
adequate, group members expressed frustration about bus service. One student 
stated that he had to walk almost a mile to catch the bus that he rides into 
Manhattan, and had to sometimes wait an hour for a bus to come. He said, 
however, that this was his only choice because there was absolutely no train 
service. 
 
The rest of the group quickly agreed with him and offered their stories about how 
inconvenient the routes and schedules were for them. For all five of these men, 
PATH train service was occasionally used, but mainly for leisure activities such as 
visiting Manhattan for recreation. On these occasions, all said they would take a 
bus to the train, or ask a friend to take them to the train.  
 
The bulk of the discussion addressed a more troubling problem. There was a 
unanimous agreement that NJ TRANSIT personnel were prejudiced, and that this 
LEP population experienced discrimination, especially from bus drivers. One 
participant said the bus drivers practiced “racial profiling.” “More than regular 
people, bus drivers think we are terrorists because we are Muslim. Sometimes 
they don’t stop when they see me, and I lose money for missing work,” he stated. 
Others described instances of verbal abuse and general disrespect. 
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One member suggested bus drivers needed training for cultural sensitivity. The 
emotional intensity of the group’s condemnation of racially biased bus drivers 
suggests this may be an important issue to address. 
 
On June 29, Dr. Brooks met with twelve lower level Zoni Language Center 
students in West New York, New Jersey. All lived in New Jersey, and all took 
public transportation, most frequently the bus. The majority of the group was 
Mexican; two were from Colombia, and one from Brazil. Ages ranged from 20 to 
37, with 3 females and nine males. 
 
Like the previous Zoni group, there were general complaints about the scheduling. 
In fact, in the area that most live there are private “small white buses” that run 
much more often than “regular” buses, are cheaper, and generally provide better 
service. The only compromise is time. Going to Manhattan on a regular bus is 
quicker, one participant explained; however, on the trip via the white buses, the 
drivers are friendly and play Latin music. 
 
The mention that the white bus drivers were friendly prompted a discussion of NJ 
TRANSIT rudeness. There was unanimous agreement. One female participant 
explained that every day she would smile at the driver and say good morning. He 
never smiles and furthermore acts rudely to her and most other riders who get on 
the bus along the way.  
 
Another participant said that he had experienced rudeness from 
“information-givers” at Penn Station in Newark. He said one woman ignored him 
and when he asked again about a bus route, she laughed at him. He believed she 
was laughing at his English. 
 
The session ended with one woman summarizing the discussing by saying, 
“Mexicans are poor. They don’t like us, but we pay like everyone. Why I have to 
wait one hour for a bus to get to work? It’s not right.” 
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APPENDIX G. THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TRANSIT AGENCIES 
Survey of best practice services for 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) travelers 
ID. ___________________ Surveyer: ______________________________ 
 
Date: _________________Contact: _______________________________ 
 
Name of the Transit System: ____________________________________ 
 
Operating Agency: ____________________________________________ 
 
Service Region: _________________________________________ 
 
1. Type of Transit Services: 

(   ). Commuter Rail  
(   ). Light Rail 
(   ). Heavy Rail 
(   ). Bus 
(   ). Other, please specify ___________________________________. 

2. Is there a written agency plan for serving Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) travelers? 

(   ). Yes. Would you please send us a copy? 
(   ). No.  
(   ). Under production. 

3. Would you please name the top three languages other than English 
spoken by your riders? 

I. ___________ 
II. ___________ 

III.  ___________. 
4. Do you use any multi-language announcements? 
 (   ) No. 
 (   ) Yes. Please specify the languages and locations. 
     __________  _____________ 
     __________  _____________ 
     __________  _____________. 
5. Is there timetable or route map in languages other than English? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the languages used. 
__________  ____________  __________  _____________. 
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6. Are your ticket machines accessible via other languages besides 
English? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the languages used. 
__________  ____________  __________  _____________.  
7. Do you provide multilingual phone lines? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. How do you publicize it? 
 _________________________________________________________. 
8. Do you staff information booths with multilingual persons? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. What is the utilization rate? __________________________. 
9. Is there a multi-language website for your agency? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. Would you please give us the address? 

________________________________________________. 
10.  Do you use pictograms? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes. Would you please give us a list of signs that you use? 

___________ ____________ _____________ ____________ 
 

___________ ____________ _____________ ____________. 
11.  What other strategies do you use to provide information to LEP 

clients? 
________________________________________________________________,  
 
________________________________________________________________,  
 
________________________________________________________________. 
12.  Does your organization have a system for receiving and processing 

complaints from LEP travelers? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes,  Please specify __________________________________________. 
13.  Do you provide training for transit employees to develop their ability 

to interact courteously with LEP populations? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes,  Would you please send us sample materials? 
 
14. What are the estimated costs of your programs to help LEP people 

use public transit?   
_________________________________. 
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15. Do you have a plan for dealing with emergencies or changes in 
procedures? 

(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes.  Please send us a copy of the p lan.  
 
16. Do you have any mechanism for evaluating the success of these 

procedures? 
(   ) No. 
(   ) Yes.  Please specify __________________________________________. 

 
17. What is your greatest success in providing services for LEP users? 

 
___________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________ 

 
18. What is presently your greatest need to better serve LEP users? 

 
___________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________ 

 
19. In your opinion, are the above survey questions relevant to the 

services you provide? 
  (  ) Very relevant 
  (  ) Relevant 
  (  ) Somewhat relevant 

(  ) Not relevant at all. 

 
20. Please send the related information to the following address: 

 
Dr. Rachel Liu, 
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering 
New Jersey Institute of Technology 
University Heights, Newark NJ 07102 

 
Thank you very much. 
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APPENDIX H. MSAS WITH MOST LEP POPULATION 
 

MSA/CMSA 
Total LEP 

Population 

Total LEP 

Rank 

Los Angeles--Riverside--Orange County, CA CMSA 2,024,765 1 

New York--Northern New Jersey--Long Island, NY--NJ--CT--PA CMSA 1,541,937 2 

San Francisco--Oakland--San Jose, CA CMSA 551,266 3 

Miami--Fort Lauderdale, FL CMSA 523,795 4 

Chicago--Gary--Kenosha, IL--IN--WI CMSA 522,238 5 

Houston--Galveston--Brazoria, TX CMSA 379,762 6 

Dallas --Fort Worth, TX CMSA 354,036 7 

Washington--Baltimore, DC--MD--VA--WV CMSA 228,630 8 

Phoenix--Mesa, AZ MSA 199,335 9 

San Diego, CA MSA 191,069 10 

Boston--Worcester--Lawrence, MA--NH--ME--CT CMSA 187,492 11 

Atlanta, GA MSA 152,775 12 

Philadelphia--Wilmington--Atlantic City, PA--NJ--DE--MD CMSA 137,607 13 

Denver--Boulder--Greeley, CO CMSA 114,233 14 

McAllen--Edinburg--Mission, TX MSA 107,224 15 

El Paso, TX MSA 105,663 16 

Fresno, CA MSA 101,468 17 

Seattle--Tacoma--Bremerton, WA CMSA 96,958 18 

Portland--Salem, OR--WA CMSA 90,147 19 

Las Vegas, NV--AZ MSA 87,736 20 

Sacramento--Yolo, CA CMSA 85,262 21 

Detroit--Ann Arbor--Flint, MI CMSA 85,051 22 

San Antonio, TX MSA 84,815 23 

Austin--San Marcos, TX MSA 67,115 24 

Tampa--St. Petersburg--Clearwater, FL MSA 65,571 25 

Salinas, CA MSA 63,577 26 

Minneapolis--St. Paul, MN--WI MSA 62,622 27 

Orlando, FL MSA 61,157 28 

Brownsville--Harlingen--San Benito, TX MSA 59,166 29 

Bakersfield, CA MSA 58,801 30 

West Palm Beach--Boca Raton, FL MSA 52,796 31 

Providence--Fall River--Warwick, RI--MA MSA 49,359 32 

Stockton--Lodi, CA MSA 48,874 33 

Visalia--Tulare--Porterville, CA MSA 46,893 34 

Honolulu, HI MSA 45,676 35 

Charlotte--Gastonia--Rock Hill, NC--SC MSA 42,374 36 
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MSA/CMSA 
Total LEP 

Population 

Total LEP 

Rank 

Salt Lake City--Ogden, UT MSA 39,114 37 

Laredo, TX MSA 38,641 38 

Raleigh--Durham--Chapel Hill, NC MSA 38,365 39 

Tucson, AZ MSA 36,059 40 

Modesto, CA MSA 35,976 41 

Santa Barbara--Santa Maria--Lompoc, CA MSA 35,541 42 

Hartford, CT MSA 35,056 43 

Cleveland--Akron, OH CMSA 34,619 44 

Greensboro--Winston-Salem--High Point, NC MSA 33,633 45 

Milwaukee--Racine, WI CMSA 32,396 46 

Kansas City, MO--KS MSA 29,127 47 

Merced, CA MSA 27,110 48 

Albuquerque, NM MSA 26,153 49 

St. Louis, MO--IL MSA 22,352 50 
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APPENDIX I. WMATA’S METRO POCKET GUIDE 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 100 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 101 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 102 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 103 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 104 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 105 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 106 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 107 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 108 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 109 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 110 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 111 

APPENDIX J. TRI-COUNTY “HOW TO RIDE” GUIDE 
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APPENDIX K. NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT BROCHURE 
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APPENDIX L. LAX TRAVELER’S TIPS IN FIVE LANGUAGE 
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APPENDIX M. SAMPLE PICTOGRAMS 

TYPES OF PICTOGRAMS EXAMPLES 

No Smoking  

Ticketing  

Women’s and Men’s Restrooms  

Currency Exchange  

Telephone  
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TYPES OF PICTOGRAMS EXAMPLES 

Stairs  

Elevator  

Parking  

No Parking  

Customs   
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TYPES OF PICTOGRAMS EXAMPLES 

Baggage    

Food  

No Food  

Information       

Fire Extinguisher     
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TYPES OF PICTOGRAMS EXAMPLES 

Exit/Entry  

No Exit/No Entry  

Taxi   

Bus    

Departing and Arriving Plane   

Car Rental   
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TYPES OF PICTOGRAMS EXAMPLES 

Shopping   
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Table 1. Top LEP municipalities in New Jersey, 2000 

 

 Rank
Municipalities with Top # of LEP 

Population 
   Municipalities with Top Percentage 

of LEP Population  
1 Newark, ESSEX 33,808West New York, HUDSON  36%
2 Elizabeth, UNION 23,644Union City, HUDSON  35%
3 Paterson, PASSAIC 23,386Passaic, PASSAIC 28%
4 Jersey City, HUDSON  22,475East Newark, HUDSON 27%
5 Union City, HUDSON 21,916Perth Amboy, MIDDLESEX 24%
6 Passaic, PASSAIC 17,078Palisades Park, BERGEN 23%
7 West NY, HUDSON 15,434Dover, MORRIS 23%
8 Perth Amboy, MIDSEX  10,431Harrison, HUDSON 22%
9 North Bergen, HUDSN   10,052Elizabeth, UNION 21%

10 New Brunswick, MIDSX   8,147Guttenberg, HUDSON 19%
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Table 2. Spanish speaking LEP population in New Jersey, 2000 
 

Rank
Municipalities with Top # of Spanish 

Speaking LEP Population 
   Municipalities with Top Percentage of 

Spanish Speaking LEP Population  
1 Newark, ESSEX 22,065West New York, HUDSON  35%
2 Union City, HUDSON 21,373Union City, HUDSON  34%
3 Paterson, PASSAIC 21,180Passaic, PASSAIC 25%
4 Elizabeth, UNION 18,807Perth Amboy, MIDDLESEX 23%
5 Passaic, PASSAIC 15,390Dover, MORRIS 22%
6 West New York, HUDSON 14,938East Newark, HUDSON 18%
7 Jersey City, HUDSON 14,682Bound Brook, SOMERSET 17%
8 Perth Amboy, MIDDLESEX 9,825New Brunswick, MIDDLESEX   17%
9 North Bergen, HUDSON 8,538Elizabeth, UNION 17%

10 New Brunswick, MIDDLESEX 7,708Guttenberg,  HUDSON 17%
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Table 3. Other (Non-Spanish) Indo-European language speaking LEP population in New Jersey, 2000 
 

 Rank 
Municipalities with Top # of Indo-European 

Speaking LEP Population 
   Municipalities with Top Percentage of 
Indo-European Language LEP Population  

1 Newark, ESSEX 11,175Wallington, BERGEN  12%
2 Elizabeth, UNION 4,511 Garfield, BERGEN 9%
3 Jersey City, HUDSON 4,047East Newark, HUDSON 8%
4 Garfield, BERGEN 2,638Harrison, HUDSON 7%
5 Clifton, PASSAIC 2,613South River, MIDDLESEX 7%
6 Kearny, HUDSON 1,988Kearny, HUDSON 5%
7 Edison, MIDDLESEX 1,975South Hackensack, BERGEN 5%
8 Linden, UNION 1,710Cliffside Park, BERGEN 5%
9 Paterson, PASSAIC 1,493Linden, UNION 5%

10 Irvington, ESSEX 1,414Newark, ESSEX 4%
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Table 4. Asian and pacific islander language speaking LEP population in New Jersey, 2000 
 

 Rank 
Municipalities with Top # of Asian/Pac. 
Is. Language Speaking LEP Population 

   Municipalities with Top Percentage of Asian/Pac. 
Is. Language Speaking LEP Population  

1 Fort Lee, BERGEN 2,600Palisades Park, BERGEN 14%
2 Jersey City, HUDSON  2,345Fort Lee, BERGEN 8%
3 Palisades Park, BERGEN 2,295Leonia, BERGEN 8%
4 Edison, MIDDLESEX 1,520Ridgefield, BERGEN 6%
5 Camden, CAMDEN 999Woodlynne, CAMDEN 5%
6 Atlantic City, ATLANTIC  910Norwood, BERGEN 5%
7 East Brunswick, MIDDLESEX 768Demarest, BERGEN 4%
8 Cherry Hill, CAMDEN 711Tenafly, BERGEN 4%
9 Piscataway, MIDDLESEX 706Northvale, BERGEN 4%

10 Paramus, BERGEN     681Englewood Cliffs, BERGEN 4%
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Table 5. Other language speaking LEP population in New Jersey, 2000 
 

 Rank
Municipalities with Top # of Other 

Language Speaking LEP Population 
   Municipalities with Top Percentage of 

Other Language Speaking LEP Population 
1 Jersey City, HUDSON 1,401Prospect Park, PASSAIC 1.8%
2 Paterson, PASSAIC   392Haledon, PASSAIC 1.4%
3 Newark, ESSEX 295Hopewell, MERCER 0.8%
4 Clifton, PASSAIC 252Edgewater, BERGEN 0.7%
5 Bayonne, HUDSON 244Jersey City, HUDSON 0.6%
6 Woodbridge, MIDDLESEX 215North Plainfield, SOMERSET 0.5%
7 Franklin, SOMERSET 208Norwood, BERGEN 0.5%
8 North Bergen, HUDSON 177North Haledon, PASSAIC 0.5%
9 East Brunswick, MIDDLESEX  167Hawthorne, PASSAIC 0.5%

10 Passaic, PASSAIC 132Farmingdale, MONMOUTH 0.5%
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Table 6. Top Non-English languages  
spoken at home in New Jersey 

 

Languages 
Number of People 

(five years and over) 
Percentage Rank 

Spanish or Spanish 
Creole 

967,741 12.32% 1 

Italian 116,365 1.48% 2 

Chinese 84,345 1.07% 3 

Polish 74,663 0.95% 4 

Portuguese or 
Portuguese Creole 

72,870 0.93% 5 

Tagalog 66,851 0.85% 6 

Korean 55,340 0.70% 7 

Gujarathi 47,324 0.60% 8 

French (incl. Patois, 
Cajun) 47,225 0.60% 9 

Arabic 47,052 0.60% 10 

German 41,025 0.52% 11 

Russian 38,566 0.49% 12 
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Table 7. Correlation between social economic indicators and LEP population 
 

Age Birth Place Employment Income 

LEP Categories  
 
 

Median 
Age 

Under 
Age 18 

25+<9th 
grade 

Foreign 
Born 

Foreign 
Entered 

1990- 2000 

Civilian  
Unemployed 

Household 
Median 
Income 

Below  
Poverty 

Individua
ls 

Household 
Public 

Assistance 
Income 

Total LEP -0.257 0.8036 0.9636 0.9273 0.9365 0.8581 -0.222 0.8825 0.8262 
Spanish Speaking 
LEP -0.258 0.7187 0.9128 0.8587 0.8709 0.7798 -0.227 0.8157 0.7456 
Indo-European 
Language 
Speaking LEP -0.173 0.7868 0.8558 0.798 0.8003 0.8433 -0.159 0.8373 0.8518 
Asian Language 
Speaking LEP -0.111 0.4634 0.3421 0.5445 0.5306 0.3763 -0.018 0.3485 0.3189 
Other Language 
Speaking LEP -0.148 0.6772 0.6292 0.7712 0.7687 0.678 -0.118 0.6455 0.6115 
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Table 8. Correlation between travel characteristics and LEP population 
 

LEP Categories  
 No. of 

Vehicles
Drove 
Alone 

Carpooled 
Public 
Transit 

Walked 
Other 
Means 

Worked at 
Home 

Total LEP 0.857 0.518 0.8702 0.7374 0.8598 0.8631 0.3843 
Spanish Speaking  
LEP 0.779 0.424 0.7996 0.6496 0.8024 0.8353 0.2998 
Indo-European  
Language   
Speaking LEP 0.825 0.580 0.7896 0.6992 0.7343 0.684 0.4246 
Asian Language  
Speaking LEP 0.401 0.467 0.4692 0.5150 0.4462 0.3487 0.4783 
Other Language  
Speaking LEP 0.753 0.51 0.6993 0.8520 0.755 0.5824 0.4864 
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Table 9. Samples of community groups as survey candidates 
 

ID Organization Address Approximate Size  Possible Time  
Language 

Group 

1 
The Antioch Presbyterian 

Church of New Jersey 
616 Prospect Avenue, 

West Orange NJ 07052 
250 

Sunday 11:30 to 
12:30 

Korean 

2 
Huaxia Chinese School in 

Bloomfield 

Bloomfield Middle 
School, 60 Huck Road, 
Bloomfield, NJ 07003 

200 
Sunday 11:30 to 

12:30 
Chinese 

3 
Oggi, Italian Language 

Newspaper 
55 Bergenline Avenue 

Westwood, N.J  07675 

40,000 papers sold, 
daily reach 100K 

people 

Monday-Friday, 
11AM -noon 

Italian 

4 Italian Vice Consulate 
744 Broad Street, 

Newark NJ 
about 30,000 

served 
Monday-Friday, 

9Am - 5PM 
Italian 

5 
Bergen County Career, 
Advancement Training 

92 Monroe Street, 
Garfield, N.J. 07026 

serves 175-200 a 
year 

Monday-Friday, 
9Am - 5PM 

Polish 

6 
TV 3 (longest running 

Polish Station 
74 Woodlawn Avenue, 

Clifton, N.J. 07013 

Reaches 
17,000-20,000 HH 

in Tri-state 

Monday-Friday, 
9Am - 5PM 

Polish 

7 Russian Jewish ESL Class  
Entry level/ 
advanced 

 Russian 

8 
Hispanic Development 

Corp. 
Newark   

Spanish/ 
Portuguese 

9 Arabic Jersey City, New Jersey   Arabic 
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Table 10. General information of the tourism centers 
 

Country 
(Region) 

Name 
Authority/Owner 

Number of 
Languages 

Provided 

Marketing 
Region 

Website Address 

Canada Canadian Tourism Commission  11 15 http://www.travelcanada.ca 
England British Tourist Authority More than 15 49 http://www.visitbritain.com/ 
France Ministry of Tourism More than 15 41 http://us.franceguide.com/ 
Germany The German National Tourist 

Board 
More than 15 25 http://www.germany-tourism.de/index.

html 
Greece Greek National Tourism 

Organization  
3 3 http://www.greektourism.com/ 

Hong Kong Hong Kong Tourism Board  12 11 http://www.discoverhongkong.com 
Italy Registered Travel Agent  5 5 http://www.itwg.com/ 
Japan Japan National Tourist 

Organization  
7 7 http://www.jnto.go.jp 

Netherlands The Netherlands Board of 
Tourism and Conventions  

More than 15 26 http://www.holland.com/ 

New 
Zealand 

New Zealand Tourism Board 6 6 http://www.purenz.com/ 

Singapore Singapore Tourism Board 13 13 http://www.visitsingapore.com/ 
Switzerland Switzerland Tourism Bureau More than 15 40 http://www.switzerlandtourism.ch/ 
Taiwan Tourism Bureau of Taiwan 5 5 http://www.tbroc.gov.tw/lan/cht/index/ 
Thailand Tourism Authority of Thailand 11 11 http://www.tourismthailand.org/cover.

php 
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Table 11. The public transit service information 

 
Country/ 
Region 

Multi-modes 
Route 
(parts) 

Fares 
Operating 

Hours 
Map 

Phone 
# 

Related 
Link 

Canada Yes      Yes 
England Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 
France Yes  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Germany Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Greece Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 

Hong Kong Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Italy Yes  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Japan Yes      Yes 
Netherlands Yes  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 
New Zealand Yes      Yes 

Singapore Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 
Switzerland Yes      Yes 

Taiwan Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 
Thailand Yes     Yes  
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Table 12. Public transit information provided by Hong Kong tourism center 
 

Mode Service 
Range 

Route Stops Terminals Interchange Fares Operating 
Hours 

Map Phone 
Number 

Related 
Link 

Points of 
Attention 

Mass 
Transit 
Railway 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Airport 
Express 

X X  X  X X  X X X 

Buses  X     X X    X 
Minibuses X     X X    X 
Taxi X     X X  X  X 
Ferries X X  X  X X   X X 
Peak tram X X  X  X X   X X 
Kowloon 
Canton 
Railway 

X X X X X X X X  X X 

Trams X X  X  X X    X 
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Table 13. Examples of traffic sign costs 
 

Item Type Price 
Regulatory/Warning/Marker $15 to 18 / sq. ft. 
Large Guide Signs $20 to 25 / sq. ft.  

Sign Panel  
 

Electronic Variable Message Sign $40,000 to $125,000 each  
U-Channel $125 to $200 each 
Square Tube (Telespar): $10 to $15 per foot  
Large Steel Breakaway Posts $15 to $25 per foot 
Cantilever Sign $15,000 to $20,000 each 

Sign Posts 

Sign Bridge $30,000 to $60,000 each 
Square Tube $250 each 
Breakaway Post $300 to $500 each Foundations 
Cantilever / Bridge $6,000 - $7,000 each 
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Figure 1.  LEP population in New Jersey  



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 153 

HUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSONHUDSON

ATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTICATLANTIC

BERGENBERGENBERGENBERGENBERGENBERGENBERGENBERGENBERGEN

BURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTONBURLINGTON

CAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDENCAMDEN

CAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAYCAPE MAY

CUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLANDCUMBERLAND

ESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEXESSEX

GLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTERGLOUCESTER

HUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDONHUNTERDON

MERCERMERCERMERCERMERCERMERCERMERCERMERCERMERCERMERCER

MIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEXMIDDLESEX

MONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTHMONMOUTH

MORRISMORRISMORRISMORRISMORRISMORRISMORRISMORRISMORRIS

OCEANOCEANOCEANOCEANOCEANOCEANOCEANOCEANOCEAN

PASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAICPASSAIC

SALEMSALEMSALEMSALEMSALEMSALEMSALEMSALEMSALEM

SOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSETSOMERSET

SUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEXSUSSEX

UNIONUNIONUNIONUNIONUNIONUNIONUNIONUNIONUNION

WARRENWARRENWARRENWARRENWARRENWARRENWARRENWARRENWARREN

 
 

Figure 2.  Commuter rail network in New Jersey 

COMMUTER RAIL LINES
New Jersey Transit

Newark Division
Hoboken Division
Atlantic City Rail Line
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Average Daily Passenger Trips by Mode

Bus
70%

Light rail
1.5%Commuter rail

28%

 
 

Modal Split by Route Miles

Bus
79%

Light rail
0.5%

Commuter rail
20%

 
 
 

Figure 3. Modal distribution comparison in New Jersey 
Source: NJ TRANSIT, 2003 B. 
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Figure 4. Bus transit network in New Jersey 

NJ Transit Bus Lines 
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Figure 5. Rail ridership In New Jersey 
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Figure 6. Bus ridership in New Jersey 

NJ Transit Bus Lines 
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Figure 7. Concentric belts of rail networks
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Figure 8. Multimodel transportation network and intermodal transit hubs 
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Figure 9. LEP population by municipality, 2000 

TOTAL LEP POPULATION
By Muncipality, 2000
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Figure 10. Distribution of LEP population 

LEP POPULATION
Language Group by County, 2000
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Figure 11. Distribution of Spanish speakers in New Jersey 

ALL SPANISH SPEAKERS
By Muncipality, 2000
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Figure 12. Distribution of Italian speakers in New Jersey 

ALL ITALIAN SPEAKERS
By Municipality, 2000
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Figure 13. Distribution of Chinese speakers in New Jersey 

ALL CHINESE SPEAKERS
By Municipality, 2000
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Figure 14. Distribution of Polish speakers in New Jersey 

ALL POLISH SPEAKERS
By Municipality, 2000
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Figure 15. Distribution of Portuguese speakers in New Jersey 

ALL PORTUGUESE SPEAKERS
By Municipality, 2000
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Figure 16. Tagalog speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 17. Korean speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 18. Gujarathi speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 19. French speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 20. Arabic speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 21. German speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 22. Russian speakers by municipality, 2000, Northeast New Jersey 
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Figure 23. Rail network and LEP population in the Urban Core 

ESSEX 

BERGEN 

UNION 

PASSAIC 

HUDSON 

MIDDLESEX 

MORRIS 



FHWA-NJ-2004-018 
Mobility Information Needs of Limited English Proficiency Travelers 

 175 

##

#
#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

###

 
 

Figure 24. LEP population along transit lines 
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Figure 25. LEP population around transit stations 
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Figure 26. LEP travel survey sites 
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Figure 27. Demographic characteristics of LEP communities 
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Income Distribution
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Figure 28. Economic status of surveyed LEP population 
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Figure 29. Language backgrounds of surveyed LEP population 
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Figure 30. Travel choices of surveyed LEP population 
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Figure 31. Understanding and usefulness of mobility information provided 
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Figure 32. Acceptances of solutions
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Figure 33. The distribution of the LEP population in the U.S. 
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Figure 34. Type of transit services 
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Figure 35. Top languages other than English 
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Figure 36. Transit information provided for LEP travelers 
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Figure 37. Estimated costs to help LEP people use public transit 
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Figure 38. The relevance of this survey to the services of  

the transit agencies 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 39. Transit directory of Tri-Met 
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Figure 40. London subway map 
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Figure 41. Paris subway map 
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Figure 42. Multilingual Guide for ticket vending machine in Germany 
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Figure 43. Language choices shown in Brussels airport homepage 
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Figure 44. Pictograms and bi-lingual signs used in Narita (Tokyo) airport 
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Figure 45. Bi-lingual directions and pictograms in Frankfurt airport 
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Figure 46. Signs used in Newark Liberty International Airport
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Figure 47. Major transportation network in Hong Kong 
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Figure 48. Hong Kong rail map
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Figure 49. Instruction on how to use Octopus Card in Hong Kong 
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Determine the fare by looking at the system chart prominently displayed at all 

MRT stations 

1. Buy a single trip ticket at the ticket vending machine or use the 
stored-value ticket. 

2. Proceed to the trains by slotting the ticket into the entrance gate. 

3. If there is a need to change from an east/west bound train to a north/south 
bound train, remember to disembark at respective  interchange stations. 

Announcements are also made for those who need to change trains. 

         

 
Figure 50. Instructions used in the Singapore Tourism Center website
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Figure 51. Integrated long-distance rail network and airports in Germany 
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Figure 52. Swiss Transport Museum 
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Figure 53. Transport museum narration in four different languages 
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Figure 54. Audio information by four different languages 
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Figure 55. A production sample of pictograms 
 
 

 

 


