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The Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) is undertaking a Community 
Connectivity Program that focuses on improving the state’s transportation network for all users, 
with an emphasis on bicyclists and pedestrians.  A major component of this program is 
conducting Road Safety Audits (RSA’s) at selected locations.  An RSA is a formal safety 
assessment of the existing conditions of walking and biking routes and is intended to identify the 
issues that may discourage or prevent walking and bicycling.  It is a qualitative review by an 
independent team experienced in traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle operations and design that 
considers the safety of all road users and proactively assesses mitigation measures to improve 
the safe operation of the facility by reducing the potential crash risk frequency and severity. 
 
The RSA team is made up of CTDOT staff, municipal officials and staff, enforcement agents, 
AECOM staff, and community leaders.  An RSA team is established for each municipality based on 
the requirements of the individual location.  They assess and review factors that can promote or 
obstruct safe walking and bicycling routes.  These factors include traffic volumes and speeds, 
topography, presence or absence of bicycle lanes or sidewalks, and social influences. 

Each RSA was conducted using RSA protocols published by the FHWA.  For details on this 
program, please refer to www.ctconnectivity.com.  Prior to the site visit, area topography and land 
use characteristics are examined using available mapping and imagery.   Potential sight distance 
issues, sidewalk locations, on-street and off-street parking, and bicycle facilities are also 
investigated using available resources.  The site visit includes a “Pre-Audit” meeting, the “Field 
Audit” itself, and a “Post-Audit” meeting to discuss the field observations and formulate 
recommendations.  This procedure is discussed in the following sections. 

 

http://www.ctconnectivity.com/


  

5 
 

 Introduction to the Ridgefield (Multi-Use Trail) RSA  1
The Town of Ridgefield submitted an application to complete an RSA on the proposed 
extension of their multi-use trail at the intersection of Danbury Road and Farmingville Road.  In 
the study area the existing sidewalks lack continuity and the proposed multi-use trail will 
cross the road at two locations.  These crossings will occur at the signalized intersection of 
Danbury Road and Farmingville Road and the three-way stop controlled intersection of 
Farmingville Road and Ligi’s Way.  The town has listed traffic volumes and speeds, collisions, 
traffic signage, traffic signalization, drainage, ADA accommodations and street maintenance 
as additional safety concerns in the study area. 

The Town of Ridgefield’s application contained a map of the proposed combined use walkway 
at the audit location, and a Multi-Use Path Study report prepared by Fuss and O’Neill, Inc. in 
December of 2013.  The application and supporting documentation are included in Appendix 
A. 

1.1 Location 
The study (Figure 1) includes the section of Danbury Road (Route 35) between a pedestrian 
bridge over Ridgefield Brook and the intersection with Farmingville Road.  It then continues 
along Farmingville Road for 0.18 miles to the location where the proposed multi-use trail will 
continue into woodlands (Figure 5).  The regional location is presented in Figure 2.  Average 
Daily Traffic (ADT) on Danbury Road north of Farmingville Road is 19,200 vehicles per day 
(vpd) and the ADT south of Farmingville Road is 16,600 vpd.  These are significant volumes of 
traffic for an intersection to process. 
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Figure 1. Danbury Road and Farmingville Road 
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Figure 2. Danbury Road and Farmingville Roads Regional Context 

Danbury Road is a state owned and maintained facility that runs in a relatively straight 
north/south direction.  Farmingville Road runs in an east/west direction and is a town owned 
and maintained facility.  The northbound, eastbound and westbound legs of the intersection 
consist of a single through/right turn lane and an exclusive left turn lane.  The southbound 
approach has two through lanes and an exclusive left turn lane, with right turns sharing the 
curb lane.  All four approaches have protected/permitted left turn phasing, and the 
intersection also has an exclusive pedestrian signal phase, although there are only painted 
crosswalks on the northern and western legs. 

Sidewalks along Danbury Road and at the intersection with Farmingville Road are not 
continuous.  There are gaps on the east side just south of the intersection, and on the west 
side just north of the intersection.  In general, the existing sidewalks are concrete and 5 feet 
wide, and in good condition.  Most areas have a snow shelf or buffer from the roadway traffic, 
although the width of the buffer varies significantly from place to place.  An inventory of 
existing conditions at the intersection can be found in Table 3. 

 

Study Area 

Source: Google Maps 
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 Pre-Audit Assessment 2

2.1 Pre-Audit Information 
Between 2012 and 2014 there were 131 crashes in the RSA area.  Figure 4 displays the 
geographic distribution of these crashes during 2015.  For the most part, crashes are evenly 
dispersed throughout Danbury Road, although there appears to be a cluster near the 
intersection with Farmingville Road.  The majority of crashes were rear-end collisions followed 
by angle crashes.  This is not unusual for a corridor with heavy traffic volumes.  Most of these 
reported crashes resulted in property damage only, however 15 crashes reports injuries to 
involved parties.  Table 1 and Table 2 provide more detail on the crash severity and collision 
type. 

 

Severity Type Number of Accidents 
Property Damage Only 116 89% 
Injury of any type (Serious, Minor, 
Possible) 15 11% 
Injury (No fatality) 0 0% 
Total 131 

 Table 1. Crash Severity 

Source: UConn Connecticut Crash Data Repository (2012 – 2014) 
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Manner of Crash / Collision Impact   Number of Accidents 
Turning-Intersecting Paths  0 0% 
Sideswipe-Same Direction 9 7% 
Rear-end 66 50% 
Angle 22 17% 
Backing 6 5% 
Turning-Opposite Direction 11 8% 
Turning-Same Direction 0 0% 
Fixed Object 5 4% 
Sideswipe-Opposite Direction 3 2% 
Head-on 4 3% 
Not Applicable 0 0% 
Front to rear 2 2% 
Rear to rear 0 0% 
Front to front 0 0% 
Sideswipe, same direction 3 2% 
Sideswipe, opposite direction 0 0% 
Total 131 

 Table 2. Crash Type 

Source: UConn Connecticut Crash Data Repository (2012 – 2014) 

 

Figure 3. Crashes that Occurred in 2015 (Connecticut Crash Data Repository) 

 

Source: Connecticut Crash Data Repository 
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Figure 4. Danbury Road and Farmingville Road Geometrics 
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*CONDITION – “Good” is Serviceable Condition that meets current design standards.  “Fair” is generally serviceable, but may need minor repairs, or may 
not completely align with current design standards.  “Poor” is not serviceable, and generally inadequate for continued long-term use. 

Table 3. Intersection Street Inventory 

                                                Sidewalk                  Ramps

Street Route Approach
Travel 

Direction Width Side Type Width Condition * Curb Parking Shoulder Exist Compliant

Danbury Road 35 North 2 Way 2 Thru, LT East Concrete 5' Good Asphalt No 2' Yes No
1 Departure West None None None None No 2' Yes No

Danbury Road 35 South 2 Way Thru, LT East None None None Concrete/Asphalt No 2' No No
2 Departure West Paver 5' Good Asphalt No 2' Yes No

Farmingville Road East 2 Way Thru, LT North Concrete 5' Good/Fair Asphalt No No Yes No
1 Departure South None None None Asphalt No No No No

Copps Hill Road West 2 Way Thru, LT South Concrete 5' Good Concrete No No Yes No
1 Departure North Concrete 5' Fair Asphalt No No Yes No

Intersection Street Inventory
Ridgefield - Danbury Road and Farmingville Road
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2.2 Prior Successful Efforts 
A number of best practices have already been applied to this area of Ridgefield.  In 2013, 
Ridgefield completed a Multi-Use Path Study with assistance from Fuss & O’Neill.  The Town 
of Ridgefield applied for and received Local Transportation Capital Improvement Program 
(LOTCIP) funding that can be used to fund the multi-use trail connection through the RSA 
study area.  Ridgefield has also spoken to the private developer building a housing 
development in the study area about allowing an easement through the property.  This would 
complete the final link between the Parks and Recreation Center and the Rails to Trails 
southern terminus. 

2.3 Pre-Audit Meeting 
The RSA was conducted on June 14, 2016.  The Pre-Audit meeting was held at 9:00 AM in the 
Ridgefield Town Hall Annex located at 66 Prospect Street in Ridgefield. 

The RSA Team was comprised of staff from CTDOT and AECOM, and representatives from 
several Ridgefield departments and organizations including the Engineering Department, 
Police Department, Public Works Department, and Parks and Recreation.  The complete list of 
attendees can be found in Appendix B.  Materials distributed to the RSA Team, including the 
agenda, audit checklist, ADT counts, crash data and road geometrics, can be found in 
Appendix C.  

RSA Team members from Ridgefield presented relevant information for the audit, including: 

• There is heavy AM peak traffic along Danbury Road and traffic queues can back up 1-2 
miles. 

• The town has requested that the CTDOT look into coordinating the signalized 
intersections along Danbury Road. 

• A traffic study determined that 19% of the traffic on Danbury Road is thru traffic that 
does not have a destination in Ridgefield.  This is lower than the town expected. 

• Ridgefield is in discussion with the CTDOT regarding the proposed signal upgrade at 
the intersection at Danbury Road, Farmingville Road and Copps Hill Road.  This 
upgrade will consist of signal equipment replacement and is marked primarily as a 
safety project. 

• When CTDOT upgrades the intersection, they will make changes so that the facility 
complies with current ADA standards. 

• Currently the sidewalks in the study area are discontinuous and the town would like to 
create a more connected sidewalk facility for pedestrians on Danbury Road and 
Farmingville Road. 
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 RSA Assessment 3

3.1 Field Audit Observations 
 

• In front of 162 Danbury Road the sidewalk ends on 
the west side with no means of crossing to 
continuation of sidewalk on east side of the road 
at Fox Hill Road (Figure 6). 
 

• The bridge on Danbury Road north of the 
intersection with Farmingville Road has been 
under construction by CTDOT for several years 
(Figure 6). 
 

• There are no guiderails between the roadway and 
the multi-use trail on Danbury Road north of the 
intersection with Farmingville Road.  The buffer 
between the pavement and path is less than five 
feet wide. 
 

• Ridgefield would like to relocate the stone wall in 
front of 165 Danbury Road further back from road 
to keep the path consistent (Figure 7).   
 

• The stone wall, covered by overgrown vegetation, 
near Pamby’s (Figure 8) poses one of the biggest 
obstacles for the trail way.  The trail will most likely 
need to continue behind the stone wall.  Ridgefield 
would prefer to not relocate the major utility pole 
behind this wall. 
 

• The driveway entrance to Pamby’s is excessively 
wide.  It should be narrowed, pedestrian tactile 
warning strips should be added on either side of the 
driveway.   
 

Figure 5. No Crossing to Sidewalk 

Figure 6. Stone Wall to be Set 
Back 

Figure 7.  Overgrown Stone Wall 
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• Targets for the Danbury Road and Farmingville 
Road signal upgrade include: 

o Relocating span poles. 
o Connecting sidewalks throughout 

intersection.  
o Upgrading pedestrian equipment to be 

ADA compliant (audible). 
o Installing or repositioning ADA detectable 

warning strips (Figure 9).  
 

• Ridgefield would prefer to not install a sidewalk 
across the Shell Gas Station entrance due to 
safety concerns. 

 
• Intersection of Farmingville Road and Ligi’s Way 

may need a pedestrian warning sign if the trail 
crosses Farmingville Road at this intersection 
(Figure 10). 
 

• Panels attached to stop signs indicating the 
number of approaches where traffic will stop are 
wrong and inconsistent.  
 

• The Department of Environmental and Energy 
Protection (DEEP) would not allow a walkway on 
Ligi’s Way due to proximity to wetlands. 
 

• Extra signing on Farmingville Road curve may 
need to accompany the trail’s entrance/exit into 
the woods.  
 

3.2 Post-Audit Workshop - Key Issues  
 

1. The existing multi-use trail from the Ridgefield 
Athletic Center crosses the Ridgefield Brook on a 
bridge that is located west of Danbury Road, and 
then ends opposite Fox Hill Drive.  At 
approximately this same location, the sidewalk on 

Figure 8. Existing ADA Ramps Not 
Compliant 

Figure 9.  Existing Advanced 
Intersection Warning 
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the east side of Danbury Road begins, and runs 
along the east side to Farmingville Road.  There is 
no crosswalk to connect these two walkways, and 
drivers have no warning that pedestrians may be 
crossing here.  This creates a challenging 
environment for pedestrians since Danbury Road 
experiences high vehicle volumes and speeds. 

 
2. South of the pedestrian bridge, the buffer 

between the multi-use trail and Danbury Road is 
less than five feet wide (Figure 11).  When a trail is 
located less than five feet from the street, a 
guiderail should be installed as a visual barrier 
between cars and trail users.  This will give trail 
users a better perception of safety and better 
indicate to drivers the space that is allocated for 
pedestrians and bikes. 

 
3. The intersection pedestrian facilities are not ADA 

compliant.  There are no auditory warnings to 
assist visually impaired pedestrians (Figure 12).  
There are also no ADA pedestrian buttons.  In 
addition the ramps and detectable warning strips 
are angled at 45 degrees, directing pedestrians 
diagonally into the intersection.  They should be 
aligned with crosswalks to guide disabled users in 
the correct direction. 

 
4. There are currently no pedestrian facilities at the 

intersection of Farmingville Road and Ligi’s Way 
except for a sidewalk on the north-west corner.  
Since the trail is planned to cross this intersection, 
there should be a crosswalk, and it is suggested 
that advance pedestrian warning signs also be 
installed. 

 
5. The stop sign controls at the intersection of 

Farmingville Road and Ligi’s Way are inconsistent 
on the three stop signs (Figure 13).  This may 
create unnecessary conflict. 

Figure 11. No ADA Compliant Button 

Figure 10. Insufficient Space 
Between Trail and Roadway 

Figure 12. Inconsistent Signage 
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 Recommendations 4
From the discussions during the Post-Audit meeting, the RSA team compiled a set of 
recommendations that are divided into short-term, mid-term, and long-term categories.  For 
the purposes of the RSA, Short-term is understood to mean modifications that can be 
expected to be completed very quickly, perhaps within six months, and certainly in less than a 
year if funding is available.  These include relatively low-cost alternatives, such as striping and 
signing, and items that do not require additional study, design, or investigation (such as right-
of way acquisition.) Mid-term recommendations may be more costly and require 
establishment of a funding source, or they may need some additional study or design in order 
to be accomplished.  Nonetheless, they are relatively quick turn-around items, and should not 
require significant lengths of time before they can be implemented.  Generally, they should be 
completed within a window of eighteen months to two years if funding is available.  Long-term 
improvements are those that require substantial study and engineering, and may require 
significant funding mechanisms and/or right-of-way acquisition.  These projects generally fall 
into a horizon of two years or more when funding is available. 

4.1 Short Term  
1. Signage: 

a. Relocate Farmingville Road sign so that it does not block the pedestrian head 
(Figure 14). 

b. Fix tilted traffic sign (Figure 15). 
c. Update stop sign panels at intersection of Farmingville Road and Ligi’s Way 

indicating which approaches stop so that they are correct and consistent 
(Figure 16). 

2. Coordinate with CTDOT regarding the signal upgrade at Danbury Road and 
Farmingville Road and request the following: 

a. Install countdown pedestrian signal heads (Figure 17) and ADA buttons and 
specify preferred pedestrian signal locations. 

b. Modify ADA ramps so that separate ramps point towards crosswalks instead of 
only one 45 degree ramp pointing into the intersection (Figure 18).  

c. Widen ramps to eight feet to match trail way. 
d. Install tactile warning strips the entire length of the ramp. 

3. Add striped crosswalks on all sides of the intersection (Figure 19). 
 

Figure 20 depicts these recommendations. 
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Figure 13. Move Sign for Improved 
Visibility 
 
 

  
Figure 14.  Fix Tilted Sign 
   
 

 
Figure 15. Update All Signage to 
Indicate Correct Number of Stop 
Approaches 
 

 
Figure 16. Countdown Signal 

 
Figure 17. Realign Tactile Warning 
Strips to Face Direction of Crosswalk 

 
Figure 18. Add Missing Crosswalks 
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Figure 19. Short Term Recommendations  



  

19 
 

4.2 Medium Term  
1. Install a visual barrier between the trail and Danbury Road in the vicinity of Fox Hill 

Road (Figure 21). 
2. Widen sidewalk on north side of Farmingville Road (Figure 22) where trail is planned   (8 

– 10 feet). 
 
Figure 23 depicts these recommendations.  
 

 
Figure 20. Guiderail Between Trail and Roadway 
 
 

 
Figure 21. Widen Sidewalk 
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Figure 22. Medium Term Recommendations  
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4.3 Long Term  
1. Complete multi-use trail through Danbury Road and connect to sidewalk on 

Farmingville Road.   
2. Where the trail will cross Farmingville Road near Ligi’s Way: 

a. Paint crosswalk. 
b. Install ADA compliant ramps. 
c. Install Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at the crosswalk. 

3. Evaluate feasibility of adding a middle turning lane on Danbury Road near Fox Hill Road.  
This lane will allow southbound motorists to turn left into Fox Hill Road without 
blocking traffic from behind and also allow motorists to safely pass on the right 
without traversing over the trail. 

 
Figure 24 depicts these recommendations. 
 

 
Figure 23. Long Term Recommendations 
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4.4 Summary  
This report outlines the observations, discussions and recommendations developed during 
the RSA.  It documents the successful completion of the Town of Ridgefield’s RSA and 
provides Ridgefield with an outlined strategy to improve the transportation network on 
Danbury Road and Farmingville for all road users particularly focusing on pedestrians and 
cyclists.  Moving forward, Ridgefield may use this report to prepare strategies for funding and 
implementing the improvements, and as a tool to plan for including these recommendations 
into future development Danbury Road and Farmingville Road. 
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Road Safety Audit
Town: Ridgefield

RSA Location: Combined Use Walkway

Meeting Location: Town Hall Annex

Address: 66 Prospect Street

Date: 6/14/2016

Time: 9:30am

Participating Audit Team Members

Audit Team Member Agency/Organization
Audit Team Member Agency/Affiliation

Kristin Hadjstylianos Aecom

Mark Caswell Ridgefield PD

Charles Fisher RI

Jake Miller RDG ENG

Craig Babowicz CTDOT

Tony Phillips Ridgefield

Paul Roch Ridgefield 

Rudy Mardoni Town

Steve Mitchell Aecom

Lorenzo Varone Aecom

Ryan Carey Intern
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Road Safety Audit – Ridgefield 

Meeting Location: Town Hall Annex 
Address:  66 Prospect Street 
Date:   6/14/2016 
Time:   9:30 AM 
 

Agenda 
Type of Meeting: Road Safety Audit – Pedestrian Safety 

Attendees: Invited Participants to Comprise a Multidisciplinary Team 

Please Bring: Thoughts and Enthusiasm!! 
 

9:30 AM Welcome and Introductions 
• Purpose and Goals 
• Agenda 

9:45 AM Pre-Audit 
• Definition of Study Area 
• Review Site Specific Data: 

o Average Daily Traffic 
o Crash Data 
o Geometrics 

• Issues 
• Safety Procedures 

11:00 AM  Audit 
• Visit Site 
• As a group, identify areas for improvements 

12:30 PM  Post-Audit Discussion / Completion of RSA 
• Discussion observations and finalize findings 
• Discuss potential improvements and final recommendations 
• Next Steps 

2:30 PM  Adjourn for the Day – but the RSA has not ended 

 

  

 
 

Instruction for Participants: 
• Before attending the RSA, participants are encouraged to observe the intersection and 

complete/consider elements on the RSA Prompt List with a focus on safety. 
• All participants will be actively involved in the process throughout. Participants are encouraged to 

come with thoughts and ideas, but are reminded that the synergy that develops and respect for 
others’ opinions are key elements to the success of the overall RSA process. 

• After the RSA meeting, participants will be asked to comment and respond to the document 
materials to assure it is reflective of the RSA completed by the multidisciplinary team.  



 

 

 

 

Pedestrians and Bicycles Comment 
Pedestrian Crossings  

• Sufficient time to cross (signal) 
• Signage 
• Pavement Markings 
• Detectable warning devices (signal) 
• Adequate sight distance 
• Wheelchair accessible ramps  

o Grades 
o Orientation 
o Tactile Warning Strips  

• Pedestrian refuge at islands 
• Other 

 

 

Pedestrian Facilities  
• Sidewalk  

o Width 
o Grade 
o Materials/Condition 
o Drainage 
o Buffer 

• Pedestrian lighting 
• Pedestrian amenities (benches, trash receptacles) 
• Other 

 

  

Audit Checklist 
 



 

 

Bicycles 
• Bicycle facilities/design 
• Separation from traffic 
• Conflicts with on-street parking 
• Pedestrian Conflicts 
• Bicycle signal detection 
• Visibility 
• Roadway speed limit 
• Bicycle signage/markings 
• Shared Lane Width 
• Shoulder condition/width 
• Traffic volume 
• Heavy vehicles 
• Pavement condition 
• Other 

 

 

Roadway & Vehicles 
• Speed-related issues 

o Alignment; 
o Driver compliance with speed limits 
o Sight distance adequacy 
o Safe passing opportunities 

 

• Geometry 
o Road width (lanes, shoulders, medians); 
o Access points; 
o Drainage  
o Tapers and lane shifts 
o Roadside clear zone /slopes 
o Guide rails / protection systems 

 

   

• Intersections  
o Geometrics 
o Sight Distance 
o Traffic control devices  
o Safe storage for turning vehicles 
o Capacity Issues 

 



 

 

• Pavement 
o Pavement Condition (excessive roughness 

or rutting, potholes, loose material) 
o Edge drop-offs 
o Drainage issues 

• Lighting Adequacy 

 

• Signing 
• Correct use of signing 
• Clear Message 
• Good placement for visibility  
• Adequate retroreflectivity 
• Proper support 

 

• Signals 
o Proper visibility 
o Proper operation 
o Efficient operation 
o Safe placement of equipment 
o Proper sight distance 
o Adequate capacity 

 

 

• Pavement Markings 
o Correct and consistent with MUTCD 
o Adequate visibility 
o Condition 
o Edgelines provided 

 

 

  

• Miscellaneous 
o Weather conditions impact on design 

features. 
o Snow storage 
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Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

 

 



2015 Crashes 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Data: 3 years (2012-2014) 

Two crashes involved pedestrians, both resulted in injuries. 

One accident involved a cyclist and resulted in an injury. 

Severity Type Number of Accidents 
Property Damage Only 116 89% 
Injury (No fatality) 15 11% 
Fatality 0 0% 
Total 131 

  

Manner of Crash / Collision Impact   Number of Accidents 
Unknown 0 0% 
Sideswipe-Same Direction 9 7% 
Rear-end 66 50% 
Turning-Intersecting Paths  22 17% 
Turning-Opposite Direction 6 5% 
Fixed Object 11 8% 
Backing 0 0% 
Angle 5 4% 
Turning-Same Direction 3 2% 
Moving Object 4 3% 
Parking 0 0% 
Pedestrian 2 2% 
Overturn 0 0% 
Head-on 0 0% 
Sideswipe-Opposite Direction 3 2% 
Miscellaneous- Non Collision 0 0% 
Total 131 

  

Road Safety Audit – Ridgefield 

 
Crash Summary 



 

  

 

 

Weather Condition   Number of Accidents 
Snow 11 8% 
Rain 20 15% 
No Adverse Condition 99 76% 
Unknown 0 0% 
Blowing Sand, Soil, Dirt or 
Snow 1 1% 
Other 0 0% 
Severe Crosswinds 0 0% 
Sleet, Hail 0 0% 
Total 131 

  
 

Light Condition   Number of Accidents 
Dark-Not Lighted 8 6% 
Dark-Lighted 8 6% 
Daylight 113 86% 
Dusk 1 1% 
Unknown 0 0% 
Dawn 1 1% 
Total 131 

  

 

Road Surface Condition   Number of Accidents 
Snow/Slush 12 9% 
Wet 28 21% 
Dry 89 68% 
Unknown 0 0% 
Ice 2 2% 
Other 0 0.0% 
Total 131 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

Time Number of Accidents 
0:00 0:59 1 1% 
1:00 1:59 1 1% 
2:00 2:59 1 1% 
3:00 3:59 0 0% 
4:00 4:59 0 0% 
5:00 5:59 2 2% 
6:00 6:59 1 1% 
7:00 7:59 9 7% 
8:00 8:59 11 8% 
9:00 9:59 9 7% 

10:00 10:59 13 10% 
11:00 11:59 6 5% 
12:00 12:59 12 9% 
13:00 13:59 5 4% 
14:00 14:59 11 8% 
15:00 15:59 10 8% 
16:00 16:59 12 9% 
17:00 17:59 13 10% 
18:00 18:59 6 5% 
19:00 19:59 2 2% 
20:00 20:59 0 0% 
21:00 21:59 2 2% 
22:00 22:59 3 2% 
23:00 23:59 1 1% 

Total  131 
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Safety Issues 

• Confirmation of safety issues identified during walking audit 

 

Potential Countermeasures 

• Short Term recommendations 

 

 

 

• Medium Term recommendations 

 

 

 

• Long Term recommendations 

 

 

 

Next Steps 

• Discussion regarding responsibilities for implementing the countermeasures 
(including funding) 

Post-Audit Discussion Guide 
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Fact Sheet 
Functional Classification: 

• Danbury Road is classified as a Principal Arterial 
• Farmingville Road is classified as a Collector 

 
ADT 

• ADT at the Danbury Road and Farmingville Road intersection ranges between 16,600 and 
19,200. 
 

Population and Employment Data (2014): 

• Population:  25,025 
• Employment: 10,573 

 

Urbanized Area 

• The study area is located within the Bridgeport-Stamford Urbanized Area 
  

Demographics 

• The statewide average percentage below the poverty line is 10.31%. There are no areas in 
Ridgefield exceeding the state’s average. 
 

• The statewide average percentage minority population is 30.53%. There are no areas in 
Ridgefield exceeding the state’s average. 

 
 
Air Quality 

• Ridgefield’s CIPP number is 115 
• Ridgefield is within the NY/NJ/CT Marginal Ozone Area and PM2.5 Attainment/Maintenance 

Area 
• Ridgefield is within a CO Maintenance Area 
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