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DISCLAIMER STATEMENT 

 

 

Road Safety Audit reports provided by Center for Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation 

staff do not constitute an engineering report. The agency responsible for design and 

construction should consult a professional engineer licensed in the State of New Jersey in 

preparing construction documents to implement any of the safety countermeasures in the 

report. 

 

The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors, who are responsible for the facts 

and the accuracy of the data presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the 

official views or policies of the New Jersey Department of Transportation or the Rutgers Center 

for Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation. This report does not constitute a standard, 

specification, or regulation. Such document is disseminated under the sponsorship of the 

Department of Transportation, University Transportation Centers Program, in the interest of 

information exchange. The U.S. government assumes no liability for the contents or use 

thereof. 
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/!L¢Ωǎ Transportation Safety Resource Center (TSRC) and New Jersey Local Technical Assistance Program 

(NJ LTAP) offer a statewide Road Safety Audit (RSA) service at no charge to New Jersey towns and 

counties. Interested parties can request road surveys conducted by a team of engineers, planners, and 

law-enforcement officers to help municipalities and counties make cost-effective safety improvements.  

 

A multidisciplinary team of professionals offers assessments on roadway issues such as pedestrian and 

bicycle safety, intersections, rural roads, human factors, speed management, and sign visibility and 

retroreflectivity standards. 

 

RSAs include data-driven considerations and analysis of crashes. To determine the best safety solutions, 

w{! ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ƛƴŎƛǎƛǾŜ ŎǊŀǎƘ Řŀǘŀ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀǊŜŀ ǳǎƛƴƎ tƭŀƴп{ŀŦŜǘȅΣ ¢{w/Ωǎ 

award-winning crash database and software. 

 

The RSA team provides a final report that includes long- and short-term countermeasure 

ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧƛǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘƻǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ Furthermore, RSAs pay off: According to the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), countermeasures applied after RSAs can reduce crashes by 

about 60 percent. 

 

For more information, contact Andy Kaplan, senior transportation engineer, at 

andy.kaplan@rutgers.edu. 
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Introduction  

 

In the summer of 2011, a partnership was formed between the Rutgers Transportation Safety Resource 

Center (TSRC) and Caminos Segurosτa Division of Highway Traffic Safety (DHTS)ςfunded, community-

based transportation safety programτto conduct an RSA in response to safety concerns. The 

coordinators at La Casa de Don Pedro (La Casa), the community organization overseeing the northern 

New Jersey region of Caminos Seguros, worked closely with TSRC to identify the City of Passaic as a 

location with a large Hispanic community and a disproportionate amount of traffic crashes. TSRC 

analyzed multiple regional and statewide ranking lists of priority locations and identified the Main 

Avenue (CR 601) corridor. The Main Avenue corridor is tied for 15th in a ranking of highest weighted 

crashes on the NJDOT New Jersey Pedestrian Corridor List and ranks among bW¢t!Ωǎ ƭƛǎǘs of identified 

pedestrian corridors and pedestrian intersections. Four intersections within the corridorτMonroe, 

Washington, Jefferson, and Passaicτqualify under the NJDOT pedestrian intersection methodology. 

Additionally, the intersection of Main and Monroe, located within the corridor, ranks 103 (tied) for 

weighed intersection crashes on all intersections statewide.  

TSRC and La Casa approached the County of Passaic to identify their interest in conducting an RSA. The 

county was interested and amenable; however, in the County of Passaic, all signal equipment on county 

roadways are the ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΦ 5ǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭƛmited jurisdictional oversight, 

their support was conditional upon the additional support of the City of Passaic. 

With the suggested corridor identified, La Casa facilitated a conversation with the City of Passaic, 

including the mŀȅƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ business administrator, public works, parking authority, chief of police, and 

engineering. The safety concerns identified by the locals included a history of pedestrian crashes, lack of 

pedestrian accommodations, proximity to transit facilities, and congestion from Monroe Street to 

Passaic Street. This conversation solidified support for conducting an RSA along this corridor, in 

conjunction with both the city and county, and suggested the boundaries for the audit be set between 

Monroe Street and Lafayette Avenue/NJ 21 Ramps. 

TSRC conducted a detailed crash data analysis for the area suggested, and while TSRC felt the entire 

corridor was warranted for the conduct of an RSA, due to time and logistical limitations the corridor was 

reduced to the area between Monroe and Passaic, which would encompass the highest crash locations.  

An RSA was performed at said intersections with the assistance of Rutgers TSRC. This report documents 

the findings and recommendations made by the audit team. 
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Background  
 

 

Figure 1ςMap of study area (Google Earth) 

 

The audit focused on Main Avenue, or CR 601, beginning at Monroe Street to Passaic Street as shown in 

Figure 1 above. Main Avenue is an urban principal arterial with two lanes in each direction separated by 

a center parking island throughout the study 

area. All of Main Avenue is under Passaic 

County jurisdiction and the speed limit in the 

study area is 35 miles per hour (mph). 

However the Passaic County jurisdiction is 

limited, and only includes the roadway, some 

signage, pavement, markings, and bridges. 

The City of Passaic has jurisdiction and 

responsibility over the traffic signal 

equipment and associated striping, in 

addition to all regulatory signage along the 

roadway. Figure 2ςBusinesses along Main Avenue 
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The land use throughout the corridor is predominantly commercial, ranging from fast food and nail 

salons to clothing stores, as observed in Figure 2. On the northerly end of the study area is the New 

Jersey Transit Passaic Bus terminal, which consists 

of a bus pull out area and shelters.  

Transit is a popular means of transportation given 

the corridoǊΩǎ proximity to other major urban 

areas including Newark and New York City. There 

are a total of 11 bus routes that service Main 

Avenue within the study area. They are Routes 74, 

702, 703, 705, 707, 709, 758, 744, 780, 1122, and 

1151. Every intersection serves as a bus stop for 

multiple routes, though not all routes stop at 

every intersection within the study corridor. For 

example, Route 74, as observed in Figure 3, serves 

only Passaic Avenue and Washington Avenue 

connecting users to Nutley Township as well as Newark City. A full outline of bus routes can be found in 

Appendix C. In addition to New Jersey Transit operations along these bus lines, privately operated jitney 

paratransit vehicles are commonly operated along these routes. 

Currently an elementary school is under construction within the immediate vicinity of Main Avenue. As 

part of the construction project, it is anticipated that infrastructure improvements will be made to 

accommodate the traffic patterns for school operations for both vehicles and pedestrians.  

 

  

Figure 3ςPassaic Bus Terminal  
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Road Safety Audit Process 

The Passaic Avenue RSA followed a process that began with data collection, a crucial task that served as 

the backbone for recommendations for improvement. Crash data was collected using Plan4Safety, a 

crash data analysis tool, and consisted of crash types, locations, years, road conditions, and contributing 

circumstances. Using the crash data, collision diagrams, shown in Appendix A, were produced showing 

crash types and locations. 

 

Figure 3ςThe RSA team conducting site visit 

The RSA occurred on Thursday, September 22, 2011. The day began with a pre-audit meeting that 

involved the definition of an RSA and an overview of the intersection. A presentation showing details of 

the crash analysis, aerial images of the site, and an overview of bus service in the area was shown. 

Following the presentation, a site visit was conducted where all participants were given a chance to 

inspect the site and utilize their various backgrounds to brainstorm recommended improvements. After 

the site visit, the team was brought back together to discuss the issues observed and recommendations 

to remedy the issues, which are documented in this report.  

Information Sources  

Several sources of information were used in the RSA process. Specific resources used in the analysis 

include: 

¶ NJDOT crash database (2008ς2010) 

¶ Plan4Safety crash data analysis tool 

¶ NJDOT straight line diagrams 

¶ NJ Transit bus routes 

¶ Google Earth  
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RSA Team 

The RSA team consisted of 15 members, including police officers, engineers, and planners from different 

agencies across the state.  

Name Organization Phone Email 

Charles T. Brown Rutgers VTC 732-932-6812 x771 charles.brown@ejb.rutgers.edu 

Ted Evans Public Works 973-365-5654 tevans@cityofpassaicnj.gov 

Roberto Frugone La Casa 973-485-0701 rfrugone@lacasanwk.org 

Chanda Gaither La Casa 973-485-0707 ---- 

Joan Inlieves Passaic Police 973-365-3920 traffic@cityofpassaicnj.gov 

Dan Lisanti NJ DOT 609-530-4692 daniel.lisanti@dot.state.nj.us 

Michael Lysicatos Passaic County 973-569-4047 mlysicatos@passaiccountynj.org 

Ashley Machado TSRC 609-530-4684 amachado@rutgers.edu 

Christine Mittman NJTPA 973-639-8445 cmittman@njtpa.org 

Alle Ries La Casa 973-485-0701 x4601 aries@lacasanwk.org 

William Riviere NJ DOT 609-530-4646 william.riviere@dot.state.nj.us 

Chuck Silverstein Passaic County 973-881-4453 charless@passaiccountynj.org 

Jeff Wakstein NJ Transit 973-522-3644 vwakstein@njtransit.com 

Mike Weber TSRC 732-445-3919 x134 michael.weber@rutgers.edu 

Elmina Yasin NJ Transit 973-522-3694 eyasin@njtransit.com 

 

  

mailto:charles.brown@ejb.rutgers.edu
mailto:tevans@cityofpassaicnj.gov
mailto:rfrugone@lacasanwk.org
mailto:traffic@cityofpassaicnj.gov
mailto:daniel.lisanti@dot.state.nj.us
mailto:mlysicatos@passaiccountynj.org
mailto:amachado@rutgers.edu
mailto:cmittman@njtpa.org
mailto:aries@lacasanwk.org
mailto:william.riviere@dot.state.nj.us
mailto:charless@passaiccountynj.org
mailto:vwakstein@njtransit.com
mailto:michael.weber@rutgers.edu
mailto:eyasin@njtransit.com
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Crash Data 

As of the date of this report, the crash data reported to the NJDOT shows a total of 161 crashes 

occurring during the three-year period from 2008 to 2010. The following tables show detail statistics of 

the crash data analyzed. 

General Crashes  

The intersections along Main Avenue selected for further analyses based on crash data are as follows: 

¶ Monroe Street 

¶ Madison Street 

¶ Henry/Garden Street 

¶ Lexington Avenue 

¶ Prospect/Jefferson Street 

¶ Washington Place 

¶ Passaic Avenue 

Note: Bolded intersections are signalized. 

 

Rank Cross Street Crashes Most Common Crash Type(s) 
1  Prospect/Jefferson  35  Right Angle 

2  Passaic  33  Same Direction - Side Swipe 

3  Monroe  32  Pedestrian 

4  Washington  23  Same Direction - Side Swipe 

5  Madison  21  Same Direction - Side Swipe, Right Angle  

6  Lexington  12  Same Direction - Side Swipe, Struck Parked Vehicle  

7  Henry/Garden 5  Same Direction - Side Swipe  
 

Table 1ςCommon crash type data (2008ς2010) 

Pedalcyclist Crashes 

Only two crashes were observed to involve pedalcyclists between 2008 and 2010. 

Cross Street Date Contributing Circumstance Injury Class 
Lexington 3/16/2009 Driver Inattention None 

Passaic 11/13/2009 Brakes None 
 

Table 2ςPedalcyclist crash data(2008ς2010) 
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Pedestrian Crashes  

Twenty-five pedestrian crashes were observed between 2008 and 2010 throughout the study corridor 

and are detailed in Table 3. 

Cross Street Date Time Light Condition 
Henry/Garden Street 9/28/2009 7:00 PM Dark (Street Lights On/ continuous) 

Prospect/Jefferson Street 2/24/2009 3:00 PM Daylight 

Prospect/Jefferson Street 8/11/2009 6:47 PM Daylight 

Prospect/Jefferson Street 7/2/2009 12:21 PM Daylight 

Lexington Street 11/19/2008 9:46 AM Daylight 

Monroe Street 2/23/2008 - Daylight 

Monroe Street 2/6/2008 4:11 PM Daylight 

Monroe Street 12/8/2008  - Daylight 

Monroe Street 9/19/2008 10:32 PM Dark (Street Lights On/ continuous) 

Monroe Street 3/30/2009 3:17 PM Daylight 

Monroe Street 8/21/2009 6:23 AM Daylight 

Monroe Street 9/11/2009 10:24 PM Dark (Street Lights On/ continuous) 

Monroe Street 12/28/2009 5:08 PM Dark (Street Lights On/ continuous) 

Monroe Street 4/14/2010 3:00 PM Daylight 

Monroe Street 2/5/2010 10:00 AM Daylight 

Monroe Street 7/29/2010 2:50 PM Daylight 

Monroe Street 10/24/2010 12:48 AM Dark (Street Lights On/ continuous) 

Passaic Avenue 4/26/2010 8:21 PM Dark (No Street Lights) 

Passaic Avenue 8/27/2010 1:30 PM Daylight 

Passaic Avenue 9/10/2010 10:48 AM Daylight 

Washington Avenue 7/11/2008 4:14 PM Daylight 

Washington Avenue 2/25/2009 5:00 PM Daylight 

Washington Avenue 4/1/2010 4:38 PM Daylight 

Washington Avenue 2/16/2010 4:37 PM Daylight 

Washington Avenue 5/3/2010 2:42 PM Daylight 
 

Table 3ςPedestrian crash data 2008ς2010 

  



 

8 
 

RSA Team Findings 

The following represents the specific findings and recommendations made by the RSA team.  

All recommendations and designs should be thoroughly evaluated with due diligence and designed as 

appropriate by the roadway owner and/or a professional engineer for conformance to codes, standards, 

and best practices. 

Corridor wide 

 

 

 

Issue: General Signage  Safety Risk 

Description: Signs throughout Main Avenue 
corridor are old, faded, and have substandard 
retroreflectivity and non-breakaway posts. Poor 
sign orientation was observed as well. 

Medium 

Lack of pedestrian signs as well as school signs. Medium 

Missing street signs at certain intersections (as 
noted in the appropriate intersection section of 
this report.) 

Low 

 

 
 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
1 Signage throughout the corridor should be 
updated to meet current standards. 

Low High 

2 A sign study should be conducted by professional 
engineering staff to upgrade the signage and add 
needed signs throughout the corridor. 

Low Medium 



 

9 
 

 

 

 

Issue: Accessible Curb Ramps  Safety Risk 

Description: Accessible curb ramps are missing or 
installed incorrectly. This makes it very difficult for 
pedestrians with disabilities to cross the street.  
 

Low 

 

 
 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
3 Install access ramps compliant to 
ADAAG/PROWAG standards at all crosswalks. 

Medium Medium 

Issue: Sidewalk Condition Safety Risk 

Description: Sidewalks within corridor are worn 
and in poor condition. 

Low 

 
w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 

4 Replace sidewalks in conformance with 
ADAAG/PROWAG standards. 

Medium Low 
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Issue: Pedestrian Crashes Safety Risk 

Description: Eleven percent of all crashes involved 
pedestrians. Main Avenue has large amounts of 
pedestrian traffic. Pedestrians do not cross the 
roadway at properly marked crosswalks or during 
the proper signal phase.  

High 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
5 Expand visible enforcement of the Stop for 
Pedestrian Law through a pedestrian decoy 
enforcement program. 

Low Medium 

6 Implement education programs for both 
pedestrians and drivers. 

Low Medium 

7 Engage an engineer to upgrade pedestrian 
accommodations throughout the study corridor 
potentially including the installation of countdown 
pedestrian signal indications, leading pedestrian 
intervals (LPIs), exclusive pedestrian phases, and 
relocation of pedestrian push buttons to be 
correctly oriented as well as accessible to 
pedestrians in conformance with the best 
practices as outlined in the MUTCD and 
ADAAG/PROWAG. 

Medium Medium 

8 Review signal timings to ensure compliance with 
the latest edition of MUTCD, especially for 
pedestrian crossing time. 

Low Medium 
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Issue: Non-bike-friendly Grate  Safety Risk 

Description: Some drainage grates are not bicycle 
safe/compatible. 

Medium 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
9 Replace with bicycle-safe grates. Low Medium 

 

Issue: Signal Heads Layout Safety Risk 

Description: Signal head layout throughout study 
corridor is not uniform, which may cause driver 
confusion. 

Medium 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
10 An engineer should update existing signals to 
meet current standards throughout the corridor. 

Low Medium 
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Issue: Unmarked/Worn Crosswalk Striping Safety Risk 

Description: Multiple intersections are missing or 
have faded crosswalks, thereby reducing the 
visibility of the pedestrian crossing to motor 
vehicles.  

Medium 

 

 
 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
11 Replace worn and missing striping with 
pavement markings in conformance with the 
MUTCD, while keeping style of crosswalk striping 
consistent throughout corridor. 

Low High 
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Issue: Jitneys Safety Risk 

Description: Jitneys operate throughout Main 
Avenue in conjunction with NJ Transit buses. The 
team observed the jitneys stopping for fares 
causing traffic and blocking access for other buses.  

High 

 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
12 Initiate conversation with state regulatory 
agencies regarding the regulatory policies, 
allowable operations, and enforceability of jitney 
buses. 

Low Medium 

13 Extend bus stop/no parking zone to better 
accommodate jitney operations along bus routes. 

Low Medium/Low 
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Issue: Location of Litter Baskets & Newspaper Kiosks Safety Risk 

Description: Litter baskets and newspaper kiosks are 
located too close to the curb, hindering pedestrian 
access to crosswalk as well as sight distance for 
drivers. 

Medium 

 

 
 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
14 Relocate the litter baskets and newspaper kiosks to 
allow pedestrian access as well as improve sight 
distance. 

Low Medium 
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Monroe Street 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue: Missing Crosswalks/Lane Markings Safety Risk 

Description: Crosswalks are missing across slip 
ramp on the southeast corner. 

Medium 

Lane markings on the east side of Monroe Street 
are also missing. 

 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
11 Replace worn and missing striping with 
pavement markings in conformance with the 
MUTCD, while keeping style of crosswalk striping 
consistent throughout corridor. 

Low Medium 

Issue: Minimal Pedestrian Accommodations Safety Risk 

Description: Considering the large number of 
pedestrians observed in the vicinity and that 12 
crashes involved pedestrians at Monroe Street, 
enhanced crosswalks should be considered. 

High 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
15 Conduct a formal engineering investigation to 
consider the installation of additional painted 
high-visibility crosswalks and appropriate 
pedestrian signage. 

Low High 

8 Review signal timings to ensure compliance with 
the latest edition of MUTCD, especially for 
pedestrian crossing time. 

Low Medium 

Issue: Sidewalk Issue Safety Risk 

Description: Sidewalk is missing along southeast 
side on Main Avenue through parking area. 

Low 

Access ramps on both the left and right side of the 
south crosswalk are missing. 

Medium/Low 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
16 Investigate the feasibility of installing proper 
width sidewalks confirming to ADAAG/PROWAG, 
including the removal of any trip hazards. 

Medium Medium 

3 Install access ramps in conformance with 
ADAAG/PROWAG standards. 

Medium Low 
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Issue: Red Light Running Safety Risk 

Description: Many cars were observed running the 
red light in order to make the left turn as well as to 
go straight. 

Medium 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
17 Conduct a formal engineering investigation to 
consider the installation of red light running 
cameras at Monroe Street. 

Medium Medium 

18 Enhance enforcement for red-light-running 
vehicles. 

Low Medium 

Issue: Trip Hazard Safety Risk 

Description: Trip hazard in southwest corner from 
missing light pole. 

Low 

 

 
 

w{! ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ Recommendation Cost Potential Safety Benefit 
19 In the short-term, the knocked down equipment 
should be replaced.  

Low Medium 

20 Additionally, a design engineer should be 
consulted to review and perform a lighting study 
at the intersection. The engineer should prepare a 
plan indicating the appropriate location of any 
proposed lighting improvement, and a contractor 
should be hired to install the lighting 
improvement. 

Medium Medium/Low 
















































































































