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There  have  been  high  concentrations  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle  crashes  in  Berkeley  near  the  UC  Berkeley  campus.  

Pedestrians  cross  Bancroft  Way  at  Telegraph  Avenue.  

Bicyclists  ride  to  campus  on  the  Bowditch  Street  Bicycle  
Boulevard.  



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Curb  ramps  were  installed  at  the  corner  of  
Telegraph  Avenue  and  Durant  Avenue.  



  
  

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Rectangular  rapid  flashing  beacons  emphasize  the  
pedestrian  crossing  of  Bancroft  Way  at  Dana  Street.  



  

 

 

 



  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

In-­‐street  bicycle  corral  serves  high  demand  for  
bicycle  parking  on  Center  Street  west  of  Oxford  
Street.  



  

                                                                                                                      



  
  

Many  pedestrians  cross  Oxford  Street  to  access  the  main  campus.  



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
  

Telegraph  Avenue  is  a  vibrant,  pedestrian-­‐oriented  commercial  corridor  south  of  the  main  campus.  



  

UC Berkeley Plans 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Berkeley Plans  
 

 
 
 
 
 

2020 Long Range Development Plan
  

City of Berkeley General Plan, 
  

City of Berkeley General Plan, 
  



  
  

The  City  of  Berkeley  and  UC  Berkeley  are  working  to  improve  pedestrian  and  bicycle  safety  by  implementing  
recommendations  in  adopted  plans.  



  

 

 

 

The  campus  periphery  serves  people  using  
many  types  of  transportation.  



  
  

 

 

                                                                                                                      

Bancroft  Way  is  a  multilane  roadway  along  the  
south  boundary  of  campus.  



  

F igure 4.1. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Existing Pedestrian Facilities



  
  

F igure 4.2. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Existing Bicycle Facilities



  

F igure 4.3. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Existing Transit Facilities



  
  

F igure 4.4. UC Berkeley Periphery Existing Automobile Parking Facilities



  

Background 

Data Analysis Tolman Hall Site 

                                                                                                                      



  
  

F igure 4.5. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery EcoCounter Study Sites 
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F igure 4.6. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings, by Month (Tolman Hall site) 

                                                                                                                      

  



  
  

F igure 4.7. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings by Week (Tolman Hall Site) 
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F igure 4.8. Average Pedestrian Crossings During Classes by Day of Week (Tolman Hall Site) 

F igure 4.9. Cumulative Percentage of Hourly Pedestrian Crossing for Weekdays (Spring 2011) 
(Tolman Hall Site) 



  
  

F igure 4.10. Pedestrian Traffic by Direction by Hour for Weekdays during Spring 2011 Classes 
(Tolman Hall site) 

Data Analysis PFA Theater Site 

                                                                                                                      



  

F igure 4.11. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings, by Month (PFA Theater) 

                                                                                                                      

  



  
  

F igure 4.12. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings by Week (PFA site) 
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F igure 4.13. Average Pedestrian Crossings During Classes by Day of the Week (PFA site) 

F igure 4.14. Cumulative Percent of Hourly Pedestrian Crossing for Days of Week (Spring 2012) 
(PFA site) 



  
  

F igure 4.15. Pedestrian Traffic by Direction by Hour for Weekdays during Spring 2012 Classes 
(PFA site) 

Data Analysis Haviland Hall Site 

                                                                                                                      



  

F igure 4.16. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings, by Month (Haviland Hall site) 

 

                                                                                                                      

  



  
  

F igure 4.17. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings by Week (Haviland Hall site) 

Data Analysis Grinnell Pathway Site 

                                                                                                                      



  

F igure 4.18a. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings, by Month (Grinnell Pathway site) 

F igure 4.18b. Average Weekday Pedestrian Crossings, by Week (Grinnell Pathway site) 



  
  

 
Background 

F igure 4.19. Pedestrian and Bicycle Manual Count Locations (as of 10/26/11) 
 

  

Pedestrian Activity 



  



  
  

F igure 4.20. Two-Hour Pedestrian Crossing Counts at Campus Periphery Intersections 



  



  
  

F igure 4.21. 2-Hour Weekday Daytime Manual Pedestrian Counts in the UC Campus Periphery Area 



  

Bicycle Activity 



  
  

F igure 4.22. Two-Hour Bicycle Volume Counts at Campus Periphery Intersections 



  



  
  

F igure 4.23. 2-Hour Weekday Daytime Manual Bicycle Counts in the UC Campus Periphery Area

 



  

Intersection Mode-Share  



  
  

F igure 4.24. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Intersection Mode-Share 

  
  
  



  

 

F igure 4.25. Example of Differences Between Inflow and Outflow of Pedestrians



  
  

F igure 4.26. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Inflow and Outflow of Pedestrians



  



  
  

F igure 4.27. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Pedestrian Crash Density (2000-2009) 



  

F igure 4.28. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Pedestrian Crashes by Month 
(2000-2009) 

F igure 4.29. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Pedestrian Crashes by Day of the Week 
(2000-2009) 
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F igure 4.30. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Pedestrian Crashes by Hour (2000-2009) 



  



  
  

F igure 4.31. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Bicycle Crash Density (2000-2009)



  

F igure 4.32. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Bicycle Crashes by Month (2000-2009) 

F igure 4.33. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Bicycle Crashes by Day of the Week 
(2000-2009) 
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F igure 4.34. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Reported Bicycle Crashes by Hour (2000-2009) 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

12
  a
m

1  
am

2  
am

3  
am

4  
am

5  
am

6  
am

7  
am

8  
am

9  
am

10
  a
m

11
  a
m

12
  p
m

1  
pm

2  
pm

3  
pm

4  
pm

5  
pm

6  
pm

7  
pm

8  
pm

9  
pm

10
  p
m

11
  p
m

N
um

be
r  o

f  R
ep

or
te
d  
Bi
cy
cl
e  
Cr
as
he

s

Hour



  

F igure 4.35. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Locations of Vehicle Speed Study Sites

  



  
  

F igure 4.36. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Details of Vehicle Speed at Six Study Sites
Date,  Time   Name,  Location  

11/10/2011  

12:00-­‐1:00pm  

Lower  Bancroft:  

Bancroft  between  Dana  and  
Ellsworth  (Westbound)  

  

2/24/2012  

4:12-­‐5:12pm  

Gayley:  

Piedmont,  just  North  of  
Bancroft  (Northbound)  

3/9/2012  

10:14-­‐11:13am  

Upper  Hearst:  

Hearst,  just  West  of  Gayley  
(Westbound)  

3/23/2012  

4:32-­‐5:32pm  

Lower  Hearst:  

Hearst,  West  of  Euclid  
(Westbound)  

4/5/2012  

10:55-­‐11:55am  

Oxford:  

Oxford,  South  of  Center  
(Southbound)  

4/17/2012  

10:42-­‐11:42  

Upper  Bancroft:  

Bancroft,  b/w  College  and  
Piedmont  (Westbound)  



  

F igure 4.37. UC Berkeley Campus Periphery Distributions of Vehicle Speed at Six Study Sites 
 



  
  

                                                                                                                      



  

 

 

                                                                                                                      



  
  

F igure 5.1. Implementation Categories 
 

      Anticipated  Ease  of  Implementation  
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et al et al

Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban Streets et al

Highway Capacity 
Manual

Objective  prioritization  was  based  on  pedestrian  and  bicycle  suitability,  approximated  activity,  and  reported  crashes.  



  

                                                                                                                      



  
  

                                                                                                                      
  



  

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure2
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure2

Cross  street  number  of  lanes  (XL) 4 1  less  lane  =  30  fewer  points 1  more  lane  =  36  more  points  
Cross  street  85th  percentile  speed  (mph)  (XS) 30 1  less  mph  =  1.7  fewer  points 1  more  mph  =  1.9  more  points
Cross  street  single  direction  AADT  (XV) 5000 1000  less  AADT  =  11  fewer  points 1000  more  AADT  =  11  more  points
Crossing  distance  (ft)  (CD) 50 1  less  foot  =  4.3  fewer  points 1  more  foot  =  4.3  more  points
Notes :  
1)  The  Cross   s treet  number  of  lanes   (XL),  Cross   s treet  85th  percenti le  speed  (XS),  and  Cross   s treet  s ingle  di rection  AADT  (XV)  factor  scores   were  derived  from  a   sens i tivi ty  analys is   of  the  
Pedestrian  Signal ized  Intersection  Level   of  Service  (LOS)  Model   (NCHRP  Report  616).    The  Cross ing  dis tance  (CD)  factor  score  was   derived  from  a   sens i tivi ty  analys is   of  the  Bicycle  Intersection  
LOS  Model .
2)  The  Base  LOS  for  the  fi rs t  three  factors   was   the  Pedestrian  Signal ized  Intersection  LOS  score  ca lculated  for  a   typica l   urban  cross ing  with  15  right-­‐turn-­‐on-­‐red  vehicles   per  15  minutes ,  15  left-­‐
turn  vehicles   per  15  mintues ,  4  cross   s treet  lanes ,  a   30  mph  cross   s treet  85th  percenti le  speed,  a   5000  AADT  cross   s treet  s ingle  di rection  traffic  volume,  a   20  second  average  pedestrian  s ignal   
delay,  and  no  right-­‐turn  channel ization  i s lands   (Base  LOS  score  =  2.47).    The  Base  LOS  for  the  fourth  factor  was   the  Bicycle  Intersection  LOS  score  ca lculated  for  a   typica l   urban  cross ing  with  
one  lane  in  each  direction  on  the  intersection  approach  s treet,  a   19  foot  outs ide  lane  plus   parking  lane  width  on  the  intersection  approach  s treet,  and  a   50  foot  cross   s treet  cross ing  
dis tance  (Base  LOS  score  =  1.54).

 

Table 5.1. Points assigned to Evaluate Pedestrian Roadway Crossing Suitability based on Level of Service Models 

 
Table 5.2. Points assigned to Additional Pedestrian Crossing F eatures based on Crash Reduction Factors 

 
 

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure
Signal  control  at  crossing  (1=yes;  0=no)  (SI) 0 No  signal  control  =  0  points Signal  control  =  25  fewer  points
Stop  control  at  crossing  (1=yes;  0=no)  (SC) 0 No  stop  control  =  0  points Stop  conrol  =  19  fewer  points
No  right-­‐turn-­‐on-­‐red  allowed  (1=yes;  0=no)  (RR) 0 No  right-­‐turn-­‐on-­‐red  =  0  points Right-­‐turn-­‐on-­‐red  =  43  more  points
Raised  median  island  at  crossing  (1=yes;  0=no)  (M) 0 No  median  =  0  points Median  =  25  fewer  points
Notes:  
1)  The  factor  weights   represent  a   conservative  pedestrian  crash  reduction  estimate  from  a  range  of  s tudies   in  the  FHWA  Desktop  Reference  for  Crash  Reduction  Factors .    For  example,  
insta l l ing  a   pedestrian  s ignal   was   associated  with  0%,  50%,  53%  and  55%  fewer  pedestrian  crashes   in  separate  s tudies   (25%  was   used),  insta l l ing  a   ra ised  median  was   associated  with  25%  
to  69%  fewer  pedestrian  crashes   (25%  was   used),  converting  two-­‐way  to  a l l -­‐way  stop  control   was   associated  with  19%  to  39%  fewer  pedestrian  crashes   (19%  was   used),  and  a l lowing  right-­‐
turn-­‐on-­‐red  at  s ignal ized  intersections   i s   associated  with  43%  to  108%  more  pedestrian  crashes   (43%  was   used).



  
  

Table 5.3. Points assigned to Evaluate Walking Along the Roadway Suitability based on Level of Service Models 

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure2
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure2

Lanes  per  direction  (L)3 2 1  less  lane  =  30  more  points 1  more  lane  =  9.7  fewer  points
Average  speed  (mph)  (AP) 30 1  less  mph  =  1.2  fewer  points 1  more  mph  =  1.6  more  points
Vehicle  volume  (AADT)  (V) 10000 1000  less  AADT  =  3.9  fewer  points 1000  more  AADT  =  3.0  more  points
Outside  lane  +  bicycle  lane  +  parking  lane  width  (ft)  (W) 19 1  less  foot  =  0.79  more  points 1  more  foot  =  0.75  fewer  points
Sidewalk  presence  (assumes  6'  wide)  (1=yes;  0=no)  (SP) 1 No  sidewalk  =  50  more  points Sidewalk  present  =  0  points
Notes:  
1)  The  factor  scores   were  derived  from  a  sens i tivi ty  analys is   of  the  Pedestrian  Segment  Level   of  Service  (LOS)  Model   (NCHRP  Report  616).
2)  The  Base  LOS  for  these  factors   was   the  Pedestrian  Segment  LOS  score  ca lculated  for  a   typica l   urban,  two-­‐way  street  with  2  lanes   per  direction,  30  mph  average  speed,  10000  AADT,  a   19  foot  
outs ide  lane  plus   parking  lane  width,  50  percent  on-­‐street  parking  coverage  and  a   6-­‐foot  s idewalk  a long  the  enti re  s treet  (Base  LOS  score  =  1.30).
3)  For  one-­‐way  streets ,  lanes   per  direction  was   divided  by  2  so  that  the  amount  of  traffic  affecting  the  pedestrian  environment  on  each  s ide  of  the  roadway  was   represented  correctly.



  

Table 5.4. Points assigned to Evaluate Bicycle Roadway Crossing Suitability based on Intersection Safety Index Model 

 
 

Table 5.5. Points assigned to Evaluate Bicycling Along the Roadway Suitability based on Level of Service Models

 
 
 
 

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure2
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure2

Bicycle  lane  present  (1=yes;  0=no)  (BL) 0 No  bicycle  lane  =  0  points Bicycle  lane  =  8.0  fewer  points
Turning  vehicles  across  bicycle  movement  (1=yes;  0=no)  (TV) 1 No  turning  vehicles  =  23  fewer  points Turning  vehicles  =  0  points
Cross  street  AADT  (both  directions)  (CV) 10000 1000  less  cross  street  AADT  =  0.80  fewer  points 1000  more  cross  street  AADT  =  0.80  more  points
Main  street  AADT  (boht  directions)  (MV) 5000 1000  less  main  street  AADT  =  0.66  fewer  points 1000  more  main  street  AADT  =  0.66  more  points
Main  street  speed  limit  >=35  mph  (1=yes;  0=no)  (HS) 0 Main  street  speed  limit  <35  mph  =  0  points Main  street  speed  limit  >=  35  mph  =  28  points
Number  of  right-­‐turn  lanes  on  intersection  approach  (RL) 0 Main  street  no  right-­‐turn  lanes  =  0  ponts 1  more  main  street  right-­‐turn  lane  =  16  more  ponts

Intersection  is  signalized  (1=yes;  0=no)  (SG) 0 Unsignalized  intersection  =  0  points Signalized  intersection  =  15  points
On-­‐street  parking  on  intersection  approach  >25%  cov.  (1=yes;  0=no)  (PC) 1 Main  street  parking  coverage  <=  25%  =  6.9  fewer  points Main  street  parking  coverage  >  25%  =  0  points
Notes :  
1)  Al l   factor  scores   were  derived  from  a   sens i tivi ty  analys is   of  the  Federa l   Highway  Adminis tration  Bicycle  Intersection  Safety  Index  (ISI)  (FHWA  2006).
2)  The  Base  ISI  for  the  factors   was   the  Bicycle  ISI  score  ca lculated  for  a   typica l   urban  intersection  that  has   no  bicycle  lane  present  on  the  approach,  has   turning  vehicles   across   the  bicycle  
movement,  has   10000  cross   s tret  AADT,  has   5000  main  s treet  AADT,  has   main  s treet  speed  l imit  <35  mph,  has   1  right-­‐turn  lane  on  the  intersection  approach,  i s   uns ignal ized,  and  has   on-­‐
street  parking  on  the  approach  (Base  ISI  score  =  2.31).

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure2
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure2

Lanes  per  direction  (L)3 2 1  less  lane  =  22  more  points 1  more  lane  =  13  fewer  points
Average  speed  (mph)  (AP) 30 1  less  mph  =  7.1  fewer  points 1  more  mph  =  2.2  more  points
Vehicle  volume  (AADT)  (V) 10000 1000  less  AADT  =  24  fewer  ponits 1000  more  AADT  =  1.7  more  points
Outside  lane  +  bicycle  lane  +  parking  lane  width  (ft)  (W)4 19 1  less  foot  =  7.8  more  points 1  more  foot  =  11  fewer  points
Striped  shoulder  or  bicycle  lane  width  (ft)  (S) 0 No  shoulder  or  BL  =  0  points 1  more  shoulder  or  BL  foot  =  10  fewer  points  
On-­‐street  parking  coverage  (%)  (PP) 50 1%  less  coverage  =  1.0  fewer  ponits 1%  more  coverage  =  0.74  more  points
Notes :  
1)  The  factor  scores   were  derived  from  a   sens i tivi ty  analys is   of  the  Bicycle  Segment  Level   of  Service  (LOS)  Model   (NCHRP  Report  616).
2)  The  Base  LOS  for  the  factors   was   the  Bicycle  Segment  LOS  score  ca lculated  for  a   typica l   urban,  two-­‐way  s tret  with  2  lanes   per  di rection,  30  mph  average  speed,  10000  AADT,  a   19  foot  
outs ide  lane  plus   parking  lane  width,  no  s triped  shoulder  or  bicycle  lane,  and  50  percent  on-­‐street  parking  coverage  (Base  LOS  score  =  3.94).
3)  For  one-­‐way  s treets ,  lanes   per  di rection  was   divided  by  2  so  that  the  amount  of  traffic  affecting  the  pedestrian  environment  on  each  s ide  of  the  roadway  was   represented  correctly.
4)  The  measurement  of  W  excludes   the  width  of  median-­‐protected  auxi l lary  parking  areas .



  
  

 
Table 5.6. Points assigned to Approximate Pedestrian Activity 

 
 

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure
Distance  to  major  campus  entrance  (m)2  (DC) 500   100  m  closer  =  5  more  points 100  m  further  away  =  5  fewer  points
Population  density  of  adjacent  blocks  (pop/mi2)  (PD) 10000 1000  less  pop/mi2  =  0.2  fewer  points 1000  more  pop/mi2  =  0.2  more  points
Number  of  off-­‐street  parking  spaces  served3  (OP) 100 100  fewer  spaces  =  2  fewer  points 100  more  spaces  =  2  more  points
Within  a  commercial  zone  (WC)  (Yes  =  1;  No  =  0) 0 0  points Within  zone  =  30  points
Distance  to  commercial  zone  boundary  (m)  (DZ) 500 100  m  closer  =  2  more  points 100  m  further  away  =  2  fewer  points
Distance  to  BART  station  (m)  (DB) 500 100  m  closer  =  5  more  points Further  away  =  0  points
Operational  bus  stops  in  24  hour  period4  (OB) 100 1  less  stop  =  0.05  fewer  points 1  more  stop  =  0.02  more  points
Notes :
1)  Proximity  i s   ca lculated  as   the  dis tance  between  the  centroid  of  the  block  or  s treet  corridor  and  the  activi ty  generator.

3)  Off-­‐s treet  parking  spaces   served  is   ca lculated  as   the  total   number  of  parking  spaces   served  by  driveway  entrance/exi t  points   on  each  s treet  corridor.
4)  Operational   bus   s tops   in  24  hour  period  is   ca lculated  as   the  total   number  of  times   buses   s top  on  the  block  or  s treet  corridor  (includes   a l l   s tops   for  a l l   bus   routes).

2)  Major  campus   entrances   are  at  Bancroft  &  Col lege,  Bancroft  &  Telegraph,  Bancroft  &  Dana,  Oxford  &  Center,  Oxford  &  Addison,  Hearst  &  Eucl id,  Gayley  &  Univers i ty,  and  Gayley  &  S.  Hal l .



  

Table 5.7. Points assigned to Approximate Bicycle Activity 

Factor1 Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure
Distance  to  major  campus  entrance  (m)2  (DC) 500   100  m  closer  =  2  more  points 100  m  further  away  =  2  fewer  points
Population  density  of  adjacent  blocks  (pop/mi2)  (PD) 10000 1000  less  pop/mi2  =  0.1  fewer  points 1000  more  pop/mi2  =  0.1  more  points
Number  of  off-­‐street  parking  spaces  served3  (OP) 100 100  fewer  spaces  =  0.1  fewer  points 100  more  spaces  =  0.1  more  points
Within  a  commercial  zone  (WC)  (Yes  =  1;  No  =  0) 0 0  points Within  zone  =  10  points
Distance  to  commercial  zone  boundary  (m)  (DZ) 500 100  m  closer  =  0.5  more  points 100  m  further  away  =  0.5  fewer  points
Distance  to  BART  station  (m)  (DB) 500 100  m  closer  =  1  more  point Further  away  =  0  points
Operational  bus  stops  in  24  hour  period4  (OB) 100 1  less  stop  =  0.01  fewer  points 1  more  stop  =  0.005  more  points
Has  existing  bicycle  facility  (EB)  (1  =  yes;  0  =  no) 0 0  points Existing  bicycle  facility  =  30  points
Distance  to  existing  bicycle  facility  (DF) 200 100  m  closer  =  5  more  points 100  m  further  away  =  5  fewer  points
Notes :

4)  Operational   bus   s tops   in  24  hour  period  is   ca lculated  as   the  total   number  of  times   buses   s top  on  the  block  or  s treet  corridor  (includes   a l l   s tops   for  a l l   bus   routes).

1)  Proximity  i s   ca lculated  as   the  dis tance  between  the  centroid  of  the  block  or  s treet  corridor  and  the  activi ty  generator.
2)  Major  campus   entrances   are  at  Bancroft  &  Col lege,  Bancroft  &  Telegraph,  Bancroft  &  Dana,  Oxford  &  Center,  Oxford  &  Addison,  Hearst  &  Eucl id,  Gayley  &  Univers i ty,  and  Gayley  &  S.  Hal l .
3)  Off-­‐s treet  parking  spaces   served  is   ca lculated  as   the  total   number  of  parking  spaces   served  by  driveway  entrance/exi t  points   on  each  s treet  corridor.



  
  

 
Table 5.8. Points assigned to Account for Reported Pedestrian Crashes 

 
 

Table 5.9. Points assigned to Account for Reported Bicycle Crashes 

Factor Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure
Reported  pedestrian  crash  density  (crashes  per  km2)  (P) 0 0  points 100  more  crashes  per  km2  =  10  more  points

Factor Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  less  than  

Base  Measure
Interpretation  of  factors  greater  than  

Base  Measure
Reported  bicycle  crashes  (crashes  per  km2)  (B) 0 0  points 100  more  crashes  per  km2  =  10  more  points



  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



  
  

 
 



  

Table 5.10. Objective Prioritization Rankings 



  
  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 Rectangular  rapid  flashing  beacons  emphasize  the  
pedestrian  crossing  of  Bancroft  Way  at  Dana  Street.  



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Bicycle  warning  signs  could  be  installed  on  Wickson  Drive.  



  
  

F igure 6.1. Recommended Early Action Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects 



  

 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                      

  



  
  



  

Recommendations are supported by a City or University plan and could be relatively straightforward to implement, meaning that the 
projects may be relatively inexpensive, may not require extensive analysis, or preliminary studies are already underway. The City and 
University could begin to work on recommendations in this group within a year after the completion of this study. 
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F igure 6.2. Group 1 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Projects 



  
  

Recommendations are supported by a City or University plan but usually involve significant public outreach and a large amount of 
staff time. The City and University could begin to move forward with the recommendations in this group when resources are available 
in the next two years. 
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F igure 6.3. Group 2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Projects 



  

Recommendations may be relatively straightforward to implement but are not supported by an official plan. For signage or striping 
recommendations, the City and University may be able to move forward toward implementation within a year after completion of this 
study with little additional planning. O ther recommendations in this category may involve a more formal planning process, so they 
could take up to five years to begin. 
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F igure 6.4. Group 3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Projects 



  

Ideas that could be considered by the City and University in future planning processes. 
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F igure 6.5. Group 4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Projects 



  
  

F igure 6.6. Long-Term Conceptual Sketch of Hearst Avenue between Euclid Avenue and Leroy Avenue



  

F igure 6.6. Long-Term Conceptual Sketch of Hearst Avenue between Leroy Avenue and La Loma Avenue 
and Hearst Avenue & Leroy Avenue Intersection



  
  

 
Maintain Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 



  

 
Install Bulbouts at Intersections and Mid-Block Crosswalks 

 
 
 
 
 

Bulbouts  have  been  constructed  on  Addison  Street  in  Berkeley  (left)  and  Adeline  Street  in  Emeryville  (right).  



  
  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



  

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Provide Leading Pedestrian Intervals and Accessible Pedestrian Signals at Appropriate 
Locations when New Traffic Signals are Installed



  
  

 
Use Green Paint to Guide Bicyclists to Ride in the Appropriate Space on Streets with Shared 
Lane Markings 

 
 



  

Add Pedestrian Level Lighting 

 
Install Additional Bicycle Parking 

Some  streets  near  campus  do  not  
have  sufficient  bicycle  parking  
capacity.  

New  bicycle  racks  were  installed  on  the  south  side  of  Wurster  Hall.  



  
  

Install Bicycle Stair Ramps  

 

 
 
Continue Implementation of the UC Berkeley Campus Bicycle Master Plan 

 
Identify Sources of Support to Implement Infrastructure Improvements  



  

Table 6.1. Examples of F ederal Funding Sources for Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects 

* * * *
* * * * * * *
* * * * * *
* * * * *
* * * * * *

*
* * * * *
* * * *
* * * *
* * * * *
* * * * * * *
* * * * * * *
* * * * * * *
* * * * * * *
* * * * *
* * * * *
* * * *
* * * *
* * * *
* * *
* * * *
* * * * * *

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/bp-guid.htm


  
  

Implement University Focused Safety Campaign 

O ffer Pedestrian, Bicyclist, and Driver Safety Education during UC Berkeley Student 
Orientation 

Provide Bicycle Safety Workshops for Students, Faculty, and Staff 

Source: East Bay Bicycle Coalition 



  

 
Reduce Automobile Traffic Speeds to Less than 25 Miles Per Hour 

 

 

 

Continue to Limit Internal Automobile Access to the Main Campus Area 

 
Increase Enforcement of Traffic Laws to Improve Pedestrian, Bicyclist, and Driver Behavior 

 

 



  
  

 

 
 
 

 
Provide Targeted Pedestrian and Bicycle Encouragement Messages  



  

Participate in a County or Regional Pilot Bicycle Sharing Program 

 
Encourage Pedestrian and Bicycle Commuting to Campus 

Source: Campus Bike Initiative 
(http://campusbikeinitiative.wordpress.com/bike-to-campus-day/) 



  
  

 Purchase and install four continuous pedestrian counters

 Purchase and install four continuous bicycle counters

 Fund routine pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure data updates, manual pedestrian and 
bicycle intersection counts, manual pedestrian and bicycle behavior observations, vehicle 
speed and behavioral observations, and pedestrian and bicycle crash data analysis

 

 



  

Infrastructure Data 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Activity Data 

 

 



  
  

 

 Student pedestrian mode share
 Student bicycle mode share
 Faculty pedestrian mode share
 Faculty bicycle mode share

Behavior Data 
 

 

 

 



  

 

Crash and Injury Data 
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Table 7.1. Base-Year Pedestrian and Bicycle Performance Measures 

 

                                                                                                                      
  



  
  

                                                                                                                      

  

  



  

California  Walks  and  the  UC  Berkeley  Safe  Transportation  Research  &  Education  Canter  led  a  Community  Pedestrian  
Safety  Training  Workshop  in  Berkeley  in  September  2011.  Ideas  from  public  meetings  and  community  workshops  can  help  
identify  and  prioritize  future  pedestrian  and  bicycle  safety  improvements  on  and  near  campus.  Photo  credit:  Phyllis  Orrick  



  
  

Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors

Pedestrian and Bicyclist 
Intersection Safety Indices: F inal Report

Berkeley Bicycle Plan: Draft for Inclusion in the General Plan

Berkeley Bicycle Plan

Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan

General Plan: Transportation Element

Illustrated Version of Downtown Area Plan

Southside Plan

Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban Streets

2020 Long Range Development Plan

2020 Long Range Development Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Report

Campus Bicycle Plan

2009 Climate Action Plan

College of Engineering Streetscape and Open Space Master 
Plan

Landscape Master Plan

New Century Plan: A Strategic F ramework for Capital 
Investment at UC Berkeley

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report to the Southeast 
Campus Integrated Projects Environmental Impact Report



  

2009 Campus Sustainability Plan

UC Berkeley 2011 Campus Sustainability Report: Snapshots 
of Sustainability

Long Range Development Plan F ive 
Year Expenditure Plan (2006-2010)
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City of Berkeley General Plan (2001)
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City of Berkeley Bicycle Master Plan (2005) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
City of Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan (2010) 

 
 
 

 
City of Berkeley Southside Plan (2011) 
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City of Berkeley Downtown Area Plan (2011 Draft) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
UC Berkeley 2020 Long Range Development Plan (2005) 

 

 



  
  

 

 

 

 

Draft Environmental Impact Report: UC Berkeley 2020 Long Range Development Plan & 
Chang-Lin Tien Center for East Asian Studies 

 

 
UC Berkeley New Century Plan (2003) 
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UC Berkeley Campus Bicycle Plan (2006) 

 

 
UC Berkeley Campus Sustainability Plan (2009) 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
UC Berkeley Climate Action Plan (2009) 

 
 
 

 
UC Berkeley Landscape Master Plan (2004) 

 

 

 

 
UC Berkeley and City of Berkeley 2020 Long Range Development Plan Litigation Settlement 
Agreement (2006) 
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http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiles/Public_Works/Level_3_-_General/Bikeway_Network.pdf
http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiles/Public_Works/Level_3_-_General/Bikeway_Network.pdf
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http://pt.berkeley.edu/park
http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=8260
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http://www.esri.com/data/esri_data/census2000.html
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Appendix	
  C.	
  Prioritization	
  Sensitivity	
  Analysis	
  for	
  Top	
  Five	
  
Street	
  Corridors	
  



  

  

  

  



  
  

  

  

  

  



  

  

     



  
  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  
  



  
  

  

  

     



  

  

  

  



  
  

  

  

  



  

     



  
  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  



  
  

  



  

Appendix	
  D.	
  Street	
  Corridor	
  Scores	
  for	
  Suitability,	
  
Approximated	
  Activity,	
  and	
  Reported	
  Crashes	
  



  
  

Appendix	
  E.	
  Pedestrian	
  and	
  Bicyclist	
  Intersection	
  Count	
  Data	
  
Collection	
  Instructions	
  (2-­‐hour	
  counts)	
  
  

SAF ETY F IRST: You will be standing near roadway intersections to take counts. Use caution 
traveling to the count locations, including crossing roadways near the sites. Follow traffic laws 
at all times. Maintain a constant awareness of your surroundings, including traffic conditions 
and social situations, and ensure that data collection does not interfere with your attention to 
safety. If you feel unsafe, uncomfortable, or threatened, stop data collection and move to a safer 
location. 

Bring	
  Count	
  Materials	
  	
  
 
 
 
 
 

Fill	
  in	
  General	
  Information:	
  

 

 

 
 
 

                                                                                                                      



  

 
 
 

Follow	
  Pedestrian	
  Counting	
  Procedure	
  (See	
  Side	
  1	
  of	
  Data	
  Collection	
  
Sheet):	
  	
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Follow	
  Bicyclist	
  Counting	
  Procedure	
  (See	
  Side	
  2	
  of	
  Data	
  Collection	
  Sheet):	
  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 



  
  

Understand	
  Data	
  Priority:	
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Give	
  Data	
  Collection	
  Sheet	
  to	
  the	
  Count	
  Manager:	
  
 
 



  

Side 1: Intersection Pedestrian Count Sheet 
 
Mainline Roadway: _______________________________________________ 
 Intersecting Roadway: ____________________________________________ 
Observer Name(s): _______________________________________________ 
Date: _________________________________________________________  
Observation Time: (Start) __________________(End)___________________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ 
Description of Specific Observation Location: __________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
Tally  each  time  a  pedestrian  crosses  each  leg  of  the  intersection  (count  all  crossings  within  50  ft.  of  the  crosswalk).  If  the  pedestrian  is  female O if  m   

Time 
Period 

# 

Pedestrian Counts 
Crossing  Leg  A   Crossing  Leg  B   Crossing  Leg  C   Crossing  Leg  D  

From  4  to  1  OR  From  1  to  4   From  3  to  4  OR  From  4  to  3   From  2  to  3  OR  From  3  to  2   From  1  to  2  OR  From  2  to  1  

(0-­15  min)              

(15-­30  min)              

(30-­45  min)              

(45-­60  min)              

(60-­75  min)              

(75-­90  min)              

(90-­105  
min)              

(105-­120  
min)              

TOTAL  
Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:  

 

Street  Name  (B  to  D):  

Street  Name  (A  to  C):  

Please  give  completed  form  to:  
Name:  
Address:  
  
Tel:    
Fax:    
Email:    
  



  
  

Side 2: Intersection Bicycle Count Sheet 
 
Mainline Roadway: _______________________________________________ 
 Intersecting Roadway: ____________________________________________ 
Observer Name(s): _______________________________________________ 
Date: _________________________________________________________  
Observation Time: (Start) __________________(End)___________________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ 
Description of Specific Observation Location: __________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
Tally  each  time  a  bicyclist  arrives  at  the  intersection  from  each  leg  (include  bicyclists  on  sidewalks).  If  the  bicyclist  is  fe O if  m   

Time 
Period 

# 

Bicycle Counts 
Arriving  from  Leg  A   Arriving  from  Leg  B   Arriving  from  Leg  C   Arriving  from  Leg  D  

(Turning  Right)  (Going  Straight)  (Turning  Left)  
A  to  B  OR  A  to  C  OR  A  to  D  

(Turning  Right)  (Going  Straight)  (Turning  Left)  
B  to  C  OR  B  to  D  OR  B  to  A  

(Turning  Right)  (Going  Straight)  (Turning  Left)  
C  to  D  OR  C  to  A  OR  C  to  B  

(Turning  Right)  (Going  Straight)  (Turning  Left)  
D  to  A  OR  D  to  B  OR  D  to  A  

(0-­15  min)              

(15-­30  min)              

(30-­45  min)              

(45-­60  min)              

(60-­75  min)              

(75-­90  min)              

(90-­105  
min)              

(105-­120  
min)              

TOTAL  
Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:  

Street  Name  (A  to  C):  

Street  Name  (B  to  D):  

Please  give  completed  form  to:  
Name:  
Address:  
  
Tel:    
Fax:    
Email:    
  



  

mailto:larnold@berkeley.edu


  
  

Intersection	
  Behaviors	
  

 

 

 

 
o 

                                                                                                                      



  

o 

o 

o 

 
o 

o 

o 

o 

 
o 

Roadway	
  Segment	
  Behaviors	
  

 
o 

o 

o 

                                                                                                                      



  
  

Base	
  Year	
  Results	
  



  

Pedestrian	
  Behavior	
  Definitions	
  

Bicyclist	
  Behavior	
  Definitions	
  

  

                                                                                                                      



  
  

Driver	
  Behavior	
  Definitions	
  

Additional	
  Driver	
  Intersection	
  Behavior	
  Measures	
  for	
  Future	
  
Consideration	
  

 



  

Calculating	
  Safe	
  Stopping	
  Distances	
  

 
 
 



  
  



  

Pedestrian Behavior Observation Count Sheet Page 1 
  
Mainline Roadway: _______________________________________________ 
 Intersecting Roadway: ____________________________________________ 
Observer Name(s): _______________________________________________ 
Date: _________________________________________________________  
Observation Time: (Start) __________________(End)___________________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ 
Description of Specific Observation Location: __________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
Mark  each  behavior  a  pedestrian  exhibits  upon  arriving  at  the  selected  crossing.  If  the  pedestrian  is  fe O if  m   
Time 
Perio
d # 

Pedestrian Behavioral Observations 
Crosses  Against  Red  Light   Stops  and  Waits  at  Red  Light   Crosses  on  Green  or  Yellow  Light   Still  Crossing  When  on  Red   Looks  in  All  Directions   Crosses  While  Using  Mobile  Device  

(0-­15  
min)              

     

(15-­30  
min)              

     

(30-­45  
min)              

     

(45-­60  
min)              

     

(60-­75  
min)              

     

(75-­90  
min)              

     
  

(90-­105  
min)              

     

(105-­
120  min)              

     

TOTAL  
Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:  

Street  Name  (A  to  C):  

Street  Name  (B  to  D):  

Please  give  completed  form  to:  
Name:  
Address:  
  
Tel:    
Fax:    
Email:    
  

Please  circle  the  observed  
crossing  and  mark  with  an  
arrow  the  direction  
observed.  



  
  

 

                                                                                                                      



  

Bicyclist Behavior Observation Count Sheet Page 1 
 
Mainline Roadway: _______________________________________________ 
Intersecting Roadway: ____________________________________________ 
Direction Observed: _____________________________________________ 
Observer Name(s): _______________________________________________ 
Date: _________________________________________________________  
Observation Time: (Start) __________________(End)___________________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ 
Description of Specific Observation Location: __________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
Mark  each  behavior  a  bicyclist  exhibits  upon  arriving  at  the  selected  crossing  (include  bicyclists  on  sidewalks).  If  the  bicyclist  is  fe O if  m   

Time 
Period # 

Bicyclist Behavioral Observations 
Enters  on  Green  or  Yellow  Light   Stops  at  Red  Light   Runs  Red  Light  

(0-­15  min)  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(15-­30  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(30-­45  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(45-­60  min)  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(60-­75  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(75-­90  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(90-­105  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

(105-­120  min)  
S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

S:  
R:  
L:  

TOTAL  
Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:   Female:   Male:  

Street  Name  (A  to  C):  

Street  Name  (B  to  D):  

Please  give  completed  form  to:  
Name:  
Address:  
  
Tel:    
Fax:    
Email:    
  



  
  

 



  

Driver Behavior Observation Count Sheet Page 1 

Mainline Roadway: _______________________________________________ 
 Intersecting Roadways: ___________________________________________ 
Direction Observed: _____________________________________________ 
Observer Name(s): _______________________________________________ 
Date: _________________________________________________________  
Observation Time: (Start) _________________ (End)___________________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ 
Description of Specific Observation Location: __________________________ 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
Mark  each  behavior  a  driver  exhibits  upon  arriving  at  the  selected  crossing.  

Time 
Period 

# 

Driver Behavioral Observations 
Pedestrian  Crossing  Left  to  Right   Pedestrian  Crossing  Right  to  Left  

Does  not  yield  to  pedestrian   Yields  to  let  pedestrian  cross   Does  not  yield  to  pedestrian   Yields  to  let  pedestrian  cross  

(0-­15  min)  

  
        

(15-­30  min)  
  

        

(30-­45  min)  
  

        

(45-­60  min)  
  

        

(60-­75  min)  
  

        

(75-­90  min)  
  

        

(90-­105  
min)  

  
        

(105-­120  
min)  

  
        

TOTAL  
        

  
  
  

Street  Name  (Mainline):  
Please  give  completed  form  to:  
Name:  
Address:  
  
Tel:  
Email:    
  

Street  Name:  

Street  Name:  

Please  mark  with  an  arrow  
the  direction  of  travel  of  the  
drivers  observed  and  
indicate  cardinal  direction.  



  
  

 

  



  

  

  



  
  

Process	
  
 



  

  



  
  

Spot Speed Observation Form             Observer Name: ___________________ 
Location: _____________________________ Direction Observed: _________________        Date: ______________ 
Distance to measurement spot: ____________           Start Time: _______ End Time: _______ 
Distance to Lane 1: ____________ Distance to Lane 1: ____________ Distance to Lane 1: ____________ 
Temp. (°F): ___________ Sunny, cloudy, rainy, etc.: _____________________ Description of Observation Location: _________________________________________________ 
 

    

Time Periods 
                   

Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 3 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 3 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 3 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 3 

R
ec

or
de

d 
Sp

ee
ds

 

10                                                            
11                                                            
12                                                            
13                                                            
14                                                            
15                                                            
16                                                            
17                                                            
18                                                            
19                                                            
20                                                            
21                                                            
22                                                            
23                                                            
24                                                            
25                                                            
26                                                            
27                                                            
28                                                            
29                                                            
30                                                            
31                                                            
32                                                            
33                                                            
34                                                            
35                                                            
36                                                            
37                                                            
38                                                            
39                                                            
40                                                    
41                                                            
42                                                            
43                                                            
44                                                            
45                                                            
46                                                            
47                                                            
48                                                            
49                                                    
50                                                            



  

  




