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Introduction  
Walking is not only a health or recreational activity, but also a self-

powered option that provides a real alternative for transportation needs, 

from commutes to school and work, to shopping trips, to recreational 

activities, even business and delivery transport. Walking is an essential part 

of our daily activities, whether it is trips to work, shop, school, or play; 

after getting out of the car, off the bus or bike we walk to our final 

destination. Historically before WWII, pedestrian facilities were viewed as 

essential parts of urban street design. In the post war era pedestrian 

facilities have become features that are now more often overlooked or 

merely added onto street improvement projects because they are required 

but without an extensive review of how they fit into the overall 

transportation system. Today, the pedestrian part of a road project may 

not get the same level of design scrutiny as the vehicular part does, and the 

roadway improvements are not always designed as a multimodal facility 

but instead as a road for cars with sidewalks added as needed. However, to 

continue to preserve and enhance the quality of life in the region’s 

urbanized area, an overarching pedestrian facility plan for new and 

improved facilities that is woven into roadway design and road network 

planning along with a consistent maintenance process for existing 

pedestrian infrastructure is needed. Development of a continuous, 

efficient pedestrian system in Lawrence, Eudora, Baldwin City and 

Lecompton is dependent on many factors, most notably:  

 location of existing and anticipated activity areas and districts;  

 programs to retrofit established sections of town with pedestrian-
oriented activities; 

 design standards and requirements for new development 

 desired pedestrian levels of service 

 funding for pedestrian improvements; and,  

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements 

 Safe Routes To School plans for encouraging more walking by our 
children 

 Neighborhood and Area plans. 

 

The US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations states, "Walking and 

bicycling foster safer, more livable, family-friendly communities; promote 

physical activity and health; and reduce vehicle emissions and fuel use." In 

this context, non-motorized transportation types are equal with other 

transportation modes. Planning must consider all transportation users, not 

just motorized vehicles. Individuals who cannot or prefer not to drive 

should have the same safe and efficient transportation choices as those 

offered to drivers. This is the first Regional Pedestrian Plan compiled by 

the MPO. This Plan presents a vision of a more accessible and safer 

pedestrian environment in the Lawrence – Douglas County Region. 

Plans and Policy Context 
Staff reviewed numerous local existing planning documents, policies and 

planning processes to set the stage for the Regional Pedestrian Planning 

scope and work. It is not a surprise that pedestrian issues arise in many 

interdisciplinary plans and studies. There appears to be a wide reaching 

community concern to address and improve the pedestrian environment 

and safety. A summary of each of the documents reviewed and their 

connection to pedestrian issues are summarized below: 

Transportation 2040 (T2040) - 2013 
www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/t2040 

Transportation 2040 was adopted by the Lawrence - 

Douglas County Douglas County Metropolitan 

Planning Organization (LD-C MPO) and serves as 

the region’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

(MTP). Following the MPO adoption, the City of 

Lawrence and Douglas County adopted the T2040 

Plan as their transportation plan and made it part of their joint 

Comprehensive Plan. The T2040 Plan emphasizes multimodal planning 

and recommends the creation of this Regional Pedestrian Plan. 

http://www.larwenceks.org/mpo/t2040
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Douglas County Community Health Plan 

- 2013 
www.ldchealth.org/221/Community-Health-Plan  

The Countywide Douglas County Community Health 

Plan creates a vision for a healthier Douglas County. 

For physical activity, that plan envisions an 

environment and culture, through policy & systems 

change, that makes physical activity easier & more 

rewarding for people of all ages and abilities. The implementation of the 

built environment portion of that plan (by the LiveWell Lawrence Healthy 

Built Environment Work Group) works to make it easier for residents to 

walk, bike, and wheel to everyday destinations.  

Lawrence Fixed Route Transit & 

Pedestrian Accessibility Study - 2014 
www.lawrenceks.org/assets/mpo/study/reports/transit.pdf 

The Lawrence Fixed Route Transit & Pedestrian 

Accessibility Study recommends improvements to the 

pedestrian network to improve accessibility to transit 

service. The study explored obstacles transit riders 

face along routes, locations where improvements 

could be made to improve and/or enable people to access routes, and 

possible locations for bus turnouts to improve convenience and safety for 

riders and to enhance traffic operations. The study completed a system 

wide bus stop analysis and recommended four corridors for detailed 

evaluation, the corridors include: 23rd Street, 6th Street, 19th Street and 

Naismith Drive.  

 

 

 

 

Lawrence Complete Streets Policy – 

2012 
www.lawrenceks.org/assets/pds/planning/documents/

CSPolicy.pdf 

The Complete Streets Policy encourages an 

interdisciplinary approach to incorporate the 

needs of all Users into the design, construction, and maintenance of public 

and private transportation infrastructure within Lawrence where feasible 

and fiscally appropriate. The Complete Streets Policy establishes guiding 

principles and practices to create an equitable, balanced, and effective 

transportation system that encourages walking, bicycling, and transit use, 

to improve health and reduce environmental impacts, 

while simultaneously promoting safety for all Users 

of Streets. 

 

Lawrence Cultural District Task Force 

Recommendation – 2013 
www.lawrenceks.org/assets/agendas/cc/2013/12-10-13/

fai_cdtf_final_report.pdf 

The Lawrence Cultural District Task Force Recommendations recognize 

the importance of active transportation in the planning for the 

communities’ existing and future cultural places. Their recommendations 

value the importance of active transportation’s impact on community 

health and desire to be able to access the districts safely by foot and bike. 

Lawrence Retiree Attraction Task Force Final Report - 

2012 
www.lawrenceks.org/assets/boards/ratf/ss_retiree_attraction_task_force_final_report.pdf 

The Lawrence Retiree Attraction Task Force focused on phased 

improvements that can be implemented to attract retirees to the Lawrence 

community. In relationship to pedestrian amenities, the report notes that 

http://www.ldchealth.org/information/about-the-community/community-health-improvement-plan/
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/mpo/study/reports/transit.pdf
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/pds/planning/documents/CSPolicy.pdf
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/pds/planning/documents/CSPolicy.pdf
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/agendas/cc/2013/12-10-13/fai_cdtf_final_report.pdf
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/agendas/cc/2013/12-10-13/fai_cdtf_final_report.pdf
http://www.lawrenceks.org/assets/boards/ratf/ss_retiree_attraction_task_force_final_report.pdf
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seniors and retirees want walkable communities close to core services. 

This is found to be a weakness in the Lawrence community.  

The plan calls for local governments to provide opportunities for long-life 

healthy lifestyles by continuing to identify and funding expansion of the 

existing walking and bicycling networks. It also acknowledges that many 

more neighborhoods would be more walk-friendly with an increase in and 

maintenance of city sidewalks, recognizing that some of the sidewalks and 

bike routes are unsafe due to uneven concrete or the lack of curb cut-outs. 

Lawrence Parks Master Plan - 2000 
www.lawrenceks.org/lprd/masterplan 

The Parks Master Plan provides a roadmap for recreation facilities and 

programs in Lawrence. During the planning process, a resident survey was 

conducted in 1999 that identified the most important parks and recreation 

facilities to the residents were walking and biking trails (48%) and the most 

important improvements that residents think should be made to exiting 

parks are: linking neighborhood parks with walking and biking trails 

(41%). The plan’s vision for Lawrence Parks and Recreation includes eight 

strategies, one of which includes creating additional neighborhood parks, 

facilities, and trails that provide safe Community linkages and 

neighborhood connections. 

Eudora Parks & Recreation Master Plan – 

2012 
www.cityofeudoraks.gov/DocumentCenter/View/221 

The Eudora Parks & Recreation Master Plan includes 

a plan for bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout 

Eudora to connect residents to the parks and 

recreation facilities throughout the community. 

 

 

 

Kansas Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan - 1995 
http://ksdot.org/Assets/wwwksdotorg/bureaus/burRail/bike/Documents/bikeplan1995.pdf 

The Kansas Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan expresses the 

importance of bicycle and walking as elements of Kansas' transportation 

system as the State moves forward into the 21st Century. The primary 

purpose of this document, which is an element of the Kansas Long-Range 

Transportation Plan, is to provide for the continued inclusion and 

planning for bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities as components 

of the Kansas statewide transportation system. 

Kansas Pedestrian Statutes  
http://ksdot.org/bureaus/burRail/bike/biking/KssidewalkStatutes.asp 

The Kansas Pedestrian Statues are the legal operational descriptions for 

pedestrian’s rules of the road for using pedestrian environments in Kansas. 

Ongoing and Future - Planning Processes 

Safe Routes to Schools  
http://ldchealth.org/266/Lawrence-Safe-Routes-to-School 

Lawrence Safe Routes To Schools is a 

local movement to create safe 

opportunities for children to bike and 

walk to and from schools. The goal is to 

get children moving again and to reverse 

the growing rate of childhood obesity. SRTS can include a variety of multi-

disciplinary programs aimed at promoting walking and bicycling to school 

and improving traffic safety around school areas through education, 

incentives, law enforcement, and engineering measures. The Lawrence-

Douglas County Health Department in conjunction with Lawrence Public 

Schools, the City of Lawrence and the Lawrence-Douglas County 

Metropolitan Planning Organization is facilitating this community-wide 

effort to create individual school and a community Safe Routes Plan. This 

process is coordinated with the ongoing Regional Pedestrian Plan efforts. 

http://www.lawrenceks.org/lprd/masterplan
http://www.cityofeudoraks.gov/DocumentCenter/View/221
http://ksdot.org/Assets/wwwksdotorg/bureaus/burRail/bike/Documents/bikeplan1995.pdf
http://ksdot.org/bureaus/burRail/bike/biking/KssidewalkStatutes.asp
http://ldchealth.org/266/Lawrence-Safe-Routes-to-School
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The Health Department plans to work with Eudora and Baldwin City in 

the coming years to facilitate SRTS planning throughout Douglas County. 

There are current efforts in both Eudora and Baldwin City to improve the 

multimodal infrastructure for kids to access safe routes to and from 

school. The MPO is working to coordinate those SRTS efforts with this 

MPO Regional Pedestrian plan. 

Update to Transportation 2040 (T2040) 

The Lawrence Douglas County MPO has recognized that there will be a 

need to update the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan with the 

results of this Regional Pedestrian Plan and the recently approved 

Multimodal Studies since they were completed after T2040 was approved. 

This work is planned for Fall 2015. 

Pedestrian Safety - Public Outreach 
A significant step in the development process of the MPO Regional 

Pedestrian Plan includes public involvement. The MPO’s public 

participation process reflects the MPO’s rigorous approach to public 

involvement with timely public notice, complete information, and full 

public access. The purpose of this report is to explore survey data 

collected as part of the development of the Regional Pedestrian Plan. The 

public participation process included opportunities for input via the 

following outreach tools: project website, steering committee, survey and 

mobile meetings 

Project Website 

Throughout the life of the project, a dedicated website was available for 

members of the public to find general information and updates on the 

development process of the regional pedestrian plan and contact 

information for questions. The website was hosted through the official 

City of Lawrence website via www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/PedPlan. 

 

 

Steering Committee 

A steering committee was formed by the MPO to provide input on and 

guide the development of the Regional Pedestrian Plan. The Steering 

Committee met regularly over the course of this plan’s development to 

review recommendations, provide local knowledge, and highlight 

pedestrian issues and desires. The steering committee included staff 

members from local municipalities, Douglas County, LiveWell Healthy 

Built Environment Work Group, Public Transit Advisory Committee, 

Regional Transit Advisory Committee, KDOT, KU, and public schools, 

as identified in Table 1 

 

 

 

Name Organization

Bob Mikesic Independence Inc. - Staff

Drew White Independence Inc. Accessibility Taskforce

Joel Skelly/Allison Smith KDOT

Erin Paden Lawrence - Douglas County Bicycle Advisory Committee

Bob Schumm Lawrence - Douglas County MPO Policy Board

Edwin Rockroth Lawrence - Douglas County Traffic Safety Commission

Kris Adair Lawrence Pedestrian Coalition

Marilyn Hull Livewell Healthy Built Environment Work Group

Alan Black/Marian Hukle Public Transit Advisory Committee

Heather Thies Regional Transit Advisory Committee 

Donna Hultine/Bonnie Johnson University of Kansas 

Danica Hoose University of Kansas - Student

Justin Eddings City of Eudora

Christi Darnell Baldwin City

Lynley Sanford Lecompton

Chris Tilden Lawrence - Douglas County Health Department

Charlie Bryan Lawrence - Douglas County Health Department

David Woosley Lawrence Public Works

Chuck Soules Lawrence Public Works

Jessica Mortinger Lawrence - Douglas County MPO

Bob Nugent Lawrence Transit

Staff

Table 1: Regional Pedestrian Plan Steering Committee 

http://www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/PedPlan
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Survey         

The goal of the survey was to determine how people currently walk, a 

consensus on the community’s thoughts of walking, and what types of 

improvements and destination types respondents felt were most important 

for the Lawrence Douglas County region. 

The survey contained 16 multiple choice, fill-in-the-blank/box, personal 

information, ranking and rating questions and was active on the MPO 

webpage at www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/PedPlan/survey from March 16, 

2015 to April 25th, 2015. The public was informed that the survey was 

available through an email distribution list, a press release and links on the 

City of Lawrence’s Facebook and Twitter. Although some questions were 

skipped by some respondents, the majority of questions were answered by 

all of the online respondents. In addition to the online surveys, paper 

copies of the surveys were completed at mobile meetings. The paper 

versions had a higher proportion of incomplete surveys. Responses to 

these questions have been incorporated into the recommendations of the 

Regional Pedestrian plan.  There were a total of 401 pedestrian surveys 

taken. Of those surveys 336, about 84 percent, were taken online and 65 

of the surveys, about 16 percent, were completed on paper versions.  

Mobile Meetings 

Mobile meetings were held at various times and locations as an 

opportunity for people to ask questions and receive general information 

on the project. Paper versions of the survey were distributed at the 

meetings. Those meetings were held at the following locations/dates: 

 Safe Routes for All Town Hall, Liberty Hall in Lawrence (3-25-15) 

 Eudora Health and Bicycle Fair, Eudora Police & Fire Station (3-28-15) 

 Baldwin City Annual Community Wellness Festival, at Baker University 
(4-18-15) 

 Earth Day Celebration, South Park (4-11-15) 
 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Tell us what you think! Pedestrian Survey 

http://www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/PedPlan/survey
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Survey Data Analysis 

 

How often do you walk? 
Over 56 percent of respondents walk frequently (several times a 

week to every day) or regularly (once or twice a week) as a 

means of transportation. Almost 28 percent of surveys indicated 

they walk infrequently, very infrequently or never as a means of 

transportation to destinations.  

 

 

 

 

 
Around 4 out of every 5 respondents indicated they walk 

frequently or regularly for enjoyment or recreation. Six percent 

or less indicated they walk infrequently, very infrequently, or 

never for enjoyment or recreation. 

Figure 2: How often do you WALK as a means of TRANSPORTATION to 
destinations? 

Figure 3: How often do you WALK for ENJOYMENT or RECREATION? 



 

 

 

 

Why do you walk and for how long? 

Respondents indicated the top five reasons why 

people walk were regular exercise or workout, 

leisure, shopping, trips to parks or recreational 

facilities, and walking their pets. Half of the 

survey respondents are willing to spend either at 

least 20-30 minutes or more than 30 minutes to 

walk to a destination. Survey respondents who 

indicated they would be only willing to walk 5-10 

minutes or less than 1 minute accounted for a 

combined 17 percent. 

Ranking Pedestrian Factors  
Respondents were asked to rank pedestrian factors: continuity, 

directness, security, street crossings, and visual interest and 

amenity, 35 percent of respondents indicated security as the 

most important. Continuity was next at 28.8 percent 

followed by street crossings at 22.6 percent. If you consider 

the most important and 2nd most important responses, the 

categories with the highest combined percentages were 

street crossings at 56.8 percent, security at 56.5 percent, and 

continuity at 51.1 percent. The least important factor in the 

survey by a large margin was visual interest and amenity at 

55.4 percent. 

 
Figure 4: If you WALK/RUN, which describes why you do it? Check all that apply. 

Figure 5: Rank the following pedestrian factors in order of importance 



 

 

 

 

Rating and Ranking Pedestrian Actions 

Respondents were asked to choose how important they 

thought sixteen different actions would improve the city’s 

pedestrian environment. Each action was rated on a scale of 

1-5 (1 being not important and 5 being very important). The 

action that was indicated as very important by the largest 

proportion of survey respondents was constructing 

sidewalks (5-6 foot wide paved surface) on at least one side 

of all streets where no sidewalks currently exist at 64.4 

percent, followed by programs that maintain the condition 

of sidewalks at 53.7 percent. About 30 to 40 percent of 

respondents marked important on every pedestrian action.  

Constructing sidewalks on both sides of streets where 

sidewalks exist only on one side of the street or do not exist 

had the highest number of people say the factor was not 

important at 16.2 percent followed by pedestrian way 

finding and directional signs at 12.2 percent. It should be 

noted that stronger enforcement of traffic laws was not 

available as an option on paper copies of the survey due to 

staff error.  

Figure 6a/b: How important do you think the following actions would be in 
improving your city's pedestrian environment? 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Survey respondents were also asked to rank the top three 

actions out of those 16 that would best improve their city’s 

pedestrian environment. The pedestrian action with the 

highest percentage of respondents mark as the most 

important was constructing sidewalks on at least one side of 

all streets where no sidewalks currently exist had the highest 

percentage of responses at 41.7 percent followed closely by 

constructing shared use paths for both pedestrians and 

cyclists at 38.4 percent.  

All other categories had less than 20 percent as the top 

priority. A combined 96.7 percent of responses marked 

constructing shared use paths for both pedestrians and 

cyclists as a top three pedestrian action. This combined 

percentage was significantly higher than any other 

pedestrian action. 

Figure 7a/b: Please rank the top three actions from the previous list that would 
best improve your city's pedestrian environment. 



 

 

 

Destination Types 

Survey respondents were asked to rank the top three destination 

types that need to be focused on to improve pedestrian access the 

most. The destination types included: Access to transit/bus stops, 

Downtown, KU/Haskell, Library, K-12 Schools, Neighborhoods, 

Parks, Places of employment, and Shopping Centers. K-12 schools 

were chosen as the first selection by 57.8 percent of survey 

respondents. Neighborhoods came after that with 14.3 percent of 

responses as the first selection. The top three destinations with the 

highest combined percentages of first, second, and third priorities 

were K-12 schools, neighborhoods, and access to transit/bus stops. 

Of the 352 survey respondents that chose to indicate their gender, 

149 respondents, about 42 percent, were male, and 203 respondents, 

about 58 percent, were female. This survey was taken throughout 

Douglas County. The table below shows the distribution of 373 

survey respondents that chose to indicate their zip code. 

Figure 8: Please rank the top three destination types you think we need to 
focus on improving pedestrian access the most. 

Figure 9: What is your gender? 

Figure 10: What is your zip code? 

Figure 11: Douglas County zip code map 



 

 

Plan Vision & Elements  
Our community has spoken. Over the last five years, we have heard the desire for improvements to our pedestrian culture. Residents have a vision for 

increased pedestrian friendliness along and across our roadways. This vision and focus areas support what the community has asked for through the 

T2040, Multimodal Studies and other ongoing planning processes.  

 

Vision  

The residents of  Lawrence, Eudora, Baldwin City and Lecompton envision communities that invite people of  all ages 

and abilities to walk for enjoyment, exercise, and daily transportation by providing a safe, convenient, and attractive 

pedestrian environment. 

 

Focus Areas: 

Safety: Improve safety to reduce the number and severity of  crashes through infrastructure design along and across roadways, and 

by promoting safe driving, walking, and bicycling behaviors through education and enforcement. 

Equity: Provide accessible pedestrian facilities for all users through public engagement, accessible design and capital investments. 

Health:  Develop a pedestrian network that promotes active lifestyles and sustains a healthy environment  

Economy: Enhance economic vibrancy by creating a safe and aesthetically pleasing walking environments with easy connections to 

commercial centers. 

Connectivity: Plan and build pedestrian infrastructure that creates a network to connect neighborhoods to employment, retail, 

community services, schools, and recreational and cultural amenities. 

Multimodal Connections: Develop pedestrian facilities that provide opportunities to access other modes of  transportation 

(transit, bicycling, carpooling or vanpooling). 

Land Use and Design: Employ land use planning and site design requirements that are conducive to pedestrian travel and actively 

seeks to discourage car use by making local trips easier and more pleasant by foot than by car. 



 

 

Benefits of  Walkability 

Economic  

Cities are increasingly recognizing that that the walkability is a key element 

of economic sustainability. Walkable neighborhoods typically have active 

streets that promote commercial exchange, while providing safe and 

efficient ways for residents to travel on foot. While improving the walking 

conditions in a neighborhood can positively impact the vibrancy of the 

area, it is generally the case that economically vibrant areas are more 

pleasant and more popular places to walk. 

From a real estate standpoint, according to the CEOs for Cities Report-

2009 Walk the Walk, "houses [in neighborhoods] with above average 

levels of walkability command a premium of about $4,000 to $34,000 over 

houses with just average levels of walkability in the typical metropolitan 

areas studied." 

The walking environment's contribution to quality of life or livability has a 

profound impact on attracting businesses and workers as well as tourism. 

In addition to increased property values, improved walking environments 

have been correlated to increased retail sales and economic development 

opportunities.  

Environmental/Air Quality 

Walking is the most sustainable mode of transportation. Transportation is 

responsible for nearly 80 percent of carbon monoxide and 50 percent of 

nitrogen oxide emissions in the US. When people choose to get out of 

their car and walk, bike, or take transit they make a positive environmental 

impact and improve air quality. People who choose to walk rather than 

drive are typically replacing short automobile trips, which contribute 

disproportionately high amounts of pollutant emissions. These emission 

reductions benefit all residents whether they choose a walking trip or not. 

They reduce the vehicles miles traveled, reduce traffic congestion, and 

reduce the volume of pollutants in the air. Other environmental impacts 

can be a reduction in overall neighborhood noise levels and improvements 

in local water quality as fewer automobile related discharges end  up in 

local wetlands, streams, rivers and lakes.  

In 2009, the National Household Travel survey found that roughly 40% of 

all trips taken  are less than two miles. By taking short trips on foot, rather 

than in a car, citizens can have a substantial Impact on local traffic and 

congestion.  A complete pedestrian network that connects homes, schools, 

parks, downtown, and recreation and cultural destinations can encourage 

walking. 

Equity, Community and Quality of  Life 

Pedestrian travel is more equitable than other forms of transportation. 

Walking requires no fare, fuel, or license. For those who cannot afford 

other modes of transportation, the ability to walk safely is essential. For 

young people, walking affords a sense of independence that is not possible 

with other modes of transportation. For older people, walking is an 

effective means to stay active, both physically and socially. 

More trips on foot mean fewer trips by car. In tum, this means less traffic 

congestion in the community. There are also more opportunities to speak 

to neighbors and more "eyes on the street" to discourage crime and 

violence. It is no accident that communities with low crime rates and high 

levels of walking and bicycling are generally attractive and friendly places 

to live.  

Better conditions for walking have intangible benefits to quality of life. 

Walking is an indicator of a community’s livability, a factor that has a 

profound impact on attracting businesses and workers as well as tourism. 

In areas where people walk, there is a palpable sense that these are safe 

and friendly places to live and visit.  

 

 

 



 

 

Factors Affecting Accessibility 

Existing Pedestrian Infrastructure/Maintenance (T2040) 

Pedestrian infrastructure and facilities should meet accessibility 

requirements and provide safe, convenient, and interconnected 

transportation networks while considering the needs of  all members of 

Lawrence and Douglas County Communities, including children and 

adults for whom car ownership is not an option. Pedestrian facilities must 

be part of the regional transportation planning process. Particular care 

must be taken in rehabilitating existing motor routes and future roadway 

improvements to consider how these routes, particularly major arterial 

routes, have in the past created barriers for both bicyclists and pedestrians.  

Level Of  Service (T2040) 

Effective multimodal transportation planning needs to have a way to 

assess capital projects and land developments to determine whether 

improvements enhance the pedestrian experience or impact mobility. 

Figure 5.3 shows the relationship between the pedestrian system’s level of 

service (LOS) and the potential demand for pedestrian travel. Areas with 

high potential use and low service levels should be regarded as the highest 

priorities for pedestrian improvements. Those areas are most likely to 

show significant increases in the use of sidewalks if pedestrian 

infrastructure is improved.  

As Transportation 2040 was developed, it was recognized that a procedure 

for measuring pedestrian performance did not exist in the region. The 

procedure recommended for the cities in Douglas County includes the 

pedestrian system elements of: directness; continuity; street crossings; 

visual interest and amenity; and, security. These LOS measurements are 

described on the following pages. 

Directness 

Distance is critical to the walking trip. The measure of directness is simply 

how well a community provides direct pedestrian connections to 

destinations such as transit stops, schools, parks, commercial centers, or 

activity areas. The grid street pattern, in which a pedestrian can go north, 

south, east, or west to easily get to a destination, typifies the ideal system 

with a high level of service (e.g., LOS A – B). The common curvilinear 

residential subdivision, which may have cul-de-sacs that back up against a 

commercial center, transit stop, school, or park but do not have direct 

connections and instead require a circuitous route, will deter potential 

pedestrians. These areas have lower service levels (e.g., LOS D – F). The 

directness level of service standard is based on a ratio of the actual 

distance from trip origin to trip destination divided by the minimum 

distance between those two points. Actual distance is further defined as 

either existing or proposed.  

 

Another example of directness is the connection from the public sidewalk 

(or transit stop) to a destination such as a school, employment center, or 

commercial center. Connections that link the public sidewalk to the 

internal site sidewalks have a higher level of service than a similar pattern 

that requires a pedestrian to cross green space and/or parking lots to reach 

their destination. 

Continuity 

Continuity is a measure of the completeness of the sidewalk system and 

avoidance of missing segments. In the highest Level of Service, LOS A, 

the pedestrian sidewalk appears as a single continuous network within a 

major activity area or public space, and has good connections between 

sidewalks in the public right-of-way and on the specific site. LOS B 

provides a quality, continuous stretch of pedestrian network that is 

physically separated from other modes and is designed to a uniform 

standard. LOS A & B are areas where sidewalks are on both sides of the 

street and have adequate buffer from the roadway. LOS C provides a 

continuous pedestrian network on both sides of each street, but they may 

vary in character and design and may be missing ramps and curb cuts. 

LOS D reflects areas where there may not be sidewalks on both sides of 

the street or there are gaps in the system. LOS E reflects areas where there 



 

 

are significant breaks in the pedestrian/sidewalk system. LOS F is a 

complete breakdown in the pedestrian flow, where each pedestrian selects 

a different route because no pedestrian network exists. The City of 

Lawrence requires infill development to replace gaps in the pedestrian 

network with site redevelopment. 

Street Crossings 

Street crossings may be the “Achilles Heel” of the pedestrian system. 

Street crossings place the pedestrian in the middle of the street and 

exposed to potential conflicts with automobiles. The measurement of 

pedestrian LOS for a street crossing becomes very complex and the 

achievement of a high LOS requires significant investment. There are 

some key elements that need to be examined when measuring a street 

crossing’s level of service noted in the table below.  

For an average pedestrian walking at 3 miles per hour (4.4 feet per 

second), it takes approximately 3 seconds to cross one 12’ traffic lane. If 

bike lanes are present, an additional 2 seconds is needed. On-street 

parking on both sides of the street adds another 4 seconds. When 

determining the total time necessary for a walk signal phase, an additional 

3 second cushion of safety is recommended. Older adults, children, areas 

of high pedestrian density and mobility impaired pedestrians take longer to 

cross. 

Visual Interest and Amenity 

To promote pedestrian activity in an activity area, the pedestrian system 

needs to be aesthetically appealing. The attractiveness of the pedestrian 

network can range from visually attractive, with enhancements like street 

lighting, fountains, and benches, to an experience of discomfort and 

intimidation associated with the absence of amenities. Areas to examine 

regarding visual interest and amenity include the following elements. 

List elements 

Security 

Pedestrians require a sense of safety and security, both through visual line 

of sight with others and separation from vehicles. Street lighting is also 

important for walking at night. 

Targeted Corridors  

Although these measures can be applied throughout Douglas County, the 

acceptable performance thresholds will vary by the type of activity area. As 

an example, a high pedestrian performance level will be of greater 

importance in the downtown areas of Lawrence, Eudora & Baldwin City 

than in outlying, lower density subdivisions with light vehicular and 

pedestrian traffic.  

Pedestrian Count Data 

Since 2009, the MPO has been conducting annual manual bicycle and 
pedestrian counts with trained volunteers as part of the National Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Documentation Project. These field observations are labor-
intensive, but can provide more complex information than automated 
counting methods. The project aims to establish a consistent methodology 
for counting and surveying bicyclists and pedestrians and develop a 
National database of bicycle and pedestrian activity. The Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) and transportation professionals 
nationwide have helped to develop the methodology, which requires the 
following features: 
 
• Consistent days and times 
• Consistent methods and materials, including training of volunteers 
• Centralized data collection and analysis practices 
 
Lawrence Bicycle and Pedestrian count locations were developed 
consistent with the methodology developed for the NBPDP by Alta 
Planning and based on the following criteria: 
 
• Representative locations throughout the city 
• Bicycle and pedestrian activity areas or corridors (downtowns, near 
schools, parks, etc.) 
• Locations near proposed major bicycle or pedestrian improvements 
• Key corridors that can be used to gauge the impacts of future 
improvements 



 

 

• Places where counts have been conducted historically 
• Locations where collisions between motor vehicles and bicycles and/or 
pedestrians are more prevalent 
 
Pedestrians are counted when they pass a location’s screen line. Counts are 
conducted during three two-hour time slots: 10am-12pm and 5pm-7pm 
on weekdays and 12pm-2pm on a Saturday. Dates for conducting counts 
are chosen based on the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation 
Project’s recommended September count weeks. Coordinated count dates 
allow for comparison with other cities. Pedestrian traffic counts are more 
variable due to weather and events than motor vehicle volumes; thus, 
some years display notably lower pedestrian counts than others. The 
bicycle and pedestrian count forms for Lawrence, Eudora, and Baldwin 
City can be found at www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/bicycle_planning.  
 
  

http://lawrenceks.org/mpo/bicycle_planning
http://www.lawrenceks.org/mpo/bicycle_planning


 

 

5 E’s of  Pedestrian Planning 

Engineering 

Engineering refers to physical infrastructure. This is 

the category that is typically thought of when people 

think about plans. Engineering recommendations 

are typically divided into short-term, medium-term 

and long-term priorities based on cost, ease of 

implementation, and other factors. Engineering 

recommendations may include: 

 Off-street paths 

 Directional and way-finding signage 

 Bicycle and pedestrian bridges and tunnels 

 Improvements to sidewalks or crosswalks along or across the roadway 

 Anything physical in nature that facilitates walking and bicycling for 
travel 

 Traffic Calming – volume/speed causing yielding 
 

Education 

Education efforts typically focus on educating 

people about the rules of the road. Motorist 

education typically focuses on reminding motorists 

of the rules of the road and how to properly interact 

with bicyclists and pedestrians. Education efforts 

may include: 

 Public Service Announcements (PSAs) 

 Workshops for planners, engineers and law enforcement officials 

 Driver education 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Encouragement 

Encouragement activities focus on increasing bicycling and walking 

through fun and interesting activities. Encouragement activities may 

include: 

 Bike and Walk to School Day 

 Workplace wellness programs 

 Walking route maps or way-finding signage 
  

Enforcement 

Enforcement activities focus on enforcing the rules 

of the road for all users - motorists, bicyclists, 

pedestrians and transit users. Enforcement activities 

may include: 

 Efforts to reduce speeding 

 Efforts to increase yielding to pedestrian 
 

Evaluation 

Evaluation efforts seek to quantify the impact of the other “E’s.” 

Evaluation efforts may include: 

 Measuring the growth of pedestrian facilities in a region 

 Measuring the mode share of trips in the region or the number of users 
on a specific pedestrian facility thru bicycle and pedestrian counts 

 Evaluating crash data for patterns or frequency 

 



 

 

Regional Pedestrian Plan Crash Analysis 
 

A key element of livable communities is a safe and convenient place for 

people to bike and walk as part of their daily activities. Pedestrian facilities 

are unique facilities that must accommodate a wide variety of user types, 

needs, and abilities. Pedestrian routes should be safe for walking. Existing 

Safety issues may include hazards, lighting, vehicular conflicts, or conflicts 

with other sidewalk users. Routes should also provide access to various 

destinations by a reasonably direct means and allow for fluidity of traffic 

movement at intersections. The purpose of this report is to explore the 

existing crash data and provide examples of effective policies and 

implementing programs that support pedestrian and bicyclist safety and 

mobility as part of the development of the Regional Pedestrian Plan. 

Unless otherwise stated this study uses the available data reported by Law 

Enforcement Officers on the Kansas Motor Vehicle Accident Report 

Form  from 2009-2013 provided by the Kansas Department of 

Transportation 

The word “crash” may be new to some people as a way to de-

scribe the event in which a bicyclist or pedestrian collides with, a 

motor vehicle, in a way that can result in bodily harm and/or 

property damage. Historically, these events were called accidents. 

The term accident implies heavy doses of chance, unknown caus-

es, and the connotation that nothing can be done to prevent 

them. Crashes are preventable. Bicyclist and pedestrian crashes 

are not random events. They fall into a pattern of recurring crash 

types and occur because the parties involved make mistakes. The 

mistakes can be identified and counteracted through a combina-

tion of education, skill development, engineering, and enforce-

ment measures that can substantially reduce crash occurrences. 

There is a continuing need to establish the mindset that bicyclists 

and pedestrians are worthy and viable users of our transportation 

system.1 

Kansas Motor Vehicle Accident Report Form1 http://www.nhtsa-tsis.net/statecatalog/states/ks/docs/
KS_2010_Crash_Coding_Manual_8_18_10.pdf 

http://www.nhtsa-tsis.net/statecatalog/states/ks/docs/KS_2010_Crash_Coding_Manual_8_18_10.pdf
http://www.nhtsa-tsis.net/statecatalog/states/ks/docs/KS_2010_Crash_Coding_Manual_8_18_10.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

Douglas County - Pedestrian Incidents by City & 

Geographic Area 

Data shows a trend of pedestrian incidents in Lawrence increasing in 

number over time. Injuries make up the largest proportion of injury types 

in Douglas County, 95.6 percent of all incidents. Property damage 

incidents were 3.9 percent of all incidents, while fatalities were 0.3 percent 

of all incidents. When looking at where the incidents took place, the vast 

majority of pedestrian incidents took place in Lawrence, while only a 

handful occurred in Eudora, Baldwin City, and unincorporated areas of 

Douglas County.  

 

 

Data shows pedestrian-related crashes occurred within urban areas – 93 

percent of all incidents – more often than within rural areas, which only 

accounted for 7 percent of all incidents.  

 

 

Table 2: Douglas County Pedestrian Incidents by City & 

Demographic Area (2009-2013) 
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Figure 12: Douglas County Pedestrian Incidents by City & 

Demographic Area (2009-2013) 



 

 

Figure 13: Douglas County Pedestrian Crashes with Block Groups meeting Low-Moderate Income Status and/or Minority Population 

Criteria (2009-2013) 



 

 

Figure 14: Douglas County Pedestrian Crash Density by Intersection (2009-2013) 



 

 

 

 

Pedestrian Crash Density 

An analysis of the spatial distribution of crashes shows that certain 

corridors have more issues than others, most notably 6th Street, 19th Street, 

and Iowa Street. These corridors could merit conducting roadway audits 

and site-specific analyses to determine whether infrastructure access, 

roadway operations, or behavioral issues such as failure to yield, speeding, 

or crossing at night without lights are associated with these areas with 

increased crash numbers. A roadway safety audit is currently being 

conducted by the City of Lawrence public works department for the 19th 

Street corridor. (Link to RSA when posted online) 

Pedestrian Crash Type and Severity 

A comparison of the crash severity of pedestrian and motor vehicle crashes 

in Douglas County notes some striking differences. Pedestrian crashes had a 

significantly higher proportion of injuries at 95.7 percent while 20.6 percent 

of motor vehicle crashes involved an injury. The majority of motor vehicle 

crashes, about 79.2 percent, were property damage only incidents. The 

percentage of crashes with fatalities for both pedestrian and motor vehicle 

crashes were 0.4 percent, and 0.2 percent, respectively.  

 

Intersection Name
Number of 

Crashes

25th St & Iowa St 4

6th St & Michigan St 3

19th St & Tennessee St 3

Clinton Pkwy & Lawrence Ave 2

Overland Dr & Eldridge St 2

19th St & Iowa St 2

8th St & Vermont St 2

6th St & Mississippi St 2

6th St & Kentucky St 2

17th St & Allen Fieldhouse Dr/Schwegler Dr 2

Table 3: Pedestrian Crashes by Intersection (2009-2013) 

2009 2009 (%) 2010 2010 (%) 2011 2011 (%) 2012 2012 (%) 2013 2013 (%) Total
5-Year 

Avg

5 - Year 

Avg (%)

Injury - Pedestrian 51 92.7% 43 95.6% 38 97.4% 64 100.0% 47 92.2% 243 49 95.7%

Property Damage Only - Pedestrian 3 5.5% 2 4.4% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 4 7.8% 10 2 3.9%

Fatality - Pedestrian 1 1.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0 0.4%

55 45 39 64 51 254 51

Injury - Motor Vehicle 666 21.6% 659 19.5% 633 21.4% 643 22.4% 530 18.4% 3131 626 20.6%

Property Damage Only - Motor Vehicle 2410 78.2% 2724 80.4% 2315 78.3% 2221 77.3% 2349 81.4% 12019 2404 79.2%

Fatality - Motor Vehicle 7 0.2% 3 0.1% 8 0.3% 11 0.4% 6 0.2% 35 7 0.2%

3083 3386 2956 2875 2885 15185 3037

Douglas County Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crash Severity 2009-2013
Table 4: Douglas County Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crash Severity (2009-2013) 



 

 

 

Douglas County - Age 

Data shows that the number of pedestrian incidents increases from 

pedestrian age 0-39 and dramatically decreases after age 39.  Looking at the 

total number of incidents, there were at least 20 pedestrian incidents for 

every age group between ages 0-49. The single pedestrian fatality was in the 

80-89 age group. The number of drivers in pedestrian incidents is highest 

at the age group 20-29. This is likely due to the number of students from 

universities. Looking at the overall trend in driver age, drivers involved in 

pedestrian crashes steadily decreases after age 30, averaging 5 crashes or 

less. Breaking up the data by incident type does not show any significant 

patterns as the distribution of injuries is consistent with the distributions of 

all pedestrian incidents by age group.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5 a/b: Age cohorts of Pedestrians/Drivers involved 

in Pedestrian Crashes (2009-2013) 
Figure 16: Drivers Involved in Pedestrian Crashes (By Age Group 

and Incident Type) (2009-2013) 
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Figure 15: Pedestrians Involved in Crashes (By Age Group and 

Incident Type) (2009-2013) 
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Time of  Day 

Peak travel times between 2-7:59 PM accounted for the largest 

proportion of pedestrian crashes and should be the focus of 

enforcement and other activities. This trend of an increase in crashes 

during these hours coinciding with the end of the typical school day and 

afternoon commute is similar to the pedestrian crash analysis conducted 

by the Mid America Regional Council in Kansas City.  

 

 

Day of  the Week 

Data shows that the number of incidents during the week increases 

starting Sunday through Saturday. Sunday and Monday have the fewest 

number of incidents while Thursday, Friday, and Saturday have a higher 

number of pedestrian incidents than the rest of the week. 

 

 

Month of  the Year 

Data shows that the months of February, April, and May had the 

highest number of pedestrian incidents. However, it is important to 

note that February has fewer days than any other month. Overall, 

summer months June and July had the lowest numbers of incidents than 

other months. The low attendance of universities during the summer 

months is likely to account for this dramatic decrease in pedestrian 

incidents for June and July. The winter months December and January 

had significantly lower numbers than the rest of the year, this could be 

attributed to the weather conditions that change pedestrian behaviors as 

well as a decrease in university attendance. A comparison with monthly 

weather conditions (temperature, precipitation, snowfall) is inconclusive 

due to various factors in the cause of pedestrian incidents. 

 

Figure 18: Pedestrian Incidents by Day of the Week (2009-2013) 
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Figure 17: Individuals involved in Pedestrian Crashes by Time 

of Day (2009-2013) 
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Figure 19: Pedestrian Incidents by Month of the Year (2009-2013) 
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Douglas County – Light, Weather and Surface Conditions 

The majority of pedestrian incidents occurred in Daylight, 58 percent, 

followed by “Dark: Lights on” at 30 percent. Only 6 percent of incidents 

occurred in “Dark: no lights” and the Dawn, Dusk and Unknown categories 

each accounted for less than 3 percent of all incidents. 

The majority of pedestrian crash incidents occurred under dry surface 

conditions, 79 percent, followed by wet conditions at 17 percent. The rest of 

the  categories combined accounted for  less than 5 percent of all incidents. 

Since the number of pedestrian crash incidents is substantially higher in dry 

conditions, this suggests inclement weather discouraged pedestrians from 

walking, or encouraged more caution from drivers and pedestrians alike. In 

terms of weather conditions, the majority of pedestrian crash incidents 

occurred in clear conditions, 87 percent. Rain was the next significant 

category, with an occurrence of 11 percent of pedestrian crash incidents. 

The remaining categories combined for less than 2 percent of all incidents. 

Since the majority of 

pedestrian crash incidents 

occurred in clear weather 

conditions, this suggests 

inclement weather had very 

little effect on the 

likelihood of a pedestrian 

crash.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6: Pedestrian Incident Surface Conditions (2009-2013) 

Figure 22 a/b: Lawrence Average Temperature, 

Precipitation, & Snowfall By Month (2009-2013) 
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Figure 21: Number of Pedestrian Incidents by Weather Conditions 
(2009-2013) 
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Figure 20: Number of Pedestrian Incidents by Light Conditions 
(2009-2013) 
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Location of  First Harmful Event and Pedestrian Action 

Data shows that the majority of pedestrian crash incidents by location of first harmful event occurred “in crosswalk or bikeway” – 48 percent or “not in 

intersection” – 32 percent. A smaller proportion of incidents occurred “not in roadway” – 7 percent or “not in crosswalk or bikeway” – 6 percent.  

Data shows the greatest number of pedestrian-related contributing circumstances for pedestrian crashes were “playing, running, or walking in roadway” - 

35 percent, and “entering or crossing roadway” - 28 percent of all incidents. A smaller proportion of pedestrian-related actions include “going to and 

from school” – 17 percent. 

 

Figure 24: Pedestrian Incidents by Pedestrian Action (2009-2013) 
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Figure 23: Location of First Harmful Event in Pedestrian Crashes 
(2009-2013) 
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Douglas County – Driver/Pedestrian Impairment 

Over 93 percent of pedestrian incidents by pedestrian involvement were 

unimpaired while the remaining 7 percent occurred when alcohol was 

involved. Over 86 percent of pedestrian incidents by driver impairment 

were unimpaired. Only 4 percent of pedestrian incidents involved drivers 

impaired by alcohol.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25 a/b: Driver Impairment - Pedestrian Incidents (2009-2013) 
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Figure 26 a/b: Pedestrian Impairment - Pedestrian Incidents (2009-2013) 



 

 

Data Analysis and Evaluation   

Underreported or Missing Data 

State crash reports are only filed if the crash includes a motor vehicle. There 

is a local Lawrence ordinance that requires any injury accident over $50 to 

be reported to the Lawrence Police Department. However, the ordinance 

doesn’t have a standard for how that is documented. Some officers take the 

verbal report and thank the caller; others at their discretion file an 

information report. Information reports are unable to be easily queried for 

bicycle/pedestrian related information. 

KU collects crash data when reported to KU Public Safety using the state 

crash reporting form. Some of the data years are missing and currently the 

data is not believed to be geocoded or mapped although there are research 

efforts ongoing that might be working on this.  

Douglas County Public Works receives copies of accident reports worked 

by the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office for roads outside incorporated areas 

except state highways. They map the data and could query it from their 

database. Their data is missing accidents on roads worked by the Kansas 

Highway Patrol. The County submits all their reports to the State. 

Limitations of  the Data 

The data that is currently collected and was made available to the MPO 
staff during this study process is lacking much of the detail to be completely 
analyzed. This includes missing or incomplete information on the 
demographics of individuals involved in the crash, specific locations of 
crashes occurring at an intersection or midblock, existence of traffic 
controls at crash locations, and travel speeds of motorists in crashes 
resulting in injuries or fatalities. This information could be useful in 
selecting location and types of countermeasures in place. Without this 
information the use of the data is limited. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 27: Kansas Motor Vehicle Accident Report Form 



 

 

Lawrence Pedestrian Demand Model Methodology  

Purpose 

Existing infrastructure gaps and maintenance needs exceed the available 

funding, therefore there is a need to prioritize improvements and areas of 

focus to build a network. This process was developed to create prioritized 

areas where pedestrian demand is expected. 

Base Analysis – Pedestrian Demand 

The pedestrian demand analysis identifies places in Lawrence that are 

likely to generate pedestrian traffic today as well as in the future. When 

pedestrian generators are closer together, “hot spots” appear in darker 

shaded areas. The MPO Pedestrian Demand model was developed in 

ArcGIS version 10.2 using spatial analyst tools. 

The pedestrian demand analysis accounts for different types of pedestrian 

generators and allows them to be weighted based on the amount of 

pedestrian activity relative  to the importance of the pedestrian network. 

For example, a university campus is likely to generate more pedestrian 

traffic than an elementary school and would merit a greater weight. The 

analysis is able to account for the distance people are willing to walk to 

and from different types of destinations. These distances vary for 

pedestrian generators. For example, people might be more likely to walk 

farther to a transit station than to a post office. The pedestrian demand 

model in this analysis weighs the pedestrian generators equally. 

The pedestrian demand map reflects the different amounts of pedestrian 

activity that are anticipated in various parts of the city. Evaluating potential 

pedestrian demand allows the city to focus investments in locations that 

will have the biggest preventative impact on pedestrian convenience and 

safety. Finally, this information can inform the selection and prioritization 

of a range of pedestrian improvements such as sidewalks, curb ramps, and 

crosswalks. 

 

Process 

The first step of modeling pedestrian demand was gathering data that 

would be useful for analysis. This comprehensive set of data included 

locations of destinations including: schools, universities, student housing, 

grocery stores, retail/grocery stores, commercial zoning, parks, post 

offices, municipal government facilities, pharmacies, hospitals,  libraries, 

landmark buildings, museums, bus stops, transit centers, recreation 

centers, and community centers. Destinations were represented in the 

model by polygons and were grouped by Commercial Zoning and Grocery 

Stores (p. 29) , Community Services, Public Attractions, & Landmarks 

(p.30), Student Housing (p.31), Schools and Universities (p.32), and 

Transit Stops (p.33). 

Those destinations were then used as inputs for the Euclidean Distance 

tool which creates a raster output file with the straight line distances from 

each of the destinations. The results are then grouped into five distance 

categories starting at 1/8th of a mile from each demand point and doubling 

the distance until the last category of two miles. Those categories are 

reclassified with a score of 1 to 5. 

The final component of the model takes the results of the five models and 

combines them to represent the areas with the highest and lowest 

potential for pedestrian demand. The output is a raster file displays the 

combined scores on a scale from 1 to 5. For example, a score of 5 would 

indicate the areas with the greatest potential pedestrian demand.  The  

citywide map for potential pedestrian demand can be found on page 34. 

 



 

 

Figure 28: Lawrence Commercial Zoning & Grocery Stores 



 

 

Figure 29: Lawrence Community Services, Public Attractions & Landmarks 



 

 

Figure 30: Lawrence Student Housing 



 

 

Figure 31: Lawrence Schools & Universities 



 

 

Figure 32: Lawrence Fixed Route Transit Service & Stops 



 

 

 

Figure 33: Lawrence Potential Pedestrian Demand 


