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Glendale residents contribute to the community art mural 

Photos from Here Design L.A. 



Glendale residents contribute to the community art mural 

Photos from Here Design L.A. 

  



Downtown Mobility Study cover (left) and map showing primary 
travel corridors by mode in Glendale (right) 

Images from City of Glendale 

Safe and Healthy Streets cover (left) and photo from the 
education section of the plan (right) 

Image from City of Glendale 
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Figure 4-5 Map of Count Locations with Pedestrian Volumes, Weekday AM & PM, 2013 

 





Example of a complete street 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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Source: North Glendale Community Plan, page 23 



Source: Glendale Downtown Specific Plan, page 6-5 
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Walkin’ Willie public safety messages promoting pedestrian 
safety were translated into English, Spanish, and Armenian 

Image from APWA 

Still from Driven to Distraction campaign video 

Image from City of Glendale 

Passengers boarding Glendale Beeline 

Image from Friends of Glendale Public Library 

Deukmejian Wilderness Park 

Image from Wikipedia 



Families walk to school in Glendale 

Image from Raul Roa/LA Times 

Children learning about pedestrian safety in Glendale 

Image from City of Glendale 



Downtown Health Fitness Guide prepared by the City of Glendale Economic Development Division 



Planters in downtown Glendale 
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3 Crunching the Numbers 
Crunching the Numbers gathers and analyzes walking-related data 
to paint a picture of pedestrian conditions in Glendale.  
This chapter is composed of five sections: 

Pedestrian Counts. This section measures how many people are walking at key locations across 
Glendale. It will also serve as a baseline for future counts of nonmotorized traffic volumes. 

Pedestrian Infrastructure and Demand. Pedestrian infrastructure like sidewalks and crossings 
helps pedestrians walk safely. Similarly, the density of destinations and quality of transit service 
both help to determine the demand for walking. In addition to identifying pedestrian 
infrastructure and demand, this section analyzes walking comfort and ease of crossing the street 
as a pedestrian. 

Pedestrian Safety. Pedestrians are especially vulnerable to traffic conflicts with motor vehicles. 
Pedestrian Safety analyzes the time and location of pedestrian injuries and deaths. It also 
determines who, demographically, is most likely to be involved in collisions involving pedestrians. 
This section concludes with a “hot spot” analysis of pedestrian safety. 

Walking and Social Equity. While everyone is a pedestrian at various points throughout the day, 
certain demographic groups are more likely to benefit from walking infrastructure than others. 
For example, households without access to a vehicle, or individuals with a low income, may rely 
more heavily on pedestrian infrastructure to reach destinations. This section maps the 
demographic factors typically associated with increased levels of walking. 

Walking and Health. The degree to which a place is walkable has a relationship to public health. 
This section analyzes (1) rates of death from chronic diseases associated with limited physical 
activity or poor nutrition; (2) access to healthy foods and recreational facilities within walking 
distance; and (3) pedestrian collisions. 

  



 

3-2 

Pedestrian Counts 
This section provides a summary and basic analysis of the pedestrian 
count data collected for the City of Glendale in spring 2016. In 
Glendale, pedestrian counts are collected every two to three years at 
the same locations to provide a snapshot of where people are 
walking. 
Pedestrian counts provide an opportunity to gain a sense of the unique traffic patterns at specific 
locations and can signal changes in an area. Pedestrian counts are a common approach to 
measuring overall volumes at a given site and across geographies. Consistent and reliable count 
data can provide a valuable tool for decision makers. It can be used to identify pedestrian needs, 
establish areas of high pedestrian demand, guide transportation planning and engineering 
studies, and drive investment in a city’s transportation network.  

However, it is important to understand that counts can be impacted by a variety of factors such as 
construction, changes to roadway layouts, changes in density, weather, and special events. 
Therefore, the data collected are representative of a snapshot in time. 

Methodology 
Beginning in 2013, the City of Glendale adopted the pedestrian 
count methodology recommended by Los Angeles Metro and the 
Southern California Association of Governments to allow for 
inclusion in the online regional Bike Count Data Clearinghouse. 
This methodology uses “screenlines” for observation, typically near 
intersections. During data collection, an invisible screenline is 
established near a leg of an intersection or at a midblock location; 
pedestrians are counted as they cross the line in either direction as 
shown in Figure 3-1. 

A total of 92 screenlines near 52 intersections were counted in 
2016. For many intersections, two screenlines were used to paint a 
complete picture of pedestrian activity and direction of travel. For 
the 2016 counts, the city used video technology in place of 
volunteers to increase the accuracy of the count information and to 
allow more locations to be counted. 

 
Cameras were placed in protective 
casings and installed on traffic 
signal poles to capture screenline 
data on adjacent intersection legs 
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Figure 3-1 Screenline Count Collection Form 

 
Maintaining a consistent methodology between 2013 and 2016 makes it possible to directly 
compare observations at specific locations. The 2016 screenline locations are shown in Figure 
3-2 and Figure 3-3 below, and are listed in Figure B-1 in Appendix B. 

Pedestrians were recorded crossing a screenline in either direction during the following two-
hour count periods between April 12 and May 21, 2016: 

 Weekday Morning: 7 a.m. – 9 a.m. 
 Weekday Afternoon: 5 p.m. – 7 p.m. 
 Weekend: 10 a.m. – 12 p.m.  

The weekday counts occurred on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays, when travel patterns 
are most consistent. Weekend counts were conducted on Saturdays. Count periods were divided 
into 15-minute segments to identify peaks in activity. In addition to recording the total volume of 
pedestrians, staff noted whether pedestrians were children or using wheelchairs, scooters, 
skateboards, or skates. These values are provided for each screenline in Figure B-1 in Appendix 
B. 
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Figure 3-2 2016 Screenline Locations 
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Figure 3-3 2016 Downtown Screenline Locations 
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Key Findings 
The pedestrian count data can be used to identify trends over time and activity nodes. However, it 
is important to reiterate that count data is just one piece of information that helps tell the story of 
where people are walking in Glendale. The number of people walking at any one location may 
vary for a number of reasons, such as weather, individual schedules, special events, or 
construction detours.  

When comparing data from 2013 and 2016, it is possible to look for trends in certain parts of 
town—there are more people walking downtown in 2016, for example, likely due to recent 
growth—but it is not meaningful to use small changes at a single location as an indicator of 
overall pedestrian activity. In short, a change that seems significant may not reflect overall 
trends, but rather result from a very specific or localized event. 

Total Pedestrian Volumes 
A total of 44,084 pedestrians were observed across the 92 screenlines over all count periods. The 10 
most active screenlines across all count periods are shown in Figure 3-4. The top four screenlines 
in terms of total volume are located in Downtown Glendale, which is where the highest amount of 
pedestrian activity would be expected given the land uses and walking destinations. In fact, nearly 
half (49%, 21,782) of all count observations were made at screenlines in the downtown area. 

In general, screenlines hold their rank consistently across count periods, with the exception of 
morning volumes; several locations near schools had significantly more pedestrians in the 
morning than in the evening count period (well after school dismissal). The two screenlines with 
the highest volumes during the morning count period (screenlines 714 and 713, respectively) 
were located near the Concord and Glenwood intersection, which is adjacent to Toll Middle 
School and Herbert Hoover High School. Screenline 817, adjacent to Verdugo Woodlands 
Elementary School, was the third busiest during the morning count period.  

Total 2016 pedestrian count volumes are mapped in Figure 3-5 and Figure 3-6. Additional 
information about pedestrian volumes by count period for all screenlines is provided in Appendix 
B (Figures B-1 to B-3). 

Figure 3-4 Top 10 Screenlines by Overall Pedestrian Volumes 

On Street Between 
Total 
Volume 

Weekday 
AM Rank 

Weekday 
PM Rank 

Weekend 
Rank 

Americana Way (#700) Brand & Central 5,227 22 1 1 

Brand (#769) Broadway & Harvard 3,079 13 2 2 

Brand (#773) Harvard & Colorado 2,508 6 3 3 

Brand (#767) Broadway & Wilson 2,149 4 4 4 

Honolulu (#734) Ocean View & Wickham 1,598 5 6 6 

Central (#779) Americana Way & Colorado 1,539 29 5 5 

Broadway (#774) Brand & Maryland 1,192 12 7 6 

Concord (#713) Glenwood & Stocker 1,006 2 8 63 

Glenwood (#714) Concord & School 888 1 10 62 

Harvard (#788) Brand & Maryland 777 46 9 8 
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Figure 3-5 Total Observed Volumes (Citywide) 
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Figure 3-6 Total Observed Volumes (Downtown Glendale) 
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Comparison to 2013 Counts 
As described above, 55 screenlines were observed using the same methodology in both 2013 and 
2016, which allows for direct comparison of data between years to identify significant changes in 
activity.  

Across all comparable locations, there was an increase of 6,169 observed pedestrians over all 
count periods. Locations adjacent to schools were omitted from this comparison because they 
were only observed during the evening period in 2013.  

Figure 3-7 shows the 10 locations with the greatest increases or decreases in pedestrian 
volumes between 2013 and 2016. The five screenlines showing the greatest increases are in 
Downtown Glendale, reflecting continued growth in the downtown core.  

Changes in volumes across all 55 screenlines observed in both years can be seen in Figure B-4 in 
Appendix B. 

Figure 3-7 Top 10 Changes in Pedestrian Activity by Total Volume (2013 – 2016) 

Screenline Nearest Intersection 

Total 
Volume 
(2013)  

Total 
Volume 
(2016) Change (#) Change (%) 

700 Central & Americana Way 3,091 5,227 2,136 69% 

769 Brand & Harvard 1,997 3,079 1,082 54% 

773 Brand & Harvard 1,438 2,508 1,070 74% 

779 Central & Americana Way 584 1,539 955 164% 

774 Brand & Broadway 599 1,192 593 99% 

781 Glendale & Maple 614 485 -129 -21% 

794 Colorado & Lincoln 366 237 -129 -35% 

732 Verdugo & Mountain 447 313 -134 -30% 

782 Glendale & Wilson 777 473 -304 -39% 

711 Verdugo & Mountain 428 79 -349 -82% 

Conclusions and Future Use of Data 
As noted above, this pedestrian count data provides a snapshot of major pedestrian patterns and 
behaviors in Glendale. These counts will be compared with past and future pedestrian volumes, 
and will be an important consideration in developing the Citywide Pedestrian Plan. Additional 
uses for the data include the following: 

 A “real data” set to check against modeled pedestrian demand (described later in this 
report). 

 An element of context for pedestrian volumes when reviewing high-collision locations. 
 An input to high-level analysis of perceived pedestrian behaviors to identify challenges 

pedestrians face in the urban landscape. 
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Pedestrian Infrastructure and Demand 
Pedestrian infrastructure makes it safer and more convenient to 
walk; understanding pedestrian demand helps direct investments in 
pedestrian infrastructure and programs where they are most needed. 
This section assesses the following characteristics associated with pedestrian infrastructure and 
demand. 

 Pedestrian infrastructure, including sidewalks, crosswalks, curb ramps, and transit 
stops. 

 Walking comfort, which combines streetlight spacing, sidewalks, speed limits, traffic 
volumes, and the number of travel lanes. 

 Pedestrian demand, including eleven criteria related to population density, employment 
density, proximity to destinations (e.g., schools, retail), and transit ridership. 

 Ease of crossing the street as a pedestrian, which takes into account speed limits, 
vehicle travel lanes, traffic signal distances, and intersection density. 

Pedestrian Infrastructure 
Basic pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalks, clearly marked crossings, and accessible 
curb ramps. Most roadways in Glendale, especially in the denser parts of the city, have sidewalks. 
Areas without sidewalks include some hillside neighborhoods and undeveloped open space (such 
as the Verdugo Mountains). Figure 3-8 lists the percent of roadway miles that have sidewalks for 
each roadway classification. Most of Glendale’s arterials and collectors—the streets likely to have 
higher speeds and more traffic—do have sidewalks on at least one side of the road. 

Figure 3-8 Sidewalk Coverage by Roadway Classification 

   

   
Arterial Collector Local 

95% 93% 61% 
lane miles with sidewalks lane miles with sidewalks lane miles with sidewalks 

All street types: 68% lane miles with sidewalks 
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There are approximately 80 intersections with high visibility crosswalks throughout the city. Most 
of these are located along busy roadways, including Glendale Avenue, Brand Boulevard, and 
Pacific Avenue. Figure 3-9 shows the locations of high visibility crosswalks and sidewalk coverage 
throughout the city. Data was not available for the locations of other types of marked crossings 
throughout the city.  

 
High visibility crosswalk in Glendale, CA 
Image from Nelson\Nygaard 

Curb ramps (compliant with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements) at intersections 
provide pedestrians, including those who use mobility devices, a connection from the sidewalk 
onto the street. Figure 3-10 shows which intersections in Glendale feature curb ramps.1 There is 
a relationship between areas of the city that have sidewalks and the locations of curb ramps: 
most intersections lacking curb ramps are on roads without sidewalks or in parts of the city that 
have topographic challenges that may make curb ramp installation difficult (e.g., areas with very 
steep slopes).  

Every transit trip begins with a walking trip. Therefore, high quality pedestrian infrastructure 
near transit stops and stations is essential to support transit ridership and provide mobility 
options for Glendale residents. Figure 3-11 maps the busiest transit stops in the city (300+ 
average daily boardings) and identifies streets within a half mile of these stops that lack 
sidewalks. Additionally, a number of the transit stops (of any ridership level) throughout the city 
are located along roadways that are difficult to cross. These stops are more than 300 feet from a 
signalized crossing, often forcing transit riders to cross a wide, high-speed road.  

Recently Completed Projects 
 The City of Glendale has completed a significant number of pedestrian improvements in recent 

years, including many Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects. Improvements include 
new sidewalks, enhanced crossings, and traffic calming. Figure 3-12 shows the Safe Routes to 
School projects completed and underway as of fall 2016. A list of the schools that have received 
infrastructure improvements is shown in Figure 3-13. 

                                                      
1 This map is based on curb ramp location data provided by the City of Glendale. A spot check of 
intersections using Google Street View found that some intersections indicated in the data has having 
missing ramps do indeed have them. Therefore, the map under-represents the presence of curb ramps. 
Note that this map does not identify which ramps are ADA-compliant. 
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Figure 3-9 Existing Pedestrian Infrastructure 
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Figure 3-10 Curb Ramps 
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Figure 3-11 Transit Access 
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Figure 3-12 Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Projects 
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Figure 3-13 Schools with Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Improvements 

School Status 

Balboa Elementary Completed 

Columbus Elementary Completed 

Dunsmore Elementary Completed 

Glenoaks Elementary Completed 

Jefferson Elementary Completed 

Lincoln Elementary Completed 

Mann Elementary Completed 

Marshall Elementary Completed 

Muir Elementary Completed 

Verdugo Woodlands Elementary Completed 

White Elementary Completed 

Wilson Middle School Completed 

Toll Middle School In Progress 

Hoover High School In Progress 

Chamlian Armenian School In Progress 

Cerritos Elementary In Progress 

Edison Elementary In Progress 

Franklin Elementary In Progress 

Keppel Elementary In Progress 

Valley View Elementary In Progress 
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Walking Comfort 
An analysis of walking comfort scores roadways by how pleasant, inviting, and safe they are for 
walking. People walking or using mobility devices use Glendale’s roadway network to connect to 
businesses, jobs, schools, and recreation. Roadways that have more travel lanes, higher traffic 
volumes, and vehicles traveling at faster speeds are more likely to be uncomfortable or uninviting 
for people walking. At night, streets that lack lighting may become even less comfortable, as 
darker streets make pedestrians less visible to cars and can increase people’s concerns about 
personal safety. However, the presence of sidewalks is the most significant factor in determining 
how comfortable a roadway is for people walking.  

The criteria used to score the walking comfort of Glendale’s roadways are illustrated in Figure 
3-12. A description of the specific scoring for this measure is available in the Methodology 
Appendix. 

The results are shown in Figure 3-13, with input data shown in the maps on the following pages. 
The map shows that higher order roadways, like major arterials, are less comfortable for 
pedestrians, largely due to traffic speeds, number of lanes, and traffic volumes. The roadway with 
the lowest comfort scores for the greatest distances is Glenoaks Boulevard, which has a “poor” 
comfort rating from Brand Boulevard west to the Glendale city limits. 

Figure 3-14 Walking Comfort Criteria 
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Figure 3-15 Walking Comfort Analysis 
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Figure 3-16 Posted Speed Limit Figure 3-17 Number of Travel Lanes 
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Figure 3-18 Traffic Volumes Figure 3-19 Spacing of Streetlights 
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Figure 3-20 Presence of Sidewalks  
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Pedestrian Demand 
The analysis of pedestrian demand indicates the areas of the city more likely to generate walking 
trips. Eleven criteria were used to calculate demand: 

 Population density 
 Employment density 
 Proximity to schools 
 Transit ridership 
 Proximity to parks 
 Proximity to hospitals 
 Proximity to colleges 
 Proximity to commercial or retail land uses 
 Proximity to mixed-use land uses 
 Proximity to the Americana 
 Proximity to the Civic Center and the Courthouse 

Transit ridership and proximity to the Civic Center and Courthouse received the highest weights. 
Population density (Figure 3-19), employment density (Figure 3-20), proximity to schools and 
colleges, and proximity to the Americana and mixed land uses (Figure 3-21) also received high 
weights relative to the other criteria. See the Methodology Appendix for detailed weighting of 
criteria. 

The results, shown in Figure 3-22, indicate pedestrian demand is greatest in the following 
neighborhoods: Citrus Grove, City Center, Mariposa, Tropico, Pacific Edison, and Somerset. Other 
areas with high pedestrian demand include Grandview, Glenwood, Riverside Rancho, Vineyard, 
Verdugo Viejo, and areas of Crescenta Highlands, Sparr Heights and north of Glendale 
Community College in Verdugo Woodlands. These areas are highly correlated with population and 
employment densities, commercial land uses, and proximity to schools and colleges. 

Additionally, land uses throughout the city play an important role in generating pedestrian trips 
and shaping the character of a roadway. Figure 3-23 shows future land uses in Glendale. Future 
land uses can help predict areas that may not have high pedestrian demand now, but could have 
a great deal of demand as land uses change and the numbers of destinations increase. 
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Figure 3-21 Population Density 
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Figure 3-22 Employment Density 
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Figure 3-23 Existing Land Use 
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Figure 3-24 Pedestrian Demand 
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Figure 3-25 Future Land Use 
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Ease of Crossings 
Streets with more travel lanes and higher posted 
speeds are often more difficult to cross for people 
walking, particularly when there are long distances 
between traffic signals. This section presents the 
results of a crossing analysis that identifies the 
relative density and ease of pedestrian crossing 
opportunities throughout Glendale.  

The factors that influence the ease or difficulty of a 
crossing include the following: 

 Posted speed. Higher speeds make it more 
difficult for pedestrians to judge how fast a 
vehicle is approaching and when it is safe to 
cross; higher speeds also result in more 
severe injuries in the event of a collision 

 Number of travel lanes. More lanes 
increase the crossing distance and the length 
of time a pedestrian is exposed to motor 
vehicles on the street 

 Distance to the nearest signalized 
intersection. Traffic signals provide a 
designated time for pedestrians to cross the 
street  

 Intersection density. All intersections are 
legal crossings in California and drivers may 
be more likely to expect a crossing 
pedestrian at an intersection as compared to 
a midblock location; intersection density is 
the number of intersections per unit of 
roadway (e.g., intersections per mile)   

Narrower roads with low posted speeds receive higher points, as they are often easier for 
pedestrians to cross even without additional infrastructure, such as a traffic signal. By contrast, 
wider roads with high posted speeds receive fewer points, as they are generally more difficult to 
cross. The proximity to a signalized crossing increases the score for a given roadway segment 
because a signal makes it easier to cross a roadway that might otherwise be challenging for a 
pedestrian. Street segments with a greater density of unsignalized intersections also receive 
points—although fewer points than signalized intersections—to highlight that they are legal 
crossings. 

Figure 3-26 Speed and Pedestrian Facilities 
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While much of central Glendale is characterized by two lane roads and a high density of 
signalized intersections, the ease of crossing analysis results (Figure 3-25) highlight larger roads 
(4-6 lanes) throughout the city where there are long gaps between places for people to cross. The 
streets highlighted below are among the most difficult to cross; they also have segments 
identified as high-collision corridors (see Collision Analysis below). 

 W Glenoaks Boulevard. While there are many signalized intersections, six travel lanes 
make it difficult to cross elsewhere (Glenoaks at the west end of town is a high-collision 
corridor). 

 San Fernando Road. While signals are reasonably spaced along this corridor (every 1/3- 
to 1/4-mile) at the west end of town, crossing four lanes of traffic at the unsignalized 
intersections can be challenging. 

 Flower Street. There are only two signalized intersections on this four-lane road, a much 
lower density than on San Fernando and W Glenoaks to the north. Upgrading marked 
zebra crossings in Disney’s Grand Central Creative Campus to median refuge islands 
would be appropriate given the number of lanes. This would improve the availability of 
appropriately spaced comfortable crossing opportunities along this road. Additional 
crossing demand is generated at the Glendale Narrows Riverwalk entrance near the 
large stop controlled intersection where Flower transitions to Fairmont. 

 Colorado Street. The density of signalized intersections is low on the eastern portion of 
Colorado, which is a long, high-collision corridor. Additionally, the segment of Colorado 
west of Brand has six lanes and is a high-collision corridor.  

 Pacific Avenue. There is a large gap in signalized crossing opportunities between Doran 
and Glenoaks, which is a high-collision corridor. 

 Central Avenue. Signalized crossings are spaced far apart south of Broadway.  
 La Crescenta Avenue. This four-lane road has widely spaced signals and a density of 

collisions in the segment south of Honolulu Avenue at the northern city limit. 
 Foothill Boulevard (four lanes) and Honolulu Avenue (five lanes) are two of the larger 

roads in north Glendale that can be difficult to cross away from signalized intersections, 
but the history of collisions is relatively low.  

 A number of other roads, such as N Glendale Avenue, are highlighted on the map as 
being difficult to cross, but have few generators of pedestrian activity. 

40% of pedestrian collisions in Glendale take place at signalized 
intersections, suggesting opportunities to both enhance pedestrian 
accommodations at existing signals as well as to provide additional 
enhanced pedestrian crossings. 
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A history of pedestrian collisions along the length of Central Avenue may suggest a need for additional crossings, though the 
highest density of collisions is north of Broadway where there is a greater density of signalized intersections. 
Image from Nelson\Nygaard  
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Figure 3-27 Ease of Crossing Analysis Results 
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Pedestrian Safety 
This section presents the results of a statistical pedestrian collision 
analysis to identify collision trends and locations that may need 
special attention.  
The majority of the analysis is based on the most recent 10 years of data (2004-2013) available 
from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). The dataset includes all 
reported collisions that resulted in a pedestrian injury. The Hot Spot Analysis presented at the 
end of this section incorporates 2014 and 2015 data available from the Glendale Police 
Department but not yet in the SWITRS database. Compared to SWITRS data, this more recent 
local data has many fewer details attached to it; however, it does include location information 
needed for the Hot Spot Analysis, which allows that work to reflect the most recent spatial 
trends. 

Summary of Key Findings 

 

What are the year-over-year trends? 
 Pedestrian collisions have remained relatively constant over time. There are an 

average of 97.5 reported injury collisions per year.  
 More than 40% of the people killed in traffic collisions in Glendale are pedestrians. 
 Motorists are deemed at fault for 70% of pedestrian collisions. 

When do collisions occur? 
 Many collisions happen in the afternoon and early evening. Collisions happen 

throughout the day, with more collisions in the afternoon when the most people are 
traveling. The peak period for pedestrian collisions is 5 p.m. to 7 p.m.  

 Collisions are more likely to be severe or fatal in off-peak periods. Collisions are 
increasingly likely to result in a severe or fatal injury as the evening progresses, likely 
because less traffic on the roads means that drivers are traveling at higher speeds. 

 There are more collisions in winter. The winter months (October through January) 
experience the highest number of pedestrian collisions. The increase tends to be in 
nighttime collisions, perhaps a result of more hours of darkness. 

More than 40% of the people killed in traffic collisions in Glendale 
are pedestrians. 
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Who is involved in pedestrian collisions? 
 Younger and older pedestrians are over-represented in the collision data, as compared 

to their share of the total population. Assessing the speed and distance of oncoming cars 
is difficult for children and older adults.  

 Young adult and male drivers are also over-represented. Drivers 20-24 years of age 
represent 6% of the driving age population but 12% of drivers in pedestrian collisions. 
Drivers in pedestrian collisions are more likely to be male (approximately 60%).  

 Approximately 16% of pedestrian collisions are hit-and-runs, limiting what is known 
about driver age, gender, intoxication, or distraction.  

Where do pedestrian collisions occur? 
 Arterials. Over 60% of pedestrian collisions take place on arterial roadways, which make 

up only 12% of the roadway network in Glendale. 
 High-collision corridors. 40% of all pedestrian injury collisions occur on 17 high-collision 

corridors that represent just 2% of the city’s street network (9 miles). High-collision 
corridors are listed in Figure 3-42 and mapped in Figure 3-43. 

 Turning vehicles at signalized intersections. 30% of collisions involve a turning vehicle 
at a signalized intersection; the motorist is usually at fault, indicating a failure to yield the 
right-of-way to people in the crosswalk. 

 Midblock and unsignalized locations. Signalized intersections (40% of collisions) are the 
most common location for pedestrian collisions, but many take place midblock (31%) and 
at unsignalized intersections (28%) as well. 

Top collision types 
 Left turning vehicle at signalized intersection (18%) 

− Motorists almost always at fault 
 Right turning vehicle at signalized intersection (12%) 

− Motorists almost always at fault 
 Through vehicle at unsignalized intersection (10%) 

− Motorists usually at fault—every intersection is a crosswalk in California 
 Through vehicle midblock (10%) 

− Pedestrians usually at fault for failing to yield to vehicles outside of a crosswalk 
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Figure 3-28 Top Collision Type 
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What are the trends in the number of pedestrian 
collisions? 
The number of pedestrian-involved collisions has remained relatively constant over time. 
However, there was a notably high number of collisions as recently as 2013. Pedestrians are 
extremely vulnerable to injury in the event of a collision. Between 2004 and 2013, there were 97.5 
reported pedestrian injury collisions on average each year, of which 11.3% resulted in a severe 
injury or fatality. Over the same time period, 41.5% of all traffic fatalities in Glendale were 
pedestrians. Of the 22 pedestrian fatalities, six occurred in 2013; there was also a significant 
increase in pedestrian-involved collisions in 2013, up 30% from the previous year. Collisions were 
back down in 2014 (93), but 2015 had nearly 140 collisions; there were two fatalities each year. 

Figure 3-29 Pedestrian Collisions by Year 
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Figure 3-30 Pedestrian Collisions by Year and Severity 

 

When do pedestrian collisions occur? 

Time of Day 
Similar to general traffic patterns, there is a small morning peak (starting around 7 a.m.) in 
pedestrian collisions and an increasing number of collisions in the afternoon when more people 
are traveling by all modes for work, school, shopping, or other purposes. The afternoon peak for 
pedestrian collisions is 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. The third highest hour for pedestrian collisions is 3 p.m. 
to 4 p.m., which corresponds to the time that many children are getting out of school; all 
collisions during this hour (whether involving a child or an adult) occurred within a half mile of a 
school. Youth are most prominent in the collision data from 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. (see Figure 3-30). 

While collisions are most frequent when more people are on the roads, the likelihood of a 
collision resulting in a severe or fatal injury to the person walking increases as the roads become 
less busy in the evening and late evening hours. Less traffic on the roads allows drivers to travel 
at higher speeds. Fewer numbers of pedestrians, darkness, and alcohol impairment may all 
contribute to motorists failing to notice a person crossing a street in time to stop or slow, 
resulting in collisions at higher impact speeds. 
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Figure 3-31 Pedestrian Collisions by Time of Day 

 
Figure 3-32 Pedestrian Collisions by Time of Day and Age 

 

 

Between 2 p.m. and 6 p.m., 65% of the 86 youth collisions took place within 
1/4 mile of a school compared to 54% of the 251 adult collisions. During 
that same time period, no collision involving a youth (age 0-19) occurred 
further than 1/2 mile from a school. 
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Figure 3-33 Pedestrian Collisions by Time and Severity 

 

Month of Year 
In Glendale, there are an average of 81 pedestrian injury collisions per month, with more 
collisions in the winter months (October through January). Visibility appears to be a factor, as the 
number of daylight collisions is relatively constant throughout the year, while the number of 
collisions occurring in dark conditions increases in the winter months. Sunset in December is 
before 5 p.m., while it’s after 8 p.m. in June. The sun also rises more than an hour earlier in June. 
The additional hours of daylight during the summer months provide increased visibility during the 
afternoon and early evening periods when the most people are traveling.  

Figure 3-34 Pedestrian Collisions by Month and Lighting 
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Day of the Week 
Pedestrian collisions are more frequent during the week as compared to the weekend. The 
number of collisions is similar for each weekday. Collisions are notably lower on Sunday. 

Figure 3-35 Pedestrian Collisions by Day of the Week 

 

Who is involved in pedestrian collisions? 

Age of Pedestrians 
Younger and older pedestrians are both over-represented in the pedestrian collision data 
compared to their share of the total population. Children below driving age are more reliant on 
walking, while older adults may no longer be able to drive or lack access to a vehicle.  

Figure 3-36 Age of Pedestrians Involved in Collisions 

 
Beyond an increase in the numbers of children and younger adults who may be walking, 
judgment to assess speed and distance is not fully developed in children, and these abilities 
decline as we age. Speed is a critical factor in collisions involving children and older adults, as 
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faster moving vehicles require more time and distance to stop, making avoiding collisions more 
difficult and resulting in more severe injuries. 

Race/Ethnicity of Pedestrians 
Hispanic and Black pedestrians are over-represented in collisions compared to their share of the 
population. These two groups make up approximately 18% of Glendale’s population, but 
accounted for 31% of the pedestrians involved in collisions between 2004 and 2013. There is not 
data available to establish the ancestry or language spoken of the people involved in the 
collisions. 

Figure 3-37 Race/Ethnicity of Pedestrians Involved in Collisions 

Race/ Ethnicity 
Number of 
Collisions % of Collisions 

% of Collisions 
(excluding Not 
Stated) 

Glendale 
Population 

Asian 27 3% 5% 16% 

Black 21 2% 4% 1% 

Hispanic 147 15% 27% 17% 

White 340 35% 61% 63% 

Other 18 2% 3% 3% 

Not Stated 427 44% - - 

Total 980 100% 100% 100% 
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Age of Drivers 
Young adults are somewhat over-represented as drivers in pedestrian collisions, with the 20-24 
age group representing 6% of the driving-age population but 12% of drivers in pedestrian 
collisions. Drivers in pedestrian-involved collisions are also more likely to be male (60%), 
whereas the pedestrians are equally likely to be male or female. 

Of the pedestrian collisions in 2014 and 2015, 62% of the drivers were Glendale residents, while 
38% of drivers were residents of other cities. 

Figure 3-38 Driver Age in Pedestrian Collisions 

 
 

Figure 3-39 Gender of Drivers and Pedestrians 

 

Hit-and-Run  
Over 15% of pedestrian-involved collisions are hit-and-runs, which is a similar rate to other 
California cities. Hit-and-runs result in a lack of driver data, including factors such as age and 
sobriety. Dedicating additional resources to apprehend hit-and-run violators may be necessary to 
reduce their frequency and to fully understand the impact of intoxication by the driver on 
pedestrian collisions. 
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Where do pedestrian collisions happen? 

Location Type 
Signalized intersections are the most common location for pedestrian collisions (40% of 
collisions), followed by midblock (31%) and unsignalized intersections (28%). The distribution of 
pedestrian collisions between these location types is relatively consistent year to year. 

Figure 3-40 Location of Pedestrian Collisions 

 

Roadway Classification 
Over 60% of pedestrian collisions occur on arterial streets, most of which have four or more 
lanes and which constitute only 12% of the roadway network in Glendale. Local streets with two 
travel lanes, by contrast, account for only 11% of pedestrian collisions but make up more than 
70% of the roadway network. 

Figure 3-41 Roadway Classification of Pedestrian Collisions 
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Collision Types 
Figure 3-40 identifies the most common collision types in Glendale based on location and the 
actions of the pedestrian and motorist. Motorists are deemed at fault for 70% of pedestrian 
collisions (the officer completing the collision report assigns fault to the motorist or pedestrian, 
based on the type of violation that contributed to the collision). 

 30% of collisions involve a turning vehicle at a signalized intersection; the motorist is 
usually at fault, indicating failure to yield the right-of-way to people in the crosswalk. 

 Left turning vehicle at signalized intersection is the most common collision type (18%), 
followed by right turning vehicle at signalized intersection (12%). 

 Through vehicle at unsignalized intersection is the third most common collision type 
(10%); motorists are usually at fault since every intersection is a crosswalk in California. 

 Through vehicle midblock (no crosswalk) is the fourth most common collision type (10%); 
pedestrians are usually at fault for failing to yield to vehicles outside of a crosswalk. 

Figure 3-42 Common Collision Types and Fault 

Type of Collision 
Driver 
Fault 

Ped 
Fault 

No 
Fault Total 

Signalized Intersection 
Left turning vehicle at signalized intersection 15.8% 1.0% 1.1% 18.0% 
Right turning vehicle at signalized intersection 9.7% 0.8% 1.3% 11.8% 
Through vehicle at signalized intersection 3.0% 3.0% 0.2% 6.3% 
Unsignalized Intersection 
Through vehicle at unsignalized intersection 9.4% 0.6% 0.4% 10.4% 
Left turning vehicle at unsignalized intersection 6.1% 0.1% 0.2% 6.4% 
Right turning vehicle at unsignalized intersection 4.6% 0.1% 0.4% 5.1% 
Midblock 
Through vehicle midblock  1.1% 8.1% 0.4% 9.7% 
Through vehicle at midblock crosswalk 2.6% 0.4% 0.0% 3.0% 
In roadway2 4.6% 3.3% 0.3% 8.2% 
Not in roadway3 5.0% 0.1% 0.3% 5.4% 
Others 
Others4 8.5% 5.9% 1.3% 15.7% 

Total 70% 24% 6% 100.0% 

                                                      
2 In-roadway collisions are where a pedestrian was struck in the road but was not attempting a crossing. This could 
include walking along the roadway, entering the road to retrieve an object, etc. 
3 Not-in-roadway collisions are where a pedestrian was struck when not in the roadway, such as parking lots, driveways, 
private roads, sidewalks, service stations, yards, etc. 
4 Approximately 85% of pedestrian collisions fall into the 10 collision types identified in this table. The remaining 15% 
represent a variety of types of collisions that do not have a prominent pattern. 
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Hot Spot Analysis 
This analysis used the last 10 years for which collision data is available (2006-2015) to identify 
corridors and intersections with the highest concentration of pedestrian-involved injury 
collisions. A buffer was drawn around each collision, associating nearby collisions with each 
other to identify high-collision roadway segments (using an analysis method known as kernel 
density and a 300-foot buffer). High-collision intersections were identified by measuring the 
number of collisions within 50 feet of each Glendale intersection. 

Individual maps and corresponding tables were developed for each of the following: 

 High-Collision Corridors for Pedestrian Collisions (Figure 3-42 and Figure 3-43) 
 High-Collision Intersections for Pedestrian Collisions (Figure 3-44 and Figure 3-45) 

High-Collision Corridors 
The corridors with the highest concentration of collisions in Glendale are major and minor 
arterials, along with E. Doran Street. (an urban collector). Some roadways had multiple high- 
collision corridors. These 17 corridors total nine miles and represent approximately 2% of the 
non-freeway roadway network; they account for 40% of pedestrian collisions. This suggests an 
opportunity to focus investments for improved pedestrian safety. 

Figure 3-43 High-Collision Corridors 

 
The high-collision corridors are presented in order of collisions per mile in Figure 3-42 and are 
mapped in Figure 3-43. The corridors with the highest number of pedestrian collisions per mile 
are: 

 E Broadway from N Jackson St to N Cedar St 
 N Pacific Ave from W California Ave to Ivy St 
 S Glendale Ave from E Maple St to E Cypress St 
 E Colorado St from S Brand Blvd to S Kenwood St 
 N Glendale Ave from E Doran St to E Broadway 
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Figure 3-44 High-Collision Corridors 

Rank Street 
Length 
(miles) Collisions Fatalities 

Collisions 
per mile 

1 E Broadway from N Jackson St 
to N Cedar St 

0.34 23 0 67 

2 N Pacific Ave from W 
California Ave to Ivy St 

0.29 19 0 65 

3 S Glendale Ave from E Maple 
St to E Cypress St 

0.65 42 1 65 

4 E Colorado St from S Brand 
Blvd to S Kenwood St 

0.22 14 0 65 

5 N Glendale Ave from E Doran 
St to E Broadway 

0.58 32 0 56 

6 E Wilson Ave from N Central 
Ave to N Adams St 

0.92 51 1 55 

7 E Colorado St from S Adams St 
to Lincoln Ave 

0.73 40 2 55 

8 Glenoaks Blvd from Linden 
Ave to Sonora Ave 

0.71 38 1 54 

9 N San Fernando Rd from 
Raymond Ave to Davis Ave 

0.38 20 0 53 

10 N Brand Blvd from E Doran St 
to E Colorado St 

0.84 44 0 53 

11 N San Fernando Rd from 
Hawthorne St to W Colorado St 

0.19 9 0 47 

12 N Pacific Ave from W Stocker 
St to Burchett St 

0.42 19 0 45 

13 San Fernando Rd from W 
Garfield Ave to W Los Feliz Rd 

0.58 26 0 44 

14 S Brand Blvd from E Maple St 
to E Garfield Ave 

0.19 8 0 43 

15 N Central Ave from W 
Glenoaks Blvd to W Wilson Ave 

0.79 34 2 43 

16 E Doran St from N Central Ave 
to N Glendale Ave 

0.84 29 0 35 

17 La Crescenta Ave from 
Montrose Ave to Honolulu Ave 

0.34 11 0 32 



 

3-46 

High-Collision Intersections 
Twenty-two intersections had six or more pedestrian-injury collisions between 2006 and 2015. All 
but five of these intersections fall within a high-collision corridor. The intersections with the 
highest number of pedestrian collisions are: 

 W Glenoaks Blvd & Western Ave 
 W Chevy Chase Dr & San Fernando Rd 
 E Chevy Chase Dr & S Glendale Ave 
 N Central Ave & W Stocker St 
 E Cypress St & S Glendale Ave 
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Figure 3-45 Map of High-Collision Corridors 
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Figure 3-46 High-Collision Intersections  

Map 
ID Intersection 

Total Collisions 
(high to low) Fatalities 

1 W Glenoaks Blvd & Western Ave 10 1 

2 W Chevy Chase Dr & San Fernando Rd 10 0 

5 E Cypress St & S Glendale Ave 9 0 

3 E Chevy Chase Dr & S Glendale Ave 8 0 

4 N Central Ave & W Stocker St 8 0 

6 E Colorado St & Lincoln Ave 8 0 

8 E Broadway & S Glendale Ave 8 0 

7 N Brand Blvd & E Broadway 7  0 

9 S Central Ave & W Los Feliz Rd 7 0 

10 E Colorado St & Porter St 7 0 

11 Wilson Ave & Adams St 7 0 

12 W California Ave & N Pacific Ave 7 0 

13 E California Ave & N Glendale Ave 7 0 

14 W Los Feliz Rd & San Fernando Rd 6 0 

15 Central Ave & Chevy Chase Dr 6 0 

16 S Chevy Chase Dr & E Maple St 6 0 

17 E Colorado St & S Kenwood St 6 0 

18 N Isabel St & E Wilson Ave 6 0 

19 Orange St & Lexington Dr 6 0 

21 San Fernando Rd & Justin Ave 6 0 

22 W Glenoaks Blvd & Sonora Ave 6 0 

20 San Fernando Rd & Sonora Ave 5 0 
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Figure 3-47 High-Collision Pedestrian Intersections  
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Walking and Social Equity 
The equity analysis identifies areas of Glendale where people may 
have a greater need for walking infrastructure and programs. 
This is either because they do not have access to a car, cannot drive, or are simply more likely to 
take transit (and therefore walk) due to demographic characteristics. 

Documenting areas where residents have a greater need for walking helps inform the 
prioritization of investments. There are two components to this analysis: a Composite Equity 
Analysis and an Equity Frequency Analysis.  

Composite Equity Analysis 
The Composite Equity Analysis identifies densities of the following populations at the census 
block group level: 

 Individuals with a disability 
 Youth (17 or younger) 
 Older adults (65 or older) 
 No vehicle households 

 People of color 
 Limited English proficiency 
 People below 200% of federal 

poverty level 

The percent of people in each demographic group is presented in Figure 3-46. Following are 
individual maps for each factor. Figure 3-54 illustrates the composite equity map which 
aggregates each of the above factors. Areas of Glendale with the highest concentration of people 
who may have a greater need for walking projects and programs include the Citrus Grove, 
Mariposa, and Pacific-Edison neighborhoods. Smaller concentrations exist in Verdugo Viejo, 
Glenwood, Grandview, and in the Montrose neighborhood.  

Figure 3-48 Summary of Demographic Factors 

Demographic Factor Number Percent 

Total Population 195,380 100% 

Individuals with a disability 9,998 8% 

Youth (0-17) 36,313 19% 

Older adults (65+) 31,133 16% 

People of color 72,804 37% 

Limited English proficiency 67,977 37% 

People below 200% of federal poverty level 73,229 38% 

No vehicle households 8,591 12% 
Note: Not all demographic factors are calculated based on the total population. Disability is based on people 16 to 64 years old. 
English proficiency is based on people who are 5 years or older. Poverty is based on the population for whom poverty status was 
determined by the US Census Bureau. No vehicle households are based on occupied housing units. Therefore the percent value for 
these factors will not match the total population. 
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2009-2013 & 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates 
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Figure 3-49 Density of People with a Disability Figure 3-50 Density of Youth 
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Figure 3-51 Density of Older Adults Figure 3-52 Density of People of Color 
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Figure 3-53 Density of People with Limited English Proficiency Figure 3-54 Density of People in Poverty 
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Figure 3-55 Density of No Vehicle Households  
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Figure 3-56 Composite Equity Analysis 
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Equity Frequency Analysis 
The Equity Frequency Analysis explores whether any factors from the Composite Equity Analysis 
are associated with an increased frequency of pedestrian collisions. All collisions were assigned 
to a census block group and the demographic characteristics of each block group were compared 
to the frequency of collisions. This was done to test for statistically significant correlations 
between two variables; if the correlation is positive, then an increase in one variable (e.g., the 
number of low-income households) corresponds to an increase in another (e.g., the number of 
pedestrian collisions). 

The analysis identified six variables that had a statistically significant correlation with the 
frequency of pedestrian collisions (listed in order of the strength of the correlation): 

 Limited English proficiency 
 Households with no vehicles 
 Low incomes 
 People of color 
 Older adults (65 or older) 
 Youth (0 to 9) 

The number of people with limited English proficiency and the number of households without 
vehicles were most strongly correlated with pedestrian collisions. This means that block groups 
with more people with limited English skills and block groups with more households that do not 
have a vehicle are more likely to have pedestrian collisions than other block groups. 

The Methodology Appendix provides the value of correlation for each variable, as well as scatter 
plots displaying the relationship between the frequency of collisions and the number of people or 
households that match each demographic variable. 

 

  

The analysis indicates that pedestrian collisions are distributed inequitably 
across Glendale. The lack of a safe and complete pedestrian network places 
people with limited English proficiency, households with no vehicles, people 
with low incomes, people of color, older adults, and youth at risk. These 
findings can be used to develop priority project areas that can help to 
address health and wealth disparities in Glendale. 
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Walking and Health 
The health analysis identifies areas of Glendale where people are 
likely to experience negative health outcomes as a result of inactivity, 
areas that lack access to recreation or healthy foods, locations where 
pedestrian collisions are more prevalent, and areas where residents 
have a greater likelihood of death from hypertension, diabetes, or 
heart disease.  
In the areas with negative health outcomes and more limited access to recreation and healthy 
foods, greater pedestrian access could play an important role in improving health outcomes. 

In most communities, walking is part of the solution. Walking on a regular basis has been shown 
to reduce rates of cardiovascular disease, risk of coronary artery disease, and risk of stroke while 
improving quality of life and mental health. 

Following are individual maps for each health factor noted above. Figure 3-61 illustrates the 
composite health map, which combines these factors into a single index. Darker purple on the 
map indicates conditions that are worse for health. Areas of Glendale with the highest likelihood 
of poor health outcomes include City Center, Mariposa, Somerset, Chevy Chase, and Woodbury. 
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Figure 3-57 Deaths from Hypertension Figure 3-58 Deaths from Diabetes 
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Figure 3-59 Death from Heart Disease Figure 3-60 Density of Pedestrian Collisions 
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Figure 3-61 Access to Grocery Stores Figure 3-62 Access to Parks 
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Figure 3-63 Composite Health Analysis 
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Summary 
Chapter 3 provides an overview of existing pedestrian conditions in 
Glendale. It includes an analysis of (1) pedestrian counts, (2) 
pedestrian infrastructure and demand, (3) pedestrian safety, (4) 
walking and social equity, and (5) walking and health. 
The chapter began by looking at how many people were observed walking at 52 locations in 
Glendale, and highlights areas of the city that do and do not have walking infrastructure today. 
This helps us understand where demand may exist today or in the future. As a corollary, it 
identifies potential mismatches between supply and existing or future demand. The safety 
analysis provides information about the people and places involved in pedestrian collisions in 
Glendale and begins to identify targets for future improvements. Finally, the equity and health 
analyses add another lens through which to view areas and populations that are over-
represented in the collision data—populations that may have a greater need for pedestrian 
infrastructure and programs. 
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Image from Empower LA 



Source: City of Los Angeles 
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Pedestrians cross a busy thoroughfare in Austin, Texas.  

Image from KUT 
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North Hollywood Station Pathway network map (prototype) 

Image from Metro 



High-quality pedestrian and transit environment in downtown Portland, OR 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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MBTA bus stop with curb extension 

Image from MBTA 
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A conventional curb extension in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 

A temporary, low-cost curb extension in Austin, TX 

Image from Austin Mobility 

Potted plants and colored gravel epoxy serve as a short-term pedestrian-
friendly makeover for Lincoln Avenue in Chicago, IL 

Image from Lakeview Chamber 



A midblock curb extension in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 

A gateway curb extension in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 

A set of chicanes slows speeds in Glendale 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 



A bus bulb in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 

A neckdown in Glendale 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 



A center island with crosswalk in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 

A center island with crosswalk in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 



Before and after at the intersection of Hollywood and Highland in Los Angeles 

Image from LADOT 



Pedestrian countdown signal examples 

Images from FHWA  

. 



A solar-powered rectangular rapid flashing beacon in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 



A hybrid beacon in Salt Lake City, UT helps a family cross a major intersection 

Image from NACTO 

Flashing lights that are triggered by pedestrian movement can be 
installed in crosswalks to help ensure that drivers will see 
pedestrians. Here, a man crosses a street in Honolulu, HI 

Image from GP Roadway Solutions 

A man crosses the street at an intersection in San Diego 
equipped with in-road motion-activated lights 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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Red light camera 

Photo from Riverfront Times 

Radar speed sign, Glendale, CA 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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A speed hump in Glendale 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 

Textured crosswalk in Glendale 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 



A curb-adjacent lane is transformed into public space on South Broadway in Los Angeles, CA 

Image from Bringing Back Broadway 



1 Peak hour volumes were assumed to be 8% of average daily trips when data was not available. 

A traffic diverter in Glendale 



Image from the City of Glendale 

A traffic circle in Glendale 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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Neighborhood greenway crossing an arterial street, Portland, OR Neighborhood greenway signage, Portland, OR 

Image from City of Portland Image from PBOT 



Radar Speed Sign, Seattle, WA  

Image from SDOT 
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Midblock pedestrian refuge is used to calm traffic 
near an elementary school in Portland, OR 

Image from PBOT 



 



A walk audit in Glendale 

Image from the City of Glendale 



Map of sidewalks showing priority ratings in Petersborough, Ontario 

Image from City of Peterborough 



This buckled sidewalk in Los Angeles is part of a growing problem in the city; 40% of the city’s sidewalks are impassable for people 
with mobility challenges.  

Image from Hoa Law Blog 
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Pedestrian Generator Index rankings for Davidson County 

Image from Nashville Public Radio 
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City of Seattle’s Pedestrian Master Plan Prioritization 

Framework 



An elderly woman crosses a busy street in New York City 

Image from Streetsblog 
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A group of people cross a recently refurbished intersection in New York City 

 



Make Way for Play event in Chicago 

Image from City of Chicago  
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Bicyclists in orange ride together in support of the No Ridiculous Car Trips campaign in Malmo, Sweden 

Image from City of Malmo 



Heads Up, Boulder! messaging at crosswalks 

Image from City of Boulder 

Heads Up, Boulder! educational materials are tailored to K-5 and middle school audiences 

Images from City of Boulder 



Kai Semke, 3, kicks a soccer ball during a Play Street event.  A young girl colors a chalk mosaic during a Play Street event. 

Image from KPLU.org Image from KPLU.org 



Bicyclists take to the streets for a ride on a Los Angeles street temporarily closed to cars 

Image from CicLAvia 



2016 Beach Streets in downtown Long Beach 

Image from City of Long Beach 



A screenshot of student-made movies from the Zap on Board! 
campaign.  

Image from teamsoapbox.com 
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A screenshot of a typical Zap on Board! board game.  Zap, the Link light rail mascot, high-fives riders. 

Image from teamsoapbox.com Image from Sound Transit 
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Travel Safe / Viaje Seguro safety campaign 
messaging 

Image from City of Santa Ana 
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Chicago’s crosswalk enforcement 
signage 

Image from City of Chicago 



Example of collision trends tracking from 2016 Boulder Safe Streets Report (left); pedestrian crossing signal with flashing yellow lights 
in Boulder (right) 

Images from City of Boulder 
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Get out of Long Beach Jail, Free traffic safety awareness materials 

Images from Long Beach Post 

SDOT staff handing out educational materials and gift cards to reward good behavior 

Image from Seattle Bike Blog 
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Funding sources and eligible projects and programs identified in the Santa Monica Pedestrian Action Plan 
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Figure A-1 Programs and Policies Summary Matrix 

Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Circulation Element 
of the General Plan 

Discourage high speeds on residential streets through roadway design and traffic enforcement. 

Develop acceptable thresholds of traffic volume in residential zones based on environmental capacity. 

Meet special transportation needs of the physically challenged. 

Provide / maintain high quality streetscape and pedestrian amenities. 

Support enhancement of existing and creation of new pedestrian-oriented retail centers. 

Evaluate off-street parking standards for new development to determine if parking standards can be modified 
where transit service, bicycle facilities or pedestrian amenities are available in order to encourage transit uses, 
bicycling, or walking. 

North Glendale 
Community Plan 

Implement the Safe and Healthy Streets Plan, Bikeway Master Plan, Safe Routes to School and other multi‐modal 
policies and programs. 

Support best practices in parking management. 

Support flexibility in local street improvements (i.e. sidewalks, lighting, access) to meet neighborhood needs. 

Designates Pedestrian Priority areas: Foothill Blvd west of Dunsmore Avenue (“Main Street”) and Honolulu Avenue 
in Montrose.  

South Glendale 
Community Plan 
(Draft) 

Proposed designation of Pedestrian Priority Streets: Central Ave from Glenoaks to San Fernando Rd; Brand Blvd 
from Colorado Ave to north of Glenoaks Blvd; Broadway from San Fernando Rd to Verdugo Rd; Colorado Ave from 
San Fernando Rd to Glendale Fwy; Downtown Glendale and Tropico TOD. 

Downtown Specific 
Plan (DSP) 

Strategically encourage ground floor uses that will contribute to creation of primary and secondary pedestrian 
activity streets. 

New development should enhance pedestrian activity by improving the physical attractiveness of the street and 
providing places for relaxation, shopping, etc. 

Reuse of existing buildings - ground floor should be redesigned to attract and encourage pedestrian traffic and/or 
accommodate pedestrian uses. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Set-backs - There shall be a minimum average setback on the ground floor of 12 feet from the curb to the building 
frontage on public streets. 

Buildings should address the street in ways that reinforce pedestrian activity. 

Develop street typology based on functional and urban design considerations, emphasizing connectivity and 
linkages, pedestrian and cyclist safety and comfort, increasing transit movement and reducing total person delay, 
and compatibility with adjacent land uses. 

Cluster housing and employment around shared parking and major transit corridors and transfer nodes, 
connected by pedestrian streets. 

Emphasize diversifying modal choices, increasing number of downtown trips by transit, bicycle, and on foot, and 
improving pedestrian comfort and safety. 

Provide a high level of pedestrian amenities throughout downtown area. Minimize interruptions in sidewalks 
designated for pedestrian priority. 

Provide pedestrian crosswalks at all intersections and consider additional improvements to promote safety in key 
locations with high potential for pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. 

Consider special mobility requirements of the young, elderly, and wheelchair/mobility impaired people. 

Promote increased walking for downtown residents and visitors with expanded marketing, 
promotional/informational events, and financial incentives. 

Develop a new street classification for Pedestrian Priority Streets (aligned with Downtown Mobility Study). 

Downtown Mobility 
Study 

Street Typology - Each street should have a primary purpose (auto traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle) and should 
be designed to maximize efficiency and comfort of that mode. 

Improving pedestrian mobility and ensuring safe and fluid interface between pedestrians and other modes. 
Recommendations address: sidewalk conditions, intersection and crosswalk conditions, continuity and connectivity 
of the pedestrian network, and safety. 

Sidewalk Widths: Preserve and enhance current sidewalk widths. All Primary Pedestrian Streets should maintain a 
sidewalk width of at least 12-18 feet.   
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Use pedestrian and bicycle performance measures. 

Implement a multimodal transportation and parking wayfinding system. 

Create a pedestrian-friendly environment that is easily navigated by downtown residents, employees, and visitors 
(especially first-time visitors). 

Create a Downtown Transportation and Management District. 

8 Points for Compass 
Blueprint 

Create an urban growth boundary. 

Designation of street types to primarily serves autos, pedestrians, or transit. 

Revise level of service (LOS) criteria based on movement of people versus cars. 

Safe and Healthy 
Streets Plan 

Establish education and safety programs and partnerships to educate residents on how to safely walk and ride a 
bike.  

Establish pedestrian and bicyclist safety training programs in collaboration with all schools in Glendale. 

Establish a pedestrian and bicyclist safety training program through the Community Services & Parks Department. 

Work with the Glendale Police Department and the Los Angeles Superior Court system to establish a 
bicycle/pedestrian traffic school curriculum in lieu of other penalties for bicycle/pedestrian related traffic law 
violators. 

Educate motorists on how to correctly and safely interact with cyclists and pedestrians.  

Incorporate enhanced bicycle/pedestrian safety training into driving school and driver education programs in 
Glendale. 

Launch a motorist education campaign focused on speeding, aggressive behavior, and cell phone use. 

Publish and broadcast information regarding proper pedestrian and bicyclist safety and make this information 
readily available throughout the Glendale community. 

Provide free pedestrian and bicyclist maps, with safety information printed on back of the maps. 

Launch and maintain a City website with bicycle/pedestrian safety info, maps, and resources. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Formulate public/private partnerships for safety/education campaigns for cyclists, pedestrians, and drivers (public 
service announcements, brochures, events). 

Continue ongoing bicyclist and pedestrian education for City Staff through free or paid webinars. 

Establish programs and partnerships that will encourage the Glendale community to walk or ride a bike for 
recreation and transportation. 

Establish City-organized rides and walks, including those that may include periodic street closures. 

Adopt City-sponsored ongoing promotions (Bike to Work Day/Bike to Work Month, Car Free Fridays, Walking 
Wednesdays). 

Maintain and expand partnerships with all schools in Glendale to support/promote Safe Routes to School programs 
(International Walk to School Day, Bike to School Day, Walking School Buses, Bike Trains, Walking Wednesdays). 

Encourage citywide employee incentives for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Improve bicyclist and pedestrian safety through targeted enforcement. 

Report all bicyclist, pedestrian and bike/ped-related automobile crashes resulting in injuries or worse, and report 
all lower severity crashes, whenever possible. Publish a regular report of bicyclist and pedestrian related crashes 
compiled from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System. Include potential improvement goals and 
strategies for the future. 

Continue to place a high priority on enforcement of motorist, bicyclist, and pedestrian violations that most 
frequently cause injuries and fatalities among bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Create a simple pocket guide of bicycle/pedestrian laws for Glendale. 

Use the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration videos “Enforcing Laws for Pedestrians” and “Enforcing 
Laws for Bicyclists.” 

Produce bicycle/pedestrian information/education videos for Police officers and for the public. 

Add ordinances or resolutions that improve safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Pass a resolution supporting change of state law regarding speed surveys and 85th percentile. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Pass a resolution adopting provisions of AB 321 to lower speed limits near schools. 

Maintain and update design standards that reduce vehicular speeds. 

Maintain and update traffic calming measures in the Glendale Traffic Calming Program. 

Incorporate best practices in pedestrian and bicycle facility design. 

Strive to implement detailed pedestrian and bicyclist design guidelines, derived from FHWA pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety guidelines, that exceed minimum state and federal standards, and to be incorporated into the 
Bikeway Master Plan, Safe Routes to School Plan, and other pedestrian or bicyclist related documents. 

Continue with implementation of mobility standards that encourage walking, biking, and transit use. 

Incorporate pedestrian and bicyclist project review into all capital improvement projects. Continue referring to the 
Bikeway Master Plan and FHWA Pedestrian Safety Guidelines for all Capital Improvement projects. 

Pursue inexpensive and experimental pilot projects for pedestrians and bicyclists that can be made permanent 
whenever a pilot project is successful or dropped when it is not. 

Adopt a Complete Streets Policy and design standards in accordance with the California Complete Streets Act of 
2008 so that transportation improvements in the City of Glendale will accommodate all modes of transportation. 

Create land use policies that encourage biking and walking. 

Establish regular updates to City policies and documents related to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Recommend that current and future pedestrian and bicyclist related policies and policy documents such as the 
Bikeway Master Plan and the Safe and Healthy Streets Plan be updated regularly with specific timelines and 
measurable goals. 

Establish regular, on-going evaluation and monitoring of engineering projects. 

Incorporate pedestrian/bicyclist project implementation in the regular review of Capital Improvement Projects. 

Create an official [Transportation and Parking Commission] Pedestrian and Bicyclist Advisory Committee and a 
Pedestrian and Bicyclist Technical Advisory Team dedicated to the review and implementation of Pedestrian and 
Bicycle policies. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Officially create a Pedestrian and Bicyclist Technical Advisory Team composed of City Staff to evaluate pedestrian 
and bicycle policies. 

Create a [Transportation and Parking Commission] Pedestrian and Bicyclist Advisory Committee composed of 
representatives from the Transportation and Parking Commission, Planning Commission, Parks Commission and 
Glendale Residents. 

City Pedestrian and Bicyclist Technical Advisory Team to conduct regularly scheduled updates to the 
[Transportation and Parking Commission] Pedestrian and Bicyclist Advisory Committee on the implementation of 
pedestrian and bicycle policies and the Safe and Healthy Streets Plan. 

Assess pedestrian/bicycle programs, events and infrastructure improvements as recommended by the Safe and 
Healthy Streets Plan. 

Conduct regular bicycle/pedestrian counts in September. 

Conduct a review of pedestrian/bicycle collision reports on a regular basis. Establish safety goals. 

Adopt performance measures and benchmarks for the implementation of education, encouragement and 
enforcement programs. 

Support and coordinate with outside agencies and consultants to assist the City in evaluation programs. 

Support alternatives for measuring level-of-service. 

Once a framework has been established funding and implementing pedestrian and bicyclist policies, programs, and 
infrastructure, seek promotional opportunities. 

Apply for a Walk Friendly Community Designation. 

Allocate City Staff to coordinate and to implement pedestrian and bicyclist policies, programs, and facilities. 

Expand staff resources from various City departments to incorporate pedestrian and bicyclist programs, policies 
and infrastructure to City transportation projects currently in progress. 

Allocate City Staff to incorporate pedestrian and bicyclist programs, policies and infrastructure to future and 
unfunded City transportation projects. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Recommend a percentage of transportation dollars allocated to the City of Glendale to be spent on pedestrian and 
bicyclist related projects. 

Establish a Pedestrian and Bicyclist Technical Advisory Team consisting of City Staff to coordinate all Pedestrian 
and Bicyclist Programs for the City of Glendale. 

Support to fund a currently vacant City staff position that directly contributes to pedestrian and bicyclist programs, 
including traffic safety and calming programs. 

Create organizations and work with existing organizations that will assist in the implementation of pedestrian and 
bicyclist policies, programs and facilities. 

Establish a [Transportation and Parking Commission] Pedestrian and Bicyclist Advisory Committee for the city. 

Receive assistance from consultants and not-for-profit organizations to fund positions or programs that directly 
benefit pedestrians and bicyclists in the City of Glendale. 

Create a Pedestrian and Bicyclist Coordinator position to be the primary point of contact for the Pedestrian and 
Bicyclist Technical Advisory Team and the [Transportation and Parking Commission] Pedestrian and Bicyclist 
Advisory Committee. 

Continue to identify and pursue funding sources for the purpose of implementing pedestrian and bicycle projects 
and programs, including those recommended in the Safe and Healthy Streets Plan. 

Adopt a resolution allocating a portion of Glendale Measure R local return funds for bicyclist and pedestrian 
projects. 

Greener Glendale 
Plan 

Facilitate the provision of alternative transportation infrastructure. 

Incentivize community provision and funding of transit and bicycle, pedestrian, and multimodal infrastructure. 

Adopt a comprehensive parking policy to encourage the use of carpooling and alternative modes of transportation. 

2013 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Report 

Conduct pedestrian counts every two years. 

Utilize count and collision data to prioritize projects, programs, grants. 

Supplement count and collision data with other data sources. 
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Plan/Policy/Program Recommendation 

Pedestrian Safety 
Advisory Task Force 
Recommendations 

Amend high-visibility crosswalk policy. Current Public Works policy limits placement of high-visibility ladder 
crosswalks to areas within and adjacent to school zones and uncontrolled crosswalks. 

Establish/clarify prioritization process for restriping crosswalks. 

Stripe additional advance yield lines and restripe faded advance yield lines citywide. 

Make spot improvements. 

Develop public prioritization process for implementation of bulb-outs, leading pedestrian intervals, and pedestrian 
scrambles. 

Implement and finalize the draft Pedestrian Safety Action Plan. 

Implement speed feedback signs citywide 

Improve public request process for mobile Glendale Police Department warning signs. 

Support existing hotspot enforcement and pursue ongoing funding 

Explore the feasibility of administrative tickets for pedestrian safety violations. 

Increase reach of enforcement efforts through media. 

Allocate/secure funding to develop suite of professionally designed educational materials. 

Establish a pilot area for intensive pedestrian safety education campaign. 

Cultivate community partnerships and engage local businesses to broadcast pedestrian education messages 
(include [Glendale Unified School District] and [Glendale Community College]). 

California State AB 
321 

Vehicles: prima facie speed limits: schools 

California State AB 
529 

Speed Limit: downward speed zoning 
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Figure B-1 Count Locations and Volumes 

Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

767 Brand & 
Broadway 

N Brand Blvd E Wilson Ave & E Broadway 405 1062 682 2,149 1 2 14 

774 Brand & 
Broadway 

E Broadway S Brand Blvd & N Maryland 
Ave 

231 484 477 1,192 2 0 21 

768 Brand & Chevy 
Chase 

S Brand Blvd W Acacia Ave & W Chevy 
Chase Dr 

101 118 159 378 1 0 8 

790 Brand & Chevy 
Chase 

E Chevy Chase Dr S Brand Blvd & S Glendale 
Ave 

123 83 112 318 0 0 4 

769 Brand & Harvard S Brand Blvd W Broadway & E Harvard St 230 1,645 1,204 3,079 1 4 38 

773 Brand & Harvard S Brand Blvd E Harvard St & Caruso Ave 284 1,332 892 2,508 1 0 24 

788 Brand & Harvard E Harvard St S Brand Blvd & S Maryland 
Ave 

89 397 291 777 2 3 0 

811 Broadway & 
Chevy Chase 

E Broadway N Chevy Chase Dr & Olive St 199 138 65 402 1 0 2 

822 Broadway & 
Chevy Chase 

S Chevy Chase Dr E Broadway & Carlton Dr 219 129 110 458 2 1 3 

775 Broadway & 
Maynard 

E Broadway Sinclair Ave & Maynard St 116 68 46 230 0 0 4 

805 California & 
Columbus  

N Columbus Ave W California Ave & Salem St 115 105 117 337 3 0 4 

827 California & 
Columbus  

W California Ave N Columbus Ave & N 
Central Ave 

56 83 79 218 3 0 0 

806 California & 
Orange 

N Orange St W Lexington Dr & W 
California Ave 

75 107 207 389 0 0 16 

830 California & 
Orange 

W California Ave N Orange St & N Brand Blvd 96 275 265 636 1 0 6 

700 Central & 
Americana Way 

Americana Way N Central Ave & S Brand 
Blvd 

168 2805 2254 5,227 1 1 133 
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Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

779 Central & 
Americana Way 

N Central Ave W Broadway & Americana 
Way 

127 750 662 1539 0 4 29 

789 Central & 
Stocker 

N Central Ave W Stocker St & W Dryden St 106 201 195 502 1 1 0 

796 Central & 
Stocker 

W Stocker St N Central Ave & N Brand 
Blvd 

59 128 132 319 1 0 3 

808 Central & Wilson N Central Ave W Wilson Ave & W Broadway 81 140 138 359 0 0 2 

829 Central & Wilson W Wilson Ave N Central Ave & N Orange 
St 

47 127 82 256 0 0 3 

794 Colorado & 
Lincoln 

Colorado Blvd W Campus St & Lincoln Ave 54 108 75 237 0 1 0 

716 Columbus & 
Riverdale 

Riverdale Dr S Pacific Ave & S Columbus 
Ave 

141 124 99 364 0 2 9 

795 Columbus & 
Riverdale 

S Columbus Ave Riverdale Ave & W Maple St 74 76 60 210 2 1 6 

809 Columbus & 
Wilson 

N Columbus Ave W Wilson Ave & W Broadway 67 130 144 341 3 0 19 

828 Columbus & 
Wilson 

W Wilson Ave N Columbus Ave & N 
Central Ave 

46 72 101 219 0 0 18 

761 Concord & Doran Concord St Fairmont Ave & W Doran St 34 35 14 83 1 0 0 

770 Concord & Doran W Doran St State St & Concord St 14 8 17 39 0 1 4 

713 Concord & 
Glenwood (HS) 

Concord St Glenwood Rd & W Stocker 
St 

481 470 55 1,006 0 0 21 

714 Concord & 
Glenwood (HS) 

Glenwood Rd Concord St & School St 517 315 56 888 1 1 16 

803 Doran & 
Columbus 

N Columbus Ave W Doran St & W Doran St 151 190 138 479 1 0 0 

825 Doran & 
Columbus 

W Doran St N Pacific Ave & N Columbus 
Ave 

267 162 96 525 0 1 3 
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Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

771 Fairmont & 
Flower 

Fairmont Ave Flower St & Air Way 4 2 3 9 0 0 0 

718 Flower & Sonora Sonora Ave Lake St & Flower St 26 32 18 76 1 0 0 

772 Flower & Sonora Flower St Sonora Ave & Davis Ave 34 28 7 69 0 0 0 

818 Foothill & 
Dunsmore 

Foothill Blvd Dunsmore Ave & Willalee 
Ave 

13 5 25 43 0 0 0 

799 Foothill & New 
York 

Foothill Blvd New York Ave & Maryland 
Ave 

20 14 18 52 0 1 1 

819 Foothill & New 
York 

New York Ave Thelma St & Foothill Blvd 16 16 11 43 0 0 0 

797 Foothill & 
Pennsylvania 

Foothill Blvd Maryland Ave & 
Pennsylvania Ave 

55 101 74 230 0 0 4 

710 Glendale & Maple E Maple St S Louise St & S Glendale 
Ave 

88 84 63 235 1 0 0 

781 Glendale & Maple S Glendale Ave E Chestnut St & E Maple St 202 169 114 485 3 1 1 

810 Glendale & 
Monterey 

N Glendale Ave Monterey Rd & Ventura Fwy 
On Ramp 

76 50 22 148 0 0 0 

821 Glendale & 
Monterey 

Monterey Rd N Glendale Ave & N Adams 
St 

71 56 19 146 0 0 0 

745 Glendale & 
Wilson 

E Wilson Ave N Isabel St & N Glendale 
Ave 

252 224 199 675 0 0 3 

782 Glendale & 
Wilson 

N Glendale Ave E Wilson Ave & E California 
Ave 

95 213 165 473 0 0 1 

783 Glendale 
Riverwalk Bicycle 
Path 

Glendale 
Riverwalk Bike 
Path 

Riverside Dr & Golden State 
Fwy 

22 18 64 104 0 2 0 

784 Glenoaks & 
Chevy Chase 

E Glenoaks Blvd Lynglen Dr & E Chevy Chase 
Dr 

19 19 20 58 0 0 0 

791 Glenoaks & 
Chevy Chase 

E Chevy Chase Dr E Glenoaks Blvd & 
Glenmore Blvd 

73 66 48 187 1 0 2 
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Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

786 Glenoaks & 
Grandview 

W Glenoaks Blvd Willard Ave & Grandview 
Ave 

48 65 136 249 1 0 6 

787 Glenoaks & 
Grandview 

Grandview Ave Glenwood Rd & W Glenoaks 
Blvd 

18 36 20 74 0 0 1 

801 Glenoaks & 
Justin 

W Glenoaks Blvd Justin Ave & Ruberta Ave 99 167 152 418 2 0 5 

823 Glenoaks & 
Justin 

Justin Ave W Glenoaks Blvd & 5th St 115 55 39 209 0 0 1 

742 Glenoaks & 
Louise 

N Louise St E Glenoaks Blvd & Monterey 
Rd 

56 53 50 159 1 0 0 

785 Glenoaks & 
Louise 

E Glenoaks Blvd N Brand Blvd & N Louise St 79 84 37 200 0 0 0 

802 Grandview & 
Flower 

Flower St Circle 7 Dr & Grandview Ave 96 104 2 202 0 0 0 

824 Grandview & 
Flower 

Grandview Ave Grand Central Ave & Flower 
St 

101 102 5 208 0 0 0 

737 Honolulu & La 
Crescenta 

La Crescenta Ave Honolulu Ave & Sycamore 
Ave 

28 30 25 83 0 0 1 

792 Honolulu & La 
Crescenta 

Honolulu Ave La Crescenta Ave & 
Pleasure Way 

71 76 75 222 0 0 3 

712 Honolulu & 
Ocean View 

Ocean View Blvd Honolulu Ave & Broadview 
Dr 

162 250 278 690 0 0 9 

734 Honolulu & 
Ocean View 

Honolulu Ave Wickham Way & Ocean View 
Blvd 

316 695 587 1,598 0 0 30 

800 Honolulu & 
Sunset 

Honolulu Ave Rosemont Ave & Sunset Ave 109 150 129 388 0 0 2 

820 Honolulu & 
Sunset 

Sunset Ave Hermosa Ave & Honolulu 
Ave 

29 43 37 109 0 1 1 

720 Honolulu & 
Verdugo 

Verdugo Blvd Montrose Ave & Park Pl 56 62 79 197 2 0 1 
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Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

724 Honolulu & 
Verdugo 

N Verdugo Rd Honolulu Ave & Broadview 
Dr 

70 113 81 264 1 1 5 

777 Jackson & 
California 

E California Ave N Kenwood St & N Jackson 
St 

85 153 112 350 2 1 4 

719 Kenneth & 
Sonora 

Sonora Ave Glenwood Rd & W Kenneth 
Rd 

21 31 15 67 1 0 0 

736 Kenneth & 
Sonora 

W Kenneth Rd Sonora Ave & Grandview 
Ave 

62 87 143 292 0 0 10 

804 Lexington & 
Columbus 

N Columbus Ave W Lexington Dr & Myrtle St 177 110 84 371 0 0 3 

826 Lexington & 
Columbus 

W Lexington Dr N Columbus Ave & N 
Central Ave 

79 112 48 239 0 0 0 

733 Louise & Wilson E Wilson Ave N Louise St & N Kenwood St 85 125 190 400 0 2 14 

743 Louise & Wilson N Louise St E Wilson Ave & E Broadway 97 162 181 440 2 0 20 

744 Maple & Chevy 
Chase 

E Maple St S Adams St & S Chevy 
Chase Dr 

57 83 62 202 0 1 4 

793 Maple & Chevy 
Chase 

S Chevy Chase Dr E Maple St & Raleigh St 124 116 96 336 0 0 5 

807 Orange & Wilson N Orange St W Wilson Ave & W Broadway 109 166 76 351 0 0 2 

831 Orange & Wilson W Wilson Ave N Orange St & N Brand Blvd 60 189 164 413 0 0 7 

812 Riverdale & 
Pacific 

S Pacific Ave Vine St & Riverdale Dr 249 124 125 498 0 0 7 

832 Riverdale & 
Pacific 

Riverdale Dr San Fernando Rd & S Pacific 
Ave 

182 89 107 378 0 0 9 

813 San Fernando & 
Brand 

S Brand Blvd San Fernando Rd & Vassar 
St 

127 176 100 403 0 0 7 

834 San Fernando & 
Brand 

S Brand Blvd W Cerritos Ave & San 
Fernando Rd 

86 91 111 288 0 1 1 

835 San Fernando & 
Brand 

San Fernando Rd S Brand Blvd & S Glendale 
Ave 

129 133 104 366 1 0 0 
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Screen-
line 

Nearest 
Intersection On Street Between 

Weekday 
AM Volume 

Weekday 
PM Volume 

Weekend 
Volume 

Total 
Volume 

Wheelchair/
Special 
Needs 

Skateboard/ 
Scooter/ 
Skates Children 

815 San Fernando & 
Central 

San Fernando Rd S Central Ave & El Bonito 
Ave 

162 108 103 373 0 2 2 

816 San Fernando & 
Central 

S Central Ave W Laurel St & San Fernando 
Rd 

161 134 118 413 1 0 2 

814 San Fernando & 
Cerritos 

W Cerritos Ave San Fernando Rd & Gardena 
Ave 

32 19 38 89 0 0 4 

833 San Fernando & 
Cerritos 

San Fernando Rd El Bonito Ave & W Cerritos 
Ave 

82 25 66 173 0 0 0 

717 San Fernando & 
Los Feliz 

San Fernando Rd W Los Feliz Rd & S Central 
Ave 

185 212 164 561 1 0 8 

741 San Fernando & 
Los Feliz 

W Los Feliz Rd San Fernando Rd & S 
Central Ave 

244 275 247 766 0 4 3 

738 Verdugo & 
Harvard 

E Harvard St S Chevy Chase Dr & S 
Verdugo Rd 

181 132 66 379 0 0 7 

739 Verdugo & 
Harvard 

S Verdugo Rd E Harvard St & Orange 
Grove Ave 

260 210 210 680 2 5 70 

711 Verdugo & 
Mountain 

E Mountain St Royal Blvd & N Verdugo Rd 38 25 16 79 0 0 0 

732 Verdugo & 
Mountain 

N Verdugo Rd E Mountains St & Cll 
Vaquero 

176 100 37 313 0 2 0 

817 Verdugo & 
Sherer 

N Verdugo Rd Crestmont Ct & Sherer Ln 440 47 52 539 0 0 3 

722 Verdugo/Cadada/
Towne 

N Verdugo Rd Campus Way & Towne Ave 53 83 40 176 0 0 0 

778 Verdugo/Cadada/
Towne 

Canada Blvd Towne Ave & N Verdugo Rd 84 77 21 182 0 0 0 
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Figure B-2 Observed Volumes by Period (Citywide) 

 

 
Weekend counts shown on next page. 
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Figure B-3 Observed Volumes by Period (Downtown) 

 

PM and weekend counts shown on next page. 
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Figure B-4 Changes in Pedestrian Activity by Volume (2013 – 2016) 

Screenline Nearest Intersection 

Total 
Volume 
(2013) 

Total 
Volume 
(2016) 

Change 
(#) 

Change 
(%) 

774 Brand & Broadway 1,192 599 593 99% 

767 Brand & Broadway 2,149 1,638 511 31% 

790 Brand & Chevy Chase 318 296 22 7% 

768 Brand & Chevy Chase 378 369 9 2% 

769 Brand & Harvard 3,079 1,997 1,082 54% 

773 Brand & Harvard 2,508 1,438 1,070 74% 

788 Brand & Harvard 777 721 56 8% 

775 Broadway & Maynard 230 216 14 6% 

700 Central & Americana Way 5,227 3,091 2,136 69% 

779 Central & Americana Way 1,539 584 955 164% 

789 Central & Stocker 502 351 151 43% 

796 Central & Stocker 319 320 -1 0% 

794 Colorado & Lincoln 237 366 -129 -35% 

795 Columbus & Riverdale 210 319 -109 -34% 

716 Columbus & Riverdale 364 481 -117 -24% 

761 Concord & Doran 83 67 16 24% 

770 Concord & Doran 39 80 -41 -51% 

714 Concord & Glenwood (HS) 888 343 545 159% 

713 Concord & Glenwood (HS) 1,006 577 429 74% 

771 Fairmont & Flower 9 31 -22 -71% 

718 Flower & Sonora 76 59 17 29% 

772 Flower & Sonora 69 114 -45 -39% 

797 Foothill & Pennsylvania 230 111 119 107% 

710 Glendale & Maple 235 252 -17 -7% 

781 Glendale & Maple 485 614 -129 -21% 

745 Glendale & Wilson 675 389 286 74% 

782 Glendale & Wilson 473 777 -304 -39% 

783 Glendale Riverwalk Bicycle 
Path 

104 112 -8 -7% 
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791 Glenoaks & Chevy Chase 187 128 59 46% 

784 Glenoaks & Chevy Chase 58 104 -46 -44% 

786 Glenoaks & Grandview 249 152 97 64% 

787 Glenoaks & Grandview 74 64 10 16% 

742 Glenoaks & Louise 159 114 45 39% 

785 Glenoaks & Louise 200 176 24 14% 

792 Honolulu & La Crescenta 222 164 58 35% 

737 Honolulu & La Crescenta 83 67 16 24% 

734 Honolulu & Ocean View 1598 1,271 327 26% 

712 Honolulu & Ocean View 690 555 135 24% 

724 Honolulu & Verdugo 264 161 103 64% 

720 Honolulu & Verdugo 197 169 28 17% 

777 Jackson & California 350 385 -35 -9% 

719 Kenneth & Sonora 67 68 -1 -1% 

736 Kenneth & Sonora 292 344 -52 -15% 

743 Louise & Wilson 440 323 117 36% 

733 Louise & Wilson 400 402 -2 0% 

744 Maple & Chevy Chase 202 178 24 13% 

793 Maple & Chevy Chase 336 359 -23 -6% 

741 San Fernando & Los Feliz 766 349 417 119% 

717 San Fernando & Los Feliz 561 381 180 47% 

739 Verdugo & Harvard 680 596 84 14% 

738 Verdugo & Harvard 379 303 76 25% 

732 Verdugo & Mountain 313 447 -134 -30% 

711 Verdugo & Mountain 79 428 -349 -82% 

722 Verdugo/Cadada/Towne 176 262 -86 -33% 

778 Verdugo/Cadada/Towne 182 280 -98 -35% 
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Walking Comfort  
The criteria and scoring used in the Walking Comfort analysis are described in Figure C-1. The 
maps illustrating the results are found in Chapter 3 of this report. 

Figure C-1 Walking Comfort Scoring 

Criteria Score 

A. Posted Speed 

<=25 mph 15 

30 – 35 mph 9 

>35 mph 3 

B. Number of Travel Lanes 

2 lanes 10 

3-4 lanes 6 

5+ lanes 2 

C. Traffic Volume 

5,000 or less 10 

5,001 to 10,000 8 

10,001 to 20,000 6 

20,001 to 30,000 4 

30,001 or greater 2 

D. Spacing of Streetlights 

<= 125 feet 5 

126 – 150 feet 4 

151 – 175 feet 3 

176 – 200 feet 2 

>200 feet 1 

No streetlights 0 

E. Presence of Sidewalks 

Sidewalk present 20 

No sidewalk 0 

Scores range from 7 to 60 
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Pedestrian Demand 
The criteria and scoring used in the Pedestrian Demand analysis are described in Figure C-2. For 
each area, the scoring considered the value of each demand criteria as well as its proximity. 
Higher scores were given to areas within shorter distances of the various destinations (e.g., 
parks, schools), areas with higher population and employment densities, and to transit stops with 
higher ridership. The scores for transit ridership and proximity to the Civic Center and 
Courthouse received the highest weighting to account for their greater likelihood to generate 
walking trips. The maps illustrating the results are found in the body of this report. 

Figure C-2 Pedestrian Demand Scoring 

Criteria Weight Factor 

Transit Ridership (Beeline 2013 and Metro 2015) 3 

Proximity to Civic Center and Courthouse 3 

Population Density (2014) 2 

Employment Density (2014) 2 

Proximity to Schools 2 

Proximity to the Americana 2 

Proximity to Mixed Use Land Uses 2 

Proximity to Colleges 2 

Proximity to Parks 1 

Proximity to Hospitals 1 

Proximity to Commercial or Retail Land Uses 1 

Scores ranges from 18 (low score) to 130 
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Ease of Crossing 
The criteria and scoring used in the Ease of Crossing analysis are described in Figure C-3. The 
maps illustrating the results are found in the body of this report. 

Figure C-3 Ease of Crossing Scoring 

Criteria Score 

A. Roadway Characteristics 

A1. Posted speed 

<=25 mph 40 

30 – 35 mph 20 

>35 mph 10 

A2. Roadway width / Number of lanes 

2 lanes 40 

3-4 lanes 20 

5+ lanes 10 

B. Intersection Type 

B.1 Distance between signalized intersection 

Within 300 feet from signalized 
intersection 50 

More than 300 feet 

B2. Intersection Density 

25+ per mile 20 

10-25 per mile 10 

<10 per mile 0 

Scores ranges from 20 (low score) to 100+ 
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Health Analysis 
The criteria and scoring used in health analysis are shown in Figure C-4. The maps illustrating 
the results are found in the body of this report. 

Figure C-4 Health Scoring 

Criteria Score 

A. Hypertension Deaths per 10,000 

3.0 or less 4 

3.1 to 5.0 3 

5.1 to 10.0 2 

10.1 to 34.0 1 

B. Diabetes Deaths per 10,000 

5.0 or less 4 

5.1 to 7.5 3 

7.6 to 10.0 2 

10.1 to 23.0 1 

C. Heart Disease Deaths per 10,000 

45.0 or less 4 

45.1 to 80.0 3 

80.1 to 115.0 2 

115.1 to 284.0 1 

D. Pedestrian Collisions per Acre 

None 6 

0.10 or less 5 

0.11 to 0.20 4 

0.21 to 0.30 3 

0.31 to 0.50 2 

0.51 to 1.00 1 
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E. Average Walking Distance to Nearest Grocery Store 

0.25 miles or less 5 

0.26 to 0.50 miles 4 

0.51 to 1.00 miles 3 

1.01 to 2.00 miles 2 

2.01 to 8.00 miles 1 

F. Average Walking Distance to Nearest Park 

0.25 miles or less 5 

0.26 to 0.50 miles 4 

0.51 to 1.00 miles 3 

1.01 to 2.00 miles 2 

2.01 to 5.25 miles 1 

Normalized scores range from 43 to 100 
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Equity Frequency Analysis 
The results of the correlation analysis conducted as part of the equity frequency analysis are 
presented in Figure C-5. All indicators with a numerical value were statistically correlated with 
the number of pedestrian collisions in Glendale. Higher numbers indicate a stronger correlation. 
Individual plots illustrating the relationship between the frequency of collisions and the number 
of people or households that match each demographic variable are found in the figures that 
follow.  

Figure C-5 Correlation of Demographic Indicators to Number of Crashes (per Census Block Group) 

Demographic Indicator Correlation 

Limited English Proficiency 0.343 

Households with No Vehicles 0.341 

Low Income 0.338 

People of Color 0.285 

Older Adults (65 or older) 0.206 

Youth (0 to 9) 0.170 

Youth (10 to 17) NA 

Youth (0 to 17) NA 

Persons with Disabilities NA 
Note: ‘NA’ indicates correlation insignificant at the p<0.05 level 
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