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Abstract: In this article, the authors assumed that the “iGeneration” is the leading driving force for
the SMART orientation of modern cities. Dynamic and multidirectional technical and technological
processes introduce a new level of changes in urban space, adapting it to the present and future
requirements of its inhabitants in a sustainable manner. An important infrastructure element of the
urban space is the crosswalk, being an inseparable element of everyday life in the city. As part of a
clear emphasis on the issue of vulnerable road users’ protection, the aim of the article is to examine
the perception of users regarding crosswalks in Poland, based on the example of Szczecin. The main
aim of the article is to identify the dimensions of crosswalk perception. The specific objectives include
the determination of the state of knowledge about the essence and typology of crosswalks and the
identification of good practices in their designation. Literature analysis, questionnaire research,
and a case study were used. In the adopted research methodology, the use of the questionnaire
made it possible to identify key intersections (Five Stars), each different in their form, and to learn
about the perception dimensions of this element of urban space. In the context of the Smart City
concept implementation, the perception of crosswalks by young city residents, i.e., the “iGeneration”,
was examined. The obtained results allowed to perform a systematic analysis that focuses on
individual behavioral aspects and subjectivism of the assessment of crosswalks in comparison with
the commonly dominant architectural, engineering, and legal perspectives. The research allowed to
assess the topology of intersections as well as the indication of safety improvement recommendation
lists, taking into account intergenerational optics.

Keywords: crosswalk; smart city; VSS SN 640 241 standard

1. Introduction

One of the five “megatrends” (macroeconomic force shaping the world) [1,2] is dom-
inant in contemporary socio-economic development concerns “urbanization” [3,4]. It
influences the dynamic development of modern cities, making them knowledge-based
cities, digital cities, or eco-cities. The level of technological advancement predisposes the
city to call itself “smart”. The broader term “smart growth” is used in practice to define a
new direction of urban development (especially in the operational dimension) [5,6], as a
practical attempt to operationalize the broader idea of “sustainable development” being a
desired direction of civilization development [7–9]. In its essence, sustainable development
strongly emphasizes the idea of partnership (with a variety of goals and methods of action),
by saving resources in a systemic way and using them rationally for the common good of
city dwellers. The beginnings of the “smart city” concept date back to the 1990s. It was
then that such terms as “city of bits” [10] or “cyber city” [11] emerged. One of the first
attempts to define a “smart city” was made by N. Komninos [12], identifying it as a “terri-
tory” of creative population with high learning and innovation abilities, having effectively
operating research and development institutions, higher education, digital infrastructure
and communication technologies, as well as a high level of management efficiency with a
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proven ability to innovate. However, in 2008, R. Holland [13] pointed to the lack of a clear
definition of a smart city. Still, the idea of “smart growth” additionally strengthened the role
of “smart city” [14]. The authors of the Mapping Smart Cities in the EU [15] report indicated
that a smart city is a city where public issues are solved with the use of information and
communication technologies (ICT), with the involvement of various stakeholders acting in
partnership with city authorities. In a smart city, the quality of life improves, the environ-
ment becomes friendlier, and the prospects for economic development are stronger [16].
R.P. Dameri [17] analyzed the number of scientific articles on smart city (in title, abstract
and keywords) indexed by Scopus in 1997–2008, finding one or several articles published.
In 2009, it was 17, in 2011, 119, and in 2014 it reached 731 publications. The aforemen-
tioned R.P. Dameri [18] describes a “smart city” as “a precisely defined geographical area
with advanced technologies (ICT, logistics, energy production, etc.) working together to
create benefits for its inhabitants, contributing to increasing prosperity, integration and
participation, improvement of the quality of the environment and intelligent development”.
Therefore, it is a common idea of all the city’s stakeholders for its well-thought-out and
long-term sustainable development based on the possessed potential, identified condi-
tions and barriers as well as specific instruments supporting integrated economic, social,
and environmental goals related to the improvement of the living conditions of the local
community and widely accepted favorable sustainable development of the city.

The progressive socio-economic development is visible primarily in the dynamic
urbanization. The growth of the urban population is becoming a key challenge for all
decision-makers and stakeholders of the entire urban space. Since most people will soon
live in urbanized spaces, measures should be taken now to ensure the highest quality
of life within cities for different age and social groups. Therefore, cities need to provide
all residents with a choice of alternative mobility options, all of which are equally fast,
safe, sustainable, and tailored to their individual needs. They also need to expand access
to transport services so that low-income people and seniors can also benefit from them.
Thus, one of the main challenges is to make mobility more flexible and to coordinate the
various modes of transport. This mobility is no longer treated as directly related to the
possibilities of e.g., substitution of means of transport, but as a whole of comprehensive
transport solutions (coordination of all types of mobility, from walking, cycling, through
public transport, to driving a car) which should be fully adapted to the individual needs
and preferences of every city resident. However, walking and cycling is to become an
increasingly important aspect of mobility as most of the movement consists of walking
(walking to the car and to final destination from the car). However, unlike people traveling
by vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, and motorcyclists do not have protection in the event of a
road incident. That is why they are called unprotected road users (URU) [19]. In the ITS
Directive, the unprotected road users are defined as non-motorized road users, such as
pedestrians and cyclists, as well as motorcyclists and people with disabilities or reduced
orientation and mobility [20]. Increasingly, cities tend to design friendlier environments
for vulnerable road users. One example of solutions aimed at supporting the broader
category of vulnerable road users (VRU) which includes unprotected road users in an
urban environment is the creation of a common space for pedestrians and cyclists or shared
with vehicle users. Shared space has been defined by the UK Department of Transport
as a street or place designed to improve pedestrian traffic and comfort by reducing the
dominance of motor vehicles [21].

This article presents the original concept of a holistic view of crosswalks from the
perspective of both pedestrians and motorized vehicle drivers and cyclists (in the authors’
opinion, they are an element that connects both perspectives). The aim set by the authors
was to identify and organize into one whole (monoset), using an approach based on a
hierarchical structure, all factors affecting the safety of vulnerable road users in the city of
Szczecin (Szczecin Metropolitan Area). Pedestrians constitute the most numerous group
of road users and are one of the most vulnerable groups, as they account for a large
percentage of road victims. Therefore, diagnostic questions were focused primarily on
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finding answers to the questions about the crosswalk. Representatives of the “iGen” were
asked the following questions:

• What do you find dangerous?
• Why does the threat occur and what are their main causes?
• Who causes the greatest risk?
• What (what behavior) do you expect from others?
• What (what behavior) should others expect from you?
• What should be changed?
• What effects do you expect?

This approach determined the optics of the research procedure described and its
construction. The assumption of the research is that a crosswalk is a key determinant
defining urban mobility. Moreover, the article describes the methodology of reviewing the
perception of crosswalks in the city, presents results of the survey, and summarizes the
research implications as well as outlining the directions for further research.

2. Crosswalk as a Critical Element of the Urban Mobility Concept

The crosswalk is an inseparable element of living in the city. Its special role is growing
in relation to the concept of “Smart City”, although it is not only the technology itself. The
actual level of pedestrian safety at crosswalks depends on the features and properties of this
element of urban infrastructure, the characteristics of the set of all vehicles (psycho-motor
characteristics of drivers and the technical condition of cars), and the parameters of the
traffic they generate, as well as the behavioral characteristics of pedestrians and the traffic
intensity they generate. The first considerations on crosswalks were initiated by B.F. Herms
in 1972 [22]. On the basis of the quantitative research conducted, he came to the conclusion
that about twice as many accidents involving pedestrians occur at marked crosswalks
than at the suggested crosswalks. A full look at the problem of pedestrian in the city
can be found in the “Pedestrian Safety, Urban Space and Health under the aegis of the
Research Center of the International Transport Forum at the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD)” report, according to which “/.../Walking is the
most fundamental form of mobility. It is inexpensive, emission-free, uses human power
rather than fossil fuel, offers important health benefits, is equally accessible for all—except
those with substantially impaired mobility—regardless of income, and for many citizens
is a source of great pleasure/.../” [23]. There is a common expectation that: “/.../current
mobility strategies tend to pursue sustainable solutions with low environmental and
economic impact/.../” [24]. N. Iranmanesh points to three important aspects for pedestrian
traffic, i.e., environmental (pedestrianization can help to alleviate and reduce air and noise
pollution, as there would be a reduction in the number of cars and reliance on motor
vehicles), economic (for most large cities with heavy motor vehicle traffic, every year both
the government and the private sector have to incur large economical losses in term of air
pollution, costs of lost productivity and medical expenses. With less motor vehicle traffic
and less pollution after pedestrianization, there can be a reduction in costs incurred, in
addition to other social benefits (it helps to promote walking as a transport mode) [25].

The perfect road cross-section was presented at the First Road Congress in 1908 in
Paris. For pedestrians and cyclists, M. H. Vaes, the engineer-architect in Brussels, proposed
43.3 percent of the street’s cross-section (with a total length of 30 m) [26]. The current
urban “priorities” reserved for pedestrians are less than 20% of the street’s cross-section,
the rest is designed for vehicles (e.g., Al. Jana Pawła II in Warsaw). It seems that despite
the well-established view of the city’s infrastructure through the prism of sustainable de-
velopment, the issues regarding crosswalks are still mainly dominated by the architectural
(crosswalk as an element of urban space), engineering (technical and technological design
and modernizing existing crossings), and legal (introducing rules and restrictions for all
road users) views. One should agree with the concept that the level of pedestrian safety at
crosswalks depends on the features and properties of this element of infrastructure and the
characteristics of the set of all vehicles and the parameters of traffic they generate, as well as
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the set of behavioral characteristics of pedestrians and the level of traffic generated by them
on a given crosswalk. Safety issues at crosswalks mainly concern behavioral aspects [27].
Only a few articles deal with the problem of pedestrian safety, but only in spatial (location)
and time (time of day) terms. Most of them concern a hierarchical structure that allows
for the development of indexes (according to the AHP method) that represent factors
determining the safety status and priorities of the required intervention [28]. For example,
J. Robin points to three specific points of view, i.e., speed reduction, increased visibility, and
easier road crossing [29]. From a technical and technological point of view, such aspects
as the elevation of the intersection above the road grade line or the characteristics of the
sinusoidal cross-section of the contact surfaces minimize the situation when vehicles can
jump without control, which improves the safety of pedestrians. In recent years, there has
been an increase in investment in technological development in the city’s transport system.
This is mainly due to the large number of vehicles owned by city dwellers determining
the increase in road traffic and the greater number of interactions between vehicle users
and VRUs.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Respondents—“iGeneration”

Nowadays, the generation of young people is referred to as Generation Z or Gen Z, and
this term applies to those born after 1995/1996. They are called “millennials” and constitute
a group of people with little professional experience just entering the labor market. They
are also known as “iGeneration” because they are the first “digital natives” growing up
with smartphones and tablets with most of them having internet access at home [30]. The
age difference between early and late millennials is significant. The second generation of
“millenials” is made up of people born in the years 1995–2012 called “iGen”, definitively
embedding the next generation of digital natives in the digital world. Defining this group of
populations results from the development of technologies that accompany them in everyday
life as Internet access and smartphones reflect their lifestyle [31]. The development of
sustainable cities and measures taken to limit climate change from the urban transport
systems is the responsibility of the millennial and subsequent generations [32]. In modern
cities striving to become a Smart City, an important role is played by the cooperation of
public-private enterprises with city decision-makers, as well as residents. Developing
cities that want to meet the needs of their inhabitants in accordance with the principles of
sustainable development are called “Human Smart Cities” [33].

3.2. Study Sites and Investigation Design

The research process adopted in the article makes it possible to transform the theo-
retical assumptions into an empirical procedure, i.e., to conduct survey research. As the
research is derived from the group of social methods, it is of a questioning nature, but thus
allow to recognize the opinions and views of young people (respondents) in relation to the
perception of crosswalks. The adopted scientific method of collecting research material
allowed to obtain a conscious, logical and coherent set of answers. In the scientific proceed-
ings, an assumption was made that the direct method should be used in order to assess the
perception of respondents representing the “i” generation, i.e., to obtain an answer to the
question to what extent the analyzed crosswalks are assessed as meeting the requirements
of the VSS SN 640 241 standard (norm contains the general principles and requirements
for crossing as well as the planning of crossing for non-motorized traffic), because the
way crosswalks are perceived influence further behavior of the analyzed age group of
respondents and the entire population of the city’s inhabitants. This standard is part of
the road and communication system. It regulates the requirements for modern pedestrian
crossings. The “critical accident technique” was not thoroughly analyzed due to the fact
that in Szczecin, with over 10,000 intersections, there were 14 fatal accidents (7 pedestrians
and 7 drivers), in 2019, 10 fatal accidents (7 pedestrians and 3 drivers) in 2020 and only
4 fatal accidents (1 pedestrian and 3 drivers) in 2021 [34]. This statistic applies to the entire



Energies 2022, 15, 5661 5 of 16

population of the city, without a detailed analysis of the participation of “iGen” represen-
tatives in the events. This clearly declining trend was undoubtedly driven by three main
reasons, i.e., the modernization of crosswalks, the deliberate reduction of their number
in the city, and the lower level of mobility (the effect of the SARSCov-19 pandemic). The
research was conducted using the questionnaire method (173 responses in total), and the
sample was selected deliberately (young residents aged 19–26). The breakdown by gender
was as follows: 80 respondents were men, 97 respondents were women. Most respondents
(110 people) represented the age group 21–23, then 36 respondents were aged 19–21, and
there were 31 respondents in the age group 24–26. According to the data of the Provincial
Statistical Office, as of 31 December 2017, 116,255 people aged 19–24 lived in Szczecin. Com-
pared to 2015, this age group decreased by over 10,000. There are five public universities
and over a dozen private universities in Szczecin. Since the 2011/2012 academic year, there
has been a decline in the number of candidates for higher education.

In total, information from 73 intersections was obtained (out of a total of estimated
10,000 intersections, regardless of their category), which allowed for the identification of five
key representative intersections. The research was divided into two stages. In the first stage,
the sample was selected using the convenience method, which is recommended in pilot
studies when high flexibility and time saving are required. In the second stage, the sample
was selected in a deliberate and in-depth manner, which allowed for the identification of
5 leading intersections (Five Stars) in the city center of the city (Figure 1).
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A satellite view of each of the five identified crossings is presented below (Figure 2).
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4. Results

Standard of the Swiss Association of Road and Transport Professionals (VSS) (VSS
SN 640 241) (2016) “Crosswalks for pedestrians and light two-wheelers”, indicates the
requirements that must be met for crosswalks without the installation of traffic lights to
ensure a safe crossing [35]. However, as the VSS organization points out, the question
of its value as a legal basis is still under discussion. However, it indicates the viewing
distance, i.e., the distance from which the driver is able to recognize a pedestrian and the
other way around. Thus, it is the approach zone that is decisive, not just a fixed point (the
necessary viewing distance corresponds to the minimum braking distance for vehicles).
The effective speed of the vehicle is of key importance as the standard integrates primarily
the “detection distance”, that is, the distance from which the driver is able to recognize a
crosswalk (it must be twice the required viewing distance). According to the standard, five
main aspects of safety assessment at a crosswalk that can be adopted for further testing
procedure include:

1. visibility (detection distance and viewing distance)
2. lighting
3. refuge island
4. single-lane road
5. traffic intensity.
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The applied questionnaire made it possible to identify key factors related to the sense of
safety when crossing a crosswalk and to determine their importance. This approach extends
similar research including [28,36,37] and the initial assumptions regarding the systematics
and assigned weights (Wi) are presented in Table 1. However, in the first research [36],
the crash modification factor (CMF) of the pavement surface and the geometric design
indicators for various types of crashes were developed (total, off-road and other), including
road surface conditions (dry and wet) and lighting conditions (day and night), based
on data from two-lane rural roads in Italy. The results of these research allowed for the
effective integration of pavement management systems with safety management systems.
On the other hand, the second research [28] examined 215 crosswalks in several European
countries, but no questionnaires were used (it included the AHP method). Thus, the
perceptions of users were not studied, but the transitions were objectively assessed in
four categories (spatial design, visibility during the day, visibility at night and appropriate
marking). The authors of other studies [38] draw attention to the fact that if a pedestrian
considers a given crosswalk as unsafe, he will choose another one. This may lead to a
distortion of the measurement result, because pedestrians who consider the crosswalk as
unsafe will not answer the questions (500 respondents).

Table 1. Point weights of the main factors according to the adopted methodology.

No. Factors Weight (Wi)

1. visibility (detection distance and viewing distance) 5
2. lighting 4
3. refuge island 3
4. single-lane road 3
5. traffic intensity 2

When analyzing the results of the survey, it can be stated that in general, seven out of
10 respondents replied that they felt safe at a given crosswalk. Interestingly, in the group
of people who feel unsafe, 66% were women (two out of three respondents). However,
this subjective feeling is disturbed by the perception of witnessing unsafe behavior at
crosswalks (Figure 3) as most respondents very often encounter unsafe behavior from
other pedestrians.
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Figure 3. The frequency of witnessing dangerous situations at crosswalks.

According to the respondents (Figure 4), the most dangerous situations are created
by young people (with a comparable share of adults and the elderly (25% and 29%, re-
spectively), and the least number by kids (4%). Therefore, it seems reasonable to study
perceptions and expectations of the youth, which constitute the contemporary “iGener-
ation”. Thanks to this (answering the research questions posed as a problem), it will be
possible to identify those elements and situations that young people themselves consider
dangerous, and at the same time to determine their perception of potential threats and
their possible causes (obtaining answers to previously formulated research questions).
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However, in general (Figure 5), in relation to all analyzed crosswalks at all 73 intersections,
the respondents considered the “spatial design” of the crosswalk as well-thought-out and
thus safe for pedestrians (68% of responses in total). Responses to the thoughtful spatial
design of intersections is proportional for the respondents in different age groups and
broken down by gender. Interestingly, the spatial design of intersections is well thought out
for the majority of respondents who use a given intersection regularly/often/quite often.
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Figure 5. Assessment of the spatial design of the crosswalk in terms of safety.

The five-star intersections have been characterized in terms of the factors specified in
the standard, as shown in Table 2. At the busiest intersections (average result of respondents’
answers), street lighting was included in the Intelligent Lighting system implemented in
Szczecin. In the case of intersections with two-lane, two-way roads, islands separating the
lanes (and sometimes tram tracks) are used. According to the respondents, the visibility at
selected intersections is not satisfactory during the day, while at night better visibility was
at intersections 2–4.
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Table 2. Five star details by factors.

Intersection 1 Intersection 2 Intersection 3 Intersection 4 Intersection 5

Visibility (detec-
tion distance and
viewing distance)

During the day:
31% of

respondents said it
was rather poor,
31%—poor, and
38%—very poor;
At night: 44% of

respondents said it
was rather poor,
25%—poor, and
31%—very poor;

During the day:
30% of

respondents said it
was rather poor,
30%—poor, and
40%—very poor;
At night: 40% of

respondents said it
was good,

30%—rather poor,
20%—poor, and
10%—very poor;

During the day:
30% of

respondents said it
was rather poor,
30%—poor, and
40%—very poor;
At night: 40% of

respondents said it
was rather good,

30%—rather poor,
20%—poor, and
10% -very poor;

During the day:
11% of

respondents said it
was very good and
good, 22%—rather
poor, 33%—poor
and 22%—very

poor;
At night:
22% of

respondents said it
was very good,

33% -good,
11%—rather poor,

33%—poor

During the day:
14% of

re-respondents
said it was rather
poor, 71%—poor

and 14% very poor;
Responses at night

coincide with
responses during

the day

Lighting

Intersection
lighting included

in the Smart
Lighting system

Sodium street lights

Intersection
lighting included

in the Smart
Lighting system

Sodium street lights

Intersection
lighting included

in the Smart
Lighting system

Refuge island

YES, the refuge
island separates
the road and the

tram crossing

NO

YES, the refuge
island separates
the road and the

tram crossing

NO

YES, the refuge
island separates
the road and the

tram crossing

Single-lane road

NO, intersection
with road without

right of
way, two-way
two-lane roads

YES,
uncontrolled
intersection,

single-lane roads

NO, intersection
with road without

right of
way, two-way
two-lane roads

YES, intersection
with road without

right of way,
single-lane roads

NO, intersection
with road without

right of
way, two-way
two-lane roads

Traffic intensity Average 239
people/h per 24 h

Average 108
people/h per 24 h

Average 356
people/h per 24 h

Average 145
people/h per 24 h

Average 127
people/h per 24 h

The point weights identified in Table 1 (1 ÷ 5, respectively) were assigned to the
selected main groups of factors. By far, the highest priority was given to good visibility
(pedestrian/car detection distance and viewing distance). There are many obstacles that
can disrupt the driver (or pedestrian’s) awareness or reduce reaction time. It depends on
the location of the crosswalk (topography, not obstructed by parking vehicles; this value
depends, among others, on the presence of a green belt or devices preventing parking of
vehicles). The occurrence of other permanent obstacles, e.g., in the form of billboards, is also
inadvisable. The second place was taken by “good lighting”, which is directly related to the
distance from the streetlamp and its parameters of light intensity, in particular adjusted to
changing weather conditions. In the opinion of the respondents, apart from street lighting,
an important role is played by additional lighting illuminating the crosswalk. According to
the respondents, the “refuge island” is important, above all, in the case of two-lane roads,
in order to be able to pass the crosswalk in two stages. Hence, with heavy traffic, it is
necessary to organize a safe space between the road lanes and, for example, the sidewalk
on an island between the road and the tram track. The feeling of safety also depends on the
“structure” of the road itself (the time spent by a pedestrian on the road depends on the
presence of one or more road lanes). The shorter the walk, the safer it is for pedestrians.
Finally, the fifth factor is the level of traffic intensity. The pedestrian flow was selected
based on the respondents’ direct observation and is related to the location of individual
crosswalks. Research focusing on pedestrian flow sheds light on the need to model VRU
facilities adapted to the road traffic intensity.
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With regard to representatives of “iGeneration”, the most frequent opinions were
formulated (with the possibility of multiple choice) that the reason for their dangerous
behavior at crosswalks include: “looking at the phone while crossing” (76%), “not paying
attention to other traffic participants “(74%), the belief that” no one will hit me any-
way”(68%),” haste “(72%), walk with RED/DON’T WALK sign on (59%),”bad habits”
(51%). The obtained answers allowed for the verification of subsequent research questions,
i.e., the identification of those dangerous behaviors (and their causes) of the representatives
of “iGen”, the cessation of which is expected by other users of pedestrian crossings. Behav-
ior such as “carelessness” (looking at the phone while crossing a pedestrian crossing), “cult
of youth” (lack of empathy towards other users and artificial rush), “excessive bravado”
(disregarding red light and the belief that no one will hit me), should not take place for the
sake of respect for all co-users of pedestrian crossings.

Figure 6 presents in a synthetic way the actions proposed by the respondents which,
in their opinion, could reduce dangerous situations occurring at crosswalks.
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Figure 6. Factors limiting dangerous situations occurring at crosswalks.

Representatives of “iGen” primarily pointed to the “personalization” of actions
through the use of strong sanctioning instruments, i.e., severe financial penalties for offend-
ers (26%) and publicizing individual offenses, which would result in immediate criticism of
the offense by the society as a whole (25%). At the same time, the necessity to take “group”
actions was indicated to put more emphasis on educating the society in a systematic and
continuous manner in the field of road traffic regulations, customs and practices of safe
behavior at pedestrian crossings (23%). The conducted research allowed to identify and
systematize the key factors related to (1) technical conditions, (2) technological conditions,
(3) organizational conditions, and (4) behavioral factors contributing to the increase of
safety at crosswalks. Table 3 presents these results in a synthetic way. Each of the respon-
dents mentioned 3 factors. The percentage distribution of the individual factors is shown
in Figure 7.
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Table 3. Solutions influencing safety at pedestrian crossings according to identified types of factors.

Type of Factor Factor Number of Responses

Technical (physical) solutions

vertical marking, 81
horizontal marking, 104

sidewalk, 3
appropriate curb profile 11

an island dividing the road
and a crosswalk, 4

speed bumps, 1
wide sidewalk, 3

bicycle paths and crossings, 4
technical condition of

road surfaces 4

Technological solutions

traffic lights, 77
sound signaling, 11

collision-free traffic lights, 3
signaling informing about an

approaching tram, 1

countdown timers, 3
street lights, 35

illumination of crosswalks, 7
illuminated information

sign “crosswalk”, 2

marking of crosswalks with
LED strips/points 2

Organizational solutions

good visibility, 78
location of a crosswalk

(applies to road geometry), 13

road traffic, 19
speed limit zone, 10

location of crosswalks, 14
a crossing guard 1

Behavioral conditions
behavior of road users, 10

vehicle speed 5

Frequently, a traffic user is forced to stop as a result of violations made by others,
e.g., failing to yield the right of way. The human factor is mainly responsible for the
occurrence of undesirable situations in road traffic. According to E. Petridou, behavioral
factors contributing to road collisions can be divided into those reducing the ability from
the long-term and short-term perspectives [39]. Nevertheless, human errors are a frequent
phenomenon, and their identification allows the implementation of preventive changes.
The data presented above show that crosswalks, as perceived by the respondents, are not
safe when vehicles are moving at too high speed and when the behavior of road users
raises concerns about compliance with road traffic regulations and the culture of road
users. Behavioral behaviors influence the way public space is organized. The increase in
the number of vehicles in cities determines the implementation of technical solutions to
increase the safety of vulnerable road users [40]. According to the respondents, one of
the most important factors influencing the safety of crosswalks is the correct vertical and
horizontal marking and the appropriate curb profile. Curb ramps are used where there is a
difference in levels between a pedestrian and bicycle path and road [41]. Designing urban
space accessible to people with disabilities, the elderly and other groups is becoming a topic
of discussion for various city stakeholders. Providing adequate access for pedestrians to
the infrastructure adapted to their movement, supporting their mobility, and the choice of
means of transport has a decisive influence on the quality of life in the city. Organizational
and technological solutions are key in creating a pedestrian-friendly space. According to
the research results presented above, good visibility at the intersection, street lighting, and
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traffic lights have an impact on the safety of crosswalks. Currently, thanks to the collection
of data, the creation of urban big data, and the possibilities offered by information and
communications technology, it is possible to adjust the urban space to the needs and
expectations of the society [42]. These solutions support the management of traffic flow in
order to influence the safety of road users.
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Figure 7. Factors influencing the safety of crosswalks.

5. Conclusions and Recommendation

Many city designers emphasize the need to orientate the city’s development and
adapt solutions to the expectations of pedestrians [43]. Marked crosswalks are usually
located at signalized intersections, unmarked intersections, school zones and locations
in the middle of the block [44]. The most common markings are standard parallel lines,
ladders or continental stripes and diagonal stripes [45]. Intersections are those specific
places where many pedestrians must cross the road despite the risks involved. Therefore,
a safe layout and thoughtful sharing of road space with signs, markings, and distinctive
surfaces can positively influence the behavior of pedestrians and cyclists at intersections
and thus reduce the potential number of accidents. As a rule, crosswalks are viewed as
safe places to cross a road, although this is not necessarily true. While the intersections
themselves offer some protection, especially for young and old passers-by, many accidents
occur in their vicinity: it is particularly dangerous within 50 m on both sides of the crossing.
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Hence, such an important role is played by solutions such as: lowered curbs at intersections
(especially important for people with physical disabilities) or detectable warning surfaces
for people with visual impairments. Additionally, solutions, such as refuge islands, provide
additional assistance in crossing the road.

The respondents (non-probabilistically selected pedestrians representing the “iGen”)
indicated that the most important factors determining a safe crosswalk are traffic lights and
appropriate marking (mainly horizontal). In Szczecin, there are 19 roundabouts (classified
according to the proper name) and approximately 15 roundabouts classified as a specific
road traffic system. Summarizing the conducted research, it should be noted that the
research and analytical procedure provided answers to the research questions, i.e., factors
perceived as dangerous were identified, their source was identified (also by identifying age
groups), and activities desired by other users were identified (in the list with side effects).

The priority procedure of the City Authorities is the introduction of the so-called
“Tempo 30” (permanent restriction in the zone; irrevocable at the next intersection), con-
struction of “mini roundabouts”, elimination of typical crosswalks, increasing visibility via
the restrictive removal of vehicles, and punishing drivers for parking too close to intersec-
tions, as well as installing poles, preventing parking, until the narrowing of the road (the
width of the road lanes). At the same time, pedestrians are expected to use all their senses
when crossing the road.

Certainly, some studies have shown a greater risk of accidents involving pedestrians
at marked crosswalks in comparison to unmarked crosswalks [22,46–49], and other studies
showed a lower risk of collision with pedestrians at marked crosswalks than at unmarked
crossings [50]. However, the case of Szczecin proves that the views represented by the first
group are more accurate.

In the authors’ opinion, the article allowed to fill the existing scientific and cognitive
gaps in looking at a crosswalk as a critical point in urban logistics. It indicates the key
role of cooperation between academic centers and Police Headquarters as a government
administration body in creating a holistic view of the urban safety issue (Szczecin ag-
glomeration). The Maritime University of Szczecin, on 23 May 2018, signed a letter of
intent with the Provincial Police Headquarters in Szczecin regarding cooperation, within
which an important and ongoing process is the “exchange of information and experiences
regarding activities carried out by each of the institutions and/or organizations that affect
the improvement of road safety”.
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