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Background
This paper was prepared in support of the Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan. It
summarizes the opportunities for the public to provide input on walking
conditions in Milwaukee and recommendations for improving the
walkability of the City.
Information contained in this document is for planning purposes
and should not be used for final design of any project. All results,
recommendations, concept drawings, and commentary contained herein
are based on limited data and information, and on existing conditions that
are subject to change.
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Introduction

Key Themes

This paper provides an overview of the public input opportunities for the

Throughout all of the public engagement opportunities, four key themes

Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan. The primary input opportunities included:

emerged:

•• A Public Involvement Meeting on October 23, 2017 at the Milwaukee
Public Library;

•• Four focus groups including:
•• People interested in accessibility issues;
•• People interested in access to transit;
•• Representatives of the City’s Neighborhood and Business
Improvement Districts (NIDs and BIDs);

•• Choice Neighborhoods / West Lawn Neighborhood representatives;
•• An online survey that was available from October 23, 2017 until
February 4, 2018; and

•• A door-to-door survey of 30 randomly selected residential blocks from
December 1, 2017 until January 20, 2018.

•• A Public Involvement Meeting on March 5, 2018 at the Milwaukee
Public Library, Mitchell Street Branch.

This paper provides an overview of the comments heard in these various
forums.

•• Safety: People are very concerned about their personal safety when
walking in Milwaukee. While crime is a concern, the overwhelming

safety threat cited by people is that of being struck by a motor vehicle.
•• Driver Behavior: Deep concern was expressed about driver behavior
and impacts on pedestrian safety and comfort. Speeding, reckless

driving, unsafe passing, and failure to observe stop signs and traffic
signals were cited as common pedestrian hazards.
•• Accessibility: People stated that the City has made great strides in

recent years in improving the accessibility of the pedestrian network,
primarily through the installation of pedestrian ramps at street corners.
However, people continue to experience accessibility issues, including
lack of curb ramps at some locations, rough or broken sidewalks, and
inadequate crossing time at signalized intersections.

•• Maintenance: The condition of Milwaukee’s pedestrian network is

generally good. However, concerns were expressed about sidewalk
conditions in select locations and winter snow removal practices
citywide.

1

Contents

DRAFT

Public Involvement Meeting
A Public Involvement Meeting was held on Monday, October 23, 2017

identify pedestrian issues that concerned them. Participants were given

from 4:30pm to 7:30pm at the Milwaukee Public Library. Approximately

the opportunity to provide comments about existing pedestrian issues

60 people attended the event. Meeting participants were presented with

and mark locations of specific concerns on city maps. The results of the

a variety of posters that explained the purpose of the project, described

exercises are presented in Figures 1 and 2. Comments submitted at the

various types of pedestrian facilities and treatments, and asked people to

Public Involvement Meeting are provided in Appendix A.

Figure 1. Results of exercise asking participants to vote for their top three pedestrian concerns

Vote for your top three pedestrian concerns in the City of Milwaukee.
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Figure 2. Results of exercise asking participants to vote for their top three goals for the Pedestrian Plan

Vote for the top three goals you would like to see included in the Pedestrian Plan.
Integrate pedestrian safety considerations into all transportation decisions
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Make walking an easy choice for transportation
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Provide safe pedestrian routes to parks, schools, employment centers, and
other destinations
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Ensure all neighborhoods are walkable
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Focus Groups
Four small focus groups were held in February and March of 2018 to
discuss pedestrian issues relating to specific neighborhood or topic areas.
The focus groups were conducted by staff from the City of Milwaukee
Department of Public Works (DPW) and Toole Design. Each focus group
had between four and ten participants (not including the project team)
Summaries of each focus group are provided below.

Contents

Transit Access
A focus group on the topic of transit access was held from 5:30pm to
7:30pm on Tuesday, February 20, 2018, at Independence First on South 1st
Street. The following major themes emerged from the focus group:
•• Bus Stops: There are locations in the City that could benefit from

having a concrete pad at the bus stop to avoid mud in the summer
and make it easier to clear snow in the winter. Bus drivers voiced a
preference for “far-side” bus stops located after intersections as it can
make it easier to merge back into traffic while traffic behind the bus is
stopped at a signal or stop sign.

•• Access to Bus Stops: Crossing streets to get to stops can be

challenging; drivers frequently do not yield although they are required
to. At some signalized crossings, buttons to activate the pedestrian
signal can be difficult to reach from the sidewalk.

•• Sidewalk Conditions: The group rated both sidewalks and curb ramps

around “3” on a 5-point scale, with “5” being the best. It was noted that
there are areas that do not have sidewalks, which forces people to walk
in the street. Conditions vary by location, with downtown described
as very good (4-5) but many older neighborhoods described as not as
good (1-2).

•• Curb Ramps: The group expressed a strong preference for Type 2

(parallel) curb ramps and said that Type 1 (diagonal) ramps direct
users into the intersection and do provide a straight path from the
sidewalk.

•• Work Zones: Work zones are not always well marked with detour signs
or accessible routes, which forces people to walk in the street and

creates barriers for people using wheelchairs or other mobility devices.

4

Contents

Accessibility
A focus group on the topic of accessibility was held from 5:30pm to
7:30pm on Tuesday, February 20, 2018, at Independence First on South 1st
Street. The following major themes emerged from the focus group:
•• Pedestrian Signals: The group felt that pedestrians did not have

enough time to cross the street at signalized intersections, even when
including the flashing “Don’t Walk” signal phase.

•• Unsignalized Intersections: The group thought that crossing streets

DRAFT

Neighborhood and Business
Improvement Districts (NIDs and BIDs)
A focus group targeted at representatives from the city’s NIDs and BIDs
was held from 1:30pm to 3:00pm on Thursday, March 20, 2018, at the
Villard Branch of the Milwaukee Public Library. The following themes
emerged from the focus group:
•• Driver Behavior: Most pedestrian issues stem from poor driver

behavior which makes conditions unsafe and uncomfortable for

at unsignalized intersections was more problematic than at signalized

pedestrians. Driver behavior is worsening, and drastic action is

intersections. There was agreement that yielding by motorists is rare

necessary to improve conditions.

except at certain high-use mid-block crossings.
•• Sidewalk Conditions: The group rated both sidewalks and curb ramps

•• Enforcement: The group felt that there is a need for greater

enforcement of traffic laws, particularly relating to speeding and

around “3” on a 5-point scale, with “5” being the best. Curb ramps

failure to yield. However, the group also expressed concerns about the

were rated lower than sidewalks. They could not think of intersections

possibility of racial profiling. There was broad support for automated

lacking curb ramps and they identified just the northwest side of the

enforcement technology such as speed cameras and red-light cameras,

city as having missing sidewalks. Participants stated that sidewalk and

although these technologies are not currently allowed under state law.

curb ramp conditions varied throughout the city, with Downtown areas
having the best pedestrian infrastructure.

•• Streetscaping: The group highlighted the impact of the streetscape on
the comfort and safety of pedestrians. It was noted that street lighting

•• Funding: The group noted that better conditions require more

is inadequate for pedestrians in some areas of the city. Participants

•• Pedestrian Facility Design: The group was quite engaged when it came

vehicles (and bicycles on shared-use paths) improves pedestrian comfort.

investment, which they supported.

to design. They supported Type 2 (parallel) ramps at corners and

identified problems with Type 1 (diagonal) ramps. The group also voiced

stressed that providing more separation between pedestrians and motor
•• Maintenance: Participants noted the importance of educating

property owners about their responsibility to maintain pedestrian

support for sidewalks with more traffic separation, additional intersection

facilities. According to participants, the City could do more to improve

bump-outs, and mid-block ramps for wheelchair accessibility.

maintenance of crosswalk markings.

•• Winter Conditions: The group gave snow and ice removal a “3” on
a 5-point scale. It was noted that after a moderate to significant

•• Evaluation: The group noted that the City should perform before

and after studies when completing pedestrian safety improvement

snowfall, it can take a week or more before the curb ramps are

projects to document changes. Demonstrating that improvements can

accessible. This forces people using wheelchairs to do “unsafe things”

positively impact driver behavior and pedestrian safety makes it easier

like alternating between using the street and sidewalk.

to justify the cost of improvements.
5
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Choice Neighborhoods /
West Lawn Neighborhood
A focus group for residents of the West Lawn Neighborhood was held
from 3:30pm to 5:30pm on Thursday, March 20, 2018, at the Silver Spring
Neighborhood Center. The following themes emerged from the focus
group:
•• Design: Participants stated that the City and DPW rely too much on
traffic studies and street designs that are easy for snow plows to

clear rather than building streets that are safe and comfortable for
pedestrians. Developers are willing to build narrower streets and
provide traffic calming, but the City pushes back on the designs.
•• Maintenance: The group noted that some sidewalks in the

neighborhood are cracked and unsafe. The group also stated that
many crosswalks are faded and need to be remarked.

•• Visibility: Participants felt that anything to improve pedestrian visibility
and catch drivers’ attention would be beneficial. Interventions include

high-visibility crosswalks, Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons, and bump
outs.
•• Crossing Distance: Members of the group highlighted the long

crossing distances for pedestrians on many Milwaukee streets (e.g.
West Silver Spring Drive), and the need to shorten crossing distances
to reduce risk to pedestrians.

6
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Figure 3: Door-to-door survey completion rates

A survey was used to gather input about pedestrian conditions and issues
from a large group of Milwaukee residents and visitors. The survey was
conducted both on-line and in person to ensure that all neighborhoods of
the City were represented and that people without internet access had an
opportunity to participate in the survey.

Survey Development
The Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan Public Input Survey was developed
and tested in fall 2017. A questionnaire was developed from previous
pedestrian master plan surveys from similar communities, reviewed by
City of Milwaukee staff, and modified by the City and project team. This
questionnaire was tested by students in the University of WisconsinMilwaukee (UWM) Master of Urban Planning program. The core questionnaire
was then refined into a paper survey and online survey. Both surveys
included questions about access to various forms of transportation, routine
walking behavior, perceptions of neighborhood walking characteristics, and
background socioeconomic characteristics. Both also provided open-ended
questions to allow participants to elaborate on pedestrian issues. The online
survey included additional questions about specific disabilities, experiences
walking with children or senior citizens, and favorite and least favorite streets
to walk on in Milwaukee. Surveys were available in English and Spanish.

Survey Distribution
The paper version of the survey was distributed door-to-door to households
located throughout the City of Milwaukee. Two blocks were chosen
randomly from all residential blocks in each Alder District (Figure 3).
UWM students distributed the survey to each housing unit located on
the selected blocks between December 1, 2017 and January 20, 2018. If
residents answered the door, the students invited the resident to either
7
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complete the survey at the door or take the paper survey and return it in a
stamped, pre-addressed envelope. People who were given the paper survey
also had the option to complete the survey online.
If a resident did not answer the door, students left the survey form,
stamped return envelope, and information card. The students estimated
that people answered the door at half of the housing units. Most of the
door-to-door surveys were completed on paper and mailed back to the
city, while twenty door-to-door respondents completed their survey online.
Additionally, 21 paper versions of the survey were completed at the first
Pedestrian Plan public meeting.
The online version of the survey was provided through the Survey
Gizmo website and made available from a link on the City of Milwaukee
Pedestrian Plan webpage between October 23, 2017 and February 4,
2018. The survey link was distributed by the project team to e-mail lists of
walking-related groups in the region.

Survey Responses
Overall, 1,720 completed survey responses were received by the City of
Milwaukee. 1,538 (89.4%) were submitted in response to the online survey
link, 161 (9.4%) were from door-to-door distribution, and 21 (1.2%) were
submitted in paper form at the first Pedestrian Master Plan public meeting.
Residents from all zip codes in the City of Milwaukee were represented
(Figure 4). Forty-four responses were from zip codes completely outside
of the City of Milwaukee. Only six of the 1,720 completed surveys were in
Spanish.
A total of 836 paper surveys were distributed door-to-door to households
across the selected blocks. 161 door-to-door surveys were completed,
representing a 19% completion rate. Completion rates ranged from 0% to
73% across the 30 survey blocks. Two of the 161 completed door-to-door
responses were in Spanish.
8
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Demographic and Household Characteristics

This section describes the survey results. Because the door-to-door survey

Age

was condensed to keep the survey under five minutes, some results

Figure 5 displays the ages of survey respondents. All age ranges were

included here represent only online survey responses.

covered, including the elderly (more than 15% of the sample population
was 65 years or older). Analysis of the data showed that door-to-door
survey respondents tended to be older than online respondents.

Figure 5: Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan Survey Respondents by Age

What is your age?

65-74
13%

75+
3%

18-24
3%

25-34
22%

55-64
19%

35-44
23%
45-54
17%
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Gender

Race/Ethnicity

Respondent gender was asked in an open-ended format, and numerous

Respondent race or ethnicity was asked in an open-ended format, and

unique answers were provided. The responses were generalized into two

over 100 unique answers were provided. The responses were generalized

traditional categories. Nearly 57% (887 of 1,564) of respondents who listed

into seven broad categories (Figure 7) “White or Caucasian” was the most

a gender were female (Figure 6).

common category listed among responses (85%), and this group had
higher representation in the online than the door-to-door survey. A much
higher percentage of door-to-door survey respondents were “Black or
African-American” (19%) than online survey respondents (4%). More than
17% all respondents did not list a race or ethnicity.
Figure 7: Survey respondents by race/ethnicity

Figure 6: Survey respondents by gender

What is your gender?

What is your race or ethnicity?

White or
Caucasian
85%
Male
43%

Female
57%
Native
American
1%

10

Multiple
Groups
1%

Asian
1%

Other
2%

Hispanic or
Latino
4%

Black or
African
American
6%
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Disability

Household size

Online survey participants were asked if they had a disability or condition

Large and small households were represented, with two-person

that kept them from walking more (Figure 8).

households being the most common (Figure 9). Overall, the mean
household size was 2.36.

Figure 8: Survey respondents by disability (online responses only)

Figure 9: Survey respondents by household size

Do you have a disability or condition that
prevents you from walking more?

How many people are in your household?
5
5%

Yes
11%

6
1%

7+
1%
1
23%

4
11%

3
14%

No
90%

2
45%
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Household Income
Respondents were distributed across all annual household income
categories (Figure 10). Door-to-door survey respondents were most
commonly in the $20,000 to $49,999 category, and online respondents
were most commonly in the $50,000 to $99,999 category. Overall, median

household income for all respondents was in the $50,000 to $99,999 range,
which is far higher than the city wide average.

Figure 10: Survey respondents by household annual income

In what range is your annual household income?
Less than
$20,000
7%
$100,000 or
more
32%

$20,000 to
$49,999
20%

$50,000 to
$99,999
41%
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Access to Transportation
Respondents’ access to different types of transportation is summarized

have an automobile. Fewer than half of respondents had a bus pass, Bublr

in Figure 11. Most respondents had access to an automobile (92%) and

bikeshare pass, or motorcycle, moped, or scooter. Three percent of all

a working bicycle (74%). Online survey respondents were more likely to

respondents reported using a wheelchair or other assistive device.

have a bus pass, working bicycle, and/or Bublr bikeshare pass than doorto-door respondents, while door-to-door respondents were more likely to

Figure 11: Survey respondents by access to transportation modes (online responses only)

Access to Transportation
Have an automobile

92%

Have a working bicycle

74%

Have a bus pass

26%

50%

Have a Bublr bikeshare pass

50%

17%

Have a motorcycle, moped, or scooter

Use a wheelchair or other assistive device

8%

83%

11%

89%

3%
0%

97%
10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

% of Responses
Yes

No
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Walking to Common Destinations
Online survey respondents were asked how they traveled to a set of

to walk to at least one non-vehicle location than door-to-door respondents

common destinations (Figure 12). Overall, 74% responded that walking

(20%).

was the most common mode that they used to get to at least one of these
locations in the last week. This percentage was significantly higher for
online respondents (77%) than door-to-door respondents (40%). Excluding

The most common walking destinations were restaurants/coffee shops
and neighborhood/community centers.

walking to a personal car, 49% listed walking as their most common mode
to get to at least one location. Online respondents (52%) were more likely

Figure 12: Survey responses about how respondents traveled to different destinations within the previous week (online responses only)

During the last week, how did you usually travel to the following destinations?
Work

61%

School

15%

3% 4%1%

6%

3%

55%

Church/Religious Center

27%

Neighborhood/Community Center

16%
2%
1%
0%

3%

28%

1% 7% 1%
1%

12%

27%
10%

3%

50%

60%
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Bus/Train

Walk/Run/Wheelchair

Bicycle

9%

2%

0%

70%
40%

2%2%1%

0%

70%

80%

% of Responses
Personal Car/Truck

2%

1%

68%

1%

30%

14%

64%

0%
20%

19%

0%

77%

Restaurant/Coffee Shop

4%

78%

Grocery Store

Bus Stop

9%

I didn't travel to this place

Other

90%

100%
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Neighborhood Pedestrian Conditions
Respondents rated a list of 18 neighborhood characteristics for walking

“Very Bad”) were for drivers breaking traffic laws, traffic speeds, motorist

on a five-point scale from “Very Good” to “Very Bad.” Across all responses,

behavior toward pedestrians, and crossing busy streets. Neighborhood

the most favorable ratings (“Good” and “Very Good”) were for the presence

characteristic ratings were fairly consistent between the door-to-door and

of sidewalks and curb ramps and for the number of places to walk to,

online survey respondents.

including bus stops (Figure 13). The least favorable ratings (“Bad” and
Figure 13: Survey responses about neighborhood characteristics for walking

Please rate the following characteristics of your neighborhood for walking.
Presence of sidewalks

84%

Access to bus stops

10%

79%

Curb ramps at intersections

72%

Number of places to walk to

71%

Crossing neighborhood streets

16%

Access to paved trails
Crosswalk condition

57%

Bicyclists' behavior toward pedestrians

25%

35%

Crosswalk lighting at night

34%

Motorists' behavior toward pedestrians

35%

30%

34%

32%
46%

23%

48%

21%

59%

23%

10%

16%

23%

14%
0%

21%
30%

44%

20%

Drivers breaking traffic laws

16%

28%

29%

Speed of traffic

17%

30%

31%

Crossing busy streets

16%

32%

40%

Snow removal from curb ramps

15%

26%

42%

Snow removal from bus stops

16%

26%

49%

Snow removal from sidewalks

13%

20%

52%

Pedestrian signals at intersections

20%

8%

16%

60%
58%

5%

20%

64%

Sidewalk condition

6%

63%
30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

% of Responses
% Good/ Very Good

% Neutral

% Bad/Very Bad
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Perceptions of Neighborhood Pedestrian Conditions in Milwaukee
This section summarizes responses from the open-ended comment

discussed the danger to people with disabilities stemming from a lack of

section that were received. Overall, 52% of the 1,720 survey participants

snow and ice removal. Most of the comments placed blame on landlords

provided such comments. In order to analyze the open comments,

and the city.

categories were created based on common themes, with 42 total
categories created. Responses that addressed multiple themes were
counted as a part of all relevant categories.

Bad Driving Behavior

Pedestrian Safety
“Pedestrian Safety” was a concern highlighted in 92 comments. This
category was defined by respondents who mentioned concern for their
physical well-being while walking, not including the fear of being a victim

The category with the most responses was “Bad Driving Behavior”, with

of a crime. Many of the respondents in this section indicated that they no

289 responses from the 890 people who provided a response. This

longer felt safe walking in the city due to the driving culture.

category included comments about drivers failing to yield to pedestrians,
running stop signs and traffic lights, texting while driving, and generally
driving while distracted. One of the more common complaints dealt with
drivers failing to yield to pedestrians. Some respondents wondered if
drivers knew that they were supposed to yield at crosswalks. Another
common observation about driving culture in Milwaukee was that drivers
often fail to stop at stop signs and even traffic lights. These comments
illustrate the general fear towards the driving culture in Milwaukee. Some
drivers noted that they often don’t stop for pedestrians even when they
know they should because they fear a rear-end collision.

High Speeds
The category with the second most responses was “High Speeds”, with
159 comments. This category was narrower in its definition, categorizing
comments only when they explicitly mentioned excessive speed.

Poor Winter Maintenance
“Poor Winter Maintenance” was mentioned by 95 respondents. This high
number of comments may have been influenced by the survey being
conducted in the winter. These comments focused on the lack of snow
clearance of sidewalks and of crosswalks. Additionally, many comments

16

Lack of Traffic Enforcement
Of the respondents, 47 viewed lack of enforcement of traffic laws as a
concern for pedestrians (and drivers).
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What Respondents Disliked about Walking in Milwaukee

Differences in Responses by Survey Distribution Method

This section summarizes responses to the open-ended question in the

The bullets below compare responses from the surveys that were

online survey that asked respondents to report what they dislike about

distributed online and the surveys that were distributed door-to-door. The

walking in Milwaukee.

21 paper surveys completed at public meetings were included with the

Safety and Security
Out of the 1,558 online responses to the Pedestrian Plan survey, almost
75% indicated safety and/or security concerns (Figure 9). Some individual
respondents cited more than one type of concern in their response.

Built Environment and Behavior
57% of online respondents stated a concern with physical elements (no
crosswalk markings, dangerous traffic, etc.) and/or driver/pedestrian
behavior (aggressive/inattentive drivers or pedestrians, for example).

Perceptions of Crime
20% of online respondents noted feelings of fear, anxiety or an overall
perception of crime while walking. Some noted that due to these fears, they
refuse to walk in their neighborhood and instead drive elsewhere to walk.

Street Lighting
1.9% of online respondents specified poor/no street lighting, which
discouraged walking.

Victims of Crime
0.9% of online respondents said they have been victims of crime or
harassment while walking in Milwaukee.

online surveys.
•• 91% of respondents answered online versus 9% who answered via the
paper door-to-door survey.

•• Door-to-door surveys yielded a more diverse sample than the online

survey. However, even the door-to-door sample yielded a less diverse
sample than the city as a whole. Nineteen percent of door-to-door
respondents were African-American and only 3% were Hispanic/Latino.
According to the 2012-2016 American Community Survey, the City of
Milwaukee’s population is 39% Black, 36% White/non-Hispanic, 18%
Hispanic/Latino, and 4% Asian.

•• Compared to door-to-door respondents, more online respondents were
female, 56% vs 42%.

•• Online respondents were significantly younger than door-to-door

respondents, with 51% under age 45 (vs 23% in the door-to-door sample).

•• Door-to-door respondents were represented in all income ranges while
the majority of online respondents were within the $50,000 - $100,000
range.
•• While perceptions of infrastructure were somewhat similar between
the two groups, online respondents tended to have a more negative

view, especially relating to crosswalk lighting, snow removal in general,
sidewalk conditions, and motorist’s behavior towards pedestrians.
•• In general, door-to-door respondents were more reliant upon

automobiles, while online respondents reported a more balanced mode
usage. Online respondents also walked far more than door-to-door
respondents.

17
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Appendix A.
Public Involvement Meeting Comments
The tables below present comments submitted by attendees at the October 23, 2017 Public Involvement Meeting.

Where do you encounter issues for pedestrians? (many comments relate to points on a map)
# Comment
1 Intersections where two lanes change to one (e.g. Locust St. eastbound at Holton). Maryland Ave. just improved; this could happen at Locus too!
2 Connect Haven Woods and the park
3 Consider an improved crossing of 35th /Hopkins at Congress.
4 Crossing between Bayshore P + R bus stop and Bayshore
5 Curb cuts broken sidewalks Midblock access for wheelchairs like by Breadsmith on Downer
6 Bike lane disappears on Hampton eastbound between Green Bay and I-43 (not city I guess).
7 Need turn arrow from Humboldt to turn on to Capital.
8 N. Pierce St. is too wide, allowing cars to speed by at high speeds. There is no reason for the street to be this wide; in no way is it a main thoroughfare.
9 Crosswalks on Newberry Blvd.
10 At 33rd and Greenfield, there are school bus stops but there are no signs indicating that there is a school.
11 At 16th and Harrison and 16th and Arthur, more signs, lights, and crosswalks.
12 Mitchell St. Neighborhood from 5th to 16th and Greenfield to Becher; this area needs major attention.
13 St Paul Ave. between 25th and 27th sidewalk dead-ends mid-block across from freeway entrance--no good crossing option here.
14 N 30th St. corridor Greenway--The "spine" that connects communities on west side.
15 Conflicts between pedestrians and bicyclists on sidewalks; pedestrians signal timing (provide longer crossing times).
16 Lights change too fast; buses don't even get through the intersection.
17 Lights on 68th and State change too fast.
18 N. 27th from Wisconsin to State: Sidewalks too narrow; no streetscapeing; traffic too dense; drivers too fast.
19 Along E. Locust St., between N Humboldt Blvd. and N. Oakland Ave, do road diets to make crossings safer!
20 Address transition areas where roadways narrow from 2 to 1 lanes. The transitions are dangerous for pedestrians and drivers (e.g. Holton and Locust).
21

Do road diet west of North Ave. Bridge to make crossing between Riverview Dorm and Pick N Save safer! Someone could be killed where North Ave. expands from 2 to 4 lanes
unnecessarily!

22 Difficult crossings at S. Chase St. and W. Holt Ave. (and also at the rail tracks immediately north).
23 Maple and 1st /KK needs crossing beacon for peds and bikes on KK bike path.
24 High speed on Jackson. Milwaukee and Menomonee poor for people and cars.
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# Comment
25 Cars never stop for peds trying to cross Lincoln Memorial Dr.: need flashing beacons!
26 Dangerous intersection at Kinnickinnic Ave. and E. Oklahoma Ave.
27 Exit ramp area is a problem at E. Oklahoma Ave. and S. Brust Ave (near the BayView Post Office)
28 Dangerous intersection at S. 6th St. and E. Lincoln Ave.
29 Bad intersection (drivers turning left when pedestrians have "walk") at E. Lincoln Ave. and S. Kinnickinnic Ave.
30 Cars do not want to yield at mid-block street crosswalks along S. 1st St. between W. Florida St. and W. Walker St.)
31 5-way intersection (at N. Milwaukee St. and E. Menomonee St./N. Young St.) is a problem--honking, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists.
32 Confusing 3-way intersection at Farwell, Prospect, and Astor
33 No comment, but there are markings at the following intersections: N. Jackson/E. Clybourn and N. Jackson/E. Michigan.
34 Ped crossings on North Ave. (Cramer and Murray)
35 Cars don’t stop along there (N. Lake Dr. between Hampshire St. and E. Park Pl.) for pedestrians
36

I live near Pius XI High School. I've wanted speed bumps on Stevenson for years, but we neighbors have been told that we'd have to pay for them. Stop signs installed have been
ignored.

37 Hawley St. bridge narrow and protected bike lanes connect to trail.
38 McKinley is a terrible place to walk.
39 Lots of accidents and high-speed traffic on 27th St. and 25th St.
40

S. 39th St. just south of National has parking on both sides of the street. Dangerous narrow opening for drivers and pedestrians. Make improvements along Pierce and National in
Silver City.

41 Clarke Square Park: Kids/families + speeding /ignoring stop signs= BAD.
42 No comment, but marking at N. Fratney St. and O'Keefe St.
43 No comment but marking along 145 corridor between N. 6th St and I-43.
44 No left turn on Chavez causes motorists to left-turn onto 17th ; strange intersection with Union hitting Greenfield west of 17th St.
45 Corners of Farwell and Prospect (near the Whole Foods Garage)
46 Any blind alley crossing , sidewalk from Eastside to Downtown
47 ZIP codes 53202, 53201, 53211, 53212
48 Mason St. and Water St. parking structures (Gold's Gym and Riverside Theater)
49 Wells Fargo Bank parking structure on Water St.
50 Metro Market parking structure (Juneau and Jackson Streets).
51 Lafayette Pl. and Summit Ave.
52 "No Turn on Red" does not mean right turn.
53 Talking on phones and driving.
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What issues do you encounter as a pedestrian?
# Comment
1 Reckless driving
2 Safer areas around schools
3 Low yielding rate
4 Lack of enforcement of cars
5 No sidewalk on the east side of Hawley between Main and Wisconsin Ave.
6 Poor pavement; pushing a wheelchair is difficult. I almost dumped my mother twice. I fell this fall where uneven sidewalks created an inch-plus tripping hazard.
7 Lack of crosswalk enforcement/traffic cameras
8 Long blocks
9 Need more shade trees
10 Have to drive for basic needs.
11 Limit use of sidewalks by businesses in busy pedestrian areas. Enforce ordinances.
12 Drivers refuse to yield even with signs (e.g. Oakland + Newberry-crossing to Park).
13 Make Wisconsin Ave. a pedestrian mall!
14 Low yielding by drivers
15 Drivers not stopping for pedestrians in crosswalk/those waiting to cross
16

Create more no-traffic corridors to reduce vehicular traffic in major commercial corridors. Address speeding issues along side streets-speed humps too difficult to implement and
ineffective

17 Right turn on red is the most dangerous thing to walkers.
18 Use social media to inform people to shovel sidewalk
19 Drivers seem to lack basic knowledge of info road signs
20 Sidewalks not wide enough
21 Crossings along Lisbon Ave. at 40th or Galena too wide for safe crossing
22 Please avoid use of HAWK beacons. They will reduce compliance at RR crossings. Instead use rectangular rapid flash.
23 Remove trees and tree-wells on Oakland between Linwood and Locust
24 I think maybe the streets should have crosswalks for cats.
25 Most of downtown has few benches, making walking less pleasant, as it forces being in motion or standing constantly.
26 Need slower cars.
27 35th/Lisbon very dangerous!
28 Obstructions--> Things in the sidewalk that make the route narrow like tables or bins.
29 Design roads to slow traffic (will also have major pedestrian benefits).
30 Overbuilt streets. So much space for cars, so little for pedestrians.
31 Lack of yielding, not following painted lines, arterial traffic cutting through neighborhoods at high speeds.
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# Comment
32 Walk signal buttons in medians need to be reachable from path of travel.
33 Traffic lights change too fast. Not enough stop signs between them.
34 Get bicycles off sidewalks!
35 Remove excess parking spots on major streets to provide room for pedestrian amenities.
36

Lights change too fast. Stop lights are too far apart. Example: from 47th and Vliet to Hawley, there are no stop signs or traffic lights. From Hawley and Wells to Hawley and Viliet, no
way for traffic to stop! Lights that have arrows, arrows should work at all times. Places where crosswalks are worn off should be repainted.

37 More protected bike lanes and trails with proper signage.
38 More pedestrian audible beacons and make sure they are loud enough to hear.
39

City engineer must create a delay between the time the pedestrian sees the white figure lit up on the electric walk signs and the time a driver sees a directional turn arrow.
Currently, both are lit up at the same time, creating a contest for the pedestrian to rush across the crosswalk section. I have had to run at KK and Lincoln, and KK and Howell, and at
KK and Oklahoma. Also Oklahoma eastbound from the Bay View Post Office is a special challenge for a pedestrian. A westbound car, turning left, almost hit me due to this "insync"
lighting problem. The driver was on his phone not paying attention to his phone. I screamed, "I'm even wearing RED you fool." It was unnerving but he stopped just in time.

What goals should the Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan have?
# Comment
1 Make sure all bus stops and curb cuts are made ADA-compliant
2 Provide more benches and other places to sit for walkers to rest. Increase # of bus stops and frequency of bus service on the Near South Side. Build a light rail system.
3 Black on yellow better than black on green.
4 Pedestrians be conspicuous and assertive
5 Traffic tickets for not yielding
6 Safe walking everywhere! Not only specific areas!
7 Traffic entrapment for cars
8 Tickets to speeders and to those not following rules.
9 Police assigned to just traffic.
10 30th St. Corridor=Big Priority!
11 Help police see the difference between a "good" traffic stop and a "bad" traffic stop. Increase the good, decrease the bad. Everyone is happy!
12 East-West bikeway options. Center is better.
13 30th St. Corridor trail and neighborhood route connections
14 Reward residents for walking/biking; bus-less license fee? $125 ridiculous
15 Better lights for crossing (better timing and quicker to trigger).
16 Make sure drivers yield to pedestrians
17 Enforcement goals
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# Comment
18 Establish pedestrian organization
19 People driving need to yield
20 Higher % of drivers yielding to pedestrians (culture change).
21 Traffic enforcement
22 Tickets to businesses and homeowners who do not shovel sidewalks in a timely manner--help elderly and disabled homeowners.
23 CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Human Design) is a set of principals such as pedestrian-scale white light source cutoff lighting, 2'-6' rule, and use of art in human form.
24 How can I stay involved/aware?
25 Very frustrated (I have been hit twice by drivers not paying attention)
26 Additional curb extensions
27 Narrow streets in 3rd Ward to slow traffic (e.g. Jackson, Menomonee)
28 Improve safety downtown for pedestrians. Walk signals are too short and bikes on sidewalks are dangerous.
29 Make state driver's license test include info that unmarked crosswalks are legal crosswalks to pay attention to.
30 Adopt Vision Zero
31 Get corporate agencies in MKE to drive safely as policy
32 I wish there were more lights so walking at night would feel safe
33 Pay more attention to streets and sidewalks as public spaces for people to gather, enjoy, relax, etc.
34 Stop making decisions that deter people from being on streets and sidewalks.
35 Less cars from outside the city.
36 Please advocate bipartisanly for red-light cameras at the state level.
37 Ped fatalities eliminated.
38 Need more speed controls (engineering and enforcement)
39 Finish Riverwalk through downtown. Create better wayfinding between trails and paths.
40 Establish a Pedestrian Plan Stakeholder Advisory Committee, including people with disabilities (PWD) and advocates to get feedback on different aspects of the pedestrian plan.
41

Meet with people with disabilities and some key advocacy agencies: including DRW, Independence First, Milwaukee County Commission for People with Disabilities, United
Cerebral Palsy, Vision Forward, Hear Wisconsin, etc. to get input

42 Find and repair curb cuts throughout the city, which are a huge barrier to PWD;
43

Add mid-block curb cuts and cross-walks on long city-blocks so people with disabilities can safely park their cars and get on sidewalks, without having to ride their scooters,
wheelchairs (motorized and manual) on the street, to get to the next curb cut on the corner.

44

Enforcement of snow removal ordinances to clear sidewalks, curb cuts and crosswalks expeditiously so people with disabilities can get to work and not be homebound during bad
weather

45 Support MilWALKee in its advocacy attempts to prevent pedestrian deaths by speeding drivers.
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What should the vision for the Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan be?
# Comment
1 Narrow roads
2 More education on walking, riding, and driving
3 No cars
4 Kids walk freely and safely
5 Walkable neighborhoods and access to all neighborhoods
6 0 (zero) pedestrian deaths should be achieved.
7 Charge out-of-state license plates more for city permit.
8 Signal timing for average walking speeds between downtown blocks
9 Complete Street implementation for all street types (including state-funded).
10 No minimum parking regulations
11 Give tickets to speeders
12 Poles on sidewalk on Fratney and Keefe
13 Drivers yield to people walking
14 Protected (not just designated) bike lanes (and bike "highways)
15 Pedestrian-friendly mindset" I envision traditional and social media playing a big role in this with stories and messaging)
16 Pedestrian transportation should be the path of least resistance/easiest transportation choice
17 Everyone understands that they are pedestrians and that walking is normal
18 Police and residents understand that they have common goals and are on the same side.
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Appendix B.
Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan Survey: Paper Version
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Appendix C.
Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan Survey: Online Version
The questions for the online version of the Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan are presented below. The formatting of the questions was different when viewed
online, but the content was the same.

Introduction
1) Did you receive a paper invitation with a code to complete this survey?
Yes

No

2) Please enter the code from your paper survey here: _____________________

General Transportation Information
3) Do you have access to any of the following?
Yes
A bus pass (or MCTS M-Card)
An automobile
A motorcycle, scooter, or moped
A bus pass (or MCTS M-Card)
A Bublr bike share pass
4) Do you use a wheelchair or other assistive device?
Yes
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5) During the last WEEK, how did you USUALLY travel to the following places?
I didn’t travel
to this place

Personal Car
/ Truck

Taxi, Uber,
Lyft, etc.

Motorcycle
/ Moped /
Scooter

Bus / Train

Bicycle

Walk / Run /
Wheel-chair

Other

Work
School
Grocery store
Restaurant / Coffee shop
Church / Religious center
Neighborhood / Community center
Bus stop
My car
6) During the last SIX MONTHS, how often did you WALK, RUN, or use a WHEELCHAIR for the following reasons?
Less than
Never

1-4 days a

once a month

1-4 days a

month

week

5 or more
days a week

To go somewhere

()

()

()

()

()

For fun or exercise

()

()

()

()

()

Both

()

()

()

()

()

7) Do you have any disabilities or conditions prevent you from walking or walking more often?
Yes

No

8) If you are willing to share, what disability or condition prevents you from walking or walking more often? (Optional: Write in the box below)
_________________________________________________
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Perceptions about Walking
9) Please write what you like and dislike about WALKING (in general) in the boxes below:
I like these things about walking:: ________________________________________
I don’t like these things about walking:: ___________________________________
10) Did you walk with a CHILD or SENIOR CITIZEN in the last month?
Yes

No

11) If yes, please tell us about your experience walking with a child or senior citizen. (Write in the box below)
_________________________________________________
12) Please rate the general walking conditions in your NEIGHBORHOOD (within one mile of your home).
Very comfortable
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Somewhat

Neither comfrotable

Somewhat

comfortable

nor uncomfortable

uncomfortable

Very uncomfortable
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13) Please rate the following characteristics of your NEIGHBORHOOD for walking:
Very Good

Good

Neutral

Bad

Very Bad

Motorists’ behavior toward pedestrians
Bicyclists’ behavior toward pedestrians
Speed of traffic
Drivers breaking traffic laws
Presence of sidewalks
Sidewalk condition
Access to paved trails
Access to bus stops
Crossing busy streets
Crossing neighborhood streets
Crosswalk condition
Number of places to walk to
Curb ramps at intersections
Snow removal from sidewalks
Snow removal from curb ramps
Snow removal from bus stops
Crosswalk lighting at night
Pedestrian signals at intersections
14) Please write comments to expand on any answers above: _________________________________________________
15) What is your least favorite street to WALK on or across in Milwaukee? (Write below. If this is a long street, please describe the specific section of the
street that you like the least.) ________________________________________
16) What is your favorite street to WALK on or across in Milwaukee? (Write below. If this is a long street, please describe the specific section of the street
that you like the most.) ____________________________________________
17) Please provide any other comments you have about walking or transportation in Milwaukee. _____________________________________________
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Optional Information
18) How long have you lived in your current neighborhood?
Less than 1 year

1 to 4 years

5 to 9 years

10 to 19 years

20 to 29 years

30 or more years

19) What is your zip code? (Fill in the blank) ______________________________
20) What is the closest intersection to your home? (e.g., Humboldt Blvd. & North Ave.) (Fill in the blank) _____________________________________________
21) How many people are in your HOUSEHOLD (including you)? Your household is defined as all of the people who usually spend the night in the same
house or apartment unit as you.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7+

22) In what range is your HOUSEHOLD annual income?
Less than $20,000 $20,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $99,999

$100,000+

23) What is your age?
Under 18

18 - 24

25 - 34

35 - 44

24) What is your gender? (Fill in the blank) ________________________________
25) What is your race or ethnicity? (Fill in the blank) _______________________
Thank You!
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45 - 54

55 - 64

65 - 74

75+
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