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Abstract

To advance campus traffic safety governance toward data-driven, precision-targeted measures,
this study examines multifunctional overlapping zones on campuses. By integrating safety checklist
methods and questionnaire surveys, six core risks were identified—including mixed pedestrian-
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vehicle traffic and parking resource imbalance—and their generation mechanisms analyzed across
physical, managerial, behavioral, and cultural dimensions. An AHP-Entropy Weighting combined
evaluation model was established to assess traffic safety risks at the crossroads near Zone C’s cafete-
ria. This revealed multidimensional accident causes spanning “space - time - behavior - manage-
ment,” leading to a four-pronged precision governance solution: spatial restructuring, time-shifting,
behavioral guidance, and dynamic control. The resulting “identification - evaluation - causation -
governance” framework and composite model provide theoretical and practical references for risk
management in similar university zones.
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Figure 1. Evaluation of campus transportation facilities
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Figure 2. Unsafe behaviors on campus and personal experience of traffic accidents
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Figure 3. Core mechanism generating systemic risks in campus traffic safety
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Figure 4. Road sections or intersections with the highest traffic risks and greatest safety hazards
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Figure 5. Risk evaluation indicator system
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Table 1. Judgment matrix scaling method
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Table 2. Weight coefficients and ranking table for AHP-Entropy weight method
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Figure 6. Causal mechanisms of pedestrian-vehicle collisions on campus
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