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ABSTRACT

Pedestrian safety is a critical component of urban mobility and is strongly influenced by the inter-
actions between pedestrian decision-making and driver yielding behavior at crosswalks. Modeling
driver—pedestrian interactions at intersections requires accurately capturing the complexity of these
behaviors. Traditional machine learning models often struggle to capture the nuanced and context-
dependent reasoning required for these multifactorial interactions, due to their reliance on fixed
feature representations and limited interpretability. In contrast, large language models (LLMs) are
suited for extracting patterns from heterogeneous traffic data, enabling accurate modeling of driver-
pedestrian interactions. Therefore, this paper leverages multimodal LLMs through a novel prompt
design that incorporates domain-specific knowledge, structured reasoning, and few-shot prompting,
enabling interpretable and context-aware inference of driver yielding behavior, as an example ap-
plication of modeling pedestrian—driver interaction. We benchmarked state-of-the-art LLMs against
traditional classifiers, finding that GPT-40 consistently achieves the highest accuracy and recall,
while Deepseek-V3 excels in precision. These findings highlight the critical trade-offs between
model performance and computational efficiency, offering practical guidance for deploying LLMs
in real-world pedestrian safety systems.

*Citation: Yang, et al. Large Language Models for Pedestrian Safety: An Application to Predicting Driver Yielding
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1 Introduction

Pedestrian safety has become an increasingly urgent concern in urban traffic systems. In the United States, pedestrian
fatalities increased by 12.5 percent from 2020 to 2021 and reached 7,388 deaths, which represents the highest level
recorded in several decades (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 2023). This alarming trend underscores
the need to reassess existing safety measures, particularly in settings where pedestrian—vehicle interactions are frequent
and risks are elevated (Craig et al., 2019).

One of the most critical environments for such interactions is the intersection. Pedestrian safety in these locations de-
pends on the behavior of two primary actors: pedestrians and drivers. On the pedestrian side, crossing behavior reflects
how individuals weigh risk, value their time, interpret traffic cues, and adopt various strategies to navigate the road-
way (Kadali and Perumal, 2012; Zafri, 2023). Risky crossing choices, such as misjudging traffic gaps, substantially
increase the likelihood of crashes (Piyalungka et al., 2025).

On the driver’s side, yielding behavior plays an equally decisive role. This challenge is particularly acute at unsignal-
ized intersections, where the absence of traffic control devices places responsibility directly on both road users (Liu
and Evdorides, 2025; Bonera et al., 2024). The willingness of drivers to respond directly shapes the outcomes of
the interaction. Failure to yield not only forces pedestrians to pause or retreat but also greatly increases the risk
of pedestrian—vehicle conflicts, often resulting in severe injury or death (Golembiewski and Chandler, 2011). Thus,
accurately understanding and predicting the behaviors of both pedestrians and drivers is vital for designing targeted
safety interventions and for supporting early warning systems, intelligent intersections, and future autonomous vehicle
technologies.

Recent advances in LLM open new possibilities for addressing these challenges. LLMs are a subclass of generative Al
based on transformer architectures, and have rapidly expanded beyond natural language processing to domains such as
traffic safety (Zhang et al., 2024). They capture complex contextual relationships and integrate heterogeneous inputs,
including textual reports, sensor data streams, and visual cues, to generate accurate predictions (Chang et al., 2024;
Hurst et al., 2024). These capabilities position them as powerful tools for modeling pedestrian—vehicle interactions.
Specifically, multimodal LLMs can interpret visual cues such as pedestrian body language, vehicle positioning, and
traffic conditions, alongside textual and sensor data, to infer likely interaction outcomes, including driver yielding
decisions and pedestrian crossing behaviors. This capacity makes LLMs especially promising for pedestrian safety
applications in real-time contexts, where subtle dynamics often determine crash risk.

Although LLMs hold broad potential for improving pedestrian safety, this study focuses on a specific application that
demonstrates this potential by predicting driver yielding behavior toward pedestrians at unsignalized intersections. Ex-
isting research has disproportionately emphasized pedestrian risk taking behaviors (e.g., jaywalking, distraction, and
decision-making) (Ghanbari et al., 2024; Jayatilleke and Wickramasinghe, 2022; Zafri, 2023), while comparatively
little attention has been paid to driver yielding behavior and its dependence on broader environmental and contextual
factors. To date, most studies have relied primarily on statistical classification models (e.g., logistic regression) to
investigate how individual factors, including road geometry, traffic volume, vehicle speed, roadside land use, and visi-
bility, influence driver yielding decisions (Schroeder and Rouphail, 2011; Li et al., 2025; Zafri et al., 2022). However,
the interplay among these factors remains insufficiently explored. By leveraging LLMs, we assess their predictive
performance across diverse contexts, explore their ability to capture complex interdependencies, and establish a foun-
dation for future applications of LLMs in pedestrian safety research and practice.

This study advances the literature by evaluating the capacity of LLMs to predict driver yielding behavior at unsignal-
ized intersections, drawing on more than 3,000 annotated pedestrian—driver interaction instances across 18 unsignal-
ized intersections in Minnesota. Our contributions are threefold:

* Novel application of multimodal LLMs: we design prompts that integrate domain-specific knowledge, struc-
tured reasoning guidance, and few-shot examples, enabling interpretable and context-aware inference of
driver yielding behavior.

» Comprehensive model evaluation: we compare multiple LLMs from two major model families (the GPT
series and the DeepSeek framework), alongside traditional classification methods (support vector machine
(SVM), random forest (RF), neural network (NN) and logistic regression (LR)), analyzing predictive accu-
racy, interpretability, and computational efficiency in heterogeneous traffic contexts.
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* Actionable insights for deployment: through fine-grained comparative analysis, we provide practical guid-
ance and identify future research directions for deploying LLMs in pedestrian safety systems, contributing to
the development of intelligent, context-aware traffic management technologies.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews literature related to Al and LLM in traffic safety and
driver yielding behavior. Section 3 presents the characteristics and descriptive statistics of the adopted dataset. Section
4 describes the traditional classifier selected after comparison. Section 5 introduces the proposed predictive framework
along with its core components and methodology. Section 6 evaluates the performance of various predictive models,
followed by a comparative analysis in Section 7. Section 8 discusses the study’s limitations, highlights key challenges,
and identifies directions for future research. Finally, Section 9 concludes the paper.

2 Literature review

Recent advances in Al have created significant opportunities to enhance traffic safety through data-driven methodolo-
gies. In particular, generative Al and LLMs have demonstrated considerable potential in reasoning across heteroge-
neous traffic data. Meanwhile, driver yielding behavior at unsignalized intersections continues to be a critical area of
traffic safety research, given its direct impact on pedestrian risk and overall traffic efficiency. This section reviews pre-
vious studies on the application of generative Al and LLMs in traffic safety, and subsequently summarizes empirical
research on driver yielding behavior and the key factors influencing driver decision-making.

2.1 Generative AI and LLMs in traffic safety

Recent advances in generative Al and LLMs have opened promising avenues for improving traffic safety within in-
telligent transportation systems (ITS). By enabling more intelligent and context-aware decision-making, these models
can support applications such as optimized signal timing, intersection and vehicle warning systems, driver assistance
technologies, data collection, and enhanced traffic operations. When integrated into existing Al-driven frameworks,
LLMs hold the potential to advance safer and more efficient urban mobility. Although direct applications of LLMs in
traffic safety remain rare and at an early stage, traditional machine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) approaches
have long been adopted to support traffic management and safety analysis. Techniques such as RF, bioinspired algo-
rithms, and autonomic computing, time series forecasting, multilayer perceptrons, SVM, and LR have been applied
to detect accidents and generate alternative routes (Thomas and Vidal, 2017; Frank et al., 2019; Lozano Dominguez
et al., 2020), analyze crash severity (Bhuiyan et al., 2022; Ahmadi et al., 2020), and analyze driver and pedestrian
behavior (Li et al., 2025; Qian et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2023). These models have also shown effectiveness in predict-
ing pedestrian crossing intentions (Singh et al., 2024) and driver yielding behavior (Li et al., 2025; Negash and Yang,
2023). Despite such progress, persistent challenges, including model interpretability, rigid input requirements, limited
ability to capture complex interdependencies, and bias in training datasets, continue to constrain the robustness and
reliability of these models (Hahn et al., 2019). The use of LLMs in traffic safety research, though limited, has recently
gained attention.

Recent work has developed a framework that leverages LLM capabilities to analyze traffic crash narratives and iden-
tify underreported contributing factors (Arteaga and Park, 2025). This framework integrates multiple components,
including prompt definition, selection of LLM generation parameters, output parsing, and underreporting determina-
tion. To evaluate its effectiveness, the case of identifying underreported alcohol involvement in traffic crashes was
examined. The study further investigates the detection accuracy of the framework across different underlying LLMs
(including ChatGPT, Flan-UL2, and Llama-2), prompt designs (explicit vs. implicit matching), and text generation
parameters (e.g., sampling temperature and nucleus sampling probability). It demonstrates the potential of LLMs to
identify latent patterns in narrative data that traditional statistical or rule-based approaches may overlook. In another
study that utilized LLM capabilities to analyze traffic crash narratives, ChatGPT, BARD, and GPT-4 were employed to
automatically extract information from 100 crash reports from Iowa and Kansas (Mumtarin et al., 2023). The research
evaluated the performance of these models across five key questions: fault identification, manner of collision, work-
zone involvement, pedestrian involvement, and sequence of harmful events. The results indicated high inter-model
consistency on binary classification tasks such as workzone (96%) and pedestrian involvement (89%), whereas signif-
icantly lower agreement (35%) was observed for more complex tasks such as collision manner. For event sequence
analysis, network modeling revealed structural discrepancies among the outputs of different models, though some
shared central events were identified. This study recommends using multiple LLM in combination and advises caution
when extracting safety-critical information from narrative data. Beyond such analysis, the generative capabilities of
LLM have been leveraged to simulate realistic traffic scenarios, enabling virtual testing of safety interventions prior to
field implementation (Singh et al., 2024).
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LLMs are also becoming increasingly relevant to decision-making in automated vehicle (AV) systems. Transformer-
based models integrated with reinforcement learning have been used to predict pedestrian trajectories and adjust AV
yielding behavior accordingly (Wang et al., 2023b). This capability is especially important in dense urban environ-
ments, where unsignalized intersections introduce significant uncertainty. Continuous training on real-world scenarios
has further improved model responsiveness, supporting safer interactions with pedestrians and optimizing yielding
decisions in both simulated and experimental contexts (Cui et al., 2024).

Nevertheless, several limitations persist. Data bias can reduce model performance in underrepresented or adverse
conditions (Tan et al., 2023; Hahn et al., 2019), while reliance on sensitive real-time inputs such as video feeds and
location data raises privacy concerns. Federated learning has emerged as a promising solution, retaining up to 89%
model accuracy while preserving 98% of data locally, thus mitigating privacy risks in sensitive environments such as
school zones and residential neighborhoods (Hahn et al., 2019). Furthermore, integrating LLM with complementary
technologies, such as computer vision, LiDAR, and edge computing, has demonstrated strong potential to enhance
real-time decision-making, provide timely alerts to drivers, and thus improve pedestrian safety (Yan and Li, 2024;
Iyer, 2021; Lozano Dominguez et al., 2020).

2.2 Driver yielding behavior

While extensive research identifies key factors in driver yielding, modeling their complex interplay remains a challenge
for traditional methods. Modern LLMs are uniquely positioned to address this gap. Their ability to perform nuanced
contextual reasoning offers a powerful new paradigm for creating more holistic and interpretable models of driver-
pedestrian interactions. Driver yielding behavior at unsignalized intersections is a critical determinant of pedestrian
safety and traffic flow efficiency. Understanding how and why drivers decide to yield provides valuable insights for
designing effective interventions, ranging from infrastructure improvements to intelligent transportation systems. This
section first introduces the concept and importance of yielding behavior in traffic safety research, followed by a review
of the key factors that influence drivers’ decisions in such contexts.

2.2.1 Understanding driver yielding behavior and its importance

Driver yielding behavior is generally defined as the outcome of a pedestrian—vehicle interaction, which occurs when
a pedestrian and an approaching vehicle meet in close temporal and spatial proximity at an intersection, requiring
at least one party to adjust their movement trajectory or speed in response to the other (Zafri et al., 2022). These
interactions are typically categorized into two types: yield events, in which the driver alters speed or stops to allow the
pedestrian to cross, and non-yield events, in which the pedestrian either waits for the vehicle to pass or crosses despite
the absence of driver compliance.

Yielding behavior plays a critical role in safeguarding pedestrians, cyclists, and other vulnerable road users (Bella and
Ferrante, 2021; Wang et al., 2021), especially at unsignalized intersections or locations where traffic signals provide
insufficient control. Understanding and analyzing this behavior is essential because it informs the design of safer road
systems, supports more effective traffic management strategies, advances driver assistance technologies, and reduces
the likelihood of pedestrian crashes. Accurately predicting driver yielding behavior is critical for optimizing real-time
traffic control and supporting AV decision-making (Dey et al., 2021). Understanding human driver responses helps
AVs navigate unpredictable pedestrian movements safely, enhancing both road safety and the seamless integration of
AVs into urban traffic systems (Yang et al., 2019; Albdairi et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2020).

2.2.2 Factors influencing drivers’ decisions to yield at unsignalized intersections

Accurately modeling pedestrian—vehicle interactions at unsignalized intersections requires a comprehensive under-
standing of the contextual factors shaping driver yielding behavior. Such behavior emerges from a complex interplay of
vehicle dynamics, environmental conditions, and human characteristics. From the vehicle perspective, approach speed
and traffic volume are critical determinants. Lower speed is consistently associated with higher yielding rates (MDOT,
2024; Bertulis and Dulaski, 2014b), whereas higher speed and heavier traffic volumes often reduce compliance due to
increased driver stress and congestion (Gankhuyag and Olaverri-Monreal, 2023; Ito and Kaneyasu, 2017).

Environmental and infrastructural features also exert a substantial influence. Drivers exhibit a higher likelihood of
yielding in environments characterized by elevated pedestrian activity, particularly in proximity to schools, parks,
and urban centers (Li et al., 2025). Design interventions, including elevated crosswalks, visible markings, and traffic
calming measures, have been shown to increase yield rates (Guo et al., 2019; Schneider and Sanders, 2015), while
wider roadways and adjacent parking facilities may discourage compliance (Aziz et al., 2013; Zahabi et al., 2011).
Adverse environmental conditions, such as poor street lighting, nighttime settings, fog, and rain, reduce pedestrian
visibility and consequently lower the likelihood of drivers yielding (Badri, 2016).
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In addition to situational and environmental factors, individual characteristics of drivers and pedestrians significantly
shape outcomes. Older and more experienced drivers tend to be more cautious and demonstrate higher yielding rates,
while younger or less experienced drivers often exhibit lower compliance (Yang et al., 2020). Psychological factors,
including attention, perception, and risk sensitivity, further influence driver decision-making in real time (Yang et al.,
2020). Pedestrian characteristics also affect yielding behavior: individuals who act cautiously or are highly conspic-
uous are more likely to prompt yielding responses from drivers (Zafri et al., 2022; Tian et al., 2020). Ultimately, the
perceived vulnerability of pedestrians combined with drivers’ attentional states determines the dynamics of these inter-
actions, highlighting the importance of incorporating behavioral insights into predictive models of yielding behavior.

3 Experimental data and settings

This study draws on the open source Minnesota driver—pedestrian dataset documented in Stern and Li (2023a); Li et al.
(2025, 2021), comprising 3,314 interactions recorded at 18 unsignalised intersections. These sites were specifically
chosen in collaboration with the Minnesota Department of Transportation to ensure a diverse representation of traffic
volumes, land use contexts, and intersection geometries. The complete annotated dataset is publicly available for
research purposes (Stern and Li, 2023b).

3.1 Data pre-processing methodology

Data used for LLM requires specific data pre-processing procedures in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Procedures to pre-process driver—pedestrian interaction data.

In Step (a), raw video data were collected during the summer and fall of 2021 using the Traffic Information Monitor
(TIM) platform, a customized sensor suite developed by the Minnesota Traffic Observatory (Li et al., 2025). Each
TIM unit consists of a pole-mounted video camera extendable up to 30 feet, a Raspberry Pi computer, and a battery
pack allowing for extended operation. To capture naturalistic driver and pedestrian behaviors, the units were deployed
for two weeks at each site to record video during daylight hours, with no supplemental signage or enforcement used.

In Step (b), all video footage captured by the TIM units was manually reviewed by one trained annotator, who identified
and labeled all relevant interaction events. These interactions are typically categorized into two types: yield events, in
which the driver alters speed or stops to allow the pedestrian to cross, and non-yield events, in which the pedestrian
either waits for the vehicle to pass or crosses despite the absence of driver compliance. This manual annotation process
ensured consistency and accuracy throughout the dataset. Two forms of input data were extracted during annotation.
The textual data consists of textual descriptions that captured the contextual and behavioral characteristics of each
interaction. For each intersection, one of the most representative images was selected as an additional multimodal
input. While the textual data already provide a comprehensive description of both the dynamic interaction processes
and static contextual features of each event, the inclusion of imagery aims to enhance the LLM’s understanding of
the intersection’s specific conditions. This visual information allows the model to capture subtle environmental and
structural details that may be difficult to convey through text alone, thereby supporting more nuanced and informed
reasoning. For instance, images can reveal conditions such as faded crosswalk markings, the presence of turn-only
lanes, or potential obstacles like roadside trees.

In Step (c), the textual data were divided into training and testing sets. Noteworthy, LLMs do not require a traditional
training process, and thus the training set was primarily used to construct few-shot exemplars and incorporate relevant
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Table 1: Categorization of selected variables.

Category Variables
Vehicle speed, Opposite direction yield (the yielding behavior
of vehicles traveling in the opposite direction), Speed limit

Vehicle dynamics and control

Road characteristics (ge-

ometric and design fea- Crossing width, Bike lanes, Signage, Markings, Number of

bus stops
tures of the road) P
Road net- oy Presence of single family housing, Presence of apartments,
Presence of buildings . o
works and . L Presence of commercial buildings, Presence of gas sta-
. (adjacent land use indica- . .
infrastruc- . I tion/convenience store, Presence of restaurants/bars, Pres-
tive of building presence) . .
ture ence of parking lots, Presence of on street parking

Distance in miles from

public facilities Distance to nearest park, Distance to nearest school

Number of pedestrians, Pedestrian type (an individual’s mode
of movement, e.g., walking, biking, using a scooter, or ac-
companying elements, e.g., with a dog, stroller, or child, in
traffic environments)

Pedestrian mobility and interaction

domain knowledge. The test set was further partitioned by intersection site to assess the generalization of model
predictions across diverse physical and behavioral contexts.

3.2 Dataset overview and site characteristics

The carefully curated dataset initially comprised over 50 contextual variables. However, some variables were excluded
due to either irrelevance to the research objectives or potential leakage of the yielding outcome (Stern and Li, 2023c).
After this refinement, a total of 19 variables were retained for the subsequent analysis and classified into three primary
categories in Table 1. The category of road networks and infrastructure is further delineated into three subgroups to
enhance the interpretability of variables.

The adopted dataset is collected from 18 selected sites that exhibit significant diversity in their design and operational
characteristics. Table 2 summarizes these key site attributes, including roadway geometry, posted speed limits, annual
average daily traffic (AADT), and the total number of recorded events at each site. This variability ensures that the
dataset captures a wide range of real-world scenarios.

Table 2: Site characteristics.
Site Lanes Speedlimit Markings AADT Shape Event Count

Site 1 4 35 Unmarked 14,600  T-shape 31

Site 2 2 35 Unmarked 14,800 T-shape 100
Site 3 2 30 Standard 14,800  T-shape 640
Site 4 2 30 Unmarked 10,700 Four-way 143
Site 5 2 30 Unmarked 10,500 Four-way 341
Site 6 3 35 Continental 6,200  Four-way 95

Site 7 4 35 Continental 3,300 T-shape 121
Site 8 4 30 Unmarked 10,200 Four-way 105
Site 9 3 35 Unmarked 5,400 Four-way 74
Site 10 4 35 Unmarked 18,800 Four-way 88

Site 11 3 30 Unmarked 18,100 Four-way 20
Site 12 2 30 Unmarked 10,300 Four-way 122
Site 13 2 35 Continental 7,400  Four-way 98

Site 14 2 30 Standard 7,100  Four-way 133
Site 15 3 30 Unmarked 16,400 Four-way 46
Site 16 2 30 Standard 12,100  Four-way 841
Site 17 4 30 Unmarked 12,800  T-shape 127
Site 18 4 30 Unmarked 12,500 Four-way 189

Fig. 2 illustrates the number of driver-yielding and non-yielding events across the 18 studied intersections, along
with their corresponding overall yielding rates. In general, yielding rates remain low at most study sites. Site 16
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recorded the highest yielding rate of 70.36% with a total of 841 events, whereas sites 11 and 15 reported no driver-
yielding events among 20 and 46 events, respectively. The absence of yielding behavior at these sites may reflect
local environmental conditions that lower drivers’ expectations or the necessity to yield to pedestrians. These findings
suggest that intersections with higher pedestrian traffic volumes are more likely to promote yielding behavior among
drivers.
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Fig. 2. Distribution of driver yielding and non-yielding events across sites with corresponding overall yielding
rates.

3.3 Descriptive statistics

This section performs preliminary analysis for variables in the adopted dataset. Table 3 and Table 4 respectively
present the summary statistics of categorical variables and numerical variables. These variables are classified into
three categories. In the category of vehicle dynamics and control, three variables are of importance in yielding and
non-yielding events: (1) vehicle speed: during yielding events, vehicle speed averaged 10.0 MPH, with the 25th
and 75th percentiles at 5.6 MPH and 12.6 MPH, respectively. In contrast, vehicle speed during non-yielding events
was markedly higher, with a mean of 27.3 MPH, with the 25th and 75th percentiles at 22.9 MPH and 33.1 MPH,
respectively. These observations indicate a strong association between lower vehicle speed and an increased likelihood
of yielding behavior, as reflected in consistently lower speed distributions across all percentiles. (2) opposite direction
yield: the driver yielding rate was 75% when an oncoming vehicle in the opposite direction yielded, compared to only
3% when the oncoming vehicle did not yield. (3) speed limit: roadways with a 30 mph speed limit exhibited a higher
yielding rate of 44% compared to 25% in 35 mph zones.

Within the category of road networks and infrastructure, all subcategories exert a significant influence on driver yield-
ing behavior: (1) road characteristics: wider roads are associated with increased yielding incidents. The yielding
rate at locations without bike lanes (44%) exceeds that at locations with bike lanes (8%). Crossings with pedestrian
signs exhibit a higher yielding rate (64%) compared to those without signs (30%). Similarly, crossings with standard
markings of two solid white lines show a yielding rate of 69%, compared to 10% at unmarked crossings and 29% at
crossings with continental markings. Furthermore, an increase in the number of bus stops is correlated with a higher
likelihood of drivers yielding. (2) distance from public facilities: proximity to parks is positively associated with an
increase in yielding events. (3) presence of buildings: the presence of surrounding land uses such as single family
homes (41%), apartments (43%), commercial buildings (49%), gas stations or convenience stores (64%), restaurants
or bars (47%), and parking lots (51%) is associated with a higher yielding events. In contrast, the absence of the above
features, i.e., single family homes (11%), apartments (9%), commercial buildings (6%), gas stations or convenience
stores (18%), restaurants or bars (6%), and parking lots (16%), shows markedly lower probability of yielding.

In the category of pedestrian mobility and interaction, two variables are of significant importance: (1) number of
pedestrians: drivers exhibit a higher yielding rate of 51% for more than two pedestrians compared to a yielding rate
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of 35% for a pedestrian. (2) pedestrian type: drivers exhibit the highest yielding rate (53.92%) for pedestrians with
strollers or small children, while showing the lowest yielding rate (16.67%-25.00%) for non-standard pedestrians such
as bicycle riders, scooter/hoverboard users, and persons walking bikes.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of adopted categorical variables across yielding and non-yielding events.

. . Categories
Vehicle Dynamics and Control None Yield Not yield
Opposite direction yield Non-yielding 55.23% 24.81% 96.79%
) Yielding 44.77% 75.19% 321%
30 35
. Non-yieldin; 56.22% 74.63%
Speed limit (MPH) Vielding 43.78% 2537%
Categories
Road Networks and Infrastructure Unmarked Standard Continental
Markings Non-yielding 90.26% 31.04% 70.70%
Yielding 9.74% 68.96% 29.30%
No parking One-sided parking Two-sided parking
Presence of on street parking Non;yiellding 76.58% 8381% 54.03%
Yielding 23.42% 16.19% 45.97%
No present Present
Presence of single family Non_—yie_lding 88.64% 58.80%
i Yielding 11.36% 41.20%
No present Present
Presence of apartments Nonjyiellding 91.06% 57.23%
Yielding 8.94% 42.77%
No present Present
Presence of commercial buildings Nn\l{qi»eylheil;i;ng 9;'9073,7? Z;ﬁ;{é;z
No present Present
Presence of gas station/convenient store Non_-yie_lding 82.06% 35.56%
) - i Yielding 17.94% 64.44%
No present Present
Presence of restaurants/bars N()le{éljei]:;g 9;;;2,27 23 ZZZZ
No present Present
Presence of parking lots Non-yielding 84.04% 49.42%
Yielding 15.96% 50.58%
No present Present
Bike lane Non-yielding 56.35% 91.78%
Yielding 43.65% 8.22%
No present Present
Sienage Non-yielding 69.40% 35.94%
gnag Yielding 30.60% 64.06%
. . . Categories
Pedestrian Mobility and Interaction Foot  Bike  Vehicle Walking bike  Witha dog Y SeoTerCRIT—Mix Other
Pedestrian type Non-yielding | 53.77% 83.10% 78.95% 83.33% 68.10% 46.08% 53.66% 75.00%
‘ Yielding 46.23% 16.90% 21.05% 16.67% 31.90% 53.92% 46.34% 25.00%

Note: pedestrian types are defined as follows. Foot: pedestrian on foot. Bike: pedestrian riding a bicycle. Vehicle: pedestrian using a vehicle, e.g., a scooter or hoverboard.
Walking bike: pedestrian walking a bicycle. With a dog: pedestrian accompanied by a dog. Stroller/Child: pedestrian with a stroller or small child. Mix: mixed pedestrian types.

3.4 Working procedures

This study firstly adopts the data pre-processing pipeline illustrated in Fig. 1 to partition the input dataset into training
and test sets. The training set is utilized to identify the most effective traditional classifier among SVM, RF, NN,
and LR, with emphasis on achieving good predictive accuracy. Notably, an LR model is developed using stepwise
regression to select significant variables for training these classifiers. If LR is determined to be the best-performing
baseline model, interpretability will be demonstrated through its coefficients. Otherwise, explainable machine learning
techniques will be employed to provide interpretability and facilitate comparison with the LLM-based model. Addi-
tionally, two representative instances from the training set are extracted as few-shot exemplars for the prompt-based
evaluation of LLMs. The test set is utilized to evaluate the predictive performance of both the benchmark models and
the proposed method, thereby enabling a comparative assessment across modeling paradigms.

Secondly, the descriptive statistics and the best traditional classifier results are incorporated as domain knowledge into
the proposed framework in Section 5.1. The outcomes are further evaluated through comparison with previous litera-
ture and assessed for consistency with established theoretical hypotheses. Finally, this paper evaluates the predictive
performance between the best baseline model and the proposed LLM-based approach, and discusses the advantages
and limitations of each model, along with their suitable application scenarios. Specifically, this paper selects state-of-
the-art LLMs such as GPT-40, GPT-40-mini, Deepseek-V3, and Deepseek-R1 as the core of the proposed framework,
each accessed via their respective APIs.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics of adopted numerical variables across yielding and non-yielding events.

Vehicle Dynamics and Control e 5% Xﬂ:g 75% max
Vericlespeed N ey | 05 560 10067 126 5080
Road Networks and Infrastructure o 35 111:: 75% max
Crosngwiah N yedne 00 e e a0 a0
R
Disc wnearstpark — “YREEECY | 0 om0 04 o0s
Number of bus stops N?glideilfging 8 8 ;;ﬁ 28 288
Pedestrian Mobility and Interaction . 5% Xa::: 75% max
Number ofpedesiians —— “URELY | 10w e 20 11

4 Results from traditional classifier

This paper considers four candidate models for comparison with the proposed LLM-based method. LR is a statistical
model for binary classification that estimates the probability of a binary outcome by fitting data to a logistic curve,
producing interpretable results through a linear combination of input features (Schober and Vetter, 2021). For binary
outcome Y € {0,1} where Y = 1 for driver yielding and Y = 0 for non-yielding, LR models the log-odds of the
probability p = P(Y = 1| X) by:

log (lpp) = Bo + Brx1 + Baz2 + -+ 4 Buxn e8]

where fy is a constant, /3,, is the coefficient of the explanatory variable, x,, is the predictor variable, and n is the
number of variables. The odds ratio e indicates the change in odds of the outcome for a one-unit increase in variable
7. The probability of yielding is given by:

_ ~exp(Bo + Brxy + Paza + -+ PBnn)
Py =11%)= 14+ exp(Bo + Brix1 + Poxa + - + Brn) @

And the probability of non-yielding is expressed by:

1
P(Y:0|X):1+exp(ﬂo+511’1+[32I2+"'+5"x") :

SVM is a binary classification model that maps feature vectors of instances to points in a high-dimensional space (Ab-
dullah and Abdulazeez, 2021). The objective of SVM is to identify an optimal hyperplane that maximizes the margin
of separation between two classes. An optimal hyperplane can be found by minimizing:

1
mi£1§||w\|2 sty (wha,+b) >1Li=1-n 4)
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where w is the normal vector of the hyperplane, b is the bias term, x; denotes the feature vector, y; represents the class
label, and n is the number of samples. The constraint ensures that each sample lies on the correct side of the margin
boundary, achieving maximum margin separation.

The RF model constructs an ensemble of decision trees to enhance both predictive accuracy and generalization (Ferry
et al., 2024). Each tree is independently trained through random feature selection and bootstrapping, and the final
prediction ¥ is obtained by majority voting in classification tasks by

:’7: majority vote (fl(x)a RS fz(x)7 AR fn(z)) (5)

where f;(x) represents the prediction of the ith tree for the input sample x, and n is the number of tree ensembles.

NN is a computational model composed of interconnected layers of artificial neurons that learns hierarchical repre-
sentations of data through nonlinear transformations, enabling complex pattern recognition and function approxima-
tion (Zhao et al., 2024). Numerous neurons are distributed across multiple hidden layers. Each neuron processes
inputs from the previous layer and applies an activation function to generate outputs. Given an input x, the output of
neuron j in layer [ is:

n(=1)
z](-l) =f Z wg)zi(lfl) + bg-l) (6)
i=1

z(i) represents the mapping weight from the ith neuron in layer [ — 1 to the jth

neuron in layer [. The bias of neuron j in layer [ is b;l)

where f is an activation function, w

,and (=1 is the number of neurons in layer [ — 1.

Variable selection improves model interpretability and generalization by retaining only the most informative features
while reducing overfitting and complexity. This study employs a stepwise LR, integrating forward selection and
backward elimination, to systematically identify the most significant predictors from the initial set of 19 variables
using the training dataset. The optimal features are presented in Table 5 for the subsequent training of traditional
classifiers. The standard errors quantify the variability of the coefficient estimates, and the corresponding z-scores
indicate the number of standard deviations each estimate deviates from the mean.

The associated p-values represent the probability of observing such extreme results under the null hypothesis. All
selected variables in Table 5 are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level as indicated by their low p-values.
And vehicle speed is identified as the most influential variable among these variables due to its highest absolute z-
score. The “effect” column indicates whether the influence of a variable on yielding behavior is positive or negative.

Moreover, the odds ratio is a key component of stepwise LR as it quantifies the strength and direction of the association
between each variable and the outcome, thereby enhancing the interpretability of model results (Zabor et al., 2022).
For example, each unit increase in vehicle speed is associated with a 1 — exp(—0.240) = 0.21 reduction in the
relative probability of driver yielding when other variables remain fixed. The model also indicates that yielding
behavior by drivers in the opposite direction reduces the relative probability of yielding by 80.7%. In contrast, wider
major roads positively influence yielding, with each additional foot of width associated with a 10.3% increase in the
odds of yielding. The infrastructure environment also shows substantial effects on drive yielding. The presence of
restaurants or bars is associated with an odds ratio of 6.24, corresponding to a 524% increase in the relative probability
of yielding compared to sites without such facilities. The presence of parking lots corresponds to an odds ratio of
0.197, indicating a reduction in yielding probability. Additionally, proximity to parks and schools exhibits a positive
influence on yielding behavior, with each mile closer to a park associated with a 98% increase in the probability of
yielding and each mile closer to a school associated with a 36% increase.

It should be noted that the discrepancy observed between the odds ratios of “opposite direction yield”, “presence of
parking lots”, and “distance to the nearest school” in LR and their corresponding patterns in the descriptive statistics of
Section 3.3 can be attributed to confounding effects. In LR, the odds ratio for a given predictor represents its net effect
on the outcome, conditional on all other variables fixed. In contrast, descriptive statistics capture only the marginal
association between a variable and the outcome, which may be influenced by uncontrolled factors (Pourhoseingholi
et al., 2012; Greenland et al., 2016). Therefore, odds ratios derived from LR offer a more robust and causally in-
terpretable assessment of variable effects compared to simple descriptive comparisons, and the results from LR are
adopted as the primary reference in this study whenever discrepancies arise.

Fig. 3 presents the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve for LR, which illustrates the trade-off between the
true positive rate and the false positive rate across various decision thresholds. The area under the ROC curve (AUC)
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Table 5: Significant variables identified through the stepwise LR.

Variable Coefficient Standard error z-score p-value Effect
Crossing width 0.098 0.010 9.38 0.000 +
Presence of restaurants/bars 1.832 0.409 4.48 0.000 +
Vehicle speed -0.240 0.011 -20.99  0.000 -
Distance to nearest school -0.446 0.163 -2.74 0.006 -
Presence of parking lots -1.624 0.263 -6.18 0.000 -
Opposite direction yield -1.644 0.225 -7.29 0.000 -
Distance to nearest park -4.095 0.996 -4.11 0.000 -

reaches 0.88 on the test dataset. An AUC value closer to 1 indicates superior classification performance, as it re-
flects the model’s enhanced ability to discriminate between positive and negative instances across all thresholds.
This result also confirms the relevance of the selected explanatory variables in capturing the underlying dynamics
of driver—pedestrian interactions. Notably, SVM (AUC = 0.88), RF (AUC = 0.885), and NN (AUC = 0.89) achieved
comparable predictive performance against LR. In this study, LR is employed as the baseline method and as a peda-
gogical model for instructing the LLM to enhance interpretability.

0° AUC = 0.88

270p

180°

Fig. 3. Polar ROC curves for the LR model.

5 LLM framework

LLMs serve as general-purpose multi-tasking models capable of predicting driver yielding behavior, and incorporating
detailed contextual information significantly enhances their predictive performance (Mo et al., 2023). This section
introduces the proposed framework with three key stages for the identification of driver yielding behavior in Fig. 4.

In the first stage, textual data extracted from videos is integrated with domain knowledge, structured thinking guidance,
and few-shot exemplars during the prompt design. In the second stage, a multimodal prompt with site specific images
forms the comprehensive inputs for various state-of-the-art LLMs to infer yielding behavior over the heterogeneous
traffic data. Finally, each adopted LLM yields a binary yielding decision with an interpretable explanation of its
reasoning process. The performance of each model is assessed using accuracy, precision, and recall, enabling a
comparative assessment across the different LLM platforms. Further details of the prompt design phase are provided
in the following subsections.
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Fig. 4. LLM framework tailored for driver yielding behavior prediction. The expert symbol indicates that
domain expertise is required for a component of the prompt design.

5.1 Relevant domain knowledge

LLMs are general-purpose models trained on vast amounts of data, making them highly versatile across various ap-
plications. However, their performance in domain-specific prediction tasks is often suboptimal (Wandelt et al., 2024).
A common approach to enhancing LLMs’ performance in specialized fields is fine tuning with domain specific data.
However, the fine tuning process typically requires extensive labeled datasets and substantial computational resources,
making it costly and resource intensive. To address this challenge, domain-specific knowledge is incorporated into the
prompt in textual form as shown in Fig. 5, enabling LLMs to utilize relevant expertise for reasoning without additional
model training.

The domain knowledge integrated into our framework is mainly derived from the descriptive statistics in Section 3.3
and the results of the stepwise LR in Section 4. This knowledge in Fig. 5 is organized in an object-oriented manner and
categorized into three core dimensions. It should be noted that results obtained from stepwise LR are considered as the
primary reference for informing domain knowledge whenever they diverge from the findings of descriptive statistics.
In the category of vehicle dynamics and control, each one-mile-per-hour increase in vehicle speed is associated with
a 0.79-fold decrease in the odds of yielding, consistent with findings in prior traffic behavior research (Silvano et al.,
2016). Descriptive statistics indicate that the yielding rate in 30 mph zones was 19% higher than in 35 mph zones,
aligning with empirical observations in the field (Bertulis and Dulaski, 2014a). Within the category of road networks
and infrastructure, the proximity to parks or schools is significantly associated with increased driver-yielding rates.
Specifically, each one-mile decrease in distance to the nearest park corresponds to a 98% increase in the probability
of yielding, and each one-mile decrease in distance to the nearest school is associated with a 36% increase in yielding
probability. An increase in pedestrian numbers is positively correlated with the rate of driver yielding behavior. Fur-
thermore, wider intersection width was positively associated with yielding probability on a per-foot basis, consistent
with Schroeder and Rouphail (2011).

For brevity, other domain knowledge is not detailed herein, and it aligns with perspectives established in previous
literature. Guiding the model with these structured, domain-informed reasoning frameworks shall enhance its ability
to generate reliable predictions in specialized traffic safety scenarios while minimizing the need for computationally
intensive fine-tuning.

5.2 Thinking guidance
Prompting strategies such as chain-of-thought and plan-and-solve have substantially improved LLM performance

by decomposing complex tasks into structured reasoning steps (Wei et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023a). Recently,
meta-prompting has further advanced this approach by prioritizing structural and syntactic task representations over
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/— Relevant domain knowledge \

Vehicle dynamics and control Road networks and infrastructure

* Vehicle speed > 20 MPH — high chance of non-yielding * The proximity to parks — higher yielding probability
* Speed limit 30 MPH — higher yielding probability » Wider crossing width — higher yielding probability

Pedestrian mobility and interaction

* A single pedestrian — lower yielding probability * Person not on foot — lower yielding probability

Fig. 5. Selected key elements of domain specific knowledge embedded into the prompt design.

content-level details, enabling more abstract and systematic model reasoning (Zhang et al., 2023a). However, LLM-
generated text is often unstructured and may include excessive or irrelevant content, reducing the effectiveness of
the predictions. To enhance prediction quality, thinking guidance in Fig. 6 is incorporated into the prompt design
to establish a structured reasoning process for driver behavior prediction, resulting in a final binary classification of
whether the driver yields. Compared to chain-of-thought and meta-prompting strategies, structured thinking guidance
provides greater domain adaptability, a clearer logical structure, and improved controllability. Its alignment with the
characteristics of task-specific data makes it particularly well-suited for applications such as traffic safety prediction,
where fine-grained causal reasoning is essential.

The proposed thinking guidance reduces extraneous output and enhances the robustness and interpretability of model
reasoning. In Fig. 6, the thinking guidance integrates analyses from three dimensions related to vehicle attributes,
road infrastructure, and pedestrian interactions, to deliver a final decision with concise justification. Unlike domain
knowledge, which serves as an encyclopedic repository containing factual information, thinking guidance operates as a
procedural framework that specifies how this knowledge is accessed, organized, and applied during reasoning. Namely,
domain knowledge specifies the “what”, whereas thinking guidance defines the “how”, guiding LLMs to appropriately
leverage domain-specific information in a step-by-step manner to support coherent inference and problem-solving. We
will introduce key steps of think guidance as follows.

Step 1: Vehicle Dynamics and Control Analysis. Vehicle-related factors, e.g., vehicle speed, have been identified
as the most significant determinants of yielding behavior. The LLM integrates its intrinsic reasoning with relevant
domain knowledge to comprehensively evaluate vehicle-related attributes, thereby estimating the likelihood of the
driver yielding to pedestrians from the vehicle’s perspective.

Step 2: Road Networks and Infrastructure Evaluation. This step focuses on environmental and infrastructural
features that affect driving complexity and visibility. Attributes such as crossing width are taken into account, as wider
roads are associated with higher yielding rates due to drivers’ perception of increased pedestrian exposure and elevated
crossing risk. In this step, the LLMs leverage surrounding road and environmental conditions and integrate internal
reasoning with domain-specific knowledge to evaluate the likelihood of driver yielding behavior from the perspective
of road conditions.

Step 3: Pedestrian Mobility and Interaction Assessment. The LLMs examine variables such as pedestrian group
size and pedestrian type (e.g., riding a bike or walking). These features offer subtle but important cues about pedestrian
intent and vulnerability, which may influence a driver’s decision-making. At this step, the LLM evaluates pedestrian
characteristics to infer the likelihood of a driver yielding.

Step 4: Yielding Behavior Inference. This step integrates insights from the above three stages. By integrating
the statistical significance of each factor with their inherent reasoning capabilities, LLMs can generate more accu-
rate predictions while enhancing interpretability. This structured, multi-step reasoning chain helps bridge the gap
between statistical correlation and contextual understanding, allowing for more robust modeling of pedestrian safety
at unsignalized intersections.
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Thinking guidance

Contextual

Step 2: [Road Networks and Infrastructure Evaluation]: Assess roadway affecting visibility and maneuverabilit; .
factor analysis

Step 3: [Pedestrian Mobility and Interaction Assessment]: Assess pedestrian to extract behavioral cues.
Step 4: [Yielding Behavior Inference]: Multimodal integration for yield prediction. Driver behavior inference

Step 1: [Vehicle Dynamic and Control Analysis]: Capture key dynamic indicators influencing yielding behavior. }
y.

Fig. 6. Procedures of thinking guidance adopted in the prompt design.

5.3 Few-shot prompting

While LLMs demonstrate remarkable zero-shot capabilities (Wei et al., 2021), they often struggle with more complex
tasks when operating in a purely zero-shot setting. Few-shot (Zhang et al., 2020) learning serves as an effective tech-
nique to enable in context learning, where demonstrations are provided within the prompt to guide the model toward
improved performance. To enhance predictive accuracy, the prompt design incorporates a limited number of represen-
tative examples. These examples follow the structured reasoning steps outlined in the thinking guidance framework,
ensuring that the model adheres to a predefined logical process when generating predictions. By integrating these
demonstrations into the prompt, the LLM is better equipped to follow the reasoning path necessary for accurate clas-
sification of driver yielding behavior. As illustrated in Fig. 7, this approach leverages few-shot prompting to improve
model performance by offering contextual references, effectively reducing errors and enhancing consistency. By inte-
grating the structured thinking guidance outlined in Section 5.2 with real-world examples and independently evaluating
the scenario from multiple perspectives, the framework ultimately produces a comprehensive assessment of the likeli-
hood that the driver will yield. The framework ensures more reliable and interpretable predictions while maintaining
computational efficiency.

5.4 Multimodal prompting

The raw data used in this study consists of video recordings, which are manually processed into structured tabular data
capturing key attributes of vehicles, pedestrians, and intersection features, such as vehicle speed, intersection width,
and pedestrian group size. However, despite careful manual processing, certain subtle but important characteristics
of intersections may not be fully represented. It includes elements such as visual obstructions, the clarity of traffic
signage, and the visibility or condition of lane markings. To solve this problem, we adopted the multimodal LLM
method (Zhang et al., 2023b), which integrates textual data with a representative image from each intersection, as
illustrated in Fig. 8. In this study, images are not used to teach the LLM in the same sense as domain knowledge
or structured reasoning guidance. Instead, they serve as contextual evidence that complements textual and numerical
inputs. This method is applied to LLMs that support multimodal inputs, enabling the model to simultaneously process
structured numerical data and unstructured visual information. These images provide supplementary spatial and visual
cues, such as the presence of trees blocking sightlines, crosswalk visibility, and signage conditions. By combining
structured inputs with visual representations, the multimodal framework enables the LLM to access a richer spectrum
of intersection specific information. It not only enhances the contextual understanding of traffic environments but also
improves the model’s ability to generalize and predict driver yielding behavior with greater accuracy and robustness.

5.5 Handling missing data

Given that the dataset consists of real-world, naturalistic observations, a small amount of missing or incomplete con-
textual data is expected. This study does not employ traditional imputation methods to handle missing values. On the
contrary, specific statements can be added to the prompt template to enable the LLM to dynamically assess whether
missing data should be input or to safely ignore the missing data during the prediction period.

This built-in reasoning refers to the model’s intrinsic ability to infer, contextualize, and adapt its predictions based on
incomplete information by leveraging patterns and relationships learned during pre-training. Rather than relying on
fixed imputation rules or external preprocessing, the LLM uses its understanding of domain knowledge and contextual
cues embedded within the prompt to make informed judgments about the relevance and impact of missing data. This
flexible reasoning mechanism allows the model to maintain robustness in the face of real-world data complexities and
uncertainties.
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Few-shot-Prompting
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/ Number of pedestrian: 2 Vehicle speed: 6.1 MPH Opposite (:éiznon yield:
. . e . Presence of parking lots:
Query instance Crossing width: 63 Presence of bars: presence presence
specification . PR
Pedestrian type: foot resence ot apartments: Speed limit: 35 MPH
presence
Step 1: Vehicle Dynamic and Control Analysis
Vehicle speed: 6.1, Speed limit: 35, Opposite direction yield: none ...... — In the low speed
interval, it is more likely to yield ......
Step 2: Road Networks and Infrastructure Evaluation
Exemplar- Crossing width: 63, Presence of bars: presence, Presence of parking lots: presence, Presence of
. p apartments: presence ...... — The existence of parking lots, bars and apartments, the yielding
guided probability is increased ......
inference : — -
Step 3: Pedestrian Mobility and Interaction Assessment
Number of pedestrians: 2, Pedestrian type: foot ...... — Two pedestrians on foot increase the
yielding probability ......
Step 4: Yielding Behavior Inference
Result: yielding
Reason: at 6.1 MPH, bars and wide roads greatly increase the yielding probability.

S

Fig. 7. Example of few-shot prompting incorporated into the prompt design.

6 Experiment

To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed framework, we conducted a series of experiments. The experimental
setup includes parameter configurations and the selection of a baseline model, followed by the use of well-established
performance metrics for comparison. We then present the results of predictive performance, interpretability, and
computational cost and time analysis, highlighting both the strengths and limitations of LLM-based approaches in
modeling driver yielding behavior.

6.1 Parameter settings and baseline model

The language models utilized in our experiments include GPT-40-mini, GPT-40, Deepseek-V3, and Deepseek-R1.
The prompt templates employed for these models are consistent with the specifications described in Section 5. Among
them, the multimodal model accepts both image and text inputs, while the others are limited to text based prompts.
LR was ultimately chosen as our baseline model as it predicts as well as other classifiers and has high interpretability,
and was implemented using the sklearn library in Python.

6.2 Performance metrics
This paper adopts three performance metrics for comprehensive evaluation. The precision measures the proportion of
true positive predictions among all positive predictions made by the model. It reflects the model’s ability to avoid false

positives and is defined as:

Precisi TP (7)
recision = —————
TP + FP
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Fig. 8. Representative surveillance images captured at key monitoring locations.

where TP is the positive sample predicted by the model as the positive class, TN is the negative sample predicted
by the model as the negative class, FP is the negative sample predicted by the model as the positive class, and FN is
the positive sample predicted by the model as a negative class. The recall measures the proportion of true positive
predictions among all actual positive cases. It indicates the model’s ability to identify all relevant instances, and is
defined as:

TP
Recall = — — 8
TP ¢ BN ®)

The overall accuracy represents the proportion of all correct predictions (both true positives and true negatives) among
the total number of predictions. It provides a general measure of model performance, and is defined as:

Accuracy = (IP + TN 9)
Y = TP+ TN + FP + FN)

6.3 Result

We conducted a comprehensive evaluation of five models, namely LR, GPT-40 mini, GPT-40, Deepseek-V3, and
Deepseek-R1, in predicting driver yielding behavior across 18 intersections. As summarized in Table 6, the results
indicate substantial variation in model performance depending on the complexity of the traffic environment, with
GPT-4o consistently demonstrating the highest predictive accuracy.

Across all sites, GPT-40 emerged as the most balanced and reliable predictor, achieving the highest overall accuracy
(91.06%), recall (92.41%), and precision (87.95%). These results confirm its ability to both minimize false positives
and maximize true positive detections, making it well-suited for pedestrian safety systems that demand contextual
reasoning under dynamic conditions. Deepseek-V3 followed closely with an accuracy of 85.47%, recall of 73.42%,
and precision of 92.06%, highlighting its strength in avoiding false positives, critical in applications such as collision
avoidance alerts. Deepseek-R1 demonstrated comparable accuracy (85.29%) and a higher recall (90.72%) at the cost
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Table 6: Comparative prediction performance of LR, GPT-40-mini, GPT-40, Deepseek-V3, and Deepseek-R1.
Note that the best-performing value for each metric is highlighted in bold.

LogisticRegression GPT-40-mini GPT-40 Deepseek-V3 Deepseek-R1

Site

Accuracy Recall Precision Accuracy Recall Precision Accuracy Recall Precision Accuracy Recall Precision Accuracy Recall Precision
Site 1 0.8000  0.5000  1.0000 0.8000  0.5000  1.0000 0.8000  0.5000  1.0000 0.6000  0.0000  0.0000 0.8000  0.5000  1.0000
Site 2 0.9231  1.0000  0.8750 0.5385  0.1429  1.0000 0.9231  0.8571  1.0000 0.6923  0.4286  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
Site 3 0.8034 0.9036 0.8333 0.5641 0.4819 0.8333 0.8632 1.0000 0.8384 0.6923 0.6506 0.8852 0.6667 0.9277  0.7000
Site 4 0.9667  0.5000  1.0000 0.9667  0.5000  1.0000 0.9667  0.5000  1.0000 0.9667  0.5000  1.0000 0.9667  0.5000  1.0000
Site 5 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
Site 6 0.7857  0.5000  0.6667 0.7143  0.2500  0.5000 0.7143 ~ 0.5000  0.5000 0.7143  0.0000  0.0000 0.7143  0.2500  0.5000
Site 7 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 0.9231  0.5000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 0.9231  0.5000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
Site 8 0.9412  0.5000  1.0000 0.8824  0.0000  0.0000 0.9412  0.5000  1.0000 09412 0.5000  1.0000 0.9412  1.0000  0.6667
Site 9 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000
Site 10 | 0.9412  0.0000  0.0000 0.9412  0.0000  0.0000 0.9412  0.0000  0.0000 0.9412  0.0000  0.0000 0.9412  0.0000  0.0000
Site 11 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000
Site 12 | 0.9500  0.0000  0.0000 0.9500  0.0000  0.0000 0.9500  0.0000  0.0000 0.9500  0.0000  0.0000 0.8500  0.0000  0.0000
Site 13 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 0.4545  0.1429  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000 0.8182  0.7143  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
Site 14 | 0.8667  1.0000  0.8519 0.6333  0.6087  0.8750 0.9000  1.0000  0.8846 0.8667  0.9130  0.9130 0.8333  0.9565  0.8462
Site 15 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 0.9000  0.0000  0.0000 0.9000  0.0000  0.0000 1.0000  0.0000  0.0000 0.9000  0.0000  0.0000
Site 16 | 0.8182  0.9495  0.8174 0.5035  0.2929  0.9667 0.8881  0.9192  0.9192 0.8741  0.8788  0.9355 0.8106  0.9495  0.8624
Site 17 | 0.9375  0.0000  0.0000 0.9375  0.0000  0.0000 0.9375  0.0000  0.0000 0.9375  0.0000  0.0000 0.9375  0.0000  0.0000
Site 18 | 0.9474  0.5000  1.0000 0.8947  0.0000  0.0000 0.9474  0.5000  1.0000 0.8947  0.0000  0.0000 0.8947  0.0000  0.0000
Overall | 0.8808  0.9072  0.8366 0.7020  0.3797  0.8738 0.9106 0.9241  0.8795 0.8547  0.7342  0.9206 0.8529  0.9072  0.7904

of precision (79.04%), suggesting its potential for safety critical systems where failing to detect a yielding event is
more dangerous than issuing a false alert.

While LR achieved a respectable accuracy of 88.08%, its precision (83.66%) and recall (90.72%) indicate that it
remains a strong statistical baseline in relatively static environments. In contrast, GPT-40-mini recorded the lowest
performance, with an accuracy of 70.20%, recall of 37.97%, and precision of 87.38%. Although its high precision
implies a low false positive rate, the consistently low recall across intersections limits its applicability in safety critical
or high-complexity scenarios.

Site specific analysis reveals that the performance gap between models becomes more pronounced in complex envi-
ronments. At Site 3, which exhibits intricate pedestrian—vehicle interactions, the shape of the intersection is T-shaped,
the lack of marked crosswalks, the presence of numerous roadside parking spaces, and the concentration of nearby
restaurants contribute to a high frequency of pedestrian crossings and increased environmental complexity. In this set-
ting, GPT-40 outperformed all other models with an accuracy of 86.32% and a perfect recall of 100%, showcasing its
robustness in handling complex dynamics. In contrast, GPT-40-mini and LR struggled, with GPT-40-mini achieving
only 56.41% accuracy and 48.19% recall. Deepseek-R1, though achieving a high precision of 88.52%, suffered from
lower recall (65.06%), indicating a conservative prediction strategy potentially driven by context sensitivity.

A similar pattern was observed at Site 16, another highly dynamic location. The shape of the intersection is four-way.
This intersection is situated near a dense cluster of commercial facilities, including numerous shops and restaurants,
and features roadside parking directly along the main thoroughfare. These characteristics contribute to a high volume
of pedestrian activity and create a more intricate environment for pedestrian—vehicle interactions. In this setting,
GPT-40 again led in performance, achieving 88.81% accuracy and 91.92% precision. Deepseek-V3 also performed
well, with a recall of 87.88% and a precision of 93.55%, although its slightly elevated false positive rate suggests
a trade-off inherent in aggressive detection strategies. GPT-40-mini, however, once again exhibited very low recall
(29.29%), reaffirming its limitations in environments that demand real-time situational awareness and context-sensitive
reasoning.

At simpler sites such as Site 5, models including GPT-40, Deepseek-V3, and Deepseek-R1 achieved perfect accuracy
and recall (100%), suggesting that these LLMs generalize effectively to low complexity conditions. At Site 7, GPT-40
again achieved perfect scores, while Deepseek-R1 and Deepseek-V3 continued to show high recall with some drop in
precision, indicating a more recall-favoring approach.

Meanwhile, LR performed well in certain low complexity scenarios, for example, at Site 4, it achieved an accuracy of
96.67%, though recall was limited to 50%. However, its performance degraded in more complex intersections, again
emphasizing its limitation in environments that require nuanced reasoning. GPT-40-mini consistently demonstrated
low recall across challenging sites, reaffirming that it is more suitable for resource-constrained, low-risk applications.
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Case 1

Vehicle speed : 17.6, Opposite direction yield : Yield, Crossing width : 51,
Presence of restaurants/ bars : Presence, Presence of parking lots : Presence,
Dist. to nearest park : 0.2, Dist. to nearest school : 0.8 ......

Case 2

Vehicle speed : 16.8, Opposite direction yield : None, Crossing width : 50, Presence
of restaurants/ bars : Presence, Presence of parking lots : Presence,
Dist. to nearest park : 0.2 , Dist. to nearest school : 0.3 ......

/ GPT-40-mini v 1 — \
Result False l’ ARSI \\
A vehicle speed of 17.6 MPH, and 51 ft crossing width reduce yielding Result False

Reason | likelihood. Despite opposing traffic yielding, poor pedestrian visibility 16.8 mph speed, wide road, and missing crosswalk features significantly

!
I I
| I 1
| | ! ‘
I S N N ! ‘ Reason !
| further decreases the driver's propensity to yield. | : reduce yielding likelihood due to poor pedestrian visibility. |
| 1 |
| I : |
| |
v GPT-40 h | GPT-40 :
|
: Result | True X | Result False !
: - I
I
! 176 MPH speed suggests moderat.e vield chan(;e, but Clear VISIPIMV ! | 16.8 mph speed, wide unmarked crossing and poor visibility outweigh !
| Reason | features and pedestrian presence increase likelihood despite minor tree | L . L N N N |
\ obstruction | | Reason | nearby amenities, making yielding unlikely despite some pedestrian- ,
| | . | ! friendly elements. ,
|
| 1 |
|
1 Deepseek-V3 : | :
I Result | True \ : Deepseek-V3 !
: 17.6 mph suggests possible non-yielding, but strong pedestrian-friendly : l Result False !
I Reason | factors (crosswalk, park, restaurants) make yielding more likely despite \ [ 16.8 mph speed, 50-ft crossing, and unmarked crosswalk outweigh :
| | minor negatives. | ! Reason | nearby amenities, making yielding unlikely despite some pedestrian |
| | : presence. |
| | |
| Deepseek-R1 1 : |
: Result | True : | Deepseek-R1 :
| Driver likely to yield due to pedestrian-friendly environment (park, I l Result . True . » |
\ Reason | restaurants, clear markings), outweighing speed and opposite-direction \ Strong pedestrian infrastructure (crosswalk, transit, amenities) I
Reason | outweighs neutral speed and lone pedestrian, making yielding highly
| factors.
likely.

Fig. 9. Two representative prediction cases given by various LLMs. The reasons to infer the LLMs’
predictions are also provided. Note that Case 1 and Case 2 have ground truths of True and False, respectively,
both misclassified by LR.

In summary, GPT-40 consistently outperforms other models across a variety of traffic scenarios, offering high adapt-
ability, accuracy, and contextual understanding. Deepseek-V3 is well suited for applications that prioritize precision
and false alarm avoidance, while Deepseek-R1 is advantageous in safety critical environments where high recall is
essential. LR and GPT-40-mini, though computationally efficient, are better suited to low complexity deployments, as
they lack the robustness required for dynamic, real-world applications.

6.4 Interpretability

In addition to its superior predictive performance, GPT-4o offers significant interpretability advantages, distinguishing
it from both traditional statistical models. While classical models such as LR provide feature coefficients that offer a
degree of transparency, they often fall short in capturing complex feature interactions and typically lack the capacity
to provide human-readable rationales for individual predictions.

By contrast, LLMs like GPT-40 are inherently more interpretable due to their ability to generate natural language ex-
planations alongside their predictions. When provided with structured input data, GPT-40 can not only identify salient
contextual features but also reason about their relative importance and produce a coherent, step-by-step justification
for its decisions. This capacity for human aligned reasoning offers an intuitive and accessible interface for researchers,
practitioners, and domain experts seeking to understand and validate the model’s behavior.

Fig. 9 presents a selection of representative cases comparing model predictions across different approaches. In each
of these examples, the traditional LR model failed to correctly predict whether the vehicle yielded to the pedestrian,
whereas GPT-40 and most other LLMs produced accurate predictions. These instances demonstrate the advanced
reasoning and generalization capabilities of LLMs, particularly in situations that require the integration of nuanced
contextual information. The explanations generated by GPT-4o0 draw upon multiple layers of input, including vehicle
speed, the presence or absence of road markings, traffic flow patterns, and surrounding environmental conditions, to
emulate expert level decision-making. This process enhances both the interpretability and transparency of the model’s
output and reinforces its suitability for real-world applications, where reliability and contextual understanding are
critical.
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6.5 Computational cost and time analysis

The estimated computational costs and the inference time for a single event of the adopted LLMs are presented in
Table 7. The cost estimation is based on standard pricing per million tokens for input, cached input, and output
tokens. Among the models evaluated, GPT-40 incurs the highest computational cost ($5.31), primarily due to its
greater token usage and higher pricing, which reflect its superior performance and model complexity. In contrast,
GPT-40-mini offers a more cost effective alternative ($1.30), making it suitable for real-time applications with limited
computational resources. Notably, both GPT-40 and GPT-40-mini support multimodal input, integrating numerical,
image, and textual data, which enhances their ability to extract contextual cues from complex traffic scenes. On the
other hand, Deepseek-R1 and Deepseek-V3 adopt an unimodal strategy, leveraging only numerical and text inputs,
yet still demonstrate strong performance in specific tasks. Among them, Deepseek-V3 shows the lowest estimated
cost ($0.21), highlighting its efficiency for large scale, high precision applications. Although Deepseek-R1 is rela-
tively more expensive ($2.59), it offers higher recall, making it particularly suitable for safety critical scenarios where
missing a positive instance could have severe consequences. Overall, these results highlight the trade-off between pre-
dictive performance, input modality complexity, and operational cost, providing practical insights for model selection
under varying deployment constraints. Among the evaluated models, GPT-40, GPT-40-mini, and DeepSeek-V3 are
architected as chat-oriented models, whereas DeepSeek-R1 is specifically designed as a reasoning-focused model. As
a result, DeepSeek-R1 demonstrates longer inference times per event compared to the chat-based variants, making it
less appropriate for real-time or low-latency application scenarios. Local deployment of open-source LLMs, which
circumvents network latency inherent in API-based interactions, is expected to substantially reduce per-event inference
time across all model types, including DeepSeek-R1.

Table 7: Estimated computational cost in US dollars and inference time in seconds per single prediction event
across various LLMs for driver yielding behavior prediction.

Model 1M input tokens 1M cached input tokens 1M output tokens  Est. number of tokens  Est. cost Inference time (s)
GPT-40-mini 0.15 0.08 0.60 10,800,000 1.30 6

GPT-40 2.50 1.25 10.00 4,000,000 5.31 7
Deepseek-V3 0.28 0.07 1.12 1,700,000 0.21 9
Deepseek-R1 0.56 0.14 223 2,400,000 2.59 210

7 Discussion

Table 8 provides a comparative summary of the five models evaluated for pedestrian safety prediction: LR, GPT-40-
mini, GPT-40, Deepseek-V3, and Deepseek-R 1. Each model exhibits distinct performance characteristics and practical
trade-offs, making them suitable for different real-world scenarios.

LR serves as a simple linear baseline, offering efficient and fast inference. Its low computational cost is well suited
for basic traffic safety systems in environments with limited variability, such as low traffic intersections. However,
its performance degrades in complex, non-linear settings, limiting its effectiveness where nuanced interactions are
common.

GPT-40-mini, a lightweight variant of the GPT-40 model, is optimized for real-time inference with minimal resource
consumption. While it delivers reasonable performance in constrained settings, its precision and recall decline in more
complex scenarios. This model is most appropriate for real-time applications where rapid response and computa-
tional efficiency are paramount, and where moderate prediction accuracy is acceptable, such as in low risk zones with
predictable pedestrian behavior.

GPT-4o, the full scale multimodal variant, demonstrates superior performance in both accuracy and generalization.
Capable of processing both textual and visual data, it is particularly effective in complex environments requiring a
nuanced understanding and multimodal reasoning. However, its high computational demands and relatively slower
inference speed constrain its deployment in latency sensitive or resource limited systems. Its optimal use cases in-
clude automated driving or advanced urban safety systems that demand robust decision-making and context aware
processing.

Deepseek-V3, an open source model, achieves notably high precision, effectively minimizing false positives. This
reliability makes it highly suitable for safety critical applications where over-alerting could reduce trust or cause
operational inefficiencies. Nevertheless, its relatively low recall means that some true pedestrian instances may be
missed, which poses a limitation in applications where comprehensive detection is required.
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Deepseek-R1, a reasoning oriented model, is explicitly designed to maximize recall, thereby excelling at identifying
true positives even in ambiguous scenarios. Despite its slower inference and higher token level processing cost, it is
particularly advantageous in high risk or complex traffic environments where missing critical pedestrian interactions
could result in severe safety consequences. Its capabilities align well with applications that require deep semantic
understanding and thorough situational analysis, such as intersections with a high density of pedestrian-vehicle inter-
action.

In summary, model selection must be guided by the specific requirements of the deployment context. LR is optimal
for simple environments and a large number of training sets, GPT-40-mini for resource-constrained scenarios, GPT-40
for high-accuracy multimodal systems, Deepseek-V3 for precision-critical deployments, and Deepseek-R1 for recall-
focused applications. Understanding these trade-offs is essential for designing effective and optimized pedestrian
safety systems in diverse urban settings.

8 Limitations, challenges, and future work

This paper demonstrates the potential of the proposed LLM-based approach for understanding and predicting
driver—pedestrian interactions at unsignalized intersections. However, a primary limitation is the extensive prepro-
cessing required for video data. Raw footage collected via the TIM platform must be manually annotated by trained
personnel to identify and extract relevant behavioral events, which are then converted into structured textual and visual
inputs. Practical, real-time deployment would require near-instantaneous inference and advanced computational hard-
ware. These labor-intensive and time-consuming procedures make real-time deployment impractical. Facilitating the
efficient transformation of real-time video data into textual narratives with per-event imagery, rather than static images
per intersection, would substantially enhance the practicality and scalability of the proposed approach in real-world
applications.

Moreover, challenges persist in adapting LLMs for real-time pedestrian safety applications. Reliance on API-based
access introduces concerns regarding data privacy and increased latency, which may be unsuitable for latency-sensitive
traffic scenarios. Real-time safety systems in urban traffic environments often demand models capable of processing
raw sensor data locally and producing reliable, low-latency predictions. Achieving a high level of responsiveness and
robustness constitutes a critical technical barrier to the integration of LLMs into ITS.

Therefore, our future work aims to integrate real-time data processing pipelines into LLMs by automatically trans-
forming traffic video data into structured inputs compatible with LL.Ms, enabling deployment in practical traffic safety
systems. In addition, we plan to fine-tune open-source LLMs with domain-specific pedestrian safety datasets to fur-
ther enhance model performance and facilitate local deployment, thereby strengthening data privacy protections and
mitigating network latency by eliminating reliance on external API-based data transmission.

These advancements shall establish the foundation for early warning systems targeting drivers or pedestrians, enhanc-
ing situational awareness and safety outcomes, and thereby facilitating the development of responsive, reliable, and
scalable Al systems for complex real-world traffic environments.

9 Conclusion

In the evolving landscape of ML, establishing a paradigm that integrates LLMs is essential for achieving more accurate
predictions and informed decision-making for safer urban mobility. This paper demonstrates a successful application
of multimodal LLMs in modeling driver yielding behavior by leveraging heterogeneous traffic data and a novel prompt
design. The proposed method is capable of explicating intermediate reasoning processes, enabling researchers to
systematically examine how specific environmental cues and contextual factors influence yielding predictions. We
evaluate the performance of state-of-the-art LLMs from the GPT and DeepSeek series in comparison with traditional
ML methods, focusing on predictive accuracy, interpretability, and computational efficiency.

The results demonstrate that LLMs, when guided by carefully designed domain-specific prompts and enriched con-
textual knowledge, achieve strong predictive performance in modeling driver yielding behavior. The integration of
visual data and the use of step-wise reasoning chains in prompt design further enhance model interpretability and ro-
bustness, reinforcing the viability of LLM-based approaches for complex traffic safety analysis. Specifically, GPT-40
attains the highest overall accuracy and recall, whereas DeepSeek-V3 delivers superior precision, highlighting their
complementary potential for distinct safety-critical applications.

Ultimately, this study underscores the potential of LLMs as powerful tools for advancing traffic safety analysis. It
establishes a foundation for developing LLM-based, real-time intersection alert systems, with the overarching goal of
improving pedestrian safety.
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Table 8: Summary of adopted predictive models.

Model

Description

Multimodal Prompting

Characteristics

Possible Real-World Application

LR

A simple linear
model for binary
classification.

Numerical inputs
only.

Fast, simple, low
computational cost.
Low performance in
complex scenarios.

Basic traffic safety
systems with less
complex scenarios,
suitable for large
datasets where there
is sufficient data for
training.

GPT-40-mini

GPT-40 lightweight
version with 8B
(Abacha et al., 2024)
parameters, closed
source.

Numerical, image,
and text inputs.

Fast inference, low
resource  consump-
tion. Lower recall
and accuracy in
complex cases.

Real-time pedestrian
safety in controlled
environments.

GPT-40

A multimodal chat
model with 200B
(Abacha et al., 2024)
parameters, closed
source.

Numerical, image,
and text inputs.

High accuracy, ro-
bust  performance,
and versatile. High
computational cost,
slower inference.

Complex traffic
environments require
both recall and pre-
cision, autonomous
driving systems.

Deepseek-V3

A chat model, with
671B parameters, is
open source.

Numerical and text
inputs.

High precision, very
reliable in minimiz-
ing false positives.
Lower recall, misses
some true positives.

Automated  safety
systems with low
tolerance for false
positives, urban
safety monitoring.

Deepseek-R1

A reasoning model,
with 671B parame-
ters, is open source.

Numerical and text
inputs.

High recall, strong at
detecting true posi-
tives.  Slow infer-
ence, higher token
cost, lower precision.

Safety-critical ~ sys-
tems where recall is
prioritized over pre-
cision, and complex
environments requir-
ing deep reasoning.
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