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Abstract 
 
It is no longer pleasant to walk in many Asian cities. Rapid increase in motorization in Asia 
combined with limited attention to pedestrian and public transport facilities has inadvertently 
resulted in a decrease in the overall pedestrian mode share. This paper1 describes some 
methodologies used to assess the “walkability” in cities, and presents the results of a walkability 
study carried out for fifteen Asian cities. The main objective of our study was to benchmark Asian 
cities against different walkability parameters and to inform policy makers, development agencies 
and other stakeholders on the results and priorities for improving walkability. The study included a 
field walkability survey to assess pedestrian infrastructure against nine parameters in four areas 
(commercial, residential, educational, and public transport terminals), pedestrian interviews to 
identify pedestrian preferences and priority areas for improvement, and an analysis government 
policies and institutional setup. The field survey and pedestrian interviews resulted in a 
“walkability index” for each city. 
 
Results indicated that out of fifteen cities, only Hong Kong can be considered as a walkable city, 
offering good infrastructure and facilities for pedestrians. Five cities were considered as “not 
walkable” and the remaining nine cities had intermediate score and thus have the potential to 
significantly improve walkability in a short timeframe. The results show that walking is still a main 
mode of transport in our cities but the facilities are not adequately meeting the needs of the 
pedestrians. The study points to several important aspects of pedestrian facilities in Asia that need 
more attention such as the provision of facilities for the disabled and the provision of proper 
walking paths and pedestrian amenities. Many Asian countries need to re-think how they are 
developing their transport systems and how they can move towards having complete streets.  
 

                                                            
1 This report is based on data generated for the upcoming publication of the Asian Development Bank "Walkability in 
Asian cities: Issues and Challenges". Walkability surveys in Asian cities were financially supported by the CAI Asia 
Center, Asian Development Bank, Fredkorpset, and the Shakti Foundation
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Introduction 
 
Ever wondered how the pedestrian infrastructure in Hanoi can be compared with that in Manila?  
 
Such comparisons, with some caveat, can be made by an assessment across these cities of 
available pedestrian infrastructure and demand for walking using a standard survey methodology 
and generating a “walkability index.” Many definitions exist of “walkability.” Walkability can be 
linked to the quality of built environment, the urban form and connectivity, safety and desirability 
to walk and accessibility of infrastructure.  In simple terms, walkability can be used to describe 
and measure the connectivity and quality of walkways and sidewalks in cities.  The walkability 
index can be used to compare cities and subsequently help identify areas for improvement that 
are site-specific. . The walkability survey can raise awareness and generate interest amongst 
policy makers and city officials and help them in improving the infrastructure. 
 
There is an immediate need to measure and improve the state of pedestrian infrastructure in 
Asian cities as the conventional land-use and transport planning practices in Asian cities pay little 
attention to walking, leaving a gap between the demand and availability of pedestrian facilities.  
This paper describes the results of a walkability survey in selected Asian cities, compares and 
benchmarks them, and identifies common areas for improvement.  
 
Methodologies to Measure Walkability 
 
Several methodologies exist in Asia to assess walkability and they vary with regard to the 
emphasis in qualitative or quantitative assessment, components, sampling and scoring. For 
example, the Ministry of Urban Development (MOUD) of India uses a walkability index that is a 
function of the availability of footpaths and rating of pedestrian facilities.2 Using this walkability 
index, MOUD assessed the quality of pedestrian infrastructure in thirty cities in 2008 and found an 
average index of 0.52 (out of 1). The facility rating is determined with an urban transport 
benchmarking tool that uses three indicators:  signalized intersection delay(s) per pedestrian, 

                                                            
2 MOUD (2009) ‐ Study On Traffic and Transportation Policies and Strategies in Urban Areas in India, See 
http://www.urbanindia.nic.in/programme/ut/final_Report.pdf

http://www.urbanindia.nic.in/programme/ut/final_Report.pdf


street lighting levels (Lux) and percentage of the city covered with footpaths wider than 1.2 m. 
The limitation of this methodology is that it is difficult to assess what parameter needs 
improvement, such as safety, security, amenities, disability infrastructure, etc.  
 
Similarly, a popular website, “walkscore.com” calculates an area’s walkability based on the 
distance from residents’ houses to nearby amenities.3 Using this scoring system, Pune in India is 
considered a walker’s paradise whereas Bangkok, Beijing and Cebu are condidered car-dependent 
cities. Although walkscore.com measures how easy it is to live a car-free lifestyle and considers 
how dense the land use is (which can reduce trip lengths), it does not include a qualitative 
assessment of pedestrian facilities like street width, block length, street design, traffic and crime 
safety, etc. As a result, many Asian cities can have high scores in walkscore.com because of the 
traditionally mixed-use character of the cities and high density, but this does not mean that these 
cities are easy to walk in.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 Snapshot of Walk Score Application and Ratings in Asia 
 

A third example is a simple methodology popularly known as the “Global Walkability Index” 
developed by H. Krambeck for the World Bank which provides a qualitative analysis of the walking 
conditions including safety, security, and convenience of the pedestrian environment.4  It consists 
of a field walkability survey to assess pedestrian infrastructure in four areas: commercial, 
residential, educational, and public transport terminals. The survey also identified pedestrian 
preferences, and analyzes government policies and institutional setup. The methodology is 
qualitative but because it encompasses several key parameters,  it provides a good insight into the 
current state of the walkability environment and enables the identification of areas for 
improvement.   
 
Objective and Methodology of Walkability Survey in Asian Cities 
 
The main objective of our study was to benchmark Asian cities against different walkability 
parameters and to inform policy makers, development agencies and other stakeholders on the 
results to enable them to improve walkability.   
 
 
 
                                                            
3 See http://www.walkscore.com/  
4 More information on the Global Walkability Index is available at http://www.cleanairnet.org/caiasia/1412/article-
60499.html  

http://www.walkscore.com/
http://www.cleanairnet.org/caiasia/1412/article-60499.html
http://www.cleanairnet.org/caiasia/1412/article-60499.html


 
 
Fifteen cities were selected in nine Asian countries (Table 1). For each city, a field survey, 
pedestrian interviews and government policy and institutional analyses were carried out. 
 

Table 1 Cities included in the Walkability Surveys 
 

Countries Cities 
China Hong Kong SAR  

Lanzhou 
India Bangalore 

Chennai 
Kota 

Indonesia Jakarta 
Mongolia Ulaanbaatar 
Nepal Kathmandu 
Pakistan Karachi 
Philippines Cebu 

Davao 
Metro Manila 

Sri Lanka Colombo 
Vietnam Hanoi (Vietnam) 

Ho Chi Minh City (Vietnam) 
 
 
Field Survey 
 
The study used a modified Global Walkability Index methodology to make it more applicable to the 
Asian situation. Areas with high pedestrian volume were selected based on preparatory surveys 
and consultation with local stakeholders. Complete route assessments were conducted by 
following logical pedestrian routes in the specific areas linking origins to destinations. 
 
In order to facilitate comparisons among cities, the field survey used a uniform rating system for 
nine qualitative parameters (Table 2). Complete route assessments were conducted to provide a 
holistic overview that links design and execution to user perception and the built environment.  
 

Table 2 Field Walkability Survey Parameters 
 

Parameter Description 
1.  Walking Path Modal 
Conflict 

The  extent of conflict between pedestrians and other 
modes on the road, such as bicycles, motorcycles and cars 

2.  Availability of Walking 
Paths 

The need, availability and condition of walking paths. This 
parameter is amended from the parameter “Maintenance 
and Cleanliness” in the Global Walkability Index 

3.  Availability of Crossings  The availability and length of crossings to describe whether 
pedestrians tend to jaywalk when there are no crossings or 
when crossings are too far apart    

4.  Grade Crossing Safety The exposure to other modes when crossing roads,  time 
spent waiting and crossing the street and the amount of 
time given to pedestrians to cross intersections with 
signals 

5.  Motorist Behavior The behavior of motorists towards pedestrians as an 
indication of the kind of pedestrian environment  



6.  Amenities The availability of pedestrian amenities, such as benches, 
street lights, public toilets, and trees, which greatly 
enhance the attractiveness and convenience of the 
pedestrian environment, and in turn, the surrounding area  

7.  Disability Infrastructure  The availability of, positioning of and maintenance of 
infrastructure for the disabled 

8.  Obstructions The presence of permanent and temporary obstructions on 
pedestrian pathways. These ultimately affect the effective 
width of the pedestrian pathway and may cause 
inconvenience to pedestrians 

9.  Security from Crime The general feeling of security from crime on a certain 
stretch of road 

 
Field surveyors were asked to rate the selected road stretches from 1 to 5 for each parameter (1 
being the lowest, 5 being the highest) in each of the area types. The averages for each of the 
parameters were translated into a rating system from 0 (lowest score) to 100 (highest score). 
Walkability ratings in the different area types in each city were derived by taking the average of 
the individual parameters' averages. The final city walkability ratings were derived by averaging 
the walkability ratings in the different area types in each city (see appendix). 
 
This method of deriving a “Walkability Rating” differs from the Global Walkability Index as the 
latter takes into account the number of people walking (pedestrian count) during the time of the 
survey and the length of the stretch being surveyed. This study documented street lengths and 
pedestrian counts but excludes these two factors from the walkability rating to eliminate the 
inherent bias generated by the number of people walking on a certain stretch and its length. For 
example, a stretch with adequate infrastructure and very high pedestrian traffic should not receive 
a higher rating than a high-quality stretch with low pedestrian traffic. Utilization by itself  should 
not be used as a parameter to assess the walkability of a certain area because it penalizes good 
areas with lower utilization rates. Current levels of pedestrian traffic are more useful in identifying 
priority areas for improvement (e.g. areas with high pedestrian traffic but with low walkability 
ratings). This argument also holds true for distance. A  relatively short but high quality stretch of 
footpath should not be penalized because it is shorter.   
 
One of the limitations of the field surveys is the subjectivity of responses as it influenced by the 
surveyor, especially in this study that involved different organizations and individuals to carry out 
the surveys. There needs to be a balance between accuracy, simplicity and resources availability.  
The methodology adopted for this study is cheap and simple but less accurate when compared 
with many quantitative methodologies, even though other methodologies make surveys more 
expensive. What is important to keep in mind is that the results need to give a clear enough 
indication as to where main weaknesses exist in the current pedestrian infrastructure, facilities and 
supporting policies and institutional set up, so that actions for improvement can be selected. 
 
Pedestrian Survey 
 
Pedestrian interviews were also conducted to capture the views and preferences of pedestrians. A 
short questionnaire on social characteristics and walkability preferences was designed based on 
discussions with experts and policymakers. The surveyors completed the questionnaire during the 
interviews and used local language to improve repondents’ comprehension of the questions. 
 
More than 4,500 pedestrians were interviewed in the 13 cities. They were asked to rate the 
walkability of a specific area, to describe what makes a good pedestrian environment, as well as 
to identify specific improvements that they would want in their walking environments.  The 
minimum sample size was 50 respondents per area, and the actual number of respondents was 



influenced by resources available, outdoor conditions and willingness of the people to be 
interviewed. 
 
Policy and Institutional Survey 
 
Finally, interviews were held with several public agencies and current policies and guidelines in the 
selected cities and countries were reviewed. This was an important component because while 
there are many reasons for the current state of the walking environment in Asian cities but the 
main ones are related to policies, institutions and allocation of financial resources. While current 
policies and guidelines for pedestrians in these cities were reviewed to identify strengths and gaps, 
the study does not provide a comprehensive analysis of the current design guidelines for 
pedestrian facilities in surveyed countries and cities. 
 
 
Results of Walkability Survey in Asian Cities 
 
Field Walkability Survey 
 
Figure 2 shows the average rating of the surveyed cities by parameter.  The “availability of 
disability infrastructure” received the lowest average rating while the “walking path modal conflict” 
received the highest average rating in the field surveys.   A large variation in the quality of 
infrastructure was found. The lower scores for disability infrastructure, amenities and obstructions 
indicate that streets are a mobility barrier for pedestrians and especially for the disadvantaged. 
 

Figure 2 Walkability Ratings per Parameter 

 
Interestingly, Figure 3 shows that in general, educational areas and public transport terminals 
have lower walkability ratings compared with residential and commercial areas. The low scorings 
at public transport terminals are a concern since it affects the accessibility and ridership of public 
transport systems and points to the need of investments in pedestrian infrastructure around public 



transport stations. It is needless to say that walking facilities around educational areas need to be 
improved as children are very vulnerable to traffic accidents. 
 
The importance of area selection when only a few sample areas are included in the survey 
becomes apparent from the results for Metro Manila. A main reason for the very high scores for 
the residential area  is that it concerned a relatively high-income area. Further studies could look 
at surveying residential areas for different average incomes to assess and highlight the possible 
disparity in pedestrian facilities between low-income areas and high-income areas. 
 

 
 

Figure 3 Walkability Ratings per Area Type 
 
Figure 4 shows the range of walkability ratings for different areas surveyed in each cities and the 
average rating. Hong Kong has the highest score of 70 out of 100, and Chennai the lowest score 
of 40, and most cities have a score between 50-60. 

 
 

Figure 4 Walkability Ratings per City 



 
Table 4 summarizes the results of the walkability survey for the nine parameters.   A pedestrian 
friendly city like Hong Kong consistently scores high across all parameters.    

 
Table 3 Walkability Ratings per Parameter in Each City 
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1.  Walking Path Modal 
Conflict 15 70 59 68 63 56 80 58 55 53 65 63 75 74 59 44 
2.  Availability Of 
Walking Paths 25 57 59 51 55 57 74 53 48 55 51 58 74 66 52 41 
3.  Availability Of 
Crossings  10 68 63 70 84 73 73 62 53 58 87 69 75 59 39 40 
4.  Grade Crossing 
Safety 10 71 50 74 63 45 68 50 53 51 67 55 76 60 36 38 
5.  Motorist Behaviour 0 62 65 62 52 53 72 41 52 51 59 64 67 61 30 41 
6.  Amenities 10 39 51 48 44 85 56 36 32 43 52 40 53 55 49 36 
7.  Disability 
Infrastructure  10 32 52 38 53 50 61 32 21 23 31 44 35 39 24 25 
8.  Obstructions 10 65 53 60 55 57 75 33 46 45 38 64 66 75 45 41 
9.  Security from Crime 0 68 70 67 47 61 73 44 64 54 77 56 67 75 65 54 
Walkability Score   59 58 60 57 60 70 45 47 48 59 57 65 62 44 40

 
 
 
Pedestrian Interview Survey  
 
In these surveys all parameters were given equal weights in calculating the total walkability rating.  
For this reason, pedestrian interview surveys were carried out to evaluate the priority of the 
parameters and subsequently adjust final walkability ratings for cities. 
One of the findings of the pedestrian interview survey is5 that 36.4 % of respondents consider 
their pedestrian environments to be in a “bad” or “very bad” state. 
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Figure 5 Respondents’ Perception on the State of their Walking Environments 

 

                                                            
5 The percentages only refer to the respondents who gave answers to the questions. 



A second finding is that the majority of respondents are willing to walk only 50 meters (49%) and 
100 meters (36%) to access pedestrian crossings (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6 Distance between Crossings that Pedestrians are Willing to Walk 
 
If the walking environment is not improved, 81% indicated that they will shift to other modes if 
they can afford to: 25% to cars and 13% to two-wheelers. This is a worrying finding as with the 
economic growth in many Asian cities, a large number of people is reaching the threshold income 
at which a motorbike or car becomes affordable. 
 
 

671 

489 

755 

290 

915 

478 

‐

100 

200 

300 

400 

500 

600 

700 

800 

900 

1,000 

nu
m
be

r o
f r
es
po

ns
es

No, I will not shift

Cycle

Bus/Microvans

Tempo

Car/Taxi

Motorcycle

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8 Shift to Other Modes if No Improvement is Done on the Walking Facilities 
 
 
In order to identify the  priority facility improvements of pedestrians, respondents were asked to 
rank different types of facility improvements by giving scores of 10, 8, 6, 4 and 2 for first, second, 
third, fourth and fifth priority respectively. This resulted in the following priority ranking (Figure 
6): 
 

1. Wider, level and clean sidewalks/ footpaths 
2. Remove obstacles/ parking from footpath 
3. Improved street lighting 
4. Reduced and slow traffic on road 
5. Easy acces for people with special abilities 
6. More crossing points 

 
Surprisingly, crossings which are the main conflict locations were of the least immediate priority, 
although this cannot be interpreted as a satisfaction of respondents with current crossings, as the 
priority ranking is relative.   
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Figure 6 Priorities of Respondents in Terms of Walking Infrastructure 

 
 
Revised Walkability Ratings (using weights) 
 
Clearly as seen from the above discussion, people give different priorities for improvements in 
pedestrian infrastructure and facilities. By using the insights from the pedestrian interview surveys 
and by considering the importance of pedestrian crossings (where maximum conflicts occur), 
weights were applied to the field survey parameters as shown in Table 4. 
 

 
Table 4 Weights Applied to the Different Parameters 

 
 Parameter Weights
1.  Walking Path Modal Conflict 15 
2.  Availability Of Walking Paths 25 
3.  Availability Of Crossings  10 
4.  Grade Crossing Safety 10 
5.  Motorist Behaviour 5 
6.  Amenities 10 
7.  Disability Infrastructure  10 
8.  Obstructions 10 
9.  Security from Crime 5 

 
The revised walkability ratings based on these weights are shown in Table 5 and vary slightly 
compared to the ratings based on equal weights for all parameters. The cities are categorized 
based on three categories: 
• Green: one city that is highly walkable (i.e. score more than 70) 
• Amber: nine cities are waiting to walk (i.e. score between 50 to 70) 
• Red: five cities are not walkable (score less than 50). 
 

Table 5 Modified Walkability Ratings (based on weights) 
 

City 
Modified 
Walkability 
Ratings  

Category
Description 

Chennai 40  
Bangalore 46  
Kathmandu 47  
Jakarta 48  

 
 
‘not walkable’ 



City 
Modified 
Walkability 
Ratings  

Category
Description 

Karachi 49   
Colombo 57  
Kota 57  
Lanzhou 57  
Hanoi 58  
Davao 58  
Ho Chi Minh 
City 59  

Cebu 59  
Ulaanbaatar 63  
Metro 
Manila 67  

 
 
 
 
 
‘waiting to walk’ 

Hong Kong 71  ‘highly walkable’ 
 
 
Policy and Institutional Survey 
 
The policy and institutional survey highlighted a number of weaknesses that were subsequently 
used to identify the following main recommendations: 

• Pedestrian Policies and Guidelines. This includes developing policies that favor walking, 
pedestrian facilities, pedestrian streets and open spaces, setting of stringent pedestrian 
fatality reduction targets. Regular walkability surveys should be conducted and a 
monitoring system should be developed to assess implementation and enforcement. 

• Institutions and Resources. This includes the institutionalization of non-motorized transport 
units/ cells in city governments and increasing investments in required pedestrian facilities 

• Urban and Transport Plans and Projects. This relates to including pedestrian plans and 
walkability surveys in transport projects, setting pedestrian mode share targets in city 
master plans, reviewing design guidelines for urban transport and pedestrian facilities, 
prioritizing  walking and cycling in traffic management and design, providing exclusive 
space for vendors, utilities  and parking, and making traveling and streets more accessible 
to transport-disadvantaged people 

 



 
Appendix: Field Walkability Survey Scoring Guide 
 
Parameter: Walking Path Modal Conflict  
Parameter Number: 1 
Description: The extent of conflict between pedestrians and other modes, such as bicycles, 
motorcycles and cars on the road. 
Rating Guide: 
Rating Description Example 

1 Significant conflict that makes walking 
impossible 

 

2 
Significant conflict that makes walking 
possible, but dangerous and 
inconvenient. 

 

3 Some conflict – walking is possible, but 
not convenient 

 

4 Minimal conflict, mostly between 
pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles 

 

5 No conflict between pedestrians and 
other modes 

 
 
 



Parameter: Availability of Walking Paths (with Maintenance and Cleanliness) 
Parameter Number: 2 
Description: It reflects the need for, availability and condition of walking paths. 
Rating Guide: 

Rating Description Example 

1 Pedestrian Walkways required but not 
available  

2 
Pedestrians Walkways available but 
highly congested , badly maintained 
and not clean 

 

3 
Pedestrians Walkways available but 
congested , needs better maintenance 
and cleanliness 

 

4 
Pedestrians Walkways available  which 
are sometimes congested and are clean 
and well maintained 

 

5 Pedestrian Walkways not required as 
people can safely walk on roads 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Parameter: Availability Of Crossings ( Count the number of crossings available per stretch) 
Parameter Number: 3 
Description: The availability and distances of crossings to describe whether pedestrians tend to 
jaywalk when there are no crossings or when crossings are too far in between.    
Rating Guide: 
 
Rating Description Example 

1 
Average distance of controlled crossings is 
greater than 500m and average speed is 
high 

 

2 
Average distance of controlled crossings is 
between 500-300m and average speed is 
around 40 Kmph 

 

3 
Average distance of controlled crossings is 
between 200-300m and average speed is 
20-40 Kmph 

 

4 
Average distance of controlled crossings is 
between 100-200m and average speed is 
20-40 Kmph 

 

5 
There is no need of controlled crossings as 
pedestrians are safe to cross wherever they 
like and vehicles and pedestrians co-exist 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Parameter: Grade Crossing Safety 
Parameter number: 4 
Description: This refers to the exposure of pedestrians to other modes while crossing, the time 
spent waiting and crossing the street and the sufficiency of time given to pedestrians to cross 
signalized intersections. 
Rating Guide: 
 

Rating Description Example 

1 Very high Probability of Accident with 
very high crossing time 

 

2 
Dangerous- pedestrian faces some risk 
of being hurt by other modes and 
crossing time is high 

3 

Difficult to ascertain dangers posed to 
pedestrians but the time available for 
crossing is less and people have to 
hurry 

 

4 

Safe – pedestrian is mostly safe from 
accident with other modes and 
exposure time is less and time 
available for crossing more. 

 

5 Very safe – other modes present no 
danger to pedestrians 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Parameter: Motorist Behavior 
Parameter Number: 5 
Description: The behavior of motorists towards pedestrians which may well indicate the kind of 
pedestrian environment there is in that area. 
Rating Guide: 
 
Rating Description  

1 High Traffic disrespect to pedestrians 

 

2 Traffic Disrespect and rarely 
Pedestrians get priority 

 

3 Motorists sometimes yield 

 

4 Motorists usually obey traffic laws and 
sometimes yield to pedestrians 

 

5 Motorists obey traffic laws and almost 
always yield to pedestrians 

 
 
Parameter: Amenities  
Parameter Number: 6 
Description: The availability of pedestrian amenities such as benches, street lights, public toilets 
and trees. These amenities greatly enhance the attractiveness and convenience of the pedestrian 
environment and in turn, the city itself. 



Rating Guide: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Para
meter: Disability Infrastructure  
Parameter Number: 7 
Description: The availability, positioning and maintenance of infrastructure for the disabled. 
Rating Guide: 
 

Rating Description Example 

Rating Description Example 

1 No Amenities 

 

2 Little Amenities at some locations 

 

3 Limited number of provisions for 
pedestrians 

 

4 Pedestrians provided some good 
amenities  for major length 

 

5 

Pedestrians have excellent amenities 
such as lighting, cover from sun and 
rain making walking a pleasant 
experience 

 



1 No infrastructure for disabled people 
is available  

2 
Limited infrastructure for disabled 
persons is available, but is 
not in usable condition. 

3 
Infrastructure for disabled persons is 
present but in poor condition and not 
well placed 

 

4 
Infrastructure for disabled persons is 
present, in good condition, but poorly 
placed. 

5 
Infrastructure for disabled persons is 
present, in good condition, and well 
placed. 

 
Parameter: Obstructions 
Parameter Number: 8 
Description: The presence of permanent and temporary obstructions on the pedestrian 
pathways. These ultimately affect the effective width of the pedestrian pathway and may cause 
inconvenience to the pedestrians. 
Rating Guide:  
 

Rating Description Example 



1 
Pedestrian infrastructure is 
completely blocked by permanent 
obstructions  

2 
Pedestrians are significantly 
inconvenienced. Effective width 
<1m. 

 

3 
Pedestrian traffic is mildly 
inconvenienced; effective width is < 
or = 1 meter.  

 

4 
Obstacle presents minor 
inconvenience. Effective width is > 
1m 

 

5 There are no obstructions 

 
 
Parameter: Security from Crime 
Paremeter Number: 9 
Description: The general feeling of security against crime in the street. 
Rating Guide: 
 

Rating Subjective Description 

1 Environment feels very dangerous – pedestrians are highly susceptible to 
crime 

2 Environment feels dangerous – pedestrians are at some risk of crime 
3 Difficult to ascertain perceived degree of security for pedestrians 
4 Environment feels secure – pedestrians at minimal crime risk 
5 Environment feels very secure – pedestrians at virtually no risk of crime 

 
   


