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Outline

e Context and trends

* Results of the Field Walkability and Pedestrian Interview
Surveys in Asian cities

* Improving walkability and pedestrian facilities
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How walkable are our cities?
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Walking still (?) has a high in all trips
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Bikaner,India,2008
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Source: Various, compiled by CAl-Asia, See Walkability and Pedestrian Facilities in Asian Cities:
State and Issues (2010) http://cleanairinitiative.org/portal/node/7354
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But walking trips are depreciating fast

City Year Before |Year |After Biggest Gainer (Motorized)
Bangalore 1984 |44 % 2007 [8.3% Two wheeler and Car
Changzhou 1986 |38 % 2006 [21.5% Two wheeler and Car
Chennai 2002 |47 % 2008 (22 % Two wheeler

Delhi 2002 |39% 2008 |21% Two wheeler and Car
Nanchang 2001 |45% 2005 (39% Cars

Shanghai 1986 |38 % 2004 [10.4% Two wheelers and Bus
Xi'an 2002 23 % 2006 |15.8% Bus

N

Source: Various, compiled by CAl-Asia, See Walkability and Pedestrian Facilities in Asian Cities:
State and Issues (2010) http://cleanairinitiative.org/portal/node/7354
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High pedestrian fatality
—
Bangladesh [ 54%
Brunei | 9%
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Walkability Indexes?
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Ahmedabad 2nd in walkability index
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NEW DELHI| AHMEDABAD: Amdavadis are good

TAKE ADVANTAGE OF walkers. In fact, 40 per cent of them rely on walking to
RS AT A S R T RN R I do their daily chores. A Worldwide Fund for Nature

(WWF) report has said that Ahmedabadis second only

YOUR . . e
INVESTMENT B PHOETT } LOSE to Mumbai as far as “walkability” is concerned.

"]uu 8 v 1-425“ - 1"00 c Despite its densely packed population, Mumbai seems
more walker-friendly with as much as 55% of its
F population walking regularly. In spite of the large

number of urban "walkers”, WWF's Alternative Urban

Futures Report, to be released at the First Habitat
MARKETS.COM Summit in New Delhi on Saturday, reveals the absence of
any emphasis on pedestrians, street culture and
walkways as far as urban planning goes. According to the study, Delhi is a pedestrian-unfriendly city, which
dnac nat rate walldne anvwhara naar transnart althaneh s2% nfite rMitizens mastly gat ahant nn fant

Source: Times of India — Sep 26, 2009

The only reliable starting point on footpaths is the Union urban ministry's
national study two years ago of majar cities including Bangalore. Bangalore
was ranked 12th among the 30 sampled cities on the ‘walkability index.’

It is estimated that 16% to 58% trips by citizens in Indian cities are made on
foot. The study raises concerns over pedestrian infrastructure, amenities
and sernvices being sidelined during the urban planning process. Delhi,
Mumbai, Chennai, Kolkata, Hyderabad and Ahmedabad ranked higher than
Bangalore on the index

A higher index reflects better pedestrian facilities in the city concerned. The
study shows that Bangalore has 0.63 as the index. Chandigarh, with 0.91,
topped the list of sampled cities. The average index for all the cities stood at
052

The repaort, that was released in May this year, showed that tourist cities like
Varanasi and Shimla and small and medium cities scored low on the index.
In London, the index is roughly estimated at between 1.5 and 1.7.

Source: DNA — Nov 2,2010

Walkability index calculated ONLY as a function of the availability of footpaths
and pedestrian facility rating

Source: 2008. MOUD. Study on Traffic and Transportation Policies and Strategies in Urban Area.
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Walkability Assessment

Walkability Assessment - residential, educational, commercial, public
transport terminals

 Field Walkability Surveys (modified Global Walkability Index)
 Pre-identified routes

* 9 Parameters - Walking Path Modal Conflict, Availability of Walking Paths,
Availability of Crossings , Grade Crossing Safety, Motorist Behavior,
Amenities, Disability Infrastructure , Obstructions, Security from Crime

« Pedestrian Preference Interview Surveys
e Profile of the respondents — travel behavior

* Preference of the respondents on walkability and pedestrian
facilities improvements

« Survey on Policies and Guidelines & Stakeholder survey
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Field Walkability Assessment Results (1) &
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Walking enwronment varies significantly depending
upon the location 10
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Field Walkability Assessments Results (2) &

Cebu

Surat 80 Colombo

——Residential

——Educational

Hong Kong

——Public Transport

Chennai Jakarta Terminals

—Commercial

Bhubaneswar Karachi

Bangalore Kathmandu

Ulaanbataar Lanzhou

Male Manila
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Field Walkability Assessment Results (3) ﬁ
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Security from Crime
Obstructions

Disability Infrastructure
Amenities

Motorist Behavior
Grade Crossing Safety
Availability Of Crossings

Availability Of Walking Paths

Walking Path Modal Conflict
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Pedestrian Preference Survey Results (1) &

Ulaanbaatar, 266 Cebu, 301

Surat, 337 Chennai, 300
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Pune, 309
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Lanzhou, 204
HCM, 500
Kota, 256
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Karachi, 272
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Hong Kong, 1,029
Indore, 300
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A total of 6,559
pedestrians surveyed

Nearly 37% of people
interviewed came from
households which do
not have motorized
vehicles

Majority of people (65%)
were in the age group
15-30 years

Walking constitutes 39%
of trip mode share
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Pedestrian Preference Survey Results (2) @
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5000 - 60% of all trips

4500 - having travel
time less than

4000 30 minutes

3500 and having trip
lengths less

3000 (> 90 minutes than 6 km

61 to 90 minutes
2500

@ 31 to 60 minutes

2000 M 15 to 30 minutes

M <15 minutes
1500

1000

500

walk cycle bus/ train para-transit car/ taxi motorcycle
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36 % - the pedestrian environment is “bad” or “very bad”
16% - facilities are “good” or “very good”
Respondents top priority:
1. Wider, level and clean sidewalks/ footpaths
2. Removal of obstacles/ parked cars from sidewalks/ footpaths
3. Street lighting
Crossings
 49% prefer at-grade crossings and 36% skywalks
e 49% prefer pedestrian crossings within 50m; 36% within 100m

Without improvements in pedestrian facilities, 81% of respondents
would shift from walking to other modes when affordable
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Improving walkability = who is responsible?

Institutions Responsible

Country National Local (Primary)
People’s 9 Ministry of Transport  Municipal Government
Republic of 0 Planning and Engineering
China Administration Offices
0 Environmental Sanitation
Department
India f  Ministry of Urban Development | § Municipal Corporation and
Government
Indonesia f  Ministry of Transport 9 City or Municipal Government
Mongolia 9 City Development Policy Department
Nepal f Department of Roads 9 Metropolitan City Government
0 Road Board Nepal 0 Environment Department
Philippines |  Department of Transportation 9 City or Municipal Government
and Communications 0 Planning and Engineering
I Department of Public Works and Offices
Highways 9 Metro Manila Development Authority
(only for Metro Manila)
Sri Lanka Ministry of Transport City or Municipal Government
Viet Nam Ministry of Transport People’s Committee
f Road Management Agency Hanoi Department of Transport

= =4 =4 =4 A=

Department of Construction
Department of Traffic and Transport
Urban Environment Company

* Improvements for

pedestrian facilities
are often with city
planning agencies/
engineering
departments
However, there
seems to be lack of
clear mandates and
coordination
between local and
national

Responsibility of the
owner of land and
local governments
are not clear, or else,
guidelines/
standards not
enforced
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Improving walkability - what policies?

* Inappropriate and unclear policies and guidelines — e.g.
— Traffic and Road Transport Act of Indonesia, “If a pedestrian crossing

does not exist, pedestrians must take care of their own safety when
crossing the road and people with disabilities must wear special signs
that are visible to motorists”;

Action Plan for Traffic Management in Greater Colombo (2008) —
1/10th of space of all roads within urban areas exclusively for NMT;

Indian Road Congress - Footpath separated with carriageway with an
unmountable kerb. Pedestrian crossings at mid block only when the
distance between intersections is minimum of 30om. Provision of
controlled crossings at mid blocks when peak hour volumes of
pedestrians and vehicles are such that PV2 > 1 million (Undivided
carriageway), PV2> 2 million (divided carriageway) , Stream speed of
greater than 65 kph
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Improving walkability - resources?

e Most cities do not allocate sufficient resources for pedestrian
facility improvement or these are not relevant to pedestrian needs

* Bangladesh (Dhaka)

* 0.24% of the municipal budget to pedestrian facilities for next
20 years

* India (Bangalore)
* 0.6% of total budget for next 20 years

e Future vision/target — Pedestrian trip mode share to be 20%
after 20 years

e Ratio of investment on footpaths and on "skywalks" = 25 to 75%
- Bangalore Pedestrian Policy, BMLTA (2009)
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Improving walkability - what is needed?

Overview of Actions and Relevance for Various Stakeholders

National City

Gov.

Gov.

Civil

Society

Development
Agency

Private
Sector

Develop comprehensive policies prioritizing the improvement of walking and
pedestrian facilities XX XXX XXX
Develop policies incorporating pedestrianized streets and open spaces XXX

Pedestrian Policies and Include stringent pedestrian fatality reduction targets XX XXX XX

Guidelines Conduct regular walkability surveys and promote improvement starting at
the community level XXX XX X X
Develop monitoring system to check whether policies and guidelines are
being followed and necessary penalties are implemented X XXX XX X
. Institutionalize non-motorized transport units and/or cells in city
Institutions and
governments XX XXX X X
Resources
Increase investments on relevant pedestrian facilities X X
Mandate inclusion of pedestrian plans in new establishments and transport
projects, using the pedestrian levels of service analysis XX XXX XX
Set high pedestrian mode share targets in city master plans X XXX X
Review design guidelines for urban transport and pedestrian facilities XXX XX XX
Urban and Transport Use walkability surveys and assessments as a basis for evaluation of
Plans and Projects transport projects XXX XX X XX X
Prioritize walking and cycling in traffic management and design XX XXX XX
Provide exclusive space for vendors, utilities, and parking XX X
Make traveling and streets more accessible to transport-disadvantaged
people XXX XXX XX
participation of stakeholders. AN
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transport projects?

—

Report and Recommendation of the President
to the Board of Directors

Project Mumber: 42053
June 2010

Proposed Loan, Grant, and Administration of Grant
Nepal: Kathmandu Sustainable Urban Transport
Project

Asian Development Bank

ity surveys to measure success of

DESIGN AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK

Design Summary

Performance Targets/
Indicators with Baseline

Data Sources/ Reporting
Mechanisms

Impact

Sustainable and efficient
UTS for Kathmandu
valley, favoring kocal
economic growth, and
addressing climate

By 2018 :
Per capita income of Kathmandu

valley residents increased by
10%

CO: emissions and other air

Mational statistics

Air quality mionitoring

In Kathmandu, public
transport services and
walkability are improwed,
favoring a modal shift
from private vehicles and
improwving traffic
conditions.

T TN

By 2015 :

Kathmandu valley reaches
group of the 50 most walkable
cities in Asia

Ingrease of ndership in pilot
routes by 20%

bore than 50% of interviewsd
users are satisfied with pilot
route services (coverage,
frequency., comfort, etz )

Traffic congestion is reduced
(average speed and travel time)

Technical design standards for
public spaces and public
transport faciliies under the
project are friendly to the eldery,
the disabled, children, and
Women

Traffic accidents are reduced by

20%

h d ai Mt i
:ni:;.g:;\n |ir pafithion pollutants in Kathmandu valley stations data
decreased by 20%

(vs. baseling)
Cutcome

Cleamn Air Initiative in Asia
walkability index

DOTM and FHNMTE
statistics and data

Pilot route wsers and
public perception of urban
transport services survey

MTPD dats
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Boon or bane?

Using the same money as required
for constructing 1 km metro, one can,
on average, construct 350 km of new
quality sidewalks !!

Is it lack of resources?
No space ?

No demand?

Lack of expertise?

'AJIT NINAN

It leads to th
the road... A blessing in disgust.

’V\
o Times of India - 16 Apr 2010
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For more information

http://cleanairinitiative.org/portal/knowledgebase/topics/topic_overview/NMT-Walking

www.cleanairinitiative.org

CAIl-Asia Center

center@cai-asia.org

CAIl-Asia China Office Unit 3505 Robinsons-Equitable Tower CAIl-Asia India Office
ADB Avenue, Pasig City

cpo@cai-asia.org Metro Manila 1605 india@cai-asia.org

901A, Reignwood Building Philippines 257 Regus Elegance
No.8 YongAnDongli Elegance Tower, Mathura Road,
Jianguomenwai Avenue Jasola Vihar, New Delhi
Beijing 100022 CAIl-Asia Country Networks India
China e China, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka
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