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Background | Findings

Perceived Walkability by Neighborhood Type

Regular physical activity can reduce the risk of cardiovascular disease, hypertension, type |l
diabetes, hyperlipidemia, osteoporosis, depression, some cancers, and obesity.!

mHW
= MW
= LW

Perceived and objectively-assessed neighborhood walkability is positively associated with physical
activity.?

Perceived and objectively-assessed measures of the same environmental attributes often have only a“' il

weak-to-moderate agreement.34

Perceived and objectively-assessed built environmental characteristics need to be considered In

studies investigating relationships between walkability and physical activity. =
Study Aim(s) T S I - - - - | -

Access to Physical barriers Street Pedestrian Neighborhood Motor vehicle Safety from
services connectivity infrastructure aesthetics traffic safety crime

1) Estimate the relative associations between perceived and objectively-assessed neighborhood
urban form and walking.

2) Examine the extent to which perceived neighborhood environment characteristics moderate g _ . o _ _
associations between urban form and walking. Neighborhood Type, Perceived Walkability, and Transportation Walking

Participation in transportation Minutes of transportation walking inside neighborhood
walking inside neighborhood among those walking 21 times/week
(n=1875) (n=754)

Method

Logistic OR GLZM B
(95%Cl) (95%CI)*

Sample and Study Design

Objectively-assessed neighborhood type

: . L . Low walkable (LW) 1.00 119.8 (101.8, 137.8)°
A random cross-sectional sample of n=1875 urban-dwelling adults residing in Calgary (Canada) Medium walkable (MW) 1.04 (0.82, 1.32) 115.8 (98.6, 132.9)b

completed telephone-interviews and postal surveys. ‘ High walkable (HW) 1.50 (0.94, 2.41) 167.4 (131.6, 203.2)b<

Perceived walkability
Access to services 1.17 (1.05, 1.32)F -1.01 (-7.03, 5.01

| )
« Telephone-interviews and postal surveys captured walking, walking-related attitudes, neighborhood . Physical barriers 0.93 (0.84, 1.04) -5.03 (-14.42, 4.37)
)

referen rceived neighborhood walkability, and socio-demographic characteristics. R | Strectconnectivily 118 (1,03, 1.3 20322, 55
p elerences, pe ce ed eg bO OOd a ab ty’ a d SOCIO de Og ap C characteristics . Pedestrian infrastructure 1.10 (0.99, 1.23) -2.37 (-11.49, 6.75)

Neighborhood aesthetics 1.01 (0.90, 1.13) 5.07 (-1.19, 11.33)
Motor vehicle traffic safety 1.00 (0.90, 1.12) 7.71 (1.61, 13.82)f
Safety from crime 0.95 (0.84, 1.07) -8.15 (-19.07, 2.77)
Utilitarian destination mix 1.25 (1.08, 1.44)t 6.44 (-1.37, 14.26)

Recreational destination mix 1.15(1.00, 1.32) -9.31 (-17.24, -1.38)f

Survey Variables

T = p<.05; 2 = LW significantly differs from MW; b= MW significantly differs from HW; ¢ = LW significantly differs from HW.

Estimates adjusted for age, gender, education, home ownership, dependents, years lived in neighborhood, attitude towards walking, neighborhood preferences, objectively-

Nei g h b or h 00 d _bas ed Wa| kin g . Se|f_ reported wee k|y minUteS Of transporta’[ion and recreationa| : “ o B »' . assessed neighborhood type, and perceived walkability. OR=0dds ratios; Cl=Confidence interval; GZLM=Generalized Linear Model (gamma distribution and identity link
. . . B ) h B L SR R function) ™ = estimated marginal means are reported for objective neighborhood type; regression coefficient () is reported for all other factors.
walking undertaken inside the neighborhood (<15-minute walk from home) in the last 7-days. e

Perceived neighborhood walkability: Safety from crime, aesthetics, access to services, street [ : : - : :
connectivity, pedestrian infrastructure, motor vehicle traffic safety, physical barriers, mix of utilitarian [ e Neighborhood Type, Perceived Walkability, and Recreational Walking
destinations, and mix of recreational destinations inside the neighborhood captured using the [ o= = =
Abbreviated Neighborhood Environment Walkability Scale.> FRCS RSN SR Participation in recreational Minutes of recreational walking inside neighborhood
RN IR s walking inside neighborhood among those walking 21 times/week
(n=1875) (n=1065)

Covariates: sex, age, education, home ownership, number of children <18 years of age, time residing [* Logistic OR GLZM B
In neighborhood, neighborhood preferences, and walking-related attitude. (95%Cl) (95%CI)*

Objectively-assessed neighborhood type

Low walkable (LW) 1.00 161.7 (145.1, 178.3)
Medium walkable (MW) 0.90 (0.71, 1.13) 197.3 (139.5, 175.1)

High walkable (HW) 0.82 (0.54, 1.26) 153.0 (118.2, 187.9)

. . - ' . Perceived walkability
Ob] ectivel y'ASS essed Walkabil |ty S sl Access to services 0.99 (0.89, 1.10 -9.13 (-17.90, -0.36)t
D S M Wi 5 Physical barriers 1.03 (0.93, 1.14 6.45 (-2.03, 14.93)

)
)
. i . . . . . - , . _ Street connectivity 1.00 (0.90, 1.12) 0.39 (-8.42, 9.19)

GIS-derived built environment attributes, measured within each participant's 1.6 km line-based edestian nfrastructure 0.94 (0.85. 1.04) 2.34 (-10.54, 5.86)

network walkshed, underwent a two-staged cluster analysis which identified three neighborhood |5 =8 = Neighborhood aesthetics 1.18 (1.06, 1.32)t 2.57 (-6.09, 11.24)

types®: low walkable (LW); medium walkable (MW); high walkable (HW) SR S Motor vehicle traffic safety 0-95 (0.86,1.07) 532 (-14.28, 3.69)
e Ml O R R Safety from crime 0.96 (0.86, 1.08) 2.59 (-6.06, 11.24)
)

Recreational destination mix 1.09 (0.98, 1.21 4.77 (-3.02, 12.56)

T = p<.05; 2 = LW significantly differs from MW, b= MW significantly differs from HW; ¢ = LW significantly differs from HW.

Estimates adjusted for age, gender, education, home ownership, dependents, years lived in neighborhood, attitude towards walking, neighborhood preferences, objectively-
assessed neighborhood type, and perceived walkability. OR=0dds ratios; Cl=Confidence interval, GZLM=Generalized Linear Model (gamma distnbution and identity link
function) * = estimated marginal means are reported for objective neighborhiood fype; regression coefficient (B) i1s reported for all other factors.

Environmental Attributes By neighborhood Type

1 edi i Bty ~ | - Neighborhood type and perceived walkability interactions: HW x utilitarian destination mix was
_ II-:DEI' IT-: 'I:';“ Iklgh'l' e positively associated with participation, HW x physical barriers and MW x pedestrian infrastructure
walkability walkability walkability S B R were positively associated with transportation walking minutes, and HW x safety from crime was

Walkshed area (km?2) Lowest Moderate Highest negatively associated with transportation walking minutes.

# of businesses/km? Lowest Moderate Highest
#of bus stops/km? Lowest Moderate Highest conc I usions

Mix of park types/km? Highest Lowest Moderate Palrltjciflants residing in high walkable neighborhoods perceive their neighborhoods to be more
o T P R walkable.

Mix of recreation Lowest Highest Moderate remron R g o _ N _ _ _ _
destinations/km?2 PR | Both urban form and perceived walkability are important for supporting local walking behavior.

Sidewalk m/km? Lowest Highest Moderate Interventions targeting perceptions of walkability might be useful for increasing walking when

_ + modification to the neighborhood urban form is not feasible.
Total population/km? Lowest Moderate Highest

% of green space area Highest Moderate Lowest
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