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Background of the study 

• Pedestrian facilities in the country are in varying 

conditions due to several factors 
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OBJECTIVES 

• Assess the conditions of existing pedestrian 

facilities on the given roads  

• Determine the overall rating of the facility in 

terms of certain factors 

• Develop recommendations to improve 

walkability 
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Expected output 

• Overall rating of the entire stretch of the road 

• Determine factors that mostly affect the rating 

• Recommendations for improvements along the 

highway 
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Study Area 

Marcos Highway 
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Significance 

• To determine whether there is a need for 

improvement for a pedestrian facility 

• Provide a safe walking environment for 

pedestrians 
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Methodologies for rating 

1. Global Walkability Index 

▫ Walkability Rating Method for Asian Cities. 

2. iRAP (Road Assessment Program) 

3. Level of Service (Highway Capacity Manual) 
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Global Walkability Index 

Global Walkability Index (GWI) uses method of 

rating 

pedestrian facilities through 3 main factors: 

1. Safety 

2. Security 

3. Convenience 
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Field Walkability Parameters 
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Survey form 

Reference: The Global Walkability Index: Talk the Walk Walk the Talk 
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Sample Factor Evaluation Guide 

Parameter: 

Obstructions 
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Field Reconnaissance 
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Findings 

• Sidewalks 
Westbound Eastbound 

5.71 km 5.43 km 
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Map Overview 

Map source: earth.google.com 
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Road Stretches 

Table 1 Survey Area Boundaries 
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Field Survey Results 
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Field Survey Results 
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Average Rating 

Figure 1. Overall Section Ratings from Survey Team A 
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Availability of Crossings 

Map source: earth.google.com 
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Availability of Crossings 

Distance between Footbridges 
Parameter 3 (Crossing Safety) 

Rating for every road stretch 
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Motorist Behavior and Grade Crossing Safety 
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Motorist Behavior and Grade Crossing Safety 
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Road Stretch Number 
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Road Stretch Number 

Average Road Stretch Rating from 

Surveyor 1 

Average Road Stretch Rating from 

Surveyor 2 
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Surveyor 1 

Average Parameter Rating from 

Surveyor 2 
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Road Stretch Number 

Range of values of Section Ratings 
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Asian Method 

Average Parameter Rating using Asian Method 
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GWI vs Asian Method 

Comparison of Overall Ratings for GWI and Asian Method 
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GWI vs Asian Method 
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Road Stretch Number 

Global Walkability Index 

Walkability Rating (Asian) 

Comparison of Section Rating between GWI and Asian Method 
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Overall Road Rating for Marcos Highway 

  Global Walkability Index 

Surveyor 1 51.42% 

Surveyor 2 52.09% 

Surveyor 3 49.56% 

Surveyor 4 55.24% 

Surveyor 5 59.30% 

Surveyor 6 60.55% 

  

Marcos Highway Rating 54.69% 
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Conclusion 

• Field walkability surveys such as the GWI and Asian 

Method can be considered as good tools for 

evaluating pedestrian facilities; 

• Marcos Highway overall rating is 54.69% 
▫ Davao: 59.68%; Manila: 60.62%; Cebu: 59.05% (CAA, 2011) 

• Improvements may be considered based on the 

ratings of parameters associated with pedestrian 

facilities; 

• Some modifications may be needed in the methods 

in order to adapt them to local conditions 
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