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|mportance of Walking

o Walking isan excellent mode of exercise,
egoecially people at risk for chronic disease

e 3-4 hours(180-240 minutes) /week of
walking can reduce

Diabetes risk by 48-66%

Heart disease risk by 30-50%

Risk of hip fracture by 18-24%
Reduce risk of dementia
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Walking in the Community

Walking isthe mog freguent leisure time
physcal activity among adults

Sidewalks dreets are the mos popul ar
gteffacility for leisure time walking

Walking on sidewalks/greets has
community benefitstoo
— Increases retall profit, reduces air pollution, etc.

But around 40% of adultsreport
environmental barriersto walking
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Purpose of the Study

e To assess“ Walkability” of the study
communities by measuring multiple
Indicators of Sdewalks, streets, and other
bullt environment

* To develop sandardized survey tools and
methodology that can be used in both urban
and rural communities

* To link walkability measures to neighborhood
demographic information from the census




Study Communities

* The same three communities previoudy
Identified by the Albany Prevention
Research Center core project team

e Downtown Albany (zip codes 12202,
12206, 12207, and 12210) representing
urban underserved community

* Entire Columbia and Greene Counties
representing rural communities
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City of Albany and Downtown Area

Downtown Albany ZIP Code

[ ] 12208
[ ] 12210
[ ] 12207
[ ] 12202
|:| City of Albany

Copyright 2007, Akiko S. Hosler, ashO5@health.state.ny.us



Sampling Methodology

ne unit of analysisis “street” — oneresidential
ock length or equivalent

ne study communities were divided into Census
Block Groups (CBGs) (N=146).

 The CBGs were stratified into 3 groups by the

degree of urbanization, then different rates of
sampling were applied
Urban CBGs (n=60): 100% sampling
Suburban CBGs (n=22): 100% sampling
Rural CBGs (n=64): 33% sampling
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Sampling Methodology (continued)

 Fromthe selected CGBs (N=104), one street per
CGB was randomly selected

The total number of streets assessed was 110 (5
Albany CB Gs where over-sampled dueto large

land area)

Sampling wel ghts (the reverse of selection
probabilities) were assigned to all streets - The
welghted total number of streets equals thetotal
number of CBGs for each community
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Sampling Summary

Albany Columbia Greene

Urban Suburbs Suburbs

Total CBGs

Sampling rate

Sanpled CBG
[ street

Sampling 0.33,

weights 0.50,
1.00%*

* Dueto over-sanpling of 5 CBGs
** Weights less than 1.00 were applied to streets that were over-sanpled
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Streets Assessed in Columbia County
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Streets Assessed In Greene County
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Survey Tool

» A one-page survey tool for field data collection
and its manua were devel oped

e Some of the items were adopted from
— The “ Sreet Observation Response Sheet” developed by
the NY S DOH Health’ s Healthy Heart Program

— “Sdewalk Assessment Tool” by the South Carolina
Prevention Research Center

— The sidewalk assessment manual developed by the U.S.
Department of Transportation

— “Sdewalk Installation & Design” for pedestrian
circulation plan by the City of Placerville, CA
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Universioy ar Albany Prevennion Research Cenver Diaberes Core Projecr No

FEENERAL INFO] Date & Time: Survey taker

Block growp ID: Street Berween i

Ciry Lip

FETART POINT] Howse # Ladirude Lamgitude

Crosswalle 1.Yes 2. Mo Sidewsalk corb ramp: 1. Yes. foctioze]l 2, Yes withz gep 3 Ko S NA

Sigmaks: 1. Treffic signal w! pedestrian signal 2. Traffic sigzal only 3. Mo stgoals at all

FOOUNT] Occupiedblde. . Vacancbldg _ Vacamelot  Alley  Diraweway
Land wse: 1. Bastdenttal % 2. Commeezcial % 3. Industral %% 4 Public _ % 5 Agniculhemal %

FEIDEWALK] Sidewall present™ 1. Yas comtizoous 2. Yes.pamtial _ % 3. Mo

Sidewslk material: 1. Concrete 2. Aspbalt 3. Crher Sidewslk width inchas

Buffer present? 1. Yes, contionowss 2 Ves,parital % 3. Me

Buffer macerial: 1. Brick 2 Grass 3. Asphelt 4. Concress 5. Other Buffer widch: __ ioches

Curbz:? 1 Yes comttrmous 2 Ves, partial _ = % 1. Ko Height of curbs: _ inches

Levelness: 1. Excellant 2. Good 3 Far 4. Poor  Alaintensmce: I Excellant 2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor

Orther surface mswes 1. Moza 2. Any

ESTREET] Garbage, debris, animal droppimgs : 1. Excellsnt 2. Good 3. Fam 4. Foor
*Shoulder prezemi? 1. Ves, continwess 2 Vs, panial % 3 Ko  *Shoulder width inchas

Persomal safecy concerns: 1 Mooe 1 Axy

Speed lomic mpk Srreet type: 1. Coe-way 2. mwvo-way, sizgle lang 3. two-way, dounbls lazs
Car traffic: 1 Litls orne 2. Moderats 3. Heavy Pedestriam craffic: 1. Littls er oo 2. Modarate 3. Haawy
Sereer parking: 1. Few oroo I Some 3 Full Gradient (Hillvle 1. Flar 2. Moderass 3. Severs

Sereet lamps: 1. All along 2. Soms 3 Woos Shedy trees: 1. All 2long 2. Soms 3. Moms

¢* Fixr atrecis withouf aidhewslles =iy

FEND POINT] Homse & Ladrude Langitude
Crosswalle 1.Yes 2. Mo Sidewalk corb rampe 1. Yes. foncticzel 2, Ves witkz gep 3 Ne S NA

Sigmalks: 1. Treffic signal w! pedestrian signal 2. Traffic sigmal only 3. Mo stgoals at all
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Data Collection Technigue

Point-based assessment
— Sart and end points (intersections)

o GPI coordinates, cross waks, signals, curb ramps
— Mid point

e Most physical measurements (width of sidewalk, hei ght of
curb)

Street-length assessment (as you walk)

» Land use, house & drive way counting, car & pedestrian
traffic, narrow spots, obstacles and other maintenance
problems

“Turn around and evaluate”
o Gradient, cleanliness, safety concerns,

On average, atwo-person team can finish entire
assessment in about 10 minutes per street!
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Assessment Protocol
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Buildings
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Key dimensions of Assessment

Sidewa
sidewal

K basic features — presence & coverage of
K, buffer and curb; materia and width of

Sidewal

K and buffer, height of curb and narrow

points (11 items)

Sidewalk maintenance - levelness, garbage,
removable & permanent obstacles (6 items)

Personal safety —Iland use, housing vacancy,
loitering (5 items)

Traffic

safety— speed limit, lane type, crosswalk,

signals and numbers of driveways (10 items)
Gradient (steepness) (1 item)
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“Points’ System for Indices

e What arethe“desirable’
sidewak & street features?

e 4 (Excélent)to 1 (poor)
points

e Opoint if thereisno such
thing!

Example: Sidewa k width

72 inches or more : 4 points
60-71 inches: 3 points
48-59 inches: 2 points
L ess than 48 inches: 1 point
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Sidewalk Coverage by Community

[0 none
O partial
O continuous

continuous

partial

continuous

Columbia&Greene
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Street Condition Summary

basic maintenance safety traffic gradient

O Albany O Columbia &Greene
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Sidewalk Condition Summary
(streets with sidewalks only)

basic maintenance safety traffic gradient

||:| Albany O Columbia & Greene|
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Findings from Descriptive Analysis

> All walkabi
Albany are
counties (a

ty Indices of streets in Downtown
petter than those in Columbia & Greene

are statistically significant except the

persona safety)

» For the streets with sidewalks, Albany was also
significantly better in basic features and gradient,
but Columbia & Greene were better in personal

safety
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Subjective Assessment of Walkability from
Previous Studies 1 n the Same Communities

Downtown Columbia/
Statewide! Albany? Greene?
(n=3,134) (n=104) (n=104)

Used sidewalks and/or streets for walking 56.6 92.3* 69.2

Have community/neighborhood reason(s)
for not being more active 37.0 47.1 38.4

Community/neighborhood reason(s)

Heavy traffic 7.6 1.9 7.7
Sidewalk - too few or inbad condition 5.8 5.8 12.5*
Highcrime 5.0 23.1* 1.9
Rural environment, remote area 2.2 (0X0) 1.7%
Too many hills 0.8 3.8* 9.6*
Not enough recreational facilities 4.2 2.9 6.7
Bad weather 3.6 3.8 7.7
Not enough physical activity programs 1.0 4.8* 4.8*
All other reasons 15.8 7.6 4.8

* Significantly (p<0.01) higher than the datewide 1. BRFSS data2003 2 PRC Digbetes Patient Survey 2003
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Personal Safety Issue

» Overall, Columbia & Greene had similar personal safety scores
as Albany, largely because many rural streets were in very remote,
desolate, and wooded areas

» But when streets with sidewalks were compared, Albany’ s scores
were significantly lower, because there were many vacant buildings

and unused lots, and frequent street loitering

Area | ndex Total Crime rate
Crime population (per 10,000 person)

Albany city 6434 93919 685.1
Columbia/Greene 1614 113304 142.5

From “ Index Crimes Reported:2000-2005” by Division of Criminal Justice Services of New York

Sate 27
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Multivariate Regression Analyss
Walkability Index & Socio-demographics

Walkability I ndex: basic feature,
mal ntenance, personal safety, traffic safety

Socio-demographic variables percent of
minority, percent of poverty, percent of
renter and percent of urban (for Columbia

& Greene County only) . (Source: 2000 census
data)

Unit of analyss. Census block group
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Beta Coefficients for Ordinary Least Square Regression Models for Each Dimensions
of the walkability index: Albany and Columbia/Greene

Urban: Downtown Rural:
Albany? Columbia/Greene

Sidewal k Personal Basic Sidewal k Personal Traffic
Maintenance Safety Features Maintenance Safety safety

Percent
minority

Percent below
poverty

Percent renter
Percent urban

R square

1 Models for basic features and traffic safety dimensions in Downtown Albany could not produce significant

(at least p<.05) coefficients
* p<.05, ** p<.0l, *** p<.001 29
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Findings from Regression Analysis

* |n Albany, higher the minority population
percentage, the lower the scores for sidewa k
mal ntenance and personal safety indices

* |In Columbia& Greene, it was little more complex

— Basic feature was positively associated with renter and
urbanity

— Both sdewalk maintenance and personal safety were
positively associated with renters and urbanity, but
negatively associated with poverty

— Traffic safety was poditively associated with minority

 Urban features had generally positive effects!
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Conclusions

e Oveadl. downtown Albany has much better
Infrastructure for walking than rural Columbia &
Greene — higher environmental barriers to walking
In rural communities were confirmed

Sidewa k maintenance and personal safety issues
In minority nelghborhoods in Albany should be
addressed

Pedestrian traffic safety features (cross walks,
pedestrian signals, shoulders) need i mprovement
In both communities
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Population of the Census Block Groups (CBGs) with Walkability
Index That Were at or Above 3.0 (75th percentile)

Urban: Downtown Rural:
Albany Columbia/Greene

Populatio
n

CBGs CBGs Population %

Total of the area 38 41,014 108 111,289
Have a sidewalk 38 41,014 100.0* 26 24,414

Have a sidewalk with the basic

: 27 30,433 74.2* 7 7,529
features index > 3.0

Have a sidewalk with basic
features and maintenance 16 20,792 50.7* 6.308
index = 3.0

Personal safety index > 3.0 24 21249 664 56,911

Traffic safety index> 3.0 2 2,112 5.1 0

Gradient measure > 3.0 33 36,434

Grand total of indices> 3.0 10 15,257

* Significantly (P<0.01) higher than Columbia/Green
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Next Step: Linking Other Environmental Measures
with Wakbility

Walkability Indices and
Healthy Food Availability in the Grocery Stores
In Downtown Neighborhoods, Albany, NY

Walkability Indices in
Downtown Albany

[ 1>3
[ <3
[ 1 city of Albany

Healthy Food Availability in
Grocery Stores
@ At Least Four Healthy Food ltems
@ Less Than Four Healthy Food Items
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Assistant Professor
Department of Epidemiology and Biostati stics
University at Albany School of Public Health
One University Place, Rensselaer, NY 12144-3456
ash05@heal th.state. ny. us
Phone: 518-402-1561

Copyright 2007, Akiko S. Hosler, ashO5@health.state.ny.us



