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Quantitative study on walkability based on urban spatial morphology :
Taking Chengdu Shaocheng area as an example

JI Xuemei ,ZHANG Kun
(School of Architecture and Environment, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610000, China)

Abstract: As a low-carbon and green travel mode, walking plays an important role in improving transportation,
environment, vitality, and health of cities. This article selects the Shaocheng area of Chengdu as the research
object, and quantitatively analyzes the relationship between walkability and urban spatial form. The plot size,
intersection density, road density, building average height and street availability, building density, functional mix
in Form Syntax constitute urban spatial form indicators. And walkability was calculated by using Walk Score.
Result shows that the impact of various indicators on walkability in descending order is: accessibility, intersection
density, road density, functional mix, building density, average building height, and plot size, of which plot size
and building average height are negatively correlated, and the rest are positively correlated. The study indicates
that improving walkability could start from the quantitative design of urban spatial morphological indicators, which
provides a reference for the construction of a healthy walking city.

Key words: walkability; urban spatial morphology; quantitative analysis; walk score; corvrelation
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Tab. 1 Classification and weight of daily service facilities
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Tab. 2 Road intersection and road density attenuation
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35~47 3 165~180 3
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Tab. 4 Correlation between accessibility and walk score
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Fig. 7 Correlation between accessibility and walk score
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