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Questionnaire

Appendix — 1

An examination of the contextual differences of the Walkability

Date:
Sheet No:

A. Personal Information : (Please Put “\” on the relevant cage)

1.Age Below 15 |:| 46-60 |:|
15-30 [ ] Above 60 [ ]
3145 [
2. Sex Male |:| Female |:|
3. Ethnicity Sinhala [ ] Muslim [ ]
Tamil I:I Other I:I
4.Education level Primary education |:| G.C.E. A/L |:|

G.C.E.O/L

Tertiary education [ |

5.Income level

(monthly)

0—-25,000

25,000-50,000 ]

6. Employment:

50,000 — 75,000 Over 75,000 |:|
Professionals Labor |:|
Administrative

gL opjn

Private Business I:I

B. People’s Expectation: (Please Put “\ on yes / no and give reasons)

1. Do you feel safe while walking on the streets in this area? (yes/no)

What are the reasons?
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2. Do you feel comfortable while walking on the streets in this area? (yes/no)

What are the reasons?

3. Do you feel convenience while walking on the streets in this area? (yes/no)

4. What are the reasons?

C. People’s Satisfaction:

C,. Satisfaction on Safety:-

01. How would you rate your satisfaction for Safety while walking on the

sidewalk?

1| Dissatisfied K] Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied

2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

02. How would you rate your satisfaction for Safety at crossings?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied

2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied
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03. How would you rate your satisfaction for street lights?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

C2. Satisfaction on Comfort:-

04. How would you rate your satisfaction for smoothness of the surface?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

05. How would you rate your satisfaction for cleanliness of the surface?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

06.How would you rate your satisfaction for drainage facilities in the side

walk?
1| Dissatisfied K] Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied | 4 Somewhat satisfied
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C3. Satisfaction on Convenience:-

07How would you rate your satisfaction for materials covered the side

walk?
1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

08. How would you rate your satisfaction for enough width of the sidewalk?

1| Dissatisfied K] Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied | 4 Somewhat satisfied
09. Do you think the crossings are located at proper places?
1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied
2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

10. How would you rate your satisfaction for free of obstructions on the

sidewalk?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied

2| Somewhat dissatisfied 4 Somewhat satisfied

11. How would you rate your satisfaction for shade?

1| Dissatisfied 3 Neither satisfied nor 5 Satisfied
Dissatisfied

2| Somewhat dissatisfied | 4 Somewhat satisfied
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Perceived attributes regarding walkability on different urban spaces

Appendix I

Domain Bambalapitiya Maharagama | Baththaramulla Delkanda
Safety Lot of vehicles | Not safe Undulate No street lights
on the road crossing surface
Crossing signals | No bus Darkness- More crowed
not working bays Thieves
properly
Due to No guard Not safe crossings
crowdedness Due to
can happen rails
accidents crowdedness
can happen
accidents
Due to always | Due to venders | No Safe Can damage by
Under pedestrian have | crossings
constructions obstructions
to walk on
street
Due to vehicles | Due to always Since not having a
parked on Under pavement can met
sidewalks constructions with
pedestrian have vehicles
to walk
on roads
Branches of Damage by
trees No proper obstructions
can fall sidewalk
Comfortable Not smooth Damaged Goods are on the
Not Clean .
surface drainage road
cover
Time allocated | Very noisy Material Vehicles are parked
for pedestrian not
is not enough comfortable
Damaged drains | Obstructions Sound
No safety fence | No Undulate surface
everywhere attractions
Full of sidewalk Not safety crossings
bazaars
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No safe

crossings Traffic
Pavement
vendors Undulate Obstructions
surface
Not clean No guard rails
Vehicles are Not Not proper drainage
parked on
sidewalk proper
drainage
No Dustbins Not Clean
Convenience | High pedestrian | No smooth No source of | No disable
traffic surface water infrastructure
Colour lights crossings are Damaged No drinking water
are not at facilities
not working drainage cover
properly proper places
Obstructions High noise No disable No shade
infrastructure
Not proper Finishing is Side walk covered
No shade drainage not by vehicles
comfortable vehicles
No boards
No disable contain No toilet facilities
next bus halt
infrastructure and
No relaxing Width is not enough
places- to walk
Bench, trees walk
Narrow side Not enough Goods in the
walks width sidewalk
No drainage
No shade No shade facilities
Damaged No toilet
sidewalk facilities Not paved
No source of
water No shade
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Appendix 11

Perceived attributes regarding walkability by age on safety, comfort and convenience

in Maharagama .

Age Safety Comfortable Convenience
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Crossings
are located
15- No proper Have a at proper Narrow side
30 Street lights | sidewalk pavement Not clean | places walks
Have
Not safe Sidewalks drainage No smooth
crowdedness | crossings are clean Dusty facilities surface
Susseptibity No any
to accidents | Some areas | Full of damages on | Damaged
due to have guard | sidewalk | the drains and
Safety fence | venders rails bazaars sidewalk cover slabs
Enough
shops,
Not cafes,
Due to smooth transport Under
always surface services constructions
under
constructions
Very
Fresh air noisy Well paved | No shade
Have street | Vehicles | Enough
lights are parked | width
Having a
pavement
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Many

31- vehicles and | Less Block by | Have No adequate
45 No thieves | venders obstructions | venders crossings width
may lead to
accidents
Crossings
are located
Having a Damaged | at proper
No crime pavement drains places No shade
Sidewalks No drainage
Crowded are clean facilities
Easy Smooth
accessible sidewalks No dustbins
Not
46- Due to smooth Not proper
60 venders surface drainage
Due to Not enough
crowdedness No safety space to
can fence walk
Not No drinking
happen safety water
accidents crossings facilities
No dustbins
Pavement Not enough
>60 No bus bays vendors width
Vehicles No disable
are parked infrastructure
Not clean No drainage
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facilities

crossings are
not located at

proper places
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Apendix IV.

Perceived attributes regarding walkability by Gender on safety, comfort and

convenience in Maharagama .

60

Gender Safety Comfortable Convenience
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Male Street lights | No bus bays | Have a Block by | Crossings | Narrow side
pavement | venders | are located | walks
crowdedness Sidewalks Have
No proper are clean | Nosafe | drainage No disable
sidewalk crossings | facilities infrastructure
Enough No drinking
Full of shops, water facilities
Susseptibity sidewalk | cafes,
No thieves | to accidents bazaars | transport
due to
venders service
Not
Easy Not safe smooth No drainage
accessible crossings Fresh air | surface Well paved | facilities
Have
street Very Enough
Safety fence lights noisy width No dustbins
Vehicles
Toilet are
facilities | parked No shade
Damaged Branches of
drains trees can fall
Not No any No smooth
clean damages on | surface




the

sidewalk

Dusty
Many Have Not
vehicles and | street smooth | Have Not proper

Female | No thieves | venders lights surface crossings drainage
may lead to
accidents
Crossings
Due to Vehicles | are located
crowdedness | Havinga | are at proper
No crime can pavement | parked places No shade

happen on the
accidents sidewalk

Not Good
Due to Sidewalks | safety drainage
always are clean | crossings | system No dustbins
Under
constructions

Not

Clean
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Appendix V

Perceived attributes regarding walkability by Ethnicity on safety, comfortable and

convenience in Maharagama .

Safety Comfortable Convenience
Ethnicity Yes No Yes No Yes No
Crossings are
Toilet Block by | located at Narrow side
Sinhala | Street lights | No bus bays | facilities venders | proper places walks
Susseptibity
to accidents No safe | Have drainage | No disable
crowdedness | due to crossings | facilities infrastructure
venders
Some areas No drinking
No proper have guard | Not water
No thieves sidewalk rails clean Have crossings | facilities
Not No any Damaged
Not safe Have street | smooth | damages on the | drains and
No crime crossings lights surface sidewalk cover slabs
Due to
crowdedness Very Good drainage | Not proper
can Fresh air noisy system drainage
happen
accidents
Vehicles | Enough shops,
Smooth are cafes, transport
sidewalks parked services No dustbins
Damaged
drains Well paved
Dusty Enough width | No shade
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Tamil Safety fence Well paved No dustbins
Having a
Crowded pavement Enough width
Due to
venders Vehicles
pedestrian Less are
Muslim | Crowded have obstructions | parked No shade
to walk in
roads
Easy Not Not enough
accessible Clean width
Not
safety
crossings

No drainage

facilities
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Perceived attributes regarding walkability by Level of Education on safety, comfort and

convenience in Maharagama .

Appendix VI

Level of Safety Comfortable Convenience
education Yes No Yes No Yes No
Primary No
drinking
Toilet Enough water
Street lights facilities width failities
Having a Covered
crowdedness Pavement drainage
G.C.E.O/L | Having Having a Enough
Policeman Pavement width
Have
crossings Guard rails Well paved
Due to
venders Having a No safe | Have Not enough
G.C.E.A/L | No thieves | pedestrian pavement crossings | crossings width
have to
walk on the
streets
Some areas | Full of Crossings are
have guard | sidewalk | located at Not proper
No crime No bus bays | rails bazaars | proper places | drainage
Due to Not Have crossings
Have street | crowdedness | Sidewalks | smooth drainage are not
lights can are clean surface facilities located at
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happen proper
accidents places
No any
Not damages on
Fresh air clean the sidewalk | No shade
Vehicles
are
parked Well paved
Block by | Enough
venders | width
Dusty
No
safety
fence
Full of
Huge No proper Sidewalks | sidewalk | Good drainage | Damaged
Tertiary population sidewalk are clean bazaars | system drains
Enough shops,
Not cafes, No
Not safe Smooth smooth transport adequate
Education | Safety fence | crossings sidewalks surface services width
Many
vehicles and | Have street | Very
venders lights noisy Well paved No shade
Easy may lead to
accesssible | accidents
Due to Having a Block by No
always pavement venders | Enough width | drainage
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Under

constructions

facilities

Less

obstructions

Damaged

drains

No

dustbins

Not

Clean

Not
safety

crossings
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Appendix VII

Perceived attributes regarding walkability by Level of Income on safety, comfort
and convenience in Maharagama .
Level Comfortable Convenience
of Safety
Income Yes No Yes No Yes No
No drinking
0- Have a Pavement Have water
25000 | Street lights | No bus bays pavement vendors crossings facilities
Susseptibity to
accidents due Sidewalks Not safety | No any No disable
crowdedness | to are clean crossings damages infrastructure
venders
Due to always Fresh air Not Clean No dustbins
Under
No crime constructions
No thieves
25000- Many vehicles | Having a No safe Crossings Not enough
50000 | No thieves | and venders pavement crossings are located | width
may lead to at proper
accidents places
Due to Have
crowdedness Separated drainage No smooth
No crime can area to walk | Not clean facilities surface
happen
accidents
Sidewalks Full of Enough No shade
Huge are clean sidewalk shops,
population bazaars cafes,
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transport

services
Smooth Not smooth
sidewalks surface
Some areas
have guard
rails Very noisy
Block by
venders
No safety
fence
Full of
50000- No proper Less sidewalk Damaged
75000 | Safety fence | sidewalk obstructions | bazaars Well paved | drains
Not safe Having a Not smooth | Enough Very narrow
Crowded crossings pavement surface width sidewalks
Easy Due to venders Vehicles Not proper
accesssible | pedestrian have are parked drainage
to walk on
roads
crossings are
Block by not located at
No bus bays venders proper places
Damaged
drains No shade
Not safety
crossings No dustbins
Dusty
>75000 | No crime Due to Separated Not clean Have No smooth
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crowdedness area to walk drainage surface

can facilities

happen

accidents

Not safe Toilet Not smooth | Enough Very narrow
Crowded crossings facilities surface width sidewalks

Pavement Have Narrow side

Street lights | No bus bays vendors crossings walk
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Appendix VIII

Perceived attributes regarding walkability by Employment on safety,

comfortable and convenience in Maharagama .

Employment Safety Comfortable Convenience
Yes No Yes No Yes No
No any
Full of damages
No proper Have a sidewalk | on the Narrow side
Professionals | Street lights | sidewalk pavement bazaars sidewalk | walks
Enough
shops,
Not cafes, Damaged
Not safe Sidewalks | smooth transport | drains and
crowdedness | crossings are clean surface services | cover slabs
Susseptibity
to accidents Crossings
due to Less Very are No drainage
No thieves | venders obstructions | noisy located facilities
at proper
places
Due to
crowdedness | Some areas Have
can happen | have guard drainage
No crime accidents rails Dusty facilities
Easy happen Separated | No safety | Well
accessible accidents area to walk | fence paved
Not
Due to safety Enough
always Fresh air crossings | width
Under Not
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constructions Clean
Due to
venders
pedestrian Have street | No safe | Have Not enough
Admin No thieves | have lights crossings | crossings | width
to walk on
the streets
Having a Well No smooth
No crime pavement Not clean | paved surface
Full of
sidewalk | Enough
Safety fence bazaars width No shade
Block by
Crowded venders
Due to Have No drinking
crowdedness | Have guard drainage | water
Labour No crime can rails Dusty facilities | facilities
Easy happen Separated | No safety | Well
accessible accidents area to walk | fence paved High noise
Many Full of
vehicles and sidewalk | Enough
Safety fence | venders bazaars width No shade
Good
Sidewalks | Pavement | drainage | Not enough
No thieves are clean vendors | system width
Not
smooth No disable
surface infrastructure
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Private

Business

Good
Sidewalks drainage | Not enough

No thieves | No bus bays | are clean Not clean | system width

Many Not No drinking

vehicles and | Smooth smooth water

venders sidewalks surface facilities

Not
may lead to Toilet safety Not proper
accidents facilities crossings drainage

No dustbins

No shade
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Appendix IX

Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the age groups in

Maharagama Area

73

Attribute Age Somewhat | Neither Somewhat
Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied | satisfied satisfied | Satisfied
nor
Dissatistied

Safety
While 15-30 5.90% 29.40% 35.30% 23.50% 5.90%
walking 31-45 10.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 50.00% 50.00%

Total 6.70% 33.30% 33.30% 23.30% 3.30%
Safety at 15-30 29.40% 5.90% 29.40% 11.80% 23.50%
crossings 31-45 10.00% 40.00% 30.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 30.00% 16.70% 26.70% 13.30% 13.30%
Smoothness | 15-30 5.90% 11.80% 17.60% 41.20% 23.50%

31-45 20.00% 10.00% 50.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 13.30% 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% 20.00%
Free of 15-30 17.60% 11.80% 29.40% 23.50% 17.60%
Obstructions | 31-45 30.00% 10.00% 20.00% 40.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%




Total 23.30% 13.30% 20.00% 20.00% 23.30%
Cleanliness | 15-30 29.40% 17.60% 41.20% 11.80%

31-45 30.00% 20.00% 50.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 36.70% 16.70% 40.00% 6.70%
Street lights | 15-30 23.50% 29.40% 47.10%

31-45 30.00% 30.00% 40.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 23.30% 10.00% 26.70% 40.00%
Shade 15-30 52.90% 35.30% 11.80%

31-45 20.00% 30.00% 50.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 36.70% 40.00% 23.30%
Surface 15-30 11.80% 17.60% 35.30% 35.30%
Material 31-45 20.00% 60.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 10.00% 13.30% 10.00% 40.00% 26.70%
Drainage 15-30 11.80% 23.50% 35.30% 29.40%

31-45 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 16.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% 23.30%
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Width of the | 15-30 29.40% 5.90% 41.20% 23.50%
sidewalk 31-45 40.00% 10.00% 30.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 33.30% 10.00% 3.30% 33.30% 20.00%
Location of | 15-30 23.50% 11.80% 11.80% 52.90%
crossings 31-45 30.00% 20.00% 30.00% 20.00%

46-60 100.00%

Above 60 100.00%

Total 33.30% 13.30% 10.00% 13.30% 30.00%
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Appendix X

Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the Gender in

Maharagama area

Attribute Gender Neither
Dissatistied | Somewhat | satisfied Somewhat | Satisfied
nor
dissatisfied | Dissatisfied | satisfied
Safety While
walking Female 50.00% 37.50% 12.50%
Male 9.10% 27.30% 31.80% 27.30% | 4.50%
Total 6.70% 33.30% 33.30% 23.30% | 3.30%
Safety at
crossings Female 12.50% 12.50% 50.00% 25.00%
Male 36.40% 18.20% 18.20% 9.10% | 18.20%
Total 30.00% 16.70% 26.70% 13.30% | 13.30%
Smoothness Female 12.50% 25.00% 37.50% | 25.00%
Male 13.60% 18.20% 9.10% 40.90% | 18.20%
Total 13.30% 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% | 20.00%
Free of Female 25.00% 25.00% 50.00%
Obstructions Male 22.70% 18.20% 18.20% 27.30% | 13.60%
Total 23.30% 13.30% 20.00% 20.00% | 23.30%
Cleanliness Female 23.10% 15.40% 53.80% 7.70%
Male 17.60% 41.20% 23.50% | 17.60%
Total 10.00% 16.70% 23.30% 36.70% | 13.30%
Street lights Female 12.50% 50.00% | 37.50%
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Male 27.30% 13.60% 18.20% | 40.90%
Total 23.30% 10.00% 26.70% | 40.00%
Shade Female 50.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Male 31.80% 45.50% 22.70%
Total 36.70% 40.00% 23.30%
Surface Material | Female 12.50% 12.50% 50.00% | 25.00%
Male 9.10% 18.20% 9.10% 36.40% | 27.30%
Total 10.00% 13.30% 10.00% 40.00% | 26.70%
Drainage Female 12.50% 25.00% 25.00% | 37.50%
Male 18.20% 18.20% 18.20% 27.30% | 18.20%
Total 16.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 23.30%
Width of the
sidewalk Female 25.00% 12.50% 37.50% | 25.00%
Male 36.40% 13.60% 31.80% | 18.20%
Total 33.30% 10.00% 3.30% 33.30% | 20.00%
Location of
crossings Female 37.50% 37.50% 25.00%
Male 31.80% 18.20% 9.10% | 40.90%
Total 33.30% 13.30% 10.00% 13.30% | 30.00%
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Appendix XI

Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the Ethnicity in

Maharagama
Attributes Ethnicity Neither
Dissatisfied | Somewhat | satisfied Somewhat | Satisfied
nor
dissatisfied | Dissatisfied satisfied
Safety While
walking Sinhala 4.50% 27.30% 40.90% 22.70% 4.50%
Tamil 50.00% 50.00%
Muslim 75.00% 25.00%
Total 6.70% 33.30% 33.30% 23.30% 3.30%
Safety at
crossings Sinhala 31.80% 9.10% 22.70% 18.20% | 18.20%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 75.00% 25.00%
Total 30.00% 16.70% 26.70% 13.30% | 13.30%
Smoothness Sinhala 18.20% 18.20% 4.50% 31.80% | 27.30%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 25.00% 75.00%
Total 13.30% 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% | 20.00%
Free of
Obstructions Sinhala 27.30% 9.10% 13.60% 18.20% | 31.80%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 25.00% 25.00% 50.00%
Total 23.30% 13.30% 20.00% 20.00% | 23.30%
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Cleanliness Sinhala 36.40% 18.20% 36.40% 9.10%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 25.00% 25.00% 50.00%
Total 36.70% 16.70% 40.00% 6.70%
Street lights Sinhala 22.70% 13.60% 31.80% | 31.80%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 25.00% | 75.00%
Total 23.30% 10.00% 26.70% | 40.00%
Shade Sinhala 22.70% 50.00% 27.30%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 50.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Total 36.70% 40.00% 23.30%
Surface Material | Sinhala 13.60% 18.20% 31.80% | 36.40%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 25.00% 75.00%
Total 10.00% 13.30% 10.00% 40.00% | 26.70%
Drainage Sinhala 22.70% 9.10% 18.20% 31.80% | 18.20%
Tamil 50.00% 25.00% | 25.00%
Muslim 16.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 23.30%
Total 16.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 23.30%
Width of the
sidewalk Sinhala 22.70% 13.60% 36.40% | 27.30%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 75.00% 25.00%
Total 33.30% 10.00% 3.30% 33.30% | 20.00%
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Location of

crossings Sinhala 27.30% 13.60% 18.20% | 40.90%
Tamil 100.00%
Muslim 50.00% 50.00%
Total 33.30% 13.30% 10.00% 13.30% | 30.00%
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Appendix XII

Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the Level of

Education in Maharagama Area

Neither
Attributes Level of | Dissatisfied | Somewhat | satisfied Somewhat | Satisfied
nor
Education dissatisfied | Dissatisfied satisfied
Safety
While
walking Primary
G.C.E.O/L 25.00% 50.00% | 25.00%
G.C.EE.A/L 5.90% 5.90% 35.30% | 52.90%
Tertiary 11.10% 33.30% | 55.60%
Total 3.30% 10.00% 36.70% | 50.00%
Safety at
crossings Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.E.A/L 17.60% 11.80% 52.90% | 17.60%
Tertiary 11.10% 33.30% | 55.60%
Total 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% | 33.30%
Smoothness | Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.EE.A/L 17.60% 5.90% 52.90% | 23.50%
Tertiary 22.20% 11.10% 11.10% 55.60%
Total 6.70% 20.00% 13.30% 30.00% | 30.00%
Free of
Obstructions | Primary
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G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.E.A/L 17.60% 11.80% 35.30% | 35.30%
Tertiary 33.30% 11.10% 11.10% 11.10% | 33.30%
Total 10.00% 20.00% 10.00% 30.00% | 30.00%
Cleanliness | Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.EE.A/L 11.80% 23.50% 47.10% | 17.60%
Tertiary 33.30% 11.10% 11.10% 33.30% | 11.10%
Total 10.00% 16.70% 23.30% 36.70% | 13.30%
Street lights | Primary
G.C.E.O/L 100.00%
G.C.EE.A/L 17.60% 47.10% | 35.30%
Tertiary 11.10% 11.10% 77.80%
Total 3.30% 13.30% 26.70% | 56.70%
Shade Primary
G.C.E.O/L 25.00% 75.00%
G.C.E.A/L 23.50% 35.30% 41.20%
Tertiary 22.20% 66.70% 11.10%
Total 20.00% 43.30% 36.70%
Surface
Material Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% | 50.00%
G.C.E.A/L 5.90% 58.80% | 35.30%
Tertiary 22.20% 22.20% | 55.60%
Total 6.70% 3.30% 46.70% | 43.30%
Drainage Primary
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G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.E.A/L 11.80% 11.80% 23.50% 41.20% | 11.80%
Tertiary 33.30% 22.20% 33.30% | 11.10%
Total 16.70% 6.70% 26.70% 33.30% | 16.70%
Width of the
sidewalk Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% | 50.00%
G.C.EE.A/L 17.60% 35.30% | 47.10%
Tertiary 33.30% 22.20% 44.40%
Total 10.00% 10.00% 6.70% 26.70% | 46.70%
Location of
crossings Primary
G.C.E.O/L 50.00% 50.00%
G.C.E.A/L 23.50% 23.50% 35.30% | 17.60%
Tertiary 22.20% 22.20% 22.20% 22.20% | 11.10%
Total 26.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 13.30%
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Appendix XIII

Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the Level of

income in Maharagama

Neither
Level of Dissatisfied | Somewhat | satisfied Somewhat | Satisfied
Attrbutes
nor
Income dissatisfied | Dissatisfied satisfied
Safety 0-25000 11.10% 44.40% | 44.40%
While 25000-
walking 50000 9.10% 9.10% 27.30% | 54.50%
50000-
75000 16.70% 33.30% | 50.00%
Over 75000 50.00% | 50.00%
Total 3.30% 10.00% 36.70% | 50.00%
Safety 0-25000 33.30% 44.40% | 22.20%
25000-
at crossings | 50000 27.30% 36.40% | 36.40%
50000-
75000 16.70% 33.30% | 50.00%
Over 75000 25.00% 50.00% | 25.00%
Total 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% | 33.30%
Smoothness | 0-25000 33.30% 33.30% | 33.30%
25000-
50000 27.30% 36.40% 18.20% | 18.20%
50000-
75000 33.30% 33.30% | 33.30%
Over 75000 50.00% | 50.00%
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Total 6.70% 20.00% 13.30% 30.00% | 30.00%
Free of 0-25000 44.40% 22.20% | 33.30%

25000-
Obstructions | 50000 9.10% 18.20% 9.10% 54.50% 9.10%

50000-

75000 33.30% 66.70%

Over 75000 50.00% 25.00% | 25.00%

Total 10.00% 20.00% 10.00% 30.00% | 30.00%
Cleanliness | 0-25000 44.40% 55.60%

25000-

50000 9.10% 9.10% 27.30% 27.30% | 27.30%

50000-

75000 33.30% 33.30% 33.30%

Over 75000 50.00% 25.00% | 25.00%

Total 10.00% 16.70% 23.30% 36.70% | 13.30%
Street lights | 0-25000 33.30% | 66.70%

25000-

50000 9.10% 36.40% 9.10% | 45.50%

50000-

75000 33.30% | 66.70%

Over 75000 50.00% | 50.00%

Total 3.30% 13.30% 26.70% | 56.70%
Shade 0-25000 55.60% 11.10% 33.30%

25000-

50000 54.50% 9.10% 36.40%

50000-

75000 16.70% 33.30% 50.00%

85




Over 75000 25.00% 50.00% 25.00%
Total 43.30% 20.00% 36.70%
Surface 0-25000 66.70% | 33.30%
25000-
Material 50000 45.50% | 54.50%
50000-
75000 33.30% 50.00% | 16.70%
Over 75000 25.00% 75.00%
Total 6.70% 3.30% 46.70% | 43.30%
Drainage 0-25000 11.10% 33.30% | 55.60%
25000-
50000 27.30% 9.10% 45.50% 18.20%
50000-
75000 33.30% 16.70% 50.00%
Over 75000 50.00% 50.00%
Total 16.70% 6.70% 26.70% 33.30% | 16.70%
Width of the | 0-25000 11.10% 44.40% | 44.40%
25000-
sidewalk 50000 9.10% 18.20% 9.10% 18.20% | 45.50%
50000-
75000 33.30% 66.70%
Over 75000 25.00% 50.00% | 25.00%
Total 10.00% 10.00% 6.70% 26.70% | 46.70%
Location of | 0-25000 33.30% 44.40% | 22.20%
25000-
crossings 50000 18.20% 27.30% 27.30% 9.10% | 18.20%
50000- 50.00% 33.30% 16.70%
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75000
Over 75000 25.00% 25.00% 50.00%

Total 26.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 13.30%
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Appendix XIV

Table 4.23 Levels of satisfaction for different walkability attributes across the Level

of employment in Maharagama Area
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Employment Neither
Dissatisfied | Somewhat | satisfied Somewhat | Satisfied
Attrbutes
nor
dissatisfied | Dissatisfied | satisfied
Safety
While Professionals 27.30% 72.70%
walking Administration 14.30% 28.60% 57.10%
Labor
Business 8.30% 16.70% 50.00% 25.00%
Total 3.30% 10.00% 36.70% 50.00%
Safety at Professionals 72.70% | 27.30%
crossings Administration 14.30% 28.60% | 57.10%
Labor
Business 25.00% 33.30% 16.70% | 25.00%
Total 13.30% 13.30% 40.00% | 33.30%
Smoothness | Professionals 18.20% 9.10% 18.20% 27.30% | 27.30%
Administration 28.60% 42.90% | 28.60%
Labor
Business 41.70% 25.00% | 33.30%
Total 6.70% 20.00% 13.30% 30.00% | 30.00%
Free of Professionals 27.30% 9.10% 9.10% 27.30% | 27.30%
Obstructions | Administration 14.30% 42.90% | 42.90%
Labor




Business 33.30% 16.70% 25.00% | 25.00%
Total 10.00% 20.00% 10.00% 30.00% | 30.00%
Cleanliness | Professionals 27.30% 9.10% 9.10% 45.50% 9.10%
Administration 14.30% 42.90% 28.60% | 14.30%
Labor
Business 25.00% 25.00% 33.30% | 16.70%
Total 10.00% 16.70% 23.30% 36.70% | 13.30%
Street lights | Professionals 9.10% 9.10% 27.30% | 54.50%
Administration 14.30% 28.60% | 57.10%
Labor
Business 16.70% 25.00% | 58.30%
Total 3.30% 13.30% 26.70% | 56.70%
Shade Professionals 27.30% 36.40% 36.40%
Administration 57.10% 42.90%
Labor
Business 33.30% 50.00% 16.70%
Total 36.70% 43.30% 20.00%
Surface
Material Professionals 18.20% 45.50% | 36.40%
Administration 42.90% | 57.10%
Labor
Business 8.30% 50.00% | 41.70%
Total 6.70% 3.30% 46.70% | 43.30%
Drainage Professionals 36.40% 9.10% 36.40% | 18.20%
Administration 14.30% 28.60% 42.90% 14.30%
Labor
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Business 33.30% 41.70% | 25.00%
Total 16.70% 6.70% 26.70% 33.30% | 16.70%
Width of the | Professionals 27.30% 27.30% | 45.50%
sidewalk Administration 42.90% | 57.10%
Labor
Business 25.00% 16.70% 16.70% | 41.70%
Total 10.00% 10.00% 6.70% 26.70% | 46.70%
Location of | Professionals 18.20% 9.10% 18.20% 54.50%
crossings Administration 14.30% 28.60% 14.30% 42.90%
Labor
Business 41.70% 8.30% 25.00% 16.70% 8.30%
Total 26.70% 13.30% 20.00% 26.70% | 13.30%
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