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1. Introduction

Pedestrians distracted due to misbehaviour are very common in public places. Today,
most of the pedestrian involved accidents are caused due to misbehaviour and such
accidents increase rapidly. Pedestrian distraction is caused by a range of factors,
ranging from munching while walking to the use of multimedia tools. In recent years,
multimedia tools have become essential to many people. However, there are adverse
effects when these are used at inappropriate times such as the use of mobile phones
for calls or for texting while crossing the road. Therefore, this study focused on
guantifying the behaviour distracting by different pedestrian categories in
different pedestrian facilities in the Kandy town area.

2. Methodology

This research was carried out under eight main stages. Two methods were adopted in
data collection for the study. A headcount was taken of pedestrians who walk or cross
roads while doing some distracting activity and a questionnaire was poses to samples
of pedestrians in selected places.

Distracting activities in which most pedestrians in Kandy town engage were
identified through pre-surveys. Some distractions such as talking with pavement
hawkers in safe locations may have an indirect effect on other road users. However,
there are adverse effects when that activity was done in unsafe locations.

At the time of selecting survey locations, both high and low traffic congestion areas
were selected to achieve accuracy of the results. The duration of data collection was
considered as a constant and data was collected during peak traffic hour. A coding
system was used to record behaviour of pedestrians. To analyse data collected in the
headcount survey, descriptive and statistical analyses were carried out. For the
guestionnaire survey, only descriptive analysis was carried out. The main target was
to graphically represent variation of unsafe behaviour with respect to gender, age and

-31-



R4TLI Conference Proceedings 2017
Paper Reference: R4TL (17) - A13

pedestrian category. Proportion test in R software was used to analyse data
statistically for samples in which the size was greater than 10.

Hypothesis used for statistical analysis is as follows;

v Ho = Have Equal probability to engage in distracting activity
v Hi = Do not have equal probability to engage in distracting activity

If p—Value < 0.05 =———) Ho is rejected

Finally, considering all collected data, a model sample for a Kandy town was created.

3. Results

According to the questionnaire survey, males are more susceptible to distraction than
females in walking while both are much less susceptible to distraction while crossing.
School age pedestrians show a higher probability to walk while distracted. Using a
mobile phone for calls or text messages is a more frequent cause of distraction
compared to other distractions. This behaviour accounts forl0% of all distractions
faced by male and school-age pedestrians alike when walking and around 2% when
crossing.

According to the headcount survey, pedestrians in Kandy town are likely to use their
mobile phones or to munch while walking or crossing the road.

Considering other distractions, using mobile phone for call was a general distraction
at all locations selected for this research. According to the headcount survey data,
younger males are more susceptible to such distraction. Relative to crossings,
pedestrians are likely to be distracted when walking along walkways. According to
the analysis, distracted young male pedestrians are less than 5% compared to rest
even in highly congested areas. Seven percent of Male pedestrian category found to
have a distraction only in the unsafe location of an overpass. Considering pedestrian
walkways at popular attractions in Kandy town, around 3% of middle-aged male
pedestrian categories were more susceptible to distraction. 16% of female pedestrians
were distracted on pedestrian walkways in the mid-town region.

In the pedestrian walkway, outside of the town area, young male pedestrian categories
were relatively more likely to engage in distracted behaviour.

At 0.05 significance level, pedestrians were likely to be distracted at zebra crossings
for most of the time compared to unsafe crossing.

Considering the pedestrian volume of the town, 53% of male, 46% of middle age are
the main users. Among pedestrians, 96% cross the road without engaging in any of

-32-



R4TLI Conference Proceedings 2017
Paper Reference: R4TL (17) - A13

distracting activity. However, nearly 20% of pedestrians cross the road at unsafe
locations.

4. Conclusion

Finally, it could be seen that young male pedestrian category are more susceptible to
do distracted behaviour. Hence, their risk of accidents may be higher than that of
other pedestrian categories. Considering other distractions, using mobile phones for
call is a general distraction throughout the town. In accordance with the variation in
behaviour by pedestrian facility, more pedestrians use walkways while distracted than
they do crossings.

The present study was carried out for crossings and walkways only. Hence, the future
studies can pay more attention to other public places as well. Moreover, there may be
a direct relationship between these misbehaviours and the occurrence of accidents.
Hence, paying adequate attention to such incidents may allow for the control of
pedestrian accidents.
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6. Appendices

Appendix A: Questionnaire Survey Paper
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Figure A.1: Questionnaire Survey Paper
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Figure A.1: Questionnaire Survey Paper (contd.)
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