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OBJECTIVES

THE UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS URBANA-
CHAMPAIGN AIMS TO:

• INCREASE WALKABILITY ON CAMPUS

• INCREASE PHYSICAL ACTIVITY AND 
PROMOTE HEALTHY LIFESTYLES

• ENSURE THE SAFETY OF THOSE USING 
WALKWAYS

• MAKE OUR CAMPUS IS 100% ADA 
COMPLIANT



SUBDIVISIONS OF THE SITE OF INTERVENTION

29 MAP BLOCKS 120 MINI BLOCKS



SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE MICROSCALE ANALYSIS OF SUB-DIVISIONS
(DEFICIENCY REPORTING)

WALKABILITY AUDIT
DATABASE CREATION

ANALYZES THE GENERAL 
WALKABILITY OF A MAP-BLOCK 

IDENTIFIES SPECIFIC FAULTS 
WITHIN A MAP-BLOCK 



DEFICIENCY REPORTING STRUCTURE
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Poor connection to other 
networks

Discontinuity of sidewalk

Poorly lit sidewalk

No buffers present

Discontinuous sidewalk

Presence of obstruction 

Poorly maintained sidewalk

Absence of sloped curb cuts

Insufficient width

Absence of signage

Absence of crosswalk markings

Discontinuity of sidewalk

Insufficient shade

Insufficient landscape
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SURVEY DATA- VISUAL

2021 UI Campus 
Walkability Audit

177 RECORDS

2021 UI Campus 
Deficiency Survey

820 RECORDS

Records till Dec 20th



GENERAL SURVEY: WEIGHTED SCORING SYSTEM



GENERAL WALKABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE- QUESTIONS AND SCORE



GENERAL WALKABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE- QUESTIONS AND SCORE



GENERAL WALKABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE- QUESTIONS AND SCORE



CAMPUS PRIORITY MAP



WEIGHTED SCORES

PEDESTRIAN AND 

VEHICULAR CONFLICTS

MAP BLOCKS
Sidewalk 

Presence

Pedestrian 

Walking 

surface

Sidewalk 

Alternative

Sidewalk 

width

Sidewalk 

Capacity

Sidewalk 

Lighting
Conflicts

Crosswalk 

condition

Detectable 

Warning 

Details

Wheelchair 

access

Curb cut 

presence

Texture 

Differences
ADA ramps

Building 

entrances

Sidewalk 

Connectivity

Transit stop 

distance

Parking 

connectivity 

to walkways

Eyes on the 

street

Perceived 

safety

Pedestrian 

visibility 

along 

sidewalks

Pedestrian 

visibility 

along 

crosswalks

Landscaping Shade Aesthetics
Walk 

Appeal 
AVERAGE

1 5.0 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.3 4.7 3.2 3.9 4.7 4.0 4.7 2.8 4.3 4.8 5.0 4.7 5.0 4.8 4.8 5.0 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.5

2 5.0 3.1 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.1 3.2 4.6 2.5 4.1 3.4 3.3 3.5 4.6 4.6 5.0 2.6 3.7 4.1 4.6 2.5 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.7
3 4.9 3.5 4.5 4.1 4.2 4.6 1.7 4.3 5.0 3.1 4.2 3.9 4.4 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.5 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.3 4.1 4.5 4.7 4.4

4 5.0 2.8 5.0 3.7 3.0 3.5 2.7 3.7 5.0 2.0 4.7 3.7 4.2 4.2 4.7 5.0 5.0 3.5 4.0 5.0 4.7 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.2 4.0

5 5.0 3.4 3.5 4.5 3.8 4.1 2.8 3.5 4.7 3.0 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.4 5.0 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.2 5.0 4.8 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.9 4.1

6 5.0 3.3 2.5 4.0 2.7 5.0 4.2 3.5 4.3 3.0 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.3 5.0 4.0 4.2 5.0 5.0 3.3 3.3 3.7 3.7 4.0
7 5.0 4.1 4.1 4.9 4.9 3.9 2.9 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.6 3.1 4.4 4.6 5.0 4.4 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.4

8 4.2 3.4 5.0 3.8 3.0 4.6 1.8 4.2 5.0 3.4 5.0 4.6 3.8 3.6 4.6 4.6 5.0 2.4 4.2 4.2 4.6 2.6 4.2 3.8 4.0 4.0

9

10
11 2.7 2.7 2.1 3.4 4.0 3.6 3.4 2.8 4.6 2.4 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.1 3.6 4.4 4.2 3.0 3.7 4.6 4.4 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.6 3.5

12 4.5 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.0 2.5 4.5 5.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 4.3 4.3 5.0 4.8 5.0 3.8 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.3

13 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.6

14

15 5.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.2
16 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 3.5 4.2

17 3.0 2.0 1.7 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.3 5.0 2.3 5.0 3.0 4.3 4.0 2.3 4.3 5.0 0.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.7 1.7 3.0

18

19 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.4 0.0 3.0 2.4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.4 3.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 1.8 3.8 5.0 1.0 1.0 2.1
20 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

21 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.7 4.3 3.0 2.0 2.3 3.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.3 5.0 2.0 3.3 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.7 4.0 4.3 3.4

22

23
24 0.8 1.2 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 2.3 2.0 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.3 2.5 2.7 2.3 4.3 3.7 2.5 1.7 4.0 3.7 3.0 2.3 2.2 1.5 2.3

25 5.0 4.3 5.0 3.4 4.6 3.3 2.7 2.9 5.0 3.2 4.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 5.0 3.7 5.0 3.0 4.3 5.0 4.6 4.1 3.7 3.7 3.8 4.1

26 5.0 3.2 5.0 3.8 3.8 4.5 2.7 4.3 5.0 2.7 4.8 3.7 3.8 4.3 5.0 4.3 5.0 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.5 3.3 4.2 4.3 4.3

27

28 5.0 3.3 5.0 2.3 4.3 5.0 3.0 2.3 5.0 3.0 4.3 1.7 4.3 5.0 5.0 4.3 5.0 3.7 4.3 5.0 5.0 3.7 3.0 4.3 4.3 4.1
29 4.6 3.2 4.2 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.3 4.6 2.2 4.4 3.6 3.0 3.9 4.2 4.1 3.8 2.5 3.5 4.4 4.2 3.4 3.6 3.2 3.7 3.6

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES AND DESIGN CROSSWALKS UNIVERSAL ACCESSIBILITY TRANSIT AREAS SAFETY WALK APPEAL

Highest scoring map-blocks: 1, 3, 12, 13 
Lowest scoring map-blocks: 19, 24



SIDEWALK PRESENCE

SCORE: 4.2/5 

PEDESTRIAN WALKING SURFACE

SCORE: 3.3/5 



SIDEWALK ALTERNATE SIDEWALK WIDTH

SCORE: 3.9 / 5 SCORE: 3.8 / 5 



SIDEWALK CAPACITY SIDEWALK LIGHTING

SCORE: 3.8 / 5 SCORE: 3.6 / 5 



PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR CONFLICTS CROSSWALK CONDITION

SCORE: 2.9 / 5 SCORE: 3.3 / 5 



DETECTABLE WARNING DETAILS WHEELCHAIR ACCESS

SCORE: 4.4 / 5 SCORE: 2.9 / 5 



TEXTURE DIFFERENCES ADA TRAMPS

SCORE: 3.3 / 5 SCORE: 3.8 / 5 



BUILDING ENTRANCES SIDEWALK CONNECTIVITY

SCORE: 4.0 / 5 SCORE: 4.4 / 5 



TRANSIT STOP DISTANCE PARKING CONNECTIVITY TO WALKWAYS

SCORE: 4.4 / 5 SCORE: 4.8 / 5 



EYES ON THE STREET PERCEIVED SAFETY

SCORE: 3.4 / 5 SCORE: 3.8 / 5 



LANDSCAPING WALK APPEAL

SCORE: 3.8 / 5 SCORE: 3.7 / 5 



MAP BLOCK- OVERALL SCORES

Highest scoring map-blocks: 1, 3, 12, 13 
Lowest scoring map-blocks: 19, 24
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MAP 

BLOCKS
AVERAGE

MAP 

BLOCKS
AVERAGE

1 4.5 15 4.2
2 3.7 16 4.2
3 4.4 17 3.0

4 4.0 18

5 4.1 19 2.1

6 4.0 20 4.0

7 4.4 21 3.4
8 4.0 22

9 23

10 24 2.3
11 3.5 25 4.1

12 4.3 26 4.3

13 4.6 27
14 28 4.1

29 3.6

SCORE: 76/100



COMPARATIVE WALKABILITY INDICES OF BIG 10 UNIVERSITIES



LOWEST SCORING MAPBLOCKS

24

• Arboretum
• Japan House
• Pollinatarium
• Green spaces

• Dairy cattle 
research units

• Agricultural crop 
fields

19



HIGHEST SCORING MAPBLOCKS

03
• Beckman Institute
• Engineering laboratory
• Electrical Engineering 

dept.
• Grainger library

• Bardeen quadrangle
• Campus Instructional 

facility

01



HIGHEST SCORING MAPBLOCKS

13

• Recreation center
• Memorial stadium

• Armory
• South quad areas

• Krannert art museum
• Law College

12



 Develop a scoring system for the Walkability Audit (Mid Jan- Jan end)
a. Score each option of the survey questionnaire appropriately on a 5-point system. 

Consider adding negative points. 
b. Determine how to portray contextual questions

 Analyze the data collected for 2021 UI Campus Walkability Audit survey and 2021 UI 
Campus Deficiency Reporting survey (Feb- Mid Mar)
a. Identify the 7 criterions that affect walk score. Create priority list of the above 

criterions (High, Med, Low) and apply weightage to each (e.g., *3, *2, *1)
b. Identify Highest and lowest scoring map blocks
c. Identify the general trends seen in the university walk infrastructure. Visualize data 

using tools like graphs, charts, analysis maps, regression analysis, tables etc.
d. Create a final table of consolidated scores of each map block. Derive averages for each 

map block and each criterion

 Visualize the results

 Derive final walk score of the University (Mid Mar-April)

 Develop a priority list of sidewalk preservation and improvement projects and a set of 
recommendations to improve walking infrastructure based on data collected (Mid Mar-
April)

NEXT STEPS


