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[Abstract] Understanding the street environment charac—
teristics which affect pedestrians’ walking experience can pro—
vide basis for the design and improvement of street environment.
Eighteen streets ( thirty six walking cross sections) of Nanjing
are selected. A street environment survey and a walking experi-
ence survey are conducted to gather data. Seventeen street envi—
ronment characteristic variables in three categories ( e. g. side—
walk related variables frontage building related variables and

roadway related variables) are designed. Four factors (e. g. the
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vehicle space factor the street interface enclosure factor the
street environment factor and the walking space factor) are ex—
tracted from these variables using explanatory factor analysis. An
Ordered Logit Model considering personal rating preference is
used to estimate walking experience scores. The model result
shows that the four factors and personal rating preference have
significant effects on walking experience scores. Seventeen street
environment characteristic variables which form the four factors
are analyzed. The suggestions for improving walking experience
of streets are proposed.
[Key words ]

walking experience; street environment;

survey design; exploratory factor analysis; Ordered Logit Model
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