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Results: Walk for transportation purposes

Outcome: Household-level decision to participate in 2 1 home-based walk trip for transportation purposes

Indicator Name Direct Effect p-value Total Effect
Number of children under 6 years 0.04 0.05 0.04
Number of children 6 years or older 0.15 0.00 0.15
Number of adults 0.10 0.00 0.07
Annual Income: $50,000 to $99,999 -0.06 0.04 -0.06
Annual Income: $100,000 or more -0.08 0.01 -0.11
Household workers: 3 or more -0.05 0.01 -0.05
Education: Graduate degree 0.05 0.10 0.09
Vehicles per licensed driver -0.05 0.00 -0.11

Transit passes per adult

Bikes per person 6 years or older 0.03 0.04 0.06

[SmartGrowth Neighborhood ] [ 0.22 ] [ 0.00 ] [ 0.26 ]




Results: Walk for discretionary purposes

Outcome: Household-level decision to participate in 2 1 home-based walk trip for discretionary purposes

Indicator Name Direct Effect p-value Total Effect

Number of children under 6 years

Number of children 6 years or older 0.06 0.01 0.06
Number of adults 0.08 0.00 0.05
Annual Income: $50,000 to $99,999

Annual Income: $100,000 or more

Household workers: 3 or more -0.04 0.03 -0.04
Education: Graduate degree 0.05 0.09 0.07
Vehicles per licensed driver

Transit passes per adult -0.03 0.04 -0.02

Bikes per person 6 years or older

[SmartGrowth Neighborhood ] [ 0.15 ] [ 0.00 ] [ 0.17 ]




Conclusions

Study contributions and potential implications

* Introduced second-order construct of smart growth reflecting three key tenets
e Provided planners an identified set of indicators reflecting built environment efficiencies
e Guide land development discussion away from contentious debates focused on density
e Demonstrated link between smart growth residential environments and walking

e Strong direct and total effect on household-level choice to participate in a walk trip
* Highlight continued prospect of smart growth policies facilitating more physical activity

Next steps

e Additional non-built environment variables and complexity to SEM analysis
e Sociodemographic and economic characteristics as formative construct
e Hierarchical framework to model individual-level travel behaviors

e Further attention to choice of geographic scale used to operationalize indicators
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