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“All truly great thoughts are conceived while walking.”

Friedrich Nietzsche
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A B S T R A C T
The global community is constantly seeking viable solutions to the problems created 
by degradation of urban area. A key factor in sustainable development is walking. In 
recent years the interest in the concept of walkability has been increased regarding the 
design of sustainable cities. Walkability expresses whether an area is attractive to 
pedestrian movement. In this study a methodological framework is presented for the 
analysis of urban pedestrian networks and the calculation of a walkability index using 
Geographic Information Systems (G.I.S.) for the municipality of Chalandri. At first,
using the method of video all the necessary data were collected, the width of 
sidewalks and any obstacle such as trees, pillars, vehicles etc. were written down, 
whereas their condition was also evaluated. Afterwards some maps were drawn 
following the proper process and by using ArcGis software. Utilizing techniques and 
methods of geospatial information and analysis useful conclusions were extracted
regarding the status of the network of sidewalks and also its correlation with 
individual objective values of the study area. In addition, the process of applying the 
walkability index that is based on the production and the management of raster
images, was held for three different cases of weights, distributed in the factors which 
affect it and were extracted notable conclusions about the walkability in the 
municipality of Chalandri. Finally, a comparison among the results for each case of 
weights has been conducted.
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