SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
1. Categorizations and codings
1.1. General study characteristics
1.1.1. Publication year
Publication years were grouped under 5-year periods (2005-2010, 2011-2015), except the last period (2016-2019) which consisted of 4 years. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for publication period of each publication included in the analysis.
1.1.2. Journal fields
Journals were categorized depending on the focus field mentioned in their own websites as: health-related, inter- or multi-disciplinary studies, transportation or urban studies, and environment- or geography-related journals (Table S1). 
See Table 4. in the manuscript for journal field of each publication included in the analysis.
Table S1. List of journals under each journal field
	Journal field and name of the journals
	# of publications
	
	Journal field and name of the journals
	# of publications

	Health
	90
	
	Environment or Geography
	4

	The International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity
	14
	
	Environment and Behavior
	2

	Preventive Medicine
	9
	
	Geographical Research
	1

	American Journal of Preventive Medicine
	7
	
	Transactions in GIS
	1

	Journal of Physical Activity & Health
	7
	
	
	

	BMC Public Health
	5
	
	Journal field and name of the journals
	# of publications

	Journal of Urban Health : Bulletin of the New York Academy of Medicine
	4
	
	Transportation or Urban Studies
	5

	American Journal of Health Behavior
	2
	
	International Journal of Sustainable Transportation
	1

	American Journal of Health Promotion : AJHP
	2
	
	Journal of the American Planning Association
	1

	American Journal of Public Health
	2
	
	Journal of Transport and Land Use
	1

	BMJ Open
	2
	
	Journal of Urban Planning and Development - ASCE
	1

	Journal of Environmental and Public Health
	2
	
	Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment
	1

	Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health
	2
	
	
	

	Preventing Chronic Disease
	2
	
	Journal field and name of the journals
	# of publications

	Appetite
	1
	
	Inter- or Multi-disciplinary Studies
	47

	Blood Purification
	1
	
	International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health
	13

	BMC Geriatrics
	1
	
	Health & Place
	11

	British Journal of Sports Medicine
	1
	
	Journal of Transport and Health
	8

	Canadian Journal of Public Health
	1
	
	Social Science & Medicine
	5

	Canadian Journal on Aging = La Revue Canadienne Du Vieillissement
	1
	
	PloS One
	3

	Cancer Epidemiology, Biomarkers & Prevention
	1
	
	Medicine and Science in Sports and Exercise
	2

	CMAJ Open
	1
	
	Environment and Planning B: Urban Analytics and City Science
	1

	Disability and Health Journal
	1
	
	Nature
	1

	Environmental Health Perspectives
	1
	
	Sustainability
	1

	European Journal of Public Health
	1
	
	International Journal of Health Geographics
	1

	Health Reports
	1
	
	Journal of Human Kinetics
	1

	International Journal of Public Health
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Aging and Health
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Community Health
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Environmental Health
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Obesity
	1
	
	
	

	Journal of Public Health
	1
	
	
	

	Lancet (London, England)
	1
	
	
	

	Malaysian Journal of Nutrition
	1
	
	
	

	Obesity Surgery
	1
	
	
	

	Pediatric Exercise Science
	1
	
	
	

	Population Health Metrics
	1
	
	
	

	Preventive Medicine Reports
	1
	
	
	

	Public Health
	1
	
	
	

	Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport
	1
	
	
	

	Risk Management and Healthcare Policy
	1
	
	
	

	Sports Medicine (Auckland, N.Z.)
	1
	
	
	

	Supportive Care Cancer
	1
	
	
	


1.1.3. Geographical context (study setting) 
Study settings were sorted under five groups: 1) Europe (including Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the UK), 2) Middle East and Asia (including Iran, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan), 3) Oceania (including Australia and New Zealand), 4) Latin America (including Brazil and Mexico), and 5) the United States and Canada. Besides, there were two studies [1, 2] conducted their analyses on multiple countries. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for study setting of each publication included in the analysis.
1.1.4. Demographic groups under study
We created four categories for demographic groups under study according to how they were defined in the original study as: all population, adults, young people, and older adults. The definition of adults varied vastly across studies as being older than a specific age without defining a maximum limit (e.g., older than 16, 18, 20, 25 or 45 years) or being within specific age intervals (e.g., 20-64, 20-70, 37-73, or 18-90 years). Under the young people group we included studies focusing on students (e.g., [3, 4]), adolescents (e.g., [5, 6]), children (e.g., [7, 8]), and toddlers (9). Most of the included studies defined older adults as people ≥ 65 years (besides a few that put the age limit at 70 or 75 years). There was one study that defined older adults as being over 55 years (10), and it was included under the older adults group in our analysis. 
In cases when the papers focused on specific groups (SG) without any information on age, like “cancer survivors” (11) or “anonymous participants from activity-oriented mobile phone application” (12), then we included them under the “all population” category. However, when they defined an age group among the SG, such as “female adults with Body Mass Index between 21-39.9” (13), “healthy recent Cuban immigrants between 30-45 years” (14), or “employed adults” (15) then we included these in the related age group categories (in these cases in the adults group). 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for demographic groups under study in each publication included in the analysis. 
1.2. Characteristics of the study design
1.2.1. Research design
Studies providing results from both cross-sectional and longitudinal data were coded as “mixed”. See Table 4 in the manuscript for research design of each publication included in the analysis. 
1.2.2. Spatial data collection method
We have only included publications using objective methods to operationalize walkability in this review. Studies using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or environmental/ street audits for spatial data collection were coded accordingly either as “GIS” or “audit”. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for spatial data collection method of each publication included in the analysis. 
1.2.3. Outcome data collection method
Studies using objective methods to collect their outcome data (e.g., accelerometer, GPS devices) were coded as “device” and the ones using subjective methods (e.g., interviews, travel diaries) were coded as “self-reported”. Those using both methods were coded as “mixed”. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for outcome data collection method of each publication included in the analysis. 
1.3. Characteristics of walkability measures
1.3.1. Operationalization of walkability
Publications were coded under “index” category when they 1) used one existing index or a combination of many (e.g., the walkability index of Frank et al. (2010) (16), WalkScore…), 2) created their own indexes, or 3) used separate variables and presented their results as a score. If a study used separate variables or an environmental audit, and provided results separately for each variable, then it was coded under the “separate variables” category. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for the operationalization of walkability in each publication included in the analysis.
1.3.2. Walkability variables used
Mostly, studies used more than one variable to measure walkability and each variable was grouped under the relevant category. All variables used in indexes or environmental/street audits (sometimes more than 80 variables in a single audit) were coded one by one under each corresponding category for a detailed understanding of operationalization of walkability. 
Variables used in studies were grouped under eleven categories as 1) Population density, 2) Activity and destination density/ access to services, 3) Socioeconomic characteristics, 4) Land use characteristics, 5) Street connectivity, 6) Topographic characteristics, 7) Street design, 8) Safety from traffic, 9) Safety from crime, 10) Transportation accessibility, and 11) Greenery. 
Variables were included in the abovementioned categories as they were used in the original study or according to their relevance. When the original study included a variable under a category which is similar to ours, then the categorization was done accordingly. However, this was not the case all the time. For instance, variables such as presence of shopping mall, schools, restaurant, fitness center, religious institution, post office, etc. used in the Pedestrian Environment Data Scan (PEDS) audit would have been included under “activity and destination density/access to services” category in our analysis, however in the original study (17) these were related to and included under the land use category, so we also have included them under “land use characteristics” category in our study. Similarly in the same audit, cul-de-sac or permanent street closing was included under “safety from crime” category in the original study and thus in our analysis, although other variables related to cul-de-sac/ dead-end streets from other studies were included under “street connectivity” category.
Lastly, WalkScore and StreetSmart WalkScore indexes were coded under “activity and destination density/ access to services” category since both of them were mainly based on the distance to destinations/ amenities, while TransitScore index was coded under “transportation accessibility” category due to its specific focus. 
See Table S2. for walkability variables included under each category and used in each publication included in the analysis.
1.4. Spatial extent and unit
1.4.1. Spatial extent
Spatial extents used in studies were coded as they were mentioned in the original publication (e.g., residential, school site or workplace). Studies using other spatial extents such as daily walking itineraries, entire cities, or routes to parks were coded under “other” category. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for spatial extent used in each publication included in the analysis.
1.4.2. Spatial unit
For spatial units, studies used buffers, administrative units (e.g., postal codes, municipal levels, neighborhood boundaries/units, etc.) and statistical units (e.g., census groups, statistical areas/ districts/ sectors, etc.). Studies using units such as street segments, country level, or enrollment zones were coded as “others”. Finally, studies using more than one spatial unit (e.g., buffer+ census block group) were coded as “combination”. 
See Table 4 in the manuscript for spatial extent and unit used in each publication included in the analysis.
1.4.3. Buffer type and size
When studies used more than one buffer type or size (e.g., for sensitivity analysis), each was coded separately under the corresponding group. Buffer distances provided in studies as miles were converted to meters (1 mile=1,609.34 m) and included in the closest group (e.g., studies using 0.5 miles were included in the group of 800 m). Unless otherwise specified, studies using WalkScore (including Street Smart and Transit WalkScore) were accepted to be using 2,500 m (≈1.5 miles) buffers as it was stated in the methodological information provided in their official website (https://www.walkscore.com/methodology.shtml). Regarding their buffer types, unless otherwise specified, those using WalkScore and TransitScore were coded as circular buffers, and those using StreetSmart WalkScore were coded as street network buffers depending on the information provided in their aforementioned website. 
For a better interpretation of the results, we also grouped buffer sizes into two groups as: 1) equal to and less than 1,000 m, and 2) greater than 1,000 m, depending on the findings of previous studies stating that older adults’ physical activity (PA) was related to walkability within 1,000 m buffers [18, 19] and to other built environment features in smaller buffer sizes (20).
See Table 4 in the manuscript for buffer types and sizes used in each publication included in the analysis.
1.5. Associations found between walkability and walking

[bookmark: _Hlk83721590]For studies using indexes/scores, the associations were mostly clear and coded accordingly as positive, negative, or no association. When studies provided results for each walkability variable separately and when the difference between the number of associations found between walkability variables and outcomes was greater than one (e.g., three positive, and one negative association), then the majority defined the final decision for that paper as either positive, negative, or no association (in this case it was positive). In the cases where the difference is not clear (e.g., three positive, three negative, and two no association) then they were coded as partial. Additionally, studies providing different results for different buffer sizes (e.g., for sensitivity analysis) or different walking-related outcomes (e.g., transportation walking, leisure walking…) were also coded as “partial”. Finally, studies presenting results for different population subgroups (e.g., female vs. male) or for different settings in the study (e.g., different cities in a country) were coded as “mixed”.

See Table 4 in the manuscript for associations found between walkability and walking-related outcomes in each publication included in the analysis.
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Table S2. Walkability variables used in analyzed publications focusing on older adults vs. general population
	Walkability variables
	Reference

	POPULATION DENSITY
	 

	Population density
	Older adults
(21,22)
General population
(15,23–37)


	Residential density
	Older adults 
(10,18,38–46) 
General population 
(2,4,47–56,5,57–66,6,67–76,7,77–86,8,87–96,11,97–100,13,16,23)


	Household density
	Older adults 
(101)
General population 
(102)


	Residential dwelling density
	General population 
(32,103,104)

	More dwelling units per acre of the parcel
	Older adults
(19)

	Single family residential (SFR) parcel count
	General population
(105)

	Acres of SFR land
	General population
(105)

	ACTIVITY AND DESTINATION DENSITY/ ACCESS TO SERVICES
	 

	Job/ business density
	General population
(26,35,66)

	SFR parcels less than 4 miles to commercial use
	General population
(105)

	Fast food outlets
	General population
(4)

	More grocery store restaurant or retail clusters in 1km buffer
	Older adults
(19)

	Fewer grocery stores or markets in 1km buffer
	Older adults
(19)

	Local destinations
	General population
(75)

	Neighborhood destinations
	General population
(99)


	Destination accessibility
	General population
(27,79)

	Retail floor area ratio
	Older adults
(18,38,39,41–43,101)
General population
(5,16,64,68,70–72,75,78,81,82,84,37,85–89,92,98,102,103,47,51,53,55,59,62,63)


	Access to retail areas
	General population
(24)

	Shopping malls
	General population
(4)

	Acres of commercial land
	General population
(105)

	Number of shopping malls in 1km buffer
	General population
(106)

	Total floor area of shopping mall in 1km buffer
	General population
(106)

	Recreation facilities
	General population
(4)

	Private recreation density
	Older adults
(39)

	Number of private recreational facilities
	General population
(5)

	Density of mix of recreational facilities /km2
	General population
(35)

	Mix of recreational facilities
	General population
(26)

	Fitness facility density
	General population
(66)

	Distance to school
	General population
(79)

	Smaller size of closest office complex
	Older adults
(19)

	Longer distance to closest office mixed use complex
	Older adults
(19)

	Fewer educational parcels in 1km buffer
	Older adults
(19)

	WalkScore 
	Older adults
(107,108)
General population
(1,12,102,109–117,13,118–127,14,128–130,15,27,28,31,33,84)


	StreetSmart Walkscore
	Older adults
(131–133)
General population
(115,134–137)


	Market concentration/ market monopoly
	General population
(30)

	Stores within easy walking distance from home – Irvine-Minnesota Inventory (IMI audit)
	General population
(138)

	Many places to go within easy walking distance from home- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Employment density
	General population
(23)

	Retail service / job density
	General population
(23)

	SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
	 

	Residential property values
	General population
(66)v

	Socioeconomic status
	General population
(79)

	LAND USE CHARACTERISTICS
	 

	Residential percentage
	General population
(9)

	Land use mix
	Older adults
(10,17,43–46,101,18,21,22,38–42) 
General population
(2,4,29,32–34,36,37,47–50,5,51–55,57–61,6,62–65,67–72,7,73–78,80–83,11,84–93,13,94–100,102–104,15,138–140,16,25)


	Land use intensity
	Older adults
(38)

	Walkable land use mix
	Older adults
(21)

	Number and variety of land uses
	Older adults
(141)

	Proportion of mixed land use
	General population
(32)

	Land use mix and diversity
	General population
(8,50)

	Single family home detached - Pedestrian Environment Data Scan (PEDS audit)
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Single family home duplex semidetached -PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Town house terrace row house- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Flat apartments more than 3 stories- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13) 


	Mobile homes caravan parks cabins- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Post office police station courthouse- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Hospital medical facility- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Retail shops restaurants- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Office institutional- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Hotel hospitality- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Industrial area- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Vacant undeveloped areas- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Gas service station- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Big box shop- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Shopping mall- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Strip mall row of shops- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Plaza square park playground landscaped open space- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Public space other- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Gym Fitness center- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Movie theatre- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Recreational other- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Harbor marina- PEDS audit
	 
Older adults
(17)

	Nature feature- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Open field golf course- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Lake pond- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Stream river canal creek- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Ocean beach- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Mountain Hills- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Community center library- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Museum auditorium concert hall theater- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Religious institution- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Art or craft galleries- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Restaurants- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Coffee shops- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Corner store- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Primary middle or junior high school- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Highschool- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	School other- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Day care center- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Vertical mixed use- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Parking structure- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	STREET CONNECTIVITY
	 

	Three way intersection density
	General population
(32)

	Four way intersection density
	General population
(32)

	Intersection count
	General population
(90,105)

	Street density
	Older adults
(142)
General population
(23,29)



	Street connectivity /intersection density
	Older adults
(10,18,45,46,101,142,22,38–44)
General population
(2,4,27,28,30–34,36,37,47,5,48–57,7,58–64,67–69,8,70–79,9,80–89,11,91–100,13,102–104,143,144,16,25)


	Road-based intersection density
	General population
(55)

	Connectivity
	Older adults
(145)
General population
(143)


	Street intersection
	General population
(15,65,66)

	Connected node ratio
	General population
(9,37,146)

	Miles of roads
	General population
(105)

	Average block area
	General population
(50)

	Average block length
	General population
(9,37)

	Block length
	General population
(143)

	Smaller size of block where residence is located
	Older adults
(19)

	Path cycleway length
	General population
(26,35)

	Road density
	General population
(24,146)

	Number of cul-de-sacs
	General population
(146)

	Cul-de-sac density
	General population
(65)

	Number of junctions
	General population
(146)

	Segment has dead-end- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Segment continues- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Road dead-ends but path continue- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Footpath based intersection density
	General population
(55)

	Path continuity- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Sidewalk completeness continuity- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Sidewalks continuity to other sidewalks crosswalks- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Direct route- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Short distance between intersections- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Presence of many alternative routes for getting from place to place -IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Few or no cul-de-sacs streets- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Area of neighborhood including in 1km buffer
	General population
(106)

	Ratio of three or four way intersections
	General population
(23)

	Total length of retaining wall of apartment complex
	General population
(106)

	Presence of alley- IMI audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Pedestrian access point through cul-de-sac- IMI audit
	Older adults
(17)

	TOPOGRAPHICAL CHARACTERISTICS
	 

	Land slope sloping streets
	General population
(31)

	Hills
	General population
(139)

	Flat area- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Slight hill- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Steep hill- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Gradient steepness- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Steep slope- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	STREET DESIGN
	 

	Road conditions materials uniformity- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Path obstructions- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Parking on and off street- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Pedestrian amenities
	General population
(13,75)

	Way finding aids- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Sidewalk density
	General population
(9,37,66)

	Sidewalk length
	General population
(26,106)

	Sidewalk availability
	General population
(140)

	Presence and width of sidewalks
	Older adults
(141)

	Sidewalk length density in meters/ km2
	General population
(35)

	Informal pedestrian network PEDSHED
	General population
(3,144)

	Walkshed area
	General population
(26,35)

	Paved trail- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Sidewalk coverage
	Older adults
(145)

	Footpath density
	General population
(146)

	Effective walkable area
	General population
(146)

	Sidewalk coverage design material
	General population
(139,147)

	Street amenity shady trees streetlamps shops
	General population
(13,147)

	Total length of trails in 1km buffer
	General population
(106)

	Total length of streets with pedestrian sidewalks (m)
	General population
(106)

	Ratio of pedestrian sidewalks
	General population
(106)

	Total length of pedestrian zones
	General population
(106)

	Geometry of street canyons
	General population
(12)

	Footpath- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Footpaths complete on both sides- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Benches chairs- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Public restroom- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Footpath shade- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Bus stop with seating- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Bus stop without seating- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Path type- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Path surface type- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Width/ number of path lane- PEDS audit
	General population
(13,99)

	Width of the street- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Vehicle parking- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Curb type- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Street maintenance
	General population
(139)

	Cleanliness litter - PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Articulation in building designs- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Neighborhood maintenance
	General population
(139)

	Interesting sights
	General population
(139)

	Beauty aesthetics
	Older adults
(141)
General population
(75,139)


	Upkeep
	General population
(147)

	General maintenance- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Attractiveness of segment- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Interesting urban design- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Open view- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Attractiveness of the view- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Path maintenance- SPACES audit
	General population
(13,99)

	Many interesting things to look at while walking- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Many attractive natural sights- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Attractive buildings homes- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Enclosure- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Pleasantness
	Older adults
(17)

	Available street parking, parking availability
	Older adults
(141)

	Other sidewalks greenbelt trails paths- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	Access to public space- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Pedestrian street closed to cars- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Powerlines along segment- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Bicycle lane- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	SAFETY FROM TRAFFIC
	 

	Traffic volume
	Older adults
(145)
General population
(13,99)


	Bike or Pedestrian path- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Vehicular traffic exposure
	General population
(3,144)

	Low road speed distance to roads with speed limit
	General population
(37)


	Traffic circle roundabout- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Median strip- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	So much traffic along nearby streets
	General population
(138)

	Usually slow speed of traffic on most nearby streets- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Speed limits- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Ratio of high speed roads around schools
	General population
(79)

	Traffic speed- SPACES audit
	General population
(99)

	Traffic safety
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(138,139,147)


	Traffic control devices- SPACES audit
	General population
(13,99)

	Presence of crosswalks and pedestrian signals help walkers cross
	General population
(138)

	Most drivers exceed the posted speed while driving- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Street crossing- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
General population
(13)


	White line- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Colored line- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Pedestrian crossing zebra- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Different road surface- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Refuge island- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Vehicle lanes- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Marked midblock crossing- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Posted speed limit- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Speed bump hump raised crosswalk- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Curb bulb out curb extension- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Curb cuts in segment- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Traffic signal- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Stop sign- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Give way sign- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Pedestrian activated signal- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Pedestrian overpass underpass bridge- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Traffic signs at the intersection
	General population
(140)

	Crossings
	General population
(139,140)

	Hard buffer between road and path- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Soft buffer between road and path- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	Pedestrian safety
	General population
(75)

	Presence of driveways in the segment- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	SAFETY FROM CRIME
	 

	Bars nightclubs- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Front porch- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Prominence of garages- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Graffiti- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Litter- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Well lit streets at night- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Pedestrians, bikers easily seen by people in their homes- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Presence of high crime rate- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Crime rate makes it unsafe to walk at night- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Gang activity- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Groups of teenagers or adults hanging out causing trouble- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	House or place you suspect drug dealing occurs- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Activity level visible persons from age groups in the segment
	Older adults
(141)

	Other pedestrians
	General population
(139)

	Personal safety
	General population
(139)

	Safety from crime
	Older adults
(17)

	Total crime
	General population
(31)

	Cul-de-sac or permanent street closing- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Lighting
	General population
(13,140)

	Must you walk through a parking lot to get to most buildings- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	TRANSPORTATION ACCESSIBILITY
	 

	Transit access
	General population
(140)

	Number of public transit bus routes
	General population
(87)

	Subway stop density
	General population
(25,85)

	Density of rail transit stops
	General population
(27)

	Public transportation access
	Older adults
(145)

	Density of public transit stations
	General population
(7,35,65)

	Bus stop density
	General population
(25,26)

	Public transportation density
	General population
(2)

	Distance to the nearest transit stop
	General population
(2)

	Transportation infrastructure quality
	Older adults
(141)

	TransitScore
	General population
(109,115)

	Transit stops within easy walking distance from home- IMI audit
	General population
(138)

	Accessibility
	Older adults
(17)

	Transit facilities- PEDS audit
	General population
(13)

	GREENERY
	 

	Amount of street greenery
	General population
(12)

	Acres of tree canopy
	General population
(105)

	Greenness Normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI)
	General population
(15,29)

	Number/count of parks
	Older adults
(39)
General population
(2,4,5,65,66,87)


	Park access
	General population
(24)

	Trees and greenery
	General population
(139)

	Distribution of parks greenspaces
	Older adults
(145)

	Proportion of greenspace
	General population
(26,35)

	Public park density
	General population
(23)
Older adults
(10)

	Park type mix
	General population
(26)

	Density of mix of park types/ km2
	General population
(35)

	Area of parks in neighborhood/ km2
	General population
(106)

	Ratio of area of parks in neighborhood
	General population
(106)

	Ratio of area of parks in neighborhood including 1 km buffer/ km2
	General population
(106)

	Park playground- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Playing or sport field- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Public garden- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Forest bush- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)

	Street trees- PEDS audit
	Older adults
(17)
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