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Abstract: The evaluation of pedestrian-friendly greenways has enriched the research content of greenways, and
the evaluation results can provide a scientific basis for the planning and construction of greenways. In this paper,
we take the Purple Mountain greenways of Nanjing as an example and, on the basis of sorting out the concept
of pedestrian-friendly greenways, evaluate the pedestrian-friendly levels of the greenways in each section with
the analytic hierarchy process. The result shows that although the overall pedestrian-friendliness of the Purple
Mountain greenways is high, there are large differences between various sections. Besides, under the premise
of high quality green road construction, pedesrians are more concerned with the accessibility, safety, clear sign
system, comfortable service facilities and visual landscape of the greenways, and do not care much about the
functional elements of the greenways. Therefore, in the planning and construction of urban leisure greenways, on
the premise of satisfying the walking function, we should put sound walking experience in the first place, rather
than paying too much attention to the formal beauty of greenways.
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Overview of greenways around Purple Mountain of Nanjing
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Tab. 1 Importance level and intensity value
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Tab. 2 Pedestrian—friendly evaluation index system and method of greenways around Purple Mountain
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Tab. 3 Evaluation factors, criteria and scores
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Tab. 5 Results of comprehenisve pedestrian—friendly evaluation of Purple Mountain greenways
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