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Abstract 

The City of Greater Geelong has been exploring walkability in an attempt to 

better cater for the walking dependant population, improve rates of walking 

in the overall population, and achieve better population health. At the same 

time we have sought to achieve better overall environmental performance 

while minimizing the cost to financial and health environment and 

community. 

In this pursuit we have produced a number of Guidelines and Toolkits 

related to specific circumstances including new-subdivisions, coastal 

environments and peri-urban environments. In development of these Tools 

have used similar analysis techniques to understand the social and 

landscape environments although these have been adapted to the task, the 

population and the place. 

Toolkits and Guidelines have been developed for unique environments. This 

paper illustrates these approaches and argues their efficacy.  

We argue for the thoughtful application of these in particular contexts, and 

tailored to meet the needs of particular places to ensure the most 

appropriate, and resource efficient outcomes for communities.  



 
There is a complex conversation to be had about the promotion of walking and 

construction of walking environments that support walking. We could of course 

simply restate and re-analyze factors evidenced both over the years, and across a 

myriad of micro-level studies (Leslie, E., Butterworth, I. et al.; 2006; p.56) and meta-

analysis (Frank, L. D., O Engelke, P. et al.; 2003; Krizek, D. K. J., Forsyth, D. A. et 

al.; 2009; Leslie, E., Butterworth, I. et al.; 2006) that have been proven to promote 

walkability. However we have chosen not to do this. This paper discusses our 

attempts to project walkability theory and practice into the future, to think beyond the 

current organization of urban environments, and explore particular qualities of 

walking environments that are likely to support more sustainable lifestyles and 

healthier people into the future in the context of a changing world. We think this 

developing conversation is particularly timely in the context of climate change and 

peak oil.  

The growing walkability platform of Greater Geelong (David Lock Associates; 2008a, 

2008b; David Lock Associates and PBAI; 2007) is but a small component of what 

should be a much broader exploration of the sustainable and environmentally 

supportive qualities of the public domain and in particular of walking environments. 

Geelong’s platform is pitched at renegotiating environmentally sensitive, and place 

appropriate, treatment of the public domain in a context that is thoughtful about, and 

supportive of, the promotion of health of a population located in a specific place.  

With the assistance of talented urban design consultants, David Lock Associates, 

Greater Geelong has developed a range of Toolkits and Guidelines applicable to 

specific places including coastal, new urban sub-divisions and peri-urban suburbs. 

Geelong is currently developing strategies in sprawling suburban environments and 



now for rural townships. Toolkits and Guidelines have been based on evidence of the 

local population’s walking activity and the specific qualities promoting or detracting 

from walkability more generally, in particular identified places.  

In developing this platform we have been conscious of dealing with evidence. For us 

this has involved exploring both current walking patterns and walkability of the 

environment more generally. It has involved taking into account traditional tools in 

walkability assessment including density, lot layout and connectivity, as well as 

location and appeal of destinations.  

Beyond traditional assessment techniques we have used other community planning 

and urban design methodologies to collect evidence and build solutions. We have 

examined the walkability context in a community’s current and potential future story, 

who they are and who they would like to be in the context of existing township ‘Vision 

Statements’(City of Greater Geelong; 2006b). We have examined elements of 

walkability in relation to a community’s current health and fitness, their population 

profile, and potential future health outcomes(Boyce, C.; 2007, 2009a). We have 

explored environmental and topographical benefits and dis-benefits of the physical 

geography in the context of social inclusion and social exclusion (David Lock 

Associates and PBAI; 2007; p.13). We have assessed environments in terms of their 

provision of key qualities in a hierarchy of public domain qualities; protection, comfort 

and enjoyment from the Gehls key works list for designing and detailing public space 

(David Lock Associates and PBAI; 2007; Gehls, J.; 1987). We have explored 

opportunities for interventions that change these qualities and change outcomes, at 

least in some part for most people, but particularly for those who are walking 

dependant (David Lock Associates; 2008b). We have consulted on potential 

strategies, and developed agreed hierarchies of need [and delivery of constructed 



footpaths] based on current and future potential health outcomes for a community, 

with that community. We are at the first stages of delivering on this platform.  

This paper explores our developing platform of place based methodologies and 

resultant Toolkits and Guidelines in the context of encouraging more thoughtful and 

place specific approaches to walkability into a future changing world.  

In a broader context the paper explores the strategy of developing Toolkits as one 

possible approach to delivering more holistic approaches to building better walking 

environments.  We argue that where the contents provoke thoughtful responses, and 

where they tailor responses to seamlessly address health, well-being and 

environmental needs of a population in a place, they have the capacity to deliver a 

triple bottom line and mutually beneficial solutions to communities.  

The Demonstrable Need for Change 

Geelong’s place in this conversation is not accidental. The initial evidence of need for 

more and better walking environments had been available to Council for some time. 

Over years Engineering Services documented requests for footpath construction in 

one location or another. In general these were requests from single residents, or 

perhaps an institution like a school, for a footpath to be constructed to meet their 

needs. Often these requests competed for funds with similar requests from others in 

the same sub-division or township. Most often there had been no particular priority 

attached to one request as opposed another, and no consistent strategic planning 

developed to distinguish between the role of any particular request compared to 

another in any overall network of footpaths delivering people to particular 

destinations. 



Over the last decade, footpaths, their qualities and state of repair, featured as an 

important issue for residents in the Greater Geelong Annual Local Government 

Survey Results (Wallis Consulting Group; 2008). It became clear that residents 

identified coastal and rural townships as having significantly different coverage of 

constructed footpaths compared with urban in suburban streets when walkability 

featured prominently as a theme in the Bellarine Peninsula Strategic Plan. This 

prominence of walkability throughout the Plan provided evidence of community’s 

broad recognition the importance of supportive walking environments and their 

potential impact on health, fitness and social inclusion and enjoyment of an 

environment (City of Greater Geelong; 2006b).  

The nature of different treatment is both historic and environmental. Whereas people 

generally associate built footpaths with urban environments, coastal and rural 

townships valued their relaxed and natural environment. However, for more than a 

decade the Bellarine Peninsula has been subject to rapid population growth, 

experiencing the ‘sea-change’ phenomenon. The context of debate around footpath 

coverage had changed with changing values, particularly as a result of rapid and 

uneven population growth. The growing population was characteristically older 

persons, many of who were increasingly mobility challenged, and most of whom 

were more conscious of the limitations of the built environment than holiday-makers 

and younger people. Over the decade professional and community understanding of 

the impacts of unimproved coastal walking environments on the growing aging 

population also grew.  

For the past five years at least, Council annually allocated approximately $5m per 

annum to footpath construction and reconstruction. In thinking through delivering on 

the Bellarine Peninsula community’s vision, it was clear that of this, a significant 



portion of the footpath budget allocation [more than 95%] was spent on footpath 

reconstruction and improvements. However this level of expenditure was not 

surprising as it fell into line with maintenance and repair obligations for existing 

infrastructure under the Roads Management Act (State of Victoria; 2004). Perhaps 

without intention, the Act had the impact of limiting both risk and obligation for 

amenity in environments without infrastructure in comparison to those with existing 

infrastructure. It became clear that it would be difficult to deliver significant new 

footpath length in places where no footpaths existed as a result of these obligations, 

without first adjusting our approach.  

Budget and legislative priorities were not the only impediment.  Community 

resistance had also been historic. Legislation provides for ratepayer contributions to 

footpath construction to supplement Council funding. Ratepayers are expected to 

contribute reasonably to any program of works under Special Rates and Charges 

scheme. The usual expectation has been for a 50% contribution of the costs for a 

1.5m wide footpath.  Often the length of blocks frontages, even in townships, meant 

the shared costs of footpath construction was particularly unattractive to residents no 

matter how attractive the notion of having a footpath might be. For some, the holiday 

nature of the property was a further complicating issue, and for others the 

constrained income of the pensioner or retiree resident clearly impacted. For some 

residents footpaths were unattractive and not in keeping with the environment 

making the success of any Special Rates and Charges scheme less likely. For 

Geelong, particularly in coastal townships contexts, additional considerations of low 

density and relatively low demand per capita remained central to persuasiveness 

and attractiveness of any footpath construction program in these environments. 



In environments waiting to be subdivided the challenge was different. We were keen 

not to repeat the mistakes of past sub-divisions including badly integrated 

subdivisions with limited permeability. Further, it was important for new environments 

to be designed to meet the challenges of the next fifty years at least, covering off on 

the term of the average lifetime of a footpath, and accounting for the almost 

permanent imprint of the cadastral pattern established at sub-division. 

For Geelong this challenge involved re-envisaging walking environments in the 

context of climate change, peak oil and with an eye to building increasingly 

sustainable communities. In our view these environments should be designed as 

more self-contained, to encourage reduced carbon footprints and limit car use where 

possible, to promote environmental values, to promote healthier lifestyles, and where 

successful was likely to result in better health outcomes for residents. In order to 

meet this challenge we needed to be certain that the step change in design was 

likely to deliver increased walking and improved health. 

It became clear that the challenge of delivering footpaths was one of systems 

change. It was also about building a persuasive body of work designed to intervene 

strategically in existing environments in order to deliver substantially different walking 

environments. These needed to be designed to account for environmental, health, 

density and cost constraints in different environments while delivering networks for 

all. They also needed to be able to demonstrably deliver on the environmental and 

health promises made through design. 

Our developmental approach 

The Platform of work was designed promote key education and learning 

opportunities in the design of improved walking environments in key delivery areas, 



across and range of professions within Council. Projects were designed to embed 

stepped systemic improvements in the quality of delivered walking environments  

In the coastal townships of St Leonards, Portarlington and Indented Head(David 

Lock Associates; 2008b), as in Leopold (David Lock Associates; 2008b) the task of 

developing the Guidelines and the Toolkit contained in the Leopold Strategic 

Footpath Network report was undertaken within existing environments and 

populations. These populations had identified walking or infrastructure to promote 

physical activity as a key priority for communities in the Bellarine Peninsula Strategic 

Plan [BPSP].  

 

One of the key overall strategies promoted opportunity for all residents to participate 

actively in community life and sought provision of infrastructure that allow life long 

walking to be a characteristic of Bellarine Peninsula communities including; 

Maintenance and improvements in safety of existing walking trails and footpaths; 

Development of additional walking trails/footpaths and improvement of accessibility 

for people of differing abilities. Targets for improvement included increasing the 

kilometres of walking trails on the Bellarine Peninsula; reducing incidents regarding 

footpaths; and increasing kilometres of accessible for all abilities footpaths (City of 

Greater Geelong; 2006a; p.18) Local communities has specific approaches to 

promoting walking in mind. For Portarlington these were the ‘provision of well 

maintained extensive walking and cycling tracks for recreational and shared access 

usage’. (p.80) Leopold’s community vision pitched the township as ‘an urban island, 

which offers clean air, health, education, recreation, employment and tourism 

opportunities for the community’.(p.60) For Indented Head the local community vision 

included the creation walking and cycling tracks that take in the beach and the 



wetlands creating a loop between Portarlington and St Leonards (p.56)and St 

Leonards sought ‘improved access for walkers and cyclists throughout the town’ was 

important (p.94).  

 

In Leopold our task was to deliver on clean air, improved community health and 

recreation. In Leopold we sough to test the notion of ‘strategic footpaths’(David Lock 

Associates and PBAI; 2007) while creating a basic Toolkit for a specific place with 

particular topographical, street layout and destination and community building 

organization challenges. It was intended that this Toolkit be adaptive to other 

environments and added to in design exercises over time.  

In developing the Guidelines our task was one of negotiating improvements to 

promote walkability, and in particular addressing accessibility and permeability of 

existing and well-loved seaside landscapes in existing communities with existing 

populations. This provided a common platform for locally designed implementation 

strategies that suited individual township priorities.  

The development of Toolkits and Guidelines were based on the collection of 

particular evidence about the environment they were located in, the health and well-

being of the current community who live there, and analysis of the issues 

encountered in walking around facing residents in these environments. 

In developing the Clause 56 Walkability Toolkit (David Lock Associates; 2008a) our 

task was a different one and was promotional in nature. The Toolkit was designed to 

convince planners and developers of the practice stretch required to transform 

otherwise potentially mediocre and less walkable sub-division proposals to 

environments that promoted enhanced walkability which induced walking. In order to 



do this we investigated the health evidence collected to date on factors effecting and 

promoting walkability as well as considering the social and health impact evidence 

on climate change. We sought to embed these concepts into the design of the public 

domain with a view to future proofing newer communities from some of the impacts 

of climate change to some extent.  

Collecting the health evidence and tailoring design to address that evidence 

Our first project developed an approach to what we were loosely describing as a 

‘Strategic Footpath’ in Leopold (David Lock Associates and PBAI; 2007). The initial 

project explored the existing footpath network in both design and broader social 

model of health terms looking for opportunities to intervene to improve the walking 

environment.  

The urban design report quoted health and well-being data, and then analyzed the 

landscape in consistent with the social model of health including discussion of social 

inclusion, social cohesion, social opportunity, community vitality and social 

interaction, equity and accessibility and the proposed design clearly addressed the 

issues as articulated.   

Analysis of the built environment was clearly articulated in reference to Jan Gehls 

typology of quality walking environments in terms of providing protection, comfort 

and enjoyment (David Lock Associates and PBAI; 2007; p.13; Gehls, J.; 1987) 

The use of maps in the spatial analysis of equity and social opportunity provided an 

illuminating and accessible opportunity to easily demonstrate the design intent and 

the quite palpable and immediate logic from current health status, health promotion 

strategy to design outcome (David Lock Associates and PBAI; 2007; p.7-10, 20, 24).  



Insert Figure 1 here 

Insert Figure 2 here 

As part of the design exercise we also undertook Leopold Strategic Footpath 

Network Health Impact Assessment [HIA] (Boyce, C. and Shelton, V.; 2008) 

assessing the qualities and decision making in  the proposed design. The purpose of 

these HIA deliberations was to determine whether interventions proposed were likely 

to result in better health outcomes, improved walking environments and prolonged 

encouragement of walking in the community. In the HIA we explored global evidence 

on walking and the promotion of physical activity appropriate to a peril-urban setting. 

We supplemented global and formal evidence with local evidence collected through 

a community survey on walking habits, health and well-being (Boyce, C.; 2007).  

Interestingly the community’s response indicated a relatively sophisticated 

understanding of the global health evidence on the increase in physical activity on 

fitness, health and overall community happiness. It also demonstrated the 

unequivocal impact that dispersed community infrastructure, major barriers including 

a highway and poor public transport can have on walking patterns in daily life. 

The HIA found that it would be difficult to make the walking environment any worse. 

It recommended a construction program that preferred some walkers ahead of others 

in light of the potential impacts improvements might have on older, less able and 

younger people dependant on walking for transport. It recommended a range of 

follow up and monitoring strategies to consider the nature of walking in the 

community post-build, assess any potential change in behaviors, and encourage us 

to think around promotional and other complimentary strategies.  



Although the process of undertaking this initial HIA was initially exploratory, the 

success of the exercise changed the way we developed footpath networks by 

embedding a discussion about health as a natural and upfront component of any 

project design. 

In designing ‘Guidelines for Walkable Coastal Environments’ (David Lock 

Associates; 2008b) we sought to explore an obviously different environment, coastal 

rather than peri-urban, and the impact on a particular class of walkers, older persons 

and those less able. The design exercise undertaken included a range of community 

participation exercises with maps to understand challenges in the current 

environment. It also included bus tours in each community to make sure we 

understood the issues raised by residents. We then sorted the information for 

common themes on which to build design solutions. These were tested both in 

consultation with the communities and with disability advocacy groups.  

The design solution palette resulted in robust discussion with community members 

and disability specialists over a range of possible solutions catering relatively better 

for some classes of people than others, and with some solutions being preferred by 

some groups. The Guidelines clearly identified limitations of all possible solutions, 

allowing decision makers the option of informed decision-making of the potential 

suitability of one approach in comparison to another. 

Addressing health considerations, particularly access to and inclusion in 

environments which promote daily physical activity, were central to this work were. 

Design solutions were deliberately inclusive to ensure a more equitable and 

accessible public domain, making it possible for everyone to enjoy their surroundings 

equally. Solutions were designed to be environmentally sensitive. They minimized 



disruption of current environments while supporting better, more inclusive and 

predictable solutions for walkers.  

The Guidelines promoted access to footpaths that were able to be fabricated in 

materials more in keeping with the surroundings, and could be adapted to account 

for the peculiarities of the surroundings including topography, indigenous and extant 

plantings and swale drains. They took account of seating and shade along popular 

routes supporting walking for those less able. They supported access to places to sit 

to enjoy the view supporting inclusion in the public domain, as well promoting its use 

and enjoyment. They supported access to commonly desired destinations including 

shops and beaches by suggesting traffic calming, road crossing and markers 

designed to slow traffic denoting activity strip limits.   

The Guidelines also took issue with road share recognizing the most common 

practice in coastal settings of walking on road surfaces by encouraging a more 

gentle and inclusive shared spaces. They promoted speed modifying solutions 

including shared streets, and on road gopher lanes. Through promoting access in an 

environmentally sensitive context, the work finely balanced health, social inclusion 

and environmental agendas. 

Designing networks incorporating the identified solutions in each community was a 

more complex task. In this we have been working with community groups thinking 

around where people walk and why, how fit and healthy people were generally, and 

the development of strategies to design around meeting the least able in each 

community. 



In each of the three Northern Bellarine communities (Boyce, C.; 2009b, 2009c, 

2009d), residents assisted in undertaking short surveys seeking information on age, 

fitness, health, places most walked to in contrast to places most difficult to walk to.  

From the surveys we have been able to identify and agree on a control group within 

the resident population of each community representing those least likely to be able 

to walk easily in their current surroundings.  In most communities we have been able 

to clearly identify differences between the control groups desires within the context of 

the environment and the broader populations desires. We have then been able to 

plan to strategically address the control group’s needs as a matter of priority. Again, 

as with resident information in Leopold, resident survey data reinforces activity 

centres and particularly shops that meet daily needs as primary destinations for all 

groups. In seaside communities other attractions including the beach are secondary 

destinations for those with increasingly limited mobility.  

The Clause 56 Walkability Toolkit was developed in a number of iterations. The first, 

‘Building Local Government Capacity to put Walkability Policy into Practice’ 

(Edwards, M., Butterworth, Dr I. et al.; 2008) resulted in a toolkit re-iterating all the 

accepted best practice standards for assessing walkability. However as discussed in 

‘The Expanded Walkability Toolkit Project’ (Duncan, C., Legare, D. E. et al.; 2009) 

this version failed to operationalize best practice information in a manner that made it 

valuable as a tool and readily incorporated into planning practice.  

The second iteration the Clause 56 Walkability Toolkit (David Lock Associates; 

2008a) took best practice health and walkability information, incorporated  local 

analysis, and massaged it into a more complex design response accounting for 

elements typologised in best practice design and walkability practitioner Jan Gehls 



work, ‘Life Between Buildings’ (1987). This version strategically addressed the 

walkability agenda, translating the qualities of walkability onto both health and 

environmental agendas. It was clearly pitched at extending current practice and 

using the walkability agenda to fundamentally change the content and quality of 

walking environments into the future. 

Until the evidence is unequivocal there will always a question about whether any of 

the Toolkits and Guidelines will deliver more walkable environments, and 

environments where more walking takes place as a result. Consequently we are 

proceeding relatively cautiously. The Clause 56 Walkability Toolkit is subject to a 

Department of Transport sponsored statewide evaluation. In this, as discussed in the 

paper ‘The Exapnded Walkability Toolkit, there are, and will continue to be issues of 

difference between current requirements and future envisaged environments, 

between planner’s expertise and health evidence, and even between planners and 

design strategies chosen to interpret an issue, or between strategic intent and 

current strategy(Duncan, C., Legare, D. E. et al.; 2009). There will also be issues 

with timing. For instance implementation is beset by high level and strategic 

questions including whether a single municipality implement a strategy like this 

before others without adding to the costs of development, and how saleable is the 

point of difference, and in which economic climate? 

Monitoring of use of infrastructure will also be done at a local level. In general it is 

more likely to illustrate different levels of community happiness, and increasing levels 

of accessibility with changed circumstances, rather than to demonstrate 

improvements in actual community health outcomes. However it is possible that by 

reference to the social model of health improved happiness and increasingly 

accessible environments could be used as a proxy for the potential improvements in 



actual health. Increased numbers of people walking during regular monitoring could 

be evidence of an overall improvement in healthy behavior, and thus indicative of 

overall improved community health outcomes. 

Building Toolkits as a strategy 

It could be argued that throughout the paper we have made a case for entirely 

unique and different treatment of different environments for different people. It is true 

that throughout development of Toolkits and Guidelines we have been conscious of 

the possibility of thoughtless, or inappropriate implementation of measures to support 

walking without understanding the community, or the place one is designing within.  

Our caution relates mainly to the potential impact of significant budget allocation 

without achieving significant impact on walkability or health.  Geelong’s Walk More 

Walk Safely Report(City of Greater Geelong; 2004) and VicHealth’s Viclanes Project 

(Kavanagh, A., Thornton, L. et al.; 2007; p.52) illustrate the uneasy and at times 

inverse relationship between the existence of built footpaths, even destinations, and 

the rates walking within a community (City of Greater Geelong; 2004; p.33). Our take 

on this message was that one size, or one approach, can never fit all environments 

or all populations, in stark contrast to the approach of provisions for footpaths in 

Clause 56 in the Victorian Planning Provisions (State of Victoria; 2008).  

We have however tried to build up a body of strategies; approaches to understanding 

that environment and that exponentially build on this project by project. In talking this 

approach we have been conscious that there are only a limited number of ways 

related techniques for addressing walkability can and should be applied.  In doing 

this we acknowledge the merit of meta-analysis that indicates only a finite number of 

solutions actually make a difference to rates of people actually walking.  



We are mindful however that the blanket application of these techniques without 

consideration of the environment, or the population one is dealing with has resulted 

in the installation of expensive infrastructure delivering few walkers, or in stark 

contrast of people walking despite the amenity provided. In providing a sustainable 

way forward we cannot be seen to repeat thoughtless and ultimately unsustainable 

mistakes. Pursuing an agenda that is not rule based but subjective by nature, and 

relying on others to implement it will always have its pitfalls and throw up curious 

resolutions to issues arising. However we hope that in doing this we have given 

people sufficient knowledge and insight into the task before them to be able to 

design increasingly better and increasingly appropriate environments. We hope that 

rigor built around pre-construction and post construction monitoring and evaluation 

will ultimately deliver walking environments that allow healthier people to more 

appropriately manage in the context of a changing future, where the outdoors is likely 

to be increasingly harsh, and the necessity to walk significant.  
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Figure 1 Equity Issues – Leopold Strategic Footpath Network, Page 20 

 

  



Figure 2 Social Landscape – Leopold Strategic Footpath Network, Page 24 
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