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estimated jointly with the model parameters β. This determination is �. If ε is 

�(� = 1) = Ф(−��)�(� = 2) = Ф(µ� − ��) − Ф(��)�(� = 2) = Ф(µ� − ��) − Ф(µ� − ��)�(� = 3) = Ф(µ� − ��) − Ф(µ� − ��)�(� = 4) = Ф(µ� − ��) − Ф(µ� − ��)�(� = 5) = Ф(µ� − ��) − Ф(µ� − ��)�(� = 6) = 1 − Ф(µ� − ��)
Ф(.) is the cumulative normal distribution.
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3.3.3. Estimating the influence of pedestrian facilities on PLOS  

fitting linear model under ‘stats’ package 
respect to all variables using ‘margins’ package 

≠ 1)

4. Results and Discussion  
4.1. Influence of roadway conditions on PLOS 

‘comfort’ 

 PLOS model regarding 
footpath facilities 

PLOS model regarding 
carriageway facilities 

PLOS model regarding 
transit facilities 
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Significance codes:  0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘˙’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1

 

 

≤ 0.05

negative regression coefficient (β= the ‘availability of furniture’
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‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’
‘attractiveness’. 

(β=1.0

4.2.2. Carriageway facilities 

Predictor variables  Accessibility Safety Comfort Attractiveness 

8˙
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Carriageway facilities 

1

Transit facilities 

6

Significance codes:  0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘˙’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1 

4.2.3. Transit facilities  

4.3. Influence of pedestrian facilities on perceived PLOS 
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