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Abstract

Livability is the “right” to live where all citizens can enjoy adequate housing, health care, educational opportunities, consumption,
and leisure. This definition can be used as a tool to measure an area’s standard of living conditions and protect the residents’
rights to a standard of living. Therefore, a systematic review of indicators for measuring livability is essential. In this study, urban
livability indicators were derived by the “Scoping Review” method. Based on the guidelines of JBI and PRISMA-ScR, research
institutes that provide guidelines related to systematic reviews and meta-analyses, 20 articles were extracted from 1,193 articles
published between 2000 and 2021. Results of the study show that, first, multi-dimensional indicators were used to measure urban
livability. Second, the derived indicators for each dimension were linked or frequently intersected. Third, a conceptual framework
of urban livability indicators was presented. This study is unique in that it attempted a a scoping review of urban livability indicators
research and derived indicators according to spatial scale and time step.
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20201 =719 Gho] A FFE LS I E o 24E f8l
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Table 1. Literature Review Overview

level of Indicators
No. Article Unit 9f Method Sub
analysis Domain | Indicator | ,
indicator
1 Elmahdy et al. (2021) neighborhood qualitative 5 18 122
2 Lee (2021) neighborhood quantitative - 4 14
3 Louro et al. (2021) city mixed 3 9 17
4 Liang et al. (2020) neighborhood mixed - 5 18
5 Mouratidis (2020) neighborhood qualitative - 3 19
6 Ho et al. (2020) city mixed - 8 -
7 Majid et al. (2020) city qualitative - 11 75
8 Jianxiao et al. (2020) neighborhood mixed 6 10 42
9 Lowe et al. (2020) city mixed 3 3 8
10 Liang et al. (2020) city mixed - 6 39
11 Alderton et al. (2019) city mixed 3 25 26
12 Valcarcel-Aguiar et al. (2019) city quantitative 3 11 16
13 Valcarcel-Aguiar and Murias (2019) city quantitative 3 10 15
14 Kovacs-Gyori and Cabrera-Barona (2019) city qualitative - 7 8
15 Parker and Simpson (2018) city qualitative - 11 -
16 Garrone et al. (2018) city quantitative 4 6 -
17 Zhan et al. (2018) city qualitative 2 25 29
18 Zanella et al. (2015) city quantitative 2 7 24
19 Badland et al. (2014) city qualitative - 11
20 Leby and Hashim (2010) neighborhood qualitative 4 12 -
3. 2440t S = 47), A = 40), T n = 19), =50 = 20)°|th

3.1 AEEE Ayt
Table 13} o] A% 2071<] I ATEZ
mE} T4 AP E AFE =E3FTE 2000195 2021
7] Ed434s Bal HE =28 £ 200 5 H
51 o] 17712 85%F A8t ol Hol EAE
W E] S7ge B =720] B &3] o] FAR| 1Ltk
= As & Utk BA gudElE A EE FY(Domain),
A] #E(Indicators), AlF-Z]3E(Sub_Indicators)Z 3TAl(n = 9)
EE 2®AN = 8) T2 TUAZEZE(n = 3) TAEAS
T BAER = T (neighborhood)®] 670(30%), E=A1
(city)7} 1470(70%)°1}. 2l E] S78H- A9 &
& AFEA 0] 47](20%), HEFAF T2 AlEA el 22
A2 EBA0] 97(45%), Sl 770(35%) ]tk
F23 7 B4 T4 glHRelE Az AA=
2 2T A level) o3 T3E]O] Utk B AFllA HEE
EOE ARE =23 27 Table 13} 2] 2|39
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AR 2ok fgoltt.

3.2 Al 2HEZ|E] SHE flet X E ==
3.2.1 EAldEelnat

SEAAERIZE} Y A= AA A3 44470 F 11670
(26.1%)= WU E] AFAA 7P Z ¥l AA S
ol T E)7} A7) T2 A= (Veenhoven, 2014),
U F2IR1 ARS8 Ee] H(Lenuard and Lenuard, 1995), <
7Fs3t 82 WA 9 AJA(Tilaki et al., 2014; Gough,
2015; Kashef, 2016; Xu and Guo, 2016)Z o|¥ 7]&AF
Ao} X gty

B AFllA EARERI I = A Rl BE
=4 &7 9 Mu|~E U nlS(Badland et al., 2014;
Zanella et al., 2015; Jianxiao et al., 2020), ©]E(Valcarcel-Aguiar
and Murias, 2019; Jianxiao et al., 2020), &3} % oJ7}A]42
(Badland et al., 2014; Janxiao et al., 2020), 3-3-&<F Q<>

#|o]2<Badland et al., 2014; Alderton et al., 2019), 3=



Table 2. Results of Deriving Urban Livability indicators

Urban Infra Plan & Policy | Transportation Safety Society Environment Economy Housing Satisfaction
¢ Urban ¢ Commuting .
. * Economic
Elements * Mobility N .
. * Road safety * Service . trends
* Existence of * Carbon . * Preservation .
. . .. ¢ Transport-related | distribution * Economic
services and its Emissions . R of the natural . ¢ Average .
o crime ® Quality of . Population . . * Domain
distribution * fuel K . environment R housing price . .
. ¢ Climate education ¢ Job security K Satisfaction
® Health and ® Current state | City . * Resource * Housing
. . . resilience and ¢ Income level . ¢ Income . .. ¢ Pleasure
13 social services of Urban transportation R R saving and affordability .o
. I . disaster * Neighbor " ¢ Employment . A * Subjective
* Education accessibility and mobility recycling . * Housing size .
. preparedness * Sense of . ¢ Incentives to R well-being
¢ Culture and convenience . . * Pollution . * Housing
. . * Natural disaster belonging . new investors K * Health
Leisure * Traffic . . | * Environmental . quality
. . * Crime * Demographics ¢ Consumption
facilities congestion . . resources .
. . ¢ Extreme weather | ® Social capital capacity
* Service * Public L.
N * Cost of living
facilities transport
¢ Urban Fabric
« Strenatheni ¢ Urban
rengthenin .
it € e Accessibility | ® Dependence « Social « Savi
cif . . ocia aving ener,
Y . * Urban on public ¢ Safe walking L. & &y
competitiveness . . . participation | ® Access to .
. Elements transportation | ® Provide risk K * Power of * Privacy and
2 | * Economic use - . . * Social greenery and -
. * Land * Accessibility information to energy system | comfort
of public space ... Aspects of natural
occupancy and citizens

* Availability of

. ¢ Convenience Transportation
public places

of
transportation

Public Spaces| environment

* Reasonable * Safe
public arrangement in
transportation public places
* Accessibility fares * Natural disaster
3 * Equity ¢ Urban ¢ Bike road safety
* Participation Growth * Selected * Old facility
¢ Sustainability policy target safety
and indicators | Citizen
for transit participation in
access risk assistance

* Good . * Housing
* Environmental . E . diversit

overnance . conomic iversi
gove R preservation Sy
* Social equity « Eco-friendly development | ® Housing

* Social transportation ¢ Economic service quality -
inclusion . Cit P returns ¢ Affordable
i . .
* Local Y . ¢ Green Energy | public housing
cleanliness . .
democracy housing policy
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= g eVt & 208 7]EA T4 YERTHDe
Vos and Witlox, 2017). T3+ SAAYERI = AFR19]
THEof| B& 9E H|ZIthMahmoudi et al., 2015; Wang
et al., 2019; Ho et al., 2020).
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A7REe] etk =3 Feld] wEeai) wEsEEe @)
ol 5= Zlo] o} A7 AR =EF 3T TA
= olsrt 2 ARES sk S(Louro et al, 2021),
WE5FH oA =% (Kovacs-Gyéri and Cabrera-Barona,
2019; Louro et al., 2021), 252] 2]4d(Zhan et al., 2018;
Majid et al., 2020), 2LFA|5(Valcarcel-Aguiar and Murias,
2019; Lowe et al., 2020), 522 A3t ErAH|E(Majid
et al.,, 2020)°] ATk
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= A2 glHEP S oJn)slr] = K Veenhoven, 2000).
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