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Children’s
* Freedom to move and play without adult
Inc ependent supervision
Mo oility (C| |V|) — Japan has relatively high CIM
internationally

— Associated with well-being and life
satisfaction

— Example: Independent errands (Otsukai)
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Human-Centered

Streets Before
Modernization ° Traditional roads were not built for cars

— Narrow and often winding
— Roads functioned as shared social spaces

— Children played and neighbors interacted
along streets



e Rapid increase in traffic accidents

|V| Oto rizatio N — About half of fatalities were
children under 14

. nd Ch Ild — Based on historical newspaper
Accidents analysis

— Structural conflict: human space
vs automobiles
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* Introduced due to frequent child

Group SChOOl accidents

— High accident rate among first-
Attenda NCe grade students
(S| nce 1929) — Older students support younger

children
— Socially supported safety system



R ON- RO
7:30—9:30
CoET

|2o=ny-> |

Designated School Routes (since 1972)

* Legally supported within traffic safety framework
— Within approx. 500m of elementary schools
— Prefer roads with separated sidewalks
— On narrow roads: traffic restrictions during school hours
— Community monitoring by local residents
— Consider traffic safety and crime prevention



Residential Streets
and 30 km/h Policy

Residential streets: width 5.5m
or less

— Often no sidewalks (shared-
space condition)

— Relatively low illegal
roadside parking

— Nationwide 30 km/h limit
from this September

— Lower fatality risk & child
perceptual limits

— Tobidashi-kun signs for dart- :
out warning '




Urban Structure
Supporting CIM

e Spatial: narrow streets, 500m
zones, 30 km/h

* Low illegal parking improves
visibility

 Social: group walking,
monitoring, errands

* Traditional festivals process i
through neighborhood Ry~ -
streets | N

CIM



s vs older adults’ independent mobility

License surrender - reduced outings -

health risks

’

Children

Research-based structural analysis
— Manga booklet for public communication

Reducing car dependency supports long-

term well-being
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Conclusion

* Originally human-centered streets
— Motorization disrupted child safety

— Legal, spatial, and social countermeasures
developed

— Independent mobility is supported by structure
— Safety should support safe independence
— Urban design across the life course matters



Figure 3: Differences in overall children’s independent mobility levels compared
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Shaw, B., Bicket, M., Elliott, B., Fagan-Watson, B., Mocca, E., & Hillman, M. (2015). Children’s
independent mobility: an international comparison and recommendations for action.



QUESTION THEME

Main roads

Other journeys

School journeys

After dark

Local buses

Cycling

ADULT

Is your child allowed to cross
main roads alone?

When going to places other
than school that are within
walking distance, is your child
allowed to go alone?

Does your child travel home
from school alone?

Is your child usually allowed to
go out alone after dark?

Is your child usually allowed
to travel on local buses alone
[other than school buses)?

If your child has a bicycle, are
they allowed to cycle on main
roads alone?

CHILD

Are you allowed to cross
main roads on your own?

Are you allowed to go

on local buses (other than
school buses) on your
own?

If you have a bicycle, are
you allowed to ride it to
go to places without any
grown-ups?

Shaw, B., Bicket, M., Elliott, B., Fagan-Watson, B., Mocca, E., & Hillman, M. (2015). Children’s
independent mobility: an international comparison and recommendations for action.
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