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Abstract. The ongoing growth of motorized transport modes poses serious
challenges to urban environments such as air and noise pollution, adverse health
impacts, and improper allocation of space in the city. Over time, the paradigms
of transport planning have shifted gradually toward active transport as a utili-
tarian and recreational form of sustainable urban mobility with desirable eco-
logical, economical, and social properties. Active travel modes, concerning the
physical activity of locomotion, generally include walking and bicycling, which
have environmental benefits such as a decrease of carbon and reduction of traffic
congestions. Besides, active transport, as a form of an active lifestyle, is one of
the most usual physical activities which have numerous benefits regarding
health and wellbeing, including reducing risk factors of chronic diseases, such as
overweight and obesity, and increasing happiness, contentment, and engage-
ment. Therefore, active transport has been increasingly considered in trans-
portation and urban planning studies as an alternative for motorized transport
and a sedentary lifestyle. Studies have shown that the built environment can
facilitate active transport by walking or cycling to destinations and accordingly
contributes to residents’ physical activity. Hence, this study aims to explore and
explain the association between the built environment and active transport by
urban residents through a literature review. Insights such as there are important
natural/physical and macro/micro environmental characteristics that encourage
the tendency for active transport as well as socioeconomic and sociodemo-
graphic attributes differently affect this indicative relationship, are subsumed in a
conceptual framework that can guide future empirical studies.
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1 Introduction: Active Transport as an Active Lifestyle

Sustainable urban mobility as a critical issue faced by cities globally, needs restruc-
turing toward non-motorized modes and physical activity with multiple beneficial and
positive effects on the function of the city and human health (Skayannis et al. 2017,
2018). Active transport modes such as walking or cycling pose one of the most
promising solutions to cope with increasing challenges arising from motorized trans-
portation (Hackl et al. 2019). Therefore, cities aim at shifting transportation solutions
toward more environment- and people-focused means of mobility. This transition -
reducing motorized transport and promoting active transport - also has public health
benefits in the short and long term (Nieuwenhuijsen and Khreis 2016).

Active transport, active mobility, active commuting, or active travel as a form of an
active lifestyle is one of the most usual physical activities concerning their associated
increases in human body energy expenditure. As shown by recent findings of the World
Health Organization (WHO), physical inactivity is a significant risk factor affecting
global mortality, and hence an active lifestyle is essential (An et al. 2019; Vich et al.
2019). Therefore, the Global Action Plan on Physical Activity has been adopted by
WHO in 2018 to ensure that all people have access to safe and enabling environments
and to diverse opportunities to be physically active in their daily lives, as a means of
improving individual and community health and contributing to the social, cultural and
economic development of all nations (WHO 2018).

Accordingly, “World Health Organization advocates strategies that target entire
populations, including the design of environments to promote physical activity for
transportation and recreation as part of everyday life, or active living” (Day 2018,
p. 303). These strategies have identified active transport as an alternative for mini-
mizing sedentary lifestyles, reducing risks of consequent chronic diseases such as
obesity and diabetes, and improving health standards by increasing physical activity
levels (Gao et al. 2018; Vich et al. 2019).

Meanwhile, improvements in the built environment characteristics are also essential
for health-oriented urban planning and management, as built environments have long-
lasting, positive or negative effects on the health outcomes and effects for entire
populations (Day 2018; Sallis et al. 2018). Poor quality of sidewalks, limited access to
recreational facilities such as parks, and lack of available nearby destinations are
possible causes of inactivity and decreasing physical activity/active transport. Next, the
built environment characteristics vary in supporting physical activities, including active
transport. Bornioli et al. (2019) state, for instance, that “a strategy to promote active
mobility in the built environment can be constructed around safety, comfort, and
moderate sensory stimulation by targeting the micro elements that prevent them”
(p. 200). Therefore, active transport, which relates to physical activity, health, and
chronic disease prevention, has been considered increasingly important in transporta-
tion and urban planning studies.

Many studies show evidence of the significant relationship between the
neighborhood-scale built environmental characteristics, such as density, land-use, and
connectivity, and travel behavior centered on active transportation modes. The per-
vasive effect of density, land-use, type of urban fabric, and slope of terrain on urban
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mobility, especially concerning automobile travel reduction and non-auto trip
encouraging, are some of the findings that are being assessed by these studies. Safe
walking and cycling accessibility concerning well-connected streets, walking paths,
sidewalks, bike infrastructures and bike lanes, traffic safety, and less motorized traffic
are other neighborhood or street features that have been considered (An et al. 2019;
Ferrer and Ruiz 2018; Gao et al. 2018; Helbich 2017; Lindelow et al. 2017).

In short, there is a crucial opportunity for urban planners to plan and design cities
and neighborhoods which are conducive to physical activity, especially by active
transport modes. Nevertheless, this goal will not be realized without a proper under-
standing of the association between the built environment characteristics and physical
activity patterns, especially active transport. The quality and nature of diverse types of
neighborhood and also street scale-built environment may diversely affect active life-
style among residents (An et al. 2019). Thus, findings should be analyzed in more
depth, both theoretically and practically, to gain deeper insight into the relationship
between the built environment characteristics and the active transport by residents in
urban neighborhoods (Gao et al. 2018). Supplementing research with neighborhood
and street scale-built environment measures could acquire more reliable and valid
understanding and filling the knowledge gap concerning the significant relationship
between environmental characteristics and active transport. Therefore, facing the
challenge of increasing physical inactivity and subsequently overweight and obesity,
yet it is necessary to explain the role and impact of the built environment, aimed at
increasing physical activity and active transport and reversing that growing threatening
tendency in terms of motorized transport and passive lifestyle (Lin 2018).

So, while there are already multiple studies on the relationship between the built
environment characteristics and active transport, we lack a comprehensive overview of
the findings. To address this gap, this paper reviews the recent literature on how the
built environment characteristics affect active transport (walking, cycling) by urban
residents. Based on the review, it develops a conceptual framework that can guide
future empirical studies on this significant association.

2 Approach and Methodology

Since we have been interested in recent scientific articles, we limited our search to
sources published in 2015 or later. They were identified through six databases,
including PubMed, Sage, ScienceDirect, Springer, Taylor & Francis, and Wiley.
Search keywords for articles’ titles and also abstracts were “active commuting,” “active
mobility,” or “active transport.” Moreover, we used simultaneous combinations of
“built environment,” “neighborhood environment,” “neighborhood qualities,” or
“physical environment” and “cycling,” “physical activity,” or “walking.” After careful
reading of title, abstract, and keywords, we considered 19 articles, listed in the refer-
ence section, relevant for analyzing the relationship between the built environment and
active transport as a type of physical activity. The articles were analyzed by exploring
the main factors and characteristics. Insights were subsumed in a conceptual framework
to explain the significant association between the built environment and active
transport.
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The literature review serves to develop a conceptual framework. It provides a
starting point for all who are interested in a particular field (Pare and Kitsiou 2016), the
discussed relationship between the built environment and active transport. More
specifically, it prepares a well-structured overview in a specific area, active transport as
a utilitarian and recreational form of sustainable urban mobility concerning the built
environment characteristics. On this base, it also outlines the implications and inter-
pretations of the findings to present the evidence on a meta-level and discover areas in
which more research is required, essential for developing theoretical and conceptual
frameworks (Snyder 2019; Van Wee and Banister 2016).

3 Active Transport and the Built Environment

Recent international policy frameworks on environment and health attach more
importance to promoting walking and cycling as usual forms of physical activity
(Kahlmeier et al. 2020). Advancing active transport is the main aim of many European
cities regarding improving environmental qualities at the local level and subsequently
increasing the health and wellbeing of their residents (Ferreira et al. 2016). In the
duality of active and passive modes, walking and cycling have been combined into a
category of active modes that refer to physical behaviors that are affected differently by
different correlates of urban form. While some Anglophone research has been pub-
lished, European studies still are mainly underrepresented concerning urban form
correlates and urban design variables (Helbich 2017). So, as mentioned earlier, defining
research on contextualized ways in which specific features of the built environment
affect the physical activity/active transport at higher levels, is also considerable. They
can identify what we learn, uncover gaps in knowledge, and direct future research (Day
2018).

Studies have shown that walkable and cyclable neighborhoods encourage active
transport (walking or cycling) to destinations and accordingly can contribute to resi-
dents’ physical activity (Sallis et al. 2018). Lindelow et al. (2017), for instance, state
that “the travel behavior of residents in a neighborhood can partly be explained by the
fact that residents have selected to live in a neighborhood that they perceive lives up to
their preferences of, for instance, walkability. Consequently, neighborhoods with a
large share of walking could be understood as consisting of residents that have chosen
to live where they perceive walking to be feasible, pleasant, etc., in addition to the built
environment itself encouraging walking” (pp. 520–521). So, on the one hand, people
are looking for a place to encourage their physical activity/active transport. On the
other, location also can motivate people to do physical activity/active transport.

Active transport counters the emerging sedentary lifestyle issue. Some practical
findings have shown that people who do active transport in forms of walking or cycling
are likely to be achieving physical activity levels significantly more than the minimum
recommended levels. Meanwhile, active transport is positively associated with some
socioeconomic variables such as age, income, and bicycle ownership, and some built
environment characteristics such as land-use and urban density. So, the various effects
of individual factors and neighborhoods’ spatial physical, social and environmental
qualities should be taken into consideration (Ferreira et al. 2016; Fishman et al. 2015).
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On this base, the focus on active transport as a type of physical activity for all age
groups, which allows them to change the inactive and sedentary lifestyles through their
favorite intensity, requires significant classifications concerning purposes, mechanisms
of the impact, and finally factors and characteristics. Regarding the purposes, two
modes of active transport, including walking and cycling, can be further divided
into two categories including transport or travel-related, aims at reaching a destination,
and leisure or recreational-related, addresses achieving entertainment (Gao et al. 2018;
Wang et al. 2016).

Regarding the mechanisms of the impact, some physical built environment char-
acteristics act as motivators or incentives, and some act as barriers or obstacles to
physical activity/active transport. The motivators and barriers that affect each other are
as following (Wang et al. 2016):

1. Motivators or incentives: opportunities including availability and suitability of
facilities and shortening the distance, safe accessibility such as improving personal
security, and improving transport safety, and physical settings in terms of increasing
comfort level and provision of supporting facilities;

2. Barriers or obstacles: opportunities barriers such as limited foot and cycling paths
and lack of land for recreation, accessibility barriers including longer travel dis-
tance, poor access to the facilities, and no interesting destinations, safety barriers in
terms of unsafe foot or cycling paths, traffic safety, and security of exercise place,
and physical setting barriers such as lack of pleasant routes, discomfort, and no
supporting facilities.

They could be classified as facilitators or motivators and barriers or deterrents to the
active transport. For example, lack of car parking space at the destination, pleasant
walking routes, short distances to destinations, pedestrian streets, and driving restric-
tion zones or stress due to traffic congestion are the primary facilitators or motivators to
the decision to walking as the primary form of active transport. On the other hand,
insecurity due to crime, absence of people, inadequate lighting at night, or walking
along a conflictive area, presence of traffic lights, walking along large avenues, lack of
sidewalks, and steep streets are the main barriers or deterrents (Ferrer and Ruiz 2018).

According to the influential factors and characteristics, first, it is necessary to
identify and distinguish between personal and social factors as well as natural and built
environmental characteristics that have a significant role regarding active transport
(Wang et al. 2016). The proportion of green space such as parks and agricultural and
natural areas, water spaces, daily maximum air temperature, daily precipitation sum,
and daily average wind speed are the critical natural ones. Building density, land-use
diversity, street density, number of bus stops, and distance to high-quality public
transport nodes are important built environmental variables (Gao et al. 2018).

Also, socioeconomic status disparities are essential as effect modifiers of the
relationship between the built environment characteristics and health-related outcomes
(Lee et al. 2015; Sallis et al. 2018). The socioeconomic levels or individual factors
around the city and place of residence are expected to be related to physical activity as
well as active transport. They can be considered as a percentage of foreign residents,
unemployed, part-time workers, university graduates, homes occupied by their owners,
households with a parking space, and median income (Feuillet et al. 2015). Gender,
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age, household structure, education, ethnicity, and car ownership are other major
individual variables concerning the significant relationship between the built envi-
ronment and active transport (Gao et al. 2018).

Generally, the built environment factors which are associated with transportation-
based physical activities are as follows, that their adequacy or appropriate condition can
act as a stimulus and their lack or inappropriate status can act as an obstacle to active
transport (Feuillet et al. 2015):

1. Land-use and facilities including the percentage of area covered by individual
housing, collective housing, vegetation cover, as well as proximity facilities
density;

2. Level of walkability and bikeability such as walk and bike paths conditions and
bike-sharing facilities;

3. Public transport availability in terms of the distance to the nearest subway, bus, or
train station from each home.

Many research studies provide evidence for the relationship between neighborhood
design and active transport and indicate that the impacts happen at the neighborhood
level (Ferrer and Ruiz 2018). Accordingly, Lee et al. (2015) state that “there is growing
evidence that neighborhood environment, such as green space, parks, and pedestrian
environment, is associated with physical activity and various health outcomes, espe-
cially obesity-related diseases. However, among the possible factors contributing to
physical activity and obesity-related diseases, little is known about the urban neigh-
borhood environment, such as slopes or street patterns, and trigger factors that
encourage residents to walk” (p. 1205). So, all the factors should be evaluated in two
mutual hypotheses regarding the mentioned barriers or deterrents and facilitators or
motivators. The first hypothesis is that obesogenic environments1 in terms of low-
walkable and automobile-oriented neighborhoods with few facilities for physical
activity/active transport may direct residents to be inactive based on spending more
time in their cars or doing more sedentary recreation, including television viewing and
computer gaming. Regarding increasing physical activity as a critical health-based
strategy, the alternative hypothesis states that the physical activity/active transport as
possible mechanism/mechanisms for achieving health outcomes is influenced by the
neighborhood environment (Lee et al. 2015; Sallis et al. 2018).

On the other hand, Ferrer and Ruiz (2018, p. 111) argue that “in addition to meso-
scale (or neighborhood scale) built environmental factors such as residential density,
land-use mix or street connectivity, special attention should be given to micro-scale (or
street level) built environment characteristics, such as the presence of trees, the width of
the sidewalks, and the quality of the streets, as the roles of micro-scale elements are not
well understood due to limited data availability.” They have analyzed factors of the
built environment affecting the decision to walking in the form of a short trip as less
than 30–45 min walking distance. On this base, the main characteristics of the built

1 Obesogenic environments describe specific aspects of living environments which facilitate
overeating relative to need and partaking in sedentary activities. They are characterized as involving
a great preponderance of motorized transport and sedentary occupations and encouraging the
consumption of high-fat and energy-dense foods (Poortinga et al. 2011; Ulijaszek 2018).
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environment influencing walking as active transport are safety from crime (street
lighting, people’s presence, cleanliness), traffic safety (traffic volume and speed and
times of crossing waiting), walking facilities (sidewalk width, obstacles), aesthetics
(green elements, buildings, noise), convenience, and other perceptions (car parking
availability, hills, and pedestrian volume, open and wide spaces, and length) (Ferrer
and Ruiz 2018).

In another study, Zandieh et al. (2016) indicated that outdoor walking level is the
most common type of health-beneficial physical activity associated with the built
environment in a residential neighborhood. However, most previous analyses have
considered macro built environment characteristics as inclusive design and structure,
including residential density, mixed land-use, and route connectivity. Accordingly, it is
also necessary to focus on micro built environment characteristics, which can be
modified easier than macro ones. They include safety (well lighting, people’s presence,
and crime rate), pedestrian infrastructure (traffic condition, sidewalk condition, and
amenities) and aesthetics (trees, attractive sights, and buildings) in the neighborhood.
Moreover, spatial inequalities in perceived built environment characteristics may affect
disparities regarding neighborhood support for walking (Zandieh et al. 2016).

Furthermore, regarding the widely accepted influence of environmental factors on
usual physical activities, including active transport modes, the conceptual framework
should be contextualized to local conditions. Besides, local targeting of health-based
policies might be more effective in promoting physical activity/active transport. It
seems that the association of the individual or sociodemographic attributes, as well as
the built and natural environmental characteristics, with active transport, as a type of
physical activity, is context-specific. So, it is necessary to analyze the area-specific
significant association between the built environmental and socioeconomic factors and
active transport in forms of walking and cycling in different locations with diverse
specifications (Feuillet et al. 2015; Gao et al. 2018).

4 Discussion: Toward a Conceptual Framework

The crucial role of the everyday living environment in personal and public health has
become more and more important in recent decades due to the predominance of
mechanized life and, accordingly, sedentary lifestyles. The built environment can
motivate the physical activity of individuals as an inevitable necessity or demotivate
them as a serious challenge. Active transport as a type of usual physical activity is one
of the critical areas in this vision due to its multiple roles and functions in addition to
promoting health through physical activity. Therefore, focusing on active transport is a
vital opportunity for researchers in various fields, including urban planners and
designers, who also need to analyze the mechanism of its effectiveness and improve-
ment as a great response. Such studies will also provide a reasonable basis for the
formulation and application of future efficient policies.

So, it is necessary to explore and explain the significant associations between the
built environment characteristics and active transport. To this end, the first step in our
research is to develop a conceptual framework for addressing and clarifying the various
aspects of this relationship. Based on the literature review, we obtained the following
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insights. First, active transport as the most usual physical activity can be regarded as
walking, cycling, and other forms based on a human-powered street vehicle. Second,
active transport can have different purposes as utilitarian transport or travel for reaching
a destination and attractive leisure or recreation for achieving entertainment. Mean-
while, if we focus on the association between active transport and substantial char-
acteristics, categorizing factors into two categories of motivators, incentives, and
facilitators, on the one hand, and barriers, obstacles, and deterrents, on the other hand,
can well direct us to achieve the practical results.

Furthermore, as Fig. 1 shows, focusing on the factors and characteristics requires
some critical points to consider. On the one hand, socioeconomic and sociodemo-
graphic attributes such as gender, age, household structure, education, income, and car
ownership differently affect the relationship between the built environment and active
transport. On the other hand, there are significant environmental characteristics that
encourage or inhibit the tendency for active transport. These characteristics can be
analyzed in two distinct ways, with the possibility of integration. First, we can scru-
tinize the physical environmental aspects such as residential density, route connectivity,
safety, and sidewalk condition. Secondly, we can focus on the natural ones, including
slope, air temperature, and presence of trees.

Meanwhile, we can peruse all of them at different scales; from the perspective of
macro and meso characteristics which act at the city or neighborhood scale such as
residential density, route connectivity, slope, and air temperature, while the micro
characteristics have a vital role at the place or street level including safety, sidewalk
condition, and presence of trees. The proposed conceptual framework aims to improve
the understanding of the association between the built environment characteristics of
active transport in a context-specific manner, which clarifies disparities in the evidence.

Fig. 1. Conceptual framework on the significant association between the built environment and
active transport.
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So, based on this conceptual framework, performing empirical studies in different and
diverse contexts, concerning distinct urbanism and various lifestyle, completes this
path. Efficient and innovative solutions, rather than general and perhaps ineffective,
will be the consequence of this orientation.

References

An, R., Shen, J., Yang, Q., Yang, Y.: Impact of built environment on physical activity and
obesity among children and adolescents in China: a narrative systematic review. J. Sport
Health Sci. 8(2), 153–169 (2019)

Bornioli, A., Parkhurst, G., Morgan, P.L.: Affective experiences of built environments and the
promotion of urban walking. Transp. Res. Part A Policy Pract. 123, 200–215 (2019)

Day, K.: Physical environment correlates of physical activity in developing countries: a review.
J. Phys. Act. Health 15(4), 303–314 (2018)

Ferreira, I.A., Johansson, M., Sternudd, C., Fornara, F.: Transport walking in urban
neighbourhoods—impact of perceived neighbourhood qualities and emotional relation-
ship. Landscape Urban Plan. 150, 60–69 (2016)

Ferrer, S., Ruiz, T.: The impact of the built environment on the decision to walk for short trips:
evidence from two Spanish cities. Transp. Policy 67, 111–120 (2018)

Feuillet, T., Charreire, H., Menai, M., Salze, P., Simon, C., Dugas, J., Hercberg, S., et al.: Spatial
heterogeneity of the relationships between environmental characteristics and active commut-
ing: towards a locally varying social ecological model. Int. J. Health Geograph. 14(1), 1–14
(2015)

Fishman, E., Bocker, L., Helbich, M.: Adult active transport in the Netherlands: an analysis of its
contribution to physical activity requirements. PLoS ONE 10(4), 1–14 (2015)

Gao, J., Kamphuis, C.B.M., Dijst, M.: Helbich, M: The role of the natural and built environment
in cycling duration in the Netherlands. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 15(1), 1–16 (2018)

Hackl, R., Raffler, C., Friesenecker, M., Kramar, H., Kalasek, R., Soteropoulos, A., Wolf-Eberl,
S., Posch, P., Tomschy, R.: Promoting active mobility: evidence-based decision-making using
statistical models. J. Transp. Geogr. 80, 1–13 (2019)

Helbich, M.: Children’s school commuting in the Netherlands: does it matter how urban form is
incorporated in mode choice models? Int. J. Sustain. Transp. 11(7), 507–517 (2017)

Kahlmeier, S., Racioppi, F., Götschi, T., Castro, A., Cavill, N.: Chapter Fifteen - The who health
economic assessment tool for walking and cycling: how to quantify impacts of active
mobility. In: Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J., Khreis, H. (eds.) Advances in Transportation and Health,
pp. 329–342. Elsevier, Amsterdam (2020)

Lee, H., Kang, H.M., Ko, Y.J., Kim, H.S., Kim, Y.J., Bae, W.K., Park, S., Cho, B.: Influence of
urban neighbourhood environment on physical activity and obesity-related diseases. Public
Health 129(9), 1204–1210 (2015)

Lin, L.: Leisure-time physical activity, objective urban neighborhood built environment, and
overweight and obesity of Chinese school-age children. J. Transp. Health 10, 322–333 (2018)

Lindelow, D., Svensson, A., Brundell-Freij, K., Hiselius, L.W.: Satisfaction or compensation?
The interaction between walking preferences and neighbourhood design. Transp. Res. Part D
Transp. Environ. 50, 520–532 (2017)

Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J., Khreis, H.: Car free cities: pathway to healthy urban living. Environ. Int.
94, 251–262 (2016)

Toward Active Transport as a Utilitarian and Recreational Form 643



Pare, G., Kitsiou, S.: Methods for literature reviews. In: Lau, F., Kuziemsky, C. (eds.) Handbook
of eHealth Evaluation: An Evidence-Based Approach, pp. 157–179. University of Victoria,
Victoria (2016)

Poortinga, W., Gebel, K., Bauman, A., Moudon, A.V.: Neighborhood environment, physical
activity and obesity. In: Nriagu, J.O. (ed.) Encyclopedia of Environmental Health, pp. 44–53.
Elsevier, Burlington (2011)

Sallis, J.F., Conway, T.L., Cain, K.L., Carlson, J.A., Frank, L.D., Kerr, J., Glanz, K., Chapman,
J.E., Saelens, B.E.: Neighborhood built environment and socioeconomic status in relation to
physical activity, sedentary behavior, and weight status of adolescents. Prev. Med. 110, 47–54
(2018)

Skayannis, P., Goudas, M., Rodakinias, P.: Sustainable mobility and physical activity: a
meaningful marriage. Transp. Res. Procedia 24, 81–88 (2017)

Skayannis, P., Goudas, M., Crone, D., Cavill, N., Kahlmeier, S., Mitsiadi, V.: Health related
benefits of non-motorised transport: an application of the health economic assessment tool of
the world health organisation to the case of Trikala, Greece. In: Nathanail, E., Karakikes, I.
(eds.) Data Analytics: Paving the Way to Sustainable Urban Mobility, CSUM 2018.
Advances in Intelligent Systems and Computing, pp. 779–796. Springer, Cham (2018)

Snyder, H.: Literature review as a research methodology: an overview and guidelines. J. Bus.
Res. 104, 333–339 (2019)

Ulijaszek, S.: Physical activity and the human body in the (increasingly smart) built environment.
Obes. Rev. 19(S1), 84–93 (2018)

Van Wee, B., Banister, D.: How to write a literature review paper? Transp. Rev. 36(2), 278–288
(2016)

Vich, G., Marquet, O., Miralles-Guasch, C.: Green streetscape and walking: exploring active
mobility patterns in dense and compact cities. J. Transp. Health 12, 50–59 (2019)

Wang, Y., Chau, C.K., Ng, W.Y., Leung, T.M.: A review on the effects of physical built
environment attributes on enhancing walking and cycling activity levels within residential
neighborhoods. Cities 50, 1–15 (2016)

World Health Organization (WHO): Global action plan on physical activity 2018–2030: more
active people for a healthier world. World Health Organization, Geneva (2018)

Zandieh, R., Martinez, J., Flacke, J., Jones, P., van Maarseveen, M.: Older adults’ outdoor
walking: inequalities in neighbourhood safety, pedestrian infrastructure and aesthetics. Int.
J. Environ. Res. Public Health 13(12), 1–24 (2016)

644 P. Arbab et al.


	Toward Active Transport as a Utilitarian and Recreational Form of Sustainable Urban Mobility
	Abstract
	1 Introduction: Active Transport as an Active Lifestyle
	2 Approach and Methodology
	3 Active Transport and the Built Environment
	4 Discussion: Toward a Conceptual Framework
	References




