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Abstract: Cities worldwide are investing in active transportation (AT) infrastructure, particularly in
the form of greenways (GWs), to advance several sustainable transport and quality of living agen-
das. However, many of those investments have not increased the rate of AT and the use of those
GWs for utilitarian purposes. To understand why this is the case, a systematic literature review was
conducted to identify the factors that influence the use of GWs as AT corridors. Results show that
commuters’ perceptions, behaviours, and needs of GWs differ from other user types of GWs. An
understanding of these factors should inform the planning, design, and management of GWs to
maximise their AT potential.

Keywords: Greenways; Active Transportation; Systematic Literature Review; Sustainable
Transport.

1. Introduction

According to the European Greenways Association, greenways are “Communication
routes reserved exclusively for non-motorised journeys, developed in an integrated man-
ner which enhances both the environment and quality of life of the surrounding area” [1].
Active transportation (AT) is a form of physical activity, and both are motivators for using
greenways (GWs) [2]. Cities worldwide are investing in AT infrastructure, particularly in
the form of GWs, to advance several sustainable transport and quality of living agendas
[2, 3]. However, many of those investments have not increased the rate of AT and the use
of those GWs for utilitarian purposes, as reported by several case studies [4 — 13]. This
study explored why this is the case and sought to identify the factors that influence the
use of greenways as AT corridors.

2. Methodology

A two-phased systematic literature review was conducted about the use and users
of greenways (from 1991 until 2021). Table 1. identifies the search engines and terms used
to look for the relevant journal articles in both phases, following a similar approach to a
recent systematic literature review of greenway use [14]. The first phase used the term
“greenway” to find relevant articles, with database searches returning 1176 articles. To
ensure additional relevant articles not present in searched databases were identified,
snowballing of cited literature from screened articles and recent systematic literature re-
views [14 - 16] was conducted, adding an additional 31 articles (phase one). Most of these
additional articles not identified via database searches did not use the term “greenway”
and instead used the word “trail” as a synonym. Therefore, the second phase of database
search used the term “trail use” to capture other relevant articles (a total of 519 and Science
Direct was the only search engine used in this phase due to time constraints). A total of
1726 articles were identified from both search phases.
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Table 1. Database search strategy.

Electronic database Search terms (all conducted in June of 2021) Results
Web of Science Used the term “greenway” (via Publons). 123
Science Direct Phase one: used the term “greenway.” AND typed “greenway” in the Title, abstract or author- 229

specified keywords field (from advanced search).

Phase two: used the term “trail users” and limited the search from the following journals: 519

e  Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (118)
e  Urban Forestry & Urban Greening (140)
e Landscape and Urban Planning (261)

Scopus Used the term “greenway” in the search field, then limited the search results to articles with 213

keywords that included “greenway” AND “Greenways.” Boolean term (TITLE-ABS-KEY (
greenway ) AND (LIMIT-TO ( EXACTKEYWORD, “Greenways”) OR LIMIT-TO (
EXACTKEYWORD, “Greenway”) )

From University of Searched for Anywhere with the exact phrase “greenway” AND Title with the exact phrase 284

Nottingham online li- “transport.”

brary search

Fabos Conference on Scanned all 327 articles from 2010 until 2019. 327

Landscape and Green-

way Planning

Number of articles from both snowballing of screened articles in phase one and examination of previous systematic 31

reviews about greenways.

Total 1726

All 1726 articles were processed through two levels of screening criteria to identify
the ones with AT use as one of the main parts of its inquiry. The first level mainly focused
on the use and users of greenways, which resulted in 90 articles. Each of those screened
articles was categorised based on GW type, country, and city. Then, the second round of
screening was applied to select only articles that focused on active commuters via GWs,
resulting in 20 out of 90 articles. Those articles were reviewed in detail to identify the
factors that influence the use of GW as AT corridors.

Identifying those factors had two layers of analysis: the forms of GW use and the
factors affecting their use. GW use indicators were divided into two parts: reported from
users (e.g., use purpose, frequency, and duration via a questionnaire) and calculated using
measurement tools (e.g., pedestrian and cyclists’ volumes using automated counters). Fac-
tors were divided into socio-economic and demographic influences; weather and tem-
poral influences; environmental and accessibility influences; influences of GW character-
istics; and finally, travel behaviour and individual influences. Under each of those cate-
gories, multiple variables were identified from a detailed analysis.

Furthermore, identified variables in each of the 20 articles were analysed to precisely
describe which were influential to using GWs as AT corridors. Therefore, results differen-
tiated dependent variables (types or qualities of use) from independent ones (factors af-
fecting their use) and their relationship.

3. Results

Based on the detailed analysis of the 20 articles, research findings identified patterns
in their aims, study types, and research methods. For example, most studies were quanti-
tative, using regression and chi-square analyses, and none were entirely qualitative. Thus,
several scholars emphasised the need for more qualitative studies to understand better
how trail siting and design influence trail use and the perception of trail users [5, 13]. In
addition, results also identified shared characteristics of a commuter via GWs, the effects
of commuting via GWs on its users and nearby residents, and the factors that influence
the use of GWs as AT corridors. Figure 1 summarises those factors based on the 20 articles.
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Figure 1. Factors that influence the use of greenways as active transportation corridors.

Additionally, results showed that commuters” perceptions, behaviours, and needs of
GWs differ from other types of GW users. For instance, GW’s distance from home strongly
influences the propensity of its use as an AT corridor and increases the likelihood of active
commuting. Furthermore, AT via GWs usually occurs during weekdays, and those com-
muters are often more tolerant of weather impacts than weekend users whose trips are
mostly recreational at an hourly level [4, 9, 17]. These two observations are examples of
several identified patterns that distinguish commuters via GWs from other user types.

However, results varied according to differences in GW types and locations, study
objectives, time of year, and analytical methods, making it difficult to identify generalisa-
ble patterns. Nonetheless, careful, contextualised consideration of those factors can inform
the planning and design of GWs to maximise their use, unlock their use potential, enhance
their users’ experience, and develop their management and operational strategies.

4. Conclusion

Identifying literature that is focused on the use of GWs as AT corridors can be prob-
lematic for several reasons. First, more than two-thirds of the identified “greenway use”
literature is US-based, a biased result that could be attributed to the term’s origin. Second,
the term “greenway” will never capture all relevant literature since its international adop-
tion is limited. Moreover, many scholars use specific rather than generic terms to describe
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their project type (e.g., rail-trail or waterfront). Therefore, the use of the term “greenway”
should always be followed by a physical description of its characteristics to (1) minimise
confusion, especially for newcomers to this field, and (2) channelise its knowledge devel-
opment streams while facilitating access to the “greenway use” literature. Third, the GW
concept evolved to include transport-led GWs (e.g., Comox-Helmcken GW in Vancouver,
Canada) that may lack vegetation in some or all of its segments. Such contemporary ex-
pressions that associate “green” with a broader sustainability and liveability agenda can
further divide opinions on what qualifies as a GW, a concern voiced but justified by others
[14, 18]. Therefore, the potential disagreement among scholars may prevent a clear ex-
change of ideas and evidence-based research. Fourth, based on search engines such as
Science Direct and Scopus, there is a considerable gap in knowledge about GW use inter-
nationally. Thus, contributions to this body of knowledge, especially case studies from the
Middle East and Africa, are needed.
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