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Smart Mobility Hubs
as a game changer towards inclusive,
sustainable urban mobility and

accessibility in European cities
(May 2021-May 2024)

Our definition of a mobility hub:

“a shared mobility hub is a physical location where
different shared transport options are offered at a
dedicated, non-temporary and recognizable location,
and public transport is available within walking

distance”
(Geurs et al., 2023)

iﬁﬁSmanHubs

PLAN
BOOK

(SmartHubs, 2022)
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The SmartHubs SmartHubs

integration ladder

The higher up the ladder, the “smarter” the
mObiIity hUb' and the higher the eXpeCted impaCt Physicalintegration Digital integration Democratic integration
on user behaviour and societal impacts

. . . Smart
* Physical integration Mobility

e Shared and PT services Hub
e Conflict free
* Visibility and branding

* Dlgltal Integratlon Mobili Acceptable walking distance to Appropriate representation of
e MaaS a pp lication E 'b'ty 1 shared and public transport, Digital integration of stakeholder interests, no or limited
u .. - - - -
e  Trainin g minimum inclusive design standards information attention for vulnerable user groups
’ Analog alternatives Single No stakeholderinvolvement
mobility 0 No physicalintegration No digitalintegration and consideration of
- Democratic integration services (vulnerable) user needs

* Participation (Geursetal., 2023)

* Vulnerable-to-exclusion groups
* Social learning
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SmartHubs survey

Goal of the survey, to collect information on:
> Current users, usage patterns, needs and barriers of shared
mobility and hubs
Potential users’ profile
Circumstances for mode shift to hub-based mobility offers
> Preferences and willingness to pay for attributes of

mobility hubs

Data collection

> Online panels, assisted surveys, online distribution
> December2022 — Maart 2023

> Vienna, Brussels, Munich en Rotterdam —The Hague

Sample
| 4 N = 2515, after data cleaning

> Stratified sample, focus onvulnerable-to-exclusion groups

Individual

Residence area
Socio-economics
Digital skills

Mobility

Mobility abilities
Mobility patterns
Mode choice behaviour
(choice experiment 1)

Hubs

Use and awareness
Needs and preferences
Participation and co-creation

Which mobility hub would you choose?

Mobili

(O None of these

Hub design
(choice experiment 2)
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1. Intention to use shared vehicles at a hub
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Intention to use shared modes at a hub

What determines this use?

» On average, 20,8% positive on the use of shared vehicles at hub in the future

» E-scooter: 23.9%
» Moped: 17.3%

Likelihood to use a shared moped at a mobility hub in the future
100
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Percentage
N
o
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o

Austria Belgium Germany The Netherlands
Country

mm Very unlikely s Unlikely Neutral | ikely . \ery likely
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Intention to use shared modes at a hub

What determines this use?

» On average, 20,8% positive on the use of shared vehicles at hub in the future

» E-scooter: 23.9%
» Moped: 17.3%

» Respondents with a positive intention to use a shared vehicle at a hub are:

4 o N 4 I 4 ) 4 )
iy | ﬁr_-l
Younger Theoretical educated PT users Digitally skilled
Age ---=Intention Compulsory edu. ---> Intention PT gebruik = never ---> Intention DS = level 0/1 ---= intentie
[-0.034 (<.001)] [-0.538 (<.001)] [-0.839 (<.001)] [-0.512 (<.001)]
. J - J - J -
Data

Results based on OLR model
DV: Intention to use moped,
car, bike at hub

N = 2055 (Full sample)

Mc Fadden R-square: 0.095
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Intention to use shared modes at a hub

Which groups are vulnerable-to-exclusion?

V2E-groups (vulnerable-to-exclusion), with a lower intention to use shared vehicles at a hub:

/

)

Older people

\

ERA-NET Cofund Urban Accessibility and Connectivity
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Lower
educated
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Digitally excluded
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Intention to use shared modes at a hub
Which groups are vulnerable-to-exclusion?

V2E-groups (vulnerable-to-exclusion), with a lower intention to use shared vehicles at a hub:

s A
w.]
Older people
\ J

s N
|~I
Lower
educated
\_ J

V2E-groups have additional preferences and barriers:

Prefer own vehicle

Not safe

Does not fulfil my travel
needs

~N

s

J

ERA-NET Cofund Urban Accessibility and Connectivity

Too expensive
| don’t know how to use it

/

o

Digitally excluded

J

“ European
Commission

Not safe
| don’t know how to use it

Don’t trust shared modes
J
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2. Preferences at the hub & willingnhess to pay

oooooooooo
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Design of the hub @\SmartHubs

Importance of hub facilities

100

» How important is it to have [x] at a mobility . l

hub in your neighbourhood? ;

» No influence of potential costs

60

Percentage

40

» Most valued hub facilities:
» Information (wayfinding, travel info) 20
» Application (MaaS: plan, book & pay)

0
] Diff. shared mobility Diff. services Attractive design Information Application
> Ease Of use. Hub elements
, 9’ M€
0 ' A :
-: ] ',, g . % (E} . .

i

mmm  Extremely unimportant
s Unimportant
B Neutral
Important
Hmm Extremely important
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Stated choice experiment:
Willingness to pay for elements of mobility hubs

Costs

Integration of
PT and shared
modes

¥

ERA-NET Cofund Urban Accessibility and Connectivity

1220 - - Attractive
Which mobility hub would you choose? d esi gn an d
services

Digital
integration

(O None of these

Powered by Qualtrics (°
Data
N = 2511 (Full sample)
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Willingness to pay for hub elements

M Full sample (N=2511) B Users of mobihubs (N=615) B Nonusers of mobihubs (N=1896) m Low Income (N=534)
B Women (N=1277) Migrants (N=558) B Walking difficulty (N=301) M Elderly (N=393)
€2.50
€2.00
€1.50
€1.00
N I | I I | | I
000 A0 . el IIIII Tl III -n | lII in I I Lin 1 lll - I
Digital integration Digital integration  Information (signage) Information (signage  Attractive design Services (cafe, Shared modes Publictransportstop
(planning) (planning, booking, and digital kiosk) (trees, benches, art) package locker, info  together, but not  and shared modes at
paying) kiosk) within walking walking distance
distance from public
transport stop
ERA-NET Cofund Urban Accessibility and Connectivit N | 2 urpenn o>
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Willingness to pay for hub elements

M Full sample (N=2511) Users of mobihubs (N=615) Nonusers of mobihubs (N=1896) B Low Income (N=534)
B Women (N=1277) B Migrants (N=558) Walking difficulty (N=301) Elderly (N=393)
€2.50
€2.00 » Information & digital application: lowest WTP
» Important, but no WTP?
€1.50 )
» Highest WTP:
» Proximity & integration of PT and shared
€1.00 modes
€0.50 I I I |
Digital integration Digital integration  Information (signage) Information (signage  Attractive design Services (cafe, Shared modes Publictransportstop
(planning) (planning, booking, and digital kiosk) (trees, benches, art) package locker, info  together, but not  and shared modes at
paying) kiosk) within walking walking distance
distance from public
transport stop
ERA-NET Cofund Urban Accessibility and Connectivity m cunoms_ | UF?BANEEU ROPE
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Smart mobility hubs

www.smartmobilityhubs.eu
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