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Research objective

Exploratory research on how people’s involvement in participation
processes relates to their mobility behavior

Research question

How does individuals’ involvement in public participation processes relate to
their mobility profile? What inter-individual differences can be observed for the
various sociodemographic and vulnerability profiles?
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Method

Quantitative approach

Participation

Hypothesis profile
H1: People who are more involved in public participation processes are
more likely to adapt sustainable choices such as active and shared
mobility

H2: Different sociodemographic have different mobility and

participation profiles
Individual Mobility

characteristics behavior
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Method: survey design

¥

Informed consent

o Four pillars l i

Individual and 7
household characteristics characteristics
)

_ v R 2
2 v v [Mobility abilities & optionsJ Mobility habits

I n diVi du al |Residence area ’Sc::::tr:l:‘l:?eoﬁgsrgz:ic] | Digital skills}
S ¥

‘ Household vehicle ownership

+ Travel frequency by own modes

« Country of residence + Gender + Smartphone usage « Driving licenses « Travel frequency by public
« Years of living in the country . Age « Digital payment « PT card possession transport & shared mobility
 Region « Education level methods usage « Walking physical difficulty + Satisfaction with own & public
+ Postal code « Occupation status + Moabile apps usage « Ability to cycle transport modes

« Household income « Ability to ride an e-scooter

« Household structure, « Barriers for using micromobility)

Y

MOblllty Mobility hubs

v ‘ Yy
Awareness & usage patterns J | Needs & preferences

Mobility hubs usage . ) i
Hub-based public transport and shared mobility trips . mﬂogaag;f;mﬂﬁ; ac&agsgﬁgzllcs

Latest trip characteristics
Non-mobility services use

Mobility hubs awareness ‘ + Likelinood to use mability hubs mobility offers

Mobility Hubs

v v

Mode choice Hub characteristics
stated preference experiment choice experiment

A 4
Participation & co-creation

—

‘ Experience J | Future participaﬁonJ

PartiCipation Survey sections

= 1 l | Survey sub-sections
and co-creation .
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Method: Survey components

« Walking difficulty

Mobility «  Ability to ride a bicycle and e-scooter
* Barriers for using micromobility

* Driving licenses

Mobility
capabilities

* Vehicle ownership (household)
e Public transport subscription

Mobility
ownership

* Frequency of use of traditional modes
Mobility * Frequency of use shared micromobility
» Satisfaction level with traditional modes

New scenario!

patterns

For your trip, you can choose any of the modes below. They are all available for you to travel by. Make sure
you check the time (minutes), cost (€), and payment method values before you decide which transport

. 3 mode you prefer for this new trip.
Choice experiment 1:

- | Shared modes
Mode choice ﬁ 3 5 omaa

behaviour - . |
[Travel time 27 min 12 min 12 min
[Walking time to the vehicle | 3.5 min 3.5 min B5min | 35min 2 min
[Waiting time for the vehicle |1.5 min 3 min _| 1 min -
ICost 09¢€ 23€ EE 2 55€
[Payment only via a mobile [No Yes o -
]

cpere .. R
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Survey components oy

Which mobility hub would you choose?

Mobility Hubs Seen a hub?
Used a hub? Patterns of usage
Non-mobility services usage
Use and
awareness Likelihood of modes usage in a hub
Importance of hubs’ elements
Needs and Digital apps usage & acceptance
preferences
Participation - O None of these
i AT T Past/present (type, format, level) of participation
Future intention of participation

Choice experiment 2:

Hub design

Powered by Qualtrics 2
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Method: Data collection

o Data collection period: December - March 2023

o Brussels (BE), Munich (DE), Vienna & Lower Austria (AU),
Metropolitan region Rotterdam/The Hague (NL)

o Data collection sources Wie sind Sie mobi?

e Wien

O Panel company (stratified sampling- quotas) e

O Assisted surveys of vulnerable to exclusion groups

O Online distribution (convenient sampling)

o N=2515
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Method: Definitions

Active participation profile vs inactive participation profile

An individual with an active participation profile has experienced, at least once, a

public participation process. The format of the participation process is not relevant
for the characterisation of the activity.
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Findings: Descriptive

Are you currently Do you want to
involved in participate in the

participation? (Dem1) future?

How? (Dem4)
multiple answers possible

Do not wish to participate
845

Don't want to participate
814

Get info
495

Respondents
2,506 Would like to participate
2,07 Get info and give feedback

773

Propose solutions
401

Cooperation
507

Got info and gave feedback

149
N N

F’roposed solutions

Cooperate regularly
74

NN
Collectively identified issues
64 Other type
\ N 64
Ongoing cooperation
7
\ Other -
67
. _ Not specified
17

How are you currently

involved? (Dem?2)
only one answer possible
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Findings: Descriptive

Are you currently Do you want to
involved in participate in the ‘How? (Dem4) )
participation? (Dem1) future? multiple answers possible

Do not wish to participate
45

Don't want to participate
814

Respondents
2,506

Gat info and givie feadback
Tra

FIUpUST SUlLUUIND

401

Cooperation

507

Got info and gave feedback
149

\\
Proposed solutions
74

N
Collectively identified issues
64

Cooperate regularly
- | 346

Other type
\ N 64
Ongoing cooperation
71

\ Other
67

. _ Not specified
17

How are you currently

involved? (Dem2)
only one answer possible

7 4
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U Vast majority has inactive participation
profile

U Existing interest to participate (in theory)

U Less demanding participation processes are
more popular
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Findings: Exploratory statistics ndividual

characteristics

Exploring differences among different sociodemographic
groups

2000 1
Gender

1500 1

o No significant gender gap in terms of active vs inactive
participation profile (Chi-square, x= 0.866, p=.35).

1000 A

Proportion

o Higher income is positvely correlate with active
participation profile (Kendall’s rank, z= 3.10, p=.002).

500

No Yes
Past experience with public participation
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Findings: Exploratory statistics Individual

characteristics

N=347

100 1

75 Past participation format o Surveys and workshops are the most
Ongoing cooperation to identify . . .
issue(s) and develop solutions common partICIpatlon formats
Collectively identified issue(s)
and proposed solutions
Proposed solutions to a specific

50 l ggtbl':pgr:,qaat,;v::,k:g*’g:g;;ggg; eent o High income earners more
and provided feedback on itin a . .
workshop/survey commonly in the more passive
Got information |n a

l workshop/public hearing without formats

providing input

251 Other type of participation process

o People from lower income
households more distributed across
04 .

the different process types

Percentage

\ . \! \\
Eusg_m 4800 Euaam 6400 = a0t B

up ¥© 1600 \60" 2200

Income level
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Findings: Exploratory statistics S

Mobility

Association with travel mode preferences and
habits
o The higher the travel frequency by shared

Travel modes

modes, the more people have an active o0 o Bike sharing
participation profile ~o~ Car sharing
40- —e— Own bike
. —8— Own car
o Own car: non-users and infrequent users o Public trans
port
have the highest ratio with active o~ Walking

301
participation profile

201

10 1

Percentage of individuals with active past participation

Never 1.11 days per¥ear o gqavspermonth . o youg per week 4 or more days Per week

Travel frequency
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Findings: Modelling participation profile

Participation

profile

Dependent variable
o Participation profile until now: active vs. inactive (Yes/No)

Independent- predictor variables e bl
. . .ty
o Mobility profile (8 variables) charactenstics pehavior

o mobility habits: travel frequency by various modes
o Mobility capabilites: driving license

o Sociodemographic characteristics — multicollinearity testing
o Gender, Education
o Digital skills: smartphone possesion and app usage

o Binary logistic regression

o Probabilistic estimation of each dependent variable level to be in the active profile
group
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Findings: Modelling participation profile @& =

Positive effect Negative effect *Significant at least at 90% confidence

Predicor _________________________ [Estimate |p ___
(Intercept) -2.720 <.001 *
Female -0.003 0.976 T sy
Higher education level 0.397 0.003 *
Smartphone usage -0.520 0.059 .
Car driving license -0.071 0.703
Low travel frequency by bike sharing 0.370 0.033 *
High travel frequency by bike sharing 1.120 <.001 *
Low travel frequency by own bike 0.065 0.716
High travel frequency by own bike 0.094 0.551
Low travel frequency by e-scooter sharing 0.007 0.968 Chi-square 290.92
High travel frequency by e-scooter sharing 0.408 0.071 . Significance <.001
Low travel frequency by car sharing 0.822 <.001 * Nagelkerke R* 0.21
High travel frequency by car sharing 1.687 <.001 * AIC 1670.18
Low travel frequency by own car 0.073 0.741 BIC 1779.73
High travel frequency by own car -0.111 0.480 Sample N= 2359
Low walking frequency 0.293 0.476
High walking frequency 0.164 0.668
Low travel frequency by public transport 0.347 0.317

High travel frequency by public transport 0.467 0.179
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Findings: Intention for future participation

Future participation per group of current participation involvement

40%
36% S6%
0
35% 3206
30% 30%
30% 28%
25%
21%
20% 18% 19%
15% 13% 13%
0,

10% 9%

5% 3% 3%

0% T

Get info Get info and provide Propose solution to Cooperation to develop Ongoing cooperation to Other I do not want to
feedback problem solutions develop solutions participate in the future
m Respondents who participated m Respondents who NEVER participated
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Findings: Modelling future participation profile

Participation
profile

“Would you like to participate in decision-making processes to
improve mobility offers in your neighbourhood in the future?

Individual Mobility
characteristics behavior

Binary logistic regression (Yes/No)
o Gender effect present, but male lower interest

o Younger people higher interest of engaging in future participation
o Mobility habits significant effects

o The more people travel, the more likely to participate
o Shared mobility positive effect
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Participation
profile

U Emerging interplay between mobility, sociodemographic, and participation profile

U The more active the mobility profile, in terms of variety, combination of modes, and Individual Mobility
. . . . . . . characteristics behavior
intensity of travelling, the stronger the interest in getting involved

» Extent current model with further information with satisfaction with current mobility
parameters

» Compare with different local contexts e.g, areas with high imigration rate, rural areas to
examine the effect of the circumstances and identify excluded groups

» Explore order of events: causality analysis

» Further development and interpretation of the policy and justice implications of
quantitative results
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To share is to

Th@ukl¥Bu for your attention!

Looking forward to question and comments ©

Contact details
roxani.gkavra@boku.ac.at julia.hansel@uni-muenster.de k.e.garritsen@utwente.nl a.b.grigolon@utwente.nl
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