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Part One:
Introduction
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HUB Vision and Background for this Report
Imagine a day when, arriving at your commuter rail stop, or your condo development, or your
workplace, or the mall, or any number of other urban locations, you would find one of a vital
network of “New Mobility HUBs” with easy access to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Buses, trains, & streetcars
Clean fuel taxis
Carshare vehicles
BikeShare bicycles
Bike parking
A walkable environment
A café and news stand
Wireless internet access
Maps, trail guides, and other tourist information
Bike and rollerblade rentals and repair
Real-time information on when trains, buses, and
streetcars will arrive and depart
Payment & discounts integrated on one
electronic smart card.

A wide range of partners have recently expressed an interest in developing such a vision in the
Toronto region, including:
•

Moving the Economy – Develops sustainable transportation/New Mobility by
connecting and promoting transportation choices, catalyzing innovation, and promoting
the economic opportunities. Two of their major projects have worked towards seamless
integration through coordinated online traveler information and integrated smart card
payment options. HUBs would compliment this work by also connecting modes together
physically.

•

The City of Toronto – The City’s Public Works department is preparing to roll out a
program that will make bicycle lockers available to cyclists for modest monthly fee at a
range of locations. The City also offers many other cycling services, including post and
ring parking, the Cycling Map, online cycling safety tips, cycling courses, a Bicycle User
Groups Network, and more. The Bicycle Promotions department has been keen to work
on efforts to integrate cycling with other modes.
The Community Bicycle Network – The Community Bicycle Network's BikeShare
program works like a library. With the purchase of an inexpensive season's pass,
members can sign bikes out of more than a dozen interchangeable locations.
Exhibition Place – As the location of the National Trade Centre and Canada’s first urban
wind turbine, this complex is expanding on their traditional role from seasonal fairground
to year-round entertainment and convention complex, and is interested in green
innovations.
GO Transit – Operates an extensive commuter rail and bus network and has been
mandated to coordinate the development of an integrated regional fare card with
participating transit agencies in the surrounding region, including Ajax, Mississauga,
Burlington, Whitby, Oshawa, York Region, Hamilton and Oakville.

•
•

•
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•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

The Toronto Transit Commission – Recently the TTC has undertaken a pilot project
towards modal integration with bicycles, installing bicycle racks on five bus routes: the
29 Dufferin, 47 Lansdowne, 7 Bathurst, 310 Bathurst, 161Rogers Road, and 98
Willowdale-Senlac routes.
Autoshare – This company offers self-serve access to a fleet of modern vehicles,
including Smart Cars, Cargo vans, hybrid vehicles and Mini Coopers. The vehicles are
stationed at over sixty locations across the city and their 1000+ members can book hours
online or by phone.
The Canadian Urban Institute - A non-profit organization dedicated to enhancing the
quality of life in urban areas across Canada and internationally.
The Canadian Urban Transit Association - Represents the public transit community in
Canada and offers broad expertise on issues of transit planning, operations, marketing,
technology, training, human resources and policy.
The Clean Air Foundation - A not-for-profit organization dedicated to developing and
implementing public engagement programs that lead to measurable emission reductions,
in order to improve air quality and protect the climate.
The Green Tourism Association - The Green Tourism Association’s online interactive
map at www.tourgreen.ca has search functions to help find Toronto’s green spaces,
gardens, galleries, museums, theatres, green retailers, and vegetarian and organic
restaurants.
Parc Downsview Park – Canada’s first urban national park is mandated to transform a
former military base into a full service community and three hundred acres of green
space, with the goal of being a model for sustainable development in the 21st Century.
The Smart Commute Association - A collaborative initiative between the cities and
regions of the Toronto/Hamilton area that aims to reduce traffic congestion and mitigate
emissions through transportation efficiency. They work with employers and commuters
to explore carpooling, teleworking, transit, cycling, walking, flexible work hours, and
other commute alternatives.
Smart Commute North Toronto/Vaughan – Works with employers and institutions
representing 72,000 employees and students in North Toronto and Vaughan. Members
include York University, Seneca@York, Knoll, Parc Downsview Park, sanofi pasteur,
Dillon Consulting, CH2M Hill, ING Direct, and Enbridge Gas Distribution.
York University - Canada’s third largest university has almost 50,000 students and 7,000
staff, and is served by the TTC, GO bus service, and Vaughan region’s new VIVA rapid
transit service. With over 1,000 buses a day, it has been the largest transit hub in the
region without a subway, but now a proposed extension is slated to bring TTC subway
service to the campus.

An initial meeting was held in 2004 to explore this HUB concept together. The discussion
envisioned an interconnected network of HUBs across the city and surrounding region, and the
group has been meeting regularly since then to explore how they can help make it happen. In
2005 an 18-month project, Scoping the Potential for a Network of New Mobility HUBs in the
GTA, was launched with support from Transport Canada’s program for Transportation Planning
and Modal Integration Initiatives.
This report is an outcome of that 18-month project, and has been compiled in order to explore
and document the issues and opportunities related to developing a HUB network.
Geographically, the focus of the report is the Toronto region, however many of the findings will
also be relevant for other cities interested in developing HUBs.
New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report
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Bremen Mobil.punkt Project - Germany
Bremen, Germany is a city with a well-developed
range of mobility options, including a carshare
business with over 1000 members, an extensive
network of low floor trams, electronic real-time
information at transit stops, and an electronic
smartcard that can be used for transit, carsharing,
and banking.
Mobil.punkt is a new initiative established to bring
many of these services together at neighbourhood
hubs. These “mobility points” are highly visible,
with a pillar that features the brand name
mobil.punkt. Services offered include public
transit, car-sharing, bicycle parking, taxis, and
interactive information kiosks with fare and
schedule information.

Mobil.punkt (Photo: Marita Wetter)

The project was launched in 2003, with stations
being established in two densely populated
Mobil.punkt services
downtown neighborhoods. The parking authority
(Photo: Michael Glotz-Richter)
built the stations, and leases the parking spaces to
Cambio, the city’s carshare provider. This lease revenue is used to pay for maintenance costs.
Prior to the development of these mobil.punkts the City’s by-laws had not allowed for carshare
vehicles to be parked on public land, however because of a severe shortage of street space it was
argued that carsharing could mitigate parking needs. This was a major driver in the development
of the mobil.punkt initiative and in 2005, after two years of operation, a customer survey
assessed the impacts. Of the 435 carshare members within 500 metres of the two stations, 189
replied, and proximity of the carshare vehicles was consistently
named as a key factor in the decision to join.
• 83% of the carshare users were individuals, while 17%
were corporate customers
• 76% had no other car in the household or company
• Of the individuals, 30% had used the carshare service to
replace a car, while 55% had not purchased a vehicle
because carsharing was available
Mobil.punkt information
• Of the corporate customers, 21% had used the carshare
screen (Photo: Brasilhaus,
service to replace a car, while 67% had not purchased a
vehicle because carsharing was available.
In total, more than 90 vehicles were replaced in the neighborhoods around the mobil.punkt
stations, relieving parking pressure and allowing for the reallocation of road space to other uses.
Based on this success, two more mobil.punkts are slated to be developed in 2006. This decision
reflects a major change concerning the allowable uses of public road space in Germany, and
several different municipalities are now also discussing similar projects.
Sources:
Moving the Economy Bremen case study, www.movingtheeconomy.ca; Target: New Travel Solutions, Final Report 2005,
www.eu-target.net; Civitas Demonstrator Factsheet: "Mobilpunkt"Interchanges between Carsharing, Public Transport and
Cycling, June 2005; ADAC Städtewettbewerb prämiert Bremer mobil.punkt, City of Bremen Factsheet, May 2006
New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report
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Bikestations – California and Washington State
In 1996, Bikestation Long Beach was the first facility of its kind to open in the United States.
The staffed facility offers secure bike parking and a range of related services at a location that is
a local hub for light rail, buses, pedestrians, and shuttle services to nearby neighborhoods and
attractions. More than 30 miles of coastal and riverside bicycle paths are also accessible. Over
the years it has become a community hub for bicycle advocacy, transit information, and
community events, and the dynamic building has become an architectural icon for the City.
Since the Long Beach facility opened, the Bikestation organization has developed four other
multi-modal facilities. Palo Alto and Berkeley opened in 1999, then a Seattle facility opened in
May 2003. Embarcadero, the newest Bikestation, opened in August, 2004 in San Francisco.
All Bikestations offer a range of services that
include:
• Secure bicycle parking, either valet
style
or self-serve lockers for 75+ bicycles
• Bicycle rentals
• Access to public transportation
• Convenient operating hours
• On-site staff
• Trip Planning information

Bikestation Long Beach (Photo: Bikestation)

In addition, some locations also offer bicycle repairs, bicycle sales & accessories,
restroom/changing rooms, and access to electric vehicle carsharing.
Capital costs to develop the different facilities ranged from $50,000 to $300,000 with sponsors
including local transit agencies, the municipalities, Calstart, Long Beach Redevelopment, Bay
Area Air Quality Management, and CityCarShare. Local operators are responsible for running
each facility, while the parent organization coordinates information and support.
Success of the stations has been found to be very dependent on marketing. For the first year, use
tends to be almost insignificant, then as the public begins to understand the concept and
marketing takes hold, use climbs rapidly in the second year. The Long Beach facility took
several years to reach capacity and this was a result of strong marketing and outreach efforts. On
the other hand, the Berkeley center hit capacity after just one year because of its location within a
BART station and the transit-oriented population. Local culture and location also play a strong
role in determining success.

Bikestation Follow-up Study Results: Modal Shift

Sources:
Bike-Transit Center Implementation Plan, County of Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transportation Authority and Bikestation, 2004;
BikeStation website, www.bikestation.org;
US Federal Highway Administration Environmental Excellence
Awards, 1999, For Excellence in Community Liveability
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/eea1999/ liveable.htm

Bikestation Long Beach: 18% said that if Bikestation
did not exist they would have driven to their
destination instead of biking
Bikestation Seattle: 39% of users drove by themselves
prior to the opening of the Bike Station
Bikestation Berkeley: 20% of respondents said they
might travel by auto if BikeStation did not exist.
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Millennium Park Bicycle Station - Chicago
The Millennium Park Bicycle Station is located in the northeast corner of Chicago’s new
downtown park and outdoor performance venue, and within a short walk of the newly renovated
Millennium Station commuter rail facility and McCormick Place Busway. Chicago Mayor
Richard Daley has established a goal to make Chicago the most bicycle-friendly city in the
United States, and the bike station was built to high standards, in keeping with that goal.
Opened in July 2004, the state of the art facility is located on the fifth and sixth levels of the
Millennium Parking Garage, and offers:
• Secure heated bicycle parking for 300 bikes
• Free bicycle valet parking for outdoor
performances at Millennium Park
• Lockers, showers and towel service for members
• Bicycle rental by the hour, day, or week.
• Bicycle repair
• Guided bicycle tours
• IGO car sharing
• Coffee bar
• Internet station
• Transit and tourist information
Millennium Park Bike Station
(Photo: Muller and Muller Associates)
• Proximity to transit, commuter rail,
and busway terminals
• 120 solar panels that provide 6.5% of the
electricity needed to run the facility.
Target markets include not only cyclists who ride downtown, but also transit commuters who
might come in from suburban locations and then pick up a bike to ride the last leg of their
journey. Within the first week of business the facility had good response from users, with 75
parks per day and 100 members. Bicycle parking is free of charge, and members can pay a
monthly fee for access to locker, showers, and discounts on other services.
The station cost $3.1 million to build, with capital funding coming from the Federal Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Program. In addition, McDonalds has recently endowed $5 million
to fund the bike station’s operations for the next fifty years, and in recognition of this, the facility
will be renamed the McDonalds Cycle Center.

Sources:
www.chicagobikestation.com and www.millenniumpark.org;
McDonalds to sponsor Bicycle Center, Chicago Tribune, June 10,
2006 – viewable at: www.chicagotribune.com;
A Park with Wheel Appeal, Richard Hartger, Recreation
Management, October 2004 - viewable at:
www.recmanagement.com/feature_print.php?fid=200410FP03;
Daley opens new Millennium Park Bicycle Station, Public Buildings
Commission, July 19, 2004 - viewable at:
www.pbcchicago.com/subhtml/press/pr_millennium_park_bike.asp

Millennium Park Bike Station
(Photo: Muller and Muller Associates)
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Mobility Centres – European Union
Over the past decade, many European cities have
established “Mobility Centres.” Generally located in the
city-centre, these storefront offices are designed to facilitate
multi-modal travel, and offer a wide range of transportation
services including public transit tickets, route planning,
bicycle rental, carsharing sign-up, taxi service, hiking
routes, and carpooling information. Some even offer go-cart
and scooter rentals for children.
Wuppertal MobiCenter

Mobil Zentral in Graz, Austria opened in 1997. Located
(Photo: Wuppertaler Stadtwerke)
beside the major transit hub for the city, the number of
phone and in-person contacts for this facility rose from 200 at the launch to 4000 per month in
2001. ATCITTÁ, Bologna, Italy’s mobility centre has been offering multimodal services since
1998. In Münster, Germany, the mobility centre is called “mobilé”. Launched in March 1998, it
was a joint effort of the City and the public transit company. In an evaluation of the initiative
8% of customers said they changed their mobility behaviour because of the information they
received.
Usage patterns for these facilities indicate that the services with the greatest demand generally
relate to public transport. Interestingly, although users rarely request information related to nontransit modes like car sharing or bike tours, they consistently report that the availability of such
multi-modal information is one of the things they most highly value.
One of the centres with the most follow-up evaluation results available is the MobiCenter,
located in Wuppertal, Germany. This facility offers information and advice to the general public
on public transit, cycling, walking, car-sharing and inter-modal combinations. It also offers ticket
sales for cultural events. The total number of contacts to the centre, including phone calls is
about 11,000 a month. The facility was set up in 1995 by the local public transport company,
which also offers its own carsharing fleet.
Wuppertal’s annual survey of its citizens shows a high level of public awareness about the
MobiCenter, reaching 40% after just five years of operation. In marketing terms, this level is
equivalent to a “known brand.” A significant finding is that while those who did not use public
transit showed the lowest level of awareness of the MobiCenter (23%), awareness was highest
among those who used transit between 11 and 19 days a month (49%). Among the daily transit
users only 40% knew about the MobiCenter. This suggests that mobility centres are of little
interest to non-transit users, and are not much needed by regular customers. The population in
between is the target group that will be most influenced: those who use transit only a few times a
week.
Sources:
Mobility Management and Travel Awareness, Portal Transport
Teaching material, Written Material 2003 (www.eu-portal.net);TDM in
Europe: A Synthesis of Research Findings, Florida Department of
Transportation, May 2003 (http://www.dot.state.fl.us/researchcenter/Completed_Proj/Summary_PTO/FDOT_BC137_38_TDM.pdf;
MobiCenter in Wuppertal, Christina Busing, 2003, European Platform
on Mobility Management, Case Study Database
(http://www.epommweb.org/epomm_example.phtml?sprache=en&id=1
27); Mobility Centres and Mobility Consulting, MOST News No3, Dec
2001 (http://mo.st/index_msie.html);
http://www.mobilitaetsmanagement.nrw.de/inhalt_bsp_mobicenter.html
New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report
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Requests:
Timetables
68%
Fares / tickets
26%
Car Sharing
2%
Intermodal Transport
2%
Cycling
0,5%
City / Tourist Information
0,5%
Other
1%
Source: Mobility Management and Travel Awareness,
Portal Transport Teaching material, Written Material 2003
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Bike-Transit Center Implementation Plan – Los Angeles
The Los Angeles County
Transportation Authority has
developed a plan to establish a
network of Bike-Transit
Centers along their transit lines
in an effort to encourage biketo-transit connections.
These “bike-transit centers” are
defined as facilities that
provide at least twenty feebased, secure bicycle parking
spaces adjacent to a transit
stop.
Potential Bike-Transit Centre Locations
(Credit: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority)
The multi-modal facilities are
intended to improve bicycle/transit links and encourage clean commutes by providing alternative
transportation options. Ultimately the goals of the project are to reduce emissions, relieve
congestion, improve mobility, and enhance the liveability of the region.

To develop the Implementation Plan, the project team conducted focus groups at four selected
pilot locations (Pasadena, North Hollywood, Santa Monica, and Norwalk) in order to evaluate
demand and establish service needs. The final report, released in December 2004, provides each
of these participating communities with a plan to implement at least one bike-transit center.
Intended as a tool kit for other communities to plan and implement bike-transit centers, the
document also offers detailed and insightful advice regarding:
• Site and Location Analysis
• Demand Analysis
• Design Standards and Models
• Site Planning
• Access Control and Membership Management Systems
• Operating Scenarios and Strategies
• Marketing Guidelines
• Pricing
• Funding Options
• Case Studies

Source:
Bike Transit Centers Implementation Plan, Produced by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and
Bikestation, December 2004. The full report can accessed from the MTA website:
www.metro.net/projects_plans/bikeway_planning/default.htm.

New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report

11

Intermodal Transport Interchange for London, Best Practice Guidelines – U.K.
In London, England recent surveys on passenger satisfaction
with connections between different transit modes identified
the following priorities for improvement:
• time and convenience;
• lighting and security;
• real-time and service disruption information;
• interchange signage and general route information;
• shelter from the weather; and
• staff training in multi-modal information provision.
In response to these priorities, Transport for London and
London’s major rail providers jointly prepared guidelines to
improve intermodal connections, and these are set out in an
illustrated 48-page report. While primarily intended for
major rail-transit links in London, most of the guidelines
would be equally relevant for any multimodal site in any
city. The following is a sampling of the guidelines:
Information: All interchange facilities should have at least one information point displaying
information about all the services that depart from and arrive at the interchange.
Pedestrians: Wayfinding can be simplified by providing clear sightlines along pedestrian desire
lines. The use of transparent materials can enable passengers to see the place that they wish to
walk to and promote feelings of personal security.
Cyclists: Cycle facilities should be easy to use; located where they have convenient access to the
interchange but do not impede pedestrians; in public view and, where appropriate, monitored by
closed circuit television; protected from the weather; well lit; and clearly signed.
Daily Life: Interchanges are public spaces and the provision of non-transport facilities such as
shops, places to buy food and drink, and cash machines is generally welcomed by passengers. It
allows them to make productive use of wait times, and also makes the wait more enjoyable.
Revenues from these activities may also help to fund improved interchanges.
Partnerships: If an interchange is managed or served by more than one organization, those
involved should agree on procedures in an ‘interchange agreement.’ The scope of the agreement
will depend upon the scale and complexity of the individual interchange, but could include:
• arrangements for co-operation on staffing;
“We can improve the overall
• procedures for emergencies and service disruptions;
journey experience by
• information and ticketing;
reducing inconvenience,
• arrangements for cleaning and maintenance;
complexity, and uncertainty for
• hours of operation and access rights;
passengers transferring
• arrangements for providing passenger facilities
between different modes of
Source:
Intermodal Transport Interchange for London: Best Practice Guidelines
January 2001, Issue 1, produced by Transport for London, Railtrack and the
Association of Train Operating Companies. The full report can be downloaded
from Transport for London’s website at
www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/pdfdocs/interchange.pdf
New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report
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City of Toronto 1999 Cycling Study, Prepared by Decima Research
In 1999, the City of Toronto commissioned
a survey on the state of cycling and various
cycling-related issues in the amalgamated
City of Toronto. Below are some of the
key findings as related to multi-modal
journeys:
1) Cycling is an important mode of
transportation for Torontonians
Overall, approximately 48% of residents,
representing 939,000 people over the age
of fifteen are cyclists. Of these, 388,000
are utilitarian cyclists who ride to get to
work or school, shop, run errands or go
visiting, representing approximately 20% of the population.
2) Cyclists in the City of Toronto are not a marginalized group
Survey respondents who indicated they were cyclists tended to be mainstream residents with a
skew to younger citizens of moderate to high socio-economic status.
3) Increasingly, older people are cycling
Comparing current results to past studies showed that an increasing proportion of Torontonians
continue to be active cyclists as they age. In the context of an aging population, this points to a
growing demand for cycling facilities.
.
4) Many cyclists combine trips with transit
Seventeen percent of cyclists reported having combined cycling with public transit at some time.
Among utilitarian cyclists this proportion was 30%, compared to only 8% for recreational
cyclists. Notably, those who earned less than $20,000 were significantly more likely to “bikeand-ride.” Those who live in Central Toronto were also far more likely to do it than Etobicoke,
North York or Scarborough residents. This could be related to the more extensive public transit
services in the city core, and also to a higher incidence of utilitarian cyclists in that district (since
more utilitarian cyclists report bike-and-ride behavior.)
5) Opportunities to increase this “bike-and-ride” behaviour are considerable
Of those cyclists who have combined cycling and public transit, 82% said they would be likely
to do it more often if secure bike parking facilities were available. Similarly, 78% said they
would be likely to do it more often if buses had bike racks attached. Among those cyclists who
have not combined cycling and public transit, this rate is somewhat lower, with 60% saying they
would be more likely to do it if secure bike parking facilities were available, and 50% saying
they would be more likely to do it if there were bike racks attached to buses.
Source: City of Toronto 1999 Cycling Study: Final Report on Quantitative Results, Decima Research,
February 2000. The full report can be viewed at www.toronto.ca/cycling/pdf/decimareport.pdf
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Community Bicycle Network:
Market Research for the BikeShare Program
Prior to setting up their BikeShare program, the Community Bicycle Network conducted market
research to determine the profile of potential users of the system and to understand to whom the
BikeShare service would appeal.
Primary market research was gathered by conducting 125 personal interviews at four sites in
downtown Toronto, including the Metro Reference Library, the YMCA, Ryerson University, and
the University of Toronto. Some of the major findings were that:
The idea of BikeShare was popular
35% of the respondents said they thought
they would use a BikeShare service
Young, male students who take transit
emerged as the likely user profile
• 73% of those who said they would
use BikeShare were male
• 68% of those who said they would
use BikeShare were between 18-29
• 66% of those who said they would
use BikeShare were students
• 61% of those who said they would
use BikeShare had annual incomes under $20,000
• 53% of those who said they would use BikeShare had traveled that day by TTC
Multiple reasons for potentially using BikeShare were cited
Responses included:
• getting around
• exercise
• recreation
• touring the city
• trips around campus
• convenience
• the environment
• errands
• would be faster.
BikeShare stations need to be conveniently located
When asked how far they would consider walking to borrow a BikeShare bicycle, the average
response was a ten minute walking distance.
Source: Statistics provided by the Community Bicycle Network from their original BikeShare
program business plan.
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Smart Commute Association:
Decima Survey of Commuters in the GTA and Hamilton
A Commuter Attitudes survey
was conducted by Decima
Research for the Smart
Commute Association between
May 25 and May 31, 2005.
Research consisted of telephone
interviews conducted in English
with a sample of 1,000 GTA
and Hamilton residents (16
years of age and older). To
qualify as a “commuter”
respondents had to travel at
least three times per week to
work, school, or to volunteer.

Primary Transportation Modes for Commutes
Drive Alone

50%

Public Transit

34%

Car and Van Pool

7%

Walk/Jog

5%

Bicycle

2%

Taxi

1%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

The survey did not gather statistics on multi-modal commutes, since respondents were asked to
identify the primary mode for each trip (for example, if they drove to a GO station then
continued their commute by train, this was recorded as a transit journey.) Nevertheless, there are
some findings that are relevant to multi-modal travel, and could also be relevant in exploring
who might use HUBs and what services they would appreciate.
1) Convenient access to tickets and route information is valued
The ability to purchase transit tickets or passes near their work, school, or place they volunteer
was cited as important for one-half of transit commuters and the ability to obtain route
information was important for four-in-ten.
2) Integrated fare payment could encourage transit commuting
One-half of public transit commuters indicated that paying a fare twice in order to go from one
public transit system to another would be a deterrent for them using public transit more often.
Only 35% said that double fare payment would pose no barrier.
3) Potential for more bike-transit commuting
While most transit and bicycle commuters do not regularly bring their bicycle with them on
public transit, almost one-third (31%) said they would consider doing so.
4) Most commuters have well established travel patterns
Only 15% have been using their current mode for less than one year, while 36% have been using
their current mode for two to seven years, 22% for eight to fifteen years, and 24% for sixteen years or
more. They cited satisfaction with their current commute arrangement and the lack of alternative
viable transportation options as primary reasons for not wanting to switch.
Source: Smart Commute Association Commuter Attitudes Survey 2005, Prepared by Decima
research. Full results can be viewed at www.smartcommute.ca/research.php?s_sc=main
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TTC Survey of Toronto and GTA Residents on Factors Influencing Mode Choice
The Toronto Transit Commission commissioned a study in 2003 to explore factors that affect
modal choices, reasons for not using transit, and service changes that would increase transit use.
A phone survey was conducted with 574 residents in the 416 area code, and 604 residents in the
905 area code (where the 905 residents made at least two trips into Toronto in an average week.)
Respondents were characterized into three groups based on the mode they used for their most
common trips: car-only travellers, transit-only travellers, and those who combined cars and
transit. Some of the relevant findings include:
1) Convenience is a key factor in transportation decisions
When drivers in the 905 area code were asked why they chose to drive, the number one reason
offered was greater convenience, cited by 68% of car-only travelers, and 50% of car+transit
travelers. The second most common reason – greater speed – was mentioned by only 25% of
respondents. What is interesting is that the results are very similar for transit users. In the 905
the number one reason cited was once again greater convenience, given by 51% of transit-only
travellers and 36% of car+transit travelers. This pattern was repeated in 416 area responses, with
the distinction that among transit-only travelers, lack of access to a vehicle was also cited as a
significant factor (46%).
2) Service improvements could increase transit use
As the table below indicates, respondents were asked to identify service changes that would
increase their transit use. While the two most popular responses – providing service to new
areas, and providing more frequent service – would require substantial capital and operational
budget outlays, some of the other suggested improvements could possibly be provided at less
expense through HUBs. These included better coordination between service providers, and
better/more frequent transfers.
Service Changes Identified by
Respondents to Increase Transit
Use – 2003

905 Cross boundary
market segment
Car
Car +
Transit
only
Transit
Only
12
9
4
11
24
31
6
6
5
6
4
6

416 Cross boundary
market segment
Car
Car +
Transit
Only Transit
Only
15
9
4
9
17
20
5
2
5
3
1
1

Total

Provide service to more areas
53
Provide more frequent service
112
Provide faster service
29
Better coordination between
21
service providers
Reduce crowding on vehicles
2
1
5
2
3
1
14
Provide more reliable service
2
3
1
3
8
8
25
Provide more frequent off-peak
2
3
1
2
4
2
14
service
Provide better/more convenient
2
1
0
2
0
1
6
transfers
Provide more frequent peak
1
3
4
2
4
7
21
service
Other miscellaneous
4
4
3
2
1
3
17
Total
48
58
60
45
49
52
312
Source: Factors Influencing Mode Choice: Survey of GTA Residents, March 2003. Provided to
Moving the Economy by the TTC.
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GO Transit Passenger Survey, November 2005
Go Transit conducts a regular biannual survey of their passengers, and
for the first time in 2005 a question
about potential use of carshare and
bike-related services at GO Stations
was added to the questionnaire. Over
40,000 surveys were distributed at
Union Station and online in November
of that year, and 34% were returned.
Of those respondents, more than 4,000
offered their opinion on the subject of
potential HUB services like carshare
and BikeShare. The responses are
summarized in the table below and
suggest two significant findings:
1) HUB services received a very positive response
Fully 18% of those who responded said they would be very likely, or somewhat likely to use
bike racks and bike lockers. For bikeshare and carshare the response was only slightly lower, at
12.6% for bikesharing and 10.7% for carsharing. While these numbers are likely to be inflated,
given that many survey respondents did not provide an answer to the question, they still
represent a remarkably high level of interest from a population that would have had very little
prior knowledge about such services.
2) HUBs at GO Stations could boost usage of alternative transportation services
If carsharing and bikesharing were to be provided at GO Stations, the survey results suggest that
a substantial number of users could be added to both systems. BikeShare’s capacity currently
stands at about 450 members, while GO’s daily ridership is approximately 180,000. If even a
tiny fraction decided to join Bikeshare, it would have a substantial impact on their membership.
Similarly, Autoshare’s membership currently stands at approximately 1,250 and could be
boosted substantially if GO riders started to join.
How likely would you be to use each of the following
services if they were available at GO stations?
Carshare Bikeshare Bike Rack Bike Locker
Very likely
2.7%
3.2%
5.8%
6.7%
Somewhat likely
8.0%
9.4%
12.4%
11.3%
10.7%
12.6%
18.2%
18.0%
Not very likely
Would not use

21.1%
15.4%
16.7%
15.6%
68.2%
72.0%
65.1%
66.4%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
Sources: Survey results provided to Moving the Economy by GO Transit. GO ridership statistics
are from GO’s 2004-5 annual report, downloadable from www.gotransit.ca.
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Part Four:
Scoping the Potential for New Mobility
HUBs in the Toronto Region
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Research Framework
In 2005, with funding from Transport Canada and leadership from Moving the Economy, the New
Mobility HUB Working Group took on an eighteen month project: Scoping the Potential for a
Network of New Mobility HUBs in the GTA. (See Appendix One for a brochure outlining the project
activities and partners.) Several of the activities associated with that Scoping Project have
provided the research framework for this Feasibility Report, including an operational test, a
public survey, and key informant interviews.
1) Operational Test/Demonstration Site
The working group discussed several potential locations for their first operational test of the
HUB concept and eventually selected Exhibition Place/Liberty Village, which had both GO train
and TTC streetcar service.
Initial plans for service additions to the site to offer more multi-modal capacity included the
addition of a BikeShare station through the Community Bicycle Network’s successful BikeShare
initiative, and bicycle lockers through a new City of Toronto program to offer long term secure
bicycle storage. Thus the multi-modal capacity of the site would include:
• Regional GO Train service on the Lakeshore West route
• Local transit through the 509 Harbourfront and 511 Bathurst Streetcars
• Long term bicycle storage in bike lockers
• Short term bicycle storage at bike racks
• A BikeShare station where bicycles can be signed out for up to three days’ use
2) Public Survey
To test response to the idea of HUBs, City of Toronto Staff conducted 104 face-to-face surveys
with members of the general public. These were conducted with people randomly approached
on the street at a range of both central and more suburban locations, including:
• York University
• Liberty Village area (near King and Dufferin)
• Corvette Park (near Kennedy & Eglinton)
• Coxwell & Lakeshore
• East York Civic Centre
• City Hall
• Dundas Square
• Exhibition Place
• Union Station
After receiving a brief description of HUBs, the respondents were asked a series of nine multiple
choice and open-ended questions. These addressed:
• General response to the HUB concept
• Opinions about the usefulness of a range of potential HUB services
• Suggestions for potential HUB locations
• Demographics
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In order to be sure that the respondents did not disproportionately represent one mode of
transportation over others, baseline data were also gathered from the respondents as to their
general transportation habits. The results showed that a wide range of modes were in use, as can
be seen in the table below:
In good weather, how frequently do
you use the following modes of
transportation:

3 or more
times a week

Local Transit
GO Transit
Walking
Car
Bike
Carshare
Bikeshare
Cabs
Carpool

43%
17%
66%
35%
35%
0%
0%
0%
6%

One or two
times a week
13%
2%
15%
18%
12%
0%
0%
7%
2%

Less than
once a week

Less than
once a month

10%
5%
4%
11%
7%
1%
1%
11%
10%

13%
17%
8%
13%
8%
5%
6%
32%
13%

Never
18%
58%
7%
23%
39%
92%
91%
50%
66%

The full survey questionnaire is included in Appendix Two of this report.
3) Key Informant Input
For stakeholder input and opinions crucial for planning a network of New Mobility HUBs,
Moving the Economy staff consulted project partners regularly at working group meetings and
also conducted in-depth interviews with a select range of HUB project partners and other key
informants. The range of informants whose input has contributed to this report includes:
• Maogosha Pyjor, Community Bicycle Network
• Sean Wheldrake, Stacy Douglas, Pauline Craig, City of Toronto Bicycle Promotions
• Brian Shifman and Rebekah McGurran, Smart Commute North Toronto/Vaughan
• Justin Lafontaine, Green Tourism Association
• David Anselmi, Parc Downsview Park
• Nancy Grieveson, Exhibition Place
• Mike Ronson and Jeffrey Kay, Toronto Transit Commission
• Marion Denney, GO Transit
• Philippe Bellon and André Darmanin, Canadian Urban Transit Association
• Dylan Reid, Toronto Pedestrian Committee, and Spacing Magazine
• Kevin McLaughlin, Autoshare
• Ersilia Serafini, Clean Air Foundation
• Beth Jones, Kelly Zorzi, Sue Zielinski, Briana Illingworth, Moving the Economy
• Jacquelyn Hayward Gulati, Smart Commute Association
These key informants provided valuable insights about the HUB concept, what services should
be made available at HUBs, potential HUB locations, criteria that should be considered when
choosing HUB locations, responses to the demonstration site at Exhibition/Liberty, and next
steps towards establishing a network of HUBs.
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Survey Responses to the HUB Concept and Potential HUB Services
1) The concept of a network of HUBs is looked at favorably by the general public
In the public survey, respondents were given a brief description of New Mobility HUBs and then
asked if they liked the idea of having a network of such HUBs across the city. The response was
overwhelmingly positive, with 88% saying yes.
The results suggest that people in Toronto are interested in greater convenience when it comes to
their travel – more options, easier connections, and a more accessible system. When probed with
an open-ended question as to what they thought the benefits of HUBs would be, the responses
included:
“It would be easier to get around.”
“Less pollution, less confusion, less traffic”
“HUBs would encourage sustainable and alternative transportation. They would cut
down on car traffic and smog, reduce noise pollution, and set an example for other
cities.”
Fully half of the respondents indicated that they thought it would result in greater convenience, a
more efficient transportation system, and/or faster service. Almost one quarter of respondents
perceived a network as a great tool to increase the use of cycling, public transit, and other
alternatives to the car. Decreased pollution and decreased traffic congestion were also cited
frequently as benefits of a network.
Perceived benefits of HUB network
(from City HUB Survey - 104 people)
60%

50%

50%

Percent

40%

30%
24%
21%
20%
13%
10%

7%
4%

0%
more convenient,
efficient, faster

more people would
take transit, walk &
cycle; fewer cars

less pollution

less expensive (for
government and/or
individuals)

reduce traffic,
congestion

better access to
information

Benefit
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2) A wide range of HUB service options are popular
Responses to the two multiple choice questions that addressed possible service options at HUBs
are summarized on the next page, and show that the wide range of potential HUB services was
popular with the respondents. While some service options were more popular than others, none
were ranked as extremely or very useful by fewer than a quarter of the respondents.
3) People want travel to be easier
Of the people interviewed, 76% cited transit fare integration as something that would be either
extremely or very convenient for them. Likewise, improved connections between modes and
services were considered to be useful improvements to HUBs – decreased connection times were
named by 83% of respondents and decreased connection distances by 74%. These results suggest
that people in Toronto are interested in greater convenience when it comes to their travel – more
options, easier connections, and a more accessible system.
4) Measures that would create a more integrated “brand” were among the most popular
One of the ideas behind a network of HUBs is that it would be a way of integrating mobility
options into one “brand” for the traveller. The survey results suggest that the measures that
would help to create such a brand were among the most popular:
• Better signage so connections are easier to find – 83 %
• Schedules for all transit services easily accessible by phone (by dialing one number) - 80 %
• Schedules for all transit services easily accessible over the internet (at one website) - 79 %
• Transit fares all integrated on one pass or electronic card – 76 %
5) Many desired improvements would not require major financial investment
While some of the most desired improvements, like integrated fares (76%) and real-time traveler
information (84%) would require major infrastructure or technology investments in order to
implement; others, like better signage (83%), posting maps (76%), and more pedestrian-friendly
settings (84%) could be much less expensive to accomplish.
6) Many desired improvements would require partnership development
The survey results indicate that there is a strong desire on the side of the public for a wide range
of services to be offered at HUBs, however the partners that would need to come together to
create such multi-service HUBs (such as wireless internet service providers, bike repair services,
transit agencies, and tourism agencies) have limited histories in terms of working together.
These results suggest the need for partnership development and coordinated planning between
service suppliers such as the site host, various transit providers, private sector service providers,
and the concerned municipalities.
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If a HUB was located at a place that was convenient
for you, how useful would you find the following
services:

Real-time information posted on when buses, streetcars and
trains will arrive/depart
Local transit service (buses, streetcars, and/or subway)
Local maps posted
Fare and route information posted
Pay phones
Bank Machine
Coffee Shop
Bike racks
Tourist information available
Bike lockers for longer term or more secure bike parking
Parking for cars
Restaurant
News stand
GO transit service
Wireless internet hotspot
Bike and inline skate repairs
BikeShare bicycles (where people can sign bikes in and out of
interchangeable bike stations across town)
Carshare vehicles (a fleet of cars and vans is stationed across
the city, people book hours and pay for the hours they use)
Taxis
Bike and inline skate rental
Please rate the following HUB improvements in terms
of how useful they would be for you?

More pedestrian friendly settings
Better signage so connections are easier to find
Shorter waits for connections
Schedules for all transit services easily accessible by phone (by
dialing one number)
Schedules for all transit services easily accessible over the
internet (at one website)
Transit fares all integrated on one pass or electronic card
Shorter walks to make connections
More parking for cars near transit stops and stations
More secure bike parking at transit stops
Bike racks on more bus routes
More bike parking at transit stops

% that ranked
as extremely or
very useful

% that ranked
as somewhat
or not useful

didn't
know

84%
83%
76%
76%
71%
69%
59%
55%
52%

11%
13%
18%
18%
24%
25%
35%
39%
39%

1%
1%
1%
0%
1%
2%
2%
2%
4%

48%
46%
46%
41%
40%
38%
33%

47%
45%
48%
53%
50%
48%
62%

2%
3%
2%
2%
7%
7%
2%

31%

62%

5%

31%
30%
27%
extremely or
very useful
84%
83%
83%
80%

61%
64%
66%
somewhat or
not useful
9%
9%
8%
11%

5%
3%
4%
didn't
know
0%
2%
0%
1%

79%

13%

0%

76%

15%

3%

74%
57%
55%
54%
46%

16%
35%
33%
35%
43%

2%
2%
4%
5%
4%

Other suggestions for HUB services included: Bikes on subways and at the Greyhound bus terminal, a shuttle
network of mini-vans to major intersections, more transit departures, segway rentals, wheelchair rentals, baby
carriage rentals, nearby dedicated separate bike lanes and paths (as in Montreal), frequent user discounts for
environmentally-friendly transportation, health/exercise tips from public health, change machines, TTC token
machines, first aid kits, lockers (x2), small supermarket (x2), art, entertainment, internet cafés, washrooms (x3),
water fountains (x3), baby changing stations, grassy areas with trees (x2), good lighting, no advertising TV screens,
security guards (x2), security for bikes, staff available to answer questions (x2), general and tourist information
centres, bike commuter info, carpool ride boards.
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Key Informant Input on the HUB Concept and Services to Offer
1) Convenience for the user is key
In working group meetings and key informant interviews, it was consistently suggested that
HUBs should be designed with the convenience of the user in mind. HUBs should work fluidly,
so that the transfer between different modes and services is so easy, a traveller wouldn’t need to
even think about it. To access the different services at the HUB, a person wouldn’t have to join
different organizations, and they wouldn’t need to prepare or plan before starting their journey,
because all the information they would need would be available to them at the HUB.
2) Specific services would depend on HUB locations
The key informants had many suggestions for possible HUB services. In addition to
transportation services, the vision expressed was for a range of peripheral services to be available
at HUBs so that people could conduct the business of their daily lives while waiting or
transferring between modes (e.g. bank machines, cafes, wireless internet, dry cleaners).
In some cases, the ability to offer a certain service at a location will depend on the resources of
the host organization or business. For example, BikeShare stations can only be located where
there are willing partners on-site with staff and internet connections. (At present, the system
requires that Bikeshare members sign the bicycles out with the on-site staff person, who logs
onto the Bikeshare website, signs the bike out on behalf of the member, and gives them the key.
At the Exhibition/Liberty HUB, this function is being filled by Exhibition Place security staff.)
In all cases, the range of services offered at HUBs will depend on the needs at the specific
locations. For locations with more tourists, key informants proposed that there should be rental
services for bikes and inline skates, as well as tourist information, tour guides, and stops for hopon hop-off tour routes. At downtown HUBs, BikeShare stations and wireless internet service
would have greater priority, but further out perhaps less so. And along the subway line and at
suburban transit stops, secure long-term bicycle storage would be in high demand, particularly at
Union Station and Yonge and Bloor.
At all locations, a priority was expressed for providing better information, as outlined below.
3) Improved access to information would be an important aspect of all HUBs
It was suggested by many key informants that there should be easily readable wayfinding
signage, both for how to access the services at the HUB itself and also for how to get to nearby
destinations. People passing through the HUB should have a sense that there are places nearby
they would want to go, and that they can easily find out how to get there.
Computerized kiosks were mentioned several times as an ideal information format, with a touch
screen to get information about HUB services, schedules and fares. At subway stations this was
suggested as desirable, because the collectors at stations are often too busy to offer such
information without causing line-ups of people wanting to buy tickets and pay fares.
For tourists, a key resource at HUBs would be tourist information accessed by the same kiosks.
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4) HUBs should be Pleasant, Vibrant Physical Environments
A common view expressed by key informants was that HUBs should feel like a gathering space,
with benches and attractive landscaping that make the location inviting and pleasing to the eye.
If travellers can access amenities such as a snack bar or a newspaper stand, it will give the
feeling that the HUB is more than just a bunch of transportation services brought together, it is a
place to be.
In terms of getting to the HUB, there should be easy access, with no blockages in any direction,
either literal (ravine or railway tracks) or effective (unpleasant pedestrian passageway). For
accessibility there should be minimal grade changes, and fewer stairs are better.
5) Low-tech versus hi-tech options
Some key informants cautioned that while high-tech services like integrated smart card payment
and real-time traveller information are attractive, focusing exclusively on making HUBs offer
such services could be counterproductive. Because of the financial investments and long timelines these high-tech services would require, potential partners might be discouraged from
joining in. If it seemed as though HUB advocates were only promoting expensive technologies,
they might be ignored by decision-makers.
It was suggested that rather than depending on technology, getting the public and potential
partners to accept the concept of HUBs should be the greatest focus at the early stages of HUB
development.

New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report

26

Operational Test Results at the Exhibition/Liberty HUB
1) Original rationale for the location
In 2004, when the New Mobility HUB Working Group was beginning to discuss how to develop
a network of HUBs, a number of locations were identified as potential sites. Ultimately, there
were several reasons Exhibition/Liberty was selected for the demonstration site:
• The site was well situated for transit: The TTC’s 509 Harbourfront and 511 Bathurst
streetcar lines both end there, there is a stop on the GO Lakeshore rail line, and the 29
Dufferin bus also serves the area.
• The site had a growing and diverse market for transportation services: Exhibition
Place is evolving from its primary role as a fairground to a more year-round convention
and tourism centre, while King and Dufferin is a growing business community,
particularly for design and new media companies. Development of Liberty Village and
the Waterfront will also make for a growing population of residents and businesses.
• Exhibition Place was committed to a Green Business Plan and to New Mobility:
The facility houses Canada’s first urban wind turbine as well as a Hydrogenics fuel cell
project. The HUB could serve as a welcome addition to image branding as a green
innovator, while also serving transportation needs for workers and visitors.
• Partners could hit the ground running: The Community Bicycle Network already
operated fifteen BikeShare stations, and was ready to launch another one. The TTC and
GO facilities were relatively close to the identified BikeShare location, so no major
shifts or political approvals were required for them to participate. The City’s Public
Works Department could contribute through their new bike locker program, and the
Cycling Ambassador Program was able to offer personnel for market surveys. The
Green Tourism Association was also keen to link their web map with the HUB project.
• Potential existed for growth: The group saw the possibility for future links to many
other services, including carsharing, taxis, electric bikes, a hydrofoil terminal at Ontario
Place, Segway and scooter rentals, internet service, traveller information, bike repair, a
café, and renewable recharging of electric vehicles from the wind turbine.
2) Spring 2006 Test HUB successfully launched with new partners on board
As the eighteen month project unfolded, a
number of new partners were successfully linked
with the demonstration HUB. By the official
launch in spring 2006, the range of services
available at the test HUB included:
• A BikeShare station
• GO Lakeshore West rail service
• TTC 511 Bathurst and 509 Harbourfront
streetcar service
• Autoshare car sharing (one block north)
• A taxi hotline
• A wireless hotspot
• Bike racks on the nearby 29 Dufferin Bus
• City of Toronto Cycling map
• Bike lockers
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3) Evaluation of the Test HUB
At the time of printing of this report, the test HUB had only been operational for a few weeks, so
data on usage levels were not available, however the working group and other key informants
were able to visit the site and report on how successful it was in achieving their vision of what a
HUB should be.
Suggested considerations for improvement at future HUBs included:
• It would have been better if the signage and marketing for the HUB had been slicker, but
the project lacked the budget and time that would have been required.
• The site is not accessible for three weeks in August during the Canadian National
Exhibition (CNE). This is an issue in terms of access to bike lockers and other facilities.
• At present, the location is more of a destination than a transfer point, so BikeShare may
not have been the highest priority as a service to add. There may be other locations
where people would be more likely to pick up a bike to take somewhere else.
• If the vision for HUBs is of many peripheral services at transit hubs, the
Exhibition/Liberty HUB is not a good example. While the area is going through a
revitalization and may become more vibrant, it is currently quite isolated.
• The BikeShare station is on the south side of the tracks, which is not ideal for access from
Liberty Village. The pedestrian walkway under the tracks provides good access, but
visually the tracks still feel like a barrier.
• Currently the BikeShare system is dependent on the staff of partner businesses and
institutions at BikeShare locations. They are the ones who sign the bikes in and out and
provide the keys BikeShare members (at Exhibition/Liberty this role is played by the
Exhibition Place security guards.) A self-serve system would require much less staff
time from HUB partners and would make it easier for HUB users to access the bikes.

Exhibition/Liberty HUB
amenities as of Spring 2006:
(from top right to bottom left)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)
7)
8)
9)

Arriving via the GO Train
Using the bike lockers
GO Lakeshore West
service
Using the wireless hotspot
Signing out a BikeShare
bike via intercom with
Exhibition Place security
Using an Autoshare car
TTC Streetcar service
Taking a Bikeshare bike
Using a GO ticket machine

Not Pictured:
1) Bike Racks on 29
Dufferin Bus
2) Taxi Hotline
3) Cycling Maps
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Positive responses to the Exhibition Place/Liberty HUB included:
•

“It’s a good pilot project because it got all the partners in place in a location where the
process wasn’t overwhelming. It would have been much more difficult to start at a busier
location. It’s like the HUB project is doing its off-Broadway run, preparing for a
Broadway debut.”

•

“The location is good if the target market is recreational users, since it’s near the
Waterfront bike trails.”

•

“Exhibition Place is ‘off-centre,’ and doesn’t get that much traffic currently, but perhaps
that makes it a good place for a HUB good because it’s a location that needs attention.”

•

“This is the first site for BikeShare station that is open 24 hours a day. All the other ones
are only accessible during the business hours of the partners that do the signing out of the
bikes, but because in this case it’s the security officers, they are on duty around the clock.
This offers a new convenience for BikeShare users.”

Partnership development was enriched by the Test HUB
It is important to note that the interviews with working group members included requests for
feedback on the process of developing the HUB as well the outcomes.
Evaluations of the process were almost universally positive, and many cited the fact that the
group was doing something with near-term outcomes and concrete results as part of the reason
the work felt productive and enjoyable. When asked if they would be willing to work on a Phase
II of the project, all readily agreed.
Moving the Economy staff felt strongly that while the location of the test HUB might not have
been the best representation of what an ideal HUB would be in the future, it was nevertheless a
crucial feature of the project in terms of sparking imagination and feedback: the fact that it was
not an ideal HUB actually gave people room to get excited about what a better HUB would be.
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Potential HUB Locations
1) Public Survey results
Respondents were asked to suggest potential HUB locations, and as can be seen in the chart
below, the most popular locations were Union Station, Yonge and Bloor, Yonge and Eglinton,
and Dundas Square. These are all locations already known for housing multiple transportation
and other services. A wide range of other locations were offered as suggestions, many by only
one respondent, perhaps because they lived in diverse locations and were specifically asked what
locations would be useful for them in their daily lives.

HUB Locations Suggested in City Survey, 104 Respondents
21
Yonge/Bloor

13
13
12

Yonge/Eglinton

8
7

Yonge/Finch

5

St George/Bloor & Spadina

4
4
4

Kennedy

3
3
3
3

Beaches
Scarborough Civic Centre
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Don Mills
Airport
Downsview
Exhibition Place/Liberty Village
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Pape/Danforth
Finch/Nielson
Jane/Rutherford
Yonge/St Clair
Guildwood Park
St Clair West
Long Branch
0

5
10
15
20
25
Number of Respondents Suggesting Location

New Mobility HUB Network Feasibility Report

30

2) Locations Suggested by Key Informants
When Moving the Economy staff interviewed the key informants, suggestions for HUB locations
were also requested. Many of the suggestions are similar to the public survey results. As can be
seen in the table below, the most frequently suggested location was Union Station.
HUB Locations Suggested in Key Informant Interviews (10 Respondents)

5

Union Station

4

Dundas West TTC Station/GO Bloor Station

3
3

Yonge and Bloor
All Subway stations

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

All GO Stations
Outside the City core, focus on underserved locations
Kipling Subway (end of the line)
Kennedy Subway (end of the line)
St Patrick Station – Greyhound Bus Terminal
Dundas Square
York University

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

U of T, St George subway
Scarborough University Campus
All University Campuses
East York
Etobicoke
Pearson Airport
The Airport Link, when/if it gets built
GO Port Credit Station (where Autoshare has car)
Main St TTC/GO Danforth Station
Leslie TTC and GO Station
York Mills TTC and GO Station
Via Rail Stations at Guildwood, Oakville
Finch Station
Distillery District
Harbourfront Ferries
Parc Downsview Park

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Number of Interviewees Suggesting Location

3) Key informants also advised against developing certain locations as HUBs
Based on the above results it might seem that the logical first location for development as HUB
would be Union Station, since it was suggested most frequently in both the market survey and in
the key informant interviews. However it must be noted that in the key informant interviews
there were also many arguments offered against the early development of Union Station as a
HUB. Interviewees suggested that:
• Union Station already functions as a working hub, so in terms of visibility it might be a
good choice to promote the concept, but in terms of changing behaviour it would not be
very effective. York Mills would be better, as it has both GO and TTC service. The
Leslie station on the Sheppard Subway line is also very close to the Oriole GO Station
and could benefit from better links between the two.
• It would be better not to go after locations that aren’t ready to handle increased capacity,
such as Union Station. The infrastructure is not ready, which will be an issue in highly
built up areas.
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•
•

Building infrastructure and space would be limited for the TTC on the Yonge line, it’s
already operating at capacity.
Congestion is already an issue on the sidewalks around Union Station. It would be
difficult to accommodate more bikes, and locating a BikeShare station at Union would be
unlikely to affect car rides, since 99% of the people who arrive there already walk away
or take transit.

The most frequently suggested locations were all in the downtown core, but as with Union
Station, several of the key informants also offered arguments against developing those sites, at
least in the early stages of HUB network development. Interviewees suggested that:
• The downtown core is well-serviced, except perhaps for better bike links to the subway.
It might be better to focus on places further out, where people might want to transfer to a
bike or a car (e.g. take transit to Kipling, then take an Autoshare car to Stratford.)
• HUBs in outer locations would provide more transportation equity, by providing better
service out there.
• There is a real necessity for HUBs in the north of the City, where taking TTC is not the
easiest thing to do. It would be good to focus on under-served locations.
• It might be better to start at locations outside the city core that are in the process of being
developed, so as to get in on the ground level of planning for the sites. Later HUBs could
move into the city core.
4) Guidelines will need to be established in order to make decisions on HUB locations
It was clear to the working group from the beginning that in order to decide on HUB locations
many factors would have to be taken into consideration. In the case of the Exhibition/Liberty
HUB, the main factors that guided that choice were basically:
• Existing transit service
• Growing residential, tourist, and employment area
• Willing host
Los Angeles: Criteria used in determining
• Partners ready to go
potential Bike-Transit Center locations
To develop a more extensive list of criteria
to guide future decisions, several
discussions were held in working group
meetings about how to choose future
locations. Key informant interviews also
addressed this issue of how to decide on
future HUB locations. Based on those
discussions and interviews, an extensive
list of factors has now been developed.
These are outlined in the next section of
this report.
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Existing Transit Service
Transit Center (more than a bus stop)
Proposed future transit service
Terminus of rail and/or Rapid Bus
Lines
Transit trips
Employment & Population Density
Activity center
Demonstrated bicycle activity

Source: Bike-Transit Center Implementation Plan, 2004, Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and
Bikestation
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Criteria for Determining HUB Locations and Services
Based on the input of the working group and key informants, the criteria for decisions about
where to locate HUBs and what services to offer there can be grouped into three basic categories:
• factors that could affect the development of the HUB;
• factors that could affect how much a HUB would be used; and
• factors related to whether the HUB would further mobility and environmental goals.
Consideration of all of the following questions will be valuable in guiding decisions about
HUBs.

1 – Factors that could affect HUB development
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12

Are there partners willing to participate in HUB development and promotion?
Who owns the land? Is the landowner a willing participant?
Is there a willing participant on-site that could provide staffing for potential
HUB services? (e.g. to sign bikes in and out for a BikeShare station)
Is there one partner, or a few partners, that would benefit from the
development of the HUB, and therefore act as leaders/drivers in the
development of the HUB?
Are there opportunities to involve new partners in the HUB?
(e.g. taxi industry, residential developers)
Is the timing good for potential partners to be building a HUB into future
plans?
Are there issues already in play over the site that could make it challenging
for stakeholders to participate in HUB development?
Are there sources of funding/revenue that could cover the costs of HUB
development?
Physically, is the infrastructure appropriate for a HUB, or could it be easily
developed? Is there enough space to add services?
Are there issues with congestion on the adjacent sidewalks and roads?
Could the area handle more bike and pedestrian traffic without major reengineering?
Are there issues regarding security at this location that would affect the
services a HUB could offer? (For example, would bike lockers be an issue
because of possible terrorist use?)
Would seasonal issues such as snow removal be an issue for any of the new
services to be added to this site (e.g. bike lockers?) How would this be
handled?
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2 – Factors that could affect HUB use
2.1

2.2
2.3
2.4

2.5
2.6

2.7

2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11

Is there a critical mass of people in the area to use the HUB?
• Are there employers in the area that could participate in promoting and
using the HUB services?
• Are there residential developments nearby that the HUB would
service?
Is the area already served by transit?
• By more than one transit service?
Is there interest in having more transportation services provided?
What are the current travel patterns around the site?
• Is it already a transfer point between modes?
• Is it near a common destination?
• Could it serve as both a transfer and a destination?
Does the location offer off-peak travel opportunities?
• Is there transit service in off-peak travel times?
• Does it serve off-peak destinations?
Is the location busy and vibrant already?
• Are there things going on?
• Are there places to use the internet?
• Are there places to get coffee/refreshments?
Does the area feel safe enough for people to use?
• Could vandalism be an issue?
• Is the area isolated at night?
• Is there adequate lighting?
• Are there pay phones?
• Emergency phones?
• Video surveillance?
Is the urban design of the location pedestrian and bike-friendly?
Is the location wheelchair accessible?
Is there a covered waiting area for shelter and shade?
Is the location accessible year round, or are there special events that would
prevent access at particular times (e.g. private events at Exhibition Place)

3 – Factors related to meeting HUB goals
(improving mobility, reducing emissions and congestion, etc)
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4

Are existing transportation services at the location underused? Could they
benefit from marketing and branding with a HUB?
Is the location under-serviced? Could it benefit from new transportation
services?
Does the existing transit service already operate at capacity? Would attracting
more riders pose a problem for the transit provider?
Would developing a HUB at this location encourage anyone not to take their
car, or would it just be transferring trips from one sustainable mode to
another?
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The above list reflects the range of criteria that were discussed, however not all of the above
factors received equal emphasis in those discussions, and not all will be equally important in
determining HUB locations.
One of the factors on which there was general agreement was that potential HUBS area should
already be well served by transit, preferably by more than one service provider.
The discussions surrounding other factors could lead to more debate. For example while some
key informants and working group members suggested it was important to establish HUBs at
locations that were already busy and vibrant, others suggested it was important to focus on
locations that were under-serviced, and these two considerations might lead to contradictory
opinions about whether or not a particular location should be developed as a HUB.
One way to determine the relative importance of these criteria is to consider the ultimate vision
of the HUB Network, and how well each potential site fits into that long term vision. This
ultimate vision of the HUB network is the subject of the next, final section of this report.
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Part Five:
Issues and Options for Future
HUB Network Development
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Branding Issues and Options
During working group discussions, concerns were raised that no clear definition had been
established for what a HUB was, and how HUBs would differ from existing locations that
already bring together multiple modes and services, such as Yonge and Eglinton, or Union
Station. The next stage of HUB development offers opportunities to explore this issue and refine
the HUB brand.
In essence, the fundamental question that will need to be resolved is “What makes a HUB a
HUB?” Several options present themselves as ways to answer this question:
1) A mode or a modal connection as the core brand feature
Bremen’s Mobil.punkts and California’s Bike-Transit stations each had a particular focus
that drove their development, even though the stations that were developed offered many
different transportation options. In Bremen the driving issue was to find a way to
accommodate carsharing on public road space where the normal by-laws would not allow
it, and in California it was on the hope to reduce car trips by improving transit/bike
connections.
That there were such clear motivations for developing the stations allowed for the
projects to be evaluated according to clear outcomes. It also meant there was a defined
stakeholder group to propel the project forward (in Bremen, the carsharing company, and
in California the cycling community). This focus may have been related to the success of
the projects.
For Toronto, one immediate possibility to use as the core feature for HUB branding
would be bicycle lockers. The City of Toronto has acquired a substantial quantity of
these lockers, which they are planning to locate at different sites across the city to make
available for rental to the public. HUBs could be built around each bicycle locker
location.
2) A technology as the core feature
For Bremen’s Mobil.punkts the core feature is the information kiosk that offers journey
planning and carshare booking. This along with identifying pillar is what visually
identifies the site and makes it unique from other locations that offer carshare vehicles,
transit, or bike parking.
There was enthusiasm expressed in the Toronto HUB working group for establishing
similar interactive kiosks at Toronto’s HUBs. The HUB logo, or a list of mobility
services available at the HUB could be displayed on the touch screen, and when the
traveler selected an item, information would be displayed about how to access these
services. Issues around installing such kiosks would include budget constraints and
problems with shelter in outdoor locations; it would depend on the budget and location as
to whether such kiosks would be possible to install at HUBs.
Smart cards payment is another technology that could be a feature of HUBs in the long
term, and as GO Transit develops the GTA farecard with other transit agencies in the
region, it is worth liaising with that initiative to explore how HUBs can ultimately be
integrated into the implementation.
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Finally, real-time information on transit arrival times was among the most popular
potential HUB services, according to the City survey. While neither GO nor the TTC
have immediate plans to implement such technology, HUBs could be offered as test
locations in the future. The new VIVA service in Vaughan has implemented real-time
arrival information, and could be linked to HUBs in that region.
3) Low-tech information as the core feature
Many other more low-tech options exist that would offer HUB users information about
the various modes available to them. These include static signage describing the services
and how to access them. Communication boxes could also be set up and linked to voice
mail systems so that people could dial different extensions to access information on
different modes: (e.g. “to find out how to rent a locker, dial 1; to find out about
carsharing dial 2…”).
4) A target market as the core feature
In such a strategy, the planning for HUBs and decisions about locations and services
would all be developed around one target market. For example, HUBs oriented to
tourists would offer tourist information as well as traveler information on schedules and
fares, such HUBs could also include rental services for bikes, blades, Segways and
connect with hop-on hop-off tour services.
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Marketing Issues and Options
A consistent factor in the working group feedback on the test HUB at Exhibition/Liberty was
disappointment that the budget and timeline of the project had limited the potential for promotion
and for “slicker” site design and signage. Such marketing issues will be important to the success
of HUBs, as indicated by the experience of California’s Bikestations. Usage for those facilities
was found to be very limited and almost insignificant in the first year, and did not begin to grow
until a year of marketing and outreach had succeeded in promoting acceptance of the concept.
There are several marketing issues that should be addressed as the HUB Network is developed:
1) Develop visual cues and name-branding
In the context of branding, the working group had several discussions about possible
names for HUBs. Several members thought the name “New Mobility HUB” was too
cumbersome and sounded like jargon. “Mobility Points,” “ Interchange,” and
“Connection” were all suggested as alternatives but none were favoured enough for the
group to adopt them. Market research would be required to test public reactions to
different name options.
There was agreement in the working group that the design of all HUBs should
incorporate visual cues that unify the different locations, such as consistent colours,
signage, and identification schemes. The design should look consistent while also
accommodating local elements.
2) Explore the potential for corporate name branding
The McDonald’s $5 million endowment for the Chicago Bike Station is a clear
demonstration that major corporate sponsorship is an option for HUBs if they are
developed and marketed in the right way. This is worth exploring in upcoming phases of
HUB development. McDonald’s chose the Bike Station in order to associate with the
healthy lifestyle aspect of the facility and it is worth considering the range of values that
HUBs might represent that would be attractive to corporate sponsors.
3) Consider local employers as key partners in promoting HUB use
Employers and institutions can be instrumental in affecting the travel patterns of their
employees through outreach and incentive programs. The Smart Commute Association is
working with a wide range of employers concerned about commute patterns, and could
be a helpful partner for promoting HUBs to that constituency.
4) Expect travel habits to take time to change
While the initial uptake of alternate modes may be slow, this does not necessarily suggest
that that marketing has not been successful. Toronto carshare company Autoshare has
reported that their customers often know about their service for years before signing up.
When they make the decision to join it is generally stimulated by something happening to
change their transportation habits or needs. This is consistent with the findings of the
multi-modal information centre in Wuppertal. Their market research showed that while
there was relatively little demand for the information they offered about non-transit
modes such as carsharing, the availability of this information was one of the things their
customers valued the most. This suggests that at a later date their customers may choose
to use other services, when such factors as rising gas prices, worsening congestion, or the
break-down of their motor vehicle might cause them to reconsider their travel habits.
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Questions of Scale and Strategy
Perhaps the most basic issue in deciding on next steps for establishing HUBs is the overall scale
of the proposed network. Through an examination of the case examples and background
research outlined in Part Two of this report, as well as discussions with working group and key
informants several options present themselves for models to pursue in the next stage of HUB
development:
1) Pursue a broad-based policy approach
One possible approach to facilitating multi-modal travel at HUBs is to pursue policy
changes that would help make all inter-modal connections work better. One working
group member suggested an approach where ten policies could be identified that would
facilitate intermodal connections (such as incorporating bike racks on buses) and then
working with the relevant stakeholders to get those policies implemented.
The objective of such a process would be to incrementally add new modes and ease
transfers at existing sites, thereby ultimately creating a city-wide network of HUBs. This
approach follows the framework used by Transport for London, where the guidelines
they have set out in their Intermodal Transport Interchange for London document will be
used to ensure future upgrades of inter-modal facilities make connections more seamless.
2) Go big at one location
Chicago’s Millennium Park Bike Station (soon to be renamed the McDonalds Cycle
Centre) and Europe’s Mobility Centre system are both based on developing one central
multi-modal facility. In the case of Chicago, the Bike Station was part of a much larger
redevelopment including the creation of a large downtown park and entertainment
facility, and the upscaling of a formerly neglected waterfront area.
For the Toronto region, this option could be something to pursue in the context of a large
scale redevelopment of an area such as the Waterfront Redevelopment or if the 2015
World Expo bid, for which one of the major themes is transportation, is successful.
3) Start small and work up
In contrast to the “go big” approach outlined above, many working group members felt
small steps could be the best way to proceed in Toronto at this time. They suggested
developing a core group of HUBs with specific branding that provides visual connections
and identifiers, a list of local services, provide maps, information about the other HUB
locations, and additional services as appropriate. One to three of these locations could be
targeted for short term development before a more extensive network was established.
Such a strategy would be consistent with the way the multimodal networks are being built
in Bremen and Los Angeles. Bremen started with two mobil.punkts and following a
two–year test period, has decided to add another two. Los Angeles also has expressed
aspirations for an extensive network of Bike-Stations, but only four sites have been
targeted for short term implementation.
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Possible locations that could be considered in a “start small” scenario might be:
•

Locations that have been under-promoted as connections between modes, like the
Dundas West Subway Station and nearby Bloor GO station, or the Main TTC
Station and nearby Danforth GO Station.

•

Locations where it might be strategic to try to get small HUBs established now, in
order to incorporate more extensive HUBs into long-term planning, such as York
University and Downsview Park.

•

Locations where community stakeholders are trying to encourage alternative
transportation, such as St Lawrence Market with their smartliving St Lawrence
initiative (www.smartliving.ca/stlawrence).

•

University Campuses, where the student populations present a large group of
potential HUB users whose travel habits are likely to be less entrenched than
commuters in the regular work force, and where the actions of campus
administrations suggest they could be approached as leading stakeholders (i.e.
York University is already on the HUB Working Group, University of Toronto
already is the site of a BikeShare HUB, and Ryerson is currently in discussions
with the City to be considered as a potential site for bicycle lockers.)
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Appendices
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Appendix One: New Mobility HUBs Project Brochure
Outside:
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Inside:
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Appendix Two: HUB Project Survey Questionnaire
Page One:
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Page Two:
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