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Preface

This thesis was a part-time project that | began in October 2024 and finished in June 2025. My moti-
vation for joining this project was that Iim a big fan of greenery in cities and not such a big fan of cars
parked on the street. | distinctly remember three cars parked in my neighborhood back in Bulgaria.
Three cars, past which | walked for almost 20 years until | moved to the Netherlands, and they never
moved from their spots. | am not entirely sure about who owned them, but whoever did, the cars re-
mained unused. And although these were only three cars that | noticed, | am sure there were and still
are many more. | will leave it to the imagination to the reader about the countless opportunities that
could have been possible if such vehicles did not take space on the street. Because even when used,
private cars are parked on the street for over 90% of the time.

This general dislike of mine towards the abundance of personal cars tied well within the initiative
SCARCITY, which | came to know about through Bart. He was also the one to introduce me to Vincent
and the Municipalityis project centering around the KeileCollectief, after which Jan Anne and Arjan also
became part of the my graduation project due to their association with shared mobility.

This gave the initial start of my thesis project, which process-wise was quite challenging, as | did not
have much experience with the method | decided to use. But this was exactly what | wanted - to try
and learn something new. This, besides complicating my work, made the process interesting from an
academic standpoint. | had to face many methodological challenges, which | addressed either through
further research, by reworking my models tens of times, or via contacting experts in the field. In the
end, | rose above at least some of these challenges.

And although this was an individual project, | would like to thank my supervisors, both on the Univer-
sity and the Municipality side for their support and guidance. | would also like to thank my family and
friends for supporting me, both financially and emotionally, in the journey of completing this degree. A
special thanks goes to Dispuut Verkeer for providing me with an environment in which | could learn,
thrive and meet new people. Because of all of this | had a wonderful time studying in this University and
in this city and as sad as | am to leave all of this behind, 1im excited for what the future has in store for me!

On that note, | leave you, the reader, with my thesis and | can only hope it is an enjoyable reading
material.

Lia Kondova
Delft, August 2025
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Introduction

As car use in cities continues to grow, causing issues such as congestion, air pollution, and the in-
efficient use of public space, Municipalities across the Netherlands are working to address this by
promoting alternatives like shared mobility. For this purpose, certain policies are in place, but not when
it comes to small-to-medium-sized enterprises (SMESs). Thus, to investigate the mobility needs and the
factors affecting mode choice for business-related trips, the KeileCollectief in Rotterdam is taken as a
practical case study.

The reviewed literature shows that mode choice is shaped by a combination of socio-demographic fac-
tors (such as age, gender, income, education, household type, and vehicle ownership), operational and
context-related aspects (including parking availability, booking requirements, travel time, and weather),
and psychological influences (for example, driving pleasure, environmental responsibility, and habit).
Studies also suggest that a strong sense of community can encourage prosocial and sustainable be-
havior, although direct empirical links between workplace culture and shared mobility adoption remain
underexplored. This gap in the literature, combined with the practical need for SME-specific policy in-
sights, forms the basis for this research. And to address this, the following main research is formulated:

How do the employees of small-to-medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) make transport mode choices
for business trips?

To aid answering this question, three sub-research questions are formulated, namely:

A Which factors are relevant when it comes to choosing between shared mobility options and private
car usage at the KeileCollectief?

A How do these factors, in combination with the aspect of workplace community values, shape
mode choice for the KeileCollectief employees?

A What lessons from the KeileCollectief pilot can inform the design of shared mobility policies tar-
geting SMEs?

Methodology

To answer the research questions, a mixed-method approach was used, combining expert interviews
and a stated choice experiment (SCE). The first step involved defining the key variables through a com-
bination of literature review and interviews with experts who are familiar with the KeileCollectief mobility
strategy. Based on the outcomes of the interviews, three attributes were selected: parking distance,
advanced booking time, and estimated arrival time. The SCE simulated realistic business trip choices
between different transport modes, namely private car, shared car/van, shared cargo bike, which were
most relevant for the KeileCollectief pilot. Survey respondents had to go through two separate choice
scenarios: one for small cargo (with private car, shared car, and shared cargo bike as options), and
one for large cargo (with only private car and shared car as options). The survey also included a socio-
demographic section capturing information such as age, gender, education level, income, employment
status, and the importance of community at work. Lastly, the Multinomial Logit (MNL) Model was uti-
lized to provide a deeper understanding of mode choice by determining which factors are influential
when selecting a given alternative.
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Results

Due to the lower than expected explanatory power of the initial models, which only included the at-
tributes as main effects, two extended models (one per scenarios) were created. These models also
included the covariates age, gender and community sensitivity, which arose as most important during
the expert interviews. The key findings can be seen in Table 1. In a nutshell, both models showed that
the internal motivation for choosing shared mobility for the sake of the KeileCollectief community was
not a driving factor for a successful transition. Even in a progressive and environmentally-conscious
community as the KeileCollectief, the biggest contributors to considering shared mobility were external
- removing parking spots, increasing the ease-of-use of shared mode, and other actions.

Table 1: Scenario Results: Small cargo vs. Big cargo

Scenario 1: Small cargo

Scenario 2: Big cargo

Increased booking-in-advance time lowers the
utility of the shared modes

Perceived filated arrival lowers the utility of the
shared modes

Perceived filateo arrival hardly affects the utility
of the private car

Increasing the distance to parking decreases
the utility of the private car

All age groups prefer the private car by default,
but are open to the shared car/van

All age groups show little interest towards the
shared cargo bike

Community values do not appear to be a strong
determinant in mode choice

Gender does not appear to play a role in mode
choice in the KeileCollectief context

There is no baseline preference for the private
car

Perceived filated arrival lowers the utility of the
shared car/van

Perceived filated arrival significantly lowers the
utility of the private car

Increasing the distance to parking decreases
the utility of the private car

There is no clear evidence that longer booking
time reduces the shared car/van utility

Respondents aged 65+ show a strong prefer-
ence for the private car over the shared car/van

Community values do not appear to be a strong
determinant in mode choice

All genders, as well as respondents under 65,
show no significant preference for shared car/-
van over private car or vice versa

Discussion

Despite the intuitive results for the operational factors, the model outcomes for the other aspects contra-
dicted the reviewed literature. These outcomes challenged the assumption that progressive work envi-
ronments or community-oriented branding would lead to more sustainable behavior in terms of mobility.
This was also enhanced by the lack information regarding shared mobility among the KeileCollectief
employees. When considering these outcomes, however, the aspect of certain model limitation should
not be forgotten. Such limitation include the modest sample size, which lead to a lower explanatory
power of the models. Despite this, the findings provide useful insights into the kinds of operational
improvements and behavioral levers that would need to be addressed for shared mobility adoption to
grow in SME environments.
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Conclusion and Recommendation

In conclusion, in order to improve the adoption of shared mobility in SME settings, vehicle usability
must be prioritized in order to tip the scales away from private cars and more towards shared mobility.
The shared options must not be just as convenient - they should be more convenient than the private
car in order to be truly competitive. This means reducing the need to plan far in advance, ensuring
vehicles are readily available, and locating them closer to usersi points of departure. Shared mobility
should also be made visible and accessible within the physical and social space of the workplace. One
approach could be to treat shared cars and bikes as part of a companyis own fleet - vehicles that are
familiar, always nearby, and used regularly. This is also in line with the community values, that SMEs
usually exhibit. Infrastructure changes such as priority parking spots or designated areas for shared
vehicles near office entrances could help normalize their presence.

Information and engagement also play an important role - companies and municipalities should orga-
nize interactive events such as info markets, workshops, or short demo sessions where employees
can see, try, and discuss the use of shared mobility in a casual and open way. The aim is not just to
inform, but to involve people in the initiative and create positive associations with the shared options
available. This could also strengthen the community values within the workspace, which could then
result in an increase shared mobility usage. In addition, this research shows that not all commonly
assumed behavioral drivers, such as age, gender, or even community sensitivity, are universally rele-
vant. In practice, shared mobility behavior is shaped more by contextual and operational constraints,
which implies that models should favor simplicity and empirical relevance over theoretical exhaustive-
ness. Most importantly - policy makers and the individuals, for whom policies are made, should work
together to achieve the transition towards shared mobility.
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