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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
Millennials have been observed to be utilizing sustainable modes
of transportation more than their preceding generations as they
enter adulthood (McDonald, 2015). The comparably lower rates of
automobility among Millennials – those born between 1980 and
2000 – is cited as a positive development in context of general
goals of environmental sustainability and traffic reduction.
However, research has been conducted that attributes some (or
all) of the unique travel behaviour of Millennials to the Great
Recession that commenced in 2008. The claim that is central to
this reasoning is that Millennials were disproportionately affected
by this event; their employment rates are substantially lower than
what was exhibited by preceding generations at similar ages. This
leaves them with less ability to afford automobiles and gives
them less reasons to make automobile trips.

The data confirm that there is an association between
employment status and travel behaviour. The proportion of
people in the GTHA that drive automobiles is substantially higher
for people with full-time employment than it is for those without
it. Declines in daily auto trips and auto mode share are also much
greater for individuals with full-time employment in comparison
to those without it. However, automobility indicators among
people with full-time employment were not completely stable,
suggesting that the Great Recession and the economic conditions
that it fostered are not wholly responsible for the unique
automobility of Millennials. Noticeable decline in auto mode
share and daily auto trips was observed among people with fulltime employment and the decline in daily VKT was consistent for
all age groups and people with all employment statuses.

This theory is tested in this report using the Greater Toronto and
Hamilton Area (GTHA) as a case study. Descriptive statistics are
analyzed to assess if there is an association between employment
status and the reduced automobility of Millennials. Data is
examined from three cross-sections of the Transportation
Tomorrow Survey – surveys were conducted in 2001, 2006, and
2011 – and extensive focus is centred on the changes in travel
behaviour observed during the study period. Three automobility
indicators are utilized to assess this behaviour including auto
mode share, daily auto trips, and daily vehicle kilometres travelled
(VKT). Another indicator – transit mode share – is included to
assess concurrent trends in the growth of public transit in the
GTHA. Each of these indicators are measured first for the entire
GTHA and then separately for the City of Toronto and the
remaining suburban municipalities. This tactic was utilized to
compare Millennial travel behaviour in these areas that can be
characterized by the vast differences of their built environment.

The data revealed a significant difference in automobility trends
between Millennials and their preceding generation, Generation
X. Much of the observed declines in automobility measures
observed among the latter group happened between 2001 and
2006, rather than after, suggesting that the Great Recession did
not impact their travel behaviour in the GTHA. In contrast,
Millennial automobility continuously declined throughout the
study period; this result appears to confirm the impact that the
Great Recession had on the automobility of Millennials.
These results indicate that when Millennials experience improved
employment fortunes, and as their travel requirements increase
because of their advanced lifecycle stage, their collective
automobility can be expected to increase. However, it is unlikely
that they will reach levels observed among their preceding
generations. In fact, that the trajectory of Millennial travel
behaviour is unclear implies that this is a critical period for
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policymakers including planners and transportation demand
management professionals. Action can be taken at each level of
government in the GTHA that can exert significant influence on
the travel behaviour of Millennials and future generations. The
recommendations contained within this report have been
compiled with the goal of ensuring that Millennial travel
behaviour remains different from the behaviour of their
preceding generations.

automobility. Combined with efforts to reduce the convenience of
using automobiles, compact developments should be prioritized
to allow for the implementation of better alternative
transportation infrastructure.

RECOMMENDATION #1: Facilitate a reduction in automobile
use; do not attempt to eliminate automobile use.

Public transit ridership showed considerable gains, specifically
among Millennials, in the GTHA and to ensure that new transit
users do not transition to automobile usage, efforts should be
focused on continuing to increase ridership. This includes the
education of the next generation; public transit should be
thoroughly marketed in schools as it is in Western Europe.

More Millennials will encounter life events (ie. having children)
that will require more on-demand trips that automobiles are
better equipped to handle. Incorporating ridesharing, carsharing,
and ride-hailing services as part of a larger multi-modal strategy
allows flexibility and eliminates the need to own a vehicle.
RECOMMENDATION
#2:
Embrace
employer-based
transportation demand management (TDM) programs as a
method of changing commuting behaviour.
The results of this research report suggest that most automobile
trips made by individuals with full-time employment are commute
trips. Many employers have made efforts to influence the travel
behaviour of their employers and local policymakers should
embrace and facilitate these efforts.
RECOMMENDATION #3: Prioritize compact and mixed-use
development in the suburbs as part of a larger effort to
facilitate the use of alternative modes of transportation.
While a variety of research has concluded that compact
developments alone are not enough to detract people from
driving, they are likely a requirement in efforts to reduced
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RECOMMENDATION #4: Foster further increase in transit
ridership of Millennials in the GTHA by improving marketing
efforts and educating youth about this transportation mode.
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1.0 - Introduction

1.0 – Introduction
Nearly 80 percent of Canadians drove to work in 2011 (Ministry
of Industry, 2013). This current mobility pattern in Canada is
thought to be highly unsustainable and if it holds, is destined to
bring further gridlock to major cities, reduce potential for
economic development, reduce productivity, and further threaten
the environment and the quality of life of Canadians. Further,
heavy automobile use is now commonly linked to several
environmental, health and economic problems facing Canadian
cities. Seemingly in contrast to this pattern are Millennials – those
born between 1980 and 2000, and otherwise known as
Generation Y – have been observed to be shifting toward more
sustainable transport modes such as walking, cycling and public
transit (McDonald, 2015). This development has lead to
enthusiasm that these issues can be rectified in the coming years,
although the optimism may have to be tempered.
In the relevant literature, two hypotheses have frequently been
given for the observed decline in the automobility of Millennials
compared to preceding generations. One prevalent explanation
posits that young adults in the new millennium have encountered
adverse economic conditions – most notably the Great Recession
that began in 2008 – that have resulted in lower employment
rates and ultimately, have left them without the ability to own
and operate vehicles at the same rates as their parents did and
further, have given them less reason to make automobile trips. If
economic conditions are the primary culprit for unique Millennial
travel behaviour, this generation can be expected to increase
their automobility patterns considerably when economic
conditions improve; they can be expected to “catch up” to the
behaviour exhibited by Generation X and the Baby Boomers.

2

The competing explanation is premised on the belief that
Millennials have different preferences, attitudes, and ideas that
lead them to make choices that directly and/or indirectly
influence their decision to not drive automobiles at all or as often
as their elders. If Millennials truly are choosing to drive less,
whether this is more attributable to a preference of residential
locations where less driving is required or to concerns about the
environment, or a combination of these and other factors, their
patterns of declining automobility will be maintained. A complete
list of hypothesized explanations of observed Millennial travel
behaviour is included in this report; all can be categorized under
one of these two overarching theories.
I have examined the association between employment status and
several travel behaviour indicators in 2001, 2006, and 2011 to
assess the validity of the hypothesis implicating the Great
Recession as the reason for the unique automobility of
Millennials in the Greater Toronto & Hamilton Area (GTHA).
Travel mode share, daily auto trips, and daily vehicle kilometres
travelled (VKT) are measured in this report. For each indicator, I
isolated the results of people who live in Toronto and those who
live in the City’s suburbs. This exercise was completed to facilitate
a comparison of the region’s Millennials living in urban and
suburban environments. I theorized that if it is true that Millennial
travel behaviour could be entirely attributable to harsh economic
conditions brought on by the Great Recession, then the
automobility measures of the Millennials who maintained fulltime employment in the study period would not change, rather
they would be comparable to the behaviour exhibited by their
elders. Overall declines in automobility among Millennials, then,
would be entirely attributable to declines among individuals that
were employed part-time or were unemployed.

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials

I found that there was an association between automobility
behaviour and employment status in the GTHA during the study
period. Specifically, auto mode share and daily distance travelled
by automobile were both significantly higher for people with fulltime employment. However, decline was observed in automobility
measures among people with full-time employment although the
decreases were smaller than what occurred among individuals
without full-time employment. There was less variation in the
behaviour of groups with full-time employment, indicating a
stronger resiliency to overall patterns of change. This finding was
true for two of my three indicators: auto mode share and daily
auto trips. For the third – daily distance travelled – the decline
observed during the study period was consistent for all age
groups regardless of employment status.

1.0 - Introduction

increase to levels observed among their preceding generations
appears to be unlikely. Further, my findings suggest that future
Millennial automobility cannot currently be accurately forecasted
and thus, this generation represents both a challenge and an
opportunity to urban planners, transportation planners, and
transportation demand management practitioners. Millennial
travel behaviour can be influenced and these professionals can
collectively take action with the goal of maintaining their reduced
automobility as this group ages.

A closer examination of the data also revealed results that were
antithetical to the assumption that automobility declined for
everyone because of the Great Recession. Automobility analysis
of 26- to 40-year-olds, groups that were largely Generation Xers
during the study period, revealed that by some measures, their
automobility declined precipitously between 2001 and 2006,
rather than after. This result implies that the generation closest in
age to Millennials increased their automobility in response to the
Great Recession. The result can be interpreted as a pattern that
Millennials may follow or conversely, it could be taken as
evidence that Millennials are different and that collectively, they
reacted differently to the economic downtown.
Collectively, these findings lend credence to both explanations for
declining Millennial automobility. While employment status had
influence on travel behaviour, Millennials were found to drive
automobiles less often than their preceding generations of all
employment statuses. The data suggests that improved economic
conditions will lead more Millennials to drive although an

3
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2.0 – Methodology
This report examines whether there is a relationship between the
observed travel behaviour of Millennials and their employment
status. Specifically, while many studies have noted that Millennials
drive automobiles less than preceding generations, the collective
employment fortunes of this generation have been negatively
affected by the Great Recession that commenced in 2008. Prior to
examining whether there is a statistical relationship between
these trends, the relevant research associated with each of these
themes is summarized, including Millennials, the Great Recession,
and most importantly, travel behaviour. With a functional
understanding of these concepts, two research articles that
extensively studied these patterns in the United States are
discussed in depth; these studies, conducted by McDonald (2015)
and Blumenberg et al (2012), serve as the primary influences on
this research report.
The data source for this study is described in this chapter; it
focuses on the Greater Toronto & Hamilton Area. A description
of the source of the data, the Transportation Tomorrow Survey
(TTS), follows, including the data gathered from it that are
relevant to this study, and the iterations of it that are included as
part of the study. The chapter concludes with a brief description
of the study area.
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2.1 – Thematic Literature Review

2.1.1 – Millennials
The demographic cohort that is the focus of this research report
is the Millennials, a group that has otherwise been referred to as
“Echo Boomers”, “Generation Next”, “Net Generation”, and
commonly, “Generation Y” (Bujang et al, 2015; Kamargianni et al,
2014). However, a precise definition of this generation, in terms
of an agreeable collection of years of birth, is lacking; the range
of the latter is different depending on where one looks. In many
studies that resemble and have influenced this report, those who
were born between 1980 and 2000 are considered to be
Millennials (Garikapati et al, 2016; Klein et al, 2017; McDonald,
2015; Newbold et al, 2017; Polzin et al, 2014). Bujang et al
conducted a study (2015) concerning the generation and housing
affordability using 1979 and 1994 as the range of study. A study
focusing strictly on transit use among youth utilized an age range
of 1980 and 2004 (Brown et al, 2016). Meanwhile, a study
examining the potential relationship between emerging
information and communication technology (ICT) and travel
behaviour identified Millennials as being 19- to 30-years-old in
2011 (Mans et al, 2012). Similarly, a wide-ranging study by the
Pew Research Center (2010) described the cohort as 18- to 29years-old in 2010. For the purposes of this research report,
Millennials are those who were born between 1980 and 2000
because most of the most relevant research defines them in this
manner.

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials

2.1.2 The Great Recession, Canada, and its Youth
The economic collapse experienced by many developed countries,
most notably the United States and starting in 2008, is
simultaneously well understood but nevertheless, quite complex.
This financial crisis, referred to as the “Great Recession,” can be
attributed to a housing bubble associated with subprime
mortgages; when that bubble burst, unemployment rates
increased significantly in many countries (Homburg, 2015). Net
losses in jobs totalled 8.7 million in the U.S. and 430,000 in
Canada between the onset of the crisis and the midpoint of 2009
(Zmitrowicz, 2014). According to the same study, unemployment
rate in Canada rose from 5.9 percent in February 2008 to 8.7
percent in August 2009 while in the United States, it was at 4.4
percent in May 2007 and 10 percent at its worst in October 2009.
Nevertheless, the U.S. was more adverely affected by the Great
Recession than Canada. While Canada’s unemployment rate had
been higher than that of the U.S. from the early 1980’s until the
onset of the financial crisis in 2008, it has been lower than the
U.S. rate since then (Hoffman et al, 2016). The overall effect of
the global financial crisis has been referred to as a ‘shock’ in
Canada but was never considered to be severe (Dubé et al, 2016).
Rather, the effects of the Great Recession have been observed to
be more localized in Canada. While rural areas were more
responsive to the financial crisis (meaning that significant
changes to employment rates did not last as long), industrial
areas (e.g. Southern Ontario) were the most significantly affected
and exhibited the slowest recoveries (Dubé et al, 2016). Most
relevant to this research report, Toronto was among a group of
regions that were observed to have only had a slight decline in
unemployment rates since the Great Recession (Dubé et al, 2016).

2.0 - Methodology

The Great Recession has also accelerated a longstanding pattern
where the employment rates of teenagers and young adults have
been decreasing. Generally, while youth unemployment has
always been higher than for the rest of the working population,
economic recessions are also bound to have a greater effect on
youth that are attempting to enter the workforce without
experience; in effect, the employment gap widens during times of
economic stress (Blumenberg et al, 2012). In a study describing
youth as being aged between “minimum school-leaving age and
less than 25,” while youth unemployment had been observed to
be generally increasing since the 1970’s, this change was rapid
during the Great Recession and it happened at a faster rate than
the increase of overall unemployment rates (Bell et al, 2011). In
the United States, the average youth unemployment rate was
10.8% from 2005 – 2007 but spiked to 17.6% in 2009 according
to data obtained from the Organisation for Economic CoOperation and Development (OECD). In Canada, the increase over
the same periods was from 11.7% to 15.3%.
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2.1.3 Automobility
Throughout many developed countries, daily travel behaviour
became increasingly dominated by the single occupant vehicle
(SOV) in the second half of the 20th century with evidence found
in increasing automobile use, ownership, and licensure (Hopkins
et al, 2014; Kuhnimhof et al, 2012). However, this pattern began
to reverse itself at the turn of the century. In the United States for
example, average annual VKT decreased for all age groups
between 2001 and 2009 (Mans et al, 2012). In fact, VKT in 2009
were similar to levels observed in 1990; the phenomenon has
been attributed to several factors including the Great Recession
(Blumenberg et al, 2016). Specifically, a year-by-year analysis
showed that VKT decreased 2.8% from 2008 to 2011, a significant
result given the increase in population during this period (Polzin
et al, 2014). Similar results have been reported from Australia,
Germany, and Great Britain. However, several studies report that
the inflection point in VKT occurred several years prior to the
onset of the Great Recession in 2008 (Kuhnimhof et al, 2012; Le
Vine et al, 2009; Newman et al, 2011).
In much of the research on travel behaviour, Millennials have
been referred to as the “go-nowhere” generation due to their
lower rates of getting a driver’s license, decreased rates of car
ownership, lower amounts of automobile trips taken, fewer
minutes spent on the road, and finally, lower VKT of automobile
travel on average (Garikapati et al, 2016; McDonald, 2015). In
Germany, car ownership was observed to have decreased among
18- to 29-year-olds while driving licensure stagnated; both
continued to increase for the rest of the population (Kuhnimhof
et al, 2012). In the United States, 19- to 30-year-olds were
making approximately one less trip per day in 2009 than they
were making in 1995 (McDonald, 2015). In addition, despite the

8
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average daily trip length being longer in 2009 than it was in
1995, significant decreases in VKT were observed among 19- to
30-year-olds, particularly for commute, personal business and
social or recreational trips. Still, it has been posited that
Millennials are “catching up”; some of the relevant research
expects their automobility patterns to regress towards those
observed of their preceding generations (Blumenberg et al, 2012;
Newbold et al, 2017). In Canada, a longitudinal analysis of age
cohorts found that despite a higher utilization of public transit
and active transportation, there was clear evidence of increasing
driving licensure, more automobile trips taken and longer
duration spent in cars among Millennials (Newbold et al, 2017).
One line of reasoning to explain observed lower automobility
among Millennials is that the Great Recession greatly affected
them: they have lower employment rates, less reason to travel,
and less ability to afford automobiles (Blumenberg et al, 2012).
Hence, when economic conditions inevitably improve, Millennials
can simply be expected to drive as much as their parents did. A
competing explanation is that Millennials have changing
household location preferences, among other factors, and altered
values, perhaps concerning matters including environmental
preservation. Table 1 summarizes a series of explanations that
have been provided for the observed travel behaviour of
Millennials.

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials
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Table 1: Collection of explanations for the unique automobility of Millennials.
Cause

Explanation(s)

Source

Changing values of
Millennials

- Millennials have been described as being “frugal,” inferring that their values in relation
to their spending preferences are different than those of Generation X or their parents
(presumably baby boomers).
- Anecdotal evidence overwhelmingly supports the notion that Millennials are less tied
to the idea of the automobile as a symbol of freedom, success, adulthood, and
economic achievement, especially in comparison to Baby Boomers.

(Garikapati et
al, 2016, Polzin
et al 2014)

Raising awareness of
environmental
concerns

- Acting upon knowledge of the relationship between driving cars and emitting
greenhouse gas emissions, Millennials make a conscious choice to use sustainable
modes of transportation.

(Hopkins et al,
2014)

Impact of information
and communication
technologies (ICT)

- ICTs have been introduced and adopted very quickly, to such an extent that their
usage is often associated with Millennials despite their usage by other generations.
- Their usage has been hypothesized as a kind of substitution for “normal” travel
behaviour, including automobility.
- Working from home and online shopping are examples where the need for travel is
removed to complete many tasks.

(Mans et al,
2012; van
Wee, 2015)

More young people
undertaking postsecondary education

- More Millennials are participating in post-secondary educations (specifically college or
university) than any preceding age cohort which can be primarily attributed to dramatic
increases in participation for women.
- This phenomenon delays entry to the workforce and it results in incurring significant
debt from student loans; both factors reduce automobility.

(Blumenberg
et al, 2016;
Polzin et al,
2014)

Housing location
preferences

- Millennials (particularly those older than 25) tend to concentrate in urban and central
locations characterized by higher population density.
- In addition, delayed household formation means that theoretically, Millennials have
less reason to move to traditional locations for raising families (ie. the suburbs).
- Strong relationships have been observed between living in centralized locations and
lower VKT for Millennials.

(Atherwood,
2015; Polzin et
al, 2014)

Improving sustainable
transportation
infrastructure

- The expansion of higher order transit systems and the implementation of active
transportation infrastructure (e.g. bike lanes) make these transportation modes more
competitive as alternative transportation options.

(Hopkins et al,
2014)
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Table 1 (continued): Collection of explanations for the unique automobility of Millennials.
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Cause

Explanation(s)

Source

Relationship between
ethnicity and travel
behaviour

- There is a strong relationship between ethnicity (often tied with immigration status)
and automobility.
- The income levels, employment attainment, cultural attributes and locational
characteristics are highly correlated to ethnicity.
- Millennials are much more diverse than preceding generations meaning that these
factors are much more relevant and influential to their travel behaviour.

(Polzin et al,
2014)

Disproportionate
impact of the Great
Recession on
Millennials

- The biggest contributor to daily trips made is the commute trip; with higher
unemployment, logically, less trips are made.
- Indirectly, with less money to spend, Millennials have less ability to purchase, utilize,
and maintain automobiles.
- Poor economic situations delay home ownership and decisions to have children; these
are life factors that arguably necessitate automobile usage.

(Blumenberg
et al, 2016;
Polzin et al,
2014)

Increasing difficulty of
getting a driver’s
license

- Graduated driver’s license regulations have been introduced in many developed
countries resulting in delays and in some cases, deterrence for Millennials attaining full
automobility.
- In fact, driving licensure has been on the decline since 1981 in the U.S.

(Blumenberg
et al, 2016,
Polzin et al,
2014)

Lower rates of car
ownership

- Two possible explanations:
- Millennials prefer urban (or downtown) living and public transit and therefore, avoid
car ownership.
- Millennials have not been able to afford, utilize, and maintain automobiles.

(Klein et al,
2017;
Blumenberg et
al, 2016)

Delayed household
formation

- Slower attaining of full time, career-related employment, marriage later in life, and
delayed family formation have all contributed to delayed permanent household
formation.
- Youth struggling to find meaningful employment, usually after completing postsecondary education and living independently, often return to live with their parents;
this is known as the “boomerang” effect.
- These factors affect travel patterns particularly because they prevent the establishment
of consistent behaviour.

(Blumenberg
et al, 2016)
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Many of the causes outlined in Table 1 are interdependent; for
example, high Millennial unemployment rate surely influences low
Millennial car ownership, resulting in lower Millennial
automobility. Further, the central focus of this research report is
to determine whether there is a relationship between the travel
behaviour of Millennials and their employment status. Because
the latter is intrinsically linked to the Great Recession, each of the
explanations for Millennial travel behaviour found in Table 1 can
be viewed throughout the lens of the 2008 financial crisis. While
some are more clearly related to employment status than others,
all are critical considerations when analyzing automobility, and all
contribute to the central research question posited in this report.
To reiterate: when the employment conditions of Millennials
improve, will they continue to exhibit lower rates of automobility
than preceding generations, or will their travel behaviour catch
up and begin to replicate what has been observed of Generation
X and the Baby Boomers?

2.1.4 Influential Studies to this Research Report
The research question that is central to this report has been
considered and researched previously in the United States, and in
this sub-section, the two most relevant studies will be
summarized. Both have considered a similar research question
through the lens of the Great Recession and aspects of their
methodology are replicated in my report.

2.1.4.1 Are Millennials really the “Go-Nowhere” Generation? –
McDonald (2015)
McDonald (2015) analyzed National Household Travel Survey
(NHTS) data from 1995, 2001, and 2009 in the U.S., including
daily auto trips and mileage, to investigate automobility trends
and the factors that determine travel behaviour. The goal of the
research was to reach a determination about whether the trends
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observed among Millennials could be attributed to their unique
mobility and lifestyle preferences and values, or whether their
travel behaviour could be explained by their lifecycle stage.
Millennials stay in school longer than previous generations at the
same age and have lower employment rates.

To explore each explanation, McDonald separated Millennials and
Generation Xers (the generation immediately preceding
Millennials) into age categories to allow for an analysis of each as
a group at each of the three checkpoints. The survey subjects are
separated into four age groupings - 19-24, 25-30, 31-36, and 3742 – to analyze cohort-specific effects at perceived different life
stages. Specifically, because of the macroeconomic shock of the
Great Recession, changes experienced by Millennials (aged 19- to
30-years-old in 2009 in this study) are compared to travel
behaviour changes of Generation X (31- to 42-years-old in 2009).
Ultimately, the research confirmed that daily vehicle trips and
daily vehicle kilometres travelled declined from 1995 to 2009 in
the U.S., and that the trend was noticeable among Millennials and
Generation X. The research concluded that lifestyle-related
demographic shifts among Millennials, including decreased
employment and delayed formation of households, were
determined to be responsible for 10 - 25% of this trend
(displayed in Figure 1). Another 35% - 50% was attributed to
millennial- specific factors, including increased online interaction
and evolved attitudes about mobility. The remaining 40% of the
decline in automobility is attributed to it’s overall decline among
all cohorts during the study period. Based off these findings, the
author theorizes that because this trend can be partially
explained by unfortunate lifestyle-related demographic shifts
attributed to the Great Recession in 2008, Millennial automobility
could increase substantially in the future with improved fortunes.

11

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials

Figure 1: The summary of McDonald’s findings expressed as
the change in daily automobile mileage for four age cohorts
from 1995 to 2009 (McDonald, 2015).

2.4.1.2 What's youth got to do with it? Exploring the travel
behavior of teens and young adults. - Blumenberg, Taylor, Smart,
Ralph, Wander, & Brumbaugh (2012)
Research conducted by Blumenberg et al (2012) set out to answer
essentially the same question about travel behaviour examined by
McDonald, although this report preceded the latter. In their
efforts, the research team looked at National Personal Travel
Survey (NPTS) data from 1990, and NHTS data from 2001 and
2009, to assess the mobility patterns of millennials in comparison
to previous generations at similar ages. 15- to 26-year-olds were
separated from “middle-aged adults” (27- to 61-year-olds) to
establish whether determinants of youth travel behaviour had
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changed and whether the youth age group is likely to carry
different travel behaviour than the adult group. Four measures of
travel behaviour were analyzed including VKT, number of daily
trips, commute mode choice, and social trip mode choice.
Statistical models were utilized in their process to assess life-cycle
effects, current events (ie. the Great Recession), and cohort effects
to assess the differences between the two predetermined age
groups.
Referring to their models as using “quasi-cohorts,” their research
observed moderate generational effects on travel behaviour.
Millennials were observed to be making 4% less trips per day and
travelling 18% less distance than their preceding generations,
although their research hinted at an increased reliance on the
single-occupant vehicle for commute and social trips among
Millennials. In answering their research question, Blumenberg et
al determined that economic factors, amplified by the Great
Recession, were strongly influential to the travel behaviour of all
age groups and particularly so for youth because they were more
adversely affected than their elders. Employment status and
household income were among the variables that were more
closely tied to travel behaviour. Conversely, factors associated
with lifestyle values and preferences showed much weaker
influence. For example, the rising prevalence of information and
communications technologies (ICT) were hypothesized (in this
study and elsewhere) as a type of substitute for travel; the
research of Blumenberg et al determined that if they have any
relationship to travel behaviour, it has resulted in travel increases,
not decreases.
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2.2 Data Collection & Analysis
While efforts to assess the unique travel behaviour of Millennials
in work by McDonald (2015), Blumenberg et al (2012), and more
has been illuminating, comparable research is lacking in Canada.
Much of the existing research descriptively analyzes travel
behaviour rather than assessing its determinants, as Blumenberg
et al and McDonald do. Further, these studies are national in
scope and do not attempt to assess whether there are differences
in travel behaviour related to land development patterns where
people reside (ie. urban vs. suburban). Taking these factors into
consideration, this research report aims to replicate aspects of
these studies but focuses on the Greater Toronto and Hamilton
Area (GTHA) to assess not only the travel behaviour of
Millennials, but also whether there are differences between those
who live in the City of Toronto and those who live in the suburbs
that surround the city.
The Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS) is a household travel
survey that has been conducted in the GTHA by the University of
Toronto’s Data Management Group at five-year intervals since
1986. Three cross-sections – 2001, 2006, 2011 – of Transportation
Tomorrow Surveys (TTS) from the GTHA are analyzed in this
report, making it a longitudinal study. Importantly, each crosssection is comparable in regards to survey design (Data
Management Group, 2013). The geographical boundaries of TTS
have generally grown since its inception but to maintain a
legitimacy, this research will limit its scope to a selection of the
region’s municipalities that were included in each cross-section of
the TTS. Included in the study area are the City of Toronto, City
of Hamilton, and the municipalities of Durham, York, Peel, and
Halton.

It is important to note that surveys conducted in different years
do not represent the same individuals and households. Hence, it
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is not possible to directly compare changes in mobility pattern of
individuals across different survey years. However, observations
across different survey years could be linked by birth year group,
thereby creating “quasi-cohorts,” which allows changes in travel
behaviour of each quasi-cohort as it ages and presumably moves
through different lifecycle stages. Use of quasi-cohorts – also
referred to as “pseudo-cohorts” – is a well-accepted analytical
technique in urban research (Myers 1999, Blumenberg et al 2012).
In this study, I categorize 16- to 40-year-olds into five groups:
16-20, 21-25, 26-30, 31-35, and 36-40. This matches the five-year
intervals of the three data cross-sections thereby allowing
examination of changes in mobility patterns within select quasicohorts. Travel behaviour until 30 years of age is quite nascent as
individuals pass through different lifecycle stages, e.g. starting
careers, forming familial partnerships, and having children. Three
age groups will show travel trends of Millennials: 16-20 in all the
three cross-sections, 21-25 in 2006 and 2011, and 26-30 in 2011.
In all data tables presented in this report, data points describing
Millennials are highlighted.
For each age group, the data is split based upon employment
status to assess its effect on travel behaviour. People who
answered “full-time,” “part-time,” and “unemployed” are divided
into separated groups and travel behaviour of each group is
analyzed separately. It is hypothesized that if employment status
is directly correlated with automobility, those who are employed
full-time should not see decreases in their automobility, while
those who are employed part-time or unemployed should
experience decreases in automobility. Conversely, if Millennials
with full-time employment are showing comparable levels of
decline in automobility, this result would reject the hypothesis
suggesting that Millennial automobility rates can be expected to
increase substantially in the future.
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Finally, there are three variables that are the
primary focus of analysis. First, mode share is
analyzed to see what percentage of people
declared “Auto Driver” as their primary mode of
travel. I have included a similar and
supplementary mode share analysis of public
transit mode share that includes three answers:
“Public Transit,” “GO Rail,” and “Joint GO Rail and
Public Transit”. Second, daily auto trips are
analyzed. Third, vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT)
are presented. While mode share analysis focuses
on the travel mode choice, the latter two
indicators reveal how much people are driving.
Different patterns were expected for each
measure although a collective behaviour was
expected to emerge as part of this analysis.

2.2.1 Study Area Overview
The geographical focus of this research report is
the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA);
the region is shown in Figure 2. All analysis
contained within this study follows the same
format: data will first be presented representative
for the entire GTHA and then the data will be
presented in two separate forms. Data isolated
for the City of Toronto is shown and then data
for the GTHA, excluding Toronto, is displayed.
The purpose of this method is to determine
whether there are differences in the travel
behaviour of Millennials in the City of Toronto
and its suburbs and further, to determine
whether employment status affects this behaviour
in the two areas of study differently.

14

2.0 - Methodology

Figure 2: The Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA) displaying
Toronto and its suburbs, the TTC Subway system, and the region’s major
highways (Data Source: Statistics Canada).
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3.0 – Results
This chapter reports changes in the travel behaviour of
Millennials between 2001 and 2011, and examines the
relationship between these trends and employment status. As
stated earlier, the data comes from Transportation Tomorrow
Surveys (TTS). I begin with an overview of employment trends in
the GTHA and follow this with an analysis of the travel behaviour
of those who were employed full-time, part-time, and
unemployed. Indicators utilized to analyze travel behaviour
include mode share (driving and public transit are analyzed
separately), daily auto trips, and finally, daily VKT.
In each table found within this chapter, the Millennial age groups
are highlighted in red. Results are reported for three geographies:
the entire GTHA, the City of Toronto alone, and finally the
remainder of the GTHA consisting of the suburban municipalities
that surround Toronto (the latter grouping includes the City of
Hamilton).
It should be noted here that in each TTS, two additional
employment status types were offered as answers for the
question concerning employment status: work at home full-time
and work at home part-time. Survey respondents who identified
with either of these employment statuses are not included in the
analysis. Working from home can mean working exclusively from
home, working most of the days in a week, or even a minority;
this is dependent on how the survey respondent interpreted the
question. Therefore, it is difficult to analyze either of these groups
singularly because they could display inconsistent behaviour. In
addition, an analysis of the literature concerning working from
home was outside the scope of this research report although it is
acknowledged that this is a growing trend and worthy of future
analysis as it relates to travel behaviour.
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3.1 – Trends in Employment

Highlights
•
•

•
•

Full-time and part-time employment among teenagers (Millennials in
all three TTS) declined significantly over the study period.
Full-time employment decreased most drastically for young adults (21to 30-year-olds) from 2001 to 2011; a significant increase in part-time
employment offset some of these losses.
66- to 75-year-olds took on significantly more employment (full-time
and part-time) during the study period; this likely affected Millennial
employment trends.
21- to 30-year-olds in Toronto experienced noticeably larger losses in
full-time employment than their counterparts in the suburbs, larger
increases in part-time employment, and overall, larger increases in
unemployment.
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Large declines in full-time employment occurred among all
people of typical working ages (ie. 65 or younger) in the GTHA
between 2001 and 2011. These changes are most apparent
among young adults (21- to 25-year-olds and Millennials in 2006
and 2011) and the 26- to 30-year-olds (Millennials in 2011),
showing a 13.0% and 7.4% decline over the study period,
respectively. Likely related to this observation, 66- to 75-year-olds
show significant increases in full-time employment over the study
period; the bulk of this increase happened between 2006 and
2011. A quasi-cohort analysis determined that Generation X age
groups (the generation preceding the Millennials) showed
reduced full-time employment across the study period; this group
lost jobs. While each of these trends occurred both in Toronto
and its suburbs, the City was more greatly affected by each.
The quasi-cohort analysis was able to track the employment
fortunes of the Generation X age groups born between 1971 and
1980; the results are shown in Figure 2. While this analysis does
not track an identical group of people, it identified the patterns
of people with similar characteristics to identify changes in their
employment status over multiple checkpoints. Figure 2 shows
that once peaks in full-time employment were reached (26- to
30-year-olds), there were declines in full-time employment. For
example, among those born between 1971 and 1975, and who
were 26- to 30-years-old in 2001, this group shows a collective
decrease in full-time employment in 2006 when they were 31- to
35-years-old, and again in 2011, when they were 36- to 40-yearsold.
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Figure 3: Proportion of selected Generation X quasi-cohorts
who worked full-time in the GTHA from 2001 to 2011.
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Full-time Employment Rate

3.1.1 Full-time Employment
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78.3%

Quasi-Cohort
1971-1975

78%
77%

76.0%

76.3%

1976-1980

76%
75%

73.9%

74%

73.1%

73%
72%
71%
70%
26 - 30

31 - 35

36 - 40

Age Group

The data in Figure 3 is representative of Generation X, the group
of people that precede the Millennial generation. It is important
data because it confirms that their collective levels of full-time
employment suffered during the period of study. While a similar
analysis would be difficult to perform on the Millennials due to
their collective increases in full-time employment due to their life
cycle stage, it is important to note that even those who attained
full-time employment have experienced difficulties maintaining it.
Because of this observation of Generation X, they are included in
the study of travel behaviour that follows in this report.
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Table 2: Change in the proportion of people who work full-time in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.
Table 2 displays all full-time employment
data analyzed as part of this study. It
shows that across the three survey years,
rates of full-time employment have
declined for all age groups prior to
reaching retirement age across the GTHA
although there are noticeable differences
in the amount of decline for each cohort.
Very prominently, those 21- to 30-yearolds show the largest decline in this
measure in comparison to other age
groups. Counter to this observation, fulltime employment increased significantly
for 66- to 75-year olds, a result that
suggests that elderly people in the study
area are not only delaying retirement.

AGE
CATEGORY

It is also interesting to note that while
significant decline in employment rate
was expected due to the Great
Recession, an approximately equal
decline in full-time employment was
noticeable between 2001 and 2006. In
fact, each of the pre-retirement age
groups show this pattern with only 26to 30-year-olds showing a drastically
larger decrease in full-time employment
during the second half of the study
period.

36 - 40

11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35

41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75

2001

2006

2011

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0 / 20,393

0 / 20,390

0 / 18,213

8.6%

6.9%

4.2%

1,568 / 18,277

1,139 / 16,608

55.0%

48.6%

42.0%

8,911 / 16,203

6,401 / 13,161

4,784 / 11,381

78.3%

76.0%

70.9%

14,508 / 18,526

10,502 / 13,814

7,557 / 10,661

77.5%

76.3%

73.1%

16,760 / 21,629

12,884 / 16,879

9,592 / 13,125

77.0%

75.7%

73.9%

20,284 / 26,330

15,654 / 20,682

12,653 / 17,116

77.8%

76.4%

74.5%

18,669 / 23,990

17,672 / 23,128

14,464 / 19,406

65.3%

64.3%

63.6%

37,513 / 57,405

41,683 / 64,856

48,244 / 75,905

7.6%

9.2%

14.6%

532 / 6,993

3.1%
165 / 5,358

76+

4.1%
253 / 6,180

680 / 7,376

3.2%
195 / 6,116

2.3%
190 / 8,397

623 / 14,722

1,540 / 10,582

4.9%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

0.0%

N/A

p value Significant?
N/A

N/A

-4.3%

15.767 <0.001

Yes

-13.0%

21.195 <0.001

Yes

-7.4%

14.225 <0.001

Yes

-4.4%

9.302

<0.001

Yes

-3.1%

7.403

<0.001

Yes

-3.3%

8.010

<0.001

Yes

-1.8%

6.754

<0.001

Yes

6.9%

13.975 <0.001

Yes

1.8%

5.195

<0.001

Yes

-1.5%

5.332

<0.001

Yes

401 / 8,170

2.6%
319 / 12,078
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Tables 3 & 4 separate the full-time
employment data between the City of
Toronto and the remainder of the GTHA
to identify differences between the City
and its suburbs. The prominent trends of
decreasing
full-time
employment
contrasted by delayed retirement are
clear in both areas of study. The
decrease in full-time employment is
much larger for young adults (21- to 30year-olds) in Toronto but it is also
noticeably large in the suburbs. The
same is true for delayed retirement – it is
more prevalent in the City. Still, because
the patterns are similar, it is not
appropriate to draw any conclusions
from this geographic comparison as it
relates to travel behaviour.

Table 3: Change in the proportion of people who work full-time in the City of
Toronto from 2001 to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75

2001

2006

2011

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0 / 8,001

0 / 7,243

0 / 6,529

7.6%

5.1%

3.0%

601 / 7,941

76+

325 / 6,368

166 / 5,547

52.1%

43.6%

36.1%

4,216 / 8,090

2,457 / 5,635

1,575 / 4,367

76.5%

72.9%

66.1%

7,398 / 9,673

4,594 / 6,299

2,533 / 3,831

77.3%

74.8%

71.5%

8,324 / 10,770

5,587 / 7,465

3,329 / 4,655

76.4%

75.1%

73.3%

8,931 / 11,691

6,407 / 8,527

4,547 / 6,207

77.2%

75.5%

74.1%

7,939 / 10,287

6,915 / 9,158

5,617 / 7,585

65.4%

63.5%

63.3%

16,698 / 25,528 16,629 / 26,172 19,598 / 30,944

8.3%
290 / 3,503

3.4%
96 / 2,821

3.8%
126 / 3,304
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9.8%
319 / 3,248

3.5%
100 / 2,826

2.3%
98 / 4,269

17.4%
794 / 4,556

5.8%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

0.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

-4.6%

11.291

<0.001

Yes

-16.0%

17.135

<0.001

Yes

-10.4%

12.306

<0.001

Yes

-5.8%

7.659

<0.001

Yes

-3.1%

4.631

<0.001

Yes

-3.1%

4.818

<0.001

Yes

-2.1%

5.126

<0.001

Yes

9.1%

11.933

<0.001

Yes

2.4%

4.568

<0.001

Yes

-0.9%

2.226

>0.020

Yes

p value Significant?

214 / 3,661

3.0%
172 / 5,826
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Table 4: Change in the proportion of people who work full-time in Peel Region,
Halton Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from 2001
to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75

2001

2006

2011

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0 / 20,393

0 / 20,390

0 / 18,213

8.6%

6.9%

4.2%

1,568 / 18,277

1,139 / 16,608

55.0%

48.6%

42.0%

8,911 / 16,203

6,401 / 13,161

4,784 / 11,381

78.3%

76.0%

70.9%

14,508 / 18,526

10,502 / 13,814

7,557 / 10,661

77.5%

76.3%

73.1%

16,760 / 21,629

12,884 / 16,879

9,592 / 13,125

77.0%

75.7%

73.9%

20,284 / 26,330

15,654 / 20,682

12,653 / 17,116

77.8%

76.4%

74.5%

18,669 / 23,990

17,672 / 23,128

14,464 / 19,406

65.3%

64.3%

63.6%

37,513 / 57,405

41,683 / 64,856

48,244 / 75,905

7.6%

9.2%

14.6%

532 / 6,993

3.1%
165 / 5,358

76+

623 / 14,722

4.1%
253 / 6,180

680 / 7,376

3.2%
195 / 6,116

2.3%
190 / 8,397

1,540 / 10,582

4.9%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

0.0%

N/A

p value Significant?
N/A

N/A

-4.3%

15.767 <0.001

Yes

-13.0%

21.195 <0.001

Yes

-7.4%

14.225 <0.001

Yes

-4.4%

9.302

<0.001

Yes

-3.1%

7.403

<0.001

Yes

-3.3%

8.010

<0.001

Yes

-1.8%

6.754

<0.001

Yes

6.9%

13.975 <0.001

Yes

1.8%

5.195

<0.001

Yes

-1.5%

5.332

<0.001

Yes

401 / 8,170

2.6%
319 / 12,078

21

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials

3.1.2 Part-time Employment
With such large declines observed in full-time employment across
the GTHA, it may seem plausible for this pattern to be offset by
increases in part-time employment but this did not happen
among most cohorts. The part-time employment rate of
teenagers (Millennials in each TTS, 16- to 20-year-olds) declined
significantly, particularly between 2006 and 2011, just as full-time
employment rate did. A large increase in part-time employment
did occur among young adults (21- to 30-year-olds), resulting in
some offset from full-time employment trends. While part-time
employment rates for teenagers are higher in the suburbs,
significantly larger increases in these rates were observed in the
City of Toronto for 26- to 35-year-olds.

For each age group younger than age 30, the results are part of a
larger trend dating back to 2001 rather than being completely
attributable to the Great Recession. Table 5 shows significant
changes in part-time employment for these cohorts between
2001 and 2006 although for all three (16-20, 21-25, & 26-30), the
changes accelerate between 2006 and 2011. For 16- to 20-yearolds, this adds up to a 10.5% decrease during the entire study
period. For the 21-25 and 26- to 30-year-olds, the results are a
6.5% and 4.0% increase, respectively.
This indicates that the Great Recession had a substantial impact
on part-time employment among young adults. Importantly, the
rise in part-time employment rate among 21- to 30-year-olds,
considering the declining full-time employment rate for these
cohorts over the same period, likely indicates that these
individuals were still attempting to work full-time. It is
conceivable that in an improved economic climate, more of these
individuals are likely to achieve full-time employment. It is
important to keep this in consideration in later sections regarding
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travel behaviour; the travel behaviour of people with full-time
employment over the study period of this report is a more
relevant indicator of future collective travel behaviour if more
people are working full-time.
16- to 30-year-olds (who were Millennials in 2001, 2006, & 2011)
experienced a large decline in employment of any kind as shown
in Table 2 and Table 5. Although this is a relevant observation, its
importance can be tempered because it is likely that many in this
age group are attending school full-time which, in relation to
travel behaviour and automobility, could act as a substitute
depending on geographic location. Importantly, enrollment in
post-secondary education is known to be continuously increasing
which could affect this measure in my study (Blumenberg et al,
2016; Polzin et al, 2014).
Significant increases in part-time employment can also be
observed among individuals of typical retirement age, particularly
among 71- to 75-year olds, and much of this increase happened
after 2006 (2.4% decline). Coupled with observations from Table
2, these individuals are taking on higher rates of employment of
any kind. This collective observation has likely contributed to the
trend of delayed retirement affecting the employment fortunes of
Millennials.
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Table 5: Change in the proportion of people who work part-time in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15

2001

2006

2011

2.8%

2.9%

1.3%

570 / 20,393

16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75

33.8%

25.5%

6,574 / 18,277

5,616 / 16,608

3,751 / 14,722

21.4%

24.1%

27.9%

3,467 / 16,203

3,177 / 13,161

3,173 / 11,381

7.7%

8.6%

11.6%

1,422 / 18,526

1,185 / 13,814

1,240 / 10,661

7.4%

7.5%

8.1%

1,609 / 21,629

1,260 / 16,879

1,068 / 13,125

8.1%

7.9%

8.1%

2,133 / 26,330

1,632 / 20,682

1,388 / 17,116

8.5%

7.6%

8.4%

2,042 / 23,990

1,747 / 23,128

1,623 / 19,406

8.2%

8.3%

8.6%

4,682 / 57,405

5,380 / 64,856

6,556 / 75,905

5.6%

7.2%

8.8%

395 / 6,993

3.1%
1.8%
109 / 6,180

532 / 7,376

3.7%
226 / 6,116

1.9%
156 / 8,397

t

p value Significant?

-1.5%

10.154 <0.001

Yes

-10.5%

20.429 <0.001

Yes

6.5%

12.398 <0.001

Yes

4.0%

11.302 <0.001

Yes

0.7%

2.366

>0.010

Yes

0.0%

0.031

>0.500

No

-0.1%

0.553

>0.500

No

0.5%

3.130

>0.001

Yes

3.2%

7.799

<0.001

Yes

3.0%

7.922

<0.001

Yes

0.7%

2.918

>0.002

Yes

239 / 18,213

36.0%

164 / 5,358

76+

600 / 20,390

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

934 / 10,582

6.1%
495 / 8,170

2.4%
294 / 12,078
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Part-time employment trends in Toronto
and the surrounding municipalities are
similar during the study period although
some relatively minor variations are
observed in Table 6 and Table 7. While
there is a statistically significant increase
in part-time employment among 31- to
35-year-olds in the suburbs, there is a
significant increase for the same cohort
in Toronto (2.3%). In addition, while there
are increases for 26- to 30-year-olds
across the GTHA, the increase is much
larger in the City of Toronto. These
increases in Toronto can be somewhat
attributed to Millennials; they were 26to 30-years-old in 2011 and a large spike
occurred for this age group between
2006 and 2011. Aside from this data
point, the geographic discrepancy that is
observed here concerns Generation X;
these individuals took on more part-time
employment during the study period in
the City, but not in the suburbs.

Table 6: Change in the proportion of people who work part-time in the City of
Toronto from 2001 to 2011.

AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15

2001

2006

2011

2.0%

1.5%

0.7%

157 / 8,001

16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40

21.6%

2,452 / 7,941

1,744 / 6,368

1,199 / 5,547

21.9%

24.8%

28.6%

1,769 / 8,090

1,400 / 5,635

1,251 / 4,367

8.1%

10.0%

13.6%

780 / 9,673

7.4%
793 / 10,770

8.3%
8.4%

66 - 70
71 - 75

8.2%
610 / 7,465

8.0%
680 / 8,527

7.9%
728 / 9,158

520 / 3,831

9.6%
448 / 4,655

8.4%
8.7%
8.8%

2,099 / 25,528

2,215 / 26,172

2,714 / 30,944

5.3%

6.9%

9.1%

3.5%
1.8%
61 / 3,304

223 / 3,248

3.8%
106 / 2,826

2.1%
88 / 4,269

-1.3%

6.425

<0.001

Yes

-9.3%

11.913 <0.001

Yes

6.8%

8.425

<0.001

Yes

5.5%

9.785

<0.001

Yes

2.3%

4.739

<0.001

Yes

0.1%

0.280

>0.500

No

0.3%

0.723

>0.400

No

0.5%

2.323

>0.020

Yes

3.8%

6.468

<0.001

Yes

3.3%

5.830

<0.001

Yes

0.7%

2.179

>0.020

Yes

p value Significant?

658 / 7,585

8.5%

186 / 3,503

t

522 / 6,207

8.2%

99 / 2,821

76+

632 / 6,299

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

46 / 6,529

27.4%

861 / 10,287

46 - 65

108 / 7,243

30.9%

969 / 11,691

41 - 45
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416 / 4,556

6.8%
249 / 3,661

2.6%
149 / 5,826
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Table 7: Change in the proportion of people who work part-time in Peel Region,
Halton Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from 2001
to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15

2001

2006

2011

3.3%

3.7%

1.7%

413 / 12,392

16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40

37.8%

27.8%

4,122 / 10,336

3,872 / 10,240

2,552 / 9,175

20.9%

23.6%

27.4%

1,698 / 8,113

1,777 / 7,526

1,922 / 7,014

7.3%

7.4%

10.5%

642 / 8,853

7.5%
816 / 10,859

8.0%

46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75

6.9%
650 / 9,414

7.8%
952 / 12,155

720 / 6,830

7.3%
620 / 8,470

7.9%

7.3%

1,181 / 13,703

1,019 / 13,970

8.1%

8.2%

8.5%

2,583 / 31,877

3,165 / 38,684

3,842 / 44,961

6.0%

7.5%

8.6%

209 / 3,490

2.6%
1.7%
48 / 2,876

309 / 4,128

3.6%
120 / 3,290

1.6%
68 / 4,128

p value

Significant
?

-1.7%

8.322

<0.001

Yes

-12.1%

17.731 <0.001

Yes

6.5%

9.305

<0.001

Yes

3.3%

7.254

<0.001

Yes

-0.2%

0.512

>0.500

No

0.0%

0.038

>0.500

No

-0.5%

1.307

>0.100

No

0.4%

2.182

>0.020

Yes

2.6%

4.615

<0.001

Yes

2.9%

5.676

<0.001

Yes

0.7%

2.006

>0.040

Yes

866 / 10,909

8.6%

65 / 2,537

76+

553 / 7,515

t

193 / 11,684

39.9%

1,164 / 14,639

41 - 45

492 / 13,147

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

8.2%
965 / 11,821

518 / 6,026

5.5%
246 / 4,509

2.3%
145 / 6,252
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3.1.3 Unemployment
As Table 8 shows, significant increase in unemployment rates
occurred over the three TTS for each age group aged 45 or
younger. In tune with previous findings, the largest increases
were experienced by Millennials. Similarly, for 66- to 75-year-olds,
unemployment rates decreased drastically, another indicator of
delayed retirement across the GTHA during the study period. A
geographic comparison yielded the finding that unemployment
rates increased substantially more for 21- to 30-year-olds in
Toronto than in the suburbs.
Across the GTHA, 16- to 20-year-olds experienced an
approximately 15% increase in unemployment although as was
mentioned prior in this report, attending school or postsecondary education likely impacts these statistics. These results
do appear to indicate that more young people are completing
high school and/or attending post-secondary institutions. For 26to 45-year-olds, notable increases in unemployment are clear but
they are not drastic. Much of the increase is between 2006 and
2011 for these individuals, not prior to 2006, confirming the
predicted impact of the 2008 economic collapse on
unemployment.
The other result that is prominent in Table 9 is the large decrease
in unemployment observed among those aged 66-75, a result
that makes sense given the observations for these age cohorts
observed in Table 2 and Table 5. Full-time and part-time
employment rates have increased for these cohorts across the
study period while the proportion of people who are not
employed has decreased significantly. The evidence gathered in
this report certainly indicates that more individuals are delaying
retirement in the GTHA.
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Table 8: Change in the proportion of people who were unemployed in the GTHA
from 2001 to 2011.

AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75
76+

2001

2006

2011

97.1%

96.8%

98.5%

19,804 / 20,393

19,745 / 20,390

17,942 / 18,213

55.1%

58.9%

69.9%

10,069 / 18,277

9,777 / 16,608

10,293 / 14,722

22.7%

25.7%

28.8%

3,671 / 16,203

3,381 / 13,161

3,279 / 11,381

12.0%

12.6%

14.5%

2,226 / 18,526

1,738 / 13,814

1,551 / 10,661

12.1%

12.4%

14.5%

2,607 / 21,629

2,089 / 16,879

1,908 / 13,125

11.0%

11.3%

12.8%

2,890 / 26,330

2,343 / 20,682

2,197 / 17,116

9.7%

9.7%

11.2%

2,326 / 23,990

2,250 / 23,128

2,174 / 19,406

21.9%

20.7%

21.0%

12,552 / 57,405

13,418 / 64,856

15,931 / 75,905

83.9%

79.8%

71.6%

5,864 / 6,993

5,888 / 7,376

7,572 / 10,582

92.2%

90.6%

86.6%

4,942 / 5,358

5,543 / 6,116

7,073 / 8,170

92.9%

94.7%

93.2%

5,739 / 6,180

7,956 / 8,397

11,256 / 12,078

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

1.4%

9.307

<0.001

Yes

14.8%

27.538 <0.001

Yes

6.2%

11.592 <0.001

Yes

2.5%

6.207

<0.001

Yes

2.5%

6.677

<0.001

Yes

1.9%

5.891

<0.001

Yes

1.5%

5.120

<0.001

Yes

-0.9%

3.871

<0.001

Yes

-12.3%

18.810 <0.001

Yes

-5.7%

10.221 <0.001

Yes

0.3%

0.832

No

p value Significant?

>0.400
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As Table 9 and Table 10 show, increases
in unemployment occurred across most
age groups during the study period in
Toronto and its suburbs. Assessing each
table
does
not
yield
significant
differences
in
this
geographic
comparison because the patterns are
similar. The most notable discrepancy
was that unemployment rates grew at a
faster rate in Toronto in comparison to
its suburbs for 21- to 30-year-olds.
Increases in unemployment occurred
after 2006 for most age groups in the
suburbs whereas in Toronto, this pattern
was only true for 26- to 35-year-olds.
This indicates that the Great Recession
was more responsible for increases in
unemployment in the suburbs than it
was in Toronto although the differences
are not large enough to glean much
from this observation. It is worth noting
that while there are decreases in
unemployment for seniors aged above
65 across the GTHA, the differences are
substantially greater in Toronto than
what is observed in the suburbs.

Table 9: Change in the proportion of people who were not employed in the City of
Toronto from 2001 to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45

2001

2006

2011

98.0%

98.4%

99.2%

7,839 / 8,001

7,125 / 7,243

6,477 / 6,529

61.2%

67.2%

75.2%

4,860 / 7,941

4,280 / 6,368

4,169 / 5,547

25.1%

29.8%

33.9%

2,029 / 8,090

1,677 / 5,635

1,482 / 4,367

13.5%

14.2%

17.0%

1,302 / 9,673

12.5%
1,345 / 10,770

66 - 70
71 - 75
76+

893 / 6,299

13.1%
976 / 7,465

11.6%

12.4%

1,359 / 11,691

1,057 / 8,527

10.5%

10.5%

1,085 / 10,287

46 - 65
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965 / 9,158

652 / 3,831

14.8%
688 / 4,655

13.2%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

1.2%

6.114

<0.001

Yes

14.0%

16.954 <0.001

Yes

8.9%

10.483 <0.001

Yes

3.6%

5.299

<0.001

Yes

2.3%

3.862

<0.001

Yes

1.6%

3.059

>0.002

Yes

0.9%

1.898

>0.050

No

-0.9%

2.484

>0.010

Yes

-16.4%

16.805 <0.001

Yes

-6.9%

8.307

<0.001

Yes

-0.8%

1.370

>0.100

No

p value Significant?

819 / 6,207

11.4%
868 / 7,585

21.5%

21.0%

20.7%

5,496 / 25,528

5,500 / 26,172

6,397 / 30,944

83.9%

79.5%

67.4%

2,938 / 3,503

2,582 / 3,248

3,072 / 4,556

91.4%

89.7%

84.5%

2,577 / 2,821

2,535 / 2,826

3,092 / 3,661

93.4%

94.5%

92.6%

3,086 / 3,304

4,034 / 4,269

5,397 / 5,826
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Table 10: Change in the proportion of people who were not employed in Peel
Region, Halton Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton
from 2001 to 2011.
AGE
CATEGORY
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 - 65
66 - 70
71 - 75
76+

2001

2006

2011

96.6%

96.0%

98.1%

11,965 / 12,392

12,620 / 13,147

11,465 / 11,684

50.4%

53.7%

66.7%

5,209 / 10,336

5,497 / 10,240

6,124 / 9,175

20.2%

22.6%

25.6%

1,642 / 8,113

1,704 / 7,526

1,797 / 7,014

10.4%

11.2%

13.2%

924 / 8,853

845 / 7,515

899 / 6,830

11.6%

11.8%

14.4%

1,262 / 10,859

1,113 / 9,414

1,220 / 8,470

10.5%

10.6%

12.6%

1,531 / 14,639

1,286 / 12,155

1,378 / 10,909

9.1%

9.2%

11.0%

1,241 / 13,703

1,285 / 13,970

1,306 / 11,821

22.1%

20.5%

21.2%

7,056 / 31,877

7,918 / 38,684

9,534 / 44,961

83.8%

80.1%

74.7%

2,926 / 3,490

3,306 / 4,128

4,500 / 6,026

93.2%

91.4%

88.3%

2,365 / 2,537

3,008 / 3,290

3,981 / 4,509

92.2%

95.0%

93.7%

2,653 / 2,876

3,922 / 4,128

5,859 / 6,252

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

1.6%

7.541

<0.001

Yes

16.3%

23.101 <0.001

Yes

5.4%

7.875

<0.001

Yes

2.7%

5.280

<0.001

Yes

2.8%

5.737

<0.001

Yes

2.2%

5.410

<0.001

Yes

2.0%

5.294

<0.001

Yes

-0.9%

3.087

>0.020

Yes

-9.2%

10.405 <0.001

Yes

-4.9%

6.641

<0.001

Yes

1.5%

2.597

>0.005

Yes

p value Significant?
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3.2 – Travel Behaviour Analysis
3.2.1 – Auto Mode Share Analysis
Highlights
•
•
•
•

•

30

Across the GTHA, the highest rates of automobility are associated with fulltime employment; this is especially true for 16- to 30-year-olds.
General mode share for auto drivers is much larger in the suburbs than it is in
the City of Toronto for all age groups and employment statuses
For 26- to 40-year-olds, automobility declined across the GTHA from 2001 to
2006 and then increased for most groups in Toronto between 2006 and 2011;
in the suburbs, it declined throughout the study period.
There is a delay in Millennials adopting the automobility behaviour of their
elders at 21- to 25-years old although by 26- to 30-years old, collective
behaviour “caught up”; employment status and geographical location have
only minor impacts on this finding.
Auto mode share declined substantially among teenage Millennials without
full-time employment across the GTHA between 2001 and 2011 but suburban
teenagers with full-time employment showed a large increase in automobility
over the same period.
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3.2.1.1 GTHA

Across the GTHA, collectively, full-time employment is associated
with the highest rates of auto mode share and this is especially
true for individuals aged 30 or younger. Interestingly,
automobility increased between 2006 and 2011 for individuals
aged 26 or older after it had decreased from 2001 to 2006. While
employment status had little effect on this pattern, it had a
significant effect for 16- to 25-year-olds. A drastically lower
proportion of trips taken by individuals that were employed parttime or unemployed were auto trips between 2001 and 2011
although in stark contrast, the same measure decreased
significantly less for 21- to 25-year-olds (1.8%) and increased
significantly for 16- to 20-year-olds (5.2%). In fact, there is a delay
in Millennials adopting the automobility behaviour of their elders
at 21- to 25-years-old, however by 26- to 30-years-old, they have
caught up to and for some employment statuses, have surpassed
their preceding generation.
As Table 11 shows, the association between the employment
status of younger individuals and auto mode share was
particularly strong in 2006 and 2011. Auto mode share for those
with full-time employment was twice as large as for those who
claimed part-time employment in these years for 16- to 20-yearolds (50.1% vs. 23.8% in 2006; 52.8% vs. 25.6% in 2011). The
difference observed among this cohort was the largest; the
difference in these measures shrank with increased age, meaning
that employment status had the greatest effect on automobility
among the youngest groups. Further, larger proportions of trips
were “auto driver” for the part-time employed than for the
unemployed for the age cohorts under the age of 30. In contrast,
above the age of 30, there is an absence of a discernable pattern
associating higher auto mode share with the part-time employed
and those who lacked employment.

3.0 – Results

Divergent trends were observed for Millennials of different
employment statuses across the three surveys. These patterns can
have critical ramifications across the GTHA. Among 16- to 20year-olds, a significant increase in auto mode share is clear (5.2%
difference between 2001 and 2011) when in contrast, there are
drastic decreases in the same measure among those who were
part-time employed and the unemployed (5.3% and 8.1%,
respectively, between 2001 and 2011). For 21- to 25-year-olds,
while there is a decrease in auto mode share for those with fulltime employment across the same period, it is much smaller in
comparison to what was observed from trips taken by individuals
that were employed part-time and the unemployed.
These patterns, considered together, imply that the proportion of
Millennials (aged 25 and under after 2006) who successfully
found full-time employment despite the Great Recession was
similar to the rate shown by older Millennials and those born in
Generation X. Most of the decline in auto mode share among
these age cohorts can be attributed to those who lack full-time
employment. Logically, it follows that if Millennials were less
adversely affected by declines in employment between 2001 and
2011 – declines that have been discussed extensively in the
literature and were corroborated previously in this chapter – then
more of them would be driving vehicles. The central thrust of this
research report is to predict the travel behaviour of the Millennial
generation under the assumption that their employment fortunes
will improve. The data outlined in Table 11 suggests that auto
mode share rates will begin to resemble those of their preceding
generation following what may simply end up being a delay in
assuming this behaviour.
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AGE
CATEGORY

EMPLOYMENT
STATUS
Full-Time
Part-Time

Notably different results were observed as part of
the same cross-sectional examination of individuals
(in Table 11) that were 26 or older. For most of
these groups including most employment statuses,
there is a substantial drop in auto mode share
between 2001 and 2006, and then an increase in
between 2006 and 2011, sometimes to a proportion
that is higher than what was observed in 2001. For
26- to 30-year-olds who were employed full-time,
68.5% of trips were “auto driver”, compared to
67.5% in 2006, and 69.7% in 2011. In keeping with
the theme of this report and considering all data in
the context of the 2008 economic collapse, this
would imply that the Great Recession caused auto
mode share for most adults to increase across the
GTHA reversing a trend in decline (considering the
trends identified in the relevant literature). This
pattern is mostly covering the age groups that
comprise Generation X although in 2011, those
aged 26-30 were a part of the Millennial generation
(born between 1981 and 1985).

16 - 20
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time

2001

2006

47.6%

50.1%

2,109 / 4,427

1,582 / 3,156

21 - 25
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
26 - 30
Not Employed
Age Group Total

30.9%

23.8%

25.6%

4,030 / 16,968

2,756 / 10,759

16.6%

10.6%

8.6%

4,333 / 26,028

2,586 / 24,445

2,180 / 25,406

25.1%

18.4%

15.4%

12,883 / 51,320

8,198 / 44,569

5,840 / 37,877

62.8%

61.1%

60.9%

52.1%

46.4%

45.6%

4,237 / 9,137

3,933 / 8,631

42.3%

36.5%

34.2%

4,115 / 9,718

3,170 / 8,696

2,775 / 8,125

56.0%

51.2%

49.0%

25,203 / 45,030 17,981 / 35,140 14,369 / 29,328

68.5%

67.5%

5.2%

3.630

<0.001

Yes

-5.3%

9.748

<0.001

Yes

-8.1%

27.504

<0.001

Yes

-9.7%

35.212

<0.001

Yes

-1.8%

3.437

<0.001

Yes

-6.6%

8.966

<0.001

Yes

-8.2%

11.191

<0.001

Yes

-7.0%

17.532

<0.001

Yes

1.2%

3.147

>0.001

Yes

0.6%

0.540

>0.500

No

-2.3%

2.369

>0.010

Yes

-0.4%

1.865

>0.050

No

-0.2%

0.534

>0.500

No

-3.9%

3.859

<0.001

Yes

1.0%

1.292

>0.100

No

-0.6%

2.229

>0.020

Yes

-1.9%

7.044

<0.001

Yes

-2.2%

2.748

>0.005

Yes

-5.1%

8.172

<0.001

Yes

-2.4%

10.594

<0.001

Yes
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p value Significant?

7,661 / 12,572

5,267 / 10,102

28,623 / 41,813 19,680 / 29,155

t

69.7%
14,432 / 20,708

55.2%

52.1%

55.9%

2,353 / 4,260

1,798 / 3,453

1,914 / 3,427

52.0%

49.5%

49.7%

3,402 / 6,539

2,438 / 4,928

2,179 / 4,383

65.3%

63.7%

65.0%

34,378 / 52,612 23,916 / 37,536 18,525 / 28,518

Full-Time

74.6%

72.0%

38,008 / 50,974 27,128 / 37,654

Part-Time
31 - 35

Table
11
(right):
Relationship
between
employment status and auto mode share in the
GTHA from 2001 to 2011. For example, 62.8% of
trips among those aged 21 to 25 years old and
who reported "Full-Time" as their employment
status were auto trips.

Not Employed
Age Group Total

74.4%
21,075 / 28,330

68.5%

60.6%

64.6%

3,701 / 5,403

2,391 / 3,948

2,280 / 3,531

66.2%

64.6%

67.2%

5,971 / 9,017

4,359 / 6,744

4,275 / 6,360

72.9%

70.1%

72.3%

47,680 / 65,394 33,878 / 48,346 27,630 / 38,221

Full-Time

78.3%

76.1%

50,271 / 64,216 36,803 / 48,346

Part-Time
36 - 40
Not Employed
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52.8%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

904 / 1,712

6,441 / 20,865

15,821 / 25,210 10,574 / 17,307

Part-Time

2011

Age Group Total

76.4%
30,261 / 39,605

75.7%

71.8%

73.6%

6,137 / 8,105

4,244 / 5,914

3,612 / 4,910

76.9%

75.1%

71.8%

8,695 / 11,302

6,777 / 9,018

5,961 / 8,302

75.6%

75.4%

77.9%

65,103 / 83,623 47,824 / 63,278 39,834 / 52,817
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Figure 4: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with full-time employment in the GTHA from 2001 to 2011.
75%
70%

69.7%
67.5%

Quasi-Cohort
1976-1980

Auto Mode Share

A quasi-cohort analysis designed to examine whether Millennial
auto mode share patterns caught up to the behaviour displayed
by their elders is shown in Figures 4 to 6; the analysis yielded
mixed results. Each chart, which focus on individuals with fulltime employment, part-time employment, and the unemployed,
respectively, is a rearrangement of data from Table 11 placing a
focus on years of birth to assess the behaviour of several cohorts
of young adults. The auto mode share of older Millennials (born
from 1981 to 1985) did catch up to their immediate elders (born
from 1976 to 1980, part of generation X) as 26- to 30-year-olds.
However, younger Millennials (born from 1986 to 1990) did not
catch up to the older Millennials as 21- to 25-year-olds.
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65%
60%

1981-1985

62.8%

61.1% 60.9%

1986-1990

55%
50%

50.1%
47.6%

45%
40%

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Figure 4 focuses on young adults with full-time employment and
it shows that for 16- to 20-year-olds and 26- to 30-year-olds, the
younger cohort had increased automobility. While the Millennials
(born from 1981 to 1990) show lower auto mode share than the
Generation X cohort (born from 1976 to 1980) at 26- to 30years-old, the decrease is not large and is nearly identical for the
two Millennial groupings. The most interesting finding from
Figure 3 is that the older Millennial cohort had lower
automobility than the Generation X group as 21- to 25-year-olds
but higher automobility as 26- to 30-year-olds. Essentially, the
older Millennials that were employed full-time caught up and
surpassed the driving behaviour of their immediate elders with
the same employment status. This is one of several results found
within this report that do not portend a decrease in automobility
among Millennials with more favourable employment fortunes
and in fact, this result, if considered alone, forecasts an increase
in auto driver mode share.
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Figure 5: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with part-time employment in the GTHA from 2001 to 2011.
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52.1%
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46.4% 45.6%

1986-1990

40%
35%

30.9%

30%
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23.8%

49.5% 49.7%

50%
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45%

1976-1980

40%

1981-1985

35%

1986-1990

42.3%

36.5%
34.2%

30%
25%
20%

15%

16.6%

10.6%

10%

20%

5%

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Figure 5 is a quasi-cohort analysis of individuals with part-time
employment. In this examination, Millennials show rapidly
increasing automobility as they age in stark contrast to the
Generation X cohort that collectively maintains an identical auto
mode share throughout their 20’s. Again, while the Generation X
group drives more as 21- to 25-year-olds, the Millennial cohort
drives more as 26- to 30-year-olds. This is another result that
can be cited to forecast an increase in automobility among
Millennials rather than a decrease in the GTHA.
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55%

55.9%

1981-1985
45%

Figure 6: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
that were unemployed in the GTHA from 2001 to 2011.

"Auto Driver" Mode Share

"Auto Driver" Mode Share

55%
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16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Patterns observed among the unemployed quasi-cohorts in
Figure 6 have similarities to what was observed in Figure 5 for
the groups that were employed part-time. While the collective
automobility of unemployed individuals born between 1976 and
1980 increased significantly during their 20’s, individuals born
between 1981 and 1985 showed a substantially larger increase.
This is further evidence of the delay in adopting automobility
behaviours although in this case, it is a surprise that unemployed
quasi-cohorts are displaying similar patterns in behaviour change
as their counterparts with either sort of employment.
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While the trends identified in Figure 4, Figure 5, and Figure 6 are
difficult to draw definitive conclusions from because of a lack of
checkpoints (ie. lack of analyzed surveys), the data suggests that
Millennials that lack full-time employment will show similar
automobility patterns to their preceding generations despite a
delay as younger adults. The data also suggests that a move
towards higher auto mode share among the Millennials fortunate
enough to have full-time employment - a group that is expected
to grow with age – will happen after age 26 and perhaps to level
greater than their previous generations. As more Millennials
attain full-time employment, it will be interesting to monitor if
they will continue to shift towards driving at similar or greater
rates than their preceding generations.
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3.2.1.2 City of Toronto vs. The Suburbs

General mode share for auto drivers is much larger in the
suburbs than it is in the City of Toronto for all age groups and
employment statuses. As stated above, there was an observed
pattern of decreased automobility across the GTHA between 2001
and 2006, followed by an increase by 2011. This trend can largely
be attributed to the City of Toronto, not the suburbs; auto mode
share generally continued to decrease between 2006 and 2011 in
the suburbs. In contrast, while auto driver mode share declined
substantially for 16- to 20-year-olds (Millennials) without full-time
employment across the GTHA, this measure increased significantly
from 2001 to 2011 for individuals with full-time employment in
the suburbs while it decreased for the same group in Toronto.
Therefore, while automobility declined more in the suburbs than
it did in Toronto, specifically between 2006 and 2011, it increased
for teenagers with full-time employment in the suburbs. While
these results are conflicting, the travel behaviour of suburban
teenagers will be important to monitor as they collectively gain
full-time employment with age, as is expected.
While there are distinct patterns of changing automobility that
can be observed from across the GTHA, Tables 12 & 13 compare
the City of Toronto to its suburbs, respectively, to identify
differences in “auto driver” mode share in these very different
areas. Before discussing patterns of change over the three TTS,
the most noticeable difference between the two data sets is that
automobility is far higher in the suburbs (Table 13) for all age
groups and for all employment statuses. This is an expected
result considering the more compact development that can be
found throughout the City of Toronto and supporting sustainable
transportation infrastructure, including higher order transit.
Toronto residents simply have more transportation options
available to them due to these factors.
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Regarding the differences that can be observed in automobility
across the GTHA, it can be gleaned from Table 11 that for most
employment statuses above the age of 26, automobility declined
from 2001 to 2006 but increased when measured again in 2011.
Looking at the data separated geographically, this trend can
largely be attributed to automobility behaviour observed in the
City of Toronto (Table 12). In the suburbs (Table 13), in
comparison, auto mode share declined for nearly every examined
demographic between 2006 and 2011 although these decreases
were generally not large. For example, 79.2% of trips taken by 26to 30-year-olds and employed full-time in 2006 who live in the
suburbs were “auto driver”; the same measure in 2011 was 78.5%.
Nevertheless, similar declines can be seen between 2001 and
2006 in the suburbs for most of the examined demographic
groups, revealing to a long-term trend of slow decline in
automobility. In stark contrast, auto mode share largely declined
drastically between 2001 and 2006 in Toronto but increased by
2011.
The largest declines in auto mode share between 2001 and 2011
in the GTHA were experienced by Millennials who were younger
than 26 in 2006 and 2011. Indeed, this is true in Toronto and its
suburbs although the primary observation from Table 11 – that
there was an increase in auto mode share for Millennials that
were employed full-time – changes when splitting the region for
geographical analysis. The increase in automobility for 16- to 20year-olds with full-time employment is solely attributable to the
suburbs; auto mode share was 3.9% higher in 2011 than what
was observed in 2001 for this group. In contrast, a 2.1% decrease
was observed among the same demographic grouping in the City
of Toronto across the study period. While this was a significantly
smaller decrease than the behaviour exhibited by people in this
age bracket with different employment statuses, young
Millennials (born between 1991 and 1995) drove considerably
more often than preceding age cohorts at the same stage in their
life cycle.

While full-time employment is closely related to
higher rates of automobility in the GTHA, the extent
to which this is true differs in the region. In the
suburbs, for 31-to 40-year-olds, the lowest observed
auto mode share for any employment status was
74.4% for unemployed 31- to 35-year-olds in 2011
(Table 13). For the same year and age cohort, auto
mode share for the full-time employed was 82.6% in
the suburbs. In Toronto, the automobility of those
who were older than age 30 with full-time
employment and unemployment was largely quite
similar although auto mode share for the part-time
employed in Toronto was generally lower across the
three TTS.

AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS
Full-Time

2001
34.7%
572 / 1,650

Part-Time

19.9%
1,460 / 7,342

16 - 20
Not Employed

11.6%
1,407 / 12,118

Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
21 - 25
Not Employed

Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed

Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed
Age Group Total

Table
12
(right):
Relationship
between
employment status and auto mode share in the
City of Toronto from 2001 to 2011. For example,
49.9% of trips among those aged 21 to 25 years
old and who reported "Full-Time" as their
employment status were auto trips.

13.1%
641 / 4,896

6.6%
687 / 10,332

49.9%

44.4%

44.2%

5,838 / 11,688

2,835 / 6,383

1,781 / 4,030

37.9%

28.7%
1,130 / 3,942

30.3%

22.0%
917 / 4,172

36 - 40
Not Employed
Age Group Total

27.8%
20.1%

33.7%

31.4%

4,882 / 14,497

3,412 / 10,877

56.1%

51.7%

51.2%

11,604 / 20,685

6,410 / 12,410

3,427 / 6,692

37.7%

37.6%
675 / 1,795

31.9%
761 / 2,387

39.2%
32.6%

47.3%

46.2%

7,846 / 16,592

4,540 / 9,830

62.8%

57.3%

57.9%

15,210 / 24,234

8,986 / 15,686

5,464 / 9,430

43.3%

47.5%

51.9%

48.0%

52.9%

1,381 / 2,879

1,124 / 2,126

60.4%

54.7%
62.9%

59.8%

48.0%

1,904 / 3,183

1,000 / 2,084

>0.400

No

-7.2%

8.927

<0.001

Yes

-7.0%

18.664

<0.001

Yes

-8.9%

17.765

<0.001

Yes

-5.8%

6.304

<0.001

Yes

-10.1%

9.510

<0.001

Yes

-10.2%

10.625

<0.001

Yes

-11.2%

19.645

<0.001

Yes

-4.9%

6.985

<0.001

Yes

-2.0%

1.199

>0.200

No

-5.1%

3.644

<0.001

Yes

-6.2%

10.507

<0.001

Yes

-4.8%

8.159

<0.001

Yes

-4.8%

2.889

>0.002

Yes

0.9%

0.699

>0.400

No

-4.5%

8.630

<0.001

Yes

-6.5%

13.064

<0.001

Yes

-6.0%

4.006

<0.001

Yes

-7.4%

6.444

<0.001

Yes

-6.6%

15.212

<0.001

Yes

690 / 1,453

2,207 / 4,249

67.8%

0.789

583 / 1,786

52.4%

777 / 1,796

-2.1%

530 / 1,352

13,865 / 26,475

52.3%

Significant?

714 / 3,548

42.5%

41.2%

p value

917 / 3,299

9,295 / 21,852

18,232 / 26,897 11,856 / 18,861

Part-Time

4.6%

7.4%

1,882 / 4,965

t

460 / 9,999

1,005 / 13,643

18,693 / 30,924 11,144 / 20,361

Full-Time

12.7%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

410 / 3,230

10.2%

1,276 / 2,441

31 - 35

32.6%
135 / 414

1,642 / 16,089

1,353 / 3,588

Age Group Total

36.5%
314 / 861

16.3%

908 / 2,202

26 - 30

2011

3,439 / 21,110

1,575 / 5,199

Age Group Total

2006

55.9%
7,278 / 13,009

61.2%
8,304 / 13,558

53.8%
869 / 1,616

66.5%

62.8%

59.1%

3,223 / 4,849

2,340 / 3,726

1,654 / 2,798

66.9%

61.6%

60.2%

23,359 / 34,929 15,196 / 24,671 10,827 / 17,972

AGE
CATEGORY

EMPLOYMENT
STATUS
Full-Time
Part-Time

16 - 20
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
21 - 25
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
26 - 30
Not Employed
Age Group Total

2001

2006

2011

55.3%

55.3%

59.2%

1,537 / 2,777

1,268 / 2,295

36.8%

28.1%

31.2%

3,389 / 12,072

2,346 / 7,529

21.0%

13.5%

11.2%

2,926 / 13,910

1,899 / 14,113

1,720 / 15,407

31.3%

23.0%

20.0%

9,444 / 30,210

6,556 / 28,480

4,835 / 24,234

73.8%

70.8%

68.8%

9,983 / 13,522

7,739 / 10,924

5,880 / 8,542

65.9%

59.8%

56.6%

3,385 / 5,137

3,107 / 5,195

3,016 / 5,332

56.2%

49.8%

45.0%

2,540 / 4,519

2,253 / 4,524

2,061 / 4,577

68.6%

63.5%

59.4%

15,908 / 23,178 13,099 / 20,643 10,957 / 18,451

79.2%

t

3.9%

2.339

>0.010

Yes

-5.7%

8.284

<0.001

Yes

-9.9%

23.112

<0.001

Yes

-11.3%

30.387

<0.001

Yes

-5.0%

8.034

<0.001

Yes

-9.3%

9.791

<0.001

Yes

-11.2%

10.661

<0.001

Yes

-9.2%

17.309

<0.001

Yes

-2.0%

4.646

<0.001

Yes

-3.5%

2.431

>0.010

Yes

-8.0%

6.247

<0.001

Yes

-3.6%

10.449

<0.001

Yes

-2.7%

7.666

<0.001

Yes

-5.4%

4.649

<0.001

Yes

-4.5%

5.074

<0.001

Yes

-3.4%

11.267

<0.001

Yes

-1.6%

5.422

<0.001

Yes

-2.7%

3.387

>0.001

Yes

-6.5%

9.243

<0.001

Yes

-2.5%

9.424

<0.001

Yes

p value Significant?

769 / 1,298

4,981 / 13,523

80.6%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

78.5%

17,019 / 21,128 13,270 / 16,745 11,005 / 14,016

70.2%

67.7%

66.7%

1,445 / 2,058

1,123 / 1,658

1,384 / 2,075

69.4%

66.0%

61.5%

2,049 / 2,951

1,677 / 2,541

1,596 / 2,597

78.5%

76.7%

74.8%

20,513 / 26,137 16,070 / 20,944 13,985 / 18,688

Full-Time

85.3%

82.6%

82.6%

22,798 / 26,740 18,142 / 21,968 15,611 / 18,900

Part-Time
31 - 35
Not Employed
Age Group Total

81.9%

75.0%

76.5%

2,425 / 2,962

1,614 / 2,152

1,590 / 2,078

78.9%

77.1%

74.4%

3,764 / 4,768

2,978 / 3,865

3,151 / 4,234

84.1%

81.2%

80.7%

28,987 / 34,470 22,734 / 27,985 20,352 / 25,212

Full-Time

85.9%

84.6%

84.3%

32,039 / 37,319 24,947 / 29,485 21,957 / 26,047

Part-Time
36 - 40
Not Employed
Age Group Total

86.0%

84.7%

83.3%

4,233 / 4,922

3,244 / 3,830

2,743 / 3,294

84.8%

83.8%

78.3%

5,472 / 6,453

4,437 / 5,292

4,307 / 5,504

85.7%

84.5%

83.2%

41,744 / 48,694 32,628 / 38,607 29,007 / 34,845

Table
13
(left):
Relationship
between
employment status and auto mode share in Peel
Region, Halton Region, York Region, Durham
Region, and the City of Hamilton from 2001 to
2011. For example, 49.9% of trips among those
aged 21 to 25 years old and who reported "FullTime" as their employment status were auto
trips.

Similar to Figures 4-6, Figures 7-12 are a quasicohort analysis tracking the automobility of groups
of the same birth year cohort at different stages in
their life cycle. Figures 7-9 represent the City of
Toronto with the three employment statuses
displayed separately while Figures 10-12 show auto
mode share in the suburbs. Potentially, the most
meaningful observation that can be gleaned from
this analysis is that increases in automobility are
more drastic among the younger groups in the City
of Toronto while they happened at a slower pace in
the suburbs. Further, in Toronto, these increases
pushed auto mode share rates above their
preceding generations at the same ages. Again,
because cross-sectional analysis is difficult due to
the presence of only three time periods, it is difficult
to reach any conclusions. Nevertheless, it does
appear that automobility rates increased much more
in Toronto than what was observed in the suburbs
tracking individuals born at different times through
similar stages in their life cycles.
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Figure 7: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with full-time employment in the City of Toronto from 2001
to 2011.

Figure 8: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with part-time employment in the City of Toronto from 2001
to 2011.
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36.5%
34.7%

40%
35%

39.2%
37.6%

37.9%

1981-1985
30%

1986-1990

28.7%

27.8%

25%
19.9%
20%
15%

30%

Quasi-Cohort
1976-1980

13.1%

10%

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

An analysis, found in Figure 7, of individuals with full-time
employment in the City of Toronto revealed that young
Generation Xers (born from 1976 to 1980) had established an
automobility level by 21- to 25-years-old that increased
modestly by 26- to 30-year-olds. In contrast, older Millennials
(born from 1981-1985) increased their automobility substantially
over the same ages – 44.4% to 51.2%. This result appears to
confirm the “catching up” effect in Toronto. Interestingly, the
older Millennials group also showed a larger increase from 16to 20-years-old to 21- to 25-years-old than the younger
Millennials (born from 1986 to 1990) although both were large
substantial increases.

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Figure 8 is a similar analysis to Figure 6 but it concerns
individuals with part-time employment in Toronto; still, the
patterns it reveals are similar. Interestingly, the older Millennials
group catches up to such an extent that their automobility
surpasses the Generation X cohort at 26- to 30-years-old (39.2%
vs. 37.6%). In addition, auto mode share was very low for
younger Millennials at 16- to 20-years-old (13.7%) but it nearly
catches up to older Millennials at 21- to 25-years-old.
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Figure 9: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with part-time employment in the City of Toronto from 2001
to 2011.
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Figure 9 is a quasi-cohort analysis of unemployed individuals
over the study period in the City of Toronto. Nearly identical
trends are observed for the unemployed to what was observed
among individuals with part-time employment (Figure 8).
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85%

31.9% 32.6%

Quasi-Cohort
1976-1980
1981-1985

Figure 10: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with full-time employment in Peel Region, Halton Region,
York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011.
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16 - 20
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Age Group

Figure 10 is an examination of the automobility of quasi-cohorts
with full-time employment during the study period. While the
increase in automobility among older Millennials from 16- to 20year-olds to 21- to 25-year-olds is substantial (55.3% to 68.8%),
it is slightly less than what was observed among the older
Millennials (55.3% to 70.8%). In addition, as older Millennials
aged to 26- to 30-years-old, their automobility almost caught up
to the Generation X cohort.
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Figure 11: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with part-time employment in Peel Region, Halton Region,
York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011.
70%

65.9%

Figure 12: Auto mode share among selected quasi-cohorts
with part-time employment in Peel Region, Halton Region,
York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011.
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45.0%
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21.0%
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Figure 11 displays automobility trends among individuals with
part-time employment in the suburbs. The noticeable result of
this analysis is the significant increase in automobility aging from
16- to 20-years-old to 21- to 25-years-old, especially among
younger Millennials (28.1% to 56.6%). In comparison, modest
increases occurred between 21- to 25-years-old and 26- to 30years-old.

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Unemployed cohorts in the suburbs (Figure 12) also experienced
substantially increased automobility as they aged from their
teenage years into their 20s. Unique in Figure 12 is a continued
substantial increase in automobility between 21- to 25-year-olds
and 26- to 30-year-olds although the older Millennial group
(born from 1981 to 1985) does not catch up to the Generation X
cohort (born from 1976 to 1980).
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3.2.2 – Transit Mode Share Analysis

Highlights
•
•
•
•
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While transit mode share is much higher in the City of Toronto than it
is in the suburbs, similar trends in transit growth and decline are
observed across the GTHA.
For 26- to 40-year-olds, transit use increased between 2001 and 2006,
but declined for some groups between 2006 and 2011.
For 16- to 25-year-olds, substantial gains in transit mode share were
observed, particularly among those without full-time employment.
Across the GTHA, there is less between the different age cohorts
among people with full-time employment.

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials

3.0 – Results

3.2.2.1 GTHA

In this chapter, changes in public transit use are analyzed in the
same format utilized in the previous section. Results are filtered
through employment status and are geographically split to
compare Toronto to its suburbs. All data points in this section
aggregates the trips of people who declared one of the following
three answers in their response to the relevant question: “Public
Transit (excluding GO Rail),” “GO Rail,” and “Joint GO Rail and
Public Transit”. Further, I have analyzed transit mode share results
in the context of automobility patterns that were identified in the
previous section.

Inverse to a trend observed with auto mode share, Table 14
shows that transit usage increased from 2001 to 2006 for
individuals that were 26 and older but for many of the examined
groups, it decreased between 2006 and 2011. In contrast,
substantial gains in transit mode share are persistent from 2001
to 2011 for the groups that are 25 and younger without full-time
employment. Among young adults with full-time employment,
there was a modest increase in transit mode share for 21- to 25year-olds (1.7% total, from 2001 to 2011) and a small decrease
for 16- to 20-year-olds (1.1% total, from 2001 to 2011).
Nevertheless, there is very little variation in transit mode share
among people with full-time employment over all studied age
cohorts which is noteworthy because there is intense variation
across age groups among those with part-time employment or a
lack of employment. The highest observed transit mode share is
20.0% for 21- to 25-year-olds with full-time employment in 2011
while the lowest is 10.8% for 36- to 40-year-olds in 2001.
The latter observation is perhaps most critical. As the effects of
Great Recession wane and more adults find full-time
employment, it will be important to monitor transit mode share.
Specifically, many Millennials were transit users during the study
period and were employed part-time or unemployed. As they
transition to full-time employment, the data implies that they will
assume the travel behaviour of people with full-time employment
which is nearly static across the examined age groups. My
analysis showed that automobility gradually increased with age
among the groups that has full-time employment. “Capturing” the
Millennial transit users with lesser employment should be the
strategy that policymakers should choose if the goal is to
increase transit ridership in the GTHA.
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AGE
CATEGORY

EMPLOYMENT
STATUS
Full-Time

2001
18.0%
799 / 4,427

Part-Time
16 - 20
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
21 - 25
Not Employed

Table
14
(right):
Relationship
between
employment status and transit mode share in
the GTHA from 2001 to 2011. For example,
18.2% of trips among those aged 21 to 25 years
old and who reported "Full-Time" as their
employment status were "Public Transit" trips.

Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed

25.1%

29.3%

4,254 / 16,968

3,150 / 10,759

26.8%

30.8%

33.4%

6,974 / 26,028

7,536 / 24,445

8,493 / 25,406

23.7%

27.6%

12,171 / 51,320 12,323 / 44,569

Full-Time
Part-Time

18.2%

19.1%

20.0%

3,314 / 17,307

2,509 / 12,572

24.5%

30.5%

31.6%

2,470 / 10,102

2,790 / 9,137

2,728 / 8,631

30.2%

36.4%

42.7%

2,930 / 9,718

3,165 / 8,696

3,471 / 8,125

22.2%

26.4%

29.7%

9,996 / 45,030

9,269 / 35,140

8,708 / 29,328

15.9%

17.5%

15.8%

6,652 / 41,813

5,102 / 29,155

3,274 / 20,708

21.9%

Not Employed

21.3%

23.2%
1,141 / 4,928

Age Group Total

24.7%
21.9%

19.0%

17.8%

7,145 / 37,536

5,078 / 28,518

13.1%

15.0%

13.4%

6,677 / 50,974

5,655 / 37,654

3,790 / 28,330

12.9%

19.5%
771 / 3,948

12.8%
862 / 6,744

15.5%
11.0%

15.1%

13.2%

7,288 / 48,346

5,035 / 38,221

10.8%

12.6%

12.6%

6,906 / 64,216

6,074 / 48,346

4,997 / 39,605

8.1%
10.4%
8,708 /

83,623

12.5%
9.7%
871 / 9,018

>0.300

No

8.2%

16.206

<0.001

Yes

6.6%

16.406

<0.001

Yes

7.8%

25.900

<0.001

Yes

1.7%

4.046

<0.001

Yes

7.2%

10.904

<0.001

Yes

12.6%

17.434

<0.001

Yes

7.5%

23.015

<0.001

Yes

-0.1%

0.318

>0.500

No

2.8%

2.898

>0.002

Yes

0.5%

0.662

>0.500

No

0.7%

2.658

>0.020

Yes

0.3%

1.113

>0.200

No

0.2%

0.225

>0.500

No

-1.9%

3.570

<0.001

Yes

-0.1%

0.360

>0.400

No

1.9%

9.151

<0.001

Yes

1.0%

1.803

>0.050

No

1.7%

4.039

<0.001

Yes

1.7%

9.706

<0.001

Yes

699 / 6,360

13.3%

738 / 5,914

0.966

546 / 3,531

8,666 / 65,394

11.0%

-1.1%

p value Significant?

959 / 4,383

17.1%

15.3%

t

845 / 3,427

8,979 / 52,612

912 / 11,302
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26.1%
902 / 3,453

1,396 / 6,539

890 / 8,105

36 - 40

31.5%
11,934 / 37,877

4,596 / 25,210

1,163 / 9,017

Age Group Total

17.0%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

291 / 1,712

21.1%

826 / 5,403

31 - 35

16.9%
533 / 3,156

2011

4,398 / 20,865

931 / 4,260

26 - 30

2006

12.0%
590 / 4,910

9.7%
807 / 8,302

12.1%

12.1%

7,683 / 63,278

6,394 / 52,817

AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS

3.2.2.2 City of Toronto vs. The Suburbs
Trends in transit usage are similar in Toronto and its
suburbs. Naturally, transit mode share is much
higher in the City of Toronto although both
geographical areas show growth in transit use,
particularly among young adults aged 30 and under.
Increases in transit use in Toronto and its suburbs
were larger for the cohorts without full-time
employment except for 31- to 35-year-olds in
Toronto, an age group where increase in transit
mode share can be attributed to individuals with
full-time employment.
In fact, in the City of Toronto, similar and consistent
increases in transit usage among those with fulltime employment happened across all age groups.
In the suburbs, it is noteworthy that although transit
mode share increases are noticeably smaller in
comparison to Toronto, the baseline (in 2001) is
small enough that the increases are proportionally
large. For example, in Table 16, 7.0% of trips taken
by those with full-time employment, aged 26-30,
were transit trips, and this total increased to 9.0% in
2011. Statistically, this is a significant increase.

Full-Time

33.9%
560 / 1,650

Part-Time
16 - 20
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
21 - 25
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
26 - 30
Not Employed

Full-Time

Not Employed

Full-Time
Part-Time

54.1%
1,749 / 3,230

42.6%

47.4%

49.6%

5,164 / 12,118

4,893 / 10,332

4,956 / 9,999

41.0%

47.3%

50.4%

8,654 / 21,110

7,612 / 16,089

6,870 / 13,643

29.4%

34.6%

35.4%

3,437 / 11,688

2,210 / 6,383

1,428 / 4,030

36.5%

46.6%

48.9%

1,813 / 4,965

1,836 / 3,942

1,613 / 3,299

41.0%

48.9%

58.0%

2,133 / 5,199

2,039 / 4,172

2,059 / 3,548

33.8%

42.0%

46.9%

7,383 / 21,852

6,085 / 14,497

5,100 / 10,877

25.0%

29.6%

30.2%

5,169 / 20,685

3,669 / 12,410

2,018 / 6,692

33.7%
33.0%

Not Employed

36.8%
878 / 2,387

41.1%
37.2%

31.6%

32.9%
3,238 / 9,830

21.5%

25.9%

25.2%

5,203 / 24,234

4,065 / 15,686

2,381 / 9,430

23.4%

32.4%
582 / 1,796

24.0%
691 / 2,879

27.5%
22.3%

26.2%

25.0%

5,338 / 20,361

3,255 / 13,009

18.3%

22.2%

22.5%

4,912 / 26,897

4,195 / 18,861

3,044 / 13,558

15.8%

27.5%
18.6%
693 / 3,726

Significant?

5.9%

2.254

>0.020

No

14.2%

13.580

<0.001

Yes

7.0%

10.327

<0.001

Yes

9.4%

17.141

<0.001

Yes

6.0%

7.138

<0.001

Yes

12.4%

11.186

<0.001

Yes

17.0%

15.632

<0.001

Yes

13.1%

22.986

<0.001

Yes

5.2%

8.349

<0.001

Yes

7.5%

4.493

<0.001

Yes

4.2%

3.018

>0.002

Yes

6.1%

11.523

<0.001

Yes

3.8%

7.454

<0.001

Yes

0.2%

0.111

>0.500

No

-1.1%

0.982

>0.300

No

2.8%

6.412

<0.001

Yes

4.2%

10.007

<0.001

Yes

5.3%

4.079

<0.001

Yes

4.5%

4.960

<0.001

Yes

4.3%

11.738

<0.001

Yes

474 / 2,126

22.2%

574 / 2,084

p value

400 / 1,453

6,865 / 30,924

21.9%

t

664 / 1,786

5,249 / 16,592

27.4%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

556 / 1,352

26.8%

766 / 4,849

Age Group Total

39.1%
702 / 1,795

7,095 / 26,475

698 / 3,183

36 - 40

39.9%
165 / 414

49.2%

994 / 4,249

Age Group Total

36.1%
311 / 861

2,408 / 4,896

668 / 2,441

31 - 35

2011

39.9%

1,185 / 3,588

Age Group Total

2006

2,930 / 7,342

741 / 2,202

Part-Time

Table
15
(right):
Relationship
between
employment status and transit mode share in
the City of Toronto from 2001 to 2011. For
example, 29.4% of trips among those aged 21 to
25 years old and who reported "Full-Time" as
their employment status were "Public Transit"
trips.

2001

27.2%
440 / 1,616

20.3%
567 / 2,798

18.3%

22.1%

22.5%

6,376 / 34,929

5,462 / 24,671

4,051 / 17,972

AGE
CATEGORY

EMPLOYMENT
STATUS
Full-Time

2001
8.6%
239 / 2,777

Part-Time
16 - 20
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed
Age Group Total
Full-Time
Part-Time

15.3%

18.6%

1,846 / 12,072

1,401 / 7,529

13.0%

18.7%

23.0%

1,810 / 13,910

2,643 / 14,113

3,537 / 15,407

11.6%

16.5%

20.9%

3,517 / 30,210

4,711 / 28,480

5,064 / 24,234

8.6%

10.1%

12.7%

1,159 / 13,522

1,104 / 10,924

1,081 / 8,542

12.8%
17.6%

Not Employed

Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Employed

Full-Time
Part-Time

19.6%

7.0%

8.6%

9.0%

1,483 / 21,128

1,433 / 16,745

1,256 / 14,016

7.2%

Not Employed
Age Group Total

10.4%
263 / 2,541

13.9%
11.4%

9.1%

9.8%
1,840 / 18,688

5.5%

7.2%

7.5%

1,474 / 26,740

1,590 / 21,968

1,409 / 18,900

3.5%

8.8%
189 / 2,152

4.4%
171 / 3,865

7.0%
5.3%

7.0%

7.1%

1,950 / 27,985

1,780 / 25,212

5.3%

6.4%

7.5%

1,994 / 37,319

1,879 / 29,485

1,953 / 26,047

2.3%

4.3%
3.4%
178 / 5,292

No

7.8%

15.714

<0.001

Yes

9.9%

22.019

<0.001

Yes

9.3%

29.452

<0.001

Yes

4.1%

9.784

<0.001

Yes

8.1%

11.079

<0.001

Yes

13.2%

14.694

<0.001

Yes

8.3%

23.542

<0.001

Yes

1.9%

6.650

<0.001

Yes

4.7%

4.715

<0.001

Yes

4.2%

5.434

<0.001

Yes

2.6%

9.976

<0.001

Yes

1.9%

8.404

<0.001

Yes

1.7%

2.483

>0.010

Yes

1.8%

4.096

<0.001

Yes

1.8%

9.325

<0.001

Yes

2.2%

11.043

<0.001

Yes

0.7%

1.452

>0.100

No

2.1%

6.469

<0.001

Yes

1.9%

11.998

<0.001

Yes

225 / 4,234

5.2%

164 / 3,830

>0.200

146 / 2,078

1,801 / 34,470

3.9%

1.147

295 / 2,597

1,896 / 20,944

5.3%

1.1%

p value Significant?

289 / 2,075

7.2%

146 / 6,453
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12.1%
200 / 1,658

1,884 / 26,137

192 / 4,922

36 - 40

30.8%
1,412 / 4,577

3,608 / 18,451

169 / 4,768

Age Group Total

24.9%
1,126 / 4,524

15.4%

158 / 2,962

31 - 35

20.9%

3,184 / 20,643

9.2%

t

1,115 / 5,332

11.3%

211 / 2,951

Age Group Total

18.4%
954 / 5,195

2,613 / 23,178

190 / 2,058

26 - 30

9.7%

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

126 / 1,298

10.9%

797 / 4,519

Table
16
(right):
Relationship
between
employment status and transit mode share in
Peel Region, Halton Region, York Region,
Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011. For example, 8.6% of trips among
those aged 21 to 25 years old and who reported
"Full-Time" as their employment status were
"Public Transit" trips.

9.7%
222 / 2,295

2011

1,468 / 13,523

657 / 5,137

21 - 25

2006

4.6%
150 / 3,294

4.4%
240 / 5,504

4.8%

5.8%

6.7%

2,332 / 48,694

2,221 / 38,607

2,343 / 34,845
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3.2.3 – Daily Auto Trips
Highlights
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A decline in the average number of daily auto trips taken per day occurred
during the study period across the GTHA.
The decline was much larger for teenagers in Toronto but it was considerably
larger for 26- to 40-year-olds in the suburbs.
30- to 40-year-olds of most employment statuses showed a slight increase in
daily trips taken between 2006 and 2011 after a sharper decline in the
previous five years.
The employment status that was associated with the highest amount of daily
automobile trips was part-time for individuals that were 16- to 25-years-old.
For 26- to 40-year-olds, the employment status associated with the most daily
auto trips was being unemployed.
For most age groups, the smallest declines were among individuals without
full-time employment.
Millennials living in Toronto and born from 1981 to 1985 showed a decline in
daily trips as they aged from 21- to 25-years-old to 26- to 30-years-old; their
suburban counterparts collectively showed an increase in the same measure.
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In this section, I analyze trends in the average number of daily
auto trips taken. Results are filtered through a selection of
employment statuses to examine associations as is done
throughout this chapter. While the travel behaviour associated
with a variety of trip purposes (e.g. commute, shopping, etc.)
have been examined in the literature, analysis of this type is
outside the scope of this report. Because the focus of the report
is employment, it is possible that an analysis of trip purpose
would result in redundancies or data that is overtly obvious. For
example, it is highly unlikely that an unemployed individual would
register a commute trip depending on their interpretation of the
relevant survey questions. Nevertheless, analysis on the
association between travel behaviour and the purpose of trips is
critical to the understanding of the former and merits further
research.

being employed full-time was associated with the greatest
resiliency to change in behaviour with this indicator.

3.2.3.1 GTHA

Part-time employment was associated with the highest trip-taking
rates for young adults during the study period and being
unemployed was associated with taking the most trips for
individuals aged 26- to 40-years-old. While unemployment was
associated with some of the lowest daily trip averages measured
for young adults, the measure for 31- to 40-year-olds was the
highest measured as part of the study. 4.34 auto trips per day
were averaged for 36- to 40-year-olds that were unemployed in
2006. Although this measure was higher than what was observed
for individuals with part-time employment, the latter status was
associated with relatively high averages throughout the study
period and for all age groups. In fact, this measure was higher for
people with part-time employment than was observed for the
age group total for all ages and in each TTS.

The average number of daily auto trips taken in a day was at its
lowest for 21-to 25-year-olds and was incrementally larger for
each progressive five-year age cohort. Full-time employment is
not associated with taking the highest amount of auto trips in a
day across the GTHA. Rather, being employed part-time resulted
in the most trips taken during the study period for 16- to 25year-olds and unemployment was associated with taking more
trips for 26- to 40-year-olds. Average trips taken in a day by
automobile declined by 2011 from 2001 rates for all examined
age groups and employment statuses. However, after a large
decline prior to 2006, most examined groups of 31- to 40-yearolds showed a slight increase in trips taken between 2006 and
2011. For most age groups, the size of the overall decline was
largest for the groups that were without full-time employment;
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Having full-time employment was associated with taking the least
amount of daily auto trips for all age groups over 20-years-old
and throughout the study period. Further, as the number of
number of trips taken by those without full-time employment
increases substantially with age, this same measure among the
full-time employed grew incrementally in comparison. Table 17
shows a daily average of 2.64 trips taken by 21- to 25-year-olds
in 2011, the lowest measure recorded in the data, and an average
of 3.19 trips taken by 35- to 40-year-olds in the same year. In
comparison, 2.64 trips were taken by those who were 21- to 25years-old and unemployed in 2011 and 4.20 trips were taken per
day for unemployed 35- to 40-year-olds.

The Impact of Employment Status on the Travel Behaviour of Millennials
Although the primary concern of the study was the
difference between 2011 rates from 2001 rates, the
inclusion of 2006 rates reveals that daily auto trips declined
significantly more between 2001 and 2006, not after. This
was especially true for 31- to 40-year-olds where small
increases in this measure occurred between 2006 and 2011.
For example, 31- to 35-year-olds with full-time employment
registered 3.11 trips per day in 2001, 2.98 in 2006, and 2.99
in 2011. A similar pattern was identified in analysis of auto
mode share from earlier in this chapter. These results are
noteworthy because this analysis set out to examine the
effects of the Great Recession on automobility trends and
these results indicate that significant change happened
prior to the onset of this economic downtown.
A comparison of the changes in trip-taking for individuals
of different employment statuses revealed that full-time
employment was associated with the smallest decreases in
average trips taken. 21- to 25-year-olds were the exception
to this pattern where employment status appeared to have
no effect on the amount of decline in trips taken. 16- to
20-year-olds and 35- to 40-year-olds with full-time
employment show negligible decline in the number of trips
taken although their counterparts without it show
substantial decline during the study period. 16- to 20-yearolds with part-time employment took 0.32 less trips per day
in 2011 than they did in 2001 in comparison. This pattern is
representative of the resiliency of the travel behaviour of
people with full-time employment. Their employment status
shows a clear association with prevention of change to
their travel behaviour.
Table 17 (right): Relationship between employment
status and daily auto trips for the GTHA. For example, an
average of 2.87 automobile trips were taken in a day by
those aged 21 to 25 years old and who reported "FullTime" as their employment status in 2001.
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
2001 - 2011
2001 2006 2011
CATEGORY
STATUS
CHANGE

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

t

p value Significant?

Full-Time

2.91 2.84 2.87

-0.04

0.374

>0.500

No

Part-Time

3.28 3.01 2.96

-0.32

5.909

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

2.97 2.72 2.70

-0.27

4.119

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 3.11 2.88 2.84

-0.26

6.885

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

2.87 2.76 2.64

-0.23

7.995

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.00 2.93 2.78

-0.22

4.627

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

2.85 2.72 2.64

-0.21

2.890

>0.002

Yes

Age Group Total 2.89 2.79 2.68

-0.22

9.196

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

2.91 2.80 2.77

-0.14

6.665

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.15 3.24 2.88

-0.27

2.351

>0.010

Yes

Not Employed

3.37 3.24 3.10

-0.27

2.575

>0.005

Yes

Age Group Total 2.96 2.87 2.81

-0.15

6.963

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

3.11 2.98 2.99

-0.12

5.895

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.73 3.42 3.52

-0.21

1.798

>0.050

No

Not Employed

3.90 3.64 3.75

-0.15

1.896

>0.050

No

Age Group Total 3.23 3.08 3.13

-0.11

5.181

<0.001

Yes

31 - 35

36 - 40

Full-Time

3.23 3.15 3.19

-0.03

1.668

>0.050

No

Part-Time

4.24 4.05 3.86

-0.37

3.141

>0.001

Yes

Not Employed

4.33 4.34 4.20

-0.13

1.478

>0.100

No

Age Group Total 3.42 3.35 3.37

-0.05

2.430

>0.010

Yes
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Figure 13: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with full-time employment in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.
2.95

Quasi-Cohort

2.91

Figures 13 to 15 are a quasi-cohort analysis of Millennial triptaking behaviour. This data rearranges data found in Table 17 to
enable the tracking of several age cohorts at similar life cycle
stages. In all cases, the older age cohort took more daily trips at
a similar life cycle stage. Further, all of the trends regarding
change between different employment statuses were similar with
the exception of part-time employment. For this employment
status, Millennials continued to decline into their late 20s where
previously, a Generation X cohort increased their average daily
automobile trips considerably. Still, an important takeaway from
this analysis is the relative resiliency of groups with full-time
employment. The pace of their change in trip taking behaviour is
considerably less than what it is observed among groups without
full-time employment.
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The analysis found in Figure 13 of individuals with full-time
employment aging during the study period reveals that older
cohorts took more trips at each checkpoint. Further, decline in
number of daily trips taken is evident going from 16- to 20years-old to 21- to 25-years-old (0.15% and 0.20%) but aging
into the late 20s is not as uniform. A more modest decline
occurred for Generation Xers (born from 1976 to 1980) but the
Millennials (born from 1981 to 1985) did not decrease aging to
26- to 30-years-old.
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Figure 14: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with part-time employment in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.

Figure 15: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals that were unemployed in the GTHA from 2001 to
2011.
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Focusing on part-time employment, Figure 14 reveals noteworthy
results. Individuals that were a part of Generation X (born from
1976 to 1980), increased their average number of trips taken in a
day substantially in their late 20s. In comparison, a slight decline
in trips taken occurred for Millennials born in the early 1980s
(2.93 to 2.88). This is a significant difference in behaviour change
for two five-year age cohorts with similar employment profile.
The Millennial cohort with part-time employment would be
interesting to track as they age further and the younger
Millennial cohorts (born in 1986 and after) should be tracked to
examine if their behaviour is similar as they reach their late 20s.

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Similar to other employment statuses, Figure 15 reveals that
older unemployed age cohorts took more trips at similar lifecycle
stages. Still, the trends of decline and increase are uniform
among individuals with unemployment across the GTHA. There is
a low point at 21- to 25-years-old and a subsequent increase in
daily trips taken into the late 20s.
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3.2.3.2 City of Toronto vs. The Suburbs
The most significant difference between the patterns of
change in trip-taking behaviour in Toronto and its suburbs
was observed among people with full-time employment.
16- to 20-year-olds in Toronto took significantly less
automobile trips in 2011 in comparison to 2001 while
suburban teenagers with full-time employment showed
only a minor decline. Table 19 shows that suburban
teenagers maintained nearly identical daily auto trips
although in Table 18, teenagers in Toronto show a decline
of 0.14 trips. Inversely, there was a larger decline in trips
taken in the suburbs for 26- to 40-year-olds than there was
in Toronto with full-time employment. The latter
observation occurred with each analyzed employment
status in most cases; declines in daily trips taken were
larger in the suburbs than what was observed in Toronto
among 26-year-olds and older.
Further examination of the pattern found in the GTHA-wide
analysis (Table 17) of the declines in trips taken having
happened between 2001 and 2006 reveals that this result is
influenced by Toronto’s results for all employment statuses;
this occurred in the suburbs but primarily for those with
full-time employment. 31- to 35-year-olds in Toronto are
the strongest example of this trend where all employment
statuses show a decrease in daily auto trips taken prior to
2006 and then an increase by 2011 back to 2001 levels.
Table 18 (right): Relationship between employment
status and daily auto trips for the City of Toronto. For
example, an average of 2.89 automobile trips were taken
in a day by those aged 21 to 25 years old and who
reported "Full-Time" as their employment status in 2001.
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

2001 2006 2011

2001 - 2011
CHANGE

t

Full-Time

3.01 2.99 2.87

-0.14

0.487

>0.500

No

Part-Time

3.22 2.98 2.83

-0.39

2.997

>0.002

Yes

Not Employed

3.00 2.69 2.72

-0.28

2.164

>0.020

Yes

Age Group Total 3.09 2.86 2.78

-0.31

3.847

<0.001

Yes

p value Significant?

Full-Time

2.89 2.72 2.63

-0.26

5.349

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

2.90 2.90 2.75

-0.15

1.916

>0.050

No

Not Employed

2.84 2.67 2.59

-0.26

1.930

>0.050

No

Age Group Total 2.88 2.75 2.65

-0.23

5.835

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

2.86 2.78 2.75

-0.11

3.227

>0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.11 3.43 2.73

-0.38

2.018

>0.040

Yes

Not Employed

3.32 3.27 3.20

-0.11

0.745

>0.400

No

Age Group Total 2.91 2.86 2.80

-0.12

3.485

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

3.04 2.94 2.99

-0.05

1.435

>0.100

No

Part-Time

3.63 3.42 3.65

0.03

0.136

>0.500

No

Not Employed

3.75 3.48 3.69

-0.07

0.500

>0.500

No

Age Group Total 3.15 3.03 3.14

-0.01

0.229

>0.500

No

31 - 35

36 - 40

Full-Time

3.14 3.10 3.18

0.03

1.064

>0.200

No

Part-Time

3.85 3.64 3.67

-0.19

1.132

>0.200

No

Not Employed

4.24 4.33 4.06

-0.17

1.171

>0.200

No

Age Group Total 3.31 3.28 3.32

0.01

0.398

>0.500

No
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
2001 - 2011
2001 2006 2011
CATEGORY
STATUS
CHANGE

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

t

p value Significant?

Full-Time

2.88 2.80 2.87

-0.01

0.063

>0.500

No

Part-Time

3.31 3.02 2.98

-0.32

5.153

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

2.96 2.72 2.70

-0.26

3.277

>0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 3.12 2.88 2.86

-0.26

5.721

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

2.86 2.78 2.64

-0.22

5.793

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.07 2.94 2.80

-0.27

4.326

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

2.85 2.75 2.66

-0.19

2.258

>0.020

Yes

Age Group Total 2.90 2.81 2.68

-0.21

7.155

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

2.94 2.81 2.77

-0.17

6.040

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.18 3.14 2.94

-0.24

1.576

>0.100

No

Not Employed

3.40 3.23 3.06

-0.35

2.266

>0.020

Yes

Age Group Total 3.00 2.87 2.82

-0.18

6.160

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

3.16 3.00 2.99

-0.17

6.250

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

3.79 3.41 3.47

-0.32

2.074

>0.020

Yes

Not Employed

3.99 3.73 3.77

-0.22

2.105

>0.020

Yes

Age Group Total 3.29 3.10 3.12

-0.17

6.158

<0.001

Yes

31 - 35

36 - 40

Full-Time

3.27 3.18 3.20

-0.08

3.004

>0.002

Yes

Part-Time

4.43 4.20 3.93

-0.50

3.138

>0.002

Yes

Not Employed

4.39 4.35 4.26

-0.13

1.150

>0.200

No

Age Group Total 3.48 3.38 3.38

-0.10

3.527

<0.001

Yes

3.0 – Results
Table 19 (left): Relationship between employment status
and daily auto trips for Peel Region, Halton Region, York
Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton. For
example, an average of 2.86 automobile trips were taken
in a day by those aged 21 to 25 years old and who
reported "Full-Time" as their employment status in 2001.

Figures 16 to 18 are a quasi-cohort analysis of the different
employment statuses in Toronto and Figures 19 to 21 are a
similar examination of the suburbs. This analysis revealed
divergent trends between the two geographic areas among
Millennials without full-time employment aging into their
late 20’s. The Generation X cohort (born between 1976 and
1980) shows a large increase aging to 26- to 30-years-old
in their average number of daily trips taken throughout the
GTHA and older Millennials (born between 1981 and 1985)
in the suburbs did the same. However, the older Millennials
living in Toronto took less auto trips as they aged into their
late 20s. This finding suggests that Millennials are driving
less than their elders in the City of Toronto but not in the
region’s suburbs.
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Figure 16: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with full-time employment in the City of Toronto
from 2001 to 2011.
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Quasi-cohort patterns in Figure 16 for the City of Toronto are
similar to what was observed across the GTHA, represented in
Figure 13. Younger five-year cohorts took less trips, on average,
than their preceding cohorts. the decline for younger Millennials
(born between 1986 and 1990) was much larger in Toronto than
was observed of their preceding five-year cohort.
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Figure 17: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with part-time employment in the City of
Toronto from 2001 to 2011.
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A substantial increase in daily auto trips (0.53) occurred among
analyzed Generation Xers in Figure 17 with part-time
employment entering their late 20s. Conversely, there was a
significant decrease (0.17) among Millennials entering the same
stage of their life cycle.
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Figure 18: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals that were unemployed in the City of Toronto
from 2001 to 2011.
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Figure 19: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with full-time employment in Peel Region, Halton
Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of
Hamilton from 2001 to 2011.
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The unemployed Generation X quasi-cohort (born between 1976
and 1980) took significantly more daily auto trips than
Millennials did at similar ages. In addition, Figure 18 shows that
the former group increased the amount of trips that they took
entering their late 20’s, similar to what is observed of each
employment status, while Millennials continued to show a
decrease in this measure.
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26 - 30

Age Group

Patterns observed of young adults with full-time employment in
the suburbs are different than what occurred in Toronto. Figure
19 shows minimal decline in daily trips taken except for younger
Millennials born between 1986 and 1990. This group shows a
significant decline in trips taken (0.16) as they enter their early
20s.
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Figure 20: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals with part-time employment in Peel Region, Halton
Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of
Hamilton from 2001 to 2011.
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Two observations are clear from Figure 20 about young adults
with part-time employment. Older five-year cohorts took more
daily trips than the groups that followed them at similar ages.
Also, there is a pattern of decline entering the early 20s that
ends when these quasi-cohorts enter their late 20s. The
Generation X cohort (born from 1976 to 1980) increased their
automobile trips at this stage of the lifecycle while the Millennial
cohort (born from 1981 to 1985) maintained the same number
of daily trips (2.94).
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Figure 21: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily auto trips taken by
individuals that were unemployed in Peel Region, Halton
Region, York Region, Durham Region, and the City of
Hamilton from 2001 to 2011.
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All suburban young adults in this study show a decline in daily
trips taken emerging from their teenage years followed by an
increase as they enter the 26- to 30-years-old age group. In
addition, similar to other employment statuses analyzed in this
section, less daily trips were taken at each lifecycle checkpoint in
comparison to preceding five-year age cohorts.
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3.0 – Results

3.2.3 – Daily Vehicle Kilometres Travelled
Highlights
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Full-time employment is associated with the highest average daily distance
travelled compared to lesser employment statuses.
People of all examined age cohorts and employment statuses in the suburbs
travelled more distance by automobile compared to Toronto residents.
Unemployed Millennials (25-years-old and younger) travelled greater distances
each day than individuals with part-time employment but for 26- to 40-yearolds, the pattern was reversed.
Individuals of all employment statuses showed a decline in daily VKT during
the study period.
The decline in daily VKT was greater for unemployed individuals in their 20s in
Toronto than for those with part-time employment of the same age; the
inverse occurred in the suburbs.
For individuals 30-year-olds and younger with full-time employment, declines
in daily distance travelled were larger in the suburbs than what was observed
in the City of Toronto; this measure increased among Toronto teenagers.
There was a considerable increase in daily distance travelled by Millennials with
full-time employment and who were born between 1981 and 1985 as they
entered their late 20s; their counterparts without full-time employment showed
substantial decline of the same measure entering the same age bracket.
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The average distance travelled by automobiles (in kilometres) is
measured in this section. Association between this measure and
employment status is sought after to analyze if the latter causes
people to travel greater or lesser distance. It should be noted
that this section focuses on “auto driver” trips; it ignores trips
where an individual was a passenger and focuses on those where
the driver was alone. Daily VKT is the final indicator of
automobility to be examined within this report.
3.2.4.1 GTHA
At all examined ages, having full-time employment is associated
with driving the highest number of kilometres each day, on
average. For 16- to 25-year-olds, unemployment was associated
with travelling greater distance than having part-time
employment although for 26- to 40-year-olds, the inverse
occurred. Overall, a decline in daily distance travelled was
observed for all employment statuses and age groups during the
study period and the decline was not consistently greater for one
status in comparison to another.
The margin between the distance travelled in a day by people
with full-time employment and people without it is large and
increases with age. Further, this pattern was maintained
throughout the study period. 16- to 20-year-olds that were
employed full-time averaged 33.52 daily vehicle kilometres
travelled (VKT) in 2001 and 32.23 VKT in 2011, but for teenagers
that had part-time employment at the same checkpoints, they
averaged 27.52 VKT and 26.83 VKT, respectively. At 36- to 40years-old, the surveyed group with full-time employment
averaged 41.60 VKT in 2001, and 39.22 VKT in 2011; the
unemployed group at this age averaged 26.46 VKT in 2001 and
19.34 VKT in 2011. Patterns that are observed in the data include
full-time employment being associated with travelling greater
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distance with higher age, reaching a peak that was maintained at
26- to 30-years-old, while the other two employment statuses
reached a peak at 21- to 25-years-old and declined with age
thereafter. Unemployment was especially associated with the
latter pattern.

That full-time employment is associated with greater distance is
not a surprising result. Individuals could conceivably be more
willing to travel greater distance to a job that provides more
hours and further, it probably allows them to earn more money
which would be needed to purchase more automobile fuel.
Further, earning a higher income would result in having more
disposable income that could be used on activities that require
travel. In comparison, the observation that groups without fulltime employment travel less distance with increased age is a
more noteworthy result. This result could be a result of the
economic recession that began in 2008, causing individuals who
were more adversely affected to make choices regarding their
daily trips. It could mean that trips of lower distance were taken
to save money or that they were not taken at all.
Declining economic conditions affected everyone in the GTHA.
VKT declined for most examined groups between 2001 and 2011
although the decreases were not consistent enough to attribute a
pattern to a particular employment status. For example, 26- to
30-year-olds with full-time employment showed a marginal
decline in VKT (0.50 per day) over the study period although the
groups with full-time employment decline precipitously. At 31- to
35-years-old, the group with full-time employment showed a
larger decline in VKT (1.39 per day) while the group with parttime employment had a statistically insignificant decline in VKT
(0.93 per day).
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

2001

2006

2001 - 2011
2011
CHANGE

t

p value Significant?

Full-Time

33.52 35.66 32.24

-1.28

0.752

>0.400

No

Part-Time

27.52 26.65 26.83

-0.70

1.328

>0.100

No

Not Employed

26.27 29.24 28.57

2.30

3.513

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 28.13 29.28 28.34

0.21

0.536

>0.500

No

Full-Time

39.34 38.27 36.76

-2.58

5.654

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

34.91 33.80 31.29

-3.62

4.914

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

36.38 34.99 33.79

-2.58

3.493

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 37.96 36.67 34.74

-3.22

10.123

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

40.51 39.08 40.01

-0.50

1.544

>0.100

No

Part-Time

35.38 32.73 30.06

-5.32

3.838

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

29.67 27.02 24.67

-4.99

5.659

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 39.23 37.57 37.36

-1.87

6.535

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

41.17 39.81 39.78

-1.39

4.465

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

29.21 27.44 28.29

-0.93

1.742

>0.050

No

Not Employed

22.94 23.25 21.21

-1.73

5.050

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 38.47 37.23 36.54

-1.93

7.681

<0.001

Yes

31 - 35

36 - 40

Full-Time

41.60 39.46 39.22

-2.38

8.551

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

28.71 27.91 26.30

-2.41

5.978

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

26.46 21.74 19.34

-7.12

14.708

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 39.02 36.68 35.82

-3.21

14.163

<0.001

Yes
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Table 20 (left): Relationship between employment
status and average daily VKT for the GTHA. For
example, the average daily distance travelled was
39.34 kilometres for 21- to 25-year-olds who
reported "Full-Time" as their employment status
in 2001.

A quasi-cohort analysis of the daily distance travelled
(VKT) by Millennials is found in Figures 22 to 24. This
data rearranges data found in Table 20 to enable the
tracking of several age cohorts at similar life cycle
stages. The most notable finding of this analysis was
that groups with full-time employment age into their
late 20s different than the groups without full-time
work. Particularly, a significant decline in VKT was
shown by groups without full-time employment but
for those who had full-time work, they either
maintained their VKT or it grew as they entered their
late 20s. Specifically, the Generation X cohort with
full-time work maintained similar daily VKT at this
life cycle stage while the Millennial cohort showed a
similar increase.
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Figure 22 shows that there was an absence of any considerable
decline in daily distance travelled for either generation with fulltime employment. The youngest Millennial group (born between
1986 and 1990) showed a minor increase entering their 20s while
a much larger increase in daily VKT occurred for the older
Millennial group (born from 1981 to 1985) at the same stage.
The latter group continued their increase in this measure into
their late 20s while the Generation X cohort (born between 1976
and 1980) did not. In fact, the Millennial VKT measure exceeded
that of the Generation X group at 26- to 30-years-old.
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Figure 23: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT in a day by
individuals with part-time employment in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.
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Figure 22: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT in a day by
individuals with full-time employment in the GTHA from
2001 to 2011.
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Younger five-year cohorts with part-time employment show less
VKT as each analyzed age in Figure 23. In addition, similar to
what was observed in Table 20, a peak in daily VKT is reached at
21- to 25-years-old, followed by a decline as these groups age
into their late 20s. In sum, Millennial cohorts with part-time
employment do not show different patterns than the Generation
X cohort in this analysis.
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Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Figure 24: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT in a day by
individuals that were unemployed in the GTHA from 2001 to
2011.
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Patterns observed among the unemployed in Figure 24 are
similar to what was observed in Figure 23 for individuals with
part-time employment but with two exceptions. First, the
younger Millennial group showed significantly higher VKT at 16to 20-years-old than the older Millennial group although the
latter increased their daily distance travelled entering their 20s
substantially, a pace that the younger Millennials did not keep
up with. In addition, the decrease among people born from 1976
to 1985 entering the late 20s was much greater than what was
observed in Figure 23.
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3.2.4.2 City of Toronto vs. The Suburbs

Generally, all examined age cohorts travelled a greater distance
by automobile per day in the suburbs than in Toronto. This is an
expected result because of the physical layout of suburban
environments; more distance is usually required to reach a
destination.
Nevertheless, associations between employment status and daily
distance travelled are similar in Toronto and the suburbs in
comparison to what was observed across the GTHA. A noticeable
difference is that the margins of difference between the VKT of
groups with full-time employment and groups without it are
much larger in the suburbs, particularly for 26- to 40-year-olds.
For example, 31- to 35-year-olds with full-time employment and
living in Toronto averaged 30.35 VKT per day in 2011 and the
unemployed averaged 18.75 VKT per day. In comparison, the
same groups in the suburbs averaged 43.07 VKT and 22.11 VKT,
respectively.

There are also differences in the decline in VKT over the study
area in the two geographic areas. While decline among groups
with full-time employment was consistently significant for each
examined age group, the decrease was much smaller (decrease
of 1.63) for 21- to 25-year-olds in Toronto while teenagers in the
City increased their daily VKT (increase of 2.07 VKT).
Another notable difference was shown in the decline in VKT
among people in their 20s without full-time employment. This
decline among the unemployed was much larger than what was
observed among those with part-time employment in Toronto;
the opposite pattern was observed in the suburbs. Still, this
decline is significant for both employment statuses in Toronto
and the suburbs.
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

2001

2006

2001 - 2011
2011
CHANGE

t

p value Significant?

Full-Time

27.69 30.24 29.77

2.07

0.685

>0.400

No

Part-Time

22.18 22.20 22.15

-0.03

0.033

>0.500

No

Not Employed

21.88 25.25 21.40

-0.48

0.391

>0.500

No

Age Group Total 23.00 25.02 22.79

-0.20

0.349

>0.500

No

Full-Time

33.14 31.98 31.51

-1.63

2.315

>0.020

Yes

Part-Time

28.49 28.07 26.24

-2.25

1.797

>0.050

No

Not Employed

29.51 26.33 22.97

-6.54

6.273

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 31.58 30.03 28.31

-3.27

7.555

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

33.74 32.19 33.06

-0.68

1.003

>0.300

No

Part-Time

30.35 27.43 26.08

-4.28

2.539

>0.010

Yes

Not Employed

29.60 22.67 19.26

-10.34

6.271

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 33.18 31.04 30.68

-2.50

4.692

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

34.41 31.83 30.35

-4.05

7.315

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

24.15 27.41 27.52

3.38

2.799

>0.005

Yes

Not Employed

19.63 18.99 18.75

-0.88

1.592

>0.100

No

Age Group Total 32.34 30.17 28.60

-3.74

8.342

<0.001

Yes

31 - 35

36 - 40
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Full-Time

33.67 30.76 30.05

-3.62

7.091

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

24.39 24.07 20.22

-4.17

6.042

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

23.05 18.83 15.03

-8.02

7.662

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 31.87 28.97 27.46

-4.41

10.455

<0.001

Yes
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Table 21 (left): Relationship between employment
status and average daily VKT for the City of
Toronto. For example, the average daily distance
travelled was 33.14 kilometres for 21- to 25-yearolds who reported "Full-Time" as their employment
status in 2001.
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AGE
EMPLOYMENT
CATEGORY
STATUS

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

2001

2006

2001 - 2011
2011
CHANGE

t

p value Significant?

Full-Time

35.59 36.92 32.68

-2.91

1.307

>0.100

No

Part-Time

29.13 27.50 27.69

-1.44

2.193

>0.020

Yes

Not Employed

28.36 30.70 30.47

2.11

2.378

>0.010

Yes

Age Group Total 30.02 30.36 29.53

-0.49

0.949

>0.300

No

Full-Time

42.93 40.63 38.35

-4.57

6.905

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

38.69 35.91 32.85

-5.84

5.517

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

40.65 38.62 37.65

-3.00

2.769

>0.005

Yes

Age Group Total 41.71 39.21 36.76

-4.94

10.642

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

45.25 42.45 42.18

-3.07

6.927

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

38.61 35.65 31.71

-6.90

3.245

>0.001

Yes

Not Employed

29.71 28.97 26.56

-3.15

2.905

>0.002

Yes

Age Group Total 43.44 40.77 39.55

-3.89

9.847

<0.001

Yes

Full-Time

45.86 43.84 43.07

-2.78

7.049

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

32.00 27.46 28.60

-3.40

4.771

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

25.01 25.36 22.11

-2.90

5.888

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 42.62 40.77 39.37

-3.25

10.251

<0.001

Yes

31 - 35

36 - 40

Full-Time

46.30 43.70 42.71

-3.59

10.548

<0.001

Yes

Part-Time

30.95 29.28 28.37

-2.58

4.746

<0.001

Yes

Not Employed

28.55 23.28 21.08

-7.47

15.894

<0.001

Yes

Age Group Total 43.23 40.39 38.99

-4.24

15.606

<0.001

Yes
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Table 22 (left): Relationship between employment
status and average daily VKT for Peel Region, Halton
Region, City of Hamilton, York Region, and Durham
Region. For example, the average daily distance
travelled was 42.93 kilometres for 21- to 25-year-olds
who reported "Full-Time" as their employment status
in 2001.

Figures 25 to 27 are a quasi-cohort analysis of the
different employment statuses in Toronto and Figures 28
to 30 are a similar examination of the suburbs. The results
of this analysis reveal similarities in the generational
patterns shown in both geographic areas for those with
full-time and part-time employment. However, the daily
distance travelled by unemployed individuals born
between 1986 and 1990 increased significantly for the
group living in the suburbs while it decreased for their
counterparts in Toronto.
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34
33
32

Quasi-Cohort
1976-1980
1981-1985

33.14

33.06
32.19

31.98
31.51

1986-1990
31

30.24

30
29
28

27.69

27

29

28.49

28.07

28
27

27.43
Quasi-Cohort
1976-1980

26

1981-1985

25

1986-1990

26.24

26.08

24
23

22.18 22.20

22
21

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Figure 25 shows that younger Millennials (born from 1986 to
1990) travelled greater distance each day as teenagers than older
Millennials (born from 1981 to 1985) did in the City of Toronto.
However, as they entered their 20s, the former group increased
their daily VKT marginally while the latter group increased their
rate to such an extent that it was great at 21- to 25-years-old.
The older Millennials continue to increase their VKT into their
late 20s, a stage of the lifecycle where Generation Xers (born
from 1976 to 1980) showed a small decrease in VKT from what
they did in their early 20s.
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Figure 26: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
with part-time employment in the City of Toronto from 2001
to 2011.

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Figure 25: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
with full-time employment in the City of Toronto from 2001
to 2011.
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16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

What is observed in Figure 26 for young adults with part-time
employment in the City of Toronto does not differ from the
same patterns shown across the GTHA in Figure 23. There is a
substantial increase in daily VKT for two Millennials age groups
entering their 20s but of the two, the older Millennials show a
larger increase. There is a peak in VKT at 21- to 25-years-old
that is followed by a decrease entering the late 20s.
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31
29.51
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29

1981-1985

26.33

27
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25.25
25
22.97
23

22.67

21.88

21
19.26
19

Figure 28: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
with full-time employment in Peel Region, Halton Region,
York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011.

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Figure 27: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
that were unemployed in the City of Toronto from 2001 to
2011.
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1986-1990
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35.59

35
16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Figure 27 shows divergent behaviour among Millennials aging
into their early 20s. Older Millennials (born from 1981 to 1985)
showed a substantial increase in VKT at this stage of the life
cycle but younger Millennials (born from 1986 to 1990) show
significant decrease at the same stage. While the daily distance
travelled by the Generation X cohort (born from 1976 to 1980)
was much larger than the older Millennials cohort throughout
their 20s, the decrease in VKT showed by both groups was large.

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

Patterns observed among young adults with full-time
employment in the suburbs, shown in Figure 28, are similar to
what occurred in Toronto, as is shown in Figure 25. The quasicohort analysis shows that older Millennials increase their VKT
considerably throughout the study period with the biggest
increase happening as they enter their 20s. Younger Millennials
show a more modest increase entering the same age. The
Generation X cohort shows a slight decline in VKT entering their
late 20s where the Millennial cohort had an increase.
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26.56

26
16 - 20
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There are patterns of much greater change in daily VKT among
groups with part-time employment in the suburbs, as is show in
Figure 29, in comparison to the same measure in Toronto
(Figure 26). Here, younger five-year age cohorts show a large
decrease from their preceding five-year group at similar ages in
all instances. In Toronto, changes were more gradual if they
occurred.
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Figure 30: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
that were unemployed in Peel Region, Halton Region, York
Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from 2001
to 2011.

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Daily Automobile Distance Travelled (KM)

Figure 29: Quasi-cohort analysis of daily VKT by individuals
with part-time employment in Peel Region, Halton Region,
York Region, Durham Region, and the City of Hamilton from
2001 to 2011.

3.0 – Results

16 - 20

21 - 25

26 - 30

Age Group

The most significant difference between the two geographic
areas is found among unemployed people. In the suburbs, as is
shown in Figure 30, young Millennials (born between 1986 and
1990) increased their VKT significantly (30.70 as teenagers, 37.65
as 21- to 25-year-olds). Figure 27 shows that this same cohort
decreased their VKT at the same stage in their lifecycle (25.25 as
teenagers, 22.97 as 21- to 25-year-olds). Entering the late 20s,
the two comparable age cohorts – Generation Xers and older
Millennials – show a similar precipitous decline in daily VKT.
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4.0 – Discussion & Policy Recommendations
Each automobility indicator that has been measured in this report
– auto mode share, daily auto trips, and daily VKT – was
consistently smaller for Millennials. Nevertheless, there was a
decline in automobility during the study period for all examined
age groups in the GTHA. Daily auto trips and auto mode share
were more resistant to decline during the study period for
Generation Xers in comparison to Millennials. Most of the
observed decline occurred between 2001 and 2006 for
Generation X and not after; in some cases, increase was observed
between 2006 and 2011. Generation X trends indicate that their
collective automobility was not impacted by the Great Recession.
In contrast, Millennial auto mode share and daily auto trips
declined substantially between 2006 and 2011, indicating that the
Great Recession had a great impact on Millennial automobility.
With a goal of reducing reliance on automobiles across the
GTHA, it is critical for planners and policymakers to take action to
prevent Millennials from following a similar trajectory observed
among Generation X in the GTHA.
Research has suggested that during an individual’s early adult
years, lifestyle changes that can influence travel behaviour are
more frequent including to home and work location, household
composition, and automobile access, but after approximately 30years-old, preferences stabilize and are resistant to change
(Grimsrud et al, 2014). The goal of policymakers should be to
prevent Millennials from transitioning to private automobile use
as they enter the next stage of their lifecycle; they can do this by
attempting to reduce automobile use rather than trying to
eliminate it. Carsharing, ridesharing, and ride-hailing can allow
Millennials to drive as required without the burden of car
ownership (Hopkins, 2017; McDonald, 2015). Millennials will
inevitably experience a greater need to make on-demand trips as

68

they age because of new life events (ie. having children) and
facilitating these trips is favourable to trying to prevent them.
Uber is a service that is currently operational in Toronto and
offers UberPool, which facilitates ridesharing among private
parties, and UberHop, which is similar but operates on fixed
routes (Motala, 2016). These services have been controversial in
Toronto because of several reasons, including the perceived
threat to the business of transit agencies (Motala, 2016). Rather
than opposing travel options of this type, local governments
should embrace them as a part of a larger multi-modal strategy
to reduce automobile reliance.
Auto mode share and daily VKT were both much greater for
individuals with full-time employment than those without it but
having a full-time job was concurrently associated with taking
less daily auto trips. Nevertheless, having full-time employment
was associated with a much stronger resistance to change in
automobility during the study period. Auto mode share and daily
auto trips either did not decline or declined less among people
of all age groups with full-time employment; the large declines in
automobility across the GTHA can be largely attributed to groups
that were without full-time work. Therefore, it can be concluded
that the Great Recession had considerably less impact on the
travel behaviour of people with full-time employment in
comparison to those who were without it. However, the finding
that full-time employment was associated with less daily auto
trips is revealing; it suggests that policy intended to reduce
automobile travel demand should focus on the commute because
this type of trip is the only one made by many people, especially
Millennials who take less daily auto trips on average.
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Transportation demand management (TDM) measures that
attempt to shift travellers to alternative modes of transportation
away from driving alone are often initiated by employers
(McDonald, 2015). The motivation of employers can be related to
general goals of improved sustainability or more practically, an
office could be running out of parking spaces, motivating the
employer to discourage driving to work (Hamre et al, 2014).
Examples of employer-based TDM initiatives can include
subsidized transit passes, subsidized vanpool programs,
discounted carpool parking, worksite-based carsharing, online
ridematching support, onsite showers and lockers to facilitate
active transportation, and operating a shuttle service to and from
local transit stations (Hamre et al, 2014; Zhou et al, 2012). The
issue with employer-based TDM programs is that they are poorly
understood; aside from at universities and colleges (where TDM
measures have been found to be very impactful), few studies
have been completed about how these work, especially with
private companies, and how effective they are (Zhou et al, 2012).
Therefore, it is recommended that planners and policymakers
make greater effort to understand these efforts and to facilitate
them. For example, subsidized transit passes can become more
widespread and transit agencies can partner with local employers
to offer shuttle service.
In comparing Toronto to its suburbs, the higher VKT and auto
mode share were observed in the suburbs for all age groups,
although the decline in daily VKT was larger in the suburbs
among Millennials. There were notable results among teenagers
with full-time employment in the GTHA, including an increase in
daily VKT in Toronto and an increase in auto mode share in the
suburbs, although these results may not be predictive because of
issues with sample size; there were not many teenagers with fulltime employment included in the survey results of either
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geographic area and there were considerably less in 2011 in
comparison to 2001. Rather, the most important takeaways of the
geographic comparison found within this report are the more
predictable results; a greater proportion of people drove in the
region’s suburbs during the study period and they drove further
distances.
Policymakers and planners should respond to this result by
prioritizing more compact and mixed-use development in the
GTHA’s suburban municipalities as part of a greater effort to
encourage greater usage of alternative modes of transportation.
If residents live in closer proximity to commercial land uses,
including shopping, restaurants, and employment activities, they
will conceivably be required to travel less distance to access these
amenities and further, a different travel mode may become a
more attractive option (Senbel et al, 2014). However, the building
of compact neighbourhoods works best to contribute to reduced
automobility when a robust public transit network already exists;
negligible effect can be the result otherwise (Chatman, 2008;
Senbel et al, 2014). The suburbs of the GTHA do not feature a
robust transit network (Barrow, 2013). What is likely needed
concomitant to the building of more compact development is
policy that makes parking less convenient and affordable –
including the provision of less of it and/or making it more
expensive – and policy that reduces the capacity of roadways,
which can include road pricing on more heavily-trafficked roads
(Chatman, 2008). More compact development built in
combination with the implementation of policy that reduces the
convenience of automobile use can affect change in suburban
automobility in the GTHA.
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Concurrent to observed losses in auto mode share between 2001
and 2011 in the GTHA was a gain in transit mode share that was
larger than the auto mode share decline for some age groups.
This implies that at similar lifecycle stages, a large section of the
region’s population that would have drove in 2001 was using
transit in 2011 and that this trend has greater implications among
Millennials whose travel behaviour was most altered. Particularly,
the gains in transit mode share were most attributable to groups
that were without full-time employment and they were greater in
the City of Toronto than what was observed in the suburbs. It
behooves policymakers to attempt to permanently “capture” this
increased transit ridership and to focus attention on Millennials,
especially considering that more of them will likely transition to
greater rates of full-time employment emerging from the Great
Recession.
Improved effort should be made to market public transit in a
more innovative and effective manner to Millennials to ensure
that they continue to use it and to facilitate further increase in
transit mode share. It is common in Western Europe for a transit
system to reach out to schools to educate students about how to
use public transit and some agencies invest in traditional
marketing measures including mass mailings of transit
information to homes and advertisements on billboards, radio
and television (Pucher, 2004). Local attractions can be used as
marketing tools through partnerships with organizers; for
example, discounted transit rates can be incorporated into tickets
to a sporting event (Transportation Research Board, 2001).
Further, while university-aged students are often given
significantly discounted transit fare, consideration should be
given to also providing workers younger than 25-years-old with
similarly reduced fare to encourage transit usage and to improve
retention (Grimsrud et al, 2013).
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5.0 – Conclusion
There is an association between employment status and travel
behaviour in the GTHA between 2001 and 2011. A much higher
proportion of people with full-time employment drove
automobiles compared to people without, and higher VKT was
also observed among people with full-time work. Further, the
declines in auto mode share and daily auto trips observed during
the study period were much higher for individuals without fulltime employment. Still, the difference in Millennial automobility,
in comparison to their preceding generations, cannot be fully
explained by these structural changes in their economic
characteristics and the economic downtown spurred by the Great
Recession. Decline in auto mode share and daily auto trips,
although less than what occurred for groups without full-time
employment, was observed among the groups with full-time
employment. Daily VKT also decreased consistently for all age
groups regardless of employment status. Further, much of the
decline in the latter two automobility measures observed among
Generation Xers happened prior to 2006 and not after. Decline in
automobility among Millennials continued between 2006 and
2011, perhaps revealing a significance difference in their response
to the Great Recession in comparison to their elders.
My findings suggest that when the employment fortunes of the
Millennials inevitably improve and as upcoming lifecycle stages
spurs new travel requirements (e.g. having children), the
automobility behaviour of this generation can certainly be
expected to increase although it is unlikely that they will reach
the levels observed among Generation X and the Baby Boomers.
Numerous factors can influence these outcomes and to some
extent, they can be managed; a lack of attention paid to this
issue can certainly result in Millennial automobility beginning to
resemble the behaviour of their preceding generations. Thus,
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managing and suppressing the expected increase in driving
behaviour should be a primary goal of urban planners,
transportation planners, and transportation demand management
professionals.
The goal of these policymakers should be to reduce the reliance
on the automobile as opposed to aiming to eliminate
automobiles from the GTHA. Millennials are going to encounter
life events (ie. having children) that require them to make more
spontaneous trips. A thorough embrace from the appropriate
levels of government of carsharing, ridesharing, and ride-hailing
services as part of a larger multi-modal strategy can
accommodate these trips while also negating the need for car
ownership. Further, because the majority of trips taken by people
with full-time employment are commute trips, governments
should do more to understand employer-based TDM measures
and they should assist with these efforts. Compact and mixed-use
development should be preferred in the GTHA’s suburban
municipalities although this type of development will likely be
ineffective at reducing automobility in these areas without
concurrent efforts that reduce the convenience of the private
automobile. Strategies like maximum parking standards, more
expensive parking, and road pricing can all enhance the benefits
of compact development. Finally, policymakers must attempt to
permanently capture the significant increases in transit mode
share that have been observed across the GTHA, especially
among Millennials. Innovative efforts to market the service to
young adults and to children should be considered as part of the
goal of further increasing transit use.
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