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Abstract 

This research examined what social factors influenced the success or failure of 

rural carsharing branches in the Kootenay Region of British Columbia, Canada.  There 

has been limited research done on the emergent carsharing industry and nothing studying 

best practices that operate in the type of rural setting in which the Kootenay Carshare 

Cooperative operates (populations of 1000-10,000). Through a series of eleven purposive 

interviews the research followed grounded theory methodology incorporating 

triangulation to develop concepts about which factors were most influential. The results 

showed that there were significant differences in success factors between urban and rural 

operations.  There were seven social factors identified that influenced the success of rural 

carsharing most notably limited access to transit alternatives, local politics, peer 

communication networks and community diversity.
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Introduction 

Despite our growing environmental consciousness, private vehicle use is on the rise 

(Statistics Canada, 2010).  In 2009, the transportation sector was the second largest 

source of green house gas emissions, accounting for 28% of Canada’s total 690 mega 

tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (Mt CO2 eq) emissions (Environment Canada, 2011).  

The vehicle has been the most influential factor in the development of the urban 

landscape since the 1950’s.  As a result, it has become almost impossible for people to 

navigate without a car  (Dale et al., 2012).   

There have been attempts to reduce vehicle use through carpooling programs and 

implementation of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes; however, carsharing provides 

an alternative that allows people the freedom of vehicle ownership, while at the same 

time, integrating economic, social and environmental benefits.  The grassroots movement 

has played an integral role in providing environmental solutions that work towards 

community sustainability (Capria, 2013).  Carsharing is one of these initiatives that have 

grown in Canada over the last 20 years (Shasheen and Cohen, 2012).   

Carsharing is an emerging industry with little history when it comes to operating 

in rural areas.  My research methodology will be a case study of Kootenay Carshare 

Cooperative, from now on referred to as KCC.  KCC is a unique model as it operates six 

branches that serve populations between 1,000-10,000 people and densities as low as 

59.5 people per square kilometer compared to an urban-based carshare like Vancouver’s 

Modo that has densities of about 5,249 people per square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 

2010).  The branches in Nelson, Revelstoke and Kaslo typically break even or provide a 
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profit to the overall cooperative, while others including Kimberly, Fernie and Rossland, 

continue to struggle to meet their monthly usage requirements.  The purpose of this 

research paper is to examine the social factors in these communities in order to 

understand why some are successful and some are not in an effort to strengthen the 

existing branches, provide guidance for opening future branches and provide a resources 

for other rural communities in Canada.  

Carsharing provides a unique transportation solution that gets people to be more 

conscious of climate change impacts every time they get into a car.  It can be more 

economical than private vehicle ownership since it becomes a shared commodity with 

costs divided amongst typically 10-20 people.  Carsharing is said to reduce personal 

driving by 30-70% (Martin & Shasheen, 2011).  In 2011 a member survey was performed 

to determine how many vehicles were taken off the road or not purchased from KCC 

members.  From this, it was calculated that for each vehicle KCC has on the road 80,000 

km of driving is reduced per year through shared use.  This translates into 0.0987kg of 

GHG per vehicle and 165.9 tonnes per year for the 22 vehicles currently in the KCC fleet.  

That is a significant reduction that can support communities in achieving clean air and 

carbon reduction goals.   

This topic is of particular importance to the author as they have been employed as 

the General Manager of KCC since 2009 and was promoted to the Executive Director 

position in 2014.  They were the first employee that was hired after ten years of volunteer 

operation. In this time KCC has transformed from a grassroots initiative into a business 

with a worldwide reputation of being the leader in rural carsharing (J.Hammond, personal 
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communication, May 28, 2014).  Its growth, especially in terms of its branches, has been 

very reactionary.  Each community has developed differently and the criterion for starting 

a branch has never been consistent.   

 

This research aims to take a deeper look into why some branches have flourished 

while other have floundered and to apply this learning to develop a measurement tool that 

can be used by communities interested in starting up a branch.  This will give new 

communities the best chance and understanding of what it takes to make carsharing work 

for them, and to learn from previous failures and successes.  There is a certain amount of 

location design that need to be incorporated in this model as the political, social and 

economic context of a community all play a role in how the uptake of the business will be 

for them.  

With the improved accessibility, new cities and towns that want to participate in 

the program are approaching KCC, however, with the lack of formal established criteria 

for starting a branch KCC is not in a position to support them.  This has become a 

dilemma that is hindering well-meaning communities that want to access KCC resources 

as well as causing a financial strain on the cooperative from branches that started without 

proper analysis in place.   

By understanding the social factors that influence member uptake in the various 

communities KCC will be able to develop a more informed system for future expansion 

and provide greater rationale for expanding operations.   The research also answers the 

following sub-questions. 
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- What success indicators are different between rural and urban-based carshares? 

- What is the influence on how a branch is started? 

- What benefits does carsharing provide to communities?  

The structure of this research paper begins with the context of carsharing and 

KCC’s place in the overall industry.  It then provides more detail into each of the 

branches to identify their characteristics that influenced success or failure.  The grounded 

theory research methodology is presented and the data collection and analysis are 

explained.  The results and discussion synthesize the data collection with cross-

referencing of existing research and statistics to identify what social factors are most 

influential.  The conclusion identifies the differences found between rural and urban 

success indicators, recommendation for communicating the benefits and the development 

of a measurement tool that would gauge a community’s readiness for adopting carsharing 

based on an analysis of key social factors.  

Context 

What is Carsharing? 

Carsharing is method of vehicle ownership where a business or entity holds the 

title of the vehicle and its customers are able to book them for varying lengths of time.  

Carsharing is different from a car rental agency in that customers can book for short time 

increments in some cases as low as 15 minutes, they are not profit entities, and they are 

membership based.  Members can book the vehicles either on line or by phone that are 
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located throughout the service area, once they are set up as a member they are self-

sufficient in accessing the vehicles (Martin and Shasheen, 2012).    

There are now several models of carsharing including the traditional, one-way 

carsharing and peer to peer.  In the traditional model, vehicles have a designated location 

and must be returned to that location.  Bookings are managed on a calendar basis and 

customers can reserve in advance or at the time of use if a vehicles is available.  

Customers are billed out for the time and/or kilometers that they use.  In one-way 

carsharing vehicles can be used from one area to another and not returned.  Long distance 

trips are not offered by this service and it has only been implemented in large urban 

centers.  Many vehicles need to be launched at once to make this an effective service.  

Peer to peer carsharing involves personally owned vehicles being shared, a way to rent 

out your own car in order to offset the costs of vehicle ownership.  This model has had 

limited success due to uncertain and fragmented public policy and car insurance regimes 

that threatened the growth and investment in this model (Kent, 2013). 

Carsharing History in Canada 

The current modern carsharing model that we see in Canada today began in 1987 

in Switzerland followed by Germany in 1988.  Canada launched its first carshare in 1994 

with Quebec’s Commuauto followed by the Vancouver Auto Network (now known at 

Modo) in 1995 that was the first English speaking carshare in the world (Modo the car 

co-op, 2011).  These carsharing organizations (CSO) continue to be the largest operators 

in Canada with approximately 1300 and 325 vehicles respectively (CarSharing 

Association, 2014).  
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In 2011 the CarSharing Association (CSA) was formed. CSA works with shared-

use mobility operators to advance industry standards, best practices and public policy 

advocacy. Collectively, the CSA represents more than 4,000-shared vehicles and 125,000 

drivers. Their goal is to help their members develop business strategies, improve 

operational efficiency and increase the positive social and environmental impacts of 

carsharing through networking and conference events held around the world (CarSharing 

Association, 2014). In 2012 the Federation of Canadian Carshare Cooperatives (FC3), 

essentially a subset of the CSA, was created with a focus on Canadian and cooperative 

centric issues along with the goals of the larger Association. They typically hold monthly 

teleconference meetings with representatives from British Columbia to Newfoundland on 

selected topics and meet face to face in a member’s city for their annual general meeting 

and awareness raising campaigns to boost the host cities’ profile.  

There is an exponential growth occurring in the industry for reasons that can be 

attributed to greater environmental consciousness, economic crisis and rising fuel costs. 

In 2007, a study was performed that showed a 55% increase in the number of small 

businesses implementing practical environmental measurements.  This demonstrates a 

growing number of small and medium sized enterprises that are concerned about the 

environment and are taking action to curb their impacts (Climate change awareness, 

2007).  

The most recent survey of the Canadian carsharing industry showed 20 operators 

with 141,351 members that shared 3,432 vehicles (Shasheen and Cohen, 2013).  The 

author had the opportunity to be present at the beginning of both of these collectives.  It is 
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reported that carsharing programs reduce household greenhouse gas emissions by 0.58-

0.84t per year (Martin and Shasheen, 2011) There is a great sense of pride and 

achievement amongst the operators that they are helping to reduce their community’s 

ecological footprint in Canada and around the world.  

Who is KCC in the world of carsharing? 

Of the carsharing organizations in Canada, 85% of these are located in large cities 

including Toronto, Ottawa, Calgary, Vancouver and Montreal (Shaheen and Cohen, 

2012). To date, KCC offers carsharing to the smallest communities and densities in North 

America (Shasheen and Cohen, 2012).   

KCC services six municipalities with populations ranging from 1,000-10,000 that 

are depicted in Figure 1. The Kootenay Region covers approximately 7.6 million hectares 

of the southeast corner of British Columbia and has mountainous terrain.  The region 

extends from the Arrow Lakes country in the west to the Alberta Provincial Boundary in 

the east, and from the United States International Boundary in the south to Kinbasket 

Lake in the north (Environment Canada, 2013). Two lane highways wind through the 

valleys that link communities.  KCC is considered to be the leader in rural carsharing in 

North America (J.Hammond, personal communication, May 28, 2014) and has assisted 

communities in South America, Australia, United States and Canada to start their own 

carsharing operation. 

There are three notable differences in operations of KCC compared to other 

carshare cooperatives in Canada---vehicle purchasing, insurance and rate structure.  

Unlike other Canadian carshares that typically purchase or lease slightly used vehicles 
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from car rental agencies, KCC purchases older vehicles outright that are under $10,000, 

usually over 100,000 km and a minimum of 5 years old.  KCC’s current fleet has 22 

vehicles with an average age of 10 years old (Car locations, 2014).  This purchasing 

strategy significantly reduces loss on depreciation and the vehicles are worn in with less 

chance of manufacture defects arising.  An older fleet also means lower insurance rates 

(Benefits of buying a used car, 2013).  

Figure 1. Map of KCC branch locations in Southeastern British Columbia. 

 

Fortunately for KCC they are located in British Columbia which has province 

mandated insurance, ICBC.  Modo has made significant inroads with the insurance 
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structure for carsharing in BC and as a result carsharing has its own classification that is 

more affordable than taxi, shuttle and other fleet based operations (K.New, personal 

communication, March 31, 2012).  KCC does not insure its vehicles for collision or 

comprehensive and has been able, to this point, pay out any claims due to at-fault 

accidents.  They currently hold a 52% discount off of the ICBC rates because they have 

never made a claim.  They repair their own vehicles by various licensed mechanics shops 

in the different communities in which they operate.  

KCC’s rate structure includes hourly and kilometer charges that are lower than 

any other CSO in Canada.  The money saved through its vehicle purchasing and 

insurance strategies allows the cooperative to operate with lower revenue.  The main 

reason for this is that trips are significantly different for rural communities.  There needs 

to be an adjustment to rates in order to make accessing essential services affordable. 

While most urban trips are not over a long distance, due to traffic congestion, they often 

take longer.  For rural members it often takes at least 40 km to get to the next community 

to access the services that members may need.  

These factors make KCC unique in the carsharing industry.   Its lack luster fleet 

and low rates attract a certain type of member that will be explored further in this paper.  

Measure of a Successful Branch 

Similar to Community Carshare in Southern Ontario, KCC has several branches 

and faces unique challenges in managing its operations and growth, as each branch is 

essentially a new business.  Defining success from a non-profit cooperative perspective is 

significantly different than a corporate one.  While key performance measures may be 
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similar: new customer acquisitions, customer turnover, customer base potential, 

profitability, utilization, there is more onus and perhaps forgiveness for branches that 

struggle to achieve these indictors (Root, 2014).  Almost all of the branches have 

depended on the larger organization to support them financially before being able to 

achieve any type of profit.  Historically, the success of a branch came from the social 

benefits of providing the opportunity as the income from vehicle usage were barely 

meeting the needs of the operating expenses. Members provided loans to KCC, typically 

$1000, and were paid out monthly dividends of 3.25% in driving credit until the 

cooperative was able to return these funds. 

As time went on branches have strengthened and have been able to realize profits 

that are reinvested into the cooperative. Table 1 shows the financial profitability from 

each branch from 2011-2013 and uses solely the profit and expenses from vehicle 

operations and does not include any administrative or overhead costs.  This provides 

context for the stage of development for each branch from established to undeveloped. 

Table 2 shows the demographics information from Statistics Canada National Home 

Survey profiles relating to size, density, transient population, age and land area.  Some of 

these factors influence the success of a branch that will be discussed later in the paper.  

Table 3 shows the member retention rates for all of the branches to provide context on the 

number of members that have cycled through each community to date.  Each branch has 

its own history and style of development.  This research summarizes these experiences 

and determines patterns for success. The following is a brief synopsis of each branch, in 
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the order of success based on the number of members, financial profitability and provides 

a historical timeline of KCC’s growth: 

Nelson 

The Nelson branch is the founding branch and has the largest membership of 188 

members that share 12 vehicles with a wide variety of vehicles to choose from including 

¼ tonne work trucks, vans, SUVs, medium and small cars and the newly added Smart 

Car. However, like the other branches, its growth was painfully slow at the beginning 

starting with one car in 2001.  A truck was added in 2003 but they struggled to retain it 

amongst the founding 12 members.  However, commitment was strong and some 

members paid out of pocket to keep the branch growing.  Barry Nelson, a retired business 

owner and bank manager took KCC under his wing and over five years grew the fleet to 

8 vehicles and over 100 members. He brought the organization to a point of financial 

stability where KCC could finally hire staff.  This took 8 years for KCC to achieve 

mainly because carsharing was a very new concept and people were unaware of how it 

worked and that is was available in Nelson (B.Nelson, personal communication, June 11, 

2014). 

Revelstoke  

The Revelstoke branch began with one vehicle in March 2008.  The initiative was 

headed by a local environmental organization and had a local hero that was passionate 

about using and sharing the services of KCC.  The starting members were dedicated and 

had high usage from the beginning.  Two years later, a second car was added to the fleet 
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followed by a truck (M.Cole, personal communication, May 13, 2014).  They are 

currently the fastest growing branch with 35 members, 12 of which are new drivers that 

signed up in the summer of 2014 that share four vehicles, a truck, a van, a wagon and an 

economy car.  

Kaslo 

Kalso began in 2008 and is the smallest community served by KCC.  They had 10 

founding members who mainly signed up to have it happen in their community with 

seven of them cancelling their membership quite early.  However, the remaining three 

members were very high users and maintained a profitable branch from the beginning.  

The main reason for this was that one of the founding members was a regional district 

director and in his role needed to travel extensively throughout the region and province 

for meetings while being compensated at government rates for his travel.  This was a 

profitable partnership for this member (A. Shadrack, personal communication, May 1, 

2014).  In 2010 a truck was added to the fleet that attracted several new members and 

increased the demand for car usage as well.  They now have two cars and a truck and are 

remaining steady for the last six months with 12 members while maintaining overall 

profitability for their branch.    

Kimberley 

In 2009 KCC received funding from the Columbia Basin Trust to seek out 

communities that would participate in carsharing.  A KCC representative traveled around 

the Basin to see where there was any receptivity for the idea.  The environmental group 
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Wildsight, located in Kimberley, had already been thinking about getting carsharing into 

their community.  When the offer was presented they were on board but had special 

requirements that were not what KCC was prepared to offer.  They wanted to start with a 

large truck, as that was the greatest need in their community.  In order to offset the costs 

of this larger vehicle, the fee structure was adjusted and their requirements were 

subsequently met (H. Sander, personal communication, April 10, 2014).  In 2010 a car 

was added to increase the versatility and affordability for members.  In 2013 the City of 

Kimberley joined and has strengthened the base user for the branch but also required the 

vehicles to be centrally located which has made it less convenient for members in harder 

to access neighbourhoods (H. Sander, personal communication, April 10, 2014).   Aside 

from the City, new members have been stagnant at 44 drivers with one car and one truck, 

and they do not always break even for their monthly targets.  

Fernie 

Fernie began in the same way as Kimberley, being sought out by KCC to start 

new branches.  They began with 10 members that came together as a group of interested 

people with no organization backing them.  Four of the original members remain with the 

rest leaving due to changing life circumstances such as having children or leaving the 

area (K. Gorecki, personal communication, June 12, 2014).  A truck was added in 2010 to 

attract new members but it was removed in 2013 due to lack of use.  This branch has 

continually struggled to meet the break-even goals and has never been significantly 

profitable for the main organization.  The question of maintaining this branch is 

continually on the Board agenda and there is little initiative from the community to help 
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it grow.  This community is unique as it has a higher percentage of transient population 

that comes to the area for the ski season as shown in Table 2 where the private dwellings 

occupied by usual residents is significantly lower than any other active branch.  They 

currently have 13 members, however, usage is mainly from one founding member who 

uses it for work trips (R.Hall, personal communication, June 18, 2014).   

Rossland 

Rossland began in January of 2014 with 11 members.  This branch was initiated 

by a group of people working on a sustainability commission for the city of Rossland’s 

sustainability plan. Carsharing was identified as a way to reach their carbon reduction 

targets (A. Damude, personal communication, May 20, 2014).  However, in the first 7 

months of operation there has only been one new member and little to no usage by the 

members and the other profitable branches are currently subsidizing this community.  It 

appears that this can be attributed to the fact that the founding members were more 

philosophically in support of the carshare, yet they have little need for it in their own 

lives.  It took about a year to start up as well and in that time some of the early supporters 

that would have been high users ended up purchasing their own vehicle (A. Damude, 

personal communication, May 20, 2014).  

Invermere 

Invermere approached KCC to become a member in February 2014.  They have a 

group of interested members that are led by an environmental organization.  They 

approached KCC with the determination to carshare with or without the support of KCC.  



SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RURAL 
CARSHARING 21  

 

They are currently conducting market surveys and working with KCC on a cost sharing 

strategy to allow them to capitalize on KCC experience, branding, governance and 

infrastructure while reducing the financial risks for the organization.  They have not yet 

launched their branch.  

Golden 

Golden began in 2009 with the same Columbia Basin funding as Kimberley and 

Fernie.  They were sought out by KCC in an effort to start new branches. They began 

with 8 members who were in line with the philosophy of carsharing and wanted to see it 

happen in their community but did not have a need for the vehicle.  After six months of 

no usage the vehicle was removed from this community and the branch was closed (B. 

Nelson, personal communication, June11, 2014). 

 

In summary, the most successful branches are Nelson, Revelstoke and Kaslo.  

Kimberley is a somewhat neutral branch with stagnant growth but meets its break-even 

requirement for most of the year.  Fernie and Golden are considered to be unsuccessful.  

Rossland and Invermere are considered to be too underdeveloped at this point to assess 

their success or failure.  

Methodology 

Process 

 

The research topic was chosen because it was in line with the researcher’s field of 

employment and would provide invaluable information to communities that struggle with 
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rural transportation challenges. KCC is an optimal case study for several reasons. First, it 

is a unique model in the carsharing industry for serving very small populations with 

comparatively low population densities.  Second, their branch style of operation provides 

tangible boundaries for the scope of the research and segmentation that allowed for 

comparison between different geographical areas. Third, I had unique access to 

interviewees that allowed for ‘thicker’ data collection, especially with respect to 

exploring the social factors involved in establishing the model in other rural 

communities.  The outcomes of this research will be new, unique and benefit the 

carsharing industry around the world.  

 Grounded theory is a way of developing a theory without a preconceived 

outcome. It allows the research to gather data, often qualitative, and develop the theory 

from the information (Birk and Mills, 2011).  This differs from the scientific method that 

presents a hypothesis and then proves or disproves the hypothesis.  Grounded theory 

allows for patterns in ideas to emerge and become a concept through a process that gives 

the outcomes credibility (Glaser, 2002).   

This method of research and analysis was an ideal choice of methodology for this 

topic since little is known about the area of study, explanation of why the outcomes are as 

they are is as important as the outcomes themselves and the case study model allows for 

the process to be imbedded in the research situation (Birk and Mills, 2011).   

Data Collection 

 

The types of data used in this research include interviews, a literature survey of 

any relevant material on carsharing and a document analysis of memos, surveys from 
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governments and other organizations. Literature review was very limited as there is very 

little on the ground documentation in this emerging practice and given the limited staff 

and full-time staff; there is little time to document best practices.  The selection of data 

was chosen to capture a range of context, perspectives and timeframes in an effort to 

substantiate the comments made by those interviewed (Birks and Mills, 2011).   

In addition, using three different data sources allowed for triangulation of 

information.  Triangulation in social research implies combining together more than once 

set of insights in an investigation and often uses mixed –methods triangulation to draw 

upon critical realism to render it logically intelligible (Downward and Mearman, 2007). 

The data sources for this research are identified as: 

1) Representatives from the six active branches; 

2) Representatives from other carsharing organizations, and 

3) Information derived from related transportation organizations either through 

interviews or publically accessible information.   

Theory triangulation was therefore achieved by having individuals from different 

positions bringing different perspectives and having the same conclusions validate the 

responses (Guion et al., 2011).   By overlaying statistical data to substantiate responses 

made by those interviewed methodological triangulation was achieved (Guion et al., 

2011).  When correlations were found it was then possible to state if there was a 

significant influence of that social factor or not on the success of the carsharing branch. . 

Interviews 
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The interviewees were selected through a purposive sampling process in order to 

ensure a representative selection from users, practitioners and community decision-

makers.  In my role as Executive Director of KCC, I used my practice to decide what 

needed to be known and set out to find the people who were able and willing to provide 

the information by virtue of knowledge or experience (Bernarnd, 2002).  The rational in 

selecting the interviewees was to ensure a representative sample of the people and sectors 

involved to establish the case for determining the social factors that influence the success 

of carsharing in rural communities (Bernarnd, 2002). 

The interview questions were open ended and semi-structured to allow the 

conversation to flow into areas that were not originally identified as significant (Birks 

and Mills, 2011).  There were ten phone or in person interviews conducted between April 

and June 2014. Seven of the interviewees represented the active branches that had a long 

history and understanding of the branch dynamics.  Two representatives from Fernie 

were interviewed to provide more perspective on why the branch continues to struggle 

after five years of operation.  Two of the interviews were with city-based carshares; 

Modo in Vancouver and Community Carshare in Southern Ontario to assess where the 

similarities and differences lie in rural based carsharing.  A representative from BC 

Transit was also interviewed to provide a perspective on the transportation challenges and 

opportunities in the Kootenay region.  All interviewees were told that they could be 

named in the research paper and the intending distribution of the material.  Those that 

were quoted or identified directly where given the chance to review and accept the 

quotation.   
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Eighty percent of the interviews were conducted over the phone with voice 

recording and the remaining interviews where recorded face-to-face.  Notes were taken 

during the recording and summaries were compiled upon completion of each interview.  

This was the beginning of coding which identified which social factors should be 

analyzed further. The interviewer acted as the coordinator of the conversation to get it 

back on track if it swayed too far out of the topic area but allowed for the interviewees 

thought process to be followed when guided by a particular question.  Modifications to 

the order of the interview questions occurred as concepts developed during analysis 

(Birks and Mills, 2011).   

Accessing Records 

 

Public statistics about the communities’ demographic, economic, political, mobility 

and income characteristics were compiled into tables for each community of interest to 

this case study. The data was converted into percentages to make the comparison across 

the different communities.  This information was used to substantiate claims made in the 

interviews and identify if it was significantly different from other communities, which 

allowed me to determine the concepts that influenced the answer the research questions.  

It is noted that the National Household Survey Profile was not available for the City of 

Golden due to inaccuracies in the data and therefore was not included in relevant tables.  

These tables are found in Appendix A of the research document and include the 

following. 

 Table 2: Comparison of Demographic Characteristics for KCC branches 
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 Table 4: Comparison of Locations of Work and Methods of Transportation 

used in Different KCC Branches 

 Table 5: Comparison of Transportation Services Available in KCC Branches 

 Table 6: Comparison of 2013 Provincial Political Poll for KCC Branches 

 Table 7: Comparison of Occupations in Different KCC Branches 

 Table 8: Comparison of Employment Information for KCC Branches 

 Table 9: Comparison of Levels of Education Achieved in Different KCC 

Branches 

 Table 10: Comparison of Median and Average Income for KCC Branches 

Access to private statistics was accessed from KCC membership surveys, usage data 

and membership history and was also compiled in the same manner.  This information 

was used either anecdotally in the results and discussion section or formally presented in 

tables and included in Appendix A. 

 Table 1: Comparison of Vehicle Income Minus Vehicles Expenses Over Three 

Years for KCC Branches 

 Table 3: Percentage of Members that Continue to use Carsharing Services in 

Different KCC Branches 

Publically accessible information from the BC Ministry of Transportation was also 

used to inform the discussion and is referenced appropriately where applicable.  

 Analysis 

 

The questions were grouped into three main themes that became the overall 

coding framework.  The first theme was the individual’s interpretation of how the branch 
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was started, who the members are, why do they use it and how that possibly affected its 

current level of success.  The second theme concerned understanding the lifestyle of its 

members, what other forms of transportation do they use, do the politics and economics 

affect the success of a branch?   The final theme that was discussed was the social 

benefits of carsharing and how it applied to their community including what service gaps 

it filled and what would happen if carsharing were removed from the community.   

During the interviews, notes were taken on the interviewee thoughts and possible 

connections to other responses in order to make linkages to identify the underlying social 

factors.  Upon completion of the interviews, they were transcribed and each interviewee 

was colour coded.  The main themes were then grouped together in a separate document 

to organize the responses and be able to compare them.  Key words were coded with sub 

themes and categorized into the level of success for each branch.  It was then possible to 

see emerging trends or unique characteristics that were influencing success.   

 Analyzing KCC financial and membership records for the branches was used to 

determine success levels.  This information was put into tables to be able to compare the 

differences in profitability and member retention for each branch and to substantiate the 

claims of which branches were considered successful.  

The comments made by the interviewees led to further investigation into public 

records to substantiate their claims. For example, the Fernie interviewee claimed that the 

main industry was mining which had a negative effect on the adoption of carsharing 

because it fostered a truck culture and people had higher incomes.  Did that mean that the 

more successful branches were not heavily dependent on resource extraction for 
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employment and had lower incomes?  Tables were developed from Statistics Canada 

information about the various topics that arose that are found in Appendix A.  

 The interviews from Vancouver and Southern Ontario based carshares were used 

to identify similarities and differences between success indicators for rural carshares and 

urban-based carshares.  Items including population density, population size and access to 

public transit were common indicators that did not seem to have the same influence over 

the success of rural carshares.  Understanding why this was came from the responses of 

the branch interviewees.   

 The data was overlaid with the success factors and anecdotal information attained 

from the interviews to develop a measuring tool.  The measuring tool synthesizes all of 

the information into a rubric that will allow a new community to identify its strengths and 

weakness for starting a carshare branch.  However, because each community is unique, it 

will take someone who is well informed about the particular community to be able to 

make informed judgments on what values the rubric should include.  In several cases it 

appeared that extreme characteristics on either end would both have a negative or 

positive affect on the adoption of carsharing, thus it would be important to complete the 

analysis with someone who understands the dynamics of carsharing as well.   

Results and Discussion 

 

Changing one’s vehicle ownership habits is an emotional journey that is often 

triggered by many factors.  Whether it is a personal choice or for financial reasons there 

is a shift that has to happen for people to join a carsharing initiative.  Though the choice 
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is an individual one, there are community dynamics that can determine if there are a 

significant number of people that will be willing or able to make the shift.  

The results are presented in the three themes that grouped the questions asked in 

the interviews.  First, the foundation of a branch will be presented answering the 

questions of how the branch started; who are its members and what do they use 

carsharing for.  From these responses key strengths and weaknesses can be identified.  

Second, the lifestyle choices of not only the members but the community as a whole are 

analyzed to determine if responses from the interviews are true for the community as a 

whole and if those characteristic are significant in identifying the success of future branch 

locations.  Third, the social benefits are identified and if there are significant service gaps 

that carsharing is filling.  Understanding what that means to the community in terms of 

providing access to essential services, building a resilient community and healthy place to 

live will be explored.  

Foundations of a branch 

A significant influence on the adoption and long-term success of a KCC branch 

appears to be linked to its founding members and the context to how it was initiated. In 

the three cases where KCC was funded to seek out any community that was interested 

(Kimberley, Fernie and Golden), there has been a lack of ownership and investment into 

making it successful.   In these cases and from what we are seeing so far in Rossland, the 

founding members are philosophically in line with the mandate of the carshare but are 

unwilling to shift their personal vehicle use habits to utilize KCC services and make it 

financially viable.   
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In the cases where the branches have been successful from the start, namely 

Revelstoke and Kaslo, the founding members actually needed the services and were 

otherwise without a car to meet their transportation needs.  The most effective marketing 

for carsharing is word of mouth.  People who are new to the concept need to speak with 

some they know that use the service to understand how it can work for them.  When the 

founding members are using it frequently they have a personal story to tell that can 

influence other people to join and the vehicle is seen in use around the community.  It 

appears that peer group communication and influences are key to success. 

In both Revelstoke and Kaslo the early adopters were also well rooted in the 

community either through work in public office or a community service organization 

(M.Cole, personal communication, May 13, 2014).  This provided KCC with a local 

context and as made it possible to effectively tell their story to many people in the 

community.   These local carsharing heroes prove to be essential to getting a branch up 

and running successfully and remain the backbone for other less frequent users to build 

up the branch membership.  This sentiment was echoed by Jason Hammond of 

Community Carshare in Southern Ontario in his interview where he stated that the 

presence of strong champion(s), a community leader, someone is passionate about 

making it happening helps them to understand the local culture.  KCC does not have the 

advertising budget to effectively educate a new community on the service.  Therefore, it 

relies on the founding members to attract new drivers and build relationships with them 

to grow their branch.  
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Who uses carsharing and why? 

Interviewees were asked to describe their membership and what they use the 

vehicles for.  The response was the same from the rural branches as the urban-based 

carshares. There does not seem to be a single type of person that fits the mold for 

carsharing, they come from all ages, backgrounds and incomes.  This is a good thing for 

the industry as its means the market is broad and can appeal to many different types of 

people (J.Hammond, personal communication, May 28, 2014). However, there are some 

general trends that arose and common uses for people in all of the branches.  Past 

research shows that carsharing appeals to individuals who identify themselves as social 

activists, environmentalist, innovators, economizers or practical travelers (Burkdardt and 

Millard-Ball, 2006).  For KCC there were four areas that revealed themes for the type of 

people who became members; those that wanted to increase their mobility, those that 

wanted to be more economical, those that wanted access to a variety of vehicles and those 

that wanted to reduce their environmental footprint.  

To increase their mobility 

According to the 2009 KCC members survey 65% of members fall into the 

category of either not owning a car by choice or unable to own a car due to financial 

constraints.  These members are able to do most of their trips by transit or active 

transportation and when these options are not viable they use carsharing to supplement 

their mobility needs.  For example, when they need to move large things or many people 

or when their departure and destinations are constrained by time and location making 

public transit not a viable solution (T. Wegwitz, personal communication, May 27, 2014).  
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For those not owning a car by choice often leads to a lifestyle that is conducive to 

this decision, they live in town close to amenities and are able to work from home or 

walk to work (M.Cole, personal communication, May 13, 2014).  Further analysis into 

the lifestyle of the community as a whole will be explored in the results section.  

To be more economical  

Once the hurdle of understanding the true cost of vehicle ownership is overcome 

many member seek out KCC as a more economical alternative for a second vehicle (K. 

Gorecki, personal communication, June 12, 2014).  There is often an event in a person’s 

life that leads them to this conclusion such as separating from a partner, changing 

employment or costly vehicle repairs (B.Nelson, personal communication, June 11, 

2014).  This group is not dedicated to carsharing but it serves a need for a period of time.  

This was a main downfall of the Fernie branch as many of its original members had life 

changing events that made carsharing no longer needed or viable for their situation 

(K.Goreki, personal communication, June 12, 2014).  Therefore, when starting a branch, 

it is important to understand why the founding members are there and attempt to predict 

the likelihood of them leaving.  Is this a long term or temporary solution for them? It also 

signals the importance of having diverse founding members. 

To have access to a variety of vehicles 

Eighty percent of KCC members responded that one of the reasons they decided 

to join and continue to be a member is to have access to a truck or van the few times a 

year they need it.  Interestingly, when the Kaslo branch was allocated a truck the 
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membership increased dramatically but so did the use of the car.  People were signing up 

for the truck but then realized the saving and usefulness of having access to smaller 

vehicles as well (A.Shadrack, personal communication, May 1, 2014).  In the rural 

landscape there are many reasons that residents need access to a truck.  Smaller 

municipalities do not provide waste removal and people need to bring their refuse to a 

regional transfer station.  This showed that limitations on services provided in a 

community indicates a greater need for different use vehicles and can be an indicator for 

determining potential success.  Truck ownership is expensive and not viable for many 

people in rural areas with smaller incomes nor does it appeal to the environmentally 

minded person.  Therefore, having access to a variety of vehicles strengthens the appeal 

and usefulness of a branch.  

To reduce their environmental footprint 

The eager environmentalists are often the first to sign up to carsharing when a 

new branch is opened in a community.  They are already seeking out ways to reduce their 

environmental impacts and understand the significance of the transportation sector on 

their GHG production.  However, it is also these early adopters that often believe in the 

concept but fail to use the service in order to make it viable.  They are either unwilling or 

unable to make the shift from private vehicle ownership but feel the service should be 

available in their community.  The amount of environmental awareness in a community 

should be gauged when deciding to open a new branch.  This can be determined through 

the vitality of environmental organizations and programs.  However, environmentalists 

that use carsharing tend to fall into another one of previous categories, so it alone cannot 
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be an indicator of potential uptake for a new branch nor is it a predicator for the use of 

the service. The data reveals that an active user membership is critical to embedding the 

carsharing ethic into a community through peer-to-peer communications, a kind of 

informal marketing.  

Lifestyle 

Shifting from private vehicle use to shared use comes more easily to some than 

others. People who already use alternative methods of transportation and are not solely 

reliant on the private car to meet their travel needs are readily able to make the shift.  

Whether they take public transit, bike, walk, carpool or work from home, these are the 

people who will be more likely to adopt carsharing into their lives with little to no 

discomfort (H. Henegar, personal communication, May 30, 2014).  In many cases it will 

be increasing their mobility and is an attractive, economical way to do so.  However, the 

accessibility of services and topography of rural carsharing makes some of these 

characteristics result in the opposite effect.  This section looks at the characteristics of a 

community based on its public transit usage, active transit trends, social consciousness, 

economics and attitudes towards private vehicle ownership.  

Modes of Transit 

Access to reliable, convenient public transportation is uncommon in rural British 

Columbia.  A reason for this is that many communities were designed around the car and 

land-use is the driver for transit; how dense a community is reflects how it evolved.  

Nelson has a very different land-use pattern because it evolved around people walking 
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and a streetcar network.  It was oriented around people mobility.   Anything that was built 

after the 1950’s was designed around cars with curvilinear streets that make a 1km walk 

into a 2-3 kilometer walk (T.Wegwitz, personal communication, May 27, 2014).   

This makes these communities much more difficult to provide efficient and 

effective transit services that will be used.  Though the topography of Nelson is 

challenging the proximity of residence to businesses, it is better serviced by a transit 

system than a community such as Fernie.  

Table 4 shows that all of the branches had very low percentages of public transit 

between 0-1.5 compared to the provincial and national percentages of 10.3 and 11 

respectively.  The lack of public transit in this case is an indicator for the need for access 

to vehicles and where economic constraints are a factor carsharing can fill this need.  This 

is most notable in Kaslo where there is no public transit access for work, and yet it is 

considered to be one of the more successful branches for KCC.   

Table 5 shows the variety of transit services available in each branch based on 

interview responses and web searches.  Fernie has many types of services, such as handy 

darts, shuttles, and extensive taxi services that are filling the need of carsharing for the 

small population that do not own their own vehicle. Comparatively, Kaslo has almost no 

alternative service to the private car. Lack of service and multi-faceted services seem to 

have opposite effects in rural communities compared to urban centers.  

The percentage of active transportation shows a loose correlation to the 

successfulness of carsharing.  However, topography and landscape development also 

come into play. Table 4 shows that Nelson had the highest percentage of people who 



SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RURAL 
CARSHARING 36  

 

engage in active transit, 30.5% that is 21.6% more than the provincial average.   Nelson’s 

vibrant downtown core is a main center for employment and also reports having 72.7% of 

people who are able to work from home or close to home.   Rossland had the lowest 

percentage of active transportation at 9.3%.  The main employer for Rossland is 

technology and the school district.  Both are located in Trail that has an elevation 

difference of 1500 meters and requires a motor vehicle to get back up the mountain (A. 

Damude, personal communication, May 20, 2014).  Kimberley is similar with most of the 

population finding employment in Cranbrook that is 30 km down a two-lane highway (H. 

Sander, personal communication, April 10, 2014).  Although the same is true for Kaslo 

residents the reasons are different in that many of the residents work much farther from 

the community in the resource extraction sector that takes them away from home for 

longer periods of time.  Therefore, access to a second vehicle for the family members that 

are staying in town is a greater need (A. Shadrack, personal communication, May 1, 

2014).  

Social Consciousness 

A comment from the President of Community Carshare in Southern Ontario about 

their failure in Cambridge due to the conservative politics of the city and its economic 

ties to vehicle manufacturing led the researcher to investigating the value that social 

consciousness has on the success of a branch (J.Hammond, personal communication, 

May 28, 2014). One way to determine the overall social perspectives of a community is 

to look at its political preferences.  From this, we could say that a population who, in 

general terms would rather pay fewer taxes and have fewer services are less likely to 
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adopt carsharing into their community.  This is reflective of the car culture sentiment 

when there is a sense of rights held to own and use the resources required for car 

ownership.  “I pay for the roads I should get to use them” (M. Cole, personal 

communication, May 13, 2014).   The left side is more about everyone having what they 

need and having services available to provide them.  

Analysis of the communities in KCC showed a similar trend.  Table 6 compares 

the voting results from the 2013 provincial election and highlights the Fernie results, 

which is the only right leaning community.  

The result in Table 6 show a significant trend with Nelson having 62.5% more 

votes for left leaning parties compared to the struggling Fernie branch which has 15.0% 

more votes for the right leaning political parties.  Kaslo and Kimberley also favored left 

leaning parties to a significant amount.  These results show a link between communities 

voting habits and their likelihood to adopt carsharing.  These figures bode well for the 

Rossland start up with 46.7% more votes for the left, however, Invermere is concerning 

with only a 0.5% difference in the vote.  This may show that the base of people willing to 

carshare in Invermere may be smaller than originally thought by the enthusiastic 

founding group.  

For the purposes of this research it is important to note that in British Columbia 

the liberal party is thought of to be more right than left and continues to align itself with 

the Federal Conservatives in its policies and actions.  People to vote certain ways for 

many reasons, voting habits change over time and this alone should not signify the 

potential of a branch.  However, it may lead to further inquiry as to the type of people and 



SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RURAL 
CARSHARING 38  

 

the values of a community that is interested in starting a branch.  It would be interesting 

to see how people voted in municipal elections and what type of values around carsharing 

were typical, at that time.  Due to the constraints of this paper that was not done but may 

be of interest when further analyzing a new branch prospect.  

Economics 

 

Interviewees were asked about the type of industry and employment that was 

most prominent in their towns.  Fernie’s employment is heavily based on the mining 

industry, characterized by a population that own large trucks and would not be interested 

in carsharing (R. Hall, personal communication, June 18, 2014). This observation led me 

into exploring the possible linkages between employment, income, education and 

industry to the success of carsharing branches.  

Table 7 shows the types of industries that in which people are engaged in the 

various communities.  The mining sector is highlighted for Fernie as over 20% of the 

population is employed in this area providing statistical backing to the claims made in the 

interviews.  But is this a determining factor for success?  The only other significant figure 

in this table is the over 16% of people employed by retail jobs in Nelson.  Many Nelson 

members use carsharing for their business (B. Nelson, personal communication, June11, 

2014); however, this is not significant enough to make it a factor in success.  It does show 

that communities with employment across a variety of sectors and less dependency on 

one sector for employment could potentially have more success.  As the population is 

diverse so may be its transportation habits.   
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Table 8 shows the employment and unemployment rates for each branch.  It 

seems that they may be a significant correlation to higher unemployment rates and 

successful branches.  Though Nelson does not show this trend, Revelstoke and Kaslo 

have a 5-10% higher unemployment rating than the less successful branches.  This 

supports the concept that members join that actually need to due to financial constraints, 

thus carsharing provides an economically viable alternative for them.   

 An interesting point that came up while interviewing participants from the 

Rossland branch was the significantly higher education level of Rossland residents.  

Table 9 compares the levels of education amongst residents in the different branches.  It 

is noted that Nelson and Rossland do have a significantly higher percentage of residents 

who have diplomas and bachelors degrees, however, Fernie also shows this trend and 

also has the most residents with education above a bachelor.  Therefore, it cannot be 

stated that level of education has an influence on success of rural carsharing branches.  

 It is a common perception that carsharing is more widely adopted by lower 

income people.  This lead to the investigation of income levels across KCC branches.  

Table 10 displays the median and average income for each community.  Fernie has 

notably higher incomes $10,000 higher average than most of the other branches.  

Rossland has the highest median income, which may prove that the service is simply not 

needed in that community.   

Love affair with the private vehicle 

When the interviewees were asked about the barriers to a successful carsharing 

branch, the responses of 100% of my interviewees talked about the culture and love affair 
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with the private vehicle.  Mobility is presumably “complex and contingent, emergent 

from the overall coordination of daily life” (Watson, 2012:491).  Private vehicle 

ownership has become ingrained into our everyday lives since the 1950’s with the end of 

the Second World War.   Manufacturing resources shifted to the production of 

automobiles that became affordable to the middle class (Lyman, 1990), making the car 

the ‘norm’ in Canadian society.  

The automobile created mobility on a scale never known before, and the total 

effect on living habits and social customs is endless.  Motor vehicles and paved roads 

have narrowed the gap between rural and urban life. The automobile has radically 

changed city life by accelerating the outward expansion of population into the suburbs. 

The suburban trend is emphasized by the fact that highway transportation encourages 

business and industry to move outward to sites where land is cheaper.  Our transportation 

geography changed dramatically making vehicle transport a necessity to access such 

institutions as regional schools and hospitals (Lyman, 1990).   

Now that driving is a mainstay in our society the associated freedom and culture 

with car ownership is the main barrier to opening up the carsharing model to everyone.  

The interviewee comments on the reasons for this attachment included that people felt it 

was their right to drive, that their taxes pay for the roads so they were entitled to use 

them. (M. Cole, personal communication, May 13, 2014).  There was also a sense of 

achievement and success associated with vehicle ownership; newly immigrated people 

felt it was a sign that they were Canadian and younger people saw it as a rite of passage 

into adulthood (J.Hammond, personal communication, May 28, 2014).   
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Truck culture was a phrase that was used to describe both Revelstoke and Fernie 

residents which is associated with people who like to drive something more powerful and 

larger than they need for the types of trips they are taking (M. Cole, personal 

communication, May 13, 2014, R. Hall, personal communication, June 18, 2014).  The 

environmental consequences of their choice are not a part of their decision making.  

Unless it the level of truck culture and value can be determined in a community, then it 

cannot be used as an indicator of success since it was mentioned in both a successful 

branch and an unsuccessful branch.  

Overcoming this seemingly immense and impenetrable barrier requires an 

understanding of how and when people decide to carshare.  The emergence of a new 

practice requires people to do things differently and it is a shift in their lives that often 

triggers this change.  The increasing popularity of carsharing, therefore, is dependent on 

the successful recruitment and retention of new members (Kent, 2013). Clear, convenient 

and consistent messaging needs to be available to people for that moment in their lives 

when they are ready to make their shift.   

Social Benefits  

 

The social benefits of carsharing come in several forms, reducing stress, 

improving health and building community resiliency.  However, the link between these 

benefits and carsharing has yet to be communicated and understood in a way by the 

general society.  Those deeply ingrained in the sustainable transportation sector 

understand the holistic benefits to people and their communities when they reduce the 
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amount of time they spend in a car.  As Hilary Henegar from the organization Modo 

states: 

When you have people sharing cars and not owing a vehicle in a community that 

means that they are not getting into their bubble and driving out to the edge of 

town to a big box store to get all of their shopping done at one place where all 

their money is spent in a multi-national corporation and is likely not feeding back 

into the local economy. Someone who is carsharing is walking to and from the 

vehicle, they are engaging in their community, they are another set of eyes on that 

street so that street become safer.  They notice the light on that street is out, the 

lost cat poster, they are also more likely to do their shopping locally and to access 

local amenities that are owned by their neighbours.  They are keeping their money 

more local.  They are also more likely to access entertainment that is close to 

home and to participate in community events.  They have a larger stake in their 

community, they know their neighbours.  Life from the seat of car is much 

different than that of a bike or walking, and the expectation of how you are going 

to interact is very different.  You are engaging with your world in a very different 

way when you are not in a car (personal communication, May 20, 2014).   

Reducing Stress 

A commonality that emerged from the interviewee responses was that carsharing 

reduces personal stress.  By not owning a vehicle members are saving time in addressing 

cleaning, maintenance and repairs needs of a vehicle, not to ignore the economic benefits.  

They also have several vehicles to rely on so even if an issue happens with one-vehicle 
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members will still be able to complete their trip (M. Cole, personal communication, May 

13, 2014).  Having access to a vehicle also creates opportunities for employment and is a 

significant predictor of employment and exiting income assistance programs (A. 

Shadrack, personal communication, May 1, 2014; Onésimo et al., 2010).   

The direct link between financial stress and greater ill health has been known for a 

long time (Jackson and Warr, 1984).  Carsharing can reduce one’s personal vehicle use 

costs by $1,000 per month or more (H. Henegar, personal communication, May 30, 

2014).  Reducing the financial burden of car ownership is the most palatable benefit of 

carsharing, yet KCC is not reaching the low income demographic.   

KCC has a low-income membership plan that allows people on income assistance 

to have a no interest loan for the $500 membership share that is required for access to the 

vehicles.  In the seven years this program has been available only one person has used 

this opportunity.  In the branch representative interviews all participants were asked if 

they knew about the low-income program and their opinion on why it is not used.  Most 

participants were unclear about this opportunity confusing it with the payment plan 

option that is available (paying $200 up front then $100 for the next three months), but 

they believed it would still be a barrier to those on income assistance.  Rather than being 

able to gauge whether communities with significant low-income populations are more 

likely to adopt carsharing, my data revealed that KCC is lacking in communicating the 

opportunity and cost savings to a potential market area.  This leads into further 

discussions about what other benefits and opportunities are not being communicated 

effectively.   
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Health benefits 

In 2013, Jennifer Kent from the City Futures Research Centre performed a study 

that reviewed the literature on carsharing in attempts to disseminate the potential health 

benefits that states: 

Many of the potential health benefits of carsharing are related to the promising 

association between carsharing memberships, reduced private car ownership and 

reduced personal vehicle kilometers traveled.  People who share cars potentially 

own fewer cars and travel less by car.  In addition, there are potentially less 

tangible links between carsharing and health – these include the way carsharing 

induces a sense of belonging, provides a more affordable and equitable way to 

aces the benefits of car use and acts as a potential testing ground for more fuel 

efficient and less polluting vehicles. (p.56) 

 

One of the beautiful things about carsharing is that each trip begins and ends with 

an active transportation trip, though it may only be a block away, members are walking 

and biking more to access vehicles. (J. Hammond, personal communication, May 28, 

2014) Whether people are biking, walking or taking public transit they are being more 

physically active than if they were driving the vehicle that is parked in front of their 

house.  People are also more likely to use active transport when they do not need a car for 

short trips where they do not need to carry a large load (H. Henegar, personal 

communication, May 30, 2014).   
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 Physical inactivity is a commonly identified risk factor for chronic, non-

communicable diseases, such as type II diabetes, heart disease, some cancers and 

depression (Kent, 2013).  Private car use is related to physical inactivity in a number of 

ways. Cars remove the need to pursue more active modes of transport.  They hinder 

opportunities for those who travel by active modes, often replacing or compromising 

essential infrastructure such as footpaths and bike lanes (Kent, 2013). 

Building social capital  

 

Social capital is commonly defined as resources which individuals and groups 

have access to by virtue of their membership in networks (Dale & Newman, 2008; Dale 

& Onyx, 2005).  Social capital describes the value of social relationships, mutual trust 

and norms and reciprocity to both the individual and society (Kitchen et al., 2012).  KCC 

exemplifies several of these aspects in its operations.   

Unlike urban-based carshares, KCC members have access to all other member 

information.  In order to facilitate smooth sharing amongst members they are encouraged 

to communicate with each other about circumstance that arise with the vehicles that could 

impact another member’s journey.  They are also encouraged to work out scheduling 

conflicts amongst themselves in order for members to have access to the type of vehicle 

they need for a specific trip.  Some branches also host member social events that promote 

social networks among the local users to make communication less intimidating (B. 

Nelson, personal communication, June 11, 2014).  It was noted that members in the 

Fernie branch are too busy to organize or participate in social events with their other 

members.  This is not why they joined carsharing and they have other extensive social 
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networks to fill that need in their lives (K. Gorecki, personal communication, June 12, 

2014).   

Mutual trust is another substantial element of carsharing as people’s travel needs 

are often constrained by time and can be very important such as appointments or picking 

up children.  Our lives have moved away from depending on each other, which has 

isolated us.  We are not often given an opportunity to trust and depend on other people in 

our community in the way that carsharing promotes.  When members help each other and 

see that they can have mutual trust; they feel a stronger sense of belonging to their 

community and work harder in other aspects of sharing and volunteering to make their 

community even better.   

A community with a carsharing program is a more attractive place to live (M. 

Cole, personal communication, May 13, 2014).  It was once thought that sharing tools 

amongst residents would be a big hurdle; but once people saw that they could share such 

a large commodity as a car other forms of sharing was more easily adopted by the 

community (H. Sander, April 10, 2014).   

Jennifer Kent developed a measurement tool to determine the social capital of a 

community.  Understanding that a community with high social capital would be more 

likely to find carsharing more palatable, it would be beneficial to integrate this tool in the 

community assessment tool for new carsharing branches (Kent, 2013).   
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

My research was able to identify seven key indicators to success these include 

peer group communication, diversity in founding members, access to a variety of 

vehicles, limited access to transit options, left leaning politics, diverse community and 

lower incomes.  The research also identified four factors that did not have a significant 

influence on the success of branches that were environmentalism, active transportation, 

urban landscape and education levels.  There were also three success indicators identified 

that differ from urban based carsharing including population density and size, access to 

public transit and growth patterns.  

Social Factors that Indicate Success  

The founding members of a branch and the context in which it is being formed is 

a significant factor to the initial uptake and continued success of a new branch.  KCC 

does not have the staffing resources or the local context be able to effectively 

communicate its services in a new community without on the ground “heroes” that are 

going to use the service when a vehicle is introduced to a community. These heroes or 

champions are also far more effective in culturally embedding the practice in any one 

community, communicating the services benefits to peer groups and building the 

necessary social capital for change.  The diversity of this founding group has significant 

impact on the early adoption and success of the carsharing branch in a new community.  

Understanding the existing transportation infrastructure and mobility culture in a 

new community is also an important social factor to success.   Communities with limited 

access to transportation alternatives are going to be more dependent on vehicle use.  This 
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coupled with lower incomes is a good indicator that carsharing is a needed service for 

that community. 

Doing an extensive market survey to understand how many people would use the 

service and the types of vehicles they are looking for before starting operations will help 

in the initial success of the branch.  Also, starting a branch with at least two vehicles 

including a truck has proven to be the most effective way to attract new members and 

maintain member retention.  

The economics of a community does have an influence over its success.  Lower 

income populations that rely of transit alternatives are more likely to adopt carsharing in 

rural areas.  The less availability to transit alternatives also signals a greater need for 

carsharing services.   

Understanding the social consciousness of the community is also a key indicator 

for success.  Communities that are more left leaning politically, engage in a variety of 

employment sectors that focus on public goods and services will be more likely to adopt 

carsharing.  Having the local context to understand the local “truck or car” culture will 

also aid in determining the willingness of adopting carsharing practices of its residents.  

In summary, the more diverse a community is the more likely there will be people 

in it who see carsharing as a viable transportation alternative.  Carsharing requires shift in 

people’s lives that can be uncomfortable at first but once it is made the benefits out 

weight the negative aspects of the change and strengthen the community as a whole.    
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Urban vs. Rural Carsharing 

Analysis of the interviews and statistical data shows three significant differences 

between success factors from city-based carshares and rural based ones.  Firstly, urban-

based operations rely on population density to determine where they will be successful.  

The KCC model proves that density and population size do not have to be factors in 

success.  Secondly, urban-based carshares tend to center their vehicle locations around 

public transit hubs where this is not possible for rural based operations.  In fact, the 

greater the lack of public transit and other transit services (taxi, shuttles, handy dart etc.) 

show a greater opportunity for success across KCC branches having a reverse indicator 

effect on for rurally based operations.  Thirdly, the way that the organization grows is 

significantly different for rural carshares as a market in one community may be exhausted 

with the operation of three cars requiring growth to come from initiating the program in a 

new area.  In urban centers growth extends out from the parameter of its existing 

operations making expansion less risky and influenced by local social factors.   

These differences make KCC operations different than most existing carshare 

operations in North America.  They are filling a void in the transportation infrastructure 

rather than complimenting it.  Strategically determining which communities need 

carsharing is of utmost importance in considering new branch locations.    

Recommendation: Communicating the benefits  

 

A significant barrier to the success of carsharing in all KCC branches is being 

able to effectively communicate the benefits. The common perception of carsharing is 

that it is an environmental alternative but the language need to change in order to reach a 



SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RURAL 
CARSHARING 50  

 

broader demographic.  Being affordable, reducing stress, saving time are more palatable 

for the general public and just as true.  Understanding the economics of private vehicle 

ownership is another hurdle to break into the untapped market of people who could really 

use carsharing to reduce financial stress in their lives.  The following recommendations 

are aimed to guide KCC in helping overcome these obstacles an increase their market 

base.   

Financial Benefits 

   

It is recommended that KCC engage with local financial service providers and 

develop an education package designed to help them inform their clients on the true costs 

of vehicle ownership.  This would include items such as depreciation, regular 

maintenance costs and insurance for different types of vehicles.  By providing a yearly 

budget perspective on their vehicle costs, assessing their travel needs and comparing it to 

carshare costs, they will be able to effectively communicate the financial benefits to their 

clients.  This is an optimal way of communicating this message since people are focused 

on their budgets and financials in this context and look to their financial advisors for 

advice.  Building these tools and relationships in a new community would be a good 

practice for the founding members of a new branch.  

 

Social Benefits 

The social benefits discussed in the results section would be of most interest to 

community leaders, elected officials and staff.  By developing relationships with these 

groups new branches could garner support in the form of funding or advertising in order 
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to start their new branch.  Having the local municipality come on board at the beginning 

of a branch would also provide a financial backbone to stabilize the financial risk in the 

early years, as was the case in Revelstoke and Kaslo.   

Recommendation: Measurement tool 

 

I would like to continue this work by developing a measurement tool that would 

be designed to test the readiness of a community to accepting carsharing and determine 

where its strengths and challenges may lie.  This will also help inform KCC in its 

decision to expand to that area.  KCC needs to understand how a community’s unique 

cultural context predicates success or failure for a carsharing cooperative prior to 

attempting to establish it. It would also appear, although further research is necessary, 

that the more successful branches are those where the momentum was generated within 

the community and then assisted by KCC, unless there was an alignment with the socio-

economic context prior to KCC’s involvement. 
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Appendix 

Table 1 

Comparison of Vehicle Income Minus Vehicles Expenses Over Three Years for KCC Branches 

  2011 2012 2013 
Total 

Profits 
Profits per 

vehicle 

Nelson $16,356 $12,227 $24,268 $52,850 $5,064.43 
Revelstoke $2,871 $3,941 $2,605 $9,417 $4,708.29 
Kalso $2,182 $3,875 $5,122 $11,179 $4,735.83 
Kimberley $765 $1,424 -$767 $1,422 $711.15 

Fernie $823 $920 $351 $2,094 $1,634 

All Branches $22,997 $22,386 $31,579 $76,962 $3,370.74 

Table 2 

Comparison of Demographic Characteristics for KCC branches 

 

Branch Population 

Population 
Density per 
square KM 

Total Private 
Dwellings 

Private Dwelling 
occupied by usual 

residents 
Median 

Age Land area 

Nelson 10,230 857.7 4899 94.4% 40.9 11.93 
Revelstoke 7139 175.1 3379 91.0% 40.3 40.76 
Kaslo 1026 413.6 559 83.0% 49.9 2.48 
Kimberley 6652 109.7 3418 86.2% 46.3 60.62 
Fernie 4448 299.8 2848 69.8% 39.9 14.83 
Rossland 3556 59.5 1685 87.1% 39.9 59.79 



SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE RURAL CARSHARING     56
  

 

Invermere 2955 275.3 1912 63.8% 45.8 10.73 
Golden 3701 324.4 1722 89.4% 38.1 11.41 

Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 

Table 3 

 

Percentage of Members that Continue to use Carsharing Services in Different KCC Branches 

 

Branch 
# Total members 
past and present 

Current 
Members 

Retention 
Rate 

Nelson 356 188 53% 

Revelstoke 66 35 53% 
Kaslo 28 12 43% 
Kimberley 69 44 64% 
Fernie 26 13 50% 
Rossland 12 12 100% 
Golden 8 0 0% 

Totals 565 304 54% 
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Table 4 

Comparison of Locations of Work and Methods of Transportation used in Different KCC Branches 

 

Communit
y 

Usual 
Place 

of 
work 

Work 
close 

to 
home 

Work in 
surroundin

g area 

Work in 
surroun
d region 

Work at 
home 

Car, 
truck, 
van as 
driver 

Car, 
truck, van 

as 
passenge

r 

Public 
transit 

Active 
walk or 

bike 

Nelson 
74.03% 

62.0
% 11.9% 9.6% 10.7% 58.28% 8.0% 1.5% 30.5% 

Revelstoke 
80.74% 

76.4
% 4.4% 1.6% 4.1% 69.46% 11.2% 0.6% 17.6% 

Kaslo 
65.52% 

39.1
% 27.6% 20.7% 16.1% 65.75% 4.1% 0.0% 26.0% 

Kimberley 
73.64% 

39.0
% 34.4% 29.5% 9.1% 73.14% 11.6% 0.4% 12.9% 

Fernie 
79.09% 

55.1
% 23.8% 21.3% 8.1% 62.64% 14.4% 0.9% 19.8% 

Rossland 
80.76% 

20.7
% 59.8% 49.0% 8.2% 83.07% 5.1% 1.3% 9.3% 

Golden 
80.74% 

76.4
% 4.4% 1.6% 4.1% 68.70% 9.7% 0.8% 18.6% 

Invermere 
80.78% 

60.4
% 20.1% 17.1% 8.7% 71.29% 7.6% 1.3% 19.1% 

BC      71.63 7.7 10.3 8.9 
Canada      72.34 7.7 11.0 7.7 

Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 
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Table 5 

Comparison of Transportation Services Available in KCC Branches 

 
Branch Bus Service Taxi Pedestrian and 

Bike Connection 
Shuttles IHA 

Transportation 
Nelson Yes, not on 

Sundays or 
Saturday 
Evenings  

Yes six taxis 
that are well 
used (4) 

Walkable 
community but 
challenging 
topography (3) 

Pay shuttles to the 
airport and ski hill 
(3) 

Handy dart 
Volunteer driver 
program 

Kaslo None (1) No taxi (1) Walkable 
community (4) 

NO shuttles (1) Health connections 
bus to Nelson two 
days/wk  

Fernie For access to 
surround 
communities 
not within 
Fernie (1) 

12 taxis mostly 
vans well used 
(5) 

Extensive bike paths 
(5) 

Pay shuttles to the 
ski hill and one 
mine (4) 

Health connections 
bus to Cranbrook  
two days/wk 

Kimberley No regular 
route, have 
to call two 
days ahead  

8 taxi with 
additional 
larger transport 
vehicles  

Walkable 
community but 
challenging 
topography  

Pay Shuttle to ski 
hill  

Health connections 
bus two days/wk to 
Cranbrook 

Revelstoke Yes regular 
schedule 
access all 
neighborhoo
ds  

Taxi in town 
that are well 
used at night  

Walkable 
community with flat 
topography  

Free shuttles at 
night for pubs and 
to ski hill  

Health connections 
bus two days a 
week one to 
Kamloops and one 
to Kelowna 

Rossland Just to Trail, 
only week 
days, aimed 

No taxi  Extensive bike and 
pedestrian paths 

Free shuttle to ski 
hill and cross 
country area  

No service 
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for school 
students  

Golden None  Yes, 24 hour 
service 

 Pay Ski hill shuttle Health connections 
bus twice a week to 
Cranbrook 

Invermere None  Yes, limited 
night service 

  Weekday health 
connection bus for 
surrounding region 

Table 6 

Comparison of 2013 Provincial Political Poll for KCC Branches 

 

Branch 
NDP or 
Green 

Liberal or 
Conservative 

Difference 
in Voting 

Nelson 81.3% 18.7% 62.5% 
Revelstoke 55.5% 44.5% 10.4% 
Kaslo 69.4% 30.6% 38.7% 
Kimberley 65.8% 34.2% 31.6% 
Fernie 42.5% 57.5% 15.0% 
Rossland  78.5% 21.5% 46.7% 

Golden  55.5% 44.5% 11.1% 
Invermere 50.3% 49.7% 0.5% 

 
Elections Canada. (2013). 2013 Poll results by voting area.  Retrieved from http://www.elections.bc.ca/index.php/resource-

centre/reports/2013-ge-results/  
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Table 7 

Comparison of Occupations in Different KCC Branches 

 Nelson 
Revelstok

e Kaslo 
Kimberle

y Fernie 
Rosslan

d 
Invermer

e 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and 
hunting 1.4% 3.1% 0.0% 3.6% 0.7% 2.3% 0.0% 
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas 
extraction 0.9% 1.5% 0.0% 5.3% 21.0% 1.8% 1.9% 
Utilities 0.6% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 
Construction 8.1% 11.6% 7.4% 9.6% 7.6% 15.9% 8.9% 
Manufacturing 6.0% 6.4% 8.8% 5.0% 2.0% 11.0% 4.4% 
Wholesale trade 1.7% 1.3% 0.0% 0.9% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Retail trade 15.4% 10.2% 10.3% 8.0% 5.0% 7.4% 16.1% 
Transportation and warehousing 2.5% 8.3% 0.0% 2.0% 2.4% 0.0% 1.9% 
Information and cultural industries 1.2% 1.2% 4.4% 1.1% 0.6% 1.3% 1.3% 
Finance and insurance 1.8% 1.7% 0.0% 2.2% 3.0% 2.6% 2.5% 
Real estate and rental and leasing 1.1% 2.0% 0.0% 5.9% 2.6% 0.5% 4.4% 
Professional, scientific and technical 
services 9.6% 3.8% 7.4% 6.2% 2.8% 6.6% 7.9% 
Administrative and support, waste 
management and remediation services 3.1% 1.8% 0.0% 3.7% 1.5% 3.3% 7.0% 
Educational services 7.5% 4.4% 17.6% 6.2% 5.2% 6.9% 5.7% 
Health care and social assistance 11.4% 12.5% 7.4% 9.9% 12.5% 17.1% 7.6% 
Arts, entertainment and recreation 5.0% 7.5% 0.0% 5.7% 8.5% 6.6% 10.4% 
Accommodation and food services 8.3% 10.4% 10.3% 12.4% 12.9% 5.1% 10.4% 
Other services (except public 
administration) 6.0% 4.3% 0.0% 4.3% 4.4% 1.0% 2.2% 
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Public administration 7.8% 5.4% 8.8% 7.9% 4.6% 8.2% 5.7% 

        
Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 

 
 

 

Table 8 

Comparison of Employment Information for KCC Branches 

 
 Nelson Revelstoke Kaslo Kimberley Fernie Rossland Invermere 

Participation rate 66.1 69.1 49.3 59.9 74.2 67.8 69.3 
Employment rate 62.8 58 40.7 54.4 71.5 61.9 61.2 
Unemployment rate 5 16.1 15.9 9.2 3.7 8.7 11.7 

 
Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 
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Table 9  

Comparison of Levels of Education Achieved in Different KCC Branches 

 

Level of Education Nelson Revelstoke Kaslo Kimberley Fernie Rossland Invermere 

No certificate, 
diploma or degree 12.4% 18.3% 13.5% 15.1% 11.3% 9.8% 15.4% 
High school diploma 
or equivalent 28.7% 26.8% 19.1% 26.1% 29.7% 18.3% 28.9% 
Postsecondary 
certificate, diploma 
or degree 58.9% 54.9% 67.4% 58.7% 59.2% 71.9% 55.9% 
Apprenticeship or 
trades certificate or 
diploma 9.4% 17.3% 26.2% 15.8% 15.8% 18.1% 15.4% 
College, CEGEP or 
other non-university 
certificate or 
diploma 22.0% 19.6% 

 
19.1% 23.7% 15.4% 25.0% 18.6% 

University 
certificate or 
diploma below 
bachelor level 4.0% 3.6% 2.8% 3.3% 3.4% 1.6% 4.4% 
University 
certificate, diploma 
or degree at 
bachelor level or 
above 23.7% 14.3% 18.4% 15.9% 24.6% 27.1% 17.5% 

Bachelor's degree 14.2% 9.6% 15.6% 12.4% 14.1% 18.6% 11.4% 
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University 
certificate, diploma 
or degree above 
bachelor level 9.4% 4.7% 3.5% 3.6% 10.4% 8.4% 6.1% 

Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 

 

Table 10 

Comparison of Median and Average Income for KCC Branches 

Branch Median Income Average Income 

Nelson $29,284 $37,878 
Revelstoke $29,053 $36,962 
Kaslo $25,995 $31,651 
Kimberley $29,328 $35,255 
Fernie $34,402 $47,376 
Rossland $34,775 $43,359 
Invermere $33,577 $40,999 

Statistics Canada. (2011). National Household Surveys Profile. Retrieved from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-

pd/prof/search-recherche/lst/page.cfm?Lang=E&GeoCode=59&TABID=1 

 
 
 

 


