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1.INTRODUCTION

During the 20th centurplanners wergocused orthe development of citiesand generally

on welfare. Eventally it was revealed thathis modelwas not sustainable and it was not

possible to continue in that way. During the first decade of the 21st century, the world
decided that sustainability is something urgent that should affect all the aspects of our lives

The growing need for sustainability (in terms of economy, environment and society) lead

GKS OAGASEA G2 |R2LII GKS &az2fdziazy 2F oAOeOf Sd
technology and the uptake of collaborative consumption are the fadtwas supportedthe

rapid developmenbf BSS

This document is an output of INTERREG IVC CycleCities project and prederdstap
Facts & figures on BSSs currently in use in European cities. It also provides evidence on the

effectiveness, impact and asssment of certain bike sharing system cases.

CycleCities project aims to build and share knowledge and facilitate good practice transfer
and experience exchange among European cities on the integration of cycling into urban
mobility management schemes. &hproject addresses some critical challenges and
opportunities for European cities that relate to a number of factors, such as easing of traffic
congestion, cost reduction of road transport, need for lower carbon footprint, enhancement
of health benefits ad reduction of land use consumption. The use of bicycles instead of

motorized traffic can highly contribute to these goals.

BSSs are critical components of current policies and practices to address these challenges as
part of wider urban mobility manageme strategies. The key objective of these systems is

to provide free or low cost access to bicycles for short distance trips in urban areas as an
alternative option to private car use, therefore reducing air pollution, noise levels and traffic

congestion Bike sharing is also linked to motorized public transport either as an alternative
Page6 of 81
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transport hubs.
The most valid and widely used definitions for a BSS are tloavial:

1 Bike Sharing Scheme is a safvice, shoerm, oneway-capable bike rental offer
in public spaces, for several target groups, with network characteristiesrking
RSTAYAGAZY Hdetbnary,i KS dah. L{ ¢

f Bike Share Schemes [BSS], known al®Rubticdza S . A O Of Sa ot ! . Qaov =
smart bikes, bike sharing schemes [BSS] are g$@ort urban bicycle rental schemes
that enable bicycles to be picked up at any-selfve bicycle station and returned to
any other bicycle station, which makegyxlesharing ideal for pointo-point trips ¢

definition by ECE

1 A bicycle sharing system, or bike share scheme, is a service in which bicycles are
made available for shared use to individuals on a very short term basis. Bike share
schemes allow peopleotborrow a bike from point "A" and return it at point "RB"
Wikipedie8

BSSs lie at the core of urban mobility management strategies. Mobility management is a
concept used to promote sustainable transport that manages the demand for car use and

favors softe transportation modes such as cycling and walking.

! http://vww.obisproject.com/

2 http://Iwww.ecf.com/advocary/mobility/bikesharingscheme/

3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bikesharing
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As defined in EPOMM mobility management user mahualY 2 6 Af Ade& YI y I 3SY
primarily a demand orientated approach to passenger and freight transport that involves

new partnerships and a set of tools support and encourage change of attitude and
behaviour towards sustainable modes of transport. These tools are usually based on

information, communication, organisation, @NRA Y I G A2y | Yy R NBIj dzA NB LIN

The report on cities’ BSSs facts & figuresf@@seen output of CycleCities project as part of
FOGAQPGAGE ndHOMY AGhNASYGlI GA2Y |ylftegara yR a
OAGASaUY Y2o0AftAGeEe YIFylFr3aSYSyid aoOKSYSas¢daod 5l
GaSUK2R2f 238 NDBddd edisting Bké &2 NR FAi arkiliSya Ay 9d
led and supported the development of this report. Facts & figures report will also support

the development of the two upcoming outputs of 4.2.1 activity of CycleCities project, i.e.:

1. a report on the &iciency of bikesharing systems integrated in mobility

management schemes

2. recommendations for using bik&haring systems in European cities

4 European Platform on Mobility Managemetittp://www.epomm.eu/downloads/Usermanual.pdf
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2.Report purpose and data collection process

A

¢KS FIO00a 9 FAIdzZNBEA NBLRNI 2y OAGASaQ . {{a
1. present upto-date facts & figures on BSSs currently in use in European cities,
2. provide evidence on the effectiveness, impact and assessment of certain BSS cases,

3. allow for valuable insights on the decisive, success factors for sustainable BSSs based

2y OA (A Sésand &ss0aS Isdknddy O
Specifically, the BSS report aims to address the following questions:

1 What are the main facts, figures and features of BSSs currently in use in European

cities?

1 To what extent BSSs currently in use have recently proven successitbumaging

short distance cycling (walking, cycling) at the expense of private cars?

1 How do those involved in deploying and operating BSSs view their impact and

effectiveness?
1 What are the critical factors defining high use rates for BSSs?

1 What are the ky lessons learned in planning, deploying and operating a BSS within

an urban setting?

Data resources were identified and collected through a survey questionnaire focused on the
experiences of key experts and actors. The survey questionnaire was desigoetei to
capture the experienckased views and opinions of key individuals that are actively

involved in planning, deploying and operating BSSs in European cities. While the 1st stage of
Page9d of 81
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research aimed at establishing an overview of the current sitaatiod the facts and figures
of European BSSs, the questionndigesed survey rather focused on specific aspects of BSS

relating to their effectiveness, associated costs, vdtiremoney and their overall impact.

Potential respondents were identified based their knowledge and experience profile in
transport planning and urban mobility management with a priority given to individuals that
have been directly involved in setting up, deploying or operating BSSs in cities or urban

areas.

The survey was cardethrough an onlinesurvey, which lasted 6 weeks (20/09/2013
01/11/2013) with use of a custom questionnaire developed to capttine views and
opinions of key individuals involved in specBiEJrojects. The BSS survey questionnaire
was pilot tested hrough the initial cases identified and fitened based on the adjustments
required, such as elimination of opeamded question type and development of

closed/multiple choice questions
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3. Data validation and analysis

Data processing and analysis, fadiéth by a preparation stage of data consolidation,

followed a fourstep process as described below:

Step one: defining variables
Step two: mapping and coding of responses

Step three: statistical data processing

= =2 =2 =

Step four: exporting results

Data preparationand processing steps were defined based on the structure of the online

survey questionnaire and the BSSs fact sheet, the type and volume of data produced.
3.1 Preparation stage: data consolidation

To facilitate data processing and analysis upon survey coropleBxported data was
validated and consolidated. The BSS survey was conducted through an online questionnaire

version gathering a total of 40 responses.
3.1.1 Step one: defining variables

Based on the survey questionnaire fields and the survey objectiveaplegiand levels of
measurement were defined in order to process data accordingly. Nominal, ordinal and

interval variables were defined in order to facilitate responses coding.

Nominal or categorical variableare based on mutually exclusive but not rankedrdered
categories. Yes / No, multiple choice or demographic questions (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity,

location etchO | NB dzadz- €t SEFYLX Sa 2F y2YAylLft @ NAI
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guestionnaire, nominal variables aim to establish a profiledach participating8SSand

respondent.

Ordinal variablesare based on categories that can be ordered or ranked and therefore
guestions could include a rating scale. Offering an ordered set of choices, ordinal variables
are more flexible than nominal vables and allow evaluation of priority issues, opinions or
levels of satisfaction and agreement which in the context of the BSS survey relate to costs,

revenues and characteristics of the BSS implementation.

Interval variables measure data ordered in equahtervals on a defined scale (e.g.
temperature in Celsius scale). Interval variable types are widely used in surveys to identify
levels of agreement to a statement and possible variations or correlations. AltHakgh

scalé is usually treated as an terval variable,in the analysisvariables rating in a Likert
scalewere treated asordinal, hypothesizing that the intervals among the different choices

provided are not equal.
3.1.2 Step two: mapping and coding of responses

Prior to data processing, valid rempses were reviewed, grouped into categories and
mapped to defined variables based on relevance, priority and question type. Questionnaire
sections and fields from desk research not allowing for quantitative processing (e.g. open
text fields) were not inclded in the analysis process. In order to investigate possible
relations between variables, more than one field were combined. In case of ordinal
variables, responses where recoded, where required, in numerical values in order to

facilitate quantitative pocessing.

® http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Likert scale
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3.1.3 Step three: statistical data processing

The Microsoft Excel application was used to process collected data for survey responses and
fields from desk research. Specifically, pivot table data summarization tool was used to
automatically sort dataand return descriptive statistics of prior specified data and to

calculate frequencies for more than one variable at the time.
3.1.4 Step four: exporting results

Data were exported in separate spreadsheets summing up and visualising results. Exported
results whee compared to imported data for any inconsistencies and data processing was
repeated if required. Finally, exported results were listed in tables, visualised in graphs and

included in the analysis report.
3.2 Methodological considerations

In order to evalua¢ outcomes, basic tools of descriptive statistics (such as frequencies)
were used. In general, Likert scale was treated as an ordinal (and not interval) scale, thus
not permitting the calculation of means per type of question as a legitimate measure of
central tendency. It is worth mentioning that, although the most typical format of a Liker
scale is the fivdevel one, in the analysis of BSS cases an-puertt scale of foudevels was

used. Thighoiceis not considered to be a problem, as in Likertest¢hé middle and neutral
option can only be assumed and not presented, since the most important characteristic for
the scaling method is to remain bipolar, (i.e. measuring either positive or negative response
to a statement). For the comparison of factansder examination, and due to the nature of

the Likert scale used as well as the type of questions that require the individual evaluation

®/ KdzZNOKAt f ® D® WNI FyR LI O206dz00A 5@ ¢ Aaditdh JhiomsbA wSa S|
SouthWestern
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of each statement, a very specific type of methodology was used based on the most
GLINEFSNNBR | fG'SNYIFGABSe SIEOK GAYS

¢tKS YSiK2R 2F (GKS Y2aid GLINBFSNNBR G4SNy
specificities of this type of questions as well as the properties of the (ordinal) scale used. In

LI NI AOdzE F NE AdG FAYa (2 O2YLI NB (KSBsumeB a L2 yR
statements based on their choices on the provided rating scale. In contrast to most methods
widely used, this method is appropriate for the specific data analysis, as it does not rely on
average scores per statement for all respondents, but sirigtly whichever alternative was

rated higher by each respondent. Thus, the analysis is essentially performed by respondent
OK2NRT 2yGrtfteo FyYyR y20 LISNI adl GdSYSyd o0@SNIAC
FfGSNYFGADSaég F2N Sdce) Kevedlidy aviliat yperéeyftiige of [tHeS & LJ
respondents found the specific alternative most preferred each time. A simplified example

of the method used is presented in the table below.

¢l o6fS M® 9EI YL S 2F G(GKS Y2aid & LIS af:
BSS

Reducing CO Preferred

Respondents Increasing bike use
emissions alternative
1 4 4 T
2 5 2 I
3 4 5 R
4 5 3 I

" See footnote 5
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5 4 2 I
6 3 4 R
b2GSY a¢é AYRAOFGSa | GAS 0SG6SSy GKS (62 0SS

FYR dwé T2NEUWERIDLFAD/ h

This example is drawn from question 18 of the questionnaire and it is based on hypothetical

NBLI ASa NBIIFINRAYI (GKS NBALRYRSYGaQ LINBFSNByC

[8GQ4 +Faadys GKFG 6KSy | &a18R (2 Sdmelydd 68
GLYONBI&AY3 0A1S dBBEA8APYEY ROGWSBRUDAY IZOIE &

4: very important, the first six respondents replied as presented in table 1.

The conclusions of the method reflect the fact that respondents 2, 4 @@ out of 6)
LISNOSAGSR GLYONBFaAy3a o6A1S dzaSéeé Fa Y2NB AYLR
LISNODSAGSR GWBYR&EAARTAd hl & Y2NB AYLRNIFYyd 0
perceived them as of equal importance.

Thisis translated into theyiRA Yy 3 GKIF G ps: 60 2dzi 2F co0o 2F (F
OA1S dzaSé¢ Fa Y2NB AYLERNIUOFIYG 0SYSTEIVAAFR2\6DE:
as more important benefit. It should be noted, that when comparing among more than two
alternatives (@ G A& Ay 2dzNJ OF aS0zX GKS FAYylf AGLINBFTSN

of the preferences that it has acquired.
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4. Facts and Figures

4.1 Respondent demographics

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding N a4 L2 Y RSy (1 Qa LI

(quesion 25),revealed 30responses, since there were 10 casgthout any answer at all

az2zal 2F GKS NBaLRyRSyiGtda INBE ahFFAOSNRE oOomMT.
T2t 20 8BS irstdllatian / deployment company representatide O MHO X  da/ Sy
I dzil K2 NR (i & BSBT¥epréstruiides oyMR WA YS St OKO @

wSalLRyRSyidiQa Ll2aAiidAz2 Noofresponses %
Officer 17 57%
BSS installation / deployment company representative 12 40%
BSS representative 1 3%
Sum of responses included in the analysis 30 100%
blank 10 25%
Grand Total 40

Respondent’s position

company representative

BSS representative l 1
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Respondent’s position

3%

m Officer ~ m BSSinstallation / deployment  m BSS representative
company representative

¢CKS IylLtaara 2F GKS nn &dzodYAddSRvolyemdriia A 2y y )
. {{Qa RSLIX 2@ YSrbiraled 0dr&spoinses gincennore Ihan one nokye

describedn many cases.

The valid responseshich were further analysed amount to 58, since in 2 cases no answer

was submitted.

. SisSSy (KS LINBRSTAYSR NBalLRyaSa GKS 2yS gA
RSaA3dyé omTUOX TF2ff286SR 0@ a5FAf& 2LISNIGAZ2
Gt NE22XI A O2YYdzyAOFGA2y FyR Lzt AO LI NIAOALI
SaidlofAaKYSydé oT0®

Other sorts of involvemenA y . { { Q&4 RRBALXREX¥SK 16SNBY aLYLX S
GODI fdzr GA2yéS aGLYy@SalyYSyiliés Gah@SNARSSsoy3d aSi
FAY Il yOSRLtimiNGR®R)S O ¢

Responses wSall2yRSyiaQ Ay@2ft @ Noofresponses %
Planning / design 17 31%
Predefined Daily operation, performance and maintenance 14 25%
Promotion, communication and public participatic 10 18%
Decision making for establishment 7 13%

Other Implementation 2 4%
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Evaluation 1 2%

Investment 1 2%

Overseeing setting up the system 1 2%

Reporting of the cdinanced project 1 2%

None 1 2%

Sum of responses included in the analysis 55 100%
Respase is not included in the analysis 1 2%
L R2y Qi 1y26 kK L R2 2 3%
Sum of responses received 58
blank 2 3%
Grand Total 60
Respondents' involvementin the BSS
Planning / design 17
Daily operation, performance and maintenance 14
Promotion, communication and public... 10
Decision making for establishment 7
Implementation 2

Reporting of the co-financed project 1
Overseeing setting up the system 1
Investment 1
Evaluation 1
None 1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
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Respondents' involvementin the BSS

M Planning / design

m Daily operation, performance
2% _ 2% and maintenance

2%\2%1 2% ® Promotion, communication and
4% public participation

m Decision making for
establishment

B Implementation

M Evaluation

Investment

Overseeing setting up the
system

Reporting of the co-financed
project

None

~ ~ - -

42 " 3306 AEAOAAOAOEOOEAO
4.2.1 Country of origin [Q3]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegiardng the countryof origin of the
analyzed BSYguestion 3)resulted that 30 questionnaireswere submitted by countrieg
YSYOSNR 2F [/ , /[ 9whiedthe et @ereGsabyhidtet! MyliFfadzy and Spain (3

5

BSSs), Sweden (2 BSSs), Austria and Crb&BS each).

More responses at country level were submitted froBreece (8 BSSs), followed by
Germany (6 BSSs), Italy (5 BSSs), Poland and Slovenia (4 BSSs each), France and Spain (3 BSS:
each), Sweden and UK (2 BSSs each), Austria Croatia and PolaBa4tiS
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No Country Country code [/, 1 [ 97 L¢L9{ NoofBSSs %
1 Greece EL * 8 20%
2 Germany DE * 6 15%
3 Italy IT * 5 13%
4 Poland PL * 4 10%
5 Slovenia Sl * 4 10%
6 France FR 3 8%
7 Spain ES 3 8%
8 Sweden SE 2 5%
9 United Kingdom UK * 2 5%
10 Austria AT 1 3%
11 Croatia HR 1 3%
12 Portugal PT 1 3%
Grand Total 40 100%

BSS by country

Greece (*) 8
Germany (¥) 6
Italy (*) 5
Poland (*) 4
Slovenia (*) 4
France 3
Spain 3
Sweden 2
UK (*) 2
Austria 1
Croatia 1
Portugal (*) 1
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BSS by country

o 3% 3% 3%
5%

B Greece (*) M Germany (*) | Italy (¥) m Poland (*)
M Slovenia (*) ®France M Spain H Sweden
UK (*) Austria M Croatia m Portugal (¥)

4.2.2 City / Municipality [Q2]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the city / municipality where the
described BSS is implementéguestion 2) resulted in gathering data oBO cities, since

Ruhr Area [DE] is a district consigtof 9 cities (Bochum, Bottrop, Dortmund, Duisburg,
9aaSy>s DSfAaSY{ANDKSYZ |11l YYZXZ thé Bipfited cadef KSA Y.
Municipalities of Koper & Isola [Sipncerns two cities sharing the same B38hough,

Lower Austria [AT] is a district toono further data aboutthe consistingcities with

developed BSS were submitted. Finally, the submitted case about UK in general could not be

specified at a city leveluting the analysis.

Population data in order to classify the sample cities where found after extended research

in internef’. All sources used are being mentioned in the Annex table for Question 2.

8 hitp://www.citypopulation.de
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. L . Classificaon
No  Country City / Municipality Status Population of the population
1 Austria Lower Austria Federal State & Distric  1.625.485 1.000.000- 2.000.000
2 Croatia Zagreb County 317.606 250.000- 500.000
3 France Belfort Agglomeration 81.415 50.000- 100.000
4 France ClermontFerrand Agglomeration 261.926 250.000- 500.000
5 France Lorient Agglomeration 114.332 100.000- 250.000
6  Germany*) Berlin Major city 3.375.222 3.000.000g 5.000.000
7  Germany(*) Hamburg Major city 1.734.272 1.000.000- 2.000.000
8 Germany(¥) Leipzig City 520.838 500.000- 1.000.000
9 Germany(¥) Nuremberg City 495.121 250.000- 500.000
Germany(*) Ruhr Area State & County 3.069.745
10 Germany(*) Bottrop City with County Rightt  116.498 100.000- 250.000
11 Germany(*) Herne City with County Rightt  154.563 100.000- 250.000
12 Germany(*) aNf KSAY City with County Right:  166.654 100.000- 250.000
13 Germany(*) Hamm City with County Rightt  176.440 100.000- 250.000
14  Germany(*) Oberhausen City with County Rightt  210.005 100.000- 250.000
15 Germany(*) Gelsenkichen City with County Right:  257.607 250.000- 500.000
16 Germany(*) Bochum City with County Right:  362.213 250.000- 500.000
17 Germany(*) Duisburg City with County Right:  486.816 250.000- 500.000
18 Germany(*) Essen City with County Right:  566.862 500.000- 1.000.000
19 Germany(*) Dortmund City with County Right:  572.087 500.000- 1.000.000
20 Germany(*) Usedom City 1.838 <5.000
21  Greecq*) Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani City 4.279 < 5.000
22  Greecq*) Didymoteicho city 9.263 5.000-10.000
23  Greecg*) loannina city 65.574 50.000- 100.000
24 Greecg*) Karditsa city 38.554 20.000- 50.000
25  Greecg*) Kavala city 54.027 50.000- 100.000
26  Greecq*) Nafpaktos city 13.415 10.000- 20.000
27  Greecq*) Thessaloniki city 315.196 250.000- 500.000
28  Greecg*) Thessaloniki city 315.196 250.000- 500.000
29 Italy (*) Cuneo City 55.697 50.000- 100.000
30 Italy (*) Milan Major city 1.262.101 1.000.000- 2.000.000
31 Italy (*) Padova City 207.245 100.000- 250.000
32 Italy (*) Parma City 177.714 100.000- 250.000
33 Italy (*) Verona City 253.409 250.000- 500.000
34  Poland(*) Opole Urban County 120.146 100.000- 250.000
35  Poland(*) Poznan Major city 548.028 500.000- 1.000.000
36  Poland(*) Warsaw Major city 1.724.404 1.000.000- 2.000.000
37  Poland(*) Wroclaw City 632.067 500.000- 1.000.000
38 Portugal(*) +Af I Y2dZNI «k City 14.000 10.000- 20.000
39 Slovenig*) Ljubljana Major city 277.554 250.000- 500.000
40  Slovenig*) Maribor Major city 95.586 50.000- 100.000
Sbvenia(*)  Mun. of Koper andMun. of 1zola 36.984
41  Slovenig®) Izola City 11.209 10.000- 20.000
42 Slovenig*) Koper Major city 25.775 20.000- 50.000
43  Slovenig*) Velenje / Municipality of Velenje Major city 25.329 20.000- 50.000
44 Spain Malaga Major city 568.479 500.000- 1.000.000
45 Spain Pamplona City 196.955 100.000- 250.000
46 Spain Valence City 792.303 500.000- 1.000.000
a7 Sweden Gothenburg Major Locality 549.839 500.000- 1.000.000
48 Sweden mNBS 0 NP Major Locality 107.038 100000- 250.000
49 UK(*) Across the UK NA NA -
50 UK(*) London Major city 8.250.205 >5.000.000
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The majority of the cities for which data were collected anediumsized (21 cities),
followed by smalbkized (14 cities) and larggzed cities (13). Lowd\ustria [AT], Berlin [DE],
Hamburg [DE], Milan [IT] and Warsaw [PL] are the five XXL cities in the sample, while

London is the only Global city.

Population No of Cities / % Classification by
(inhabitants) Municipalities urban size centre
< 50.000 9 18%
50.000- 100.000 5 10% S
100.000- 250.000 11 22% M
250.000- 500.000 10 20% L
500.000- 1.000.000 8 16% XL
1.000.000- 5.000.000 5 10% XXL
> 5.000.000 1 2% Global city
Sum of responses included in the analy 49 100%
blank 1
Grand Total 50
9 Cities in Europe The new OEED Definition,

http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/sources/docgener/focJ12 01 city.pdf
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Cities' population classification

100.000 - 250.000
250.000 - 500.000

< 50.000

500.000 - 1.000.000
1.000.000 - 5.000.000
50.000 - 100.000

> 5.000.000

Cities' population classificatition

2%
W 100.000 - 250.000

W 250.000 - 500.000

B < 50.000

©500.000 - 1.000.000
H 50.000 - 100.000

B 1.000.000 - 5.000.000

©>5.000.000
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Cities' classification by urban size centre

2%

EM EL mS mXL WS mXXL = Globalcity

4.2.3 Title [Q1]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegarding theBSSitle (question 1yesulted
in gathering data on 10 different B&§ovidergoperators.

Ly p OlFasSa 6+£S[h Fy 2NASY(d oCwded Biked [BI] a2 dzNI
/] @1 St L1R22f mMNBONR w{986 6KAOK ¢l & R@nat¥vedm a SR A
I FGSNI SEGSyaArdsS AyGaSNySi NBasS!| Rabkorrklafe tieK S . { {
BSS title with a BSS provider/operator.

The BSS prowd/operator with the highest frequencyvas dnextbiket (11), followed by
GEasyBiké (8), & A O A §/a@did@ydldcity (3 times each)@Cemusa, cClear Channéland
dSmoove (2 times each) andBixE, oCall a BikeanddMICikeg (1 time each).

10 http:/len.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of bicycle sharing_systems
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No BSS praders / operators No of responses %

1 nextbike 11 31%
2 EasyHBike o 8 23%
3 . AOAYOAU 3 9%
4 Cyclocity 3 9%
5 Cemusa 2 6%
6 Clear Channel 2 6%
7 Smoove 2 6%
8 Bixi 1 3%
9 Call a Bike 1 3%
10 MICikel 1 3%
11 More than one types 1 3%
Sum of resposes received 35 100%
No data available 5 13%
Grand Total 40
BSS' providers / operators
nextbike 11
EasyBike 8
Bicincitta 3
Cyclocity 3
Cemusa 2
Clear Channel 2
Smoove 2
Bixi 1
Call a Bike flex 1
MiCikel 1
More than one types 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12
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BSS' providers / operators

W nextbike

3% 3% 3% M EasyBike

(]

M Bicincitta

1 Cyclocity

B Cemusa

M Clear Channel
Smoove

Bixi

Call a Bike flex
MiICikel

M More than one types

ThednextbikeE BSS is implemented in Austria, Croatia, Germany and PolandCttutocity
BSS is implemented in Spain and Sweden, viligsyBike & A O A &/ d@amusatiClear
Chamelg, 6Smoove, 6BixE, dCall a Bikg aMICike€ are implementedeach one in aifferent

country participating in the research.

No Country . {{Q LINE@AR! Noofresponses

1 Austria nextbike 1
2 Croatia nextbike 1
3 France Smoove 2
NA data 1
Call a Bike 1

*
4 Germany () nextbike 5
5  Greece (¥ EasyBike 8
.AOAYOA 3

*

6 Italy (*) Clear Channel 2
7 Poland (*) nextbike 4
NA data 1
8 Portugal (*) Cyclocity 1
MICikel 1
9 Slovenia (*) NA data 2
. Cemusa 2
10 Spain Cyclocity 1
Cyclocity 1
11 Sweden NA data 1
12 UK (*) Bixi 1
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More than one types 1
Grand Total 40

4.2.4 Planning and implementation period [Q4 &Q5]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegardingthe year of taking the official
decision for the deployma of a BSS in each city / municipality of the sample (question 4),

resulted in gathering data 089 BSSs, since no data was submittedN@arsaw{PL].

The analysis of the valid data revealed that the majority of decisions for the deployment of
BSSs was kan within 2011 (9 BSSs), followed by 2009 (8 BSSs) and 2008 (5 BSSs).

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairesgarding the year of actual
implementation of the BSS in each city / municipality of the sample (questioaskjited in

gathering dataon 40 BSSs.

Further analysis revealed that the majority of submitted BSSs were implemented in 2012 (15
BSSs), followed by 2013 (9 BSSs) and 2010 (6 BSSs).

CAYS NBIldZANBR F2N) . {{Qad AYLXSYSyillIdA2y FNRY

1 Less than one year in th®llowing 9 cities / municipalities Zagreb [HR], Clermont
Ferrand and Lorient [FR], Hamburg [DE], Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani, loannina and
Thessaloniki [EL], Parma [IT], Across the UK

1 One year in the following 19 cities / municipalities: Lower Austria, [B&tlin, Leipzig,

Ruhr Area and Usedom [DE], Didymoteicho, Karditsa, Kavala and Thessaloniki [EL], Opole
and Poznan [PL], Ljubljana, Maribor Koper, Izola and Velenje [SI], Malaga, Pamplona and
Valence [ES] and Gothenburg [SE].

1 Two years in the following B8ities / municipalities: Belfort [FR], Nuremberg [DE],

Nafpaktos [EL].
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Year
of official Country City / Municipality BSS title
decision
2001 Germany(*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg
2004 Germany(*) Leipzig nextbike
Italy (*) Cuneo BICINCITTA'
2006 Italy (-*) Parma Puntg !Bici
Spain Pamplona nbici
2007 UK(*) London Barclays Cycle Hire
Germany(*) Usedom Usedom
Milan BikeMi
2008 Italy (*) Padova Goodbike Padova
Verona Verona Bike
Poland(*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski
Austria LowerAustria nextbike in rural territories
Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Ber
Germany(*) Nuremberg NorisBike
2009 Ruhr Area nextbike- metropolradruhr
Portugal(*) +AfFY2dzZNF k [ 2 Vilamoura Public Bikes
Spain Valence Valenbisi
Gothenturg {G&NJ g {dr
Sweden mNB 6 N Je18fLR2f
Greece(*) Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing Systel
2010 - Ljubljana Bicike(LJ)
Slovenig(”) Maribor BCikel
France Belfort optymo VLS
Didymoteicho EasyBike
Greece(*) Kavala EasyBike Kavala Bike 8hg
Thessaloniki EasyBike (EeAUTh)
2011 . Opole Opole bike
Poland(*) Poznan Poznan's City Bike
Slovenia) Municipality of Kope& Municipality of 1zola Coast Bikes
Velenje / Municipality of Velenje bicy
UK(*) Across the UK Brompton Dock
France Lorient +S[h Fy 2N
Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes
2012 Greece(*) loannina EasyBike
Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing Systen
Spain Malaga Malagabici
Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia
2013 France ClermontFerrand /| d+ St 2
Greece(*) Thessaloniki EasyBike

Year ofofficial decision BSStitle %
2001 1 3%
2004 2 5%
2006 2 5%
2007 1 3%
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2008 5 13%
2009 8 21%
2010 3 8%
2011 9 23%
2012 5 13%
2013 3 8%
Sum of submitted response 39 100%
blank 1 3%
Grand Total 40
Official decisions for BSS's deployment
per year
10 9
9 8
8
7
6 5 5
5
4 3 3
3 2 2
2 1 I I 1
1 -
0 _:. T T T . T T T T
— =t [in] ™~ 0.0} (=)} o — ~ o
o o o o o o - - — —
o o o o o o o o o o
o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ (o'l (o'l (o'l (o'l (o'l
Year
of actual Country City / Municipality BSS title

implementation

2001 Germany(*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg
2005 Germany(*) Leipzig nextbike
2006 Italy (*) Parma Punto Bici
2007 Spain Pamplona nbici
2009 Germany(*) Usedom Usedom
Austria Lower Austria nextbike in rural territories
Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Berlir
Germany(*) .
Ruhr Area nextbike- metropolradruhr
2010 . -
Spain Valence Valenbisi
Sweden Gothenburg {GéNJ g {0GN
UK(*) London Barclays Cycle Hire
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Year
of actual Country City / Municipality BSS title
implementation
Germany(*) Nuremberg NorisBile
Poland(*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski
2011 e Ljubljana Bicike(LJ)
Slovenig(”) Maribor BCikel
UK(*) Across the UK Brompton Dock
France Lorient +S[h Fy 2N&A
Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes
Didymoteicho EasyBike
. loamina EasyBike
Greece(") Kavala EasyBike Kavala Bike Sharing
Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing System
Thessaloniki EasyBike (EeAUTh)
2012 Italy (*) Verona Verona Bike
Opole Opole bike
Poland Poznan Poznan's City Bike
Warsaw Veturilo
Portugal(*) VilaY 2 dzN> Kk [ 2 Vilamoura Public Bikes
Slovenia®) Mun. of Koper& Mun. of Izola Coast Bikes
Velenje /Mun. of Velenje bicy
Sweden mNB 6 NP [ 81StLR2f ml
Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia
France Belfort optymo VLS
ClermontFerrand | &£ St 2
Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing System
2013 Greece(") Thessaloniki EasyBike
Cuneo BICINCITTA'
Italy (*) Milan BikeMi
Padova Goodbike Padova
Spain Malaga Malagabici

Year of actual implementatior BSS title

%

2001 1 3%
2005 1 3%
2006 1 3%
2007 1 3%
2009 1 3%
2010 6 15%
2011 5 13%
2012 15 38%
2013 9 23%
Grand Total 40 100%
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Actual implementation of BSS's deployment
per year
16 15
14
12
10 9
8
6
6 5
4
2 1 1 1 1 1
o/ 1l I I 1 B | | |
— w [Un] M~ [=)] o - o~ m
] ] ] (=] (=] - -l — —
=] =] =] =] =] (=] (=] (=] (=]
o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~
Planningand
Country City / Municipality BSS title implementation period
(yrs)
Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia
France ClermontFerrand /| d+ St 2
France Lorient +S[h Fy 2N
Germany(*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg
Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes Less than 1
Greece(*) loannina EasyBike
Thessaloniki EasyBike
Italy (*) Parma Punto Bici
UK(*) Across the UK Brompton Dock
Austria Lower Austria nextbike n rural territories
Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Ber
" Leipzig nextbike
Germany() Ruhr Area nextbike- metropolradruhr
Usedom Usedom
Didymoteicho EasyBike
Greece(¥) Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing Systen 1
Kavala EasyBike Kavakike Sharing
Thessaloniki EasyBike (EeAUTh)
Opole Opole bike
*
Poland(") Poznan Poznan's City Bike
e Ljubljana Bicike(LJ)
Slovenia(”) Maribor BCikel
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Planningand
Country City / Municipality BSS title implementation period
(yrs)
Mun. of Koper and Munof 1zola Coast Bikes
Velenje/ Mun. of Velenje bicy
Malaga Malagabici
Spain(*) Pamplona nbici
Valence Valenbisi
Swede Gothenburg {GeN) g {ar
France Belfort optymo VLS
Germany(*) Nuremberg NorisBike 2
Greece(*) Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing Systel
Poland(*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski
Patugal (*) AT Y2dzNI K Vilamoura Public Bikes 3
Sweden mNEB 6 NP /] @1StLR2t
UK(*) London Barclays Cycle Hire
Verona Verona Bike 4
. Milan BikeMi
Italy (*) Padova Goodbike Padova S
Cuneo BICINCITTA' 9
Poland(*) Warsaw Veturilo NA
BSSs' planning & implementation period
10
9
8
7
6
5
a4
3
2
o 11 i
ggggﬂggg:g%_gggg = E_gfggigﬁgtgigiﬁfﬁﬂg E};:E efes sx
I I L Rt L
g Sxgwwgdplg upelselYa g § CEr2zpypazol 0
5 S9g3° fsa & soy &5 "8 Tz22:2 1=
5 3¢ 258 8§ &&= g sS85 8
< 3 £g £ gz% @ 2323z 6
” g3 ¢ 398 =85
2= 3 £3 §8>
15 5 £ it
- z
W years
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Panning and implementation period No of BSS¢ %

(yrs)
0 9 23%
1 19 49%
2 3 8%
3 4 10%
4 1 3%
5 2 5%
9 1 3%
Sum of responses included in the analy 39 100%
blank 1 3%
Sum of responses received 40
Grand Total 40

BSSs' planning & implementation period
(yrs)

B U= B " =

0 5 10 15 20

W No of BSSs
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BSSs' planning & implementation period
(yrs)

3%

BOyrs Wlyr HW2yrs 3-5yrs E>5yrs

s~ - A~ Ve

43" 3308 1 PAOAOEIT T AT AAOQOA
4.3.1 User groups [Q6]

The analysis of the 40 completed questionnaires regardifgS . { { A Q dz&a SNJ 3 NE d:
6), revealed 45NB aLl2yaSas airAyoOS o NBalLRyaSa o6SNB ac
responses were submitted bipe Municipalities of Koper & 1zo[&], which share the same

BSS

The validresponsesvhich were further analysed amount to 42, since there were 2 cases of
ignorance / unwillingnes@Malaga and Pamplona [E@})d 1 irrelevant respons@Vroclaw

[PL])

The primary group of BSS userwas foundt® &/ 2 YYdzi SNAR (2 62N] «k ac
0 adc¢2dzNAAaAGaAE Ooyov>X Gt S2LX S 2y fSAada2NBE GAYSE

Responses User groups of BSSs No of responses %
Predefined Commuters to work / school 26 62%
Tourists 8 19%
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People on leisure e 7 17%
Other Local residents 1 2%
Sum of responses included in the analy 42 100%
L R2yQl 1y2¢ «k L 2 4%
Not included in the analysis 1 2%
Sum of responses received 45
blank 0
Grand Total 45
BSS' user group
Tourists _ 8
People on leisure time - 7
Local residents F 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

BSS' user group

2%

H Commuters to work / school ® Tourists

1 People on leisure time Local residents
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4.3.2 Trip purpose [Q7]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegarding trip purposes by B&fiestion 7),

revealed 66 responsesince in many cases more than one response were submitted.

The validresponsesvhich were further analysed amotito 63, since there were 3 cases of

ignorance / unwillingnesg@viaribor [SI],Malaga and Pamplona [ES])

In fullcompliancewith the responses to the previous questidhe main trip purpose by BSS
gl a F2dzyR (G2 0SS a/2YYdziAyR 02 HZRIHZNKR a X¥OK 2 AfA
OMpPUOY da[ SA&adzNB k ALRNIA&AE omMnuI a{ K2LILAyYy3IAE obcC

Responses Trip purposes No of responses %
Commuting to work / school 26 41%
) Tourism / sightseein 15 24%
Predefined Leisure /gsports ° 14 22%
Shoppng 6 10%
Other Personal business 2 3%
Sum of responses included in the analy 63 100%
L R2y Qi 1y2¢ «k L 3 5%
Sum of responses received 66
blank 0
Grand Total 66
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Trip purposes

Commuting towork/schoo! S s
Tourism / sightseeing _ 15
isure /sports M 1+
shopping I 6
Personal business F 2
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Trip purposes
3% B Commuting to

work/school

M Tourism / sightseeing

W Leisure / sports

Shopping

B Personal business

4.3.3 Trip duration [Q9]

The analysis of the 40 submittequestionnairesegarding he average trip duration by BSS
(question 9)evealed 41 responses, sin@eresponses were submitted fdrower Austri® a

BSSone for touristic areas and one for cities.
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The valid responses which were further analysed amour@Xpsince there were 2 cases of
AJYy2NryOS k dzygAftAy3adySaa o[ SALI AT w! ¢6 YR

A

¢tKS NBaLRyasS sAlGK (K KAIKSal YANBE dzByiOd =5 172
BO60mMIre + yRHAMCNXYAYE oO6c GANGA BAPKOOhY®R AMHAN
Average tp durationby BSS No of responses %

0-30 min 23 59%

30-60 min 6 15%

60-120 min 6 15%

120240 min 4 10%

Sum of responses included in the analy 39 100%

L R2yQl 1y2¢ «k L 2 5%

Sum of responses received 41
blank 0
Grand Total 41

Average trip duration by BSS

30-60 min __ 6
60-120 min _ 6
120-240 min _ 4
[I] 5 10 15 20 25
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Average trip duration

W0-30min  WM60-120min = 30-60 min 120-240 min

4.3.4 Area covered [Q8]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegarding the proportion of mnicipality
area covered by BSS (question 8), revealed 41 responses2siesponses wergsubmitted
by the Municipalities of Koper &ola[SI] which share the same BSS: one for rural and one

for urban areas.

The valid responses which were further analysed amount to 38, since there were 2 cases of
ignorance / unwillingness (Malaga and Pamplona [ES]) and 1 irrelevant response (Across the

UK).

The response with the highest frequency regarding theoportion of municipality area
covered by BS§ | & F2dzy Roix2¢ 08mMmn F2ff246BR>O &0 WGFMs
GHpEré | YR seyetalmiricipdlit@NP@Ea GAYSa Sl OKo®

Proportion of covered arehy BSS No of responses %

10-30% 11 29%
<10% 8 21%
31¢50% 7 18%
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>50% 6 16%
Spans across several municipalities 6 16%
Sum of responses included in the analy 38 100%
L R2yQl 1y2¢ «k L 2 5%
Not included in the analysis 1 2%
Sumof responses received 41
blank 0
Grand Total 41

Proportion of covered area by BSS

1030 N

Spans across several
municipalities

5o | ¢
0 2 4 6

6

Proportion of covered area by BSS

H10-30% m<10% m31-50% >50% M Spans across several
municipalities
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4.3.5 Users' satisfaction measurement method [Q10]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regardB8§S users' satisfaction
measurement method (question 10), revealed 48 responses, since igabes of Lower

Austria [AT], Karditsa, Kavala, Nafpaktos, Thessaloniki [EL] and Ljubljana [SI] two different
methods were submitted.

The valid responses which were further analysed amount to 40, since there were 7 cases of

ignorance / unwillingness andchse of irrelevant respond (Wroclaw [PL]).

¢ KS LINBRSTAYSR NBaLRyaS o6AlK ThioBgh systekuSed i F NE
metric€ 160 X F 2 f { ThdugiRregdld polis or user survéy400 >Thraugh local

community councils / elected represtatives feedback 5).0

Otherusers' satisfaction measurement mettosubmitted s S NJshvough random polls or

user surveys 20063Feedback by mail and recordigs | FeRdbatk of communities by

survey and meetings 1 gach).

Finally, in 5 cases of B8%re is no established way of getting feedback on BSS user
satisfaction

Responses BSS users' satisfaction measurement method No of %
responses
Through system user metrics 16 40%
Predefined Through regular polls or user surveys _ 10 25%
Through local cmmunity councils / elected representatives feedbac 5 13%
There is no established way of getting feedback on BSS user satisf: 5 13%
Through random polls or user surveys 2 5%
Other Feedback by mail and recordings 1 3%
Feedback of communities lsyrvey and meetings 1 3%
Sum of responses included in the analysis 40 100%
L R2Yy Qi 1y2¢ k L R2 y2i 7 15%
Not included in the analysis 1 2%
Sum of responses received 48
blank 0
Grand Total 48
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BSS users' satisfaction measurement method

T S e e
16

Through regular polls or user surveys

There is no established way of getting feedback

on BSS user satisfaction _ 5

Through local community councils / elected

representatives feedback _ 3

Through random polls or user surveys

Feedback of communities by survey and
meetings . 1

Feedback by mail and recordings

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

BSS users' satisfaction measurement method

5% 3% 3%

B Through system user metrics

B Through regular polls or user surveys

B Through local community councils / elected representatives feedback

" There is no established way of getting feedback on BSS user satisfaction
B Through random polls or user surveys

® Feedback by mail and recordings

" Feedback of communities by survey and meetings
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4.3.6 Assessment of public consultation regarding the implementation of BSS

[Q11]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the assessment of public

consultationas regarddhe implementation of BS9Q11], revealed that the procedure of

public consultatiorwith the highest sum of positive assessmenté\{equate & dSomewhat

sufficientd ¢ a GKNRBdzZAK af20Ff O2YYdzyAade O2dzyOAf a

LI2aAGAGS NBalLkRyasSa Ay Gqz2alrtozr F2tft26SR
responsesintdtf 05 G LJzof A O AYTF2NNI (A2 ytota)Sy i SNE £

Responses Procedure / Means Sum of positive assessment %

Through local commgnlty councils / 23 26%
elected representatives feedback

Predefined Through questionnaires / online consttitan 22 25%
Through public information centers 17 19%
Through polls and voting 14 16%
Through public meetings 12 13%

Other Through social media 1 1%
Grand Total 89 100%

Positive assessments
per procedure / means of public consultation

Through local community councils / elected

. 23
representatives feedback

Through questionnaires / online consultation

- . 17
Through public information centers

Through polls and voting
. . 12
Through public meetings

Through social media
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d%:L@ N4

Positive assessments
per procedure / means of public consultation

1%

® Through local community councils
/ elected representatives feedback

B Through public meetings

m Through polls and voting

= Through public information
centers

M Through questionnaires / online
consultation

® Through social media

Thepublic consultatiomprocedure which received more responses as:

 a!Rjdzk § K NRIdEB K af 20t O2YYdzyAide O2dzy OAf a «
(14 BSSs>x F2f t puesichnaies / odline consultatédn o ¢ .pybfca 0 T &
information centers§ 0y polsar@ vokingda 0 p pulli¢ meatibgsd 6o . { {av |
socialmedid om . {{0ZX

T 6{2YSoKI (i wWasdFkFMPORBK/ (dElj dzSaliA2yyl ANBEBSYx 2y f A
followed byaf 2 0OF f O2YYdzyAé O2dzyOAf a K alSdzBONG R
YSSOAyIIAntét & layidé LBDHE RAYOIA Yy T 2 OBSsieacR)y OSy (i SN& €

T a{2YSoKI i Mgsd@&NRAHAKS GLEE lay R yORLIIZ2( MG IY S S A
each), followed bya Ij dzZSA G A2y Yyl A NBa 5 B8SSh Wgz&t 0@ v & ¥A & NG
OSyi(i@RBRISS)andt 201t O2YYdzyAide O2dzy ORSSRo@d 5 SO
BSSs)

f aLY SEmasiKWROzIK & LIdzof A O (AlyBBYsNddwédAbgayLIdedS yAicS NI
YSSiAy3daé FyR ¢0IBISS dach), fyROI2 1A E¥dzy A ie O2 dzy
NELINSASYGlrGA@Sa FTSSRol O1¢ | WwrR @lrdzSH { &2 8y IOK|
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437 0OOAOAEI ET ¢ AEOEUAT 06 MEETETT O 01l xAOAO O
¢CKS Fylfeara 2F (GKS nn &adzoYAGGSR ljdzSadAazyyl
towards the BSS (question 12), revealed 38 valid responses for further analysis, since there

were 2 cases of ignorance / unwillingness (Malaga and Pamplona [ES]).
ThepredefinekdRSEAONR LIGA2Y gAGK (GKS KAIKSE&G FNBI dzSy(
T2ttt 2SR 08 dawlkiKSNI FF@2NIofSé omMo0OI gKAES
(1) were left far behind.

t NE@F At Ay3d OAGAT Sy a Noofresponses %

Favorable 22 58%

Rather favorable 13 34%

Indifferent 2 5%

Rather negative 1 3%

Sum of responses included in the analys 38 100,0%

L R2yQl 1y26 «kwed F 2 5%
Sum of responses received 40
blank 0
Grand Total 40

Prevailing citizens’ opinions towards the BSS

Indifferent - 2

Rather negative F 1

0 5 10 15 20 25
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Prevailing citizens’ opinions towards the BSS

3%

W Favorable  mRather favorable  mIndifferent Rather negative

4.4 Costs and economic results

4.4.1 Repair/ replacement compared to the overall operating cost [Q13]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegarding therepair / replacement costs
due to damages, vandalism and theft comparedhe bverall operating cost (question 13),

revealed 28 valid responses, since there were 12 cases of ignorance / unwillingness.

¢CKS SadAYFdA2y 6A0K (K® ok avardll Sopedating da& 11901zS y O &
F2ff 20181 pie 20F 2 OSNI f B0 2evd0Mlofiokeyall op@atidg icdst 6
0 aBhpmr 2F 2QSINI €t 2LISNFdGAy3a 02aG¢ o

Repair / replacement costs due to damages, vandalism and i No of responses %
compared to the overall operating cost

<10% of overall operating cost 19 68%
10%25% of overall operating cost 6 21%
26%50% of overall operating cost 2 7%

>50% of overall operating cost 1 46%

Sum of responses included in the analysis 28 100,0%
L R2y Qi 1y26 Kk L R2 y?2 12 30%
Sum of responses received 40
blank 0
Grand Total 40
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Repair / replacement costs due to damages, vandalism
and theft compared to the overall operating cost

10%-25% of overall operating cost _ 6

26%-50% of overall operating cost - 2

>50% of overall operating cost F 1
0

Repair / replacement costs due to damages, vandalism
and theft compared to the overall operating cost

4%

m <10% of overall operating cost m 10%-25% of overall operating cost

1 26%-50% of overall operating cost © >50% of overall operating cost

4.4.2 Economic results [Q14]
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The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnairegarding theaverage economic results of
the BSS in the last 3 years of operatiguestion 14), revealed 32 valiésponses, since

there were 8 cases anorance / unwillingness
¢KS LINBRSTAYSR NBalLlyaSa o¢ReveKueslafe Sowet thanK S a {
expenses 800z FT2ff 2SR 08 a¢ KD MRBvéduds arg gucRlowierthat @ A f

expenses 600Rewdnues exceed expenses800Reveanues are equal to expenses).o

In 3 cases BSS use is free of charge while in the c&atltoénburgSE] the BSS is operated

by a private company and the respondent did not submit any estimation.

Responses Average econoim results of the BSS in the last 3 years of opera No of responses %

Revenues are lower than expenses 8 25%
There is no data available 7 22%
Predefined Revenues are much lower than expenses 6 19%
Revenues exceed expenses 3 9%
Revenues are eqligo expenses 3 9%
Other _ Free of cr_\arge 3 9%
BSS is run by private operator 2 6%
Sum of responses included in the analysis 32 100%
L R2y Qi 1y26 k L R2 y?2 8 20%
Sum of responses received 40
blank 0
Grand Total 40
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Average economic results of the BSS
in the last 3 years of operation

Revenues are lower than expenses
There is no data available

Revenues are much lower than expenses
Free of charge

Revenues are equal to expenses
Revenues exceed expenses

BSS is run by private operator

Average economic results of the BSS
in the last 3 years of operation

M Revenues are lower than expenses M There is no data available
m Revenues are much lower than expenses i Revenues exceed expenses
W Revenues are equal to expenses M Free of charge

1 BSS is run by private operator
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4.4.3 Main sources of revenue [Q15]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the main sources of revenues for

the operation of BS&juestion 15)revealed that the predefined responses with the highest
frequencyg SNB & ! ASNJ FI NB¢ HFYR{§ARBSNIKHEZS WRY i &2 s8R
LJdzo f AO beazn K2NX G YR aDNIylGaks52yFGAz2yaég omop

-

hiKSNJ a2dzNOS&a 2F NBGSydzS adzoYAGGSR 6SNBY de
corporateOf ASyida | yR dzyA@SNBAGAS@adchl sou®SyYyma ¢ { { Y R

Responses includec

Responses Main sources of revenue : : %
in the analysis
User fare 27 28%
Predefined Adv.ertisem.ent . 27 28%
Contract with public authority 20 20%
Grants/Donations 19 19%
Events 1 1%
Other Contract with corpeate clients and universitie: 1 1%
Municipal budget 2 2%
More than one financial sources 1 1%
Grand Total 98 100%

Main sources of revenue

Advertisement

User fare

Contract with public authority
Grants/Donations

Municipal budget

More than one financial sources
Contract with corporate clients and...

Events
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Main sources of revenue

W User fare
1%

B Advertisement

2% 1% |1%

® Contract with public
authority

M Grants/Donations

B Municipal budget

B Contract with corporate
clients and universities

Events

More than one financial
sources

4.4.4 Cover of deficits [Q16]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding who covers the deficits in case of
negaive ecaomic result by BSS operatigquestion 16)revealed 32 valid responses, since
there were 6cases of ignorance / unwillingness and 2 cases without any answer at all (Milan

[IT], Across the UK].

¢tKS NBalLlRyasS gA0K (GKS KAIKDAUW T XNBIi&SWOd RINIAY
OmMpUOX F2ft26SR 0@ Aa¢CKS LINARGIFGS 2LISNI i2NE 6 wm
Gt NAGIFGS O2YLI yASa 020KSNJ GKIFyYy (GKS 2LISNI G2NJ

Thedeficitis covered by: No of responses %
The city / town admirstration 15 47%
The private operator 14 44%

Mixed public / private contributions 2 6%
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Private companies (other than the operator e.g. sponsorsh 1 3%
Sum of responses included in the analysis 32 100%
L R2YyQl 1y26 k L R2 Yy 6 16%
Sum of responses received 38
blank 2 5%
Grand Total 40

The deficit is covered by

Mixed public/private contributions - 2

Private companies (other than the
operator e.g. sponsorships)

L

T

12 14 16

The deficit is covered by

6% 3%

M The city / town administration
B The private operator

= Mixed public/private contributions

Private companies (other than the operator e.g. sponsorships)
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4.4.5 Assessment of overall value for money [Q17]

¢CKS Fylfeara 2F GKS nn adoYAGGSR ljdSafirnzyyl .
({04 20SNItf Ot dzSeverBdN Vo ngsPanses) §indzStliele werg M T O

10 cases ofgnorance / unwillingness and 1 cases without any answer at all (Milan [IT]).

91 OK 2yS 2F GKS LINBRSTAYSR SaidAyYldaAiazya a2
selected in 7 BSS cases. The overall value forénong & F2dzy R &l A3IKE Ay
Gwlk 0 KSNJ f26¢ AY HO

The overall value for money of the BSS No of responses %

Considerable 7 24%
Low 7 24%
Rather high 7 24%
High 6 21%
Rather low 2 7%
Sum of responses included in the analy 29 100%
L Ry {ido not wish to answer 10 26%
Sum of responses received 39
blank 1 3%
Grand Total 40

The overall value for money of the BSS is

Considerable

Rather high

otver v I

o
[
)
w
~
w
[#)]
~
co
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The overall value for money of the BSS is

B low mRatherlow mConsiderable High m Rather high

4.5 Impacts and prospects
4.5.1 Major benefits [Q18]

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regardengen (7§ predefined benefits of

BSS¢question 18, revealed that concerning:

f awSRdzOAY 3 GNELETETXRQO OQFVINIDWHARY 61 4 O2yaAARSN
submitted BSS cases,

f aLYONBI aAay3 OA1S dzf 3 Qk ODY ONR § d&i ARG | §1SE
AYLERNILFYyG¢ AYy Hy adzoYAOGGSR . {{ OlrasSa:x

T GLLINRP GAY 3T OAGKH Iy a2 yKiNROWHKA 2y 61 & O2yaiRSN
submitted BSS cases,
T awSRdAzOAS/YAA &/ath 2y a k AYLINRGAYy3I{ {i®S O2A)ND NW 6 By
O2yaARSNBR a{fAIKGf& AYLRNIFIYyGé AYy wmT &dzm Y.
T ALYONBRANKAYE O2yiNAodziAz2y 61+ a O2yaAiARSNBR
AYLERNILFYyGé Ay wmn adoYAOGGSR . {{ OlrasSax

f aDSYSNI GAY T {MMB@IWAINRA 6dzi A2y 61 a4 O2yaAiARSNBR
BSS cases,

T d.2230Ay3 3INRPGUK Kk A@EERRZNORYVYBEARGEOLTIY SORY
GLYAAIYAFAOLIY(GE AY MM adzooYAUGGSR . {{ OFaSao
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6D2{KSy o6 dzNH

Ranking of BSS' benefits

Increasing bike use / cycling uptake

Improving citizens’ health

Reducing CO2 emissions / improving the urban
environment

Reducing traffic congestion

Increasing tourism

Boosting growth / supporting local economy
Generating revenue

A compliment to public transport

B Very important
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Importance of BSS' benefits

2%

B Reducing traffic congestion

B Increasing bike use / cycling uptake

B Improving citizens’ health

M Reducing CO2 emissions / improving the urban environment
M Increasing tourism

B Generating revenue

I Boosting growth / supporting local economy

A compliment to public transport

4.5.2 Major challenges, disadvantages or negative aspects [Q19]

Theanalysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regardirgen {) predefined issues which
can be considered as challenges, disadvantages or negative aspects ¢fiBS8sn 19)

revealed that:

7

f al AFK 2LISNI GAYy3T O2aidé 41 & Iter in $sabdiRed BES ¢ v dzA
cases,
T al AIK Ay@SadGayYSydkaidl NI dzLJ O02aG¢ sl a | aasSa:

submitted BSS cases,
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T al AIK LINAOS
cases,

AYELS

a4 TFT2NJ dza SN&A ¢

gl

w

a

W/
INTERRI/‘EWQ IVC

W Fetons

aaSaasSRk

a l

T GLY2dzNRA S8 | yaR a3 [ Fa84i%ea aASRs dbS ¢a Ly AAIYATFA Ol v i

BSS cases,
f aLyadzFFAOAS
FaasSaasSR | a

BSS cases,

T a[FO1 2F LldzotAO O2yadf GFiA2yé 6F& F&4a8s

submitted BSS cases,

CAYlLEtes Ay w

G+ SAINBLI2 NI | y (€

yi UGSOKYyAOIft

LJ NJ YSG SN

ddzLILI2 NI | yR
GvdzZA GS AYLERNII yié
T a[FO1 2F LR{AGAOR {I & dAWINISE MY 132 NIalaySiEsa SLI- NI

adzoYAGGSR OF as

o %I ANBO

YIAY

LI N} YSGSNI Ay

Responses . { fndr challenges, disadvantages or negative asp: Very important %

High operating cost 11 22%
High investment/start up cost 11 22%
Lack of political support 11 22%
Predefined Insufficient technical suppt and maintenance 9 18%
High prices for users 2 1%
Injuries and safety issues 2 4%
Lack of public consultation 2 4%
Other Lack of cycling infrastructure 1 2%
Grand Total 49 100%
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