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i. Abbreviations 

 

 

BSS Bike sharing system(s) / bike sharing 
scheme(s) 

EPOMM European Platform on Mobility 
Management 

MM Mobility Management 
NTUA National Technical University of 

Athens 
SMU Sustainable Mobility Unit 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

During the 20th century planners were focused on the development of cities, and generally 

on welfare. Eventually it was revealed that this model was 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 

ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ άƴŜǿ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƳ ƻŦ 

technology and the uptake of collaborative consumption are the factors that supported the 

rapid development of BSS. 

This document is an output of INTERREG IVC CycleCities project and presents up-to-date 

Facts & figures on BSSs currently in use in European cities. It also provides evidence on the 

effectiveness, impact and assessment 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. The project 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 and 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 management 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 
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ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƳƻŘŜ ƻǊ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ όΨƭŀǎǘ ƳƛƭŜΩύ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

transport hubs. 

The most valid and widely used definitions for a BSS are the following: 

¶ Bike Sharing Scheme is a self-service, short-term, one-way-capable bike rental offer 

in public spaces, for several target groups, with network characteristics - working 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άh.L{έ1 dictionary, 

¶ Bike Share Schemes [BSS], known also as Public-ǳǎŜ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜǎ όt¦.ΩǎύΣ ōƛƪŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǊ 

smart bikes, bike sharing schemes [BSS] are short-term urban bicycle rental schemes 

that enable bicycles to be picked up at any self-serve bicycle station and returned to 

any other bicycle station, which makes bicycle-sharing ideal for point-to-point trips ς

definition by ECF2, 

¶ 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 people to borrow a bike from point "A" and return it at point "B" ς 

Wikipedia3 

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 softer transportation modes such as cycling and walking.  

                                                      

1
 http://www.obisproject.com/  

2
 http://www.ecf.com/advocary/mobility/bike-sharing-scheme/  

3
 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bike-sharing  

http://www.obisproject.com/
http://www.ecf.com/advocary/mobility/bike-sharing-scheme/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bike-sharing
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As defined in EPOMM mobility management user manual4 άƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 

primarily a demand orientated approach to passenger and freight transport that involves 

new partnerships and a set of tools to support and encourage change of attitude and 

behaviour towards sustainable modes of transport. These tools are usually based on 

information, communication, organisation, co-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴΦέ 

The report on cities' BSSs facts & figures is a foreseen output of CycleCities project as part of 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ пΦнΦмΥ άhǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ .{{ǎ ƛƴ 

ŎƛǘƛŜǎϥ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎέΦ 5ŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ пΦнΦм 

άaŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ Řŀǘa on existing bike-ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέΣ 

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 efficiency of bike-sharing systems integrated in mobility 

management schemes 

2. recommendations for using bike-sharing systems in European cities 

                                                      

4
 European Platform on Mobility Management: http://www.epomm.eu/downloads/Usermanual.pdf  

http://www.epomm.eu/downloads/Usermanual.pdf
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2. Report purpose and data collection process 

¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ϧ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ .{{ǎ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻΥ  

1. present up-to-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 

ƻƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎes and lessons learned. 

Specifically, the BSS report aims to address the following questions: 

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

cities? 

¶ To what extent BSSs currently in use have recently proven successful in encouraging 

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

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

effectiveness? 

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

¶ What are the key 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 designed in order to 

capture the experience-based views and opinions of key individuals that are actively 

involved in planning, deploying and operating BSSs in European cities. While the 1st stage of 
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research aimed at establishing an overview of the current situation and the facts and figures 

of European BSSs, the questionnaire-based survey rather focused on specific aspects of BSS 

relating to their effectiveness, associated costs, value-for-money and their overall impact.  

Potential respondents were identified based on 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 carried through an online survey, which lasted 6 weeks (20/09/2013 - 

01/11/2013), with use of a custom questionnaire developed to capture the views and 

opinions of key individuals involved in specific BSS projects. The BSS survey questionnaire 

was pilot tested through the initial cases identified and fine-tuned based on the adjustments 

required, such as elimination of open-ended question type and development of 

closed/multiple choice questions. 
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3. Data validation and analysis 

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

followed a four-step process as described below: 

¶ Step one: defining variables 

¶ Step two: mapping and coding of responses 

¶ Step three: statistical data processing 

¶ Step four: exporting results 

Data preparation and 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 completion, exported 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 objectives, variables and 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 variables are based on mutually exclusive but not ranked or ordered 

categories. Yes / No, multiple choice or demographic questions (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity, 

location, etc.ύ ŀǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ƴƻƳƛƴŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .{{ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ 
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questionnaire, nominal variables aim to establish a profile for each participating BSS and 

respondent. 

Ordinal variables are based on categories that can be ordered or ranked and therefore 

questions could include a rating scale. Offering an ordered set of choices, ordinal variables 

are more flexible than nominal variables 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 equal intervals 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. Although Likert 

scale5 is usually treated as an interval variable, in the analysis variables rating in a Likert 

scale were treated as ordinal, 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 responses 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 included 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 processing.  

                                                      

5
 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Likert_scale  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Likert_scale


           

Page 13 of 81 

 

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 data and 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 where 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 evaluate 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 tendency6. It is worth mentioning that, although the most typical format of a Liker 

scale is the five-level one, in the analysis of BSS cases an even-point scale of four-levels was 

used. This choice is not considered to be a problem, as in Likert scale the 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 factors under examination, and due to the nature of 

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

                                                      

6
 /ƘǳǊŎƘƛƭƭΦ DΦ WǊΦ ŀƴŘ LŀŎƻōǳŎŎƛ 5Φ άaŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎέΣ ф

th
 edition, Thomson 

South-Western 
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of each statement, a very specific type of methodology was used based on the most 

άǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜέ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƛƳŜ7. 

¢ƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜέ ǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

specificities of this type of questions as well as the properties of the (ordinal) scale used. In 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ƛǘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ assumed 

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 simply lists whichever alternative was 

rated higher by each respondent. Thus, the analysis is essentially performed by respondent 

όƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭƭȅύ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǇŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ όǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭƭȅύΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ 

ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ Ǉlace, revealing what percentage of the 

respondents found the specific alternative most preferred each time. A simplified example 

of the method used is presented in the table below. 

¢ŀōƭŜ мΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜέ ƳŜǘƘƻŘΥ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜfits of 

BSS  

Respondents Increasing bike use 
Reducing CO2 

emissions 

Preferred 

alternative 

1 4 4 T 

2 5 2 I 

3 4 5 R 

4 5 3 I 

                                                      

7
 See footnote 5. 
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5 4 2 I 

6 3 4 R 

bƻǘŜΥ ά¢έ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ǘƛŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦ άLέ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ōƛƪŜ ǳǎŜέ 

ŀƴŘ άwέ ŦƻǊ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ /h2 ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέΦ  

 

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

ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ  

[ŜǘΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ namely 

άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ōƛƪŜ ǳǎŜέ όLύ ŀƴŘ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ /h2 ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέ όwύΣ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ мΥ ƛƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǘƻ 

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 and 5 (3 out of 6) 

ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ōƛƪŜ ǳǎŜέ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ о ŀƴŘ с όн ƻǳǘ ƻŦ сύ 

ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ /h2 ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ м 

perceived them as of equal importance.  

This is translated into the fiƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ рл҈ όо ƻǳǘ ƻŦ сύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 

ōƛƪŜ ǳǎŜέ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŀƴŘ оо҈ όн ƻǳǘ ƻŦ сύ ŦƻǳƴŘ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ /h2 ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέ 

as more important benefit. It should be noted, that when comparing among more than two 

alternatives (as ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎŀǎŜύΣ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ άǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜέ ƛǎ ǿŜƛƎƘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ 

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 the ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

(question 25), revealed 30 responses, since there were 10 cases without any answer at all. 

aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ άhŦŦƛŎŜǊǎέ όмтύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άBSS installation / deployment company representativeǎέ όмнύΣ ά/ŜƴǘǊŀƭ 

!ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άBSS representativeǎέ όм ǘƛƳŜ ŜŀŎƘύΦ 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ No of responses % 

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  
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¢ƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ пл ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ involvement in 

.{{Ωǎ ŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ όǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нтύΣ revealed 60 responses, since more than one role were 

described in many cases.  

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

was submitted.  

.ŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ άtƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ κ 

ŘŜǎƛƎƴέ όмтύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά5ŀƛƭȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜέ όмпύΣ 

άtǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴέ όмлύΣ ά5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘέ όтύΦ 

Other sorts of involvement ƛƴ .{{Ωǎ ŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǿŜǊŜΥ άLƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ όнύΣ 

ά9ǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άLƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘέΣ άhǾŜǊǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέΣ άwŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘe co-

ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ (1 time each). 

Responses wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .{{ No of responses % 

Predefined 

Planning / design 17 31% 
Daily operation, performance and maintenance 14 25% 

Promotion, communication and public participation 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 co-financed project 1 2% 

None 1 2% 

 Sum of responses included in the analysis 55 100% 

 Response is not included in the analysis 1 2% 
 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 2 3% 

 Sum of responses received 58  

 blank 2 3% 

 Grand Total 60  
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4.2 "33Óȭ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ 

4.2.1 Country of origin [Q3]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the country of origin of the 

analyzed BSSs (question 3), resulted that 30 questionnaires were submitted by countries ς 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ /¸/[9/L¢L9{Ω ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ, while the rest were submitted by France and Spain (3 

BSSs), Sweden (2 BSSs), Austria and Croatia (1 BSS each). 

More responses at country level were submitted from Greece (8 BSSs), followed by 

Germany (6 BSSs), Italy (5 BSSs), Poland and Slovenia (4 BSSs each), France and Spain (3 BSSs 

each), Sweden and UK (2 BSSs each), Austria Croatia and Poland (1 BSS each). 
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No Country Country code /¸/[9/L¢L9{Ω ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ No of BSSs % 

1 Greece EL *  8 20% 
2 Germany DE *  6 15% 
3 Italy IT *  5 13% 
4 Poland PL *  4 10% 
5 Slovenia SI *  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% 
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4.2.2 City / Municipality [Q2]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the city / municipality where the 

described BSS is implemented (question 2), resulted in gathering data on 50 cities, since 

Ruhr Area [DE] is a district consisting of 9 cities (Bochum, Bottrop, Dortmund, Duisburg, 

9ǎǎŜƴΣ DŜƭǎŜƴƪƛǊŎƘŜƴΣ IŀƳƳΣ IŜǊƴŜΣ aǸƭƘŜƛƳΣ hōŜǊƘŀǳǎŜƴύ ŀƴŘ the submitted case 

Municipalities of Koper & Isola [SI] concerns two cities sharing the same BSS. Although, 

Lower Austria [AT] is a district too, no further data about the consisting cities with 

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

specified at a city level during the analysis. 

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

in internet8. All sources used are being mentioned in the Annex table for Question 2. 

                                                      

8
 http://www.citypopulation.de  

http://www.citypopulation.de/
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No Country City / Municipality Status Population 
Classification  

of the population 
1 Austria Lower Austria Federal State & District 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 Clermont-Ferrand 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 3.000.000 ς 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 Rights 116.498 100.000 - 250.000 
11 Germany (*) Herne City with County Rights 154.563 100.000 - 250.000 
12 Germany (*) aǸƭƘŜƛƳ City with County Rights 166.654 100.000 - 250.000 
13 Germany (*) Hamm City with County Rights 176.440 100.000 - 250.000 
14 Germany (*) Oberhausen City with County Rights 210.005 100.000 - 250.000 
15 Germany (*) Gelsenkirchen City with County Rights 257.607 250.000 - 500.000 
16 Germany (*) Bochum City with County Rights 362.213 250.000 - 500.000 
17 Germany (*) Duisburg City with County Rights 486.816 250.000 - 500.000 
18 Germany (*) Essen City with County Rights 566.862 500.000 - 1.000.000 
19 Germany (*) Dortmund City with County Rights 572.087 500.000 - 1.000.000 
20 Germany (*) Usedom City 1.838 < 5.000 
21 Greece (*) Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani City 4.279 < 5.000 
22 Greece (*) Didymoteicho city 9.263 5.000 - 10.000 
23 Greece (*) Ioannina city 65.574 50.000 - 100.000 
24 Greece (*) Karditsa city 38.554 20.000 - 50.000 
25 Greece (*) Kavala city 54.027 50.000 - 100.000 
26 Greece (*) Nafpaktos city 13.415 10.000 - 20.000 
27 Greece (*) Thessaloniki city 315.196 250.000 - 500.000 
28 Greece (*) 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 (*) ±ƛƭŀƳƻǳǊŀ κ [ƻǳƭŞ City 14.000 10.000 - 20.000 
39 Slovenia (*) Ljubljana Major city 277.554 250.000 - 500.000 
40 Slovenia (*) Maribor Major city 95.586 50.000 - 100.000 
 Slovenia (*) Mun. of Koper and Mun. of Izola  36.984  

41 Slovenia (*) Izola City 11.209 10.000 - 20.000 
42 Slovenia (*) Koper Major city 25.775 20.000 - 50.000 
43 Slovenia (*) 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 
47 Sweden Gothenburg Major Locality 549.839 500.000 - 1.000.000 
48 Sweden mǊŜōǊƻ Major Locality 107.038 100.000 - 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 are medium-sized (21 cities), 

followed by small-sized (14 cities) and large-sized cities (13). Lower Austria [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 
(inhabitants) 

No of Cities /  
Municipalities 

% 
Classification by  

urban size centre
9
 

< 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 analysis 49 100%  

blank 1   

Grand Total 50   

                                                      

9
 Cities in Europe The new OECD-EC Definition, 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/focus/2012_01_city.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/focus/2012_01_city.pdf


           

Page 24 of 81 

 

 

 

 



           

Page 25 of 81 

 

 

4.2.3 Title [Q1]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the BSS title (question 1) resulted 

in gathering data on 10 different BSSǎΩ providers/operators.  

Lƴ р ŎŀǎŜǎ ό±Ş[h ŀƴ ƻǊƛŜƴǘ ώCwϐΣ ±ƛƭŀƳƻǳǊŀ tǳōƭƛŎ .ƛƪŜǎ ώt¢ϐΣ ./ƛƪŜƭ ώ{LϐΣ /oast Bikes [SI] and 

/ȅƪŜƭǇƻƻƭ mǊŜōǊƻ ώ{9ϐ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ aŀǊŎƘ нлмоύ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ς not even 

ŀŦǘŜǊ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .{{Ωǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ10 - to correlate the 

BSS title with a BSS provider/operator. 

The BSS provider/operator with the highest frequency was άnextbikeέ (11), followed by 

άEasyBikeέ (8), ά.ƛŎƛƴŎƛǘǘŁέ and άCyclocityέ (3 times each), άCemusaέ, άClear Channelέ and 

άSmooveέ (2 times each) and άBixiέ, άCall a Bikeέ and άMICikelέ (1 time each).  

 

 

                                                      

10
 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_bicycle_sharing_systems  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_bicycle_sharing_systems
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No BSS providers / operators No of responses % 

1 nextbike 11 31% 
2 EasyBike 8 23% 
3 .ƛŎƛƴŎƛǘǘŁ 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 responses received 35 100% 

 No data available 5 13% 

 Grand Total 40  
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The άnextbikeέ BSS is implemented in Austria, Croatia, Germany and Poland, the άCyclocityέ 

BSS is implemented in Spain and Sweden, while άEasyBikeέ, ά.ƛŎƛƴŎƛǘǘŁέ, άCemusaέ, άClear 

Channelέ, άSmooveέ, άBixiέ, άCall a Bikeέ, άMICikelέ are implemented each one in a different 

country participating in the research. 

No Country .{{Ω ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ κ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎ No of responses 

1 Austria nextbike 1 
2 Croatia nextbike 1 

3 France 
Smoove 2 
NA data 1 

4 Germany (*) 
Call a Bike 1 
nextbike 5 

5 Greece (*) EasyBike 8 

6 Italy (*) 
.ƛŎƛƴŎƛǘǘŁ 3 

Clear Channel 2 
7 Poland (*) nextbike 4 

8 Portugal (*) 
NA data 1 
Cyclocity 1 
MICikel 1 

9 Slovenia (*) NA data 2 

10 Spain 
Cemusa 2 
Cyclocity 1 

11 Sweden 
Cyclocity 1 
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 questionnaires regarding the year of taking the official 

decision for the deployment of a BSS in each city / municipality of the sample (question 4), 

resulted in gathering data on 39 BSSs, since no data was submitted for Warsaw [PL]. 

The analysis of the valid data revealed that the majority of decisions for the deployment of 

BSSs was taken within 2011 (9 BSSs), followed by 2009 (8 BSSs) and 2008 (5 BSSs). 

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the year of actual 

implementation of the BSS in each city / municipality of the sample (question 5), resulted in 

gathering data on 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). 

¢ƛƳŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ .{{Ωǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎΣ ǿŀǎΥ 

¶ Less than one year in the following 9 cities / municipalities: Zagreb [HR], Clermont-

Ferrand and Lorient [FR], Hamburg [DE], Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani, Ioannina and 

Thessaloniki [EL], Parma [IT], Across the UK 

¶ One year in the following 19 cities / municipalities: Lower Austria [AT], Berlin, 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]. 

¶ Two years in the following 3 cities / municipalities: Belfort [FR], Nuremberg [DE], 

Nafpaktos [EL]. 
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Year  
of official 
decision 

Country City / Municipality BSS title 

2001 Germany (*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg 

2004 
Germany (*) Leipzig nextbike 

Italy (*) Cuneo BICINCITTA' 

2006 
Italy (*) Parma Punto Bici 
Spain Pamplona nbici 

2007 UK (*) London Barclays Cycle Hire 

2008 

Germany (*) Usedom Usedom 

Italy (*) 
Milan BikeMi 

Padova Goodbike Padova 
Verona Verona Bike 

Poland (*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski 

2009 

Austria Lower Austria nextbike in rural territories 

Germany (*) 
Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Berlin 

Nuremberg NorisBike 
Ruhr Area nextbike - metropolradruhr 

Portugal (*) ±ƛƭŀƳƻǳǊŀ κ [ƻǳƭŞ Vilamoura Public Bikes 
Spain Valence Valenbisi 

Sweden 
Gothenburg {ǘȅǊ ϧ {ǘŅƭƭ 
mǊŜōǊƻ /ȅƪŜƭǇƻƻƭ mǊŜōǊƻ 

2010 
Greece (*) Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing System 

Slovenia (*) 
Ljubljana Bicike(LJ) 
Maribor BCikel 

2011 

France Belfort optymo VLS 

Greece (*) 
Didymoteicho EasyBike 

Kavala EasyBike Kavala Bike Sharing 
Thessaloniki EasyBike (Eco-AUTh) 

Poland (*) 
Opole Opole bike 
Poznan Poznan's City Bike 

Slovenia (*) 
Municipality of Koper & Municipality of Izola Coast Bikes 

Velenje / Municipality of Velenje bicy 
UK (*) Across the UK Brompton Dock 

2012 

France Lorient ±Ş[h ŀƴ ƻǊƛŀƴǘ 

Greece (*) 
Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes 

Ioannina EasyBike 
Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing System 

Spain Malaga Malagabici 

2013 
Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia 
France Clermont-Ferrand /Φ±Şƭƻ 

Greece (*) Thessaloniki EasyBike 

 

Year of official decision BSS title % 

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 responses 39 100% 

blank 1 3% 

Grand Total 40  

 

 

 

Year  
of actual  

implementation 
Country City / Municipality BSS title 

2001 Germany (*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg 

2005 Germany (*) Leipzig nextbike 

2006 Italy (*) Parma Punto Bici 

2007 Spain Pamplona nbici 

2009 Germany (*) Usedom Usedom 

2010 

Austria Lower Austria nextbike in rural territories 

Germany (*) 
Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Berlin 

Ruhr Area nextbike - metropolradruhr 
Spain Valence Valenbisi 

Sweden Gothenburg {ǘȅǊ ϧ {ǘŅƭƭ 
UK (*) London Barclays Cycle Hire 
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Year  
of actual  

implementation 
Country City / Municipality BSS title 

2011 

Germany (*) Nuremberg NorisBike 
Poland (*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski 

Slovenia (*) 
Ljubljana Bicike(LJ) 
Maribor BCikel 

UK (*) Across the UK Brompton Dock 

2012 

France Lorient ±Ş[h ŀƴ ƻǊƛŀƴǘ 

Greece (*) 

Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes 
Didymoteicho EasyBike 

Ioannina EasyBike 
Kavala EasyBike Kavala Bike Sharing 

Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing System 
Thessaloniki EasyBike (Eco-AUTh) 

Italy (*) Verona Verona Bike 

Poland 
Opole Opole bike 
Poznan Poznan's City Bike 
Warsaw Veturilo 

Portugal (*) VilaƳƻǳǊŀ κ [ƻǳƭŞ Vilamoura Public Bikes 

Slovenia (*) 
Mun. of Koper & Mun. of Izola Coast Bikes 

Velenje / Mun. of Velenje bicy 
Sweden mǊŜōǊƻ /ȅƪŜƭǇƻƻƭ mǊŜōǊƻ 

2013 

Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia 

France 
Belfort optymo VLS 

Clermont-Ferrand /Φ±Şƭƻ 

Greece (*) 
Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing System 

Thessaloniki EasyBike 

Italy (*) 
Cuneo BICINCITTA' 
Milan BikeMi 

Padova Goodbike Padova 
Spain Malaga Malagabici 

 

Year of actual implementation 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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Country City / Municipality BSS title 
Planning and 

implementation period 
(yrs) 

Croatia Zagreb nextbike Croatia 

Less than 1 

France Clermont-Ferrand /Φ±Şƭƻ 

France Lorient ±Ş[h ŀƴ ƻǊƛŀƴǘ 

Germany (*) Hamburg StadtRAD Hamburg 

Greece (*) 
Gytheio / Anatoliki Mani Mani bikes 

Ioannina EasyBike 
Thessaloniki EasyBike 

Italy (*) Parma Punto Bici 

UK (*) Across the UK Brompton Dock 

Austria Lower Austria nextbike in rural territories 

1 

Germany (*) 

Berlin Call a Bike (DB) / Stadtrad Berlin 
Leipzig nextbike 

Ruhr Area nextbike - metropolradruhr 
Usedom Usedom 

Greece (*) 

Didymoteicho EasyBike 
Karditsa Karditsa Bike Sharing System 
Kavala EasyBike Kavala Bike Sharing 

Thessaloniki EasyBike (Eco-AUTh) 

Poland (*) 
Opole Opole bike 
Poznan Poznan's City Bike 

Slovenia (*) 
Ljubljana Bicike(LJ) 
Maribor BCikel 



           

Page 33 of 81 

 

Country City / Municipality BSS title 
Planning and 

implementation period 
(yrs) 

Mun. of Koper and Mun. of Izola Coast Bikes 
Velenje / Mun. of Velenje bicy 

Spain (*) 
Malaga Malagabici 

Pamplona nbici 
Valence Valenbisi 

Sweden Gothenburg {ǘȅǊ ϧ {ǘŅƭƭ 

France Belfort optymo VLS 

2 Germany (*) Nuremberg NorisBike 
Greece (*) Nafpaktos Nafpaktos Bike Sharing System 

Poland (*) Wroclaw Wroclawski Rower Miejski 

3 
Portugal (*) ±ƛƭŀƳƻǳǊŀ κ [ƻǳƭŞ Vilamoura Public Bikes 

Sweden mǊŜōǊƻ /ȅƪŜƭǇƻƻƭ mǊŜōǊƻ 

UK (*) London Barclays Cycle Hire 

Italy (*) 

Verona Verona Bike 4 
Milan BikeMi 

5 
Padova Goodbike Padova 
Cuneo BICINCITTA' 9 

Poland (*) Warsaw Veturilo NA 
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Planning and implementation period 
(yrs) 

No of BSSs % 

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 analysis 39 100% 

blank 1 3% 

Sum of responses received 40  

Grand Total 40  
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4.3 "33Óȭ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÁÔÁ 

4.3.1 User groups [Q6]  

The analysis of the 40 completed questionnaires regarding ǘƘŜ .{{ǎΩ ǳǎŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ όǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 

6), revealed 45 ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ о ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ aŀǊƛōƻǊΩǎ .{{ ŀƴŘ н 

responses were submitted by the Municipalities of Koper & Izola [SI], which share the same 

BSS. 

The valid responses which were further analysed amount to 42, since there were 2 cases of 

ignorance / unwillingness (Malaga and Pamplona [ES]) and 1 irrelevant response (Wroclaw 

[PL]). 

The primary group of BSS user was found to ōŜ ά/ƻƳƳǳǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ κ ǎŎƘƻƻƭέ όнсύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ 

ōȅ ά¢ƻǳǊƛǎǘǎέ όуύΣ άtŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ƭŜƛǎǳǊŜ ǘƛƳŜέ όтύ ŀƴŘ ά[ƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎέ όмύΦ 

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 time 7 17% 

Other Local residents 1 2% 

 Sum of responses included in the analysis 42 100% 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 2 4% 

 Not included in the analysis 1 2% 

 Sum of responses received 45  

 blank 0  

 Grand Total 45  
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4.3.2 Trip purpose  [Q7]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding trip purposes by BSS (question 7), 

revealed 66 responses, since in many cases more than one response were submitted. 

The valid responses which were further analysed amount to 63, since there were 3 cases of 

ignorance / unwillingness (Maribor [SI], Malaga and Pamplona [ES]). 

In full compliance with the responses to the previous question, the main trip purpose by BSS 

ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ά/ƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ κ ǎŎƘƻƻƭέ όнтύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳ κ ǎƛƎƘǘǎŜŜƛƴƎέ 

όмрύΣ ά[ŜƛǎǳǊŜ κ ǎǇƻǊǘǎέ όмпύΣ ά{ƘƻǇǇƛƴƎέ όсύ ŀƴŘ άtŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέ όнύΦ 

Responses Trip purposes No of responses % 

Predefined 

Commuting to work / school 26 41% 
Tourism / sightseeing 15 24% 

Leisure / sports 14 22% 
Shopping 6 10% 

Other Personal business 2 3% 

 Sum of responses included in the analysis 63 100% 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 3 5% 

 Sum of responses received 66  

 blank 0  

 Grand Total 66  
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4.3.3 Trip duration  [Q9]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the average trip duration by BSS 

(question 9)revealed 41 responses, since 2 responses were submitted for Lower AustriaΩǎ 

BSS: one for touristic areas and one for cities.  
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The valid responses which were further analysed amount to 39, since there were 2 cases of 

ƛƎƴƻǊŀƴŎŜ κ ǳƴǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ό[ŜƛǇȊƛƎ ώ!¢ϐ ŀƴŘ mǊŜōǊƻ ώ{9ϐύΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ όŀǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘύ άл-ол Ƴƛƴǎέ όноύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ 

ά30-60 minέ ŀƴŘ άсл-мнл Ƴƛƴέ όс ǘƛƳŜǎ ŜŀŎƘύ ŀƴŘ άмнл-нпл Ƴƛƴέ όпύΦ 

Average trip duration by BSS No of responses % 

0-30 min 23 59% 
30-60 min 6 15% 
60-120 min 6 15% 
120-240 min 4 10% 

Sum of responses included in the analysis 39 100% 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 2 5% 

Sum of responses received 41  

blank 0  

Grand Total 41  
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4.3.4 Area covered [Q8]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the proportion of municipality 

area covered by BSS (question 8), revealed 41 responses, since 2 responses were submitted 

by the Municipalities of Koper & Izola [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 the proportion of municipality area 

covered by BSS ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άмл-ол҈έ όммύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άғмл҈έ όуύΣ άом-рл҈έ όтύΣ 

άҔрл҈έ ŀƴŘ ά{Ǉŀƴǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ several municipalitiesέ όс ǘƛƳŜǎ ŜŀŎƘύΦ 

Proportion of covered area by BSS No of responses % 

10-30% 11 29% 
<10% 8 21% 

31ς50% 7 18% 
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>50% 6 16% 
Spans across several municipalities 6 16% 

Sum of responses included in the analysis 38 100% 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 2 5% 
Not included in the analysis 1 2% 

Sum of responses received 41  

blank 0  

Grand Total 41  
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4.3.5 Users' satisfaction measurement method  [Q10]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding BSS users' satisfaction 

measurement method (question 10), revealed 48 responses, since in the cases 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 and 1 case of irrelevant respond (Wroclaw [PL]). 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άThrough system user 

metricsέ ό16ύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άThrough regular polls or user surveysέ ό10ύΣ άThrough local 

community councils / elected representatives feedbackέ ό5).  

Other users' satisfaction measurement methods submitted ǿŜǊŜΥ άThrough random polls or 

user surveysέ ό2ύΣ άFeedback by mail and recordingsέ ŀƴŘ άFeedback of communities by 

survey and meetingsέ ό1 each). 

Finally, in 5 cases of BSS there is no established way of getting feedback on BSS user 

satisfaction. 

Responses BSS users' satisfaction measurement method 
No of 

responses 
% 

Predefined 

Through system user metrics 16 40% 
Through regular polls or user surveys 10 25% 

Through local community councils / elected representatives feedback 5 13% 
There is no established way of getting feedback on BSS user satisfaction 5 13% 

Other 
Through random polls or user surveys 2 5% 

Feedback by mail and recordings 1 3% 
Feedback of communities by survey and meetings 1 3% 

 Sum of responses included in the analysis 40 100% 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 7 15% 
 Not included in the analysis 1 2% 

 Sum of responses received 48  

 blank 0  

 Grand Total 48  
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4.3.6 Assessment of public consu ltation regarding  the implementation of BSS  

[Q11] 

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

consultation as regards the implementation of BSSs [Q11], revealed that the procedure of 

public consultation with the highest sum of positive assessments (άAdequateέ & άSomewhat 

sufficientέύ ǿŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ κ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪέ όно 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ κ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ όнн ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

responses in totŀƭύΣ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎέ όмт ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴ total). 

Responses Procedure / Means Sum of positive assessments % 

Predefined 

Through local community councils /  
elected representatives feedback 

23 26% 

Through questionnaires / online consultation 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% 
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The public consultation procedure which received more responses as:  

¶ ά!ŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέ ǿŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ κ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪέ 

(14 BSSsύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άquestionnaires / online consultationέ όф .{{ǎύΣ άpublic 

information centersέ όу .{{ǎύΣ άpolls and votingέ όр .{{ǎύΣ άpublic meetingsέ όо .{{ǎύ ŀƴŘ 

άsocial mediaέ όм .{{ύΣ 

¶ ά{ƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέ was ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ κ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ (13 BSSs), 

followed by άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ κ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪέ, άǇǳōƭƛŎ 

ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎέ, άǇƻƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƻǘƛƴƎέ and άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎέ (9 BSSs each), 

¶ ά{ƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέ was ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άǇƻƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƻǘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎέ όу .{{ǎ 

each), followed by άǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ κ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ (5 BSSs), άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎέ (3 BSSs) and άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ κ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪέ (2 

BSSs) 

¶ άLƴŜȄƛǎǘŜƴǘέ was ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎέ (11 BSSs), followed by άǇǳōƭƛŎ 

ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎέ ŀƴŘ άǇƻƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƻǘƛƴƎέ (10 BSSs each), άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ κ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪέ ŀƴŘ άǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ κ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ όт .{{ǎ ŜŀŎƘύ. 
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4.3.7 0ÒÅÖÁÉÌÉÎÇ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓȭ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅ "33 [Q12]  

¢ƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ пл ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ 

towards the BSS (question 12), revealed 38 valid responses for further analysis, since there 

were 2 cases of ignorance / unwillingness (Malaga and Pamplona [ES]). 

The predefined ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άCŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜέ όннύΣ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άwŀǘƘŜǊ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜέ όмоύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ άLƴŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘέ όнύ ŀƴŘ άwŀǘƘŜǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜέ 

(1) were left far behind. 

tǊŜǾŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ .{{ No of responses % 

Favorable 22 58% 
Rather favorable 13 34% 

Indifferent 2 5% 
Rather negative 1 3% 

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

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎwer 2 5% 

Sum of responses received 40  

blank 0  

Grand Total 40  
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4.4 Costs and economic results  

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

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the repair / replacement costs 

due to damages, vandalism and theft compared to the overall operating cost (question 13), 

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

¢ƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ ά<10% of overall operating costέ ό19), 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά10%-нр҈ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘέ ό6ύΣ ά26%-50% of overall operating costέ 

(2ύΣ άҔрл҈ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘέ ό1). 

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

No of responses % 

<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 ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 12 30% 

Sum of responses received 40  

blank 0  

Grand Total 40  
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4.4.2 Economic results [Q14] 
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The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding the average economic results of 

the BSS in the last 3 years of operation (question 14), revealed 32 valid responses, since 

there were 8 cases of ignorance / unwillingness. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ άRevenues are lower than 

expensesέ ό8ύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ Řŀǘŀ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέ ό7ύΣ άRevenues are much lower than 

expensesέ ό6ύΣ άRevenues exceed expensesέ ό3ύΣ άRevenues are equal to expensesέ ό3).  

In 3 cases BSS use is free of charge while in the case of Gothenburg [SE] the BSS is operated 

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

Responses Average economic results of the BSS in the last 3 years of operation No of responses % 

Predefined 

Revenues are lower than expenses 8 25% 
There is no data available 7 22% 

Revenues are much lower than expenses 6 19% 
Revenues exceed expenses 3 9% 

Revenues are equal to expenses 3 9% 

Other 
Free of charge 3 9% 

BSS is run by private operator 2 6% 

 Sum of responses included in the analysis 32 100% 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 8 20% 

 Sum of responses received 40  

 blank 0  

 Grand Total 40  
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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 BSS (question 15), revealed that the predefined responses with the highest 

frequency ǿŜǊŜ ά¦ǎŜǊ ŦŀǊŜέ ŀƴŘ ά!ŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘέ όнт .{{ǎ ŜŀŎƘύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά/ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅέ όнл .{{ǎύ ŀƴŘ άDǊŀƴǘǎκ5ƻƴŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όмф .{{ǎύΦ 

hǘƘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǿŜǊŜΥ άaǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘέ όн .{{ǎύΣ ά/ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ 

corporate ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎέΣ ά9ǾŜƴǘǎέ ŀƴŘ άaƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ Ŧƛnancial sourcesέ όм .{{ύΦ 

Responses Main sources of revenue 
Responses included  

in the analysis 
% 

Predefined 

User fare 27 28% 
Advertisement 27 28% 

Contract with public authority 20 20% 
Grants/Donations 19 19% 

Other 

Events 1 1% 
Contract with corporate clients and universities 1 1% 

Municipal budget 2 2% 
More than one financial sources 1 1% 

 Grand Total 98 100% 
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4.4.4 Cover of deficits [Q16]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding who covers the deficits in case of 

negative economic result by BSS operation (question 16), revealed 32 valid responses, since 

there were 6 cases of ignorance / unwillingness and 2 cases without any answer at all (Milan 

[IT], Across the UK]. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ά¢ƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ κ ǘƻǿƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 

όмрύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊέ όмпύΣ άaƛȄŜŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ κ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ όнύΣ 

άtǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ όƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ŜΦƎΦ ǎǇƻƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇǎύέ όмύΦ 

The deficit is covered by: No of responses % 

The city / town administration 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. sponsorships) 1 3% 

Sum of responses included in the analysis 32 100% 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ κ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 6 16% 

Sum of responses received 38  

blank 2 5% 

Grand Total 40  
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4.4.5 Assessment of overall value for money [Q17]  

¢ƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ пл ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻf 

.{{Ωǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴŜȅ όǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ мтύΣ revealed 29 valid responses, since there were 

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

9ŀŎƘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ά[ƻǿέΣ ά/ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ άwŀǘƘŜǊ ƘƛƎƘέ ǿŀǎ 

selected in 7 BSS cases. The overall value for moneȅ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ άIƛƎƘέ ƛƴ с .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

άwŀǘƘŜǊ ƭƻǿέ ƛƴ нΦ 

The overall value for money of the BSS is 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 analysis 29 100% 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ know / I do not wish to answer 10 26% 

Sum of responses received 39  

blank 1 3% 

Grand Total 40  

 

 



           

Page 55 of 81 

 

 

4.5 Impacts and prospects  

4.5.1 Major benefits  [Q18]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding seven (7)7 predefined benefits of 

BSSs (question 18), revealed that concerning: 

¶ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мп 

submitted BSS cases, 

¶ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ōƛƪŜ ǳǎŜ κ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ǳǇǘŀƪŜέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ά±ŜǊȅ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƛƴ ну ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ 

¶ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мс 

submitted BSS cases, 

¶ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ /h2 ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ κ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ά{ƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мт ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ  

¶ άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ά{ƭƛƎƘǘƭȅέ ŀƴŘ άvǳƛǘŜ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мп ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ 

¶ άDŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜέ .{{Ω ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άLƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мт ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ 

BSS cases, 

¶ ά.ƻƻǎǘƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ κ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅέ BSSΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 

άLƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ƛƴ мм ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ 
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CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƛƴ м ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŎŀǎŜ όDƻǘƘŜƴōǳǊƎ ώ{9ϐύ .{{ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ά±ŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ 

compliment to public transport. 
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4.5.2 Major challenges, disadvantages or negative aspects [Q19]  

The analysis of the 40 submitted questionnaires regarding seven (7) predefined issues which 

can be considered as challenges, disadvantages or negative aspects of BSSs (question 19), 

revealed that: 

¶ άIƛƎƘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜter in 15 submitted BSS 

cases,  

¶ άIƛƎƘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘκǎǘŀǊǘ ǳǇ Ŏƻǎǘέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ му 

submitted BSS cases, 
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¶ άIƛƎƘ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜǊǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άLƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ мт ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ 

cases, 

¶ άLƴƧǳǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άLƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ му ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ 

BSS cases, 

¶ άLƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ όŜΦƎΦ ǊŜǇŀƛǊΣ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘύέ ǿŀǎ 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ мп ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ .{{ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ 

¶ ά[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άvǳƛǘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ мн ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ 

BSS cases, 

¶ ά[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ά{ƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊ ƛƴ мп 

submitted BSS cases, 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƛƴ м ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŎŀǎŜ ό½ŀƎǊŜō ώIwϐύ ά[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ a 

ά±ŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊΦ 

Responses .{{Ω major challenges, disadvantages or negative aspects Very important % 

Predefined 

High operating cost 11 22% 
High investment/start up cost 11 22% 

Lack of political support 11 22% 
Insufficient technical support and maintenance 9 18% 

High prices for users 2 4% 
Injuries and safety issues 2 4% 

Lack of public consultation 2 4% 

Other Lack of cycling infrastructure 1 2% 

 Grand Total 49 100% 

 



           

Page 59 of 81 

 

 

 

 






























