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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Bike-share programs represent a unique opportunity for the City of New York to re-envision trans-
portation within the urban sphere. As a transportation system, bike-shares are ideally designed
for densely populated cities like New York. Distances between many major destinations are small
and almost 50% of New York’s workforce lives within a reasonable bicycling distance (less than 5
miles) of their place of work. Importantly, bike-shares offer immediate transportation solutions
as they can be built, installed and open for business in months rather than years. Bike-share
programs offer options for economic growth and job creation, as well as providing considerable
health benefits. Furthermore, a New York City bike-share program could help to further New
York’s image as an innovative “green” leader.

This report, “Bike-Share Opportunities in New York City,” is a feasibility study designed to consider
various bike-share models and assess their potential for New York City. Analyses include a sum-
mary of existing bicycling conditions in New York, estimates regarding the number of bicyclists
and the number of New Yorkers who might use a bike-share program were it to be available, and a
discussion of the funding mechanisms and procurement structures currently available for a bike-
share program. In addition, “back of the envelope” estimates for the costs and revenues, based
on a range of uptake assumptions (3%, 6% and 9%), are included. Recommendations for the
implementation of a New York City bike-share are also discussed, including suggested program
size and phasing, pilot programs, safety, fees and theft reduction.

The growth of bike-share programs in the past few years has been explosive. Typified by success-
ful and influential bike-share programs like Velib’ in Paris (20,600 bicycles) and Bicing in Barcelona
(6,000 bicycles), bike-share programs are being introduced in major cities throughout Europe,
North America and Asia. In China, the Hangzhou Public Bicycle System (10,000 bicycles) opened
in May 2008 and may expand to as many as 50,000 bicycles. Washington DC opened a small
program (120 bicycles) in August 2008 and has plans for expansion to 500 bicycles. Montreal will
open Bixi, its bike-share program (5,000 bicycles), in the spring of 2009. London plans to unveil
its bike-share program (6,000 bicycles) by 2010. Boston and Minneapolis have recently released
RFPs for their bike-share programs (1,500 and 1,000 bicycles respectively), scheduled to open in
2010. Denver, San Francisco, Chicago, Philadelphia and Phoenix are all considering bike-share
programs in the near future. In New York, at least three bike-share style rental programs were
successfully tested in the summer of 2008 alone, suggesting New Yorkers’ strong interest in the
bike-share idea.

Most of the world’s bike-share programs are built and run under franchise contracts with street
furniture advertising companies. JCDecaux runs Velib’ in Paris, Vélo6 Toulouse in Toulouse, and
Velo'v in Lyon among others. ClearChannel Adshel runs SmartBike in Washington DC, as well as
numerous programs throughout Scandinavia (ClearChannel Adshel’s flagship program, Bicing, in
Barcelona, is operated as a “fee for services” program, independent of advertising). CEMUSA
runs a small program, nbici, in Pamplona, Spain. However, revenue streams from advertising are
limited in New York due to the 2006 Coordinated Street Furniture Franchise contract which covers
major advertising surfaces such as bus stops and newsstands. This report highlights other bike-
share programs, such as Montreal’s Bixi program, which suggest cost savings options that could
be used in New York to fund a bike-share within a limited advertising or no advertising context.
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MAJOR FINDINGS

General Findings

Bike-share programs can be valuable aspects of the transportation networks of cities.
Population density is an important part of a successful program. As such, a New York
bike-share program should focus on medium- and high-density areas of the city.

Small programs do not work. Successful bike-share programs that produce real and de-
monstrable transportation, economic and health benefits depend on a high concentration
of bike-stations and widespread program coverage. Often, financial viability increases
with larger programs.

Bike-share programs are used by a wide variety of people of all ages. Commuters, recre-
ational/errand riders, and tourists are the three main user groups. Most bike-share users

are not competitive cyclists.

Despite seasonal weather changes, bike-share programs are used throughout the year.

NYC Conditions

Bicycling in New York is at an all time recorded high. NYCDOT counted 23,000 daily com-
muter bicyclists in 2008; Transportation Alternatives estimates 131,000 total bicycle riders
daily in 2007. These numbers are expected to increase as more bike lanes are built, as
traffic and transit congestion worsen and as transit prices rise.

New York City’s current bike lane coverage is already conducive to a successful bike-share
program and the City has immediate plans to expand the bike land network. More bike
lanes should be built with priority toward increasing connectivity and developing more
protected lanes.

Despite a dramatic increase in bicycling, bicyclist injuries have declined and bicyclist fatali-
ties have remained essentially flat over the past decade.

NYC Demand

New York has a smaller percentage of bicycle commuters (0.6%) than many major Ameri-
can cities but a larger total number of total bicycle commuters (15,000) according to the
2000 US Census and the American Community Survey (ACS). Local bicycle counts show
significant populations of bicyclists in areas not indicated by the Census or ACS. The NYC
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene’s 2007 Community Health Survey indicates
that 9% of New York City adults bicycle regularly.

A large percentage of New Yorkers in the workforce live within a reasonable bicycling
distance of their work. Even when bridges are accounted for, 12% of the New York City
workforce currently walks or bicycles to their place work, 26% live within a 2.5 mile radius
of their work and 45% live within a 5 mile radius of their work. These are all populations
for whom bike-share commuting might be feasible.

City residents (including those who reside outside the coverage area), out-of-city com-
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muters (people who work in New York City but do not live here) and visitors to New York,
are potential bike-share program users. These users may use the program as part of their
commute, for other short trips or for touring the city.

This report estimates demand and revenue using a range of assumptions (3%, 6% and
9% of potential user populations) about the number of people who would subscribe to a
bike-share program. In Paris, Velib’ subscription rates range between 6% and 9% of the
total population.

Funding & Procurement

A New York City bike-share program could be developed either as a city-built program
(with operations contracted out under a city services contract) or as a franchise.

Membership/use fees would be an important operations funding source in either option.
Advertising revenue could be another potential revenue source but would require the
program to be developed as a franchise.

To maximize implementation speed while ensuring significant citywide coverage, this
report recommends that a New York City bike-share begin as a city-built program with
operations funding provided by membership/use fees, while franchise authorization is
pending for program expansion.

Membership/use fees are sufficient to meet the operating costs of bike-share program that
covered Manhattan south of 81 St. and some parts of northwestern Brooklyn (around
10,000 bicycles). These are the parts of the city with the highest volume of trips and the
largest tourist coverage.

The use of advertising would require franchise authorization from the City Council. The
authorization process for a franchise contract may be lengthy. Under a franchise contract,
on-bicycle advertisement and advertisements on bike stations could be considered.

The advertising revenues from a bike-share franchise could allow for significant program
expansion. The combined revenues from advertising and membership/use fees would
cover operating costs for a program that encompassed significant parts of the Bronx,
Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens. As in Paris, such a program could be a net revenue
generator for the city.

Implementation

COVERAGE & DENSITY: A New York City bike-share program should focus on the city’s
medium- and high-density areas, defined here as more than 32,000 people/square mile.
Phased expansion should be employed to cover all these areas as phasing would allow the
program to generate momentum and maximize the potential subscriber pool.

Atelier Parisien d’Urbanisme (APUR) planners recommended a bike-share kiosk density of

approximately 28 kiosks/square mile for Paris. Transport for London’s (TfL) plans for the
London bike-share program also use this density as a target. The analysis in this report is
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based off this number, while recognizing that New York’s necessary kiosk density may vary
as population densities differ.

e FEES: Membership/use fees must stay low (below the price of transit) in order to attract
users. This report believes that a New York bike-share program could consider moderate
rate increases over programs such as Velib’ or Bicing without reducing ridership. Price
elasticity for bike-share use is unknown.

e Revenues from tourist or day passes can be significant; one day and weekly passes should
be included in the membership options.

e PHASING: Initial bike-share phases should begin with a city-built program of 10,000 bi-
cycles. Such a program would incur $30-40 million in capital costs and $22 million an-
nually in operations costs. Operations costs would be covered by membership and use
fees. These phase(s) would cover Manhattan south of 81% St. and parts of northwestern
Brooklyn.

e Subsequent phases, culminating in a 49,000 bicycle bike-share program that would en-
compass significant parts of four of the five boroughs (81 square miles) and serve two-
thirds of the city’s population (5.2 million people), should be introduced as quickly as
possible under the auspices of a bike-share franchise contract. A 49,000 bicycle program
would cover most areas with 32,000 people/square mile and incur approximately $200
million in capital costs and around $100 million annually in operations costs. Advertising
revenues, plus membership/use fees could fully offset the operations costs.

e BIKE STATION DESIGN: A bike station design that requires no, or minimal, excavation or
installation work and no electrical wiring is best for New York City. The use of solar arrays
as a power source is highly recommended. Solar arrays are currently in use in New York
City to power the city’s MuniMeters.

e BIKE STATION PLACEMENT: Options for bike station placement include: in curbside parking
lanes, on wide sidewalks, along the periphery of public spaces and parks and in underused
public spaces (under viaducts, paved medians etc.). Efforts should be made to locate sta-
tions near transit and existing bicycle facilities.

e SAFETY: Data shows that increasing the number of bicyclists is one of the most reliable
ways to increase bicyclist safety. At the same time, increasing the number of bike lanes
through the city is important, especially for newer bicycle riders.

e While the self-service structure of bike-share programs makes helmet distribution impos-
sible as part of the program, numerous options, such as helmet distribution with member-
ship, vouchers and increased public safety campaigns can mitigate some of these safety
concerns.

e THEFT: An intuitive, robust locking mechanism, combined with protections against credit
card fraud can deter theft in bike-share programs.

8 | NYCDCP



BIKE-SHARE OPPORTUNITIES IN NEW YORK CITY &b

Proposed Phasing

Proposed extents of a 10,500, 30,000 and 49,000 bicycle bike-share program.
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WHAT IS A BIKE-SHARE?

Bike-share programs are networks of public use bicycles distributed around a city for use at low
cost. Bicycles can be picked up at any self-serve bike-station and returned to any other bike-
station, which makes bike-shares ideal for Point A to Point B transportation. A New Yorker living
on Avenue D in Manhattan could, for example, ride a bike-share bicycle to Union Square, leave
the bicycle there and hop on the subway without worrying about bicycle theft. A New Yorker
returning home to ElImhurst, Queens, could bicycle the last mile instead of waiting for the bus or
transferring trains. Designed specifically to augment public transportation offerings, bike-share
programs are defined by their low cost, the high concentration of their bike-stations over the
program area, and their easy, 24 hour operations. Data from existing programs indicates that
bike-share programs are popular. Velib’, the Paris bike-share program, has an average of 75,000
rentals per day.*

Bike-shares differ from other forms of transportation infrastructure in the speed at which pro-
grams can be implemented. In Paris, Velib’s initial 700 bike-stations and 10,000 bicycles were
installed in less than 6 months; the program doubled in size six months later. In Montreal, Bixi’s
solar powered bike-station design, which is installed in pre-fabricated modular units, will reduce
implementation times even further. Administrators estimate that Bixi installation time could be
as short as 20 minutes per bike-station because ex-
cavation is not required.?

To use a bike-share bicycle, people sign up for daily,
weekly or annual memberships. The memberships
can be purchased online or at any bike-station.
With their membership card in hand, users swipe
their card or enter their password, select a bicycle
from a bike-station, and go. Returning a bicycle is
even easier. Users find a bike-station near their
destination, roll the bicycle into an open docking
station and are done. Most programs offer the
first % hour free and provide a 15 minute grace
period if there are no free docking stations at the
users’ destination. Bicycles not returned within 24
hours are considered stolen, and a set fee is auto-
matically charged to the users’ credit card.

The history and evolution of the bike-share con-
cept is instructive. The first bike-share opened in
Amsterdam in 1968 but was quickly overrun by
theft. Many of Amsterdam’s “White Bikes” were
stolen and many others found wrecked or stripped
for parts in the city’s canals. The program closed
shortly after its introduction. Subsequent efforts

NYCDCP | 11
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in other cities to improve bike-shares by using uniquely designed bicycles with specialized parts
that had no resale value, by locating bicycles at bike-stations or by requiring a coin deposit to
retrieve a bicycle similar to those used for airport luggage carts, all failed to substantially reduce
bicycle theft because there was no way to track the bicycles once they left the bike terminal.?

Anti-theft mechanisms, such as requiring subscriptions, bike-stations and wireless technology,
have largely limited theft in modern (also known as 3™ Generation) bike-share programs, allowing
bike-shares to become viable options in the 21 century. Use of the bicycles is limited to sub-

scribers, linking each bicycle hire to a user’s
credit card. Operators use networked self-
serve bike-stations which communicate
with a central computer system and Radio
Frequency Identification (RFID) technol-
ogy to monitor the location of bicycles in
the system. In Barcelona, the use of these
mechanisms has meant that the Bicing sys-
tem has a theft rate of only 3% despite a
high citywide general theft rate.*

Bike-share programs differ substantially
from recreational bicycle rentals. These
differences underscore the transporta-
tion benefits of bike-shares. Bike-sta-
tions (where bicycles can be picked up or
dropped off) are located in close proximity
to one another, as well as to major tran-
sit hubs and are placed in both residential
(origin) and commercial or manufacturing
(destination) neighborhoods, which makes
bike-shares ideal as a commuter transpor-
tation system. Velib’ bike-stations, for ex-
ample, are located approximately every 4
blocks (300m) which allows for easy ac-
cess. In contrast, bicycle rental programs
typically only have a few locations where
bicycles can be rented, and to which they
must be returned, and are mostly found
in major tourist areas or in parks. Bike-
stations are self-serve which allows users
to access bicycles 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week. Bicycle rentals are staffed which

’ AL :
A Velib’ bike-station in Paris. Bike-stations are integrated into
the streetscape. Image: xtof (www.flickr.com)

Users select bicycles from a Bicing bike-station in Barcelona.
All stations are self-serve. Image: euthman (www.flickr.com)

3 DeMaio, Paul and Jonathan Gifford, “Will Smart Bikes Succeed as Public Transportation in the United States?”
Journal of Public Transportation, Vol.7, No.2, 2004, p.3

4 BikeOff Project: Design Against Crime, “Bicing Barcelona: ClearChannel Adshel Public Bicycle System,” (http://
www.bikeoff.org/design_resource/dr_PDF/schemes_public_bicing.pdf): Accessed 12/2/09 & Ajuntament de

Barcelona Website, “Survey of Victimization in Barcelona 2006,” (http://www.bcn.es/estadistica/angles/dades/

anuari/capo8/C0803030.htm); Accessed 12/2/09
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increases their operating costs and limits their operating hours and number of locations.

The pricing of bike-share programs also differentiate them from bicycle rentals. As bike-share
programs are designed to enhance existing transit options, membership rates and use fees are
kept low. Most bike-share programs offer the first %2 hour of use for free in order to encourage
use and, set increasing prices (51-S2) for each subsequent % hour in order to keep bicycles con-
stantly circulating. Most recreational bicycle rentals in New York charge up to $20/hour or $95/
day. The bicycle rental program on Governor’s Island charged $5/half hour, well above public
transportation prices and limited to a small, isolated area.

Lastly, bike-share programs differ from bicycle rentals in the characteristics of the bicycles. Bike-
share bicycles are sturdy, heavy and designed to withstand considerable use and abuse. The av-
erage bike-share bicycle is used 10-15 times per day and has a life expectancy of 3-5 years.> RFID
technology allows program operators to monitor bicycle location. The built in locking mechanism
connects the bicycles directly to the bike-stations. Bike lights are automatically illuminated when
the bicycle is in use.® Because they are meant for people who may not be wearing “bicycling at-
tire,” bike-share bicycles are designed so that the chain, gear shifts and brake mechanisms are
completely enclosed and protected from dirt or tampering. Adjustable, but not removable, seats
make the bicycles easy to use. Parts are specialized reducing the temptation for salvage or resale
of parts. Bicycle rentals bicycles do not have this combination of features.

NYCDCP | 13
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF BIKE-SHARE PROGRAMS

Bike-share programs offer a number of real, tangible benefits to New York City. These benefits
range from increased transportation options for New Yorkers, out-of-city commuters and visitors,
to better health outcomes including a potential reduction or slowing of obesity rates. A New York
bike-share program would help foster a positive, “green” image for the city which can in turn re-
sult in increased tourism and a strong business climate. The potential to replace some personal
car or taxi trips with non-polluting bicycle trips can help the city reach its PlaNYC goals of reduc-
ing greenhouse gas emissions. Some reports from the European bike-share programs indicate a
small, but significant, reduction in vehicular traffic and congestion which can be attributed to the
presence of bike-share programs and increased cycling. Lyon saw a 44% increase in bicycle rid-
ing within the first year of their Velo’v program’s.” Bicycle riding in Paris has increased 70% since
Velib’ was introduced in July 2007.8

Transportation Benefits:

Bike-share systems create new options for short trips, enhance mobility around the city and in-
crease access to the city’s existing transit services. In a survey of bike-share users in Paris, 89%
said that Vélib’ allowed them to move around Paris more easily and 54% said that they traveled
more in Paris with advent of the Velib’ program.® New York’s compact geography and increasingly
robust bicycle infrastructure make it ideally situated to reap significant transportation benefits
from a bike-share program. Commuters in particular may benefit from bike-shares. In Paris, 61%
of Velib’ annual pass holders use the program regularly to get to work or school.’® In Barcelona,
60% of the Bicing bike-share program subscribers used Bicing in their commute.** In New York,
most New Yorkers live and work in the same borough, suggesting that many commuting trips
could be within bicycling range.

Bike-share systems encourage transit use by extending the distance that people will go to reach
transit, by allowing them to avoid slow buses/connector services, and by providing links between
subways stations that otherwise do not connect. For example, over 14,000 northwest Brooklyn
residents (Greenpoint, Williamsburg, Fort Greene, etc) work in northwest Queens (Long Island
City, Astoria, Sunnyside). While the distance between these areas is short, insufficient transit
means that 42% of these commuters drive to work each day.?* In addtion, for some households,
the introduction of a bike-share program may help them avoid or postpone the purchase of a car,
as trips to transit or other short trips could then be made by public bicycle.

14 | NYCDCP
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At the same time, bike-share systems can relieve pressure on overburdened transit lines, by al-
lowing subway riders to bicycle to less crowded and/or more direct routes or by replacing short
transit trips altogether. A survey of Velo’v users in Lyon found that 50% of trips made with Velo’v
would previously have been made on transit.** In New York, a subway commuter living on the
Upper East Side and working in lower Manhattan or Midtown currently walks to the Lexington
Avenue subway (4/5/6), one of the most congested subway lines in the city. With a bike-share
program in place, that commuter might bicycle to an express stop or choose to bypass the 4/5/6
all together and bicycle to 63 or 59*" Streets where transfers are available for the F and N/R/W
trains. Similarly a bike-share system would allow a Morrisania or Mott Haven resident working
at Columbia-Presbyterian, City College or Columbia University, to bicycle to the D train instead of
taking a bus or the crowded 2, 5 or 6 train into Manhattan and turning around to go back uptown
into work.

Bike-share programs, which typically can be
introduced in a matter of months, can be es-
pecially valuable as New York faces increasing
subway congestion and no clear, quick answers
for relief. Massive construction costs limit de-
: Wi velopment of additional new subway lines and
o |N G\Pom Pe restrict capacity expansion options such as plat-
ﬂ" & form extensions on existing lines. A recent MTA
- proposal to eliminate seats in rush hour trains
indicates the seriousness of the problem. For
anyone who has ever tried to take the cross-
T R town bus at rush hour, a bike-share program
- would offer obvious advantages and could
complement current NYCDOT efforts to speed
up bus service.

Prenons da nouvelles habitudes

Trips Replaced by Velo'v Would Have The financial incentives to use a bike-share pro-
Been Made By... gram grow as the cost of driving and transit in-
prows noTipwould  Creases. In Paris, 62% of Velib’ users cited the

Bicycle, 4%
Have Been

b program as way for them to reduce transporta-
tion costs.® Rising US gas prices in 2007-8 led
to an increase in bicycle sales and bicycle com-
muting. According to the New York Sun, “many
of these new cyclists are from areas not com-
monly associated with the “Bike Belt” — neigh-
borhoods such as the Upper West Side and Wil-
liamsburg in Brooklyn — but are instead from
Queens and other places where driving to work
has long been common and affordable” and
where public transportation is often limited.®

Private Car, m_,_/_:‘"-

y
e

http://www.velib.paris.fr/les_newsletters/10_aujourd hui_nous

VOUS_COoNnnaissons_mieux
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While it is unlikely that all of New York City’s drivers will suddenly step out of their cars and get
onto a bicycle, evidence from European bike-share programs suggests bike-share programs may
be linked to small, but significant, decreases in car use and traffic congestion. In Lyon, France, the
3,000 bicycle Velo’v bike-share system shifts 1,000 car trips to bicycle each day. 7% of Velo’v trips
would have otherwise been made by car.” Within the first six months, 2 million Velo’v trips had
been made, replacing an estimated 150,000 car trips.*® In Paris, 20% of Velib’ users said that they
used their personal cars less since becoming members.’® Assuming bike-share bicycles replaced
just 1% of all non-commercial vehicle trips in Midtown and Lower Manhattan, the system could
eliminate almost 9,000 car trips daily in New York City.?° Rising gas prices may further stimulate
this trend. By freeing up room on the city’s subways and buses, especially for short trips, a bike-
share program could encourage New Yorkers with longer commutes, who might otherwise drive,
to take the train.

Economic and Job Creation Benefits:
Bike-share programs have proven to produce
substantial revenues from fees and increased
tourism and bicycle-related sales. The rev-
enues and jobs generated by bike-share pro-
grams depend on program size. In Paris, Velib’,
which has 20,600 bicycles, earned over €30
million in its first year in membership and use
fees.?! Since the costs of the program are cov-
ered by the JCDecaux billboard contract, this
money goes entirely to the city of Paris as reve-
nue. Washington DC also receives all member-
ship and use fees generated from SmartBike,
although the small size of the program means
that these revenues will be much lower. As ad-
vertising revenues in New York City are likely
to be substantial, a bike-share franchise could
generate significant revenue. The sale of one day “tourist” passes in particular could be a large
revenue stream. In addition, sales of bicycle-related products such as helmets, reflective gear
and personal bicycles also tend to rise with the advent of a bike-share program, stimulating eco-
nomic growth and producing additional sales tax revenue.

Bike-share programs are job creators and a number of programs have targeted that job creation
toward youth and at-risk populations. Bike-share programs require staff to maintain the bicycles,
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re-distribute them when necessary and administer and oversee the systems’ central computer
network. In Paris, JCDecaux employs more than 400 full-time and part-time staff, with a mini-
mum guarantee of 20 hours/week. Job types are varied as the program requires everything from
mechanics and warehouse staff, to call center technicians, service staff, sector managers and
supervisors who interact with the public.? In addition, a large New York City bike-share program
could create jobs elsewhere in New York State as facilities would need to be developed to manu-
facture the bicycles and bike-stations.

Health Benefits:

Bike-share programs, because they do not require users to own, store or maintain a personal bi-
cycle, tend to introduce new people to bicycling and make bicycling a part of peoples’ lives in new
ways. 96% of Velo’v users in the first year had not ridden in Lyon before.?® In addition, once they
start, bike-share users tend to bicycle frequently. ClearChannel Adshel found that 45% of their
membership used a bike-share bicycle more than five times per week.**

Thus, bike-share programs offer significant options for improvements in the health and quality of
life of many New Yorkers. In New York, the majority of adults do not meet the levels of physical
activity recommended to protect health and prevent disease.”® For adults to maintain health, at
least 30 minutes of moderate intensity physical activity is recommended a minimum of 5 days a
week.?® Such exercise can be broken down into short time spans, as small as 10 minutes, and can
easily be encouraged by a bike-share program that allowed New Yorkers to bicycle to the subway
station instead of taking the bus. Improved health outcomes can also come with cost savings for
city and state health care providers. According to a study by the California Department of Health
Services, a 5% improvement in the rates of physical inactivity and healthy weight over five years
could save California more than $6 billion, while a 10% improvement could save nearly $13 bil-
lion.?’

The public health benefits of increased bicycling are substantial. In one Danish study provided by
the NYC Department of Health and Mental Hygiene’s (NYCDHMH) Bureau of Chronic Disease Pre-
vention and Control, those who did not cycle to work had a 39% higher mortality rate than those
who did, even after adjusting for other relevant factors including leisure time physical activity.?
Another source found that a fifteen minute bicycle ride to and from work five times a week can
burn the equivalent of 11 pounds of fat in a year.”®
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The health benefits of small amounts of bicycle use are particularly important given rising obesity
rates in the United States and the associated costs. According to one study, compared with their
normal weight counterparts, obese or overweight Americans spend 36% more on health care ser-
vices and 77% more on medications (the comparable numbers for current smokers are 21% and
28%, respectively).?® If American obesity trends continue rising without additional behavioral or
medical technology changes, by 2020, up to one-fifth of health care expenses could be devoted
to treating obesity consequences. In New York State, Medicaid expenditures on long term care
could rise to $5.7 billion by 2016 with per capita costs increasing from $280 to as much as $350.3!
Dutch studies also found correlations between level of activity and worker productivity. Workers
who met recommended levels of vigorous physical activity (at least 20 minutes each time, three
times a week) had fewer sick days than their counterparts who did not. These workers had four
fewer sick days per year on average.??

City Image Benefits and Connections to PlaNYC:

While harder to quantify, a bike-share program could also help New York build on its image as
a “green” leader set by the Mayor’s PlaNYC 2030 and stimulate overall gains in quality of life in
the city. PIaNYC 2030 is one of the most comprehensive proposals ever published for any city’s
future. In addition to the goals it set forth, many of which are currently in process of being imple-
mented by the city, PlaNYC has helped to redefine New York City as an innovative, “green” city. A
New York City bike-share program which could be implemented relatively quickly could positively
contribute to these efforts, particularly in contrast to other much needed but capital intensive
transportation investments such as subway expansion.

Bike-share programs around the world have meet with overwhelmingly positive national and in-
ternational print, internet and televised media. Coverage has appeared throughout the European
press (in tourism markets that the city is courting) and on innumerable transportation and travel
blogs. Montreal’s Bixi program was featured by Time Magazine as one of its 50 Best Inventions
of 2008.3* This approbation and attention has already had tangible positive image benefits in
Paris. In 2007, Velib’ won the British Guild of Tourism Writers’ “Best Worldwide Tourism Project”
award.** Similar publicity for a New York bike-share could help the city meet its goal of 50 million
visitors by 2015.

Lastly, as evidenced by recent NYCDOT projects like Summer Streets, New Yorkers respond posi-

tively to increased opportunities for bicycling, which bodes well for a bike-share program. Velib’
has a 94% satisfaction rate among users, many of whom credit the program with giving Paris a
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positive image and dramatically increasing their ability to move about the city.* As one review of
Velib’ noted, “when they speak of Vélibs, Parisians smile, even those like a waiter who admitted
not having ridden one.”3¢

35 Velib’ Website, “Now We Know You Better;” (http://www.velib.paris.fr/les _newsletters/10 aujourd hui_nous
vVous_connaissons_mieux); Accessed 8/26/08
36 Rayman, Eric; “Finding Liberté on Two Wheels;” The New York Times, 14 October, 2007
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CASE STUDIES

Case studies of existing and proposed bike-share programs provide valuable lessons. Velib’ in
Paris is unprecedented in terms of its scale and program scope. Bicing, in Barcelona, and Vél6
Toulouse in Toulouse, France demonstrate alternative funding options. SmartBike, in Washington
DC, highlights the unique challenges posed by small programs. Bixi, scheduled to open in Mon-
treal in 2009, suggests extremely important design modifications that may reduce capital costs.
The following table provides a basic comparison of these programs in terms of city population
and size, coverage area and number of bicycles and bike-stations.!

BIKE-SHARE CASE STUDIES
PROGRAM: VELIB’ BICING SMARTBIKE BIXI VELO
OPERATOR: JCDecaux ClearChannel ClearChannel Stationnement JCDecaux
Adshel Adshel de Montréal
CITY: Paris, France Barcelona, Spain | Washington DC Montreal, Toulouse, France
Canada
START DATE: July 2007 March 2007 August 2007 Spring 2009 November 2007
CITY SIZE: 44 sq miles 39 sq miles 68 sq miles 141 sq miles 45 sq miles
PROGRAM COV- Whole City City Center Select City City Center City Center
ERAGE: Center Areas
CITY POPULA- 2.2 million 1.6 million 588,000 1.8 million 435,000
TION:
CITY DENSITY: 53,000 people/ | 41,000 people/ | 9,000 people/sq | 11,500 people/ | 9,700 people/sq
sq mile sq mile mile sq mile mile
BICYCLES: 20,600 6,000 120 5,000 1,400
BIKE-STATIONS: 1,451 400 10 Unknown 135

Throughout this report, Velib’ is used most often for comparison. Paris and New York are both
densely populated urban centers with a widely used public transit system. The workforces of both
cities are augmented by commuters, mostly using regional rail services, coming in from nearby
suburbs. Tourism plays a major role in the economies of both cities. In 2006 Paris welcomed 27
million visitors, 56% of whom came for leisure purposes.? New York received 43.8 million visitors
in 2006 and 46 million in 2007; about 75% of all visitors came for leisure purposes.® While unique
and distinctive, the Parisian streetscapes bear resemblance to large portions of New York; stores,
small markets, restaurants and cafes rely on foot traffic and a strong pedestrian presence. Paris
prior to Mayor Delanoé did not have a strong bike lane network, and, like New York, it did not
have a significant bicycle mode split.

New York is the larger city with 8.2 million people spread over 304 square miles. The greater New
York metropolitan (Tri-State) area has 19 million people over around 6,700 square miles. Paris, in
contrast, has approximately 2.2 million people and covers 44 square miles. The greater Parisian
metropolitan area (lle-de-France) has around 12 million people over around 4,600 square miles.
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Paris has a higher overall average population density, about 53,000 people per square mile in con-
trast to New York’s average 26,000 people per square mile. However, New York City’s population
density varies greatly. Manhattan’s average population density is 85,000 people/square mile.
The population density of New York’s medium- and high-density areas (Manhattan, the south and
southwestern Bronx, western Brooklyn and northwestern Queens) is virtually identical to Paris.
These areas make up about a third of the city’s land mass (around 113 square miles).

Weather in Paris is slightly milder than New York. Average January temperatures range from a
high of 44°F to a low of 36°F and it snows on average 4 days per winter month.* New York in
contrast has an average January high of 36°F and a low of 25°F.> Summers in Paris are hot, with
temperatures mostly in the upper 80%s and low 90%s, similar to New York.
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VELIB’

PLAN PROVISOIRE

' PARIS

Ve}ib’ bikeistaiion-s co"ver}he“ehhrre c-ity c;f P(;ris.- Eagh d-ot i; .a b-ike—-s;‘;on.- 7rr-1d-g(e—: M-airiz-e de-Pa;is
With 20,600 bicycles and over 1,400 bike-stations, Velib’ is the world’s largest bike-share pro-
gram. Unlike any other bike-share program currently in existence, Velib’ covers the entire city
of Paris, making it a comprehensive addition to the Parisian transportation network. Velib’ was
launched in July 2007 as a joint venture between the City of Paris and SOMUPI, a JCDecaux/Pub-
licis partnership. The program was introduced in two phases: 10,000 bicycles in July 2007 and
10,600 more in December of the same year. This rapid and large scale roll-out allowed the pro-
gram to build on its own internal momentum and draw in users living or working outside of initial
coverage areas with the promise that they would soon be able to take Velib’ all the way home.
With the addition of the second phase, the Velib’ program coverage extended to the entire city
of Paris. A third phase (3,300 bicycles) which will extend Velib’ to the inner Parisian suburbs has
recently been announced.®

6 Velib’ Website, “Le Vélib’ en petite couronne : les travaux sont lancés!,” (http://www.velib.paris.fr/index.php/
actualites/decouvrez_velib/le_velib_en_petite_couronne_les_travaux_sont_lances); Accessed 1/20/09

NYCDCP | 23



& BIKE-SHARE

Velib’ is part of Paris’s Espaces Civilisés (“Civilized
Spaces”) project, the overall greening and livabil-
ity strategy introduced by Mayor Delanoé when
he took office in 2001. The implementation of
Espaces Civilisés has physically changed the Paris
streets; reducing traffic congestion, prioritizing
transit, pedestrians and bicycling, creating a ro-
bust bicycle network and introducing policies and
programs to increase the presence of bicycles on
Paris’s streets.” Since Velib’s introduction, Paris
has seen a 70% increase in bicycle use and a 5%
reduction in car use and congestion.?

Following density standards developed and tested N g
in Lyon with the Velo’v program, Velib’ docking v A . oHEE
stations can be found every few blocks throughout Approximately 1 square mile of central Paris. Each
the city (approximately 28 bike-stations/square purple dot is a bike-station. Image: Mairie de Paris
mile).® Bike-stations range in size from around
12 docks/station in less highly trafficked areas to
up to 70 docks/station around major tourist at-
tractions. Bike-station density typically increases
around commercial/transit hubs, although in-
dividual bike-stations are often smaller (~15-25
docks/station).

Like all bike-share programs, Velib’ membership
and use fees are designed to be affordable. The
majority (86%) of users say that they are satisfied
with the current pricing of the program.?® Annual
membership costs €29 (about $40), while daily
and weekly memberships, designed mostly for
tourists, cost €1 and €5 respectively. As is typi- -

cal for bike-share programs, the first 30 minutes A velib’ commuter. Image: M. Fernandez
of use is free and users have a 15 minute grace

period if docking stations are not available at their destination bike-station. Subsequent half-hour
periods have escalating costs to encourage short trips, as opposed to longer recreational rides.
The second % hour costs €1, the third €2. The maximum rental period is 4 hours. Velib’ bicycles
are the responsibility of the user once removed from a bike-station. JCDecaux charges €150
(about $225) to the user’s credit card for bicycles not returned within 24 hours.*

7 Bennhold, Katrin. “A New French Revolution’s Creed: Let Them Ride Bikes,” The New York Times, 16 July 2007

8 Bremner, Charles & Marie Tourres, “A year on, the cycle experiment has hit some bumps;” The London Times, 8
July, 2008

9 APUR, Etude de Localization des Stations de Velos en Libre Service, December 2006

10 Velib’ Website, “Now We Know You Better;” (http://www.velib.paris.fr/les_newsletters/10_aujourd_hui_nous
Vous_connaissons_mieux); Accessed 8/26/08

11 Users who report their bicycles stolen are charged €45
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Structure and Finances:

Paris’s bike-share franchise contract is held by SOMUPI, a JCDecaux/Publicis partnership. The
program is run and administered by JCDecaux. In exchange for rights to 1,628 advertising panels
on billboards and other street furniture, JCDecaux maintains and operates Velib’ and carried the
full cost of the initial start-up capital, around €90 million.*? Velib’ operating expenses, for 20,600
bicycles, are estimated to be €35 million.* JCDecaux expects to generate around €50 million in
revenue annually.’ The city of Paris receives all of the Velib’ subscription and use fees, estimated
at €30 million annually.?> Velib’ is overseen by Atelier Parisien d’Urbanisme (APUR), a city of Paris
planning agency.

Prior to Velib’, Paris’ street furniture franchise contract, set to expire in 2010, was held by SO-
MUPI. In 2006, the city of Paris broke that contract, and released a new RFP which included
bike-share. Initially, Paris envisioned a smaller program (6,000 bicycles). However, RFP responses
from JCDecaux and ClearChannel Adshel (20,000 and 14,000 bicycles respectively) encouraged
the city to begin with a larger program.!® Paris re-awarded the street furniture contract to JCDe-
caux in February 2007. Velib’s first phase opened six months later in July 2007.

Ridership and Use:

First year ridership numbers highlight the immediate success of the Velib’ program. Velib’ opened
its doors in July with 13,000 annual Velib’ subscribers ready to ride.!” By October 2007, there
were 100,000 annual subscribers.® As of July 2008, a year after its introduction, Velib’ had sold
200,000 annual memberships. 33% of all annual subscription holders (~63,000 people) live in the
Parisian suburbs, testifying to Velib’s power to draw commuters from outside of its coverage ar-
ea.’® JCDecaux reported 27.5 million Velib’ trips in the first year; an average of 75,000 trips/day.?°
During the Paris transit strike in Velib’s first winter, ridership rates reached 73,000 trips/day, more
than twice the typical winter ridership.?* Tourists and short term members have also flocked to
the bike-share system. Within the first six months, Velib’ sold 2.5 million one day passes.?

An analysis of the number of bicycles docked at bike-stations located around Paris shows that
Velib’ is constantly in use.”® At an annual level, despite sporadic dips, most likely due to extreme
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weather, Velib’ bicycles are in use year round. Bike-stations located in tourist or residential areas
show the least degree of seasonal change. On a weekly and daily level, explicit conclusions are
hard to draw.?* Bike-stations located in central business areas (for example bike-station #4016
near Hotel de Ville) show very regular use patterns. Commuters arrive on bicycles around 8am
and the bike-station fills up steadily over the course of the morning. In contrast, at bike-station
#14005 near Denfer-Rochereau, a major transit hub, bicycles are stocked in the early morning in
anticipation of the morning rush and almost entirely gone by 10am. Bicycles return in the late
afternoon and early evening to major transit hubs and residential bike-stations (#15062). At Ho-
tel de Ville, also a major nightlife area and a central late night transfer point, many bicycles are
rented late at night. Another study indicates that 25% of all Velib’ trips take place between 9pm
and 3am.?® The Paris Metro closes at 1am.

In order to ensure the smooth running of the system, JCDecaux redistributes the bicycles through-
out the day. Clustering, especially at major destination points or at the bottoms of hills is particu-
larly an issue. Bike-stations located at the top of large hills (bike-station #19024 near the Butte
Chaumont) seem to need constant restocking as users rent bicycles in the morning to ride down
but do not seem to ride them back up at night. The JCDecaux redistribution fleet team uses 130
motorized bicycles, 20 CNG service vans and electric cars, and a floating maintenance barge.?®
The overall satisfaction level with JCDecaux’s redistribution efforts is mixed. According to the
London Times, JCDecaux has been “unable so far to ease the problem of saturation in Paris when
commuters arrive in the morning.””

Parisian Bicycle Infrastructure:

While Velib’ is perhaps the most well known element of Espaces Civilisés, the Parisian greening
and livability strategy, it is not the only part. Starting in 2001, Paris began dramatically increasing
the amount and quality of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, removing car parking spaces and
redesigning many of the city’s streets and boulevards. Paris invested €24 million to enhance the
streetscape by widening sidewalks, planting trees and improving the bicycle network.?® These ef-
forts paid off. From 2001 to 2006, Paris saw a 48% increase in bicycle mode split, a 20% decrease
in private car use, and an 11% decrease in trucks and tour buses.?® Today in Paris, bicyclists have
230 miles (371 km) of bike lanes. Over 125 miles have been built since 2001.3° Lane quality
ranges from on street marked bike lanes to shared bus-bike lanes to fully separated bike lanes.
Paris has also experimented with contraflow facilities which are a physically separated bike lanes
with bicycle traffic that travels in the opposite direction of vehicular traffic. All total, bike lanes
exist on about 17% of Paris’ roads.
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depends on density and the number of trips estimated to occur there. On the left, the density populated Gare Du
Nord transit hub area. On the right, the lower density, primarily residential neighborhood surrounding Invalides.
Maps are at the same scale.
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Velib’ bike-stations are typically found on side streets.
Image: paspog (www.flickr.com)

Membership passes can be purchased at bike-stations.
Image: Mike Grenville (www.flickr.com)

The locking mechanism is attached to the bicycle frame.
Image: Richard Ying (www.flickr.com)
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" Bike-stations and Bicycles:
i Velib’ bicycles are easily distinguishable from

other bicycles on the roadway because of
their grey color and unique handlebars. De-
veloped in-house by the JCDecaux design

& team, the bicycles have 3 speeds. In order

to deter theft, they weigh about 50Ib (22kg).
Velib’ bicycles, like other 3™ Generation bike-
share bicycles, are specially designed with-
out exposed cables or gears, both in order
to reduce the chances of riders getting dirty
or snagged on the chain and to reduce van-
dalism or wear and tear on the bicycles. The
bicycles have an adjustable, but not remov-
able, cushioned seat and a mesh basket on
the front so that purchases or personal items
can be easily transported. Safety features
include automatic lights which remain on
whenever the bicycle is in use and numerous
reflectors.

Velib’s bike-stations are designed to blend
into the surrounding streetscape. Docking
stations are free-standing and look like small
bollards. Subterranean wiring allows pass-
ersby to walk in between individual docking
stations. This design feature makes the bike-
stations less imposing, reduces visual clutter
and allows the bicycles to take up less space
on the street or sidewalk. The lock on Velib’
bicycles is a thin metal fin located on the side
of the frame. To return a bicycle, users roll
the bike into the docking station. A red light
indicates that the bicycle is properly locked.

Most Velib’ bike-stations are found on the
sidewalks, in line with other forms of street
furniture or trees. On street bike-stations
are located in the parking lane and protected
from cars with a low concrete block. Larger
bike-stations are found under viaducts and
elevated Metro lines. Bike-station sizes were
determined by the number of trips (residen-
tial, business/school, shopping) estimated to
be made in the surrounding area. Often, in
highly trafficked areas, APUR placed multiple
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smaller bike-stations close together, rather than just one large bike-station. For example, in the
densely populated areas immediately adjacent to the Gare Du Nord and Gare de I'Est (two major
transit hubs) there are twelve small stations. In contrast there are fewer, but larger bike-stations
(~60 docks/station) around the less densely populated areas surrounding the Eifel Tower and
Invalides.

Paris chose to prioritize sightlines to important monuments and so limited bike-stations on the
city’s historic boulevards such as the Avenue des Champs Elysees. As a result Velib’ bike-stations
are mostly found on side streets, just off main thoroughfares or along the edges of city parks.
Special attention was also given to the pedestrian flow and access to the plazas around Paris’
many monuments. Bike-stations were placed in proximity to the plazas and monuments but not
directly in them. In addition, as Velib’ was envisioned as an extension of Paris’ transportation
networks, bike-station placement rules ensured that bike-stations were located at each of Paris’
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The Velib’ website allows users to find a station (“Trouver une station”) and learn how many bicycles are available
(“Velos disponibles”) and how many docking points are free (“Points d’attache disponibles.”) The underlying map is
a Google mash-up with the real-time bicycle and station information managed by the Velib’ central computer.
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Metro and RER (regional rail) stations.

Information Technology:

Like all other major bike-share programs, Velib’ uses real-time technology to help users find bi-
cycles and bike-stations. Velib’ bicycles are equipped with radio frequency identification (RFID)
tags which are read by the bike-stations, informing the computer which bicycles are there. As
with other bike-share programs, the system is overseen by a computer system, which manages
docking terminals, system activity, coordinates with the call center and generates reports and sta-
tistics. The “Trouver une station” (“find a station”) link on the Velib’ site takes the user to a Google
map. Users can search for bike-stations using a location name, address or bike-station number or
select a bike-station from the map. Information provided includes how many bicycles and how
many docking stations are available.

Safety:

As the number of bicyclists has increased—Paris has seen a 48% rise in cyclists between 2001 and
2006—other road users have been forced to be more mindful and share the road.3® The num-
ber of bicycle accidents has remained stable (around 500 accidents/year) despite the dramatic
increase in bicyclists on the road. There were 3 Velib’ deaths in the first year out of over 27.5 mil-
lion rides. The city of Paris reported a 7% increase in bicycle accidents in 2007 but a 24% increase
in bicycling in the city.>

In preparation for Velib’, and in response to a rise in accidents in 2006 before Velib’ was intro-
duced, the city of Paris initiated a massive public safety campaign to educate drivers, pedestri-
ans and cyclists about the rules of the road. The campaign focused on illegal actions of all road
users—overly aggressive drivers, bicyclists ignoring red lights or stop signs, jaywalking, and mov-
ing vehicles encroaching on crosswalks, bus and bicycle lanes—in order to remind people that
most accidents occurred as a result of disregarding existing traffic laws. Posters with provocative
captions were placed on the sides of buses and ran in newspapers. Major streets were lined with
named cut-outs of accident victims stating accident facts and figures. To complement these ef-

“Julien, 34 years old, leaving the movies. He jaywalked.  “A license to drive is not a license to kill.” Image: Mairie
Today Paris says “enough.” In 2006, dangerous behavior de Paris/ DGIC/ Arnaud Terrier (www.flickr.com)

caused 64 deaths and more than 7,000 injuries.” Image:

Mairie de Paris/ DGIC/ Bernard Pedretti (www.flickr.com)

31 Velib’” Website, “Velib Press Kit;” (www.velib.fr); Accessed 8/26/08, p21
32 Erlanger, Steven, “A New Fashion Catches On in Paris: Cheap Bicycle Rentals,” The New York Times, 13 July 2008
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forts, JCDecaux has distributed safety pamphlets to all Velib’ annual subscribers and conducted
safety demonstrations at Velib’ stations.*

Paris police have also ramped up enforcement of traffic violations. The Paris police have begun
a policy of issuing soccer-style “Yellow Cards” to bicyclists, pedestrians and drivers, who com-
mit minor but dangerous traffic violations.** In 2007, police issued 7,000 moving violations to
bicyclists, twice as many as in 2006.3> Helmet use is also an ongoing challenge as most European
bicyclists do not wear them.

Theft and Recent Challenges:

Velib’ has seen higher than anticipated use, resulting in a number of operational challenges. Paris
has received complaints that redistribution efforts are insufficient and that the 400 person main-
tenance staff may not be large enough to sup-

port the 20,600 bicycle program. In addition, [ MAIRIE DE PARIS &)

high use rates (each bicycle is used 10-15 times .

per day) mean that bicycles must be repaired

more often than initially expected. Recent re-

ports indicate that the city of Paris may charge Pour circuler

4CDecaux penalties for.ncaaﬁt m_aintaining the fleet en toute... /
in a state of good repair.’®* Bike-share programs

still in development, like London, hope to limit

such problems by using bicycle manufacturers

who have proven track records for “service bicy-
cles.” CityByke, London’s bike-share consultant
and a potential operator for the London pro-
gram proposes to use the bicycle manufacturer
who builds bicycles for the Royal Mail.*’

Bien raccrocher son vélo

Theft is also a larger problem than expected.
As of July, 2008, 3,000 Velib’ bicycles (14% of
the total fleet) had been stolen, about twice as
many as JCDecaux initially estimated.*® In Feb-
ruary 2009, JCDecaux announced that 7,800 bi-
cycles had been stolen, and suggested that the
design of the locking mechanism, which may
leave inexperienced users unsure of whether
their bicycle is properly docked, could be at
fault.** The city of Lyon, which uses an identical
locking system as Paris, also saw higher than ex-

© © ©

Le voyont de o Le woyant pasie & Le voyont et van,
bornete &1 ven, Vorange, la verou e refour du vio e
romnoche bt wils. el enclenché vabdd par un ngnal

O §ile voyant raste rouge, merd d'oppeler T M mAn®)
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pected theft rates.? In addition, both Lyon and Paris have high larceny rates, around 3,000
thefts/100,000 residents and 6,000 thefts/100,000 residents respectively in 2007.** In contrast,
New York City’s 2003 larceny rate was around 1,500 thefts/100,000 residents, and crime has de-
creased since then.** However, unlike previous generations of bike-share programs where stolen
bicycles were often found, stripped for parts, in local trash heaps or canals, a significant number
of stolen Velib’ bicycles have been found intact in other cities around world, indicating that the
publicity surrounding the Velib’ program may be generating demand from collectors.*® In addi-
tion to redesigning the locking mechanism, a higher theft penalty fee could help to minimize this
issue, as the €150 security deposit is still far lower than the price of most new bicycles.*

Overall Program Analysis:

» Strengths:

e High bike-station density and availability of bicycles makes Velib’ a viable trans-
portation mode.

e Phased roll-out generated program “buzz” and increased potential subscriber
pool.

e Paris sponsored series of road safety campaigns aimed at vehicles, bicycles and
pedestrians before launching Velib'.
Significant source of skilled jobs.

e Bike-station design is discreet and blends into the streetscape.

» Areas Needing Attention:
e Bicycle redistribution may be insufficient to meet demand.
e Relatively low security deposit may be insufficient to deter theft.
e Unintuitive and potentially insufficient locking mechanism may also increase
bicycle theft.
e 400 person staff may not be large enough to manage 20,600 bicycle system.
e Operating and capital costs are higher than any other bike-share program.
e Excavation and trenching required for installation.
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Bicing bike-stations cover central Barcelona. Red icons indicate stations without bicycles. Green icons indicate
stations where bicycles are available. The base map is a Google mash-up with realtime information provided by the
Bicing Central Computer.

Program Background:

Bicing, run by ClearChannel Adshel, is Barcelona’s bike-share program. It was launched in March
2007, with 1,500 bicycles. Like Velib’, Bicing has been far more successful than anticipated.
The city anticipated 40,000 subscribers in the first year. Instead, Bicing sold almost 100,000
annual memberships in just six months.*® To accommodate this success, Bicing has expand-
ed twice since its inception and now offers 6,000 bikes at 400 stations throughout the city.*

Bicing bike-stations and bicycles are located in the most densely populated areas of Barcelona.
However, unlike other programs, like Velib’ for example, Bicing is designed almost exclusively
for Barcelona residents. The program only offers annual membership subscriptions; there is no
daily or weekly pass available for visitors to purchase. Barcelona’s many pre-existing recreational
rental bicycle programs supply bicycles to the tourist market.

Program Financing & Political Climate:

Bicing is directly paid for by the city of Barcelona. The contract term is 10 years. Financing is
generated from Barcelona’s “Green Area” roadside parking program surplus and subscription rev-
enue.? Advertising is not used, partially because JCDecaux currently holds the city’s street furni-

45 Scholtus, Petz; “The TreeHugger Interview with Mayra Nieto, Barcelona Municipal Service: Bicing, Barcelona’s
Bike-Sharing System;” (http://www.treehugger.com/files/2008/01/the_th_intervie_28.php ); Accessed 9/2/08
46 Grasso, Richard, Senior Vice President Business Development, & Martina Schmidt, Director SmartBike US;
ClearChannel Adshel, Phone Interview: 30 April, 2008

47 ibid.
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ture franchise contract. The amount of money
Barcelona pays ClearChannel Adshel is negotiat-
ed each year, depending on estimated operating
costs. This funding model has allowed Barcelona
to expand the program in ways that other cities,
like Washington DC, cannot. The initial 1,500 bi-
cycle RFP offered €2.2 million for creation, opera-
tion and maintenance of the program.*® In 2007,
Barcelona paid Clear Channel approximately €4.5
million annually to operate and maintain 3,000
bicycles.* Figures are not available for the cur-
rent 6,000 bicycles.

Bike-stations and Bicycles:

Bicing docking stations are connected by a long
horizontal metal pole. Bicycles lock into the dock-
ing station via two 15mm stainless steel prongs
located under the handle bars. Users lift the bi-
cycle out of the docking station when returning
or checking out a bicycle. Red and green lights on
the bike-station inform the user if the bicycle is
properly locked. Once the bicycle is docked, the
bicycle RFID chip is read by the bike-station and
the Central Computer is notified that the bicycle
has been returned, ending the user’s session.
Bike-station and locking mechanism design may
explain Bicing’s low theft rate (180 bicycles or 3%
of the total fleet in 2007).>° This rate is substan-
tially lower than Velib’s despite the fact that Bar-
celona has a higher general theft rate than Paris,
around 7,700 thefts/100,000 residents.>?

The connected docking station design creates ad-
ditional visual uniformity but can limit pedestrian
flow. At the same time, Bicing bike-stations re-
quire less subterranean excavation and infrastruc-
ture than systems like Velib’; the initial Bicing
bike-stations were installed within 3 months.>?
Like Velib’, Bicing bike-stations are found both on

BIKE-SHARE
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the street and sidewalk. On street bike-stations are marked by a thick red stripe and brightly

colored protective bollards.

Bicing bicycles feature protected chain guards and tires to reduce wear and tear on the bicycles
and protect users. Bicing bicycles also feature a smaller, 20”, front wheel to increase maneuver-
ability, however some users report that the smaller wheel may be more prone to get stuck in

potholes and increases the risk of accidents.

Customer Fee Structure:

e Free period: First 30 min-
utes

e Each additional 30 minutes:
€0.30
Max rental period: 2 hours
Annual Subscription: €24
(Short term “tourist” passes
are not available.)

The commuter focus of Bicing’s fee
structure is apparent in bicycle hire
rates. About half of all subscrib-
ers (45%) use Bicing more than five
times each week.>® Bicing hires are
significantly lower on the weekends
as short term visitors to Barcelona
cannot use the program.

Overall Program Analysis:

> Strengths

50,000
45,000

40,000
35,000 -
30,000 -
25,000 -
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000 -

Bicing's Daily Bicycle Hires
May 2008 (3,500 Bicycles Available)

2
"’%
3,

e Simple bike-station design allows for quick installation.
e Contract includes options to expand program to meet demand.
e (ClearChannel Adshel programs are, on average, less expensive to build and operate than

JCDecaux programs.

e Bike-station design and locking mechanism are sufficient to deter theft.

> Areas Needing Attention

No weekly or daily pass available thus eliminating tourist use/revenue.

Users must physically lift the bicycle in order to lock or unlock.

Bike-station design may limit pedestrian flow.

Excavation and trenching required for installation.

Limited hours; Bicycles can only be rented between 5am and midnight on weeknights.

24-hour service is only available on weekends.
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SmartBike has 10 bike-stations to serve the city of Wash/ngton DC. The distance between bike-stations can be more
than a mile. The basemap is a Google mash-up. Realtime information about bicycle and station availability is
provided by the SmartBike Central Computer.

Program Overview:

Launched on August 13, 2008, SmartBike is the first 3™ Generation bike-share program in the
United States and by far one of the smallest programs in operation. A small pilot program de-
signed to target Washington’s existing bicycle commuter population, SmartBike features 10 bike-
stations and 120 bicycles and focuses on the NorthWest quadrant of the city. The small number
of bike-stations over a sizable land area means that SmartBike users may be required to travel
more than a half mile out of their way to find a bike-station with an open docking station if their
intended destination bike-station is full. Unlike Paris or Barcelona, it is difficult to “stumble upon”
a bike-station by accident. Despite its small size, SmartBike has had considerable success. As of
January 2009, SmartBike had 1,050 subscribers.>*

54 The Wash Cycle Website, “ClearChannel on SmartBike: Interview with Martina Schmidt,” (http://www.
thewashcycle.com/2009/03/smartbike.html); Accessed 3/20/09
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A ClearChannel Adshel program, SmartBike
uses the same bike-station and bicycle model
as Bicing.

Program Financing & Political Climate:
SmartBike is part of the Washington DC’s 2004
bus shelter franchise contract with ClearChan-
nel Adshel Outdoor.> The original bus shelter
RFP called for a 50-bicycle pilot, which ClearCh-
annel negotiated up to the current 120. The
contract term is 20 years and is exclusive. Rev-
enue is generated from advertising panels on
bus shelters, street furniture and free-standing
bike-stations. Washington DC receives 30%-
35% of those revenues. In addition, the city col-
lects all the membership fees associated with
the program. However, SmartBike’s small size
means that it is unlikely to draw in subscribers
at the scale of Velib’ or Bicing. SmartBike had
just over 250 subscribers when it opened.>®

District DOT is currently considering plans for
SmartBike expansion to 500 bicycles. The new
program is expected to cost $1.8 million in cap-
ital and $800,000 annually.”” However, while :

the contract includes the option of expanding On-street martBi<e bi/;e(-;thahtl'.r:;‘;”marked by Davidson
the program it would require renegotiation of ,;/i0/us and striping. Image: Pedal Power Pete (www.
the existing advertising revenue share.”® Rev- fickr.com

enues from use fees and subscriptions will be

insufficient to cover the cost of the expansion. Recent reports suggest that Stimulus Funds may
be used.

TSR

Bike-stations and Bicycles:

SmartBike bicycles and bike-stations are identical to Bicing bicycles. To date, SmartBike has re-
ported one stolen bicycle out of its 120 bicycle fleet. Washington DC’s theft rate is on par with
Lyon, around 3,000 thefts/100,000 residents.>® SmartBike bike-stations are almost exclusively
located on Washington DC’s notoriously wide sidewalks. On street bike-stations are protected
with a ring of flexible, reflective Davidson bollards.

Customer Fee Structure:

55 Grasso, Richard, Senior Vice President Business Development, & Martina Schmidt, Director SmartBike US;
ClearChannel Adshel, Phone Interview: 30 April, 2008

56 Alice Kelly, Program Manager, District DOT; Phone interview: 14 August 2008

57 ibid. 19 August, 2008

58 Grasso, Richard, Senior Vice President Business Development, & Martina Schmidt, Director SmartBike US;
ClearChannel Adshel, Phone Interview: 30 April, 2008

59 Federal Bureau of Investigations, “Report of Offenses Known to Law Enforcement,” 2003
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e Annual subscription: $40
e Short term passes are not available
e Deposit/Bicycle Replacement Fee: $250%°

SmartBike combines the subscription options of a commuter program with the financial incen-
tives of a recreational program. For example, SmartBike does not sell short term or daily passes,
the passes typically used by recreational users or tourists. At the same time however, SmartBike
also does not charge use fees, the small additional charges assessed by many operators after the
first half hour which serve as incentives for users to return bicycles quickly and keep as many
bicycles available as possible. Instead, SmartBike subscribers may check out a bicycle for up to
three hours and can check out a second bicycle immediately thereafter if they want more time.
This three hour free period is better suited for tourists than commuters for whom the majority of
trips is around 30 minutes.

General Program Overview:

» Strengths
e located near high traffic areas and public transit.
e (ClearChannel Adshel programs are, on average, less expensive to build and operate than
JCDecaux programs.
e Bike-station design and locking mechanism seem to deter theft.

» Areas Needing Attention

A small pilot program with too few bikes to accurately judge impact.

Bike-stations are located sporadically and too far apart.

Bike-station design may limit pedestrian flow.

Misaligned fee and membership structure (rate structure favors tourists; membership
options favor commuters).

Excavation and trenching required for installation.

Limited hours; Bicycles can only be rented between 6am and 10pm.
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Bixi’s proposed extent and phasing. Phase | covers the Montreal city center.

Program Overview:

Bixi, Montreal’s bike-share program, is scheduled to open in the spring of 2009. Bixi’s operator,
the Stationnement de Montréal, plans to introduce 2,400 bicycles in the initial phase and add
2,600 more bicycles by the summer of that year for a total of 5,000 bicycles.’® A 40 bike dem-
onstration program debuted in September 2008 to generate a “buzz” for the program. At this
scale, Bixi will be the largest bike-share program in North America and one of the largest in the
world. Bixi is intended to augment Montreal’s existing transit system and is geared toward the
needs of commuter cyclists. Bixi bike-stations will be located every 250-300 meters throughout
a 15 square km section of central Montreal.®? The city of Montreal has an extensive bicycle lane
network with bi-directional cycle tracks in commercial and residential areas.

The Stationnement de Montréal is Montreal’s quasi-public parking authority which oversees the
city’s 20,000 parking spaces and municipal garages. The Stationnement de Montréal will incor-
porate bike-station options into its existing real-time wireless parking meters, as well as building

61 Bixi Website, (http://bixi.ca/index.php?page_id=1&lang=en); Accessed 11/12/08
62 Alain Ayott, Executive Vice-President, Montreal Parking Authority; Phone Interviews: 3 & 11 July, 2008
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new payment bike-stations.®® At present, Montreal’s parking spaces are all numbered. Drivers
enter the number of their parking space at a parking meter and can pay with a credit card. Park-
ing enforcement is done via a wireless handheld device which tells parking police which parking
spaces are paid for.

Bike-stations and Bicycles:

Montreal’s harsh winter and extreme snowfall (up
to 12 feet on average) mean that Bixi will only be
in service from April to November. As a result,
Bixi was developed with a modular “drop and go”
bike-station design.®* Docking and pay stations are
attached to a metal plate which is in turn bolted
to the ground; no underground excavation or in-
stallation work is necessary. Bike-stations will
installed with a boom truck each spring and will
be removed each winter or in case of roadwork
or to adjust bike-station locations throughout the &
system. Bixi bike-stations can be erected or dis- |
assembled in 20 minutes, significantly decreasing
capital costs.®> Bike-stations can be moved easily
to respond to demand or to provide “mega” bike-
stations for special events.

Electricity is supplied to the docking stations and
pay station viatwo 8 %4” x 11” solar panels attached
to the pay station. No subterranean wiring is re-
quired. A number of energy saving techniques, _ \
such as having the pay station “sleep” when notin  7esting out bicycles at o Bixi demo bike-station.
use and using a black and white pay screen, will en- 1mage: Apolliner (www.flickr.com)

sure that the electricity supplied by the solar panel

will be sufficient.®®

In contrast to JCDecaux and Clear Channel Adshel bike-station designs, the front wheel of Mon-
treal’s bikes roll right into the docking station instead of requiring the user to lift up the bike or
match up a locking device.

Program Financing & Political Climate:

The Stationnement de Montréal will fund Bixi from user fees and possibly sponsorships. Operat-
ing costs for the full 5,000 bicycle program are expected to be approximately $1,200/bike/year
for the duration of the ten year contract. In the first year, capital costs will account for 60% of the
initial budget.®’

63 ibid.
64 ibid.
65 ibid.
66 ibid.
67 ibid.
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Bixi bike-station technical drawing. Image used with permission of Montreal Public Bike System.
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Because trenching and excavation are not required, the capital costs for Montreal’s modular sys-
tem “drop and go” system are projected to be lower than other bike-share systems. Bixi estimates
capital costs around $3,000/bicycle.®® Velib’s capital costs are estimated at $4,400/bicycle.®®

Customer Fee Structure:

Annual membership: $78

Monthly membership: $28

Daily membership: $5

Free Period: First 30 minutes. Second 20 minutes is $1.50. Fourth 30 minutes is $6, and
prices increase by $6/30 minutes subsequently.”

General Program Assessment:

» Strengths:

e Modular bike-station design (bicycle docks are mounted on metal plate) allows for a
highly flexible program. Sidewalk or street excavation is not necessary and bike-stations
can easily be relocated.

Bike-stations are powered by solar panels. Trenching to power sources is not required.
“Drop and Go” bike-station design allows for the creation of short-term mega-bike-
stations for major events and allows program administrators to change the locations of
bike-stations depending on demand.

» Areas Needing Attention:
e Modular and solar bike-station design has not yet been tested.
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VELO TOULOUSE

il
Satellite

information managed by the VéI6 Toulouse central computer.

Program Background:

Vél6 Toulouse, which opened in November 2007, provides 1,400 bicycles at 135 stations. Oper-
ated by JCDecaux, the program is scheduled to expand to 2,400 bicycles at 253 bike-stations by
the end of 2008.”* Like Velib’, VéI6 Toulouse was an immediate success. Within its first year, Vélo
Toulouse reported 2 million trips; an average of 12,000 trips/day.”> Within the first six months,
more than 268,000 day passes and 7,000 annual subscriptions had been sold.”®

71 Emin, Patrick. “JC Decaux wins street furniture contract for Toulouse,” (http://www.mavilleavelo.com/index.
php?option=com_content&task=view&id=279&Itemid=1); Accessed 8/26/08

72 VélI6 Toulouse Website, “2 millions de locations, 2 millions d’occasions d’étre heureux!;” (http://www.velo.
toulouse.fr/actualites/actualites/2_millions_de_locations_2_millions_d_occasions_d_etre_heureux); Accessed
10/8/08

73 Vél6 Toulouse Website, “VéldToulouse franchit le cap du million de locations!;” (http://www.velo.toulouse.fr/
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Vélo6 Toulouse uses the same bicycle and bike-station
model as Velib’. Current coverage is focused on the
center of the city, with bike-stations radiating out
from the core on main roads. Future expansion will
extend the coverage out into the rest of the city.

Program Financing & Political Climate:

Financing for Vél6 Toulouse comes from member-
ship fees, city funds and advertising. However, un-
like other advertising based programs, advertising
revenue for Vél6 Toulouse is generated from adver-
tising panels located on the rear tire mudguards of
each bicycle. In first year, the HSBC bank logo was
featured on 1,000 bicycles, providing around $S1M in
revenue.”* JCDecaux also hold the street furniture
contract in Toulouse but this is separate from the
city’s bike-share program contract.

Bike-stations and Bicycles:
A JCDecaux program, Vél6 Toulouse uses the same
bicycle and bike-station model as Velib’.

Customer Fee Structure:

Annual Membership: €25
Monthly: 10€

7 day Pass: €5

Daily Pass: €1

Free Period: First 30 minutes

General Program Assessment:

» Strengths:

e On-bicycle advertisements offer an
additional funding source and provide
extra incentives for bicycle maintenance
and upkeep

» Areas Needing Attention:
e On-bicycle advertisements could seem
overly commercial
e Excavation and trenching required for
installation.

BIKE-SHARE
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CURRENT BICYCLING CONDITIONS IN NYC

Bicycle riding in New York City is at its highest recorded level. Spurred by the construction of
bicycle facilities citywide, increased attention from residents, political leaders and city officials,
rising fuel and gas costs, as well as greater awareness on the part of the public of the costs of traf-
fic and transit congestion, bicycles are increasingly part of New York’s pantheon of transportation
modes.

Assessing the exact number of bicyclists in New York is difficult. However, data shows that bicycle
ridership has been steadily increasing in New York City for the past 3 decades. The 2000 US Census
indicated that over 15,000 New Yorkers bicycle to work each day, more than any other city in the
nation. The 2006 American Community Survey, conducted six years later, reported almost 20,000
bicycle commuters in New York City daily, a 33% increase. NYC Dept. Transportation’s (NYCDOT)
Screenline Counts (now called the Commuter Cycling Indicator), which count all bicyclists coming
into Manhattan below 50% Street on a given day in the summer or early fall, recorded 22,700 bicy-
clists in 2008. Based partially on the Screenline Counts, Transportation Alternatives, an advocacy
group, puts the number of daily bicyclists in New York in 2007 at 131,000.* The 2007 Community
Health Survey found that about 9% of adult New Yorkers (543,000 people) are regular cyclists,
meaning they rode a bicycle in New York City several times a month in the last 12 months.?

NYC Daily Commuter Bicyclists
1980-2008 (NYCDOT Screenline)
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Since they have been conducted since the early
1980’s NYCDOT's Screenline Counts provide an
excellent look at the rate of increase in com-
muter bicycling over the past two decades.?
The Screenline suggests a 3.43% average an-
nual increase in bicyclists since the count be-
gan. Over the same period, New York City’s
total population grew by about 0.7%. Com-
muter bicycling has especially accelerated in re-
cent years. NYCDOT estimates that commuter
cycling has grown by 77% between 2000 and
2007 and 35% between 2007 and 2008.* Part
of the discrepancy between Census/American
Community Survey numbers and the Screenline
Count comes presumably because the Screen-
line includes people who use bicycles for non-work trips, bike-messengers and delivery-people
and multi-modal commuters who bicycle for only part of their commute.®

With the new citywide focus on green initiatives and sustainability as outlined in the Mayor’s
2030 PIaNYC, bicycling in New York has received increased attention. The 2030 plan calls for
“pursuling] strategies to encourage the growth of cycling across the city,” and the completion
of the 900 mile Bicycle Master Plan.® NYCDOT Commissioner Janette Sadik-Kahn has prioritized
pedestrian and bicycle safety and her agency is working to increase New York’s bicycle mode
split to 3% by 2020, up from less than 1% today.” To further these goals, NYCDOT installed 60
miles of bike lane in 2007 alone, higher than the PIaNYC target, and another 80 miles, including
protected on street bike lanes, in 2008. NYCDOT is also increasing outdoor public bicycle parking
and is working with community boards and agencies including NYC Department of City Planning
(NYCDCP) and the MTA to identify locations.

The NYCDCP is also initiating policies and implementing projects to encourage bicycle use. In
November, 2007, a NYCDCP zoning text amendment was passed by the City Council requiring one
bicycle parking space for every car parking space up to 200 spaces in all commercial and commu-
nity facilities zones.® Additional zoning text amendments to encourage the provision of bicycle
facilities are currently in progress. NYCDCP is also developing a comprehensive internet applica-
tion that will allow users to search and create bicycle routes, find bicycle parking and find bicycle
tours throughout the city.
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Thousands of bicyclists, runners, rollerbladers and
walkers shared the streets during NYCDOT’s 2008
Summer Streets pilot program. Image: NYCDCP

BIKE-SHARE OPPORTUNITIES IN NEW YORK CITY G

The prevalence of policies aimed at increasing
bicycling is not unique to New York. Indeed,
programs to increase urban space for bicyclists
and pedestrians are taking off around the globe.
In addition to the bike-share programs, bicycle
and pedestrian events, such as Ciclovia in Bo-
gota or ParisPlage in Paris which close major
car thoroughfares for specific days during the
summer months, are now being tested around
the US in cities like Portland, El Paso, and most
recently, New York. New York’s “Ciclovia” pi-
lot, proposed by NYCDOT, debuted in August,
2008, with renowned success. Called “Summer
Streets,” it created a car-free bicycle and pedes-
trian network in Manhattan from the Brooklyn
Bridge to Central Park over the course of three
consecutive Saturdays. Throughout New York,
civic organizations such as the Forum for Urban
Design, Lower Manhattan Development Corp.
and Friends of Governor’s Island have proposed
small, area specific, bicycle rental programs at
reduced rates in order to encourage bicycling
around the city.

NYCDCP | 49



& BIKE-SHARE

SAFETY

Despite this growth in cycling in the city over the past 3 decades and the increased attention to
bicycles and pedestrians on a policy level, safety while riding on New York City’s streets is one of
the main concerns of New York’s current cyclists. Perceptions about bicycle safety are likely to
be the major deterrent to cycling for many “would be” cyclists. NYCDCP’s 2006 Survey of Bicycle
Needs found that traffic and poor driver behavior were the 2" most important issues for 48%
of potential bicycle commuters.® Bicyclists face inattentive or aggressive drivers and high traffic
flows. Double parking and using marked bike lanes as driving lanes are commonplace in all of the
city’s on street bike lanes, forcing bicyclists out into traffic. As in Paris, bicyclists themselves often
fail to heed the rules of the road, increasing the risk to themselves and others.

Increasing the number of separated bike lanes—like the one recently installed on 9™ Avenue in
Manhattan that provides a physical barrier between the bike lane and moving traffic—is one way
to address these issues. But even protected greenways can be insufficient without adequate
adherence to and enforcement of basic traffic laws. In 2006, two bicyclists were killed on the
Hudson River Park protected bicycle greenway, one by a drunk driver mistaking the greenway
path for a road and the second by an NYPD tow-truck failing to yield while making a turn across
the bike lane.*®

Bicyclist safety may be increasing. Data collected and released by NYC Dept. Health and Mental
Hygiene (NYCDHMH) and NYCDOT indicate the number of serious bicyclist injuries (defined as
injuries that require the bicyclist to be taken
to the hospital) declined 46% from 1996 to
2003.* While the NYCDOT/NYCDHMH report
did not speculate on reasons for this decline,
some possibilities present themselves includ-
ing improvements in bicycle lanes and bicycle
signage around the city.

Data on bicyclist fatalities also points to increas-
ing bicyclist safety although conclusions about
the causes are harder to draw. Bicyclist fatali-
ties made up 6% (255) of the total number of
traffic fatalities in New York City between 1996
and 2005, indicating that bicyclists, when com-
pared to other road users, are disproportion-

Despite increased awareness, blocked bicycle lanes are
common throughout the city as motorists use them for
ately affected by fatal transportation-related .qgitional driving and parking lanes. Image: NYCDCP
crashes.’? The overwhelming majority of bicy-

9 NYC Department of City Planning, Transportation Division, “The New York City Bicycle Survey,” May 2007; p.13

10 Confessore, Nicholas & Kate Hammer, “Drunken Driver Kills Rider on Bicycle Path, Police Say;” The New York
Times, 3 December 2006

11 New York City Depts. Of Health and Mental Hygiene, Parks and Recreation, Transportation, and the New York City
Police Department. “Bicycle Fatalities and Serious Injuries in New York City, 1996-2005"; p. 22

12 New York City Depts. Of Health and Mental Hygiene, Parks and Recreation, Transportation, and the New York
City Police Department. “Bicycle Fatalities and Serious Injuries in New York City, 1996-2005"; p. 12; Data comes
from the NYCDOT Fatality Database and is cross-referenced with the NYPD Accident and Investigations Squad
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clist fatalities involve interactions with cars. However, there does not seem to be a general trend
in deaths from year to year. Instead, bicyclist deaths reached a high in 1999 with 40 deaths and
have fluctuated between the low-teens and low-20’s each year since then. As seen in the NYC-
DOT Screenline Counts, the number of bicyclists increased overall over the same time period.
Findings from the NYCDOT/NYCDHMH report cannot confirm the correlation among bicyclist fa-
talities, number of bicycle lanes and the number of bicyclists.

New York City Bicyclist Fatalities
1996-2008 (NYCDOT)
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Importantly, public health data and evidence from Paris collected over Velib’s first year, suggests
that increased bicycle use and the presence of bike-share programs, which may bring in more
inexperienced bicyclists, did not increase bicycle accidents and, in fact, may lower bicycle ac-
cident rates per cyclist. NYCDHMH'’s Bureau of Chronic Disease Prevention and Control found
numerous public health studies that correlated increased numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians
and reduced numbers of bicyclist fatalities. Data shows that heavier bike and pedestrian traffic
is linked to lower collision rates with automobiles, and that policies which increase the numbers
of people who walk and bike appear to be effective for improving the safety of walkers and cy-
clists.® Underscoring this data, in 2007, the city of Paris reported 24% increase in bicycling in the
city but only a 7% increase in bicycle accidents. To date, there have been 3 Velib’ deaths out of
over 30 million Velib’ trips.* This relative increase in bicyclist safety can be partially attributed to
increased attention and awareness of bicyclists in Paris; drivers see more bicycles on a daily basis
and thus are more aware of their presence on the street.

To address these safety issues, NYCDOT and other city agencies have worked aggressively to im-
prove street conditions for bicyclists. In 1997, the New York City Bicycling Map, a joint project
by NYCDCP, NYCDOT and NYC Dept. Parks and Recreation (NYCParks), was released indicating

Database.

13 Jacobsen, P.L., Safety in numbers: more walkers and bicyclists, safer walking and bicycling. Inj Prev, 2003. 9(3):
p. 205-9 & Freudenberg, N., S. Galea, and D. Vlahov, eds. Cities and the Health of the Public. 1 ed. 2006, Vanderbilt
University Press: Nashville

14 Erlanger, Steven, “A New Fashion Catches On in Paris: Cheap Bicycle Rentals,” The New York Times, 13 July 2008
& Bremner, Charles & Marie Tourres, “A year on, the cycle experiment has hit some bumps;” The London Times, 8
July, 2008
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safe bicycle routes around the city. That map
is updated yearly and over 1 million maps have
been distributed. In 2007, after findings were
released that showed that 94% of bicycle fatali-
ties were due to human error, drivers unaware of
bicyclists or failing to yield and bicyclists ignoring
traffic lights, the NYC Bicycle Safety Coalition, a
partnership between NYCDOT, NYCDHMH, NYPD,
Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC), Transpor-
tation Alternatives and civic and bicycle advocacy
groups, introduced the “LOOK” campaign educate
bicyclists and drivers and address rider safety is-
sues.’® LOOK campaign posters are featured on
bus shelters, buses, phone kiosks, and taxis and
distributed as postcards. Magazines and local ra-
dio stations will feature the campaign as well. NY-
CDOT has also initiated its GET FIT-TED campaign
which distributes bicycle helmets for free around
the city. The helmets, designated as the “Official
New York City Bicycle Helmet,” are sponsored by
Target and designed by NYC and Co., New York
City’s official tourism organization. To date, thou-
sands of helmets have been distributed.®

The city has also worked to increase the amount
and quality of bicycle infrastructure throughout
the city. In 1997, NYCDOT and NYCDCP released
the New York City Bicycle Master Plan which called
for a 900 mile comprehensive network of bike-
routes throughout the city. Since then, NYCDOT
has added 216 miles of bicycle lanes and on street
bicycle lanes and signed routes.’” With the man-
date from PIaNYC, NYCDOT plans to add 200 addi-
tional miles of on street bicycle paths and 15 miles
of protected on street bicycle lanes by July 2009.%8
As of January 1%, 2009, over 150 miles had been
completed. A protected on street bicycle laneisin
place on 8" and 9" Avenues in Manhattan and has
received much positive attention.

gas e Tramspertation Msmwe ) NyC

New York City’s “LOOK” Campaign posters encourage
bicyclists and drivers to pay attention. Image: LOOK
Campaign

If a driver sees '@
you, chances are

they wonitihit you.

Bicyclists in particular are encouraged to wear light
colored or reflective clothing and to use lights to
increase their visibility on the road. Image: LOOK
Campaign

15 New York City Depts. Of Health and Mental Hygiene, Parks and Recreation, Transportation, and the New York
City Police Department, “PRESS RELEASE: City Announces Unprecedented City-Wide Bicycle Safety Improvements,”
(http://home2.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/pro6_50.pdf); Accessed 9/8/08

16 NYCDOT Website, “Bicyclists,” (http://home2.nyc.gov/html/dot/html/bicyclists/officialhelmet.shtml); Accessed

9/8/08

17 New York City Depts. Of Health and Mental Hygiene, Parks and Recreation, Transportation, and the New York
City Police Department. “Bicycle Fatalities and Serious Injuries in New York City, 1996-2005" p. 6

18 New York City Department of Transportation, “Sustainable Streets: Strategic Plan for the New York City
Department of Transportation, 2008 and Beyond,” April 2008, p. 53

52 | NYCDCP



(‘
&

BIKE-SHARE

Bicycle riders themselves also share in the responsibility for safer riding conditions. While many
bicyclists remain alert and obey the rules of the road as laid out in the New York State Drivers
Manual, other bicyclists create unsafe conditions for pedestrians, other bicyclists and drivers by
riding on sidewalks, riding against traffic and failing to obey traffic signals.

OTHER BICYCLIST CONCERNS

The lack of secure bicycle parking at work was the most common reason why New York’s “would
be” bicycle commuters in the NYCDCP Bike Survey said that they did not commute via bicycle.®
While the city provides over 4,700 CITYRACKS, these are outdoor, unmonitored parking spaces,
and theft is often an issue. Indoor, monitored facilities are few and far between.

While bicycles are allowed on New York’s subways, getting them there is a challenge; cyclists must
navigate stairs and a turnstile just to reach the platform. New York’s subways do not have desig-
nated spaces for bicycles or bicycle hooks. MetroNorth and LIRR require bicycle permits and do
not allow bicycles at peak times. Bicycles are not allowed on any of New York City’s buses.

Enhancing bicycle access over the city’s major bridges may also lead to an overall increase in bicy-
cling in New York. While there are multiple, bicycle-friendly connections between lower Manhat-
tan and Brooklyn or upper Manhattan and the Bronx, there are fewer options between Queens
and Manhattan and only one connection, the TriBorough Bridge, which is inhospitable to bicycles
or pedestrians, between Queens and the Bronx. It is impossible to bicycle to Staten Island from
New York, although bicycles are allowed on the Staten Island Ferry. Even the most bicycle-friend-
ly bridges often have long on- and off-ramps that require bicyclists to travel potentially significant
distances out of their way. In Queens, in particular, numerous highways and high-speed boule-
vards can also pose safety hazards to bicyclists.
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NYC BICYCLING TRENDS

This section analyzes New York City’s current bicyclist trends and estimates the potential de-
mand for a bike-share program. In addition to a general trend analysis of current New York City
bicycle ridership, the gender, age and location breakdown of New York bicyclists are considered.
Based on these analyses, this section also attempts to provide rough estimates for the number of
people, New Yorkers, out-of-city commuters and tourists, who might use a bike-share program.
Three uptake rates for bike-share use (3%, 6% and 9%) are considered in this section. The num-
bers generated through these assumptions cannot be used to specifically determine who will use
a bike-share program, rather they are indications of the potential demand New York City could
see if such a program were introduced.

Data from the 2006 American Community Survey (ACS) indicates that bicyclists currently make
up 0.6% of all New York City commuters.! This mode-split is higher than the national average of
0.38% of the total national work force, but lower than the mode-split reported in other major
American cities such as San Francisco, Washington DC, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Philadelphia, Port-
land and Seattle. A number of these cities, namely Minneapolis, Philadelphia and Portland, have
recently released plans to introduce bike-share programs. NYCDOT’s current bicycle infrastruc-
ture enhancements are designed to help increase New York City’s bicycling mode split to 3% by
2020, a goal set in NYCDOT’s 2008 Strategic Plan.?

N However, by virtue of its size, New York City
NYC Commuter Mode Split leads the nation in the number of bicycle
n=3,597,547 (2006 ACS) commuters. The 2000 US Census indicates
that approximately 15,000 New York City
residents commute to work by bicycle; this is
one third again as many bicycle commuters as
Los Angeles and almost twice as many as San
Francisco, the cities with the next largest bi-
cycle commuter populations. While cities like
Minneapolis, Portland and San Francisco have
higher bicycling mode-splits, in New York City,
bicycling is used as commuter mode by signifi-
cantly more people.

Dther, 1.5% BiCVClE, 0.6%

The perception of bicycling as “not a real op-
tion” for commuting in New York may play a
large part in New York’s low mode split. As
discussed in Chapter 4, this perception is cre-
ated by concerns about safety, driver behav-
ior, difficulties bringing bicycles on subways

1 2006 American Community Survey. In New York City where multi-modal commuting is the norm, the US
Census and ACS tend to undercount bicycle trips. Respondents are only allowed to select one “primary” mode of
transportation to work, thereby excluding bicyclists who might ride to the nearest bus or subway station or who
commute by bicycle only a few days a week.

2 New York City Department of Transportation, “Sustainable Streets: Strategic Plan for the New York City
Department of Transportation, 2008 and Beyond,” April 2008
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and trains, and bicycle theft. NYCDCP data suggests that the lack of secure bicycle parking fa-
cilities at workplaces is the primary deterrent to bicycle commuting.® City-backed public service
campaigns to encourage better driver and bicyclist behavior may improve the image of cycling
citywide. Recently proposed additions to the city’s Zoning Resolution to encourage bicycle park-
ing in the workplace may, if passed by the City Council, also increase bicycle commuting.

Total Number of Bicycle Commuters
{2000 US Census)
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In addition, as other cities have seen, building bike lanes tends to encourage cycling. The city of
Paris, not known for bicycling prior to Mayor Delanoég, saw a 48% increase in cycling between
2001 and 2006 as the city built more bike lanes.* NYCDOT's current efforts to increase the num-
ber of bicycle lanes and bicycle parking facilities around the city may also spur bicycle use. Be-
tween 2000 and 2007, NYCDOT built over 200 miles of bike lanes and saw commuter cycling grow
by 77%.°

Lastly, as New York’s population increases, congestion on existing transportation modes worsens,
and the price of transit rises, bicycling within the city has the potential to grow and gain credence
as aviable commuter option. Recent economic reports suggest that higher fuel costs have demon-
strable effects on American travel patterns and commuter behavior, including increasing bicycle
use across the country. Higher gas prices may also be causing public transit use to increase. In
June 2008, the American Public Transportation Association reported that public transit ridership
for the first quarter of 2008 had increased 3.3%, at the same time as a 2.3% decrease in vehicle

3 Moynihan, Colin, “For City Commuters, Same Old Story for Another Vehicle: Parking Is Scarce;” The New York
Times, 1 July 2008

4 Velib’ Website, “PRESS RELEASE: Thousands of self-service bicycle