b

capital bikeshare

204 Capital Bikeshare
MembeGurveyReport

Prepared by:
LDA Consulting
Washington, DC 20015
(202) 548205

April 3 2015

H E ﬂ CONSULT NG



CapitaBikeshare 20 MembeBurveyrRepar April 32015

EXECUTIVEBUMMARY

Overview

This report presents the results of the November 2014i@bBikeshare Customer Use and Satisfaction Survey
conducted for the Capital Bikeshare program (Capital Bikeshamdgram jointly owned and sponsored by the
District of Columbia, Arlington County, VA, the City of AlexandriaaAMontgomery CountyyID, and operated

by Motivate Internationalinc. Capital Bikeshareffers shortterm use of more than 2,500 bicycles to registered
members and daypass users at more than 350 stations in the District of Columbia, Arlington County and the City
of Alexandra in Virginia, and Montgomery County in Maryland. Users register for an annuaidary3®@embership

and receive a Capital Bikeshare key that allows them to unlock a bike at any station. Users can return the bike to
the same station or to any other station the network, facilitating both return and ongay trips.
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1 Demographic characteristics of Capital Bikeshare users

1 Characteristics of Capital Bikeshare trips
1
1

Travel changes made in response to Capital Bikeshare availability
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On October 23, @14, Capital Bikeshare staff sent an email to all of the approximately 27,600 a3®dal mem-
bers informing them of the online survey and providing the link to the survey website. The email indicated that
Capital Bikeshareould enter members who compted the survey entry into a drawing for one of five annual
memberships. To increase the response rate further, Capital Bikeshare sent a remitidenianthly enewslet-

ter that is distributed to all members. During the approximately faugek period thathe survey website was ac-
tive, 4,314 members completed the survey, for a total response rate of 16%.

Key Conclusions

Several overall conclusions, generally related to the personal travel benefits and travel impacts of bikesharing rise
to the top of impotance.

Capital BikesharéCB)members benefit through easier, faster access to destinations and access to a wider

range of destinations; Half of the respondents had made a trip in the past month that they would not have

made without bikeshare. Of thegespondents, 65% sattiey would not have made the trip because it was

too far to walk, so bikeshare broadened their travel destination options. Other respondents reported reasons

related to the difficulty of travel or disadvantages of driving to a paléicdestination or at a particular time

of day. For these members, bikeshare expands their easy and convenient travel options.
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respondents saidtdeast one of the bikeshare trips they made last month either started or ended at a Metro-

rail station; 21% had used bikeshare six or more times for this purpose. About a quarter (24%) of respondents

used Capital Bikeshare to access a bus in the past month

Capital Bikeshare makes travel fun and more flexilgi®lore than threequarters of members said they were

motivated to join Capital Bikeshare to have access to a new travel option or-aangavel option (84%), or

simply because biking is a fun wayttavel (77%). The opportunity to make ey trips by bikeshare is par-

ticularly valuable to many members, who now have a wealth of travel optjdnkeshare, transit, taxi, walk-

ing, carsharg i KI &G GKS& OFy OK22aS aAy Ililéibiityy2YSydzé AYyONBI aA:

Bikeshare serveboth work-related and personal travel needsMore than eight in ten (85%) respondents
reported that they at least occasionally used bikeshare for social/entertainment trips. Respondents used
bikeshare for other nowork trips at nearly as high a rate; personal appointments (79%), shopping/errands
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(78%), and to go to a restaurant/out for a meal (77%). But use of bikeshare was nearly as high for commuting;
74% of respondents at least occasionally used bikeshare to go toronviiork. And commuting was a particu-

larly frequent bikeshare purpose for these respondents; 49% commuted by bikeshare three or more times per
month and 36% rode bikeshare to or from work six or more times per month.

Bikeshare allows members to give updttost and hassle of car ownership and drivig§our in ten Capital
.A1SaAKINBE YSYOSNE RARYQG KI @S I00Saa G2 | OFNJ 2N 20K
veyed had sold a household vehicle since joining CB and 81% of these membbikeshidre was a factor in

their decision to sell the vehicle. A quarter (24%) of respondents said they reduced their driving miles since

joining Capital Bikesharécross all respondents, the average driving reduction was 158 miles per year, equat-

ing to alput 4.4 million fewer driving miles by the BD0 bikeshare members (in November 2014).

Bikeshare membershift some trips to bicycle from taxi, transit, and walkingEightysix percent of respond-

ents increased their use of bicycling sincaijog Capital Bikeshare and 50% said they ride a bike much more
often. By comparison, respondents reduced use of all other transportation modes; 55% drove a car less often,
59% used a taxi less often, 58% rode Metrorail less often, 52% rode a bus lesapft&1% decreased their

use of walking, suggesting some shiftetxh of these modes thiking.

Bikeshare members who used Capital Bikeshare frequently reported the greatest reduction in use ef non
bicycle modeg; For example, 70% of respondents who radd. or more CB trips in the past month reduced
their use of Metrorail, compared with 46% of respondents who made between one and five CB trips in the
past month, a net additional reduction of 28 percentage pofotsfrequent riders The resultsvere simiar for
other nonbike mode groups; the share of respondents who reduced use of @ikimg mode since they
joined Capital Bikeshare increak&teadily as their bikeshare use incredse

Capital Bikeshare membeisave on personal travel costRespondentseported saving an average of $13.65

per week on personal transportation costs as a result of their bikeshare use, about $710 over the course of the
year. Across the estimated 27,600 Capital Bikeshare members in November 2014, the collectiveasaving

nealy $20 million each year.

Respondents iye high marks to most bikeshare featuresMore than six in ten gave ratings of 4 or 5 (Excel-
lent) to safety of stations, Capital Bikeshare website, call center, mechanical repair of bikes, aat Daypi-

tal Bikesare stations. Respondentgere least satisfied with the availability of bikes when they want to-pick

up a bike and availability of open docks when they want to return it; only about four in ten respondents rated
these features as 4 or 5.

CB membersvere eager for expansion of Capital Bikeshat@he most noted expansion need appedto be
for more docks at existing stations; 54% of respondents chose this option for greater access to bikes in popular
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bikeshare pickup and dropoff locations. The seconddhest prioritywas for new stations in residential neigh-

borhoods (44%), perhaps indicating a desire for greater access to bikeshare for short trips within or from a

home neighborhood. About the same share (43%) also noted a need for expansion withkistirgeservice

area (greater infill or density of stations). A third (32%) of respondents said they wanted expansion to areas

GKFG 0A1SaKINBE R2SayQi aSNBS y2¢g o63INBFIESNI O20SNI 3S0 o

Bikeshare Users Demographic and Membership Characteristics

Bikeshare userslid not mirror the adult population of the
Washington metropolitan regiorg More than nine in ten survey
respondents were employed, while the U.S. Census reports thé
only about seven in ten adults in the Washington region are en
ployed. But bikeshare sugy respondents also differed from the
general employed population. Compared with all commuters in
the region, they were, on average, considerably younger, more
likely to be male, Caucasian, and slightly less affluent.

Bikeshare visibility and referralgere important marketing

tools for Capital Bikeshare Respondents were most likely to

have learned about Capital Bikeshare by seeing a CB station
(30%) or through a referral from a friend or family member

(26%). These two sources have become more impo#darihe
program has matured; 35% of members who joined CB in 2014
mentioned seeing a station, compared with only 11% who joined
in 2010 and 24% who joined in 2011. Referrals also have grown, with 35% ai@idembers mentioning this
source, compared wh 11% ofmembers who joined i2010 and 24% ahember who joined ir2011.

The primary motivations for joining Capital Bikeshare were for greater access andvesetravel flexibility ¢
Ninety-four percent of respondents said they were motivated by thdity to get around more easily or more
quickly. Eight in ten (84%) were motivated by having a new travel option or-avapéravel option. But 77%
were motivated simply by the enjoyment of biking and becausead a fun way to travel. About six in teited a
desire for exercise (60%) or a desire to save money on transportation.(57%)

Bikeshare Use Characteristics

Capital Bikeshare use was distributed evenly across frequency categories, showing demand for the service at
many use levelg About 20% ofespondents had made two or fewer bikeshare trips in the month before the sur-
vey, 21% made between three and five trips, and 19% made between six and ten trips. About 40% were frequent
users, making 11 or more trips in the past month. Respondents madeeaage of 13 trips in the past month.

The top bikeshare trip purposes overall were for personal/navork trips ¢ Eightyfive percent of respondents
reported that they at least occasionally used bikeshare for social/entertainment trips and four in tén use

bikeshare three or more times per month for this purpose. Eight in ten respondents used bikeshare for three other
personal or norwork trip purposes: to reach personal appointments, shopping/errands, and restaurants/meals

and about onequarter of responénts used bikeshare for each of these purposes at least three times per month.

A large share of members used bikeshare for their trip to waylkCommuting was an important bikeshare purpose
also; 74% of respondents used bikeshare to commute to or fronk wbleast occasionally. But commuting was a
particularly frequent bikeshare purpose for these respondents; 49% commuted by bikeshare three or more times
per month and 36% rode bikeshare to or from work six or more times per month.
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Capital Bikeshare atsserval as a feeder service to reach transit stopSwo-thirds (64%) of respondents said

that at least one of the Capital Bikeshare trips they made last month either started or ended at a Metrorail station
and 21% had used bikeshare six or more timeshigrpurpose. About a quarter (24%) of respondents used Capital
Bikeshare to accessbus in the past month.

w S 4 LJ2 v Ré&nfhikéshare trips were evenly divided between work and navork trip purposesc The single
most commorrecenttrip purpose oveall was to go to or from work; 46% of respondents noted this purpose. The
most common recent nomvork trip purposes were social/entertainment and personal appointment, mentioned by
19% and 9% of respondents, respectively. As noted above, a slightlyrsshailte of respondents reported using
bikeshare for commuting than for nemork travel. But a larger share of respondents reported using bikeshare fre-
quently for commuting than reported frequent use for aimgividualnon-work purpose.

Bikeshare was thelwice for most recent trips because it was the fastest and easier way to trgveight in ten

(80%) respondents chose bikeshare for the recent trip because it was a faster or easier way to reach their destina-
tion. Four in ten said the destination was ttar to walk and an equal share said bicycling was the lease costly op-

tion. Respondents also noted other issues related to characteristics of the destination or theftitagthey were

traveling; 23% said public transportation was not available or inaoiewé to reach that destination, 21% said that

parking was very limited at that destination, aad’> &1 AR G KIF G { NJ y &awad incarediEnt OS RA R
at that time of day. About onj dzI NI SNJ dzZa SR 060A 1 SaKI NS 6SOldzaS (KS& RARY

Bikestare offered a new travel option for mem-
berswhoddy Qi KI &S | OFINJFYyR Fy |
driving for those who dd ¢ Young respondents

and respondents with lower incomes were more
likely to say they chose bikeshare for a recent trip
for reasons related tofteir lack of transportation
options: too far to walk, unavailable or inconven-
ient transit, or lack of a car. These respondents
also noted reasons related to the time and cost
advantage of Capital Bikeshare in comparison with
other travel options. For thesmembers,

bikeshare expanded the range of destinations to
include locations that were otherwise difficult to
reach. Older respondents, those with higher in-
comes, and respondents who had a personal vehi-
cle were more likely to mention reasons related to
the disadvantages of driving to a particular desti-
nation. For these respondents, Capital Bikeshare
made the destination more attractive or less of a
bother to reach than it otherwise would be.

Forty percent of respondents would have ridden a bus or trailCipital Bikeshare had not been available for the
most recent trip¢ Another four in ten (37%) would have walked to their destination. Only 6% of respondents
would have driven or ridden in a personal vehicle, but since 43% of respondents did not haverapeebicle
regularly available, this would not be an easy option for many. Six percent would have used a taxi and 5% would
have ridden a personal bike.

wSAaALIRYRSYy(iaQ | f i®rNiédeiriSs diffezeR By th® & bf@iS they were makingMore than

half of respondets whose last trip was to go to mom work would have used transit for the trip. Respondents
whose last trip was for shopping/errands and exercise/recreation were more likely to say they would have walked
than were respondentgenerally, suggesting they would have substituted a trip to a local shop for a trip to a shop
farther away. Taxi would have been the choice for a higher than average share of social/entertainment and per-
sonal appointment trips.
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Use of Capital Bikesharedd nducedé Tri ps

In the past month, 49% of respondents
used bikeshare to make at least one trip

AP ' kVi 0 GKS® pRdd R y2G _KFOS YIRS
Lm.‘j‘;“' . e trips) if bikeshare had not been available

feight ogé #* | angdon For ' ¢ Nearly all induced trips were made for

' ' el () yew (“f4ey 1 non-commute trip purposes. Orguarter
made an induced social/entertainment trip

" and 21% made a shopping/errand trip. Re-
i . spondents also reported making induced
Lec] % United States ":'L 3 trips to restaurants (16%), for personal
The White Capitol appointments (14%), and for exercise/rec-
o C g reation (13%). Only 9% said they made an
PR idal Bas.p L5 s induced trip togo to or from work, indicat-
National (2 Teemy  Baney o ing these trips were typically not consid-

thacaes “ ered discretionary trips.

gton

Tworthirds (65%) of respondents said they would not have made the induced trips without Capital Bikeshare

because it was too far to walk This suggests respoadts might have substituted some induced tripsatdistant

destination for trips they might have made to locations closer to their origin location. In this way, Capital Bikeshare
broadened the travel destination options. Other common reasons were relatetiaracteristics of the destina-

tion or time of travel; 48% said bicycle was a faster or easier way to reach the destination and substantial percent-
ages reported that public transportation was either not available or inconvenient to reach that desti(a7ies)

or at that time of day (23%). Odpdzk NJI SNJ 0 v p2 0 RARY Qi KIF @S | OFNJ FYR wmy:

Capital Bikeshare access made establishments more attractive t ;
Bikeshare memberg More than eight in ten respondents said

they were either much mar likely (34%) or somewhat more likely

(48%) to patronize an establishment that was accessible by Cap bt“@"ﬁ“%"gl"h“s‘:'h’j&; s

Bikeshare.

Respondents who gave high ratings for the value of bikeshare
access made induced trips at a much higher rate than did those
who gave laver ratings¢ Among respondents who were much
more likely to patronize &€Baccessiblestablishment, 96% made
at least one bikeshare trip last month, compared with 91% of
those whowere not more likely. But a more interesting finding is
that respondents Wo said they were much more likely were the
most frequent users of the Capital Bikeshare service; 50% made
six or more trips, compared with about osleird of those who

were somewhat more likely or not more likely to patronize the
bikeshareaccessible estdishment. This suggests that the deci-
sion to make some, and perhaps many, of the induced trips was
Y20AQ0FGSR o0& GKS SaidlofAaKYSyuvau rmousaanoATrarued
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Change in Mode Use Since Joining Capital Bikeshare

Bikeshare members substantially increased their bileyase and substantially reduced their car and taxi use

since they joined Capital BikeshareMore than eight in ten respondents said thbigycled more oftersince join-

AYy3aT om: ad4FAR (KS& 0A080ftSR aaz2vYSgKLI (i ofethadhal(®58pof ¢ | YR
all survey respondents drove a car less often. Six in ten (59%) said they used a taxi less often than before they

joined Capital Bikeshar8ikeshare members also substantially reduced their ugaibfic transit 58% rode

Metrorail less often and 52% rode a bus less often. Bh%h ofrespondens decreased their walking trips

Bikeshare members who used Capital Bikeshare frequently reported the greatest reduction in use ebicgole
modesc¢ For example, 74% of respondents who ma&@eor more CB trips in the past month said they reduced

their use of Metrorail, compared with 46% of respondents who made fewer than six CB trips, a net additional re-
duction of 28 percentage point3he results were similar for other ndrsike mode groupsthe share of respond-

ents who reduced use of a ndyiking mode since they joined Capital Bikeshare increased steediheir

bikeshare use increasedihe change was most pronounced for Metrorail and bus (net differeof28 points

and 26 pointsrespetively). The differences were less
dramatic for use of walkg (11 points), driving a car

(12 points), and taxi (8 points), suggesting that
bikeshare was substituted less often for these modes.

A quarter of respondents reduced their annual driv-
ing miles¢ Respondent also were asked approxi-
mately how many miles they drove per year in the
Washington region at the time of the survey and how
many miles they drove in the year before they joined
Capital Bikeshare. A quarter (24%) reduced their driv-
ing miles; 8%educed driving by more than 1,000
miles. Twethirds (64%)f respondents who reported
their mileage made no change in driving midesl

only 12% increased their driving miles.

Capital Bikeshare members reduced 4.4 million driving miles annual@n aveage, survey respondents who re-
ported both a current and pr€apital Bikeshare mileage drove about 2,830 miles per year before joining Capital
Bikeshare and 2,672 miles per year at the time of the survey, for a reduction of about 158 miles annually. When
these survey results were applied to the estimated 27,600 bikeshare member population in November 2014, the
month in which the survey was conducted, the results were as follows:

1 Number of Capital Bikeshare members (Novemberd201 27,600
1 Estimated annual VMieduced per member 158
1 Estimated total annual VMT reduced 4,360,000 annual milegrounded)

On average, each Capital Bikeshare member £58@10 per year on personal travel costMore than eight in ten

(83%) respondents said they saved money on weeklyetraosts by using Capital Bikeshare. About six in ten said
they saved betweefland $20 per week, 16% saved between $21 and $40, and 5% saved more than $40. Across
all respondents, the average weekly saving would be $13.65, or aboutairiL@lly Colletively, the estimated

27,600 Capital Bikeshare members in November 2014 were saving nearly $20 million per year:

1 Number of bikeshare members (November 2p1 27,600
1 Estimated annual cost saving per member $710
1 Estimated total annual cost saving $19,600,000 annually(rounded)

Vi
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Bi keshare Membersd Commute Travel Patt e

Bikeshare members traveled an average®® miles to work oneway, well under the average 16.0 miles dis-
tance of commuters regiotwide ¢ Two in ten bikeshare respondents traveled fewer ttan miles to work and
61% traveled fewer than five mileBy contrastpnly 17% of all regional commuters traveled fewer than five miles.

Capital Bikeshare members drove alone to work much less than did commuters regide ¢ The overwheahing
majority of employed respondents used a ndrive-alone mode of travel to get to work: 43% of CB members pri-
marily used public transit to get to work, 29% primarily biked to work, and 12% commuted by walking. Only 11%
primarily drove alone to work.iBe commute use was particularly high for members who lived close to work;
among CB members who traveled less than five miles to work, 39% primarily rode a bicycle.

About three in ten employed respondents started or increased use of biking for their toipvork since joining

Capital Bkesharec Thirteen percent started or increased use of bicycle as their primary mode, the mode they
used most often for commuting. Another 19% started using bike as a secondary mode, defined as a mode they
used one or two dgs per week or as a way to access their primary mode. As a result of this increased use of bike,
the share of respondents who primarily biked to work increased from 9% of employed respondents to 29%.

Access to bicycle support services appeared to inflaeruse of bicycle for work trave] Bikeshare survey re-
spondents were twice as likely to report that their employers offered bike racks, showers, personal lockers, and
other bicyclesupport services (56%) as were all commuters regiate (27%) They alsavere more likely to have
bicycle services than were other commuters in the jurisdictions where they worked. Respondents who had access
to bicyclesupport services biked to work at a higher rate than did responsl@hb did not have access to these
services 35% of respondents who said bicycle services were availabledui¢gahork, compared with 23% of

those who did not have bicycle services.

Satisfaction with Capital Bikeshare

Respondents gee generally high marks to bikeshare featurest least sixri ten gave ratings of 4 or 5 (Excellent)
to safety of stations, Capital Bikeshare website, call center, mechanical repair of bikes, and the map at Capital
Bikeshare stations. Respondents were least satisfied with the availability of bikes at docks andilddality of

open docks when thewere returning bikes; these features were rated as a 4 or 5 by only 39% and 38% of re-
spondents, respectively.

About two-thirds of respondents reported some problem with using Capital Bikeshare servicesirty-five per-
cent had a mechanical issue with the bike, 34% said they had an issue with the bike dock, and 28% encountered
issues accessing a bike with the membership key.

Vi
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Respondents expressed substantial interest in a card that could be used to access both I&ikéahare and

public transit¢ Ninety-one percent of respondents said they would be somewhat interested (31%) or very inter-
ested (60%) in a Capital Bikeshare fob or SmarTrip card that they could use tobethe&3apital Bikeshare and
public transit grvice. Only 6% said they were not interested in this
service. Members were less interested in a no annual feepgay

ride membership option; only 32% were either somewhat inter-
ested (25%) or very interested (7%) in this option. But an additional
28% sdl their interest would depend on the cost per ride.

CB members wanted both more bikes at existing locations and

expansion of Capital Bikeshare to new destinatioog3he most

often noted expansion need was for more docks at existing sta-

tions; 54% of respadentsselectedthis option for greater access to

‘ bikes in popular bikeshare pielp and dropoff locations. The sec-
ond highest priority was for new stations in residential neighbor-
hoods (44%), perhaps indicating a desire for greater access to
bikeshare fo short trips within or from a home neighborhood. A

‘ similar percentage (43%) indicated a need for expansion within the
existing service area (greater infill or density of stations and 32% of
respondents said they wanted expansion to areas that bikeshare

\ doS a \sedvié now (greater coverage)

viii
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SECTION1 INTRODUCTION

Overview and Survey Objectives

This report presents the results of the November 2@hpital Bikeshare Customer Use and Satisfaction Survey
conducted for the Capital Bikeshare program (Cajitkeshare)a program jointly owned and sponsored by the
District of Columbia, Arlington County, VA, the City of AlexandrisantVontgomeryCounty, MD. The service,
which isoperated byMotivate International Inc., offers shorterm use of more thar2,500bicycles to registered
membersand daypass users at nearly 35fations in the District of Columbia, Arlington County, the City of Alex-
andria and Montgomery County

Users register for an annual or-8@y membership and receivebékesharekey tha allows them to unlock a bike
at any station. Use of a bike is free for the first 30 minutes of anyTrips lasting longer than 30 minutes incur
trip feesthat increase as the length of the trip increases. This pricing system encourages the uss ébhbghort
trips. Users can return the bike to the same station or to any other station in the netvamikifdting both return

and oneway trips.

Severabovernmental and community organizatiomsthe Washington Metropolitan region, includitige Digrict
of Columbia Department of Transportation, Arlington County Commuter SergiocB€;goBikeArlingtonthe City
of Alexandria, Local Motiotthe Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, and the Federal Highways
Administration sponsor orsupportCapital Bikesharehese entities were interested in learning morebideshare
dza SNEQ SELISNASYyOS 4 A (iGapital BikeshamNapacNdndra Siuy@RpafidtrisiTha duivey 3
was conducted for the followingrimary purposes, toxamine:
1 Demographic characteristics of Capital Bikeshare users
1 Characteristics of Capital Bikeshare trips
1 Travel changes made in response to Capital Bikeshare availability
T 'aSNBRQ Al GA&ATFIOGA2Y GAGK /FLAGEE . A1SaKFNB TSI ddz2NBa

Survey Methodology Summary

Sample Selectio

OnOctober 23 2014Capital Bikeshare stagent an email tahe approximately Z,600annual30-day members

The emaiinformed them of the online survey and provided the link to the survey website. The email indicated
that Capital Bikeshawould erter members who completed the survey entry into a drawing for one of five annual
membershipsTo increase the response rate furth@apital Bikesharsert a reminderin the monthly enewslet-

ter to all members During the approximatelgne-month period that the survey website was activg314mem-
berscompleted the surveyfor a total response rate df6%

Questionnaire Development

Thesurvey questionnaire was developed jointly Ggpital Bikesharstaff and the consultantA copy of the final
guestionnaire is presented in Appendix¥ae questionnairewhich was designed for online saliministration,
collected data orhe followingmajor topics:

1 Capital Bikesharparticipation backgroun@nd motivation for registering

Capital Bikesharese paterns

Details ofmost recentCapital Bikesharip

Trips made byapital Bikesharthat would not have been made without the service
Role ofCapital Bikesharim influencing use of bike and other types of transportation
Changes in vehicle ownership atidving miles since joininGapital Bikeshare

=A =4 =4 =4 =4
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Work travel patternsaand changes in workdvelpattern changes since joiningapital Bikeshare
Ratings for quality o€apital Bikesharieatures

Issues encountered while usii@apital Bikesharkikes and stabns

Barriers to bicycling in the Washington region

Suggestions for Capital Bikeshare expansion and other improvements

Demographics

= =4 =8 4 A -4

Survey Analysis

Section Qresents key results of the survébhe findings present the percentages of respondents who gach
response. Figures and tables also show the base for the percentages, the number of respondents who actually an-
swered the question, presented as (n=__ ).

The total number of completegurveyinterviews @,314 was substantial enough that it was pitde to examine
results for various sulgroups of the total respondent population. Several respondent characteristics, including
age, sex, home locatiogear in whichthe respondent joinedCapital Bikeshatdrequency ofCapital Bikesharase,
and other daracteristics, were found to be important in this analysis.

When comparable data were available, results also are presented from the State of the Commute survey con-
ducted by the Commuter Connections program of the Metropolitan Washington Council ofrfBwms in 203

(2013 SOC). Although the SOC survey interviewed only employed residents of the Washington metropolitan re-
gion, it provides a reasonable dataset for demographic comparisons be8éUsef theCapital Bikesharsurvey
respondents said they ere employed.
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SECTION 2 SURVEY RESULTS

This section presents an overview of the survey findings. The survey collected data in several primary topic areas.
Results for these topics are presented below:

=

Demographic characteristics

Capital Bikesharparticipation and membership characteristics

TypicalCapital Bikesharase

Most recentCapital Bikeshargip

Trips made byapital Bikesharthat would not have been made without the service
Role ofCapital Bikesharim influencing use of bike and other typef transportation
Vehicle ownership and driving miles

Work travel patterns and travel changes

Usersatisfactionratings and service issues

= =4 —a —a —a _—a _a 9

Demographic Characteristics

The demographic characteristics of respondents are presented below. When data vedlebkey results also are
presentedfrom the State of the Commute survey conductedtbg Metropolitan Washington Council of Govern-
Y Sy G@ndnuter Connectioprogramin 2013 (2013 SOC).

In general, bikeshare usergldhot mirror the adult population oflie Washington metropolitan region. More than
nine in ten bikeshare survey respondemsre employed, while the U.S. Census reports that only about seven in
ten Washingon metropolitan region adults aremployed. But bikeshare survey respondents also différom

the general employed populatio@ompared withall commuters in the region, theyere, on average,

1 Considerably younger

More likely to be male

More likely to be Caucausian

Slightly less affluent than thegional employee population

Much more kely to live and work in the urban core of the regipiashington DC, ArlingtoCounty, VA, or
Alexandria, VA

= —a —a —a

Employment / Student Status

Nearly all (96%) respondents said they were employed; 91% were employdchtihind 5% were employed part

time. The remaining 4% said they were not currently employed. The survey also asked respondents if they were a
full-time or parttime student. One in ten respondents said they were students, with 5% reportingniglistudent
status and 6% reporting patime student status.

Home and Work Locations

Table 1 presents the distributions Ghpital Bikesharsurveyrespondents by theihome and work jurisdictionsn

the November2014 survey three-quarters ofrespondents said they ligdn the District of ColumbigArlington

County, VAvas home to aboutl0%of respondents. Smaller percentages of respondents said theyiliidont-

gomery County, MB CIF ANKFI E [/ 2dzyiés ! 3 t NAyOS DS2 NHBHe@tgbu-/ 2 dzy (i &
tion of repondents by worlurisdictions wa essentially the same as for home location.
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Table 1
Home and Work Locations
2011, 2012, and 201€apital Bikeshare Survey

State/County 2011 Survey 2012 Survey 2014 Survey
Home Location (n =5,159) (n=5,367) (n =3,600)
District ofColumbia 83% 78% 75%
Arlington County (VA) % 11% 10%
Montgomery County (MD) 3% 4% 6%
Fairfax County (VA) 2% 2% 3%
Alexandria City (VA) 1% 2% 3%
Prince Georg@ County (MD) 1% 1% 1%
Other * 3% 2% 2%
Work Location (n=4,931) (n=4,821) (n =3395)
District of Columbia 80% 7% 76%
Arlington County (VA) 6% 10% 10%
Montgomery County (MD) 7% 5% 6%
Fairfax County (VA) 3% 3% 3%
Prince Georg@ County (MD) <1% 2% 2%
Alexandria City (VA) 2% 2% 2%
Other * 1% 1% 1%

F 91 OK NXB & LR yceatBgory yas inétned by lieks§hsiE one percent of respondents.

The distribution also is shown for the November 2012 and November 2011 Capital Bikeshare surveys. The share of
respondents who lived in the District of Columbia fell slightly between 2082814, reflecting the growth in
bikesharestations and bicycles in jurisdictions outside the District during the tpasyears. But the drop in the

District was distributed among the other jurisdictions; no single other jurisdiction reported a statissgnificant
increase.

Sex

Nearly six in terf59%) bikeshare survegspondentsvere male 41%were female (Figurd). Thiswasthe oppo-
site of the 2013 SOC distribution, in whictb% of employed residents were female.
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Figurel
Respondent Sex Disbution ¢ Bikeshare Members and All Regional Employees

(Bikeshare n 4,041, 2013 SOC n = 834)

All regional workers (2013 SOC) 45%

Bikeshare members 59% 41%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Male m Female ‘

Age
Capital Bikesharsurvey respondenta/ere considerably younger thamere all regional employees, as measured
through the 20B SOC surye(Figure 2)Six in ten(63%)bikeshare surveyespondentsvere under 35 years old

andnearlyone in ten 8%)were under 25 years of age. By comparison, only 17% of the regional employee popula-
tion wasunder 35 years of age.

Figure 2
Respondent Age Disbution ¢ Bikeshare Members and All Regional Employees

(2014 Bikeshare n 4,005 2013 SOC n =834

100% -
80% H
60% o9%

6
40% 31% 30%

21% 22%
17%
20% H | | | 12% 8%
0% | |
Under 35 35-44 45-54 55-64
Bikeshare members All regional workers (2013 SOC)
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Age distributions also were examined for the two jurisdictions that represgtite dominant share of bikeshare
members, District of Columbia and iddton, VA. The SOC survey found that 16% of all commuters whoarlive
Arlington and 19% of Districesidentcommuterswere younger than 35 years of age. These percentages not
statistically different from the 17% of commuters regiatide in this ageroup.

But the percentage of bikeshare members where youngwas dramatically higher in both of these jurisdictions
whencompared withthe total SOC respondents who i these two jurisdictions52% of Arlington bikeshare
members and 8% of Washigton bikeshare membensere under 35 years old. Thus, with respect to age,
bikesharememberswere more like each other, regardless of their home area, than thene like other commut-
ers in their home jurisdictions.

Ethnic Background

Caucasians represest, by far, the largest ethnic group biovember2014 bikesharesurvey respondents; ac-
counting for84% of respondentsAsian, Hispanic/Latino, and Africdmerican espondents accoued for about
5%,5% and3%of respondentsrespectively(Table 2) The dstribution was very similar to that observed in éh
November2012 survey, in which @6 of respondents were White/Caucasian.

The table also shows the ethnic background distribution of all regional empl¢ge&8 SOCBikesharanembers
were disproportiorately Caucasiawhen compared with the regional employee populatiétiricanAmericans and
Hispanicsvere underrepresentedcompared withthe regional employee population.

Table 2
Ethnic Background BikeshareMembersand All Regional Employees
2014 Bikeshare 2013 S0OC
. Survey Survey
EthnicGroup (n=3,743 (n = 6,34)
White/Caucasian 84% 50%
Asian 5% 10%
Hispanic/Latino 5% 13%
AfricanrAmerican 3% 25%
Other / Mixed 3% 2%

Income

Fewer than wo in ten(16%)respondentseported household incaes of less than®,000 per year, &6 hal in-
comes of $0,000 to $99,999, an80% hal incomes of $100,000 or more per yg&igure3). Bikesharesurvey re-
spondents hd lower household incomes tharidlemployees regiorwide, as measured by the 26 SOC sumy.
Abouttwo-thirds (68%)of all regional workers fhincomes of $100,000 or more, compared wab#o of bikeshare
members.
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Figure3
Annual Householdncomec BikeshareMembers
(n =3,506)
100%
80%
60%
40% A
18% 9 15%
20% { 3% 3% 10% 10% ’ 9% 129 1%
< $25- $35- $50- $75- $100- $125- $150- $200,000

$25,000 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $124,999 $149,999 $199,999 +

Changing Member Profilelt isreasonableio expect that the people whavere attracted tobikeshare when it was
new might be different in various respects from those who ¢oiat a later time. This idea was tested for tBapi-
tal Bikeshare survey respondents by comparing the demogragbides for espondents in the 2014 survey with
the profiles ofrespondents in the 2012 and 2011 CB surveys

The conclusion from this analysis is that the profila tdkeshare member appears to be changing in several de-
mographic characteristics to becom#ore dominantly male White, and affluent,but less young and moréiverse
in home location:

Sex- Of the members whearticipated in the 2011 CB survey, 55% were male and 45% were female. In the
2012 survey, 57% of respondents were male and 43% were female. Thdsctyetinued in 2014, when
males comprised 59% of respondents.

Ethnicityc In 2011, respondents who reported being of Caucasian race/ethnicity were a significant majority,
comprising 81% of total respondents. Since then, the share of respondeats/ere Caucasiarincreased;
in 2014, 84% of respondents reported being Caucasian

Household IncomeIn the 2011 CB survey, 39%re$pondentgeported a household income of $100,000

or more per year. In the 2012 survey, respondents with incomes of $100,000reraomprised a larger

group, 45% of the total. Incomes were higher still in the 2014, with 50% reporting an income of $100,000 or
more. Even accounting for some wage inflation, this seems to suggest the program is attracting and/or re-
taining higher incomeespondents.

Ageg In the 2011 survey, respondents who were under 35 yeald accounted fol66% of the total re-
spondents. But the share of youngspondents has declined since tfiist CB survey was conded. In

2012, 63% of respondents were youngerah 35 And in the 2014 survey, the share of young respondents
was 59%. The share of respondents who were between 35 and 44 did not change over thgetirrpe-

riod, indicating that the growth has been among members who were 45sygaider.

Home LocatincLy G KS wnmm /. &dz2NBSes yo» 2F NBaALRYRSyiGa
share of respondents has declined since then, to 78% in 2012 and 75% in 2014.

Distance to Bikeshare Station

Qurvey respondentgenerally reported excellentcaess to Capital Bikeshare stations (FigiyréMore than three
guarters of respondents said they lived within ¥4 mile of a bikeshare station and 87% lived within %2 mile. They re-
ported similar access where they work; 83% of employed respondents workeah Withiile of a bikeshare station

and 89% said the closest bikeshare station was within %2 mile of their work location.

fAC
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Figured
Distance from Home and Work to Nearest Bikeshare Stations

(Distance from home n = 4,052, Distance from work n = 3,919)

100% -
83%

80% 78%
b -
60% -
40% A
20% A

9% 4% 9% 6% %% 9%
0% | I | 1 .
Distance from home Distance from work
Under 5 blocks (1/4 mi) 5 to 8 blocks (1/2 mi)
m 9 to 15 blocks (up to 1 mi) m More than one mi

Availadility of Vehicles and Other Personal Transpor@ptions

The survey asked respondents if theydlzacess to any obfir types of personal transportatioon a regular basis
for their travel: catvar/ SUVtruck; personal bikecarsharevehicle or motorcycle motor-scooter/motorbike (Fig-
ure5).

Figure5
Vehicles and Other Personal Transportation OptidRegularly Available for Travel
2011 2012 and 204 CB Survey

(2011 n =5,464012 n = 3,7312014 n = 4,314

53%
Car, van, SUV, truck 46%
57%
29%
Personal bike 42%
52%
9% 2011 CB Survey
Carsh hicl 9
arshare vehicle 33 /%9% 2012 CB Survey
| 30 2014 CB Survey
Motorcycle/Motorscooter [ 2%
L 2%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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In the 2014 survey,57% of respondentsaid theyhad regular access ta personalvehicleg car, van, SUV, or truck

This percentag&vas well below the rate of vehicle availability in the Washington Metropolitan region. According

to the 2008 Household Travel Survey conductgdvetropolitan Washington Council @vernments, 94% of
households in the region ldeat least one vehicle and 84% of household harehicle for each driver in the house-
hold.. dzi o0 A {1 SaKlNBE YSYo S NEaQsinl&8 t© théate $or the@ibtrict of Goliinibia, ivdereNd (i S
large majority of bikeshare users ltkéThe MWCOG Household Travel Survey found that 52% of households in the
District of Columbia had a vehicle for each driver in the household.

More thanhalf (52%)of bikeshare surveyaspondents said they lokaccess to a personal bikeour in ten(39%)
respondents said they libaccess to a carshare vehicle, that is, thaye members of a carshare program, which
offers shortterm rental of vehicles to registered members.

As is evidet from Figure 5, the availability sEveraltransportation optionshas changed over the three years

since the November 2011 bikeshare survey was condu@atshare access showed a dramatic increase over the
period, 52% of respondents reported this optian 2014, compared with 33% in 2012 and just 9% of respondents
in 2011. The percentage of respondents who had access to a personal bicycle also infreas28% in 2011 to

42% in 2012 and 52% in 20T4e percentage of respondents whochaccess t@ personalauto/vehicle dropped
between 2011 (53%) and 2012604, but the 2014 survey found that 57% had access to a personal vehicle, a per-
centage that was essentially the same as in 2011. Thus, this does not appear to be an ongoing trend.

Vehicle Availality by Demographic Characteristi@ecause itvasexpectedthat Capital Bikesharsmembership
would be more attractive andhfluential to respondents who lthfewer travel optionghan tothose who tad
manyoptions the analysis examined differences in éadaility of personal vehicleand personal bicyckby vari-
ous demographic characteristicBhese results are presented in Table 3.

Availability was not uniformly distributed across all respondents. For example, Arlington County residents were
much morelikely to have a personal vehicle than were residents of the District of Columbia, but they were equally
likely to have a personal bike. Male respondents were slightly more likely than were females to have access both
to a personal bicycle and a personahicle. Respondents whaere White were more likely to have a personal
vehicle than were Nofwhite respondents, but these two groups of respondents were equally likehave access

to a personal vehicle.

The most striking differences were related ® & LI2 Yy RSy 1aQ | 3S IyR AyO02YSao ! Y2y 3
25 years of age, only four in ten (38%) had a personal vehicle available for regular travel, compared with 57% of
those whowere 25 to 34 years of age and about thrgearters of respondents whaere 35 years of age or older.

Availability of a personal bicycle was similarly tied to respondents' age; about four in ten (43%) respondents who
were under 25 years old said they had a personal bicycle, compared with 53% who werédAtetrs of agerad
about two-thirds who were 35 years of age or older.

A similar pattern was noted by respondents' annual household income, with vehicle availability increasing as in-
come increase. Vehicle availability ranged from a low of 3fi#trespondents whose incoes were under $50,000

to a high of 80% among respondents with incomes of $150,000 or more. Availabilipecfanalbicycle showed a

less dramatic but similar pattern; only about half of respondents with incomes under $100,000 had a personal bi-
cycle avdable, compared with about twathirds of respondent with higher incomes.

NI
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Persona Vehicle and Bicycle Availabillst;lssl;esn%rﬁ Yy Mein@yraphicCharacteristics
Percentage with Percentage wth

Respondent Characteristic PersonalVehicle Personal Bicycle

Available Available

Home location

- Arlington County (n 333) 85% 58%

- District of Columbia (n =232 57% 58%

Sex

-Male (n=2,071 67% 62%

-Female (n = 1&) 62% 56%

Race / Ethnicity

- Nonwhite (n =472) 61% 53%

- White (n = 2,779) 65% 60%

Age

- Under 25 years (n £90) 38% 43%

-25¢ 34 years (n 4,755 57% 53%

-35¢ 44 years (n ¥70) 73% 64%

-45¢ 54 years (n 462 80% 75%

- 55 and older (n 307) 81% 72%

Income

- Under $50,000 (n 879 39% 48%

- $50,000- $74,999 (n = B3) 50% 54%

- $75,000- $99,999 (n 494) 60% 53%

-$100,000- $149,999(n =793 72% 63%

- $150,000 or more (n 879) 80% 66%

(Statisticdly higher percentages ahaded
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Participation and Program Member§thpracteristics

An early section of the survey asked respondents about their bikeshare membership, such as when and why they
joined Capital Bikeshare and how they heard about the program. Responses to these questions also were com-
pared for various subgups ofsurvey respondentgo identify differenceghat might beusefulto guide marketing
efforts in the future.

When Joined Bikeshare

Membership growth has been steadincethe August 2010 startbutas Figure 6 shows, many memberséieeg-
istered formultiple years More than four in ten respondents said they joined CB before 2013; 12% joined in 2010,
in the early months of the prograi3% first joined in 2011, and 18% joined in 2012. About one quarter (23%) first
joined in 2013 The remaining 34% joed in 2014 so had been members for less than one year.

Figure 6
When Joined Capital Bikeshare
(n =4,303
100% -
80%
60%
20% | 34%
23%
20% 12% 13% 18% | ‘ ‘
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

How Heard About Bikeshar

Figure7 presents the sources of information noted Bapital Bikesharmembers fo how theya ¥ A N& ( off S| NI SR €
the program The top sourcevasrelated to seeingCapital Bikesharm action; % of respondents learned of the

program by seeing a bikeshare statidkn additionab% saw someone riding a Capital Bikeshare. mut a

quarter (26%) saidh friend or family member referred themOther common source®ach named by at least one

in twenty respondentsincludenewspaper or magazing@ %) employers(4%) and social media (4%lhe wide

range of sources indicates success with a broad marketing patterpenhéps the role of multiple program part-

ners.

11
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Figure7
How First Learned ofapital Bikeshare
(n =4,307
Saw CB station 30%

Referral from friend/family/coworker 26%
Newspaper/magazine 7%
Saw someone riding CB bike 6%

Employer/info at work | | 4%

Social media | = 4%
Don't recall | 14%
Other 7_ 8%
0% 26% 46% 66% 86% 106%

Change in SourcesTable4 shows the percentages of respondents who learned about Capital Bikesharaiftom
sources iy theyearin which they joined the progran2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, and 20T4esixsources shown
were the only sources for which themeere significant differences byear.Green highlighting show sources that
increased in importance over time and il highlighting shows sources that decreased in importance.

Twod 2 dzZNDOSazX bal g 0A1SaKINB aidldAz2yé ' yR hibbBstaftibyl f FNRBY
increased importance. Clearly, this shows how the visibility of the bikes andafenduth referralshave been

important marketingtools¢ 62 2 G KSNJ a2 dzNOSasz aalg¢g a2YS2yS NARAy3I | 0A
Fd 62N)] Zé | f &z, b&BKamork mosidst sda.ONB | & S

Two sources seem to have declined in importance siheearly months of the programSbcial medig named

by 10% of respondents who joined durird®10, was noted by a declining percentage of respondgaigy 2% of
respondent who joined during 2014 cited this souréad newspapeor magazine, which asnoted by 13% of
respondents who joined i8014 wasnamed by only 4% of recent members. This suggests that some of the mar-
keting and promotion for the program, which was important during program rollout, has ended or is reaching
fewer people.

12
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Table 4
Bikeshare Information Sources First Source
When Joined Capital Bikeshare
Bikeshare Information Source 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
(n =540 (n =552 (n=765 | (n=967) | (n=1,473

Increased Importance

- Saw bikeshare station 11% 24% 32% 34% 35%

- Referral from friend/family 11% 22% 26% 2% 32%

- Saw someone on bikeshare bike 1% 4% 5% 6% 8%

- Employer, information at work 2% 2% 5% 4% 5%
Decreased Importance

- Social media 10% 7% 3% 3% 2%

- Newspaper or magazine 13% 9% 7% 6% 4%

Sources Noted by Demographic Sibupsc There alsavere some differences in how respondents learned of
Capital Bikesharky where they livd or workedand by their sexandage Some differences alsgere noted for
different income groups, but theslargely paralledd the age patterns.

Sex¢ Women and men reported differences in two sources.
Referrals; Womenwere more likely to mention referral (30%) thamere men (2%).
Newspaper/Magazine Men (9%) wee more likelythan were women (4%p mention a media source

Homeand WorkLocation
Referrals; Respondents who liwkin the District of Columbi@District)noted referrals(27%)at a higher rate
than dd respondents who liveéin Arlington (L9%) or inother areaq22%)

Saw Capital Bikeshardation ¢ Arlington residents (34%) and members who lived outside Arlirigtdride
the District (37%)oted this source more often thanid District memberg28%).

Employer; Respondents who livkin Arlington and those who livkoutside Arlington/outsidehe District
mentioned learning abouCapital Bikesharffom anemployer at a higher rat@Arlingtong 9%, Outside Ar-
lington/DC¢ 9%)than dd District residents 8%).Respondents whaorked in Arlingtonwere particuarly
likely to have learned of CapitBikeshare from an employ€®%) while only 4% of respondents who
worked in the District and% of respondents wheorkedin other areas mentioed this source.

Agec¢ Twosources showd distincttrends as respondenfiges increased:

Referrals; Referralsdeclined substantially with increasing age. Four in te@%) respondentsvho were
younger thar?5 years oldand 3% whowere between 25 and 3fentioned referrals, compared with 226
of respondents whavere between 35 and 44and only13%of respondentsvho were 45 or older.

Newspaper or Magazine ArticteThis source shoed an increasing trend with increasing age. Of#ffy of
respondentsunder 35 years old mentioed a newspaper or magazine article as a source, compared8#tth
of respondents between 35 antll years old and 2% of respondentd5 or older.

13
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Reasons for Joining Bikeshare

To identify what motivated membet® join Capital Bikesharat the time that they did respondents were asked
to rate how important each of eight possible motivatidmesd beento their decision The results for these ques-
tions are presented in Figure ghowingthe percentages of respondents who gave a rating of 1 (not at all im-
portant) or 2, a rating of 3, a rating of 4, or a rating of 5 (very important).

The primary reasorwasclearly access and speei% of respondents ratétheir ability toget around more easily
or more quicklyas a 4 or 5 (very importanthnother importantmotivation was having a new travel option or a
one-way travel option; 8% of respondents rated thias important. The third top motivation was simply the
enjoyment of biking; 7% said liking to bike or thinking that bikimgs fun way to travelwas an important
motivation to join bikeshare

Figure 8
Importance ofBikeshare Membership Motivations

(n=4,207

T Average Rating

Get around more easily, faster m 75% 4.7
New/other travel option, one-way option m- 57% 43
Like to bike, fun way to travel M_ 47% 4.1

Exercise, fithess 7 17% 23% M 37

Save money on transportation 24% 19% 34% 36

F

Concern about environment 30% 23% 22% 3.3

F

Access to another bike, backup 46% 12% 24% 29

F

Health concerns 42% 26% m 29
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 or 2 (not important) 3 n4 5 (Very important)

Six in ten (60%) said getting exercise/fitness was an important motivator and about half cited a desire to save
money on transportation (56%) or environmental concerns (47%) as motivating factors. Having accefiseio ano
bicycle was important to 42% of respondents and 32% said they were motivated by health concerns to join.

14
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Importance of Motivations by Member Swulsoup¢ Respondentsige quite similar responses to why they joined
Capital Bikeshare, regardless oéthtravel and demographic characteristics. But a few notadtigtistically signifi-
cant,differences are described below.

When Joined Capital Bikeshardlo single motivation has gained in importance over the past four years, but sev-
eral reasons seem todve become less prominent:

Concern about EnvironmeqfThis motivation was cited as importaby 54% of respondents who joined in
2010 Abaut 48% of respondents who joined in 2012 or 2@h8i only 43% of 2014 new membesaid the
environment was an importa reason for joining.

Access to another bike / baclp bikeg Thisalsoseerned to be a lesBnportant motivation for recent mem-
bers; only 8% of respondents who joineda@ital Bikesharein 2014 gave this an importance rating of 4 or 5,
while 44% vho joined between 2011 and 2013 and 51% who joined in 2g4a@e this réng.

Frequency of Capital Bikeshdyee¢ Respondents who uskeCapital Bikeshare frequently reported distinctly differ-
ent motivations for joining thanid respondents whoade bikeshare irequently:

Save Money, The motivation to save moneayas muchmore important to frequent riders than to those
who rode infrequenty. Seven in tetmembers who made 11 or more trips in the past month a@#5vho
made betweersixand ten trips said saving mey was important, while onl¢#5% ofrespondents whanade
between one and fivérips in the past month rated saving money as an importaotivation.

Get Exercise Frequent riders alswere more likely to report this as an important motivation, but the
threshold was at a higher riding leyéR%of members who made 11 or more CB trips last month rated this
motivation as important, compared with 54% who made between three and ten trips and the same percent-
age who made fewer than three trips.

Access to anotr bike / backup bikeg This seerad to be moreimportant to infrequent riders; 8% who
madebetween one and fivérips and 6% who madédetweensix and terbikesharetrips in the @st month
rated this motivation as important, compared witts% who made 1br more trigs.

Home Location

SaveMoneyc Six in ten(59%) respondents who liden the District of Columbiand53%who lived in Ar-
lington or Alexandriamentioned a desire to save money, while odBp6 of responderg who lived in other
areasgave thisas areason

Get Around More EasityDistrict members also were more ligeo jointo get around moreeasily or faster;
96% of Dstrict residentsmentioned thisreason,compared with89% ofArlington residents and@®»% ofre-
spondents who live in other aeas.Since mosbikesharetrips are quite short, this likely reflects the greater
level of traffic congestion in the District, compared with other residential locations.

Get Exercise / Health Conceg®nly 58% of respondents who lived in the urban garesdictions of the

District, Arlington, and Alexandriaentioned this motivation as important, compared wit% who livel in

other areasThis suggestbikeshareLJt @& f Saa 2F | NRtS a daolaxO GNIyal
outside the Distiit and Arlington.

Age ¢ Severamotivationsshowed pronouncedtrends asa function ofrespondent§ages with two showing de-
creasing trends with age artdree showing increasing trends:
Save Money, Two-thirds (65%) of respondents whavere younger than 3Bnentioneda desire to save
money on transportationcompared withd7%of respondents whavere beween 35 andb4, and only 8%
of respondents whavere 55 or older.Thiswas likely dueinpart, i 2 &2 dzy 3SNJ NBalLRyRSyGaqQ f
income.

Get Around Mcee Easily; Nearly all(96%) respondents under 3§ears of agenentionedthis as an im-
portant motivation, compared witt92% whowere between 35 and4 years old and83%who were 55 or

15
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older. This again mighbe due to other factors however, such as auaility of a carand the areasn which
they typically travedd.

Get Exercisd.ike to Bike; These wo motivations were more important to older respondents than to
younger respondents. Seven in tef0%o) respondents whwere 45 years or older rategettingexerciseas
important, compared \ith 57% of younger respondents. AB&% of respondents 45 years and older rated
their enjoyment of biking amportant motivation, compared with75%of respondents in younger age
groups

Environmental ConcersOlder respndents also reported greater importance of environmental concerns;
58% of respondents whavere 45 years or older rated environmental concerns as important, compared with
49% of respondents whwere between 35 and 44 andl3% of respondents whwere youngerthan 35 years
old.

Sex
Get Exercise, Environmental Concerfemale respondentwere slightly more likely than male respond-
ents to rate tvo motivations as important: get exercisedfd of women vs &% of menjandenvironmental
concerns (53% of women ¥4% of men). There were no statistical differences in other motivations.

Incomeg, The resultsshowed a distinctdownwardpatternl & NB & Ligcynivifioyelasi @r one motivationg

a desire tosave money on transportatiofhreequarters(77%)of respordents with incomes of less than $50,000
said this was mimportantmotivation for joiningCapital Bikesharédmong respondents whose incomesre be-
tween $50,000 and #,999,68% rated saving money as importafthe share of respondents who noted this rea-
son dropped still further for the next two income grouf% who ha an income of between 7,000 and
$149,999 andl1% of those with incomes of $150,000 or more said saving money mwiasp@rtant motivdion.

Ethnicityg Satistically significant differereswere notedon two motivations

SaveMoneyc¢ Nonwhite respondents mentioed saving money at a higher rate thaiddVhite respond-
ents; 63% ofNon-whites said this wasnportant, compared witlr67% ofWhite respondents.

Health Concerns Thismotivation alsowasmore important to Norwhite respondentsFour in ten (40%)
Nonwhite respondents rated health concerns as important, compared 81# of White respondents.

Access to another bike / bacilp bike¢ This seeradto be more important to White respondentg3%of
White respondents rated this as important, compared with 37% of-Ménite respondents.

TypicalBikeshardJse

Another section of the questionnaire asked respondents altbeir frequency ofikeshareuseandtrip purposes
for which theyusedbikeshare The survey also asked sevdadlow-up questionsto explore the characteristics of
NBaALR2YRSYyGaQ vY2ad NBOSyid o0A1SakKlFNB GNALI

Frequency oBikeshareUse

Seven percentf respondents said thelgad not madeany bkeshare trips in the past montitirigure9). About 13%
made one or two bikeshare trips1% made between three and five trips, an84 made beveen six and ten
trips. Four in temespondents were frequent usergjth 11 or more tripsn the past month And24%made at
least20trips. Thisuse distributionresulted in an averageiseof about 13trips per user in the past month
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Bikeshare Trips MadeniPast Month
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30-39 40 or

trips more trips

The percentage of high frequensershasincreasedover the pasthree yearsln thefirst Capital Bikeshare sugy

in 2011, 26% of respondents said they made 11 or more trips in the past month. In 2012, the percentage of fre-

quent users was 35%. The 40% of frequent use represauntinued growth in the average morthuse of

bikeshare.

Trip Frequency by Demographic Characteristi§gveral demographic characteristigsre associated with more

frequentbikeshareuse (Tablé). Usewas more frequent among respondents who ltve the District of Columbia

and those vino worked in the Districtthan for residentor workersof other locations This seems a reasonable out-
come, considering that the majority of bikes and bike stations are located in the District. Other characteristics asso-
ciated with higher use includebeing male, younger than 35 years old, not having access to a personal yahitle

not having access to a personal bicy@eleastsix in tenof the respondents in each of these categories said they

had used bikeshare six or more times in the past month.

Tableb5

A1 SEAKIENB ¢NARLIE AV t Hoiéand\®orkd écatione

Percentage who Made 6 or more Capital Bikeshare Trips in Past Month

Jurisdiction Percentage
Home jurisdiction

- District of Columbia (n = 2,691) 62%

- Arlington County, VA(=361) 54%
-a2y032YSNE k t NAyO%S1)DS2NH 51%
Work jurisdiction

- District of Columbia (n = 2,579) 61%

- Arlington County, VA (n323) 58%
-a2y032YSNE k t NAyO&Z®BHDS2NH 49%

(Statistically higher percentageseshaded

wSaLkRy
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Table 5(cont)
. A1 SaKIFENB ¢NRLIE AYy tlad az2yiK o6& wSalLlyRS
Percentage who Made 6 or more Capital Bikeshare Trips in Past Month

Respondent Characteristic Percentage
Sex

- Male (n =2,338 65%

- Female (n 4,632) 51%
Age

- 16 to 24 years old (n 316) 76%
-25to 34 years old (n =®1) 61%

- 35 to 44 years oldn(=821) 57%
-45t0 54 years old (n 492 53%

- 55 years and older (n = 333) 45%

Access to a personal vehicle
-No (n=2,458 68%
-Yes (n 4,859 52%

Access to a personal bicycle

-No (n = 2,091) 64%

-Yes (n = 2,221) 54%

(Statistically higher percentages are shaded)

Trip Frequency bWhen Respondent Joinedfital Bikeshareand the Motivations for Joining Frequency differ-
encesalsowere noted bywhen the respondergjoined Capital Bikeshare and what motivated them to jdiable6
presents the results to the first question and TabBlghows results to the questions on motivation.

When Joined &pital Bkeshae ¢ Respondents who joined most recently made more trips in the past month than
did respondents who joined earlienparly twothirds (64%)of respondents who registereduring 2014and 59%

of respondents who joined in 20XBade sixor morebikeshare trig inthe past month compared withbetween

50% and 56% a&spondents whqgoined earlier.
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Table 6
Bikeshare Trips ifPast Month by When Respondedbined Capital Bikeshare
Percentage who Made 6 or more Capital Bikeshare Trips in Past Month

When Joinel Capital Bikeshare Percentage
-2010(n = 542) 50%
-2011(n = 552) 57%
-2012(n = 766) 56%
-2013(n = 967) 59%
-2014(n =1,474) 64%

(Statistically higher percentages are shaded)

Motivations for Joining &pital Bikeshareg In general, regondents who rated each motivation to join Capital

Bikeshare as more important used bikeshanere frequently(Table 7)For example, % of respondents who

I @S Yy AYLERNIFYyOS NIGAy3 27F rbikedHddenps ifi the pasinbnfiicymd Y2y Se ¢
pared with51% of respondents who rated saving money as a 3 on the importance scal@#ndhb rated it as a

1 (not at all important) or a 2.

The pattern was similar fahree othermotivations Respondents who gave high ratings for th@amance of
health concern, getting exercise, and getting around more ealsity used Capital Bikeshare at a statistically higher
rate.

One motivation showed an unexpected pattérn ¢ KS Y2 GA G A2y 2F a3SG-up OO0S&aa G2
0 A 1 S ¢edan Bppasite pattern; onlyb4% of respondents who gave this a high importance rating made six or

more trips in the past month, compared with/% who rated it as a 3 ar@#1% who rated it as a 1 or 2. Presumably,

this wasbecause they héia personal bicycle tit they use for some trips, soidnQ i  NBKeshare®yall their

bicycle trips.

For three motivations like to bike, concern about environment, and access to other form of transportation+/ one
way trips,there were no statistical differences irkbshare use. The share of respondents who made six or more

bikesharetrips was essentially the same for all respondents, regardless of how important they rated this motiva-
tion.

19




Capital Bikeshare 20dembeBurveyRepar

April3, 2015

. A1 8aKI NB

¢ NRA LJa

Table7

Ay

t Mdliviatioras 2oylainCapiiabBikesSaie L J2 V'

Percentage who Made 6 or more Capital Bikeshare Trips in Past Month

Motivation to Join Percentage
Saving money

- Important (rating of 4 or 5jn =2,429 69%
- Rating of3 (n =803) 51%
- Not important (rating ofl or 2) (n =1,002) 43%
Health concern

- Important (rating of 4 or 5) (n = 1,368) 62%
- Rating of 3 (n = 1,072) 58%
- Not important (rating of 1 or 2) (n = 1,750) 57%
Get exercise

- Important (rating of 4 or 5) (n = 2,545) 61%
-Ratingof3(n=9 60%
- Not important (rating of 1 or 2) (n = 737) 52%
Get around more easily

- Important (rating of 4 or 5) (n 3,999 60%
- Rating of3 (n =179 42%
- Not important (rating of 1 oR) (n =95) 33%
Like to bike

- Important (ratingof 4 or 5) ( =3,281) 60%
- Rating of3 (n =629) 57%
- Not important (rating ofl or 2) (n =339) 59%
Concern about environment

- Important (rating of 4 or 5) (n £,368 59%
- Rating of 3 (n 987) 60%
- Not important (rating of 1 or 2jn = 1243 59%
Access to other form of transportation / onavay trips

- Important (rating of 4 or 5) (n = 3B) 59%
- Rating of3 (n =374) 61%
- Not important (rating of 1 or 2) (n 286) 64%
Access to another bike

- Important (raing of 4 or 5) (n = 1,742) 54%
- Rating of 3 (n = 510) 57%
- Not important (rating of 1 or 2) (n = 1,874) 64%

(Statistically higher percentages asleaded
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Trip Purposes

Respondents wereshown a list ofeventrip purposes andisked to indicatdnow frequently they usd Capital
Bikeshare for each type of trijpisingthe following sca from 1 to 5

1 ¢ Never use CB for this trip purpose

2 ¢ Occasionallybut less than once per month
3¢ 1 to 2 times per month

4 ¢ 3 to 5 times per month

5¢ 6 or more tme per monthfor this trip purpose

FigurelO presents the results for #se questiors.

Figure D
Frequency oBikeshareTrips byPurposes
(n =4,236) Total Use
Social / entertainment / visit friends 17% 29% 23% 85%
Personal appointments 23% 30% 17% 79%
Shopping / errands 22% 28% 18% 78%
Restaurant / meal 21% 28% 18% 77%
Exercise, fitness 24% 15% 9% 54%
Go to or from work 13% 12% 13% 74%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Occasionally, but <3 times / month 1 -2 times / month
3 - 5times / month 6 or more times / month

NoncommuteTravelg The five trip purposes shown at the top of Figufeate trips made for personal, necom-

mute purposes. Nearly all (96%) respondents said they used Capital Bikeshare at least occasionally for one of these
purposes The top bikeshare trip purposeassocial/entertainmen y pi'z 2 F NXalLlRyR&vaia al AR
sionally nde bikeshare for this purpose and 39% used bikesliaree or more times per month. About eight in

ten respondents reported riding for three other namommute purposes: go to gersonal appointmen{79%),

shop'run errands(78%), and go ta restaurant or other location where they have a meal (77%). About four in ten
respondents said they usdilkesharefor these trip purposes three or more times per mon#bout half(54%)

used bikeshare foran exercise or recreation trip.
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