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The needs and behaviors of
the users of shared
micromobility and public
transport in combination,
have not been the subject of

gualitative research




We wanted to know more about the users!
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S— Visttrafik



Purpose of the project

Filling the gap

- complement existing knowledge regarding the user perspective on
shared micromobility services and public transportation (pt)

Providing a basis for strategic decision making

- The results will form a basis for strategic decision making within the
transport sector

Knowledge as a basis for sustainable development

- Strengthen the ability of decisions makers, planners and other

stakeholders to make sustainable decisions about the way that shared
micromobility is established, funded, integrated, packaged and

regulated.



Methods used

Literature review (RISE) — context Literature review: 33 studies

- Mapping existing knowledge

Qualitative studies (Point) — user perspective In depth: 20 respondents
- insights about the needs and behaviors of the end users Short, in field: 51 respondents

- Mapping what we want to quantify and how this should be carried out

71 users of shared micromobility and pt

Quantitative studies (Point) — effects on a systemic level

- Understanding the implications of our findings on a larger scale

Qualitative and quantitative studies were carried out in Gotheborg and

Survey: 1009 respondents
Users of shared micromobility and pt

+ users of pt + users of shared micromobility
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Key takeaways from the qualitative study

Some use public transport and micromobility in combination (same
journey), while others use it as a complement (separate journeys — same

day, or seasonal variation) — and the drivers for the two groups differ

Recreational value is one of the strongest drivers for users of shared
bicycles, while faster travel time was more pronounced for shared e-

scooter users

At night, women feel safer when in movement and some prefer

micromobility over public transport or walking for this reason
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Key takeaways from the quantitative survey

Usage

Users of shared micromobility are predominantly young, male and

highly educated

Not sursprisingly, more men than women combine shared
micromobility with pt, and men also combine the modes more

frequently than women do.

Most users decide to combine modes during their trip: only one third

plan beforehand

Micromobility alone replaces very few car trips, however for shared

micromobility and pt in combination, the results are different:

66% of trips using shared micromobility and pt replace trips with pt only
(66%)

45% of trips replace walking

23% replace car trips (more common for combination of e-scooter and pt)



Key takeaways from the quantitative survey

Drivers

- Faster overall travel time is the strongest driver for combining shared

micromobility and pt
- Solving the first/last-mile is the second most common driver

- Feeling more in control the journey is also a strong driver, and for the

users of pt and shared bicycles minimizing the amount of changes is the

third most common driver

An important value of shared micromobility is that it creates flexibility and

reliability in the system for its users




Key takeaways from the quantitative survey

Obstacles percieved by users of shared micromobility

For using shared micromobility

Long trips

Bad weather

Not wanting to be sweaty and topography (biking uphill)

No vehicle available and wanting to travel with other people or with

children (shared e-scooters)

For using a combination of shared micromobility and pt
- Having to pay twice

- Lack of vehicles at stations (shared bicycles)



Key takeaways from the quantitative survey

Obstacles percieved by non-users of shared micromobility

For using shared e-scooters:
- Not feeling of safe
- Not enjoyable

- ldentification: not wanting to be seen as an e-scooter-user

For using shared bicycles

No need (already owning and using a private bicycle)

Cost of prenumeration

Lack of stations

Unable to transport goods



Significant differences between subgroups

Women/men

- Itissignificantly more common for women to use a combination trip to

run errands
- Women plan their trips ahead of time to a much larger extent

- The lack of planning tools is an obstacle for combining shared

micromobility and pt (more so than for men)

- Lack of stations for shared micromobility is an obstacle for women

(more so than for men)

- Women also state not being able to transport goods as an obstacle for

combination trips more often than men

- Women to a larger degree avoid using e-scooters in locations where

they don’t feel safe

- Women more often feel unsafe in the traffic environment, in general

Malmo/Goteborg
- In Malmg, solving the first/last mile is a more pronounced driver

- In Malmo it is much more more common to use combination trips for

errands

- In Gothenburg the use of shared micromobility is liminited by the fact

that public transport is satisfactory

- In Gothenburg, not feeling safe in the traffic environment is a bigger

concern



Potential

Some changes that could drive adoption and enhance the accessibility and
reliability of shared micromobility and public transport in combination or as

a complement:

bundling shared micro-mobility with public transport tickets
- Atrip planner that suggests combination journeys

- Reach: expanding the availability beyond the city centre and for shared

bicycles, the addition of more stations
- Improved traffic safety in urban environments

- Introducing a wider range of vehicles which can accommondate

everyday needs such as transportation of goods, the opportunity to
travel with children as well as vehicles which are accessible for older or

less able-bodied individuals.

+ further research into the perspectives of automotive users as well as users
and non users of microm+pt based on age, gender, geographic and

economic factors



Thank you!
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