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NOVELTY: The analysisof the evolution of the first ebike-sharing system, and the
effectson mobility patterns.

TRANSFERABILITY: Experiencemanagingan e-bike system, due to the changein the
paradigm,turning from ordinary to partially or fully electricbikes.

CONCLUSIONS

OUTCOMES AND CONCLUSIONS

�ƒ Electric BSSare potential triggers for bicycle adoption in dense urban
environments.

�ƒ Usersreducetheir own carusage.

�ƒ The user profile evolvesto young male adults, well educated commuters
concernedwith the environment.

�ƒ Need to concentrate efforts to reduce the gender gap. Improve cycling
infrastructure, at leastduringthe first stagesof cyclingadoption.
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HOW DO MOBILITY SOLUTIONS 
AFFECT CAR DEPENDENCE IN 
NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS?

ECOMM, 2022-06-01

Financed by Vinnova, research call Changing travel behaviour, step 1



MOBILITY SOLUTIONS
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Place specific package
of services

Implemented in several
Swedish municipalities

Decreased demand on 
car parking

Offers a wider range of 
mobility than just 

parking



BACKGROUND
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Lack of knowledge
Policies and guidelines are
based on incomplete data

�´�1o complete research on 
how mobility solutions will 

affect our travel behaviour���´��
(Boverket )

�Ẃe are in the middle of a 
learning phase and our

knowledge needs to increase���´��
(Fastighetsägarna )



To develop and test a generalisable model to evaluate the effects of mobility 

solutions in new housing developments

AIM
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METHOD

Effects from solutions

3. Effects

Effects at differents 
places

Effects on different 
demographical groups

Occupancy rate of 
parking

1. Data gathering

Degree of use of 
mobility solutions

Semi structured
interviews

2. Methodological tools

Modelling

Analysis

MER-analys

Previous research
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CAR OWNERSHIP AND INCOME

0,00

0,10

0,20

0,30

0,40

0,50

0,60

0,70

0,80

0,90

Kvartil 1 Kvartil 2 Kvartil 3 Kvartil 4

Car ownership per household in 
Malmö, sorted by income quartile

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

Car ownership per apartment 
and level of income



CAR OWNERSHIP PER HOUSEHOLD IN 
RELATION TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN
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CAR OWNERSHIP AND AGE
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CAR OWNERSHIP
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PERSONAS



PERSONAS

Persona Age Gender Marital status Children Car

The Ferguson Family 25 -35 Both Sambo/gift Yes/No Yes

Balancing Bianca 30 -45 Female Sambo/gift Yes Yes

Car-Chris 41 -50 Male Both Yes Yes

Habitual Hugo 51 -75 Both Both No Yes

Environmental Elsa 51 -75 Both Both No Yes

Efficient Erin 25 -40 Both Single No No

Healthy Husseins 25 -45 Both Sambo/gift Yes No

Transforming Thea 30 -45 Female Single Yes No

Assured Alex 35 -50 Male Sambo/gift No No

Stress free Sylvie > 75 Both Both No No



�‡ Problems with accessing user data from mobility provider

�‡ Interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with existing car club �±pricing and accessibility

�‡ Test and measure effects of an expanded car club with more vehicles

CAR CLUB / CARSHARING



�‡ Residents lack info on mobility solutions �±need for recurring communication

�‡ Important to reach new residents

�‡ Lack of specified demands from municipalities in most parts of Sweden

�‡ Communication is extra crucial for certain demographic groups

INFORMATION OCH COMMUNICATION



�‡ One group is voluntarily car-free

�‡ Another group is involuntarily car-less

CAR-FREE VS CAR-LESS!

Income quartile 4 owns more than 150% 
more cars than income quartile 1



�‡ A few months long study �±to short time period

�‡ Effects can be hinted �±but to early in the 

development of the methodology to find

conclusive results

�‡ Effects from mobility solutions in studied areas:
�‡ Västra hamnen �±25% lower parking demand

�‡ Limhamn �±35% lower parking demand

�‡ Car demand = rented parking spaces

�‡ Necessary to study more real estates in different 

areas

CONCLUSIONS

Mobility solutions for lower income groups does not 

necessarily lead to fewer trips with cars, but it can 

provide an increased mobility and therefore reduce 

transport poverty.

�‡ Strong statistical correlation between age and car ownership

�‡ Many elderly continue to own car despite little usage

�‡ Certain personas have a high potential regarding lower car
ownership

�‡ Increased information and communication

�‡ Design of car clubs
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Urban Mobility Hubs

Implementing
neighborhood orientated 
mobility hubs in densely 
populated areas
Michael Kaufmann (University of Wuppertal)
Thorsten Koska (Wuppertal Institut )

Source: Michael Kaufmann
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1. The challenge
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Source: Michael Kaufmann



Michael Kaufmann and Thorsten Koska �±01.06.2022 - Turku

Parking pressure in living quarters
�‡Area = 1,18 km² 

�‡1700 parking cars
�‡�2�Q�O�\�������������³�O�H�J�D�O�´��

parking spaces
�‡The sidewalk is used 

to keep the street 
drivable

�‡Emergency vehicles 
and busses get stuck 
regularly

�‡16 potential site 
candidates for 
mobility hubs
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Source: Michael Kaufmann
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6 legal and free 
parking spaces

Up to 5 illegally 
parked cars

Nearly no sojourn 
quality

Source: Michael Kaufmann
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Urban Gardening

No illegal parking

3 Carsharing cars

Private bike-garage for 12 
normal bikes or e-bikes and 

5-6 cargo bikes 

6 public bike stands
3 cargo bike stands
Bike repair station

Source: Michael Kaufmann
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Signpost

Bus stop

Future expansion: bike-sharing +
e-scooter-sharing

Source: Michael Kaufmann
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2. Co-Production
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Source: Michael Kaufmann




































































