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SharedUse |\/|Obi|i'[y-the shared use of a vehicle, bicycle, or other l@peed mode-is an innovative

transportation solution that enables users to have shaitS N I O0Saa G2 (NF y aLENRS R 2
Shareduse mobility includes carsharing, personal vehicle sharing (or geepeer (P2P) carsharing), bikesharing, somosharing, shuttle services,
ridesharing, and ordemand ride services. It can also include commercial delivery vehicles providing flexible goods movement. Sisared
mobility has had a transformative impact on many global cities by enhancing transportatiocessibility while simultaneously reducing

ownership of personal automobiles. In the context of carsharing and bikesharing, vehicles and bicycles are typically uratieomcentrated in a
network of locations where the transaction of checking out ahiele or bicycles is facilitated through information technology (IT) and other
technological innovations. Usually, carsharing and bikesharing operators are responsible for the cost of maintenance, spaegeg, and
insurance/fuel (if applicable). In th context of classic ridesharing (carpooling and vanpooling) anedlemand ride services, such as

transportation network companies (TNCs), many of these providers employ IT to facilitate the matching of riders and doverigfmaking.

Shareduse moblity modes have reported a number of environmental, social, and transportatiaelated benefits. Several studies have
documented the reduction of vehicle usage, ownership, and vehicle miles/kilometers traveled (VMT/VKT). Cost savings andienogere
frequently cited as popular reasons for shifijy to a shareeluse mode. Sharedhodes can also extend the catchment area of public transit,
potentially playing a pivotal role in bridging gaps in existing transportation networks and encouraging rnaiiality by addressing the first
and-last mile issue related to public transit access. Shaxest mobility is also thought to provide economic benefits in the form of cost savings,
increased economic activity near public transit stations and mutiodal hubs, andncreased access by creating opportunities for new trips not
previously accessible by traditional public transportation and by enabling new-ovegy (or pointto-point) service options previously
unavailable.

In North America, the first carsharing and bigkaring programs launched in 1994. Shareske mobility services have grown rapidly since the
mid-1990s. In addition to carsharing and bikesharing, there has been burgeoning activity and new launches in P2P carsharieg sbeomg;
IT-based ridesharingand ondemand ride services, such as Uber, Lyft, and Sidecar. Economic, environmental, and social forces have pushed
shareduse mobility from the fringe to the mainstream, and its role in urban mobility has become a popular topic of discussion.




CARSHARING IMPACTS
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metric Reduction of GHG emissions per year for one household
* .58 - .84 tons (mean observed and full impal?:t) y

* 34% - 41% Reduction of GHG emissions per year for one household

(mean observed and full impact)

& 27% - 43% Reduction of VMT per year, considering vehicles sold

and purchases postponed

More carsharing users increased their overall public transit and non-motorized modal use
(including bus, rail, walking, bicycling, and carpooling) than decreased it.

- For every 5 members that use rail less, 4 use it more.

- For every 10 members that ride the bus less, 9 ride more.

$‘| 54 - $435 Monthly household savings per US member after

joining carsharing

" IMPACTS OEARSHARING

As of July 2014, there were 23 carsharing operators in the US with over 1.3 milli
members and 19,115 vehicles (Shaheen and Cohen, 2014). Studies of 9,500 pHg
who participated in carsharing programs in the US and Canada documented
numerous impacts (UB e r k eTISRIB/25% of members sold a vehicle due to
carsharing, and another 25% postponed purchasing a vehicle, leading to the
conclusion that 1 carsharing vehicle replaces 9 to 13 vehicles among carsharing
members because their vehicles were sold oethpostponed purchasing vehicles.
This reduction in vehicles results in notable reductionsMMT (27% to 43%) and in
greenhouse gagGHGEemissions & 34% to 41% decline in GHG emissionswor
average reduction of 0.58 t0.84 metric tons/household). Overall, carsharing user
also walk, bike, and carpa more often, which leads to decreased monthly
household transportation costs.




RIDESOURCING IMPACTS

How would you have made this trip if Uber/Lyft/Sidecar were not available?
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IMPACTS ORIDESOURCING

Ondemand ride services, also known as transportation network companies (TNC{
or ri desourcing,” use smartphone ap|
with passenger s. 330ANC usetsinisanmiriciscs, Califdrpia {
(Rayle et al, 2014) found that ridesourcing users were generally younger and mord
highly educated than the city aver ag:¢{
provided the majority of trips (53%), while other Uber services (black car, SUV)
represented another8%. Lyft provided 30% of trips, Sidecar 7%, and the remainde
were other services. The survey also asked respondents for key trip data, includin
trip purpose, origin/destination, and wait times. Of all responses, 67% were
social/leisure trips (bar, restarant, concert, visit friends/family), and only 16% of
trips were work related. Fortyseven percent of trips began somewhere other than
home or work (e.g., restaurant, bar, gymyvhile 40% were home based. If
ridesourcing were unavailable, 39% would havaken a taxi or 24% a bus. Four
percent named a public transit station as their origin or destination, suggesting
ridesourcing can serve as a fir8tast-mile trip to and from public transit.Forty
percent of ridesourcing users stated that they had reduceir driving due to the
service.Ridesourcing trips within San Francisco averaged 3.1 miles in length
compared to taxi trips averaging 3.7 miles. Finally, the study found that ridesourci
wait times tended to be substantiallghorter than taxi hail anddispatch wait times.
This study did not examine-tail taxi services, as they were not widely deployed at
the time of the survey.Snce this survey, there has been a dratic increase in taxi
use of eHail services. For example, as of October 2014, 80%af Francisco taxis
(1,450 taxis) were reportedly using theleail app Flywheel, which have brought taxi
wait times closely in line with those of ridesourcing (Sachin Kansal, unpublished
data). This study was exploratory in nature and did not include rigiditing services
such as Lyft Line. More research is needed to better understand the impact of the
services.

would have taken public transit (bus or rail)

named transit station as origin/destination,
suggesting some use ridesourcing to
access transit

avoided drinking after driving

IMPACTS OBIKESHARING

Bikesharing users access bicycles on an ¢
needed basis, and they can use them for
one-way transport,roundtrips and/or
multimodal connectivity. As of December
2014, there were 22,000 bikes at 2,266
stations across 68 Hbased puble
bikesharing programs in the U®eddin,
unpublished data). A tweyear study
completed by TRC in 2014 of
approximately 6,1D users of bikesharing
programs in the US, Canada, and Mex
documented numerous impacts.
Bikesharing members in larger cities rode
the bus less, while bus ridership increasec
in smaller cities—increased ridership was
attributed to the fact that bikeshamg
improves access to and/or from a bus line
Rail usage increased in smaller cities but
decreased in larger cities due to faster
travel speeds and cost savings from
bikesharing. Half the bikesharing
members reported reducing their persona
automobile usae.

BIKESHARING IMPACTS

=

cost and faster travel associated with bikesharing.

Bikesharing members in larger cities rode the bus less, attributable to reduced

Across all cities surve?/ed, increased bus use was attributed to bikesharing

improving access to/from a bus line.

Rail usage increased in small cities (Minneapolis-St. Paul) and decreased in
larger cities (Mexico City, Montreal, and Washington, DC) - all larger regions
with denser rail networks. Shifts away from public transit in urban areas are
often attributed to faster travel times and cost savings from bikesharing use.
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of bikesharing members
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TSR®/ethodology

Please see references above for more information on individual study methodolodisase
note TSRC never releases disaggregategroprietary data without the express permission @
the respective operator(s). The authors would like to thank all of the operators, experts,
associations and study partnersvho made this research possibl®ata and insights from thig
outlook should e attributed to TSRC, UC Berkeley. For more, please see

http:// imr.berkeley.edu
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ABOUTTSRC

The Transportation Sustainability
Research Center (TSRC) was formed
in 2006. TSRC is managed by the
Institute of Transportation Studies of
the University of California, Berkeley;
it is headquartered at the university’s
Richmond Field Station.

TSRC uses a wide range of analysis
and evaluation tools: including
questionnaires, interviews, focus
groups, automated data collection
systems, GIS, and simulation models
to collect data and perform analysis
and interpret the data. The center
develops impartial findings and
recommendations for key issues of
interest to industry and policy makers
to aid in decision making. TSRC has
assisted in developing and
implementing major California and
federal regulations and initiatives
regarding sustainable transportation
including: zero emission vehicle
credits for carsharing vehicles as part
of the Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV)
Mandate in California. Others include
the California Global Warming
Solutions Act (AB 32), the Low
Emission Vehicle Program, the
California Clean Cars Program (AB
1493), Low Carbon Fuel Standards
policies, Sustainable Communities
and Climate Protection Act (SB 375),
and the federal Energy Independence
and Security Act of 2007.
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