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First and foremost: Utility use
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It was quickest

It was most flexible

It was easiest 
accessible

It was fun
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Mode replacement depends on context of use

3National user survey N=2557
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Last trip replaced car

Outside of city centre

Longer trips

Male

Privately owned e-scooter

PT does not take me there

4National user survey N=2557
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Have e-scooters changed how often you…

Use public transport 

Take taxi

Drive car

Use city bike

Season ticket on PT

Own (e-)bike

Walk

Am social

Go outside of home

Exercise

44 % 5 %

2 % 28 %

Less often than before More often than before
National user survey N=2557
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E-scooters change car ownership need for ¼ 
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Vet ikke / Ikke relevant

Nei

Ja, de reduserer behovet for en ekstra bil

Ja, jeg/vi har kvittet oss med bil

Ja, de bidrar til at jeg/vi vurderer å kvitte oss med bil

I don’t know

No

Yes, they reduce need for an extra car

Yes, I/we have gotten rid of a car

Yes, due to e-scooters we consider to get rid of a car

National user survey N=2557
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Meta-analysis
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Global meta-analysis: 
E-scooter mode substitution
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82 studies

251 
outcomes
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Meta-study evidence
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Each result coded

Study details

Method

Sample

Trip characteristics

% replacement of:
 Car – private/shared, taxi/ridehailing, MC

 Public transport

 Walk

 Bike

 Not travel
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Study area information added

137 locations

Some examples:
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Car share 
commuting

City bike 
scheme

MetroTram / 
LRT

Pop. 
densityKm2PopulationLocationCountry

60%1001,547161248,878AachenGermany
54%1112,0326891,400,000MarseilleFrance
46%1012,94090265,470BergenNorway

51%1004,15078325,069MalmöSweden
43%0117,4421621,208,542BrusselsBelgium

21%0013,794243922,000ZürichSwitzerland
27%0014,2402541,077,000BelgradeSerbia

74%0014,3885982,624,000BirminghamUK 
50%0115089,9925,078,000MelbourneAustralia

79%0012,3065851,349,000CalgaryCanada
89%1011,051917964,000TucsonUSA
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Mode shift 
from car
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Mode shift from
public transport 
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Mode shift from
active transport
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No surprises here


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Take home 

Mainly walk

Still, considerable impact on car use and car ownership

Larger car substitution
 Privately owned – but limited evidence

 Outside of urban centres

 Where car dominates (e.g., suburbs, North America)
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Take home

Larger PT substitution
 Europe

 Where car us is low

 Rail based public transport in area 
(i.e., where public transport presumably is good)
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Take home

Larger active transport substitution
 Short trips

 To/from public transport 

 Low car shares

 Low quality public transport (bus only)
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Policy implication
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Thank you for
your attention!

Our projects, results and publications are compiled on our 
website https://www.toi.no/elsparkesykler


