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Public Bicycle System Ridership Modes Based on CNL Model

LIU Ye',WU Ge',ZHOU Qiang’
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Abstract:  Public bicycle system has been developing rapidly as a new means of transportation to solve the “last
mile problem” in many cities of China. In this paper, public bicycle ridership is divided into three modes: transfer
to metro, transfer to bus, and independent use. Based on the survey data of public bicycle usage carried out along
metro lines in Suzhou, Cross-Nested Logit model is built to analyze major factors affecting ridership modes of
public bicycle quantitatively. The estimation results reveal a large inclination to use public bicycle as an
independent mode of travel rather than access to metro or bus. It is also suggested that public bicycle is most likely
a competitor to bus in short-distance trip, but have complementary function to metro. The study helps to reconsider

the positioning and developing orientation of public bicycle system.
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Table 3  Results of CNL model
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