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Survey overview
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• Goal: Collect information from new mobility experts 

in both the public and private sectors about:

 Existing practices 

 Current challenges

 Future needs

• Two primary areas of interest:

1. Performance measurement

2. Data sharing

July 5: Survey issued

July 6 – Sept 6: Response collection

Sept 7 - Today: Data analysis



Respondent information
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• 144 total responses

• Primarily government (64% total) 

• Public sector responses are majority 

European, but a range of city sizes

• Responses from major private sector 

operators on every continent

National 
government

46%

Local or regional 
government

18%

IGO / NGO
11%

Private sector
17%

Academia 
8%



5

16%

18%

27%

35%

39%

43%

51%

57%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Microtransit (e.g. Via)

Car pooling platforms

Moped sharing

Ride sourcing (e.g. Uber)

E-scooter sharing

Car sharing (e.g. Zipcar)

Docked bike sharing

Dockless bike sharing

Percentage of Respondents 

Which types of new mobility does your organisation oversee? 

Vehicle Sharing

Ride Sourcing

Ride Sharing
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4%

14%

56%

36%

50%

46%

6%

9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Promoting new mobility services

Monitoring only

Collecting and managing data

Enforcing regulations

Creating regulations

Infrastructure planning

Offering end-to-end trip bundling

Operating new mobility services

Percentage of Respondents 

What are your organisation's responsibilities with respect to new mobility? 

Providing public services

Active involvement

Passive involvement
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Public sector needs

27%

73%

Yes

No

19%

71%

10%

Yes

No

Unsure

Do you currently receive data from new mobility 

operators in your jurisdiction?

Do you currently use performance metrics to evaluate 

new mobility services?

Key quote: “It is very important to get data from car-based new mobility modes.” 
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53%

18%

6%

24%

55%

22%

2%

20%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Mandatory Voluntary Purchased from Third Party By Request

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

 o
f 

R
e

s
p

o
n

d
e

n
ts

Agreement Type

Under what circumstances are / should data be reported to you?

Existing Agreement

Preferred Agreement

Key quote: “New operating agreements should include an 
obligation to report data to the National Statistics Office.” 
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Gap: -19%

Gap: -10%

Gap: 23%

Gap: 14%

Gap: 33%

Gap: 59%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Total usage data (e.g. trips / day)

Spatially aggregated usage data

Individual trip data

Crash data

User demographic data

Carbon emissions data

Percentage of Respondents

What data do you currently / would you prefer to receive from new mobility operators?

Would Prefer

Receive Currently

Key quote: “Data collection is 
valuable and exciting, but our 
statistics office needs national 
legislative backing in order to 
start new data collection.” 
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63%

75%

63%

13%

13%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Data scope

Data quality

Data format

Customer privacy

Excessive
reporting burden

Percentage of Respondents

Any concerns about your data sharing agreement? 

45%

55%

Yes

No

Is the data reported in a consistent 

format? 

Key quote: “We currently have data reporting with our shared micromobility companies but 
nothing with Zipcar or Uber/Lyft. It feels unfair and my job could really benefit from that data.” 
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0 = No value

3 = High value 

56% 39% 28% 83% 39% 22%
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Current use of metric categories vs. perceived value (on a scale of 0 to 3) 
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0 = No value

3 = High value 

Gap: -13%

Gap: -7%

Gap: -6%

Gap: 15%

Gap: 16%

Gap: 28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Identifying general travel patterns

Infrastructure planning

Monitoring compliance with
regulations

Developing new regulations

Monitoring efficiency

Monitoring passenger safety

Percentage of Respondents

How do you / would you like to use new mobility performance metrics? 

Preferred Use

Current Use
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56%

50%

6%

69%

13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Lack of access to data

Multiple or inconsistent data formats

Extensive data quality control required

Limited staffing resources to analyse data

Limited computing resources

Percentage of Respondents

What challenges do you face in calculating performance metrics for new mobility?

Key quote: “Deciding what the 
most useful metrics will be.” 
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4.1
4.0

3.6
3.5

3.7
3.8

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

Standardised format for
new mobility data

Standardised
performance metrics

Global new mobility
performance database

Global new mobility
trend reports

Centralized dashboard
for new mobility data

Adding new mobility to
travel surveys
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How much value would each of these resources provide (on a scale of 1 to 5)?

1 = Very low value

5 = Very high value

Key quote: “It is important to make sure detailed data is collected 
and available for the organisations maintaining transport models 
and making the forecasts and not just for statistical purposes.” 
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76%
73%

59%

80%

72%
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If a database of new mobility trends were created, 
which types of indicators would be of interest?

87%

13%

Yes

No

Would you be open to sharing 

aggregated, anonymised data for 

populating a global trend database?

Key quote: “A common framework of 
indicators is key to enabling comparisons.” 
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Private sector recommendations

Private: 11%

Private: 7%

Private: 11%

Private: 18%

Private: 18%

Private: 18%

Public: 47%

Public: 19%

Public: 12%

Public: 14%

Public: 14%

Public: 19%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Custom Format

NeTEx New Modes

GBFS with additional custom features

General Bike Feed Specification (GBFS)

MDS with additional custom features

Mobility Data Specification (MDS)

Percentage of Respondents

In which format should new mobility data be shared?

Public Sector

Private Sector

Key quote: “Encourage the use of open 
platforms such as transport.data.gouv in France.” 
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36% 36%

52%

30%

42%

21%
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60%

Data scope Data format Customer privacy Commercial sensitivity Lack of fairness across
operators

Excessive reporting
burden
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Any concerns about data sharing with the public sector? 

Key quote: “Consider incentives for operators 
that demonstrate maturity in data sharing.” 
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78%

22%

Yes

No

Should a user’s socioeconomic information be included with trip data to 

enable differentiated performance evaluation?

Key quote: “[It is] important to measure success […] and be able to adjust accordingly to 
reach low income, elderly, women or other marginalised groups with the service.” 



Key Takeaways
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1. Overall, access to new mobility data and performance metrics is limited for public 

agencies, even those responsible for regulations and infrastructure planning . 

2. Monitoring the safety and sustainability of new mobility services is a priority for 

regulators, but very regulators have access to the necessary data.

3. Standardization of data formats, performance metrics and regulatory agreements 

would be welcomed by both regulators and new mobility operators.

4. The public and private sectors are both open to more data sharing with each other 

(including socio-economic data) and the public under certain conditions. 

5. National governments can support local governments by providing legislative 

backing, additional staff resources, and creating data-sharing platforms.
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