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1 INTRODUCTION  
Honolu lu is a highly urbanized collection of neighborhoods and districts exhibiting unique urban 

transportation issues.  Honoluluôs mobility challenges are different from those found on the 

mainland.   These challenges stem from geographic constraints (the core travel corridors are wedged 

between the ocean and the mountains, makai  and mauka  of the H1 freeway), high levels of transit 

use that create capacity issues on the urban bus system, cultural reliance on the automobile, and 

rapid urbanization.   Coupling these issues with some of the nationôs worst traffic congestion and the 

need to develop a more sustainable island transportation system, Honolulu understands that it 

cannot expand the capacity of the roadway system to meet its mobility needs. 

The City and County of Honolulu and its various public sector partners have made concerted efforts 

to accommodate ever-increasing demand for transportation, while balancing the need to create 

vibrant, economically sustainable, and ecologically sound communities.  Bikeshare has been 

identified as one tool in the urban transportation toolbox to meet resident, employee, and visitor 

mobility needs.  It also supports various concurrent and interconnected initiatives including the 

implementation of the Honolulu Authority for Rapid  Transportation (HART) rapid transit system, 

transit -oriented community development, and various state -led energy, livability, and health 

initiatives.  

Reflecting on this interplay of mobility challenges and synergized efforts for sustainable urban 

mobility , the City and County of Honolulu, the State of Hawaii and its diverse set of public and 

private partners have collaboratively determined to implement a bikeshare system in urban 

Honolulu with the potential to expand the program to other cities and countie s across the state.  In 

May 2012, a Hawaii Clean Energy Initiative (HCEI) Transportation Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

reduction working group and the State Department of Health identified bikeshare as a key strategy 

for reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT ) and achieving healthy outcomes.   

This led to the creation of a Bikeshare Working Group (BWG) with the goal of bringing a public 

bikeshare program to Honolulu.  The Bikeshare Working Group is a collaborative group of private 

and partners and individuals,  including the City and County of Honolulu, the State of Hawaii, the 

U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), private foundations, non -profits, and educational 

institutions like the University of Hawaii at Manoa and Hawaii Pacific University.  The BWG has 

been an instrumental partner to this planning process, helping to shape the bikeshare discussion and 

examine strategies for how to best implement bikeshare in Honolulu and across Hawaii. 

Supported by the BWG, the City and County of Honolulu funded this  Bikeshare Organizational Study 

(launched in July 2013).  This study accomplishes the following tasks: 

Á Identifies the vision, goals, and objectives for bikeshare 

Á Engages key stakeholders  

Á Develops an organizational and governance strategy for Honolulu 

Á Creates a high-level business plan, bikeshare demand analysis, and feasibility assessment 



HONOLULU BIKESHARE ORGANIZATIONAL STUDY | FINAL REPORT 

City & County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc.  | 1-2 

Á Develops an RFP to solicit a turnkey bikeshare contractor 

The Bikeshare Organizational Study Final Report is an implementation -oriented planning document 

that summarizes the organizational strategy and business plan effort.  The report serves as a 

blueprint for implementing bikeshare in Honolulu and is organized as follows:  

Á Chapter 2 examines and assesses the various organizational structures  that can 

administer and operat e a bikeshare system and makes a formal recommendation 

appropriate for Honolulu and the objectives established by stakeholders. 

Á Chapter 3, the first part of the business plan, develops an initial phase system plan  based 

on demand analysis and ridership forecast results and establishes a conceptual phasing plan 

based on demand factors and future growth around HART stations.   

Á In the second part of the business plan, Chapter 4 establishes the capital and operating 

costs  of the initial phase system plan as well as the pre-launch costs required to get the 

recommended administrative organization up and running.   

Á The final component of the initial systemôs business plan, Chapter 5 offers a cross section of 

funding options available to Honolulu and develops a fund ing strategy  appropriate to 

meet the capital and operating costs detailed in Chapter 4. 

Á Chapter 6 presents an implementation strategy including an interim action plan  to move 

the future bikeshare program to the pre-launch phase. 

Á The Appendix  provided at the end of the plan details the planôs cost assumptions.   

As a planning document, this report makes assumptions based on the experience of existing 

bikeshare programs operating in similar environments.  Therefore, the entities tasked to administer 

and operate the bikeshare system may need to adjust assumptions as necessary.  That said, all 

organizational, demand, and financial analyses conducted during this study employ as much locally 

relevant data and assumptions as feasible.   

WHAT IS BIKESHARE AND WHAT ARE ITS POTENTIAL BENEFITS 
TO HONOLULU? 

Bikeshare is a low-cost, flexible public transportation service that provides on -demand access to a 

network of publically -rentable bicycles.  Public bicycles are distributed across a service area at fixed 

destination -based station locations.  With the ability to make point -to-point trips, bikesharing 

systems generally accommodate shorter trips that replace less efficient auto and transit trips (trip 

lengths average between one and three miles). 

With over 30 systems operating in the United States as of January, 2014, and over one hundred 

more in planning or pre -implementation stages, bikesharing is the fastest growing form of public 

transportation in the United States.  Not only is bikeshare transforming how people move around 

cities, it has demonstrated the ability to improve local environmental health, energy sustainability, 

quality of life, public health, and economic activity, among other key urban livability indicators.  No 

other form of public transportation is able  to unlock such wide ranging benefits for the same modest 

level of capital and operating investment. 

Bikeshareôs image and safety record has been excellent since the first system began operations in the 

U.S., and Hawaiiôs residents can expect the following cross-section of bikeshare benefits. 
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Image from DecoBike 

Transportation efficiency:   Bikeshare expands mobility, creates new bicyclists, and reduces 

automobile use.  In some systems, up to 50% of users expressed that they make more trips.1 

Approximatel y 25-45% of bikeshare trips replace a vehicle trip.2 Bikeshare also helps improve transit 

efficiency and reduce urban core crowding on transit.  In Washington DC, 25% of Capital Bikeshare 

users switched from a short transit trip.  In neighborhoods underser ved by transportation options or 

with inefficient public transit routing (e.g., loop routes), bikeshare can expand mobility and access 

options, improve connections to transit, reduce transit wait times, and even eliminate the need to 

transfer between routes or transit services. 

Last mile connectivity:  The Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation (HART) rail transit 

project, scheduled to begin operations in 2017 (first 10 miles only) and be completed by 2019, 

projects an estimated 116,300 weekday passenger trips by the year 2030.  With 70% of Oahuôs 

residents living within the HART corridor, quick and convenient access between HART stations and 

destinations will be required.  Bikeshare systems in other cities with rapid transit service have 

seamlessly provided these transit connections.  Likewise, TheBusô transfer rate hovers around 40% 

of all passengers.  The heavy weight on transfer activity signals a potential service gap that can be 

accommodated by bikeshare. 

Job creation:  Based on the experience of peer bikeshare systems and the recommended initial 

system size, a bikeshare system in urban Honolulu would create roughly 10-15 new full time jobs and 

10-20 part time positions. 3 As the system expands to other communities and islands, this figure will 

increase. 

Healthier cities:  Many people in Honolulu and throughout Hawaii are afflicted with preventable 

diseases related to inactivity and sedentary lifestyles.  Roughly 9% of Oahu adults have diabetes, 

while 21% are clinically obese based on Body Mass Index (BMI). 4 Similarly, roughly 22% of Oahu 

adults do not engage in regular physical activity.  Bikeshare is a tool that can reverse these trends 

and exhibits far greater health benefits than their perceived and actual risks.5 In the first six years of 

Parisô Velib system, users burned a combined 19 billion calories.  This upward trend in active 

                                                

1 Velibõ Website, òNow We Know You Better;ó 
(http://www.velib.paris.fr/les_newsletters/10_aujourd_hui_nous_vous_connaissons_mieux). 

2 Based on 2012 Denver B-Cycle and Capital Bikeshare data. 

3 More information related how these numbers were derived is provided in Chapter 3. 

4 Hawaii Health Data Warehouse (2011).  Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System.  
http://www.hhdw.org/cms/index.php?page=brfss-reports. 

5 Rojas-Rueda D, de Nazelle A, Tainio M, Nieuwenhuijsen MJ (2011).  The health risks and benefits of cycling in urban environments 
compared with car use: health impact assessment studyó, British Medical Journal: 343:d4521. 
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transportation and increased physical activity is likely to be replicated in Honolulu, as other systems 

have reported up to 66% of surveyed users stating increased bicycling outside of bikeshare use since 

subscribing. 

 

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 

Cleaner and more sustainable cities:  Bikeshare contributes to broader environmental goals by 

getting people out of cars, thereby reducing VMT, GHG emissions, air pollution and dependence on 

petroleum.  In 2012, Capital Bikeshare trips resulted in 1.2 million pounds of carbon emissions 

avoided and reduced 4.4 million VMT.  Parisô Velib system has saved 274 million pounds of carbon 

emission since beginning operations in 2007. 

Econom ically productive cities:   The retail spending behavior of bicyclists is well documented.  

In Portland, shoppers arriving by bicycle spend 20% more each month than those arriving by car 

(spending less per trip, but making more trips).  Bikeshare has been linked to increased retail activity 

and contributes to more lively and active mixed use and retail districts.  In the Twin Cities, bikeshare 

users spend a net extra $150,000 at businesses adjacent to bikeshare stations (purchases that would 

not have been made without bikeshare).  This figure would be compounded in Honolulu by the sheer 

number of annual visitors and the large number of employees concentrated in Oahuôs urban core. 

Competitive cities:  Cities are actively participating in a global marketplace with people choosing 

where they want to live, employers choosing where to locate, and consumers choosing where to make 

their next vacation and spend their disposable income.  In order to attract employers, a talented 

workforce, and visitors; cities must off er amenities that make a place livable and easy to navigate.  

This is particularly challenging for Honolulu as it actively competes with domestic and Asian 

destinations.  Of the U.S.ôs top ten vacation destinations, Honolulu is the only major tourist market 

without a bikeshare system on the ground or in some phase of implementation.  Nearly every city 

with a convention center either has a system, has it funded, or has selected a vendor.  This is not the 
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case in Honolulu.  Likewise, creating a bikeable city is increasingly attractive to people looking for 

places to live and people seeking vacations without renting a car.  Cities like Chicago and Seattle are 

investing in bicycle infrastructure and programs as a tool to entice a young and talented workforce 

who is increasingly attracted to vibrant, diverse urban places.6 

Community Benefits 

As mentioned above, bikeshare can help communities achieve important community livability, 

energy, and quality of life goals.  Based on the recommended system size at initial roll out as well as 

projected ridership, urban Honolulu can achieve the following community benefits: 7 

Figure 1 Projected Community Benefits of Bikeshare in Initial Phase, Urban Honolulu 

Benefit Metric 

 

Health 
141-173 million calories and 45,000 pounds of fat burned each year 

566,000-692,000 hamburgers burnt annually 

 

Environmental/ 
Energy 

4.3 million in potential annual VMT savings 

3.9-4.3 million estimated pounds of carbon saved annually  

 
Economic 

33-36 new jobs created directly by bike share operations 

$195,000-$255,000 net increase in retail spending near stations 
(conservative estimate) 

$2.5 million in potential annual savings from reduced driving 

 

 

                                                

6 Angie Schmitt (2013).  òChicago, Seattle Mayors Spar Over Bike Lanes, Tech Workersó, Streetsblog: 
http://dc.streetsblog.org/2013/02/21/chicago-seattle-mayors-spar-over-bike-lanes-tech-workers/ 

7 The projected community benefits were modeled by extrapolating the experiences and results of existing bikeshare systems 
across North America and Europe, including Capital BIkeshare (Washington DC area), NiceRide MN (Twin Cities), Vélib (Paris), and 
others. 
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COMMUNITY VISION AND OUTCOMES OF BIKESHARE IN HAWAII 

Determining an appropriate approach to governing and operating bikeshare as well as right-sizing a 

system is guided by locally desired outcomes.  Between July and September of 2013, over 200 

stakeholders from the public, private businesses, institutions, advocacy groups, health care, public 

safety, the bicycling industry, government, and others were provided an opportunity to talk about 

their vision for bikeshare in Honolulu, on Oahu, and in Hawaii.  This resulted in the following vision 

statement: 

Bikeshare is not merely a mobility tool.  It is a means to achieve an end: to create great urban 

neighborhoods where peopleôs daily needs can be met within a 20-minute walk, a quick bike ride, 

or a transit trip.  Bikeshare makes it easier to affordably and safely naviga te our neighborhoods, 

unlocking myriad health, economic, and environmental benefits for the broader community.   

During the stakeholder engagement process, over 30 key themes emerged.  These themes represent 

the desired outcomes for healthier, more sustainable, and more economically vibrant communities, 

to which bikeshare is a contributor.  They include:  

Á Bikeshare elevates quality of life in Honolulu , creating livable, clean, and quiet 

neighborhoods. 

Á Bikeshare enables residents to live healthier, happier mo re social lives.  

Á Bikeshare expands transportation options , increasing walking, bicycling, and enabling 

more people to use transit. 

Á Bikeshare aligns with state energy goals  and reduces oil consumed for transportation  

Á Bikeshare fills gaps in the transit syst em  and reduces crowding on TheBus. 

Á Bikeshare seamlessly integrates with TheBus and the future HART rail system ð

aiding the Cityôs goals for transit -oriented community development . 

Á Bikeshare stimulates public support for expanding bicycle infrastructure . 

Á Bikeshare expands to other satellite locations and counties , spreading the benefits of 

bikeshare to many Hawaii residents. 

Á Bikeshare stimulates local economic development , business enterprise, and retail 

sales. 

Á Bikeshare provides a tourist amenity  that many visitors have come to expect in 

destination cities.  

Á Bikeshare creates an intergenerational bicycling culture in Honolulu  that 

normalizes the bicycle for transportation and recreation.  

Á Bikeshare helps reduce traffic congestion  and improve automobile and tran sit travel 

times. 

  

Image from Nelson\Nygaard 
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IS BIKESHARE FEASIBLE IN HONOLULU? 

Based on the experience of existing bikeshare systems and their metrics for success, urban Honolulu 

is well-equipped to support a successful and sustainable bikeshare system.  A high-level feasibilit y 

determination based on known bikeshare demand factors is presented in Figure 2.  These factors 

include urban form factors (population, employment and destination density, and amenities such as 

parks and programs), visitor popula tion and hotel capacity, policy and planning support, political 

support, partner availability, topography, weather, bikeway availability and quality, investment, and 

advertising potential.  

Chapter 6 presents key risks and sensitivities that might impact the bikeshare implementation 

timeline and the long -term success of the bikeshare system. 

Figure 2 Bikeshare Readiness Matrix 

What Makes 
Bikeshare Work? 

Readiness Level Characteristics in Honolulu 

Urban Form High Honoluluõs dense linear development pattern consists of a 
variety of destinations serving a variety of travel markets 
(commuters, shoppers, visitors, students, etc.).  Interspersed 
throughout this linear band of development are well used 
parks, civic spaces, and land uses that serve residentsõ daily 
needs. 

Visitor 
Population and 
Hotel Capacity 

High Oahu accommodates over 5 million visitors per year, 2.8 million 
of which come from the mainland and 2.3 million arrive from 
international origins.  Roughly 45% of international visitors 
originate from Japanña fairly price insensitive market.  Urban 
Honolulu has 22,241 of Oahuõs 35,126 hotel rooms (not 
including private rental units).8 Thatõs compared to over 33,000 
and 110,000 rooms in San Francisco and Chicago, respectively. 

Policy and 
Planning 
Support 

High Bikeshare supports a broad number of local, regional, and 
statewide planning and policy initiatives, including the 
Governorõs New Day Plan, various portions of the State 
Planning Act, the Statewide Transportation Plan and Transit-
Oriented Development strategies, implementation of the 
state/local Complete Streets policies, Hawaii Clean Energy 
Initiative Vehicle Miles Traveled Plan, Department of Health's 
Healthy Hawaii Initiative, State Physical Activity and Nutrition 
(PAN) Plan, the City and Countyõs Primary Urban Center 
Development Plan and Neighborhood Transit-Oriented 
Development Plans, the Oahu Bike Plan, and Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2035 (OMPO), among many others. 

Political Support High Mayor Caldwell and Governor Abercrombie have expressed 
strong support for implementing bikeshare and have both 
appointed staff resources to ensure implementation.  Support 
extends beyond the public sector as some of Honoluluõs largest 
employers and industry stakeholders (including the 
hotel/tourism, health care, education, and private ground 
transportation industries) have indicated strong support for 
developing a bikeshare system. 

                                                

8 State of Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development & Tourism, 2012 Visitor Statistics 
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Partner 
Availability  

High The Bikeshare Working Group was borne out of a 
collaborative group of partners, including representatives from 
the City and County of Honolulu, various State departments, the 
U.S. EPA, private foundations, non-profits and educational 
institutions like the University of Hawaii at Manoa and Hawaii 
Pacific University. 

Topography Moderate Honoluluõs core travelshed is located in the flat basin between 
the mountains and ocean.  Some pockets of demand like areas 
mauka of the H1 freeway would require users to overcome 3% 
grades. 

Weather High Honolulu exhibits year round sunshine.  Weather is suitable for 
year round operation.  Humidity may play a role in the 
commuter marketõs ridership. 

Bikeway 
Availability  

Low Limited bikeway coverage and narrow, uncomfortable bikeway 
conditions would discourage bikeshare use.  Extensive bikeway 
development is required to encourage broader levels of 
bicycling and bikeshare use in the future. 

Investment/ 
Development 

High Capital investment coupled with redevelopment in dense urban 
districts like Kaka`ako will ensure the continued land use 
intensity and programming for events needed to support short 
urban trips made by bikeshare. 

Advertising 
Potential 

Moderate Sponsorship and advertising programs will need to be 
implemented consistent with State law and City and County 
ordinances.  

   

Image from Richard Masoner 
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2 RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURE 

Several factors influence the selection of a bikeshare organizational model, including the vision and 

needs of local organizers, funding availability, the reliance on public and/or private funding, and 

local organizational capacity.  Many North American bikeshare organizations are structured as 

partnerships between the public and private sector.  Even where private sponsorship funding is used 

and/or a non -government organization governs bikeshare operations, public sector commitment has 

been a critical bellwether since bikeshare is a form of public transportation operating largely on 

public rights -of-way.  The most commonly employed operating models in North America include the 

following:  

Option 1:  Publically -owned, operated by a private turnkey operator 9.  In this case, a city 

or region contracts with a private turnkey operator.  The public entity managing the system often 

owns the capital (bikes, stations, etc.) and is responsible for establishing a sustainable funding 

strategy.  Decision-making is typically guided by an advisory committee, but is managed through a 

conventional municipal governance process.  This operating model has been used in Washington 

D.C.  (Capital Bikeshare), and Boston (Hubway), among others.   

Option 2:  Non -profit owned and operated.  Under this model, a private, non -profit 

organization (either pre -existing or established specifically for administration) manages, owns, and 

operates the bikeshare system.  This includes managing a customer service call center, remote 

system surveillance, and redistribution efforts, maintaining bicycle and station maintenance, and 

providing administrative services, marketing, fundraising, etc.  Decision -making is handled by a 

Board of Directors, which oft en includes major private sector sponsors and elected leaders.  Nice 

Ride Minnesota is an example of an operating non-profit in North America.  

Option 3:  Administrative non -profit.  Another example of a private, non-profit (either pre -

existing or established specifically for administration) is one that owns and administers the system.  

A non-profit is formed to oversee all duties, except for day-to-day operations.  The difference 

between this and the non-profit owned and operated  is that the administrative non-profit does not 

operate the system.  Instead, the non-profit often leads fundraising efforts, prepares purchase orders 

for bikeshare equipment, selects an operator, and markets bikeshare services.  That said, the non-

profit can require the turnkey oper ator or a third party specialist to fulfill any of these tasks as part of 

the service agreement.  An administrative non-profit typically contracts a turnkey private operator to 

implement the system roll out and operate the system.  Strategic decision-makin g is handled by a 

                                                

9 A òturnkey operatoró refers to a private, for profit vendor business that provides bikeshare services.  There are several such 
companies operating in North America.  While their role and responsibility varies from city to city, most turnkey operators are, 
under contract, responsible for delivering bikeshare bikes and docking stations, managing communications and software systems, 
operating and maintaining the bikes and docking stations, and redistributing bicycles as needed.  Turnkey operator may also play 
a role in marketing, funding development, expansion planning, and other administrative tasks.   
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Board of Directors.  Examples of this operating model include Denver B-Cycle, Puget Sound 

Bikeshare (planned for the Seattle region), and Portland Bikeshare (planned). 

Option 4:  Privately owned and operated.  In this case, a private operator is procured to 

operate the system, while maintaining control of the capital.  The private operator also takes 

ownership of fundraising, if necessary (e.g., in some cases, enough user revenue is generated to fund 

the system).  A private operation offers public agencies less control of system size and growth; this 

depends largely on the private operatorôs ability to generate revenue and their strategy to turn a 

profit.  This model offers public agencies limited requirement for staff time dedicated to bik eshare 

and completely transfers risk to the private operator.  Examples of this operating model include 

DecoBike in Miami Beach and Citibike in New York City.  

Option 5:  Publicly -owned and operated.  In this case, the public agencyðbe it a city, county, 

regional government, transit agency, or state entityðprocures and owns the bikeshare bikes, docking 

stations, and supporting equipment and manages the day-to-day operations of the system.  This 

includes managing a customer service call center, remote system surveillance, and redistribution 

efforts, maintaining bicycle and station maintenance, and providing administrative services, 

marketing, fundraising, etc.  This operating model has been used in European and Asian cities (most 

notably in Guangzhou, China) due to their ability to secure greater public monies to support 

bikeshare as a core urban transportation service.  There are no North American examples. 

Option 6:  Owned and operated as part of a street -furniture advertising contract.  This 

operating model uses major street furniture advertising contracts (e.g.  JCDeceaux as funder, 

manager, and operator).  The model relies entirely on the revenue potential drawn from bikeshare 

station sponsorship and advertising.  Due to Honoluluôs strict public right-of-way sign code and the 

community value of limiting visual clutter in the public view shed and streetscape, this operating 

model is not viable.  Therefore, this operating model was not assessed. 

ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

The following evaluation criteria were used to select the preferred organizational model for bikeshare 

in Honolulu and Hawaii:  

Á Capital ownership (responsibility over capital depreciation and replacement)  

Á Operational transparency 

Á Profit and risk sharing  

Á Operating expertise 

Á Fundraising capacity 

Á Ability to innovate  

Á Expansion potential (Oahu and statewide) 

Á Staff capacity/organizational interest  

Á Key stakeholder support 

The ability to innovate  and expansion potential (statewide, later phase)  criteria are included in 

response to broadly expressed stakeholder interests.  Key stakeholders and elected leaders were 

interested in organizational models that allowed capacity for future statewide expansion.  These 

criteria provide opportunity for geographic equity, which is particularly important given potentia l 

state funding support.   
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The comparison matrix displayed on the following page summarizes the advantages and challenges 

of each model as they relate to Honolulu.  Based on the assessment, a statewide administrative 

non -profit  model (Option 3)  is recommended for implementation.  Key reasons for this 

recommendation include:  

Á Ability of a non -profit to achieve key bikeshare system objectives, including the potential to 

support statewide expansion. 

Á Ability of a non -profit organization to secure public, private , and non-profit funding sources, 

including public grant funding, general funds, non -profit contributions, and sponsor 

support.  Potential private and institutional sponsors in Honolulu expressed a strong 

support for a non-profit organizational structure.  

Á Liability risk is assumed by a private turnkey operator.  

Á Offers the City and County of Honolulu and potentially other counties the ability to influence 

station locations, compared to other models where the private operator has more control 

over service area definition and station locations.  

Á Provides opportunity for a fresh image and separation of bikeshare organization from 

existing political and public process constraints (i.e., ease of contracting, negotiations with 

private entities, etc.).  

Á Puts operations in the hands of an experienced private operator, while allowing a local 

organization to control the mission and ensure broader system objectives are being met.   

Á Limits public agency and private sponsor risk of liability, underperformance, failure, and t he 

potential negative public response to any of these conditions. 

Á Positive response to non-profit bikeshare organization from Honolulu -based private and 

public sector stakeholders and key elected leaders. 

During the planning process, a broad coalition of project partners from the City and County of 

Honolulu, State of Hawaii, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, non -profit sector, and private 

sector decided to name the administrative non-profit Bikeshare Hawaii to reflect the organizationôs 

statewide mission.  The non-profit will be referred to as Bikeshare Hawaii throughout this Plan.  

Figure 3 A Tale of Two Non-Profits 

 
Puget Sound Bike Share and Nice Ride Minnesota are two bike share non-profits with two very different implementation 
experiences.  Honoluluõs new non-profit bikeshare organization should use the experiences of these two organizations as it moves 
toward implementation.  Note: Bikeshare in the Twin Cities is owned and operated by Nice Ride MN. 
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Figure 4 Honolulu Bikeshare Organizational Assessment 

Selection Factor Capital Ownership Operational 
Transparency 

Profit Sharing and 
Risk/Liability 

Operating Expertise Fundraising Capacity Ability to Innovate Citywide and Statewide 
Expansion Potential 

Staff Capacity/ 
Organizational 

Interest 

Key Honolulu 
Stakeholder 

Support 
Organizational Type 
(and recommendation) 

1.  Publically-owned, privately 
operated by a private turnkey operator  
Not recommended. 

Public entity owns 
equipment and must 
deal with 
depreciation and 
replacement. 

Moderate - High.  
Public entity controls 
system parameters 
and growth and 
establishes operator 
contract price. 

Moderate ð High level 
of risk.  Financial risk 
assumed by public 
entity (i.e., 
City/County or State).  
Turnkey operator 
takes on liability risk/ 
coverage. 

Private operator 
provides operating 
expertise; public 
entity provides 
management 
capacity. 

Low ð Moderate.  
Private and institution 
funding/sponsorship 
opportunities limited 
when compared with 
non-profit model. 

Moderate.  Other than 
fare media 
integration, new 
technologies 
determined by private 
operator capabilities.   

Moderate-High.  Better penetration 
into areas underserved by other 
transportation options.  Statewide 
expansion requires inter-municipal 
agreement on operating and 
maintenance standards, as well as 
revenue and cost sharing. 

Low interest.  
Requires additional 
FTEs with skills to 
manage program. 

Limited interest 
expressed. 

2.  Non-profit owned and operated 
Not recommended. 

Non-profit 

organization owns 
equipment and must 
deal with 
depreciation and 
replacementñas 
opposed to a public 
entity. 

Moderate.  Board of 

Directors provides 
transparency to all 
sector partners. 

Low ð Moderate level 

of risk.  Financial risk 
and liability assumed 
by non-profit.  Growth 
depends on net 
revenue including user 
fees and sponsorship.  
Revenue is not shared 
with a private 
operator. 

Limited operator 

experience can 
reduce service 
quality, reliability, 
and customer 
satisfaction. 

High.  Non-profit 

organization is best 
positioned to secure 
public and private 
funding and can serve 
as a reliable pass 
through for public funds. 

Moderate-High.  

Nimble enough to use 
net revenue to 
experiment with new 
vehicle, mobile, and 
station technology. 

High.  Non-profit sets inter-

municipal expansion agreements 
on operating and maintenance 
standards, as well as revenue and 
cost sharing.  Expansion guided 
by financial sustainability and 
responsiveness to mission. 

Moderate interest.  

Limited impact on 
City/County staff 
capacity except for 
public sector 
representation on the 
non-profitõs Board.  
Existing staff could 
support program for 
minor in kind services. 

Moderate 

interest 
expressed. 

3.  Administrative non-profit  
Recommended for implementation due to 
minimal public sector risk, ability to 
attract private support, and ability to 
expand operations to lower demand 
neighborhoods and, eventually, other 
counties. 

Non-profit or turnkey 
operator own 
equipment and must 
deal with 
depreciation and 
replacementñas 
opposed to a public 
entity. 

Moderate.  Board of 
Directors provides 
transparency to all 
sector partners. 

Low level of risk.  
Financial risk assumed 
by non-profit.  
Turnkey operator 
takes on liability 
risk/coverage. 

Private operator 
provides operating 
expertise; non-
profitõs goal is to 
achieve broader 
mission. 

High.  Non-profit 
organization is best 
positioned to secure 
public and private 
funding and can serve 
as a reliable pass 
through for public funds. 

Moderate.  Other than 
fare media 
integration, new 
technologies 
determined by private 
operator capabilities. 

High.  Non-profit sets inter-
municipal expansion agreements 
on operating and maintenance 
standards, as well as revenue and 
cost sharing.  Expansion guided 
by financial sustainability and 
responsiveness to mission. 

High interest.  Limited 
impact on 
City/County staff 
capacity unless there 
is public sector 
representation on the 
non-profitõs Board.  
Existing staff could 
support program for 
minor in-kind services. 

High level of 
support across 
stakeholder 
groups. 

4.  Privately-owned and operated  
Not recommended. 

Private company 
owns equipment and 
must deal with 
depreciation and 
replacementñas 
opposed to a public 
entity. 

Very low.  Private 
operator sets system 
parameters for 
growth and service 
area. 

Low level of risk.  Risk 
assumed by private 
operator.  Profit is not 
shared and system 
growth depends on 
operator growth 
strategy. 

Private operator 
provides operating 
expertise. 

Moderate - High.  
Private operator fully 
responsible for funding.  
Risk to public is low, but 
expansion capacity may 
be severely limited. 

Low-Moderate.  New 
technologies 
determined by private 
operator capabilities 
and impact on 
profitability. 

Low.  Expansion is dependent on 
profitability, limiting system 
growth and application in less 
urban settings. 

Low interest.  Limited 
impact on 
City/County staff 
capacity.  Existing 
staff could support 
program for minor in- 
kind services. 

Limited interest 
expressed. 

5.  Publicly-owned and operated  
Not recommended. 

Public entity owns 
equipment and must 
deal with 
depreciation and 
replacement. 

Very High.  Public 
entity controls system 
parameters and 
growth and 
operates the system 
using their own 
procedures. 

High level of risk.   
Financial risk and 
liability assumed by 
public entity. 

Limited operator 
experience can 
reduce service 
quality, reliability, 
and customer 
satisfaction. 

Low ð Moderate.   
Private and institution 
funding/sponsorship 
opportunities limited 
when compared with 
non-profit model. 

Low.  Innovative 
applications depend 
on cost and fundraising 
ability. 

Moderate-High.  Better penetration 
into areas underserved by other 
transportation options.  Statewide 
expansion requires inter-municipal 
agreement on operating and 
maintenance standards, as well as 
revenue and cost sharing. 

Very low interest.  
Requires additional 
FTEs with skills to 
manage program. 

No interest 
expressed. 

Evaluation scale: 

Evaluation is based on each criterionõs impact on the City and County of Honolulu as well as their ability to meet the basic goals and objectives established by the Bikeshare Working Group (BWG)ñan ad hoc group made up of public sector, private sector, non-
profit, and citizen representatives that was created to explore opportunities for bikeshare implementation.  Please note that Option 6 was not assessed due to limitations associated with local sign code regulations. 

XXX 
Ideal 
condition 

XXX 
Desirable 
condition 

XXX 
Neutral 
condition 

XXX 
Undesirable 
condition 
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3 RECOMMENDED INITIAL PHASE 
PLAN  

This section illustrates the results of the demand analysis and presents the recommended service 

area for initial phase implementation.  This Plan does not determine the number of phases or the 

extent of service expansion.  Future expansion decisions will be made by the Bikeshare Hawaii 

Board subject to the availability of operating  surplus or other funding.  Therefore, this Plan uses 

ñInitial Phaseò instead of Phase 1.  The section also illustrates conceptual station placement based 

on target station spacing parameters and adjusted for destination location and orientation toward 

the street. 

 DEMAND ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY 

Using the underlying assumption that the bikeshare system would be administered by Bikeshare 

Hawaii, a statewide non-profit organization and operated by a private vendor -operator, the initial 

phase system plan was developed in a way that attracts the highest demand travel markets and 

greatest sponsorship opportunity possible.  It was deemed critical for the non-profit to establish a 

base service area that could sustainably operate bikeshare and perhaps help finance future 

expansion given the concentrated visitor marketôs demand for short trip mobility and limited cost 

sensitivity.  

The initial phase plan 

recommended by 

Nelson\ Nygaard (the 

consultant) was determined 

by a weighted composite 

index methodology using a 

variety of bikeshare demand 

factors characterized as 

Reside | Work | Recreate | 

Move | Shop.  These demand 

categories and their 

underlying demand factors 

are proven indicators of 

bikeshare use propensity in 

systems across North 

America.  The approach 

employed is financially -

conservative.  Equity factors 

were deliberately reserved for 

future phase expansion to 

Figure 5 The "Reside | Work | Recreate | Move | Shop" 
Demand Analysis Approach 

 

The Initial Phase System Plan and its underlying demand analysis uses the Reside | 
Work | Recreate | Move | Shop approach 

Source: Nelson\Nygaard 
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ensure the system can be sustainably anchored in the initial phase.  This ñbusiness-like approachò 

to system roll out will expand coverage carefully in order to ensure long-term sustainable 

operations and establish trust of future system sponsors and investors.  This is a similar approach 

used in the Twin Citiesô Nice Ride Minnesota system (i.e., core demand launch and outward 

expansion as financial sustainability and community wide support is established) ðan approach 

that has allowed their system to grow sustainably while helping to build a broad culture of bicycle 

transportation.   

The demand factors employed for this Plan (shown above) are based on available data.  Prior to 

generating demand scores, each demand factor was weighted based on the local contextôs 

influence on the demand factorôs relative influence on trip making and mode choice.  Demand 

scores were illustrated using a heat mapping approach.  This approach conveys spatially relative 

demand and offers a good sense for where station density would be greatest (see the following 

section for more information on the station density parameters applied to the initial system plan).   

SERVICE AREA DEFINITION 

The initial phase service area and future phase expansion opportunities were defined based on 

four main factors:  

Á Connectedness of demand clusters/destination density 

Á Network barriers (both bikeway network barriers that can be improved and street 

network connectivity challenges that may be difficult to overcome)  

Á Geographic constraints (e.g., topography, waterways, etc.) 

Á Connections to HART Stations (for future phase expansion opportunities)  

The recommended initial service area (shown in Figures 8 and 9 on pages 3-66 and 3-77) 

encompasses a 5.14 square mile area spanning from Honoluluôs Chinatown district to Waikikið

bounded by the H1 freeway, but extending up to UH Manoa.  This service area would serve the 

Chinatown, Downtown, Hawaii Capital Historic District, Kaka`ako, Ala Moana, McCully -

Mo`ili`ili, Waikiki, and Lower Manoa Valley neighborhoods.   

Other potential pockets of demand noted by stakeholders that could be tapped into as provisional 

extensions of the initial service area include Kalihi (serving a multi -modal residential community 

and Honolulu Community College), Makiki (serving dense pockets of residents, including 

significant UH Manoa student and faculty populations), and Kaimuki and Chami nade University.  

These are considered provisional demand centers due to their highly peaked travel patterns, lack 

of connectivity or comfortable bicycle access to the core cluster of bikeshare demand, or their 

proximity to major barriers like canals/water ways or the H1 freeway.  These provisional launch 

locations could possibly be included in the initial service area if sufficient funding were to become 

available; but would likely require supporting bikeway investment to better link them to the 

recommended initial phaseôs cluster of contiguous bikeshare demand. 

Initial Launch Scenarios, Station Spacing, and Station Locations 

The initial launch plan includes two capital investment scenarios based on moderate and optimal 

station densities.  Spacing, density, and sizing details of the Optimal and Moderate Density 

Scenarios are summarized in Figure 6.  The Optimal Density scenario is based on a 183-station 

network, while the Moderate Density scenario enjoys a less dense, yet well-connected 141-station 

network.  This equates to average station spacing of 810 feet and 952 feet, respectively.  Both 
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scenarios encompass the same service area.  In both scenarios, station spacing varies roughly by 

relative demand in different di stricts.  In the Optimal Density scenario, denser station spacing 

levels of 600 feet is applied to higher demand districts like Waikiki and Downtown, whereas most 

other districts provide station spacing of about 900 feet.  In the Moderate Density scenario,  these 

spacing standards increase to 700 feet and 1,000 feet, respectively. 

These station spacing and station density standards are not applied arbitrarily.  Rather, they 

represent the experiences of some of North Americaôs most successful bikeshare systems in cities 

with similar density and development patterns as Honolulu.  More information related to station 

spacing and density standards are provided in the following section. 

Figure 6 Proposed Initial Phase System Size Scenarios 

Characteristics 
Optimal Density 

Scenario 
Moderate Density 

Scenario 

Area  5.14 sq.  mi. 5.14 sq.  mi. 

Number of stations 183 141 

Number of bicycles 1,676 1,340 

Number of docks 3,149 2,520 

Station density 36 stations per sq.  mi. 27 stations per sq.  mi. 

Average station spacing (based on network distance) 810ft 952ft 

Dock-bike ratio 1.88 1.88 

Note: Final station density and average spacing may vary depending on the final station location plan. 

Preliminary station locations shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9 were assigned across the street 

network (not including alleys) based on recommended station spacing standards established 

above.  The station locations were then adjusted based on several factors including:  

Á Entrances of key destinations (including major tourist attractions)  

Á Major transit transfer locations  

Á Future HART stations and TOD locations 

Á Streets with bicycle infrastructure (conversely, shying away from high volume , high speed 

streets) 

Á Recreational hubs (multi -use path connections) 

The final station locations should be further refined to provide direct station access from 

destinations and ensure stationsô spatial requirements adhere to local codes. 

Future Expansion Phases 

Expansion of the bikeshare system beyond the initial phase service area will depend on additional 

study, public outreach, bikeshare initial success, and partnership opportunities.  As illustrated in 

Figure 7, expansion areas could include neighborhoods directly adjacent to the initial phase such 

as Kalihi, Makiki, Kapahulu, Palama and Kaimuki.  Expansion to these demand centers would 

likely require bicycle connectivity improvements to encourage use. 

Additiona l expansion phases are expected to include satellite service areas not continuously 

connected with the initial phase service area.  Such expansion phases could include HART 

stations and TOD neighborhoods, Armed Force Base station clusters at Kaneohe Bay, Joint Base 
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Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and Wheeler Air Force Base, as well as satellite neighborhood clusters in 

Kailua, Salt Lake, Mililani Town, Ewa/Ewa Beach, and the North Shore.  

Implementation timeframes for these expansion opportunities depend on a variety o f factors, 

including transit -oriented development surrounding HART stations, the fiscal health of the non -

profit after initial launch, Board of Director decision -making, as well as funding availability for 

station subsidization and sponsorship.  The latter  factor will be particularly influential on the 

military bases as substantial interest in bikeshare was voiced by base planners.10 Generally, HART 

and the Cityôs TOD program envision opening up remote clusters of bikeshare stations as each rail 

station is completed and redevelopment opportunities are realized.  Bikeshare Hawaii and the 

City and County of Honolulu should work with HART to incorporate bikeshare stations as low 

cost elements in the design and capital funding of rail stations. 

A hallmark of Bike share Hawaii will be its statewide mission.  While the results of initial demand 

analysis are focused on the island of Oahu, numerous communities on other islands have 

bikeshare potential equal or greater than the potential future expansion areas pinpointe d in 

Figure 7.  While this may be the case, the scope of this study was limited to the City and County of 

Honolulu.  As such, conditions on neighbor islands were not analyzed.  Expansion opportunities 

across the state will need to be evaluated before the program can adequately prioritize and finalize 

expansion plans beyond Oahu. 

While some communities in Hawaii are well -suited for a station-based bike share system, less 

urban communities might be better served by different operatin g systems or bikeshare 

technologies.  See the case study below for an example of an emerging bike share technology. 

 

                                                

10Bikeshare is being included as a transportation investment opportunity in ongoing military base master plan efforts. 

Concierge-Based Bikeshare:  

Targeting the local, visitor, and recreational market 
on neighbor islands 

The conditions required to operate a successful point-to-
point, station-based bikeshare system discount the ability of 
less urban communities to support a bikeshare satellite 
system. Station-based systems could be particularly 
challenging on neighbor islands with small pockets of 
residential demand for short trips and larger pockets of 
visitor and recreational demand. To meet this complex 
challenge, hybrid systems are being developed to meet 
both residential and visitor demand. 

One of Nice Ride Minnesotaõs interests in bikeshare is to determine whether traditional, station-based 

bikeshare service delivery is well-suited for communities that are less urban than the Twin Cities. As part of 
their growth strategy, Nice Ride Minnesota envisions centrally staffed òNice Ride Centers,ó with a fleet of 
lighter rental bikes with bike locks, lights, fenders, and cargo-space. These bicycles are intended for daily 
transportation, but versatile for mid-distance recreational use. Applying the Nice Ride Center concept in 
outlying island cities like Hilo, Kihei, and Kapa`a, several bikeshare centers could be located in the core of 
each city as a substitution for station-based bike share.  Such a system would need a different pricing 
structure, but it could use the same fare media for inter-island use. 

Proposed design for Nice Ride Center bicycles 
would be lighter than station-based bike share 
bicycles. 

Image from Nice Ride MN 
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Figure 7 Initial Phase Service Area and Future Expansion Opportunities 








































































